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Abstract 

Children's difficulties with regulating or controlling emotion are associated with 

externalizing problems (Eisenberg et al., 2001). Emotion regulation develops through 

interactions with caregivers during childhood, where children are socialized about the 

management and expression of emotions (Kopp, 1989). The parent-child relationship is 

thus one factor associated with children's externalizing problems and, to date, research on 

children’s externalizing problems has focused on relationships with parental emotion 

socialization and parent-child emotions (Granic & Lamey, 2002; Lengua, 2006). 

However, parent-child co-regulation— the bidirectional process whereby individuals 

mutually regulate emotions with others (Fogel, 1993)— is also likely a proximal factor in 

children's externalizing problems. Over time, dyadic patterns emerge and are reinforced 

through co-regulation, and children develop regulated or dysregulated emotional patterns 

with their parents (Granic & Lamey, 2002). Co-regulation is also likely related to 

differences in externalizing symptomatologies, as dyads with children with co-occurring 

externalizing and internalizing problems (MIXED) show more mutual hostility over the 

course of a conflict than dyads with purely externalizing children (EXT; Granic & 

Lamey, 2002).  

 The current study examined co-regulation in 255 parent-child dyads, of which 80 

had EXT children (73% male), 111 had MIXED children (87% male), and 64 had 

typically-developing children (63% male). Children were between the ages of 8 and 12 

(M = 9.56). Behaviours during positive and conflict discussions were coded with a new 

observational tool, the Co-Regulation of Emotion (CORE) coding system. CORE's 

validity was supported with associations with independent raters’ impressions of the 
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interactions. Generally, co-regulation was higher during the conflict as compared to the 

positive discussions, as expected. Contrary to hypotheses, dyads with EXT and MIXED 

children did not show more non-supportive co-regulation than dyads with typically-

developing children, and dyads with typically-developing children did not show more 

supportive co-regulation. Similarly, group differences on the association between 

interaction partners' supportive and non-supportive co-regulation and negative affect 

were not significant. Overall, MIXED dyads did not show more non-supportive co-

regulation than EXT dyads, as had been expected. The findings did not support the 

hypothesis that emotion co-regulation differentiates dyads with externalizing children 

from dyads with typically-developing children in middle childhood. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 Emotion regulation—the process whereby individuals modulate, initiate, or 

inhibit the occurrence, form, or intensity of emotions (Thompson, 1994)— is the basis of 

socioemotional functioning, such as managing negative emotions and relationship 

formation and maintenance, across the lifespan (Cole, Martin, & Dennis, 2004; Gross, 

2007; Koole, 2009; Thompson, 1994). In childhood, emotion regulation becomes 

increasingly differentiated from the basic regulation strategies present at infancy, and by 

mid-childhood, children typically possess a broad repertoire of strategies to regulate their 

emotions and are able to effectively manage emotions in accordance with social demands 

(Kopp, 1989; Zeman, Cassano, Perry-Parrish, & Stegall, 2006). Although the ability to 

self-regulate emotions is an important indicator of adaptive socioemotional functioning, 

individuals regulate emotions primarily in social contexts (Campos, Walle, Dahl, & 

Main, 2011). Emotion co-regulation is the process by which individuals mutually 

regulate emotions with others during social interactions (Campos et al., 2011; Fogel, 

1993).  

 Parental co-regulation of children's emotions during day-to-day interactions is a 

significant proximal factor in the emergence of children's emotion regulation difficulties  

(Aldao, Nolen-Hoeksema, & Schweizer, 2010; Cole, Teti, & Zahn-Waxler, 2003; Morris, 

Silk, Steinberg, Myers, & Robinson, 2007). Specifically, children with externalizing 

problems such as aggression, oppositional behaviour and attention deficits/hyperactivity 

have difficulties managing negative emotions (e.g., anger), which are associated with 

impaired inhibitory control and in part emerge from parents’ socialization of emotion 

regulation (Lewis et al., 2008; Spinrad et al., 2007). Parental behaviours are also 
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influenced by children's reactions to parents' emotions (Greene & Ablon, 2006; Lengua, 

2006), and children's emotion regulation difficulties emerge through patterns of 

bidirectional parent-child co-regulation of day-to-day emotions that stabilize over time 

(Granic & Patterson, 2006; Greene & Ablon, 2006). However, investigations of emotion 

socialization to date have focused on unidirectional, parent-to-child links between 

parenting behaviours and children's externalizing problems, and have often employed 

methods such as self-report questionnaires that obscure the bidirectional nature of co-

regulation and preclude examination of different emotional contexts (Diamond & 

Aspinwall, 2003; Eisenberg et al., 1999; Greene & Ablon, 2006; Lengua, 2006; 

Verhoeven, Junger, Van Aken, Deković, & Van Aken, 2010). Parent-child emotion co-

regulation is the process by which children's emotional competence may be fostered or 

undermined. Therefore, examining differences in bidirectional co-regulation between 

parent-child dyads with children with and without externalizing problems may clarify the 

role of emotion regulation development in children's externalizing problems. The 

objectives of the current study were to examine parent-child co-regulation and its 

differences between dyads with externalizing and typically-developing children by: (1) 

developing and validating a new observational coding system for parent-child co-

regulation; (2) examining differences in parent-child co-regulation across positive and 

conflict interpersonal contexts; (3) examining differences in co-regulation between 

externalizing and typically-developing groups; (4) examining group differences on the 

associations between one partners' supportive co-regulation and the others' negative 

affect; and (5) examining group differences on the associations between one partners' 

non-supportive co-regulation and the others' negative affect. 
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1.1 The Development of Co-Regulation  

 Emotional exchanges between parent and child play an important role in the 

development of emotion regulation. Emotion regulation first emerges and continues to 

develop during moment-to-moment interactions between parent and child (Fogel, 1993; 

Morris et al., 2007; Schore, 1994). Parents socialize children directly by teaching the 

control of emotions, and indirectly through modeling during day-to-day interactions 

(Chaplin, Casey, Sinha, & Mayes, 2010; Kopp, 1989; Morris et al., 2007). Over time, 

children begin to internalize the ability to regulate their own emotions through 

interactions with parents (Fogel, 1993; Kopp, 1989). Although children become 

increasingly adept at self-regulating their emotions with age, co-regulation continues 

across the life span in the formation and maintenance of relationships with others 

(Campos et al., 2011; Fogel, 1993). Thus, it is important to understand emotion 

regulation in the context of parent-child interactions. 

To date, however, examinations of emotion regulation development in the social 

context have been largely unidirectional, focusing on the role of parental characteristics 

in socializing children's emotion-related behaviours (Diamond & Aspinwall, 2003; 

Lengua, 2006). For example, parents' attitudes about emotions and parental reactions to 

children's emotions are associated with children's developing emotional competence 

(Chaplin et al., 2010; Eisenberg et al., 1996; Fabes, Leonard, Kupanoff, & Martin, 2001; 

Gottman et al., 1996; Lunkenheimer, Shields, & Cortina, 2007; McElwain, Halberstadt, 

& Volling; Shipman et al., 2007). Specifically, parental dismissive attitudes towards 

emotions and unsupportiveness of expressed emotions are associated with children's 

difficulties with emotion regulation (Chaplin et al., 2010; Eisenberg et al., 1996; Gottman 
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et al., 1996), whereas parental attitudes that hold emotions as valuable and supportiveness 

of expressed emotions are associated with children's abilities to regulate emotions 

(Eisenberg et al., 1996; Gottman et al., 1996). However, both parent and child 

characteristics influence the development of emotional control through co-regulation, and 

the process is bidirectional (Eisenberg et al., 1999; Fogel, 1993; Greene & Ablon, 2003; 

Lengua, 2006; Morris et al., 2007; Morris et al., 2011). Just as parental attitudes about 

emotions and reactions to children's emotions may influence how children internalize 

their own self-regulation strategies, child characteristics such as their own reactions to 

parental emotions may influence the formation of parental emotion attitudes and 

behaviours (Greene & Ablon, 2003; Lengua, 2006, Verhoeven et al., 2010). For example, 

a mother with a highly emotional son with difficulties managing his own and others' 

emotions may be more likely to respond in harsh ways to her son's emotions than a parent 

whose child is better able to control emotions during difficult interpersonal situations 

(Eisenberg et al., 2008; Yap, Allen, Leve, & Katz, 2008b). Thus, co-regulation is a 

bidirectional process whereby emotions are modulated through the mutual adjustment of 

behaviours and expressions during interpersonal interactions (Campos et al., 2011; Fogel 

& Garvey, 2007).  

1.1.1 Supportive and non-supportive co-regulation. Examinations of parental 

emotion-related characteristics (such as attitudes about emotions and responses to 

children's emotions) and emotion regulation strategies point to two general ways of 

managing emotions of others: (1) by providing acknowledgement, support, and active 

involvement in helping the other to resolve negative emotion states or to maintain 

positive emotion states (supportive co-regulation), and (2) by dismissing the others' 
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emotional states by minimizing the importance of their emotions, placing little or no 

value on the others' perspective, and disengaging from emotional interactions (non-

supportive co-regulation; Chaplin et al., 2010; Fabes et al., 2001; Eisenberg et al., 1996; 

Gottman et al, 1996; Lunkenheimer et al., 2007; McElwain et al., 2007; Morris et al., 

2007; Morris et al., 2011; Shipman et al., 2007). Parents who engage in supportive co-

regulation respond to children’s emotions with empathy, facilitate their children’s 

resolution of negative emotions, and promote children’s learning about emotion 

regulation (Gottman et al., 1996; Morris et al., 2007). In contrast, parents who engage in 

non-supportive co-regulation punish or minimize their children’s emotions, impede their 

children’s emotional expression, and disrupt children's self-regulation (Chaplin et al., 

2010; Yap, Allen, & Ladouceur, 2008a) Thus, these two general styles of co-regulation 

are associated with different outcomes with respect to child emotional competence 

(Eisenberg et al., 1996). 

Investigations of parent-child co-regulation and individual emotion self-regulation 

strategies point to several supportive co-regulation behaviours. Some examples include 

positive emotional directives (encouraging the other to feel positive emotion states; 

Chaplin et al., 2010), validation (displaying support and understanding of the other's 

emotional states; Eisenberg et al., 2008; Morris et al., 2007), reappraisal (modifying the 

other's appraised significance of an emotional issue in order to modify the consequent 

emotion; Frijda & Zeelenberg, 2001; Gross, 1998), emotion talk (verbalizing emotion 

states and situations; Anderson & Leaper, 1998), problem definition (discussing and 

analyzing the causes of an emotional issue; Aldao, Nolen-Hoeksema, & Schweizer, 2010; 

Greene & Ablon, 2006), and solution-focused problem solving (Aldao et al., 2010; 
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Greene & Ablon, 2006). Supportive co-regulation characterizes well-regulated dyads 

who provide mutual support and understanding and who proactively problem solve 

(Dadds, Barrett, Rapee, & Ryan, 1996; Eisenberg et al., 1996). Supportive co-regulation 

is also associated with children's emotional competence by encouraging their attempts to 

self-regulate (Eisenberg et al., 1996). 

In contrast to supportive co-regulation, non-supportive co-regulation includes 

behaviours such as negative emotional directives (overtly discouraging positive emotions 

or inciting negative emotions; Chaplin et al., 2010; Gottman et al, 1996), invalidation 

(being dismissive of and minimizing the other's emotions and perspectives; Eisenberg et 

al., 2008; Gottman et al., 1996), and avoidance (disengaging from emotional interactions; 

Aldao et al., 2010). Non-supportive co-regulation can heighten emotional arousal by 

inciting negative emotions, which can undermine the recipients' attempts at self-

regulation (Eisenberg et al., 1996). In addition, parental non-supportive co-regulation is 

associated with children's difficulties with emotion regulation and lack of social 

competence (Eisenberg et al., 1996, Gottman et al., 1996).  

 Taken together, co-regulation is a key feature of socioemotional development 

because of its salience in day-to-day social interactions and associations with well-being 

(Cole et al., 2004). Supportive co-regulation is associated with prosocial behaviour and 

resilience to multiple risks in children (Neumann, Van Lier, Gratz, & Koot, 2010), and 

with mental health outcomes and relationship satisfaction in adults (Koole, 2009). 

Although emotion regulation continues to develop into adulthood (Gross, 2007), most of 

the research focus has been on its development in infancy and early childhood. In middle 

childhood, parent-child interaction patterns tend to stabilize, and patterns of non-
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supportive co-regulation during this time enhance children's susceptibilities to 

externalizing problems (Verhoeven et al., 2010). The examination of how parents and 

their children negotiate difficult emotional terrain is necessary to understand the 

mechanisms through which emotion regulation difficulties are perpetuated in children 

with externalizing problems.  

1.2 Parent-Child Interactions in Children with Externalizing Problems  

 Children with externalizing problems have difficulties regulating emotions and 

behaviour, and display aggression, hostility, and non-compliance (Greene, Ablon, & 

Goring, 2003; Greene et al., 2002; Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994). One factor implicated in 

the emergence and maintenance of children's externalizing problems is the parent-child 

relationship (Dadds et al., 1996; Granic & Lamey, 2002; Hollenstein, Granic, Stoolmiller, 

& Snyder, 2004; Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994; Verhoeven, et al., 2010). Externalizing 

problems arise through the mutual influence of both child and parent characteristics— a 

child's irritability can elicit negative reactions from parents, which in turn can lead to 

greater child negative affect and dysregulation (Eisenberg et al., 1999; Lengua, 2006). 

Indeed, such parent-child interactions are believed to be reinforced through repetition and 

to stabilize over time, such that by mid-childhood, patterns of children's externalizing 

behaviour and parents' non-supportive reactions are well-established (Eisenberg et al., 

1999; Patterson, 1982; Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994; Verhoeven et al., 2010). In contrast, 

parent-child dyads with typically-developing children show supportive parental reactions 

to children's negative emotions, mutual problem solving, and greater dyadic flexibility 

(Dadds et al., 1996; Eisenberg et al., 1999; Hollenstein et al., 2004). 

 Parent-child behaviours in specific emotional contexts demonstrate the processes 
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by which children's externalizing behaviours are maintained and exacerbated. One 

example is that, through discussing hypothetical, ambiguous social situations with 

parents, aggressive children's interpretations became even more aggressive than the 

interpretations that they arrived at without parental interaction (Barrett, Rappee, Dadds, 

& Ryan, 1996; Dadds et al., 1996). This contrasts children without externalizing 

problems, whose responses became increasingly prosocial through discussing the topic 

with parents (Barrett et al., 1996). Another example is that, when discussing a topic of 

interpersonal conflict with their parents, children with externalizing problems show 

prolonged negative affect and aversive verbal content, and less problem solving, than 

children without externalizing problems (Granic & Lamey, 2002; Sanders, Dadds, 

Johnston, and Cash, 1992). In addition, when working together towards solving 

challenging tasks, parent-child dyads with children with externalizing problems show less 

dyadic emotional flexibility (i.e., tend to perseverate within a relatively restricted range 

of expressed emotions) and positive affect than dyads with typically-developing children 

(Lunkenheimer, Olson, Hollenstein, Sameroff, & Winter, 2011). The course of real-time 

parent-child interactions both reflect and reinforce dyadic patterns that contribute to 

children's externalizing problems (Granic & Patterson, 2006; Hollenstein et al., 2004; 

Lunkenheimer et al., 2011; Patterson, 1982; Verhoeven et al., 2010). Given the 

tendencies for parent-child dyads with children with externalizing problems to display 

prolonged negative affect and to amplify aggressiveness, it is important to understand the 

role of both parent and child non-supportiveness during co-regulation. However, this 

issue is further complicated by the heterogeneity of children's externalizing problems. 

Externalizing problems can vary greatly in the severity of their symptoms and their co-
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occurrence with other psychological difficulties (Angold, Costello, & Erkanli, 1999; 

Greene et al., 2002). It is likely that factors affecting parent-child co-regulation, such as 

maternal depression, and parental warmth and hostility, contribute to the varied 

expression of externalizing problems (Ge, Best, Conger, & Simmons, 1996; Grimbos & 

Granic, 2009). 

1.3 Externalizing Subtypes in Children 

 Children's externalizing problems are heterogeneous, with patterns of 

symptomatologies including children with purely externalizing symptoms (EXT) and 

children with co-occurring externalizing and internalizing (e.g., depression and anxiety) 

symptoms (MIXED; Angold et al., 1999; Dadds, Sanders, Morrison, & Rebgetz, 1992; 

Granic & Lamey, 2002). Both EXT and MIXED children are at risk for negative 

outcomes in adolescence and adulthood, such as poor-quality peer relationships, 

substance use, failure to graduate from high school, and unemployment (Capaldi & 

Stoolmiller, 1999). However, MIXED children show greater risk in these domains 

compared to EXT children, which could be associated with the additional difficulties 

with relationships and using social supports that arise from co-occurring internalizing 

symptoms (Capaldi & Stoolmiller, 1999). Co-regulation in parent-child interactions is 

one potential explanation for the emergence of EXT versus MIXED symptomatologies in 

children. 

 Investigations of parent-child interactions in dyads with EXT and MIXED 

children suggest that dyads with EXT children display more hostility and anger during 

conflict discussions than dyads with MIXED children, and that dyads with MIXED 

children show less hostility but more depressed affect than dyads with EXT children 
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(Dadds et al., 1992; Sanders et al., 1992). In addition, both dyads with EXT and MIXED 

children show different emotion-related behaviours across positive and conflict 

interactions, but with differences between the groups only being apparent during conflict 

discussions (Donenberg & Weisz, 1997). A more fine-grained approach revealed that the 

differences between dyads with EXT and MIXED children during conflict discussions 

only emerged once dyads had been prompted to resolve their conflict (Granic and Lamey, 

2002). Specifically, dyads with EXT children maintained permissive patterns throughout 

the interpersonal conflict, whereas dyads with MIXED children shifted from permissive 

patterns to mutual hostility once prompted to resolve their conflict (Granic & Lamey, 

2002). More explicit examination of microsocial co-regulation across contexts is likely to 

further clarify the complex processes by which EXT and MIXED symptomatologies 

emerge and are maintained in parent-child dyads. 

 1.4 The Current Study 

 In the current study, parent-child co-regulation was examined in EXT, MIXED, 

and typically-developing children during positive and conflict emotion elicitation tasks. 

The observation of emotion regulation requires discernible changes in expressed 

emotions (Cole et al., 2004). To date, several methods have been developed to elicit 

emotions during parent-child interactions in a laboratory setting (Cole et al., 2004), and to 

code emotional processes associated with changes in emotions (Morris et al., 2011). 

However, these methods have focused primarily on parental reactions to children’s 

emotions (Eisenberg et al., 1996, 1999; Lengua, 2006; Morris et al., 2011) and have 

therefore not examined the role of children’s co-regulation in interpersonal interactions. 

Consequently, the construct of co-regulation has been neglected (Cole et al., 2004; 
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Diamond & Aspinwall, 2003). The current study is a preliminary investigation of 

bidirectional co-regulation in parent-child dyads with EXT, MIXED, and typically-

developing children. 

1.5 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The objectives of the current study were to: (1) develop and validate a new 

observational coding system, the Co-Regulation of Emotion (CORE) coding system, for 

parent-child co-regulation in real time in an ecologically-valid context; (2) examine 

differences in parent-child co-regulation across positive and conflict interpersonal 

contexts; (3) examine differences in co-regulation between dyads with typically-

developing children and dyads with EXT children and MIXED children across 

interaction contexts; (4) examine group differences in the effectiveness of co-regulation 

through testing the relationship between one interaction partner’s  supportive co-

regulation and the other’s negative affect during a conflict; and (5) examine group 

differences in the ineffectiveness of co-regulation through testing the relationship 

between one interaction partner's non-supportive co-regulation and the other's negative 

affect during a conflict. 

 In accordance with the research objectives, the proposed research was designed to 

examine one exploratory research question (Research Question 1) and four primary 

research questions (Research Questions 2 through 5) with hypotheses: 

 Research Question 1: What co-regulation behaviours do parent-child dyads 

show during discussions in real time, what are the associations between parent 

and child real-time behaviours, and how are these related to general 

characteristics of the interactions? This exploratory research question served as a 
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preliminary validation of CORE and to describe co-regulation characteristics in 

parent-child dyads. It was hypothesized that CORE behavioural codes would be 

positively correlated with corresponding ratings of general interaction characteristics, 

and that CORE coders’ impressions of general interaction characteristics would be 

positively associated with independent raters’ impressions. 

Research Question 2: Are more co-regulation behaviours observed during 

conflict discussions than during positive discussions? The discussion of an 

emotionally-laden interpersonal issue increases dyadic negative affect and poses a 

greater challenge to emotion regulation than positive discussions (Hollenstein, 2005; 

Hollenstein & Lewis, 2006). It was hypothesized that a greater use of observable co-

regulation would characterize conflict discussions as compared to positive 

discussions for dyads in the EXT, MIXED, and Control groups. 

Research Question 3: Are there differences in co-regulation behaviours 

across discussions, between EXT, MIXED, and control groups? In general, 

parent-child interactions in dyads with children with externalizing problems are 

characterized by dismissive attitudes and aversive behaviours and emotions (e.g., 

non-compliance and hostility; Dadds et al., 1992; Granic & Lamey, 2002). Subgroups 

of externalizing problems differ as well, in that dyads with MIXED children show 

more depressive affect than dyads with EXT children (Dadds et al., 1992; Sanders et 

al., 1992). In contrast, dyads with typically-developing children are characterized by 

responsiveness and mutual problem solving (Gottman et al., 1996). It was expected 

that differences in co-regulation between groups will reflect this pattern in the 

following ways: 
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Hypothesis 3a: Differences between Clinical and Control groups. It 

was hypothesized that dyads in the control group would show more supportive 

co-regulation than dyads in the EXT and MIXED groups. These supportive 

behaviours are Positive Emotional Directives, Validation, Reappraisal, 

Problem Definition, Solution-Focused Problem Solving, and Positive and 

Negative Emotion Talk. It was also hypothesized that dyads in the EXT and 

MIXED groups would show more non-supportive co-regulation than dyads in 

the control group. These non-supportive co-regulation behaviours are Negative 

Emotional Directives, Invalidation, and Avoidance. 

Hypothesis 3b: Differences between EXT and MIXED groups. As 

dyads with MIXED children tend to have more disrupted interpersonal 

relationships than dyads with EXT children, and display more depressive affect 

and mutual hostility during parent-child interactions (Dadds et al., 1992; 

Granic & Lamey, 2002; Sanders et al., 1992), it was hypothesized that dyads 

with EXT children would show more non-supportive behaviours (Negative 

Emotional Directives, Invalidation, and Avoidance) than the MIXED group. 

Research Question 4: Are there differences in one interaction partners’ 

supportive co-regulation on the others’ negative affect during a conflict, and how 

does this differ between groups? Parent-child conflicts elicit more negative affect 

than discussions about positive topics, and as heightened negative affect requires 

greater emotion regulation (Hollenstein, 2005; Hollenstein & Lewis, 2006), 

differences in co-regulation on negative affect were examined only during the conflict 

discussion. Supportive co-regulation is associated with enhanced positive affect and 
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diminished negative affect (Gottman et al., 1996; Eisenberg et al., 1996). In addition, 

parents of typically-developing children tend to be more supportive of their children’s 

negative emotions, whereas parent of children with externalizing problems tend to be 

less supportive (Eisenberg et al., 1996). It was hypothesized that differences in one 

partners’ supportive co-regulation on the others’ negative affect would reflect this 

pattern during a conflict, with more supportive co-regulation being associated with 

less negative affect, and with dyads in the Control group showing more supportive 

co-regulation than dyads in the EXT and MIXED groups. In addition, this 

relationship was hypothesized to be bidirectional, with differences between groups 

emerging for children’s support of parental emotions (Verhoeven et al., 2010). Both 

children’s and parents’ responses to negative affect were examined. 

Hypothesis 4a: Differences in children’s supportive co-regulation on 

parents’ negative affect during a conflict between groups. (4.a.i.) It was 

hypothesized that greater children’s supportive co-regulation would be 

associated with less parental negative affect. (4.a.ii.) It was also hypothesized 

that group membership and children’s supportive co-regulation would 

interact, such that dyads in the control group would show the most children’s 

supportive co-regulation to higher levels of parents’ negative affect, and that 

dyads in the EXT group would show more children’s supportive co-regulation 

to higher levels of parents’ negative affect than the MIXED group.  

Hypothesis 4b: Differences in parents’ supportive co-regulation on 

children’s negative affect during a conflict between groups. (4.b.i.) It was 

hypothesized that greater parents’ supportive co-regulation will be associated 
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with less child negative affect. (4.b.ii.) It was also hypothesized that group 

membership and parents’ supportive co-regulation would interact, such that 

dyads in the control group would show the most parents’ supportive co-

regulation to higher levels of children’s negative affect, and that dyads in the 

EXT would show more parents’ supportive co-regulation to higher levels of 

children’s negative affect than dyads with the MIXED group. 

Research Question 5: What is the relationship between one interaction 

partner’s non-supportive co-regulation and the other’s negative affect across 

discussions, and how does this differ between groups? As with Research Question 

4, differences in co-regulation on negative affect were only examined during the 

conflict discussion, due to the greater negative affect compared to positive 

discussions (Hollenstein, 2005; Hollenstein & Lewis, 2006). Non-supportive co-

regulation is associated with greater negative affect and less positive affect (Gottman 

et al., 1996; Eisenberg et al., 1996), and parents of children with externalizing 

problems tend to be less supportive of their children’s negative emotions than parents 

of typically-developing children (Eisenberg et al., 1996). It was hypothesized that 

differences in one partners’ non-supportive co-regulation on the others’ negative 

affect would reflect this pattern, with more non-supportive co-regulation being 

associated with greater negative affect, and with dyads in the Control group showing 

less non-supportive co-regulation than dyads in the EXT and MIXED groups. As with 

Research Question 4, this relationship was hypothesized to be bidirectional, with 

differences between groups emerging for children’s support of parental emotions 
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(Verhoeven et al., 2010), and both children’s and parents’ responses to negative affect 

were examined. 

 Hypothesis 5a: Differences in children’s non-supportive co-

regulation on parents’ negative affect during a conflict discussion between 

groups. (5.a.i.) It was hypothesized that greater children’s non-supportive co-

regulation would be associated with greater parent negative affect. (5.a.ii.) It 

was also hypothesized that group membership and child non-supportive co-

regulation would interact, such that dyads in the control group would show the 

least child non-supportive co-regulation to higher levels of parent negative 

affect, and that dyads in the MIXED group would show more child non-

supportive co-regulation than the EXT group.  

 Hypothesis 5b: Differences in parents’ non-supportive co-regulation 

on children’s negative affect during a conflict discussion between groups. 

(5.b.i.) It was hypothesized that greater parents’ non-supportive co-regulation 

would be associated with greater children’s negative affect. (5.b.ii.) It was 

also hypothesized that group membership and parent non-supportive co-

regulation would interact, such that dyads in the control group would show the 

least parent non-supportive co-regulation to higher levels of children’s 

negative affect, and that the MIXED group would show more parent non-

supportive co-regulation than the EXT group.  
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Chapter 2: Method 

2.1 Participants 

The current study used extant data from a larger study that examined the effects of 

an aggression reduction program (see Granic & Lamey, 2002; Granic, O’Hara, Pepler, & 

Lewis, 2007). In the current study, the sample consisted of 304 parent-child dyads, with 

children between the ages of 7 and 18 (M = 10.06, SD = 2.11). However, as the majority 

of children (85%) were between the ages of 8 and 12, and to prevent emotional 

maturation effects from confounding results, only children between the ages of 8 and 12 

were included in the analyses. There were a total of 255 parent-child dyads with children 

between 8 and 12 years old (M = 9.56, SD = 1.21). Approximately 77% of the overall 

sample of children was male. The sample consisted of children with externalizing 

problems who were referred to an aggression reduction program by mental health 

professionals, teachers, and parents (N = 193, 81% male) and a comparison control group 

(N = 64, 63% male). Participants in the Control group were recruited through newspaper 

advertisements. The current study consisted only of data collected prior to the start of the 

treatment program. Membership in EXT and MIXED groups were determined by scores 

on Externalizing and Internalizing subscales of the Childhood Behavior Checklist 

(CBCL; Achenbach, 1991). Of the children who participated in the aggression reduction 

program, 80 were classified as EXT (T-score of 65 or higher on the Externalizing and less 

than 65 on the Internalizing subscales of the CBCL; 73% male), 111 were classified as 

MIXED (T-score of 65 or higher on both the Externalizing and Internalizing subscales of 

the CBCL; 87% male). Within these groups, there were 27 participants in the Clinical 

group with sub-clinical levels of externalizing problems (T-score between 54 and 64 on 
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the Externalizing subscale of the CBCL). Although these participants had sub-clinical 

symptoms, they were classified into EXT or MIXED groups depending on their 

Internalizing CBCL scores, as they were referred to the treatment program for 

problematic levels of externalizing behaviours. The Control group consisted of 64 

participants (63% male). Participants identified ethnicities as European (68%), 

African/Caribbean-Canadian (13%), Asian-Canadian (3%), Latin American-Canadian 

(3%), Native-Canadian (2%), South Asian-Canadian (2%), and Other (7%). Children 

lived with both biological parents (37%), their mother only (37%), their mother and a 

step-parent (11%), both parents with joint custody (4%), adoptive parents (3%), their 

father and a step-parent (1%), or with another legal guardian (e.g., grandparents, foster 

parents, extended family members, 6.3%). Approximately 18% of families had an annual 

income less than $20,000 per year, 20% had an annual income between $20,000 and 

$39,000, 23% had an annual income between $40,000 and $59,000, and 38% had an 

annual income greater than $60,000. Chi square analyses showed that participants in the 

Control group differed significantly from participants in the Clinical groups on race, X
2
 

(1)
 
= 24.98, p < .001, but not on family income, X

2
 (3)

 
= 2.28, p = .52. Families received 

$10 for participating. 

Three waves of data were collected at pre-treatment, post-treatment, and one year 

follow-up times. In the current study, only pre-treatment data were used. Findings from 

these data have been previously reported, showing that changes in dyadic emotional 

functioning (i.e., increased emotional flexibility) were associated with improvements in 

child externalizing behaviours following treatment, and that EXT, MIXED, and control 

groups differ in neural functioning  (see Granic et al., 2007; Lewis, Granic, & Lamm, 
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2006; Lewis et al., 2008). Informed consent was obtained from caregivers prior to 

participation in the study. 

2.2 Procedure 

2.2.1 Laboratory procedure.  Parent-child dyads participated in videotaped 

observational sessions that consisted of three different problem-solving discussions 

(positive topics and topics of interpersonal conflicts). The first and last discussions were 

of a positive hypothetical topic, such as planning a party with an unlimited amount of 

money. The second discussion was on an area of conflict that was identified by the 

parents and children to be currently distressing. Positive discussions lasted for 4 minutes, 

and conflict discussion lasted for 6 minutes. Observational sessions were conducted in 

the participants’ own homes, usually with dyad members seated at a kitchen table beside 

each other, or in a laboratory, with participants facing each other.  

 2.2.2 Observational coding of co-regulation. In the current study, parent-child 

interactions were coded by a team of four undergraduate research assistants using CORE. 

Coders were kept blind to the hypotheses of the study, and were trained for 

approximately 3 months until they reached criteria of 75% agreement and κ = .65 for 

frequency-sequence-based reliability, and 80% agreement for duration-sequence-based 

reliability prior to coding data for the current study. Weekly meetings were held as data 

were being coded to ensure that all coding discrepancies were resolved, to address 

coders’ questions, and to maintain reliability. Files were randomly assigned to coders, 

and 20% of each coder’s assignments were selected randomly to be coded for reliability. 

Coders were blind to which files were being used for reliability checks. Overall, 

reliability was good with frequency-sequence-based percent agreement of 81% and κ = 



 
 

 20 

.77, and duration-sequence-based percent agreement of 84%. 

The CORE coding scheme was applied using Noldus Observer 5.0. Real time 

codes were applied to each member of the dyad and were recorded continuously in real 

time. Coders based their decisions primarily on verbal content, but accompanying verbal 

tone and body language were considered when applying decision rules to selecting codes. 

After applying the real-time codes to each interaction, coders then rated their impressions 

of the interaction on the global ratings scales (see Section 2.4). 

The CORE codes have a hierarchical code structure of supportive and non-

supportive co-regulation, in which higher-order categories reflect co-regulation 

behaviours that are more explicitly regulatory. When there is ambiguity in a codable 

event, coders decide by default to categorize the event into the higher-order category. 

Each category is defined in the following section, and the CORE manual can be found in 

Appendix A. The 11 code categories are: Negative Emotional Directive, Positive 

Emotional Directive, Invalidation, Validation, Avoidance, Reappraisal, Negative 

Emotion Talk, Positive Emotion Talk, Problem Definition, Solution-Focused Problem 

Solving, and No Co-Regulation. Table 1 shows the hierarchy of CORE codes (low 

numbers take precedence over higher-numbered codes) and provides examples. Each 

code is described in turn below. 
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2.2.2.1 Code definitions.  

 Negative emotional directive. Inciting negative emotions by overtly telling 

someone to change how they feel can disrupt interpersonal functioning (Chaplin et al., 

2010; Gottman et al., 1996). Negative emotional directives refer to verbal statements that 

explicitly target the maintenance or enhancement of negative emotions (e.g., “You should 

feel very bad for doing that”), or overtly discourage and suppress positive emotions (e.g., 

“Don’t look so happy with yourself”). These co-regulatory behaviours are a feature of 

emotion-dismissing attitudes in parents, and their use is associated with poor child 

psychosocial functioning (Gottman et al., 1996).  

Positive emotional directive. Inciting positive emotions by overtly encouraging 

someone to feel good can improve rapport and reinforce mutual positive emotions 

(Gottman et al., 1996). Positive emotional directives refer to verbal statements that 

explicitly target the maintenance or enhancement of positive emotions (e.g., “You should 

feel very proud of yourself”), or the dampening of negative emotions (e.g., “Don’t be so 

Table 1 

 The Hierarchy of the CORE Codes 

Code Example 

1. Negative Emotional Directive…… “You should feel ashamed for what you did.” 

2. Positive Emotional Directive……. “You should feel proud of your good grade.” 

3. Invalidation……………………… “You have no right to be angry.” 

4. Validation……………………….. “I understand that you are angry now….” 

5. Avoidance……………………….. “I’m not talking about this anymore.” 

6. Reappraisal……………………… “Maybe it won’t be as bad as you think.” 

7. Negative Emotion Talk…………..  “I was really angry yesterday” 

8. Positive Emotion Talk………….. “I feel happier now.” 

9. Problem Definition………………. “You don’t listen when I ask you to clean your 

room.” 

10. Solution-Focused Problem 

Solving……………………………. 

 

“What if I just clean my room once a week?” 

11. No Co-Regulation………………. “After I did my homework I took the dog for a 

walk.” 
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upset”; Gottman et al., 1996). These co-regulatory behaviours are a feature a feature of 

emotion-coaching attitudes in parents, and are a part of scaffolding children’s emotions 

(Gottman et al., 1996). 

Invalidation. Invalidation refers to the disapproval, dismissal, minimizing, or 

ignoring of emotions, opinions, ideas, or any other stance (Gottman et al., 1996; 

Eisenberg et al., 2008; Morris et al., 2007; Yap, Allen, & Ladoucer, 2008). 

Dismissiveness maintains and enhances negative affect and dampens positive affect by 

communicating disdain to the interaction partner (Gottman et al., 1996; Julien et al., 

1995; Yap et al., 2008). Examples include minimizing the other’s input and shooting 

down ideas, e.g., “That’s a stupid idea” (Greene & Ablon, 2006); posing leading 

questions in a harsh manner, e.g., “Do you think it’s okay to bother me with your 

problems like this?”; criticisms, e.g., “You never get it right” (Gottman et al., 1996); and 

blaming, e.g., “It’s your fault that I’m angry all the time” (Julien et al., 1995).  

Validation. Validation refers to placing value on the other person through verbal 

expressions of support, empathy, or approval (Eisenberg et al., 2008; Morris et al., 2007). 

These co-regulatory behaviours communicate to the interaction partner that they are 

appreciated and valued (Eisenberg et al., 2008; Gottman et al., 1996). By fostering the 

connection between the parent and child in this manner, validation enhances or maintains 

positive affect, and dampens negative affect (Gottman et al., 1996). Examples include 

encouragement, e.g., “I know you can do a good job” (Julien et al., 1995); giving 

compliments, e.g., “You did a great job!” (Julien et al., 1995); minimizing self-

deprecating statements, e.g., “No, you are not dumb” (Julien et al., 1995); verbal 
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acknowledgement or support of an expressed emotion, e.g., “I know you’re upset about 

it” (Julien et al., 1995).  

Avoidance. Avoidance refers to being non-accepting of an idea, personal state, 

situation, and involves deliberate efforts to control or escape unwanted situations (Aldao 

et al., 2010; Hayes et al., 2004). In the context of co-regulation, avoidance includes 

attempts to give up on a discussion, e.g., “I’m not talking about this anymore” (Julien et 

al., 1995); and sudden topic changes or otherwise averting the issue at hand (Greene & 

Ablon, 2006; Julien et al., 1995).  

Reappraisal. Reappraisal refers to reinterpreting a situation, opinion, or statement 

so that it is appraised in a different way and its emotional significance is altered (Gross, 

1998; Niven, Totterdell, & Holman, 2009). Often, reappraisal involves enhancing 

positive affect or dampening negative affect by construing a stressful situation in less 

emotional terms (Gross & John, 2003; Niven et al., 2009). Reappraisal includes providing 

alternate explanations for an issue of emotional significance (Niven et al., 2009); attempts 

to get the other to think about a situation more objectively (Niven et al., 2009); helping 

the other to understand potential alternative outcomes of an emotion-related issue; and 

helping the other to understand one’s own or other’s perspective, e.g., “Maybe he got 

mad at you because he was having a bad day, not because he hates you” (Niven et al., 

2009).  

Negative emotion talk.  Labeling emotion states and describing the causes and 

consequences of emotions in parent-child interactions conveys emotion awareness and 

understanding (Gottman et al., 1996; Lunkenheimer, Shields, & Cortina, 2007). Negative 

emotion talk refers to verbalizing negatively-valenced emotional states or situations 
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(Anderson & Leaper, 1998). This includes labeling negative emotions, e.g., “I am upset” 

(Anderson & Leaper, 1998); conveying personal negative emotion states, e.g., “I was so 

worried about you”; describing worrisome and troubling thoughts, e.g., “I really don’t 

want to have to do that”; and attributing negative emotional or mental states to the 

interaction partner, e.g., “You seem upset”. 

Positive emotion talk. Positive emotion talk refers to verbalizing positively-

valenced emotional states or situations (Anderson & Leaper, 1998). This includes 

labeling positive emotions, e.g., “I am happy” (Anderson & Leaper, 1998); conveying 

personal positive emotion states, e.g., “I was so relieved when you told me”; describing 

positive, enjoyable thoughts, e.g., “I am excited to go on vacation”; and attributing 

positive emotional or mental states to the interaction partner, e.g., “You seem much 

happier than yesterday”. 

Problem definition. Problem solving refers to conscious attempts to change a 

stressful situation or to minimize its consequences by taking actions directed at solving a 

problem (Aldao et al., 2010; Greene & Ablon, 2006). Problem definition is one aspect of 

problem solving, and involves discussing a problem or raising concerns without working 

towards a solution. Problem definition includes recognizing that a problem exists, e.g., 

“We argue a lot and it’s getting out of hand” (Greene & Ablon, 2006); describing and 

defining a problem and expressing concerns (Greene & Ablon, 2006); asking the other 

what for their opinion on a problem; analyzing causes of a problem; and describing why 

something is problematic.  

Solution-focused problem solving. Solution-focused problem solving involves 

actively working towards a solution while discussing a problem (Aldao et al., 2010; 
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Greene & Ablon, 2006). This includes proposing solutions and asking the other for input, 

e.g., “What do you think could help us to solve this issue?” (Greene & Ablon, 2006); 

expressing the desired outcome to be reached (Julien et al., 1995); making a commitment 

to take action towards a solution (Julien et al., 1995); brainstorming solutions; and 

discussing emotion regulation strategies for an upsetting issue (Gottman et al., 1996). 

Problem solving in this manner is a characteristic of well-regulated dyadic interactions 

(Gottman et al., 1996; Greene & Ablon, 2006). 

No co-regulation. This is the default category if none of the other co-regulation 

behaviours are observed. Co-regulation does not occur during general talking, which 

includes the following types of statements: describing something that happened; 

questions about or the clarification of facts; one-word responses of acknowledgement, 

e.g., “Yeah”, “Okay”, and one-word follow-up questions, e.g., “How?”; utterances, e.g., 

“Um…”, if unaccompanied by any other verbal statements that are co-regulatory; and 

laughter. 

2.2.3 Observational coding of affect. All videos were previously coded for affect 

with the Specific Affect Code (SPAFF; Gottman, McCoy, Coan, & Collier, 1996), an 

observational coding system that captures expressed positive and negative affect in real 

time. The reliability of SPAFF coding was good, with the average percent agreement for 

frequency-sequence-based analyses of 83% and κ = .76, and an average percent 

agreement for duration-sequence-based analyses of 90%. SPAFF codes were used in 

conjunction with CORE codes to assess the relationship between co-regulation and affect. 

2.3 Derivation of Co-Regulation and Affect Measures 

GridWare (Lamey, Hollenstein, Lewis, & Granic, 2004) is a computer program 
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that derives quantitative measures from categorical time series data. In the current study, 

GridWare was used to define three types of variables: (1) separate Child and Parent Co-

Regulation variables based on each CORE code, (2) separate Child and Parent Supportive 

Co-Regulation variables based on the combination of all Supportive Co-Regulation 

codes, and (3) separate Child and Parent Negative Affect variables from SPAFF codes. 

For separate Child and Parent Co-Regulation variables, three measures (duration, 

frequency, and mean duration) were derived for use in exploratory analyses to determine 

the most appropriate measure to use in all analyses. High values on the total duration 

(e.g., the total number of seconds within a code category) indicate a longer duration of a 

variable’s activation. High values on the frequency (e.g., the number of times a variable 

category is activated) indicate more times a variable is activated. The variables’ mean 

duration is the total duration of the variables divided by the number of times the variable 

is activated, and higher values indicate a longer mean duration of specific variables. All 

variables were defined separately for each discussion. 

2.3.1 Child and parent co-regulation. The duration, mean duration and 

frequency of each CORE code were used to define the primary co-regulation measures 

for each discussion. Negative Emotional Directive, Positive Emotional Directive, 

Invalidation, Validation, Avoidance, Reappraisal, Negative Emotion Talk, Positive 

Emotion Talk, Problem Definition, Solution-Focused Problem Solving, and No Co-

Regulation are defined as the duration, mean duration, or frequency of each respective 

code category’s activation, separately for children and parents. In addition, proportion 

variables (e.g., the duration of Child Validation divided by the total duration of the 

discussion) were derived to control for differences in discussion length. 
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2.3.2 Child and parent supportive co-regulation. Composite variables of Child 

Supportive Co-regulation and Parent Supportive Co-Regulation were defined by the 

combined duration of all Supportive Co-Regulation variables (Positive Emotional 

Directive, Validation, Reappraisal, Negative Emotion Talk, Positive Emotion Talk, 

Problem Definition, and Solution-Focused Problem Solving), separately for each 

discussion. 

2.3.3 Child and parent non-supportive co-regulation. Composite variables of 

Child Non-Supportive Co-regulation and Parent Non-Supportive Co-Regulation were 

defined by the combined duration of all Non-Supportive Co-Regulation variables 

(Negative Emotional Directive, Invalidation, and Avoidance), separately for each 

discussion. 

2.3.4 Child and parent negative affect. The duration of combined SPAFF 

negative affect codes were used to define the primary negative affect measures for each 

discussion. Child Negative Affect is the combined duration of the child’s Contempt, 

Anger, Whine, Sad, and Fear codes, and Parent Negative Affect is the combined duration 

of the parent’s Contempt, Anger, Whine, Sad, and Fear codes. 

2.4 Global Ratings 

2.4.1 Affect global ratings.  Several global ratings were obtained when the data 

were coded with the SPAFF. Raters provided responses to questions that assessed their 

impressions of Engagement/ Connectedness, Joint Attention/ Shared Focus, Balance/ 

Reciprocity, Mother’s Validation of Child’s Feelings, Mother’s Warmth and Support, 

Mother Domineering, and Mother Harsh/ Punitive for all discussions. Ratings for Mother 

Problem Solving and Child Problem Solving were obtained for the conflict discussion. 
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Raters indicated their responses on a 9-point scale (1 = not at all; 5 = somewhat; 9 = very 

much). Appendix B contains these questions and their scoring keys. The mean scores of 

each global rating will be used in analyses. 

2.4.2 Co-regulation global ratings. An additional 5 global ratings were obtained 

when the data were coded with CORE to complement the global ratings available from 

the SPAFF ratings (see Appendix A). Three of these were global ratings that were 

applied only to the mother during SPAFF rating, which CORE raters used to rate 

children’s behaviours. These are: (1) Does the child validate the mother’s feelings?; (2) Is 

the child domineering?; (3) Is the child harsh or punitive? Two additional ratings 

addressed the following: (1) the extent to which the mother actively avoids the 

discussion, (2) the extent to which the child actively avoids the discussion. As with the 

original SPAFF global ratings, rater impressions were indicated on a 9-point scale (1 = 

Not at all; 5 = somewhat; 9 = Very much). 

2.5 Measures 

2.5.1 Issues Checklist. A modified version of the Issues Checklist (IC; Robin & 

Weiss, 1980) was filled out by both members of the dyad prior to the discussion tasks in 

order to determine the conflict discussion topic. The IC lists 18 items that are common 

issues between children and parents, such as cleaning, lying, and fighting with siblings. 

Both dyad members identified whether they had argued about each item, and if so, rated 

how upset they currently felt about it on a 5-point scale. The conflict discussion was 

chosen from the dyad’s three most upsetting issues.  

2.5.2 Child Behavior Checklist. The CBCL (Achenbach, 1991) is a parent-report 

measure of children’s emotional and behavioural problems. The CBCL contains 118 
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items that are scored on a 3-point scale (0 = not true to 2 = often true). Scores on 

subscales for total problems, externalizing problems, and internalizing problems yield 

standardized T-scores. The externalizing subscale assesses symptoms such as 

aggressiveness, hyperactivity, and noncompliance, and the internalizing subscale assesses 

symptoms such as anxiety and depression.  
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Chapter 3: Results 

3.1 Exploratory Data Analyses and Descriptive Statistics 

Prior to conducting analyses, all variables were assessed for missing values, 

normality of distributions, and univariate and multivariate outliers. There were no 

missing values for co-regulation variables at Discussions 1 and 3. One case was missing 

all data on co-regulation variables at Discussion 2 due to technological difficulties at the 

coding stage. Complete descriptive statistics for Total Duration, Mean Duration, and 

Frequency for child and parent co-regulation by discussion and separately for EXT, 

MIXED, and Control groups are presented in Tables C1 and C2 of Appendix C. Duration 

showed the most variability and was used in all subsequent analyses. Descriptive 

statistics for the proportional duration of Child and Parent co-regulation, the variables 

used in all inferential statistical tests to control for differences in discussion length, are 

presented in Tables 7 and 8 respectively (see pages 40 and 41). Several variables (Child 

Positive Emotional Directives, Child Reappraisal, Parent and Child Negative Emotional 

Directives, and Parent Avoidance) did not occur in both groups across discussions. Only 

variables with a mean proportional duration greater than 0 across groups were used in 

subsequent analyses. Descriptive statistics for Child and Parent Supportive and Non-

Supportive Co-Regulation and Child and Parent Negative Affect are presented in Table 

10 (see page 47). High univariate outliers (with a z-score greater than 3.5) were identified 

on all variables. Low univariate outliers (with a z-score less than -3.00) were identified on 

Parent and Child No Co-Regulation. Multivariate outliers were identified on most 

variables. Due to the positive skew and low frequency of the variables, it would be 

inappropriate to apply traditional, parametric analyses that are sensitive to outliers and 
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violations of normality to these data. As such, a non-parametric approach was determined 

to be the best to apply to these data. Specifically, bootstrapping is a non-parametric 

approach that approximates sampling distributions by resampling from the data with 

replacement, rather than relying on assumptions based on the normality of the theoretical 

sampling distribution (Efron, 1979; Mooney & Duval, 1993). With resampling methods, 

the validity of the test does not depend on normally-distributed data (Efron, 1979), and 

the general resampling approach can be applied to tests within the Generalized Linear 

Model to overcome violated assumptions of the sampling distribution (Fan, 2007). 

Bootstrapping was performed with IBM SPSS version 20, and was used to calculate 

bivariate correlations, multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs), and to test group 

differences during the conflict discussion on one partners’ co-regulation on the others’ 

negative affect with analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs).  

Analysis plan. Research Question 1 concerns describing the relationship between 

Child and Parent Co-Regulation. Research Questions 2 and 3 concern differences 

between groups across discussions. Research Questions 4 and 5 concern between-group 

differences in the association between one partners' Co-Regulation and the others' 

Negative Affect. First, Child and Parent co-regulation variables were tested separately, 

(1) with bootstrapped bivariate correlations to examine the patterns among co-regulation 

(Research Question 1), and (2) separately as dependent variables in bootstrapped 

MANOVAs to test differences across discussions and between EXT, MIXED, and 

Control groups (Research Questions 2 and 3). Next, differences in one interaction 

partners’ Supportive Co-Regulation on the others’ Negative Affect during the conflict 

discussion were tested with bootstrapped ANCOVAs (Research Question 4). Finally, 
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differences in one interaction partners’ Non-Supportive Co-Regulation on the others’ 

Negative Affect were tested with bootstrapped ANCOVAs (Research Question 5). 

3.2 Research Question 1: Intercorrelations between Parent and Child Co-Regulation 

and General Interaction Characteristics 

 The patterns between Parent and Child Co-Regulation were examined with 

bivariate correlations. Tables 2, 3, and 4 show the bootstrapped intercorrelations between 

Parent and Child Co-Regulation at Discussions 1, 2, and 3, respectively. In general, the 

pattern of correlations showed a positive relationship between specific parent and child 

co-regulation behaviours (e.g., Parent and Child Solution-Focused Problem Solving were 

moderately positively correlated at all three discussions). 

 As a preliminary test of validity, the associations between Parent and Child Co-

Regulation and both corresponding CORE and SPAFF global ratings were examined with 

bivariate correlations. Tables 5 and 6 show the intercorrelations between Parent and 

Child Co-Regulation and CORE and SPAFF global ratings at Discussions 1, 2, and 3. As 

hypothesized, the general pattern of correlations showed positive relationships between 

corresponding Co-Regulation variables and global ratings (e.g., Parent Validation as 

coded with CORE was significantly positively correlated with both CORE and SPAFF 

global ratings of Parent Validation). In addition, Co-Regulation showed significant 

correlations with related constructs (e.g., Parent Validation as coded with CORE was 

significantly positively correlated with SPAFF global ratings of Engagement, Joint 

Attention/ Shared Focus, and Warmth, and was significantly negatively correlated with 

SPAFF global ratings of Parent Contempt, Domineering, and Harsh/ Punitive). 

Moderately positive correlations between corresponding CORE and SPAFF global 
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ratings indicated agreement between CORE and SPAFF coders’ impressions of the 

interactions (see Tables C3-C5 in Appendix C). 
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Table 2 

Intercorrelations between Parent and Child Co-Regulation (total duration) at Discussion 1 

        1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 

1. C. Invalidation —               

2. C. Validation -.09 —              

3. C. Avoidance .00 -.05 —             

4. C. Reappraisal -.02 .05 -.01 —            

5. C. Negative ET -.01 -.03 -.01 n.a. —           

6. C. Positive ET -.04 .01 -.02 -.01 -.01 —          

7. C. P. Definition .11 .11 -.02 .01 -.02 .08 —         

8. C. SFPS -.04 .20** -.04 -.11 -.11 .02 -.01 —        

9. P. Invalidation .37** -.06 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.03 .11 .01 —       

10.  P. Validation .00 -.03 -.04 -.05 -.15 -.03 -.08 -.27** -.11 —      

11.  P. Reappraisal -.02 -.04 -.01 n.a. n.a. .00 -.04 -.12 -.02 -.07 —     

12.  P. Negative ET -.01 -.04 -.01 n.a. n.a. -.01 -.02 -.11 -.01 -.05 n.a. —    

13.  P. Positive ET .31 .00 -.02 .02 -.02 -.09 -.05 -.07 -.01 -.02 -.02 -.01 —   

14.  P. Definition .18** -.05 -.03 -.03 -.03 .14* .39** -.12 .40** .06 -.04 -.03 .06 —  

15.  P. SFPS -.05 -.12 -.05 -.17** .17** .05 .01 -.33** -.12* .14* -.13* -.17* .12 -.05 — 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01.  C. = Child, P. = Parent, ET = Emotion Talk, P. Definition = Problem Definition, SFPS = Solution-Focused 

Problem Solving. n.a. = not applicable, indicates variable pairs with frequencies too low to calculate correlations. 



 
 

 35 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3 

Intercorrelations between Parent and Child Co-Regulation (total duration) at Discussion 2 

        1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 

1. C. Invalidation —               

2. C. Validation -.05 —              

3. C. Avoidance .15* -.02 —             

4. C. Reappraisal .36** -.05 -.03 —            

5. C. Negative ET -.02 -.02 -.02 -.01 —           

6. C. Positive ET -.06 .04 -.04 .03 .05 —          

7. C. P. Definition .05 -.02 -.09 .08 -.05 -.04 —         

8. C. SFPS -.07 .14* -.09 .03 -.06 .04 -.08 —        

9. P. Invalidation -.02 -.02 .05 -.03 -.02 -.04 .02 -.02 —       

10.  P. Validation .03 -.03 -.08 .02 -.04 .03 -.15* -.09 -.10 —      

11.  P. Reappraisal .03 -.07 -.08 -.01 .15* -.06 -.05 -.24** -.04 -.10 —     

12.  P. Negative ET -.05 -.04 -.04 -.01 n.a. .05 -.08 -.13* -.02 .01 .15* —    

13.  P. Positive ET .00 -.07 -.05 -.03 -.03 .10 -.09 -.11 -.01 .22** -.01 .06 —   

14.  P. Definition .02 -.10 -.09 .03 -.13* -.03 .07 -.40** .01 -.02 .10 -.07 .09 —  

15.  P. SFPS -.18** .13* -.04 -.08 -.06 .00 -.28* .34** -.01 -.02 -.17** -.05 -.01 -.29** — 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01.  C. = Child, P. = Parent, ET = Emotion Talk, P. Definition = Problem Definition, SFPS = Solution-Focused 

Problem Solving. n.a. = not applicable, indicates variable pairs with frequencies too low to calculate correlations. 
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Table 4 

 Intercorrelations between Parent and Child Co-Regulation (total duration) at Discussion 3 

        1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 

1. C. Invalidation —               

2. C. Validation -.06 —              

3. C. Avoidance .02 -.02 —             

4. C. Reappraisal -.01 -.04 -.01 —            

5. C. Negative ET -.01 -.04 -.01 n.a. —           

6. C. Positive ET -.02 -.03 -.02 -.01 -.01 —          

7. C. P. Definition .30** -.01 -.02 -.02 -.01 -.03 —         

8. C. SFPS -.10 .06 -.13* -.11 -.11 .06 -.02 —        

9. P. Invalidation .07 -.07 .00 -.01 -.01 -.03 .17** .00 —       

10.  P. Validation -.07 -.08 -.08 -.07 -.08 .01 -.10 .00 -.09 —      

11.  P. Reappraisal .05 -.04 -.01 n.a. n.a. -.02 .00 -.12 -.02 -.06 —     

12.  P. Negative ET .00 -.04 -.01 n.a. n.a. -.01 -.02 -.11 -.01 -.07 n.a. —    

13.  P. Positive ET -.03 .07 -.02 -.02 -.03 .30** .07 -.10 -.02 -.01 -.01 -.02 —   

14.  P. Definition .18** -.11 -.03 -.01 -.01 -.03 .31** -.11 .36** .04 .00 -.01 .09 —  

15.  P. SFPS -.12* .00 -.10 -.15* -.16* .01 -.17** .27** -.12 -.01 -.14* -.14* .06 -.25** — 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01. C. = Child, P. = Parent, ET = Emotion Talk, P. Definition = Problem Definition, SFPS = Solution-Focused 

Problem Solving.  n.a. = not applicable, indicates variable pairs with frequencies too low to calculate correlations. 
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Table 5  

Correlations between Child Co-Regulation (duration) and corresponding CORE and 

SPAFF Global Ratings 

 CORE Code 

Global Ratings Validation SFPS 
Problem 

Definition 
Invalidation Avoidance 

 Discussion 1 

Validation
a
 .59** .25** .00 -.19** -.17** 

Domineering
a
 -.06 -.10 .20** .32** .10** 

Harsh/Punitive
a
 -.09 -.05 .04 .52** .10** 

Avoidance
a
 -.10 -.13* .00 .22** .77** 

Engagement
b
 .10 .27** -.01 -.13* -.19** 

Joint Attention
b
 .20** .18** -.06 -.23** -.36** 

Balance/ Reciprocity
b
 .20** .29** .09 -.20** -.21** 

 Discussion 2 

Validation
a
 .32** .29** .02 -.20** -.20** 

Domineering
a
 -.05 .03 -.03 .68** .68** 

Harsh/Punitive
a
 -.09 -.10 -.02 .65** .65** 

Avoidance
a
 -.04 -.12 -.03 .27** .27** 

Engagement
b
 .16* .29** .08 .08 -.08** 

Joint Attention
b
 .09 .23** .04 -.08 -.08** 

Balance/ Reciprocity
b
 .17** .36** .06 .04 .04 

Problem Solving
b
 .21** .48** .02 -.16* -.12 

 Discussion 3 

Validation
a
 .56** .20** -.05 -.21** -.17** 

Domineering
a
 -.11 .07 .23** .50** .16* 

Harsh/Punitive
a
 -.12 -.08 .23** .61** .20** 

Avoidance
a
 -.11 -.19** .02 .03 .57** 

Engagement
b
 .04 .22** -.06 -.16* -.19** 

Joint Attention
b
 .07 .17** .00 -.08 -.32** 

Balance/ Reciprocity
b
 .01 .19** .03 .00 -.20** 

Note. * p < .05, **p < .01. 
a 
CORE global rating. 

b
SPAFF global rating.   
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Table 6 

Correlations between Parent Co-Regulation (duration) and corresponding CORE 

and SPAFF Global Ratings 

 CORE codes 

Global Ratings  Validation SFPS Problem Definition Invalidation 

 Discussion 1 

Validation
a
 .42* .11 -.08 -.24** 

Domineering
a
 -.14** .01 .14* .47** 

Harsh/Punitive
a
 -.09 -.05 .19** .71** 

Avoidance
a
 -.04 -.06 .04 .39** 

Engagement -.02 .04 .04 -.08 

Joint Attention
b
 -.04 .15* .01 -.10 

Balance/ Reciprocity
b
 .01 -.01 -.01 -.04 

Warmth
b
 .18** .01 .12 -.11 

Validation
b
 .36** .03 -.11 -.16* 

Contempt
b
 -.12 -.08 .13* .48** 

Domineering
b
 -.18* .02 .17** .35** 

Harsh/Punitive
b
 -.09 -.11 .19** .60** 

 Discussion 2 

Validation
a
 .46** .16* -.03 -.17** 

Domineering
a
 -.15* .04 .05 .59** 

Harsh/Punitive
a
 -.17** -.05 .11 .44** 

Avoidance
a
 .04 -.10 .00 .03 

Engagement
b
 .00 .19** -.11 -.10 

Joint Attention
b
 -.06 .19** .00 -.09 

Balance/ Reciprocity
b
 -.04 .07 -.23** -.02 

Warmth
b
 .28** .03 .02 -.17** 

Validation
b
 .26** .15* -.09 -.14* 

Contempt
b
 .10 -.17** .00 .37** 

Domineering
b
 -.16* -.05 .17** .24** 

Harsh/Punitive
b
 .01 -.12 .09 .18** 

Problem  Solving
b
 .09 .38** -.12 -.12 

 Discussion 3 

Validation
a
 .49** .14* -.16* -.23** 

Domineering
a
 -.14* .00 .20** .56** 

Harsh/Punitive
a
 -.09 -.02 .15* .68** 

Avoidance
a
 -.02 .01 -.04 -.01 

Engagement
b
 .18** .04 -.05 -.05 

Joint Attention
b
 .08 .13* -.06 -.07 

Balance/ Reciprocity
b
 .17** -.03 .00 .02 

Warmth
b
 .20** .03 -.01 -.19** 

Validation
b
 .39** .02 -.12 -.15* 

Contempt
b
 -.15* -.16* -.01 .24** 

Domineering
b
 -.24** -.03 .10 .23** 

Harsh/Punitive
b
 -.12 -.11 .05 .27** 

Note. * p < .05, **p < .01. 
a 
CORE global rating. 

b
SPAFF global rating. 
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3.3 Research Questions 2 and 3: Differences in Co-Regulation Across Discussions 

and Between Clinical and Control Groups 

 To test the hypotheses regarding whether co-regulation would show a quadratic 

profile across discussions, with more co-regulation during the conflict discussion than 

during the positive discussions (Research Question 2) and whether there would be 

differences between the EXT, MIXED, and Control groups on Supportive and Non-

Supportive co-regulation (Research Question 3), a series of 3 (Discussion) by 3 (Group) 

multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs) were conducted separately on (1) Child 

Validation, (2) Parent Validation,  (3) Parent Reappraisal, (4) Child Negative Emotion 

Talk, (5) Parent Negative Emotion Talk, (6) Child Problem Definition, (7) Parent 

Problem Definition, (8) Child Solution-Focused Problem Solving, (9) Parent Solution-

Focused Problem Solving, (10) Child Invalidation, (11) Parent Invalidation, and (12) 

Child Avoidance. Descriptive statistics for Child and Parent co-regulation are reported in 

Tables 7 and 8, respectively. Analyses were not conducted on variables that did not occur 

for both groups across discussions (Child and Parent Positive and Negative Emotional 

Directives, Child Reappraisal, Child and Parent Positive Emotion Talk, and Parent 

Avoidance). To control for differences in discussion length, the proportional durations 

(i.e., duration of code divided by total duration of the discussion) of dependent variables 

were used. The criterion for significance was p < .05, which is liberal for the number of 

analyses being conducted (Feise, 2002). However, due to the exploratory nature of the 

study, this value was used in order to reduce the likelihood of Type II error (Feise, 2002). 

A summary of the MANOVAs with effect sizes is presented in Table 9 and each 

significant quadratic and interaction result is described in more detail in the subsequent 
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sections. According to Cohen’s (1992) criteria, a small effect is ηp
2
 = .02, a medium 

effect is ηp
2
 = .13, and a large effect is ηp

2
 = .26. In general, hypotheses regarding 

differences across discussions were supported, with parents and children showing more 

co-regulation during the conflict than the positive discussions. Exceptions were Parent 

and Child Solution-Focused Problem Solving and Parent and Child Validation, which 

showed the reverse pattern. Contrary to expectations, there were no significant 

differences between clinical and control groups.   
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Table 7 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Proportional Duration of Child 

Co-Regulation 

 EXT MIXED Control 

Discussion 1 

Negative ED .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .000 (.001) 

Positive ED .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .000 (.001) 

Invalidation .001 (.003) .001 (.003) .001 (.001) 

Validation  .004 (.006) .004 (.006) .005 (.010) 

Avoidance .001 (.003) .001 (.003) .001 (.001) 

Reappraisal .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .006 (.037) 

Negative ET .000 (.001) .000 (.001) .011 (.087) 

Positive ET .000 (.001) .000 (.001) .000 (.007) 

P. Definition .003 (.008) .002 (.008) .003 (.007) 

SFPS .227 (.118) .205 (.105) .222 (.135) 

No CR .766 (.118) .786 (.107) .753 (.167) 

Discussion 2 

Negative ED .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .000 (.000) 

Positive ED .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .000 (.001) 

Invalidation .004 (.012) .001 (.003) .003 (.010) 

Validation  .001 (.003) .002 (.006) .001 (.003) 

Avoidance .007 (.036) .007 (.039) .003 (.013) 

Reappraisal .001 (.003) .000 (.003) .002 (.008) 

Negative ET .004 (.006) .004 (.007) .002 (.125) 

Positive ET .001 (.002) .001 (.003) .001 (.001) 

P. Definition .089 (.076) .073 (.067) .110 (.092) 

SFPS .060 (.064) .057 (.061) .075 (.084) 

No CR .834 (.099) .856 (.093) .797 (.153) 

Discussion 3 

Negative ED .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .000 (.000) 

Positive ED .000 (.000) .000 (.001) .000 (.001) 

Invalidation .002 (.006) .006 (.050) .001 (.003) 

Validation  .002 (.004) .003 (.006) .006 (.008) 

Avoidance .001 (.004) .005 (.032) .001 (.001) 

Reappraisal .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .005 (.039) 

Negative ET .001 (.002) .001 (.003) .012 (.085) 

Positive ET .000 (.001) .000 (.002) .000 (.001) 

P. Definition .004 (.011) .005 (.018) .004 (.010) 

SFPS .240 (.128) .220 (.128) .225 (.142) 

No CR .751 (.127) .760 (.135) .747 (.171) 

Note. Standard deviations in parentheses.  ED = Emotion Directive, ET = 

Emotion Talk, P. Definition = Problem Definition, SFPS = Solution-

Focused Problem Solving, CR = Co-Regulation. 
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Table 8  

Means and Standard Deviations of the Proportional Duration of Parent 

Co-Regulation 

 EXT MIXED Control 

Discussion 1 

Negative ED .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .000 (.000) 

Positive ED .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .000 (.004) 

Invalidation .001 (.004) .001 (.001) .001 (.004) 

Validation  .035 (.030) .034 (.029) .035 (.030) 

Avoidance .001 (.004) .000 (.001) .001 (.004) 

Reappraisal .001 (.008) .001 (.005) .004 (.027) 

Negative ET .001 (.001) .001 (.002) .013 (.096) 

Positive ET .001 (.007) .000 (.001) .002 (.005) 

P. Definition .032 (.002) .011 (.021) .014 (.034) 

SFPS .319 (.111) .289 (.109) .351 (.127) 

No CR .633 (.114) .664 (.124) .580 (.142) 

Discussion 2 

Negative ED .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .000 (.000) 

Positive ED .000 (.001) .000 (.001) .001 (.004) 

Invalidation .001 (.002) .001 (.005) .001 (.002) 

Validation  .016 (.018) .017 (.021) .014 (.015) 

Avoidance .000 (.004) .000 (.000) .000 (.000) 

Reappraisal .033 (.045) .033 (.052) .032 (.047) 

Negative ET .019 (.021) .015 (.020) .018 (.097) 

Positive ET .004 (.007) .002 (.005) .001 (.004) 

P. Definition .219 (.101) .208 (.109) .208 (.120) 

SFPS .186 (.105) .166 (.100) .185 (.110) 

No CR .522 (.147) .557 (.135) .540 (.148) 

Discussion 3 

Negative ED .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .000 (.000) 

Positive ED .000 (.001) .000 (.002) .000 (.000) 

Invalidation .001 (.003) .001 (.004) .002 (.013) 

Validation  .030 (.026) .025 (.024) .025 (.018) 

Avoidance .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .000 (.000) 

Reappraisal .002 (.008) .001 (.002) .006 (.034) 

Negative ET .001 (.002) .001 (.002) .012 (.089) 

Positive ET .001 (.003) .002 (.004) .001 (.004) 

P. Definition .013 (.020) .017 (.025) .015 (.027) 

SFPS .340 (.128) .310 (.118) .351 (.148) 

No CR .616 (.124) .649 (.118) .588 (.159) 

Note. Standard deviations in parentheses.  ED = Emotion Directive, ET = 

Emotion Talk, P. Definition = Problem Definition, SFPS = Solution-

Focused Problem Solving, CR = Co-Regulation. 
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Table 9  

Effect Sizes (partial eta squared) for MANOVAs of Child and Parent Co-

Regulation 

Dependent 

Variable 

Quadratic Within-

Subjects Effect 

Quadratic Discussion 

x Group Interaction 

Between-

Subjects Effect 

Child Validation .09** .04* n.s. 

Parent Validation .45** n.s. n.s. 

Parent Reappraisal .33** n.s. n.s. 

Child NET .14** n.s. n.s. 

Parent NET .32** n.s. n.s. 

Child PD  .76** n.s. n.s. 

Parent PD .83** n.s. n.s. 

Child SFPS .79** n.s. n.s. 

Parent SFPS .82** n.s. n.s. 

Child Invalidation .04* n.s. n.s. 

Parent Invalidation n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Child Avoidance .05* n.s. n.s. 

Note. * p < .05, **p < .001.  NET = Negative Emotion Talk, PET = Positive 

Emotion Talk, PD = Problem Definition, SFPS = Solution-Focused Problem 

Solving, n.s. = not significant. 

 

 3.3.1 Supportive co-regulation. 

 3.3.1.1 Validation. Contrary to expectations, there was a significant quadratic 

within-subjects effect for Child Validation across discussions, F (1, 250) = 23.97, p < 

.001, ηp
2 

= .09, indicating that, collapsed across groups, there was significantly less Child 

Validation at Discussion 2 than at Discussion 1 (p < .001) and Discussion 3 (p < .001), 

and that there were no differences between Discussions 1 and 3. Hypotheses regarding 

the interaction between group and discussion were partially supported with a significant 

quadratic within-subjects contrast for the Discussion by Group interaction, F (1, 250) = 

4.62, p = .01 ηp
2
= .04. Pairwise comparisons showed no differences between groups at 

Discussions 1 and 2, and significantly more Child Validation in the Control group than 

the EXT group (p = .01) and than the MIXED group (p = .04) at Discussion 3 (see Figure 

1). There were no significant between-subjects effects, counter to expectations. 
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 Contrary to expectations, there was a within-subjects quadratic effect for Parent 

Validation across discussions, F (1, 251) = 205.07, p < .001, ηp
2 
= .45, indicating that, 

collapsed across groups, there was less Parent Validation at Discussion 2 than at 

Discussion 1 (p < .001) and Discussion 3 (p < .001), and more at Discussion 1 than at 

Discussion 3 (p < .001). Tests of between-subjects effects and interactions were non-

significant, which did not support hypotheses. 

 3.3.1.2 Reappraisal. As expected, there was a significant within-subjects 

quadratic effect for Parent Reappraisal across discussions, F (1, 251) = 120.98, p < .001, 

ηp
2 

= .33, indicating that, collapsed across groups, there was significantly more Parent 

Reappraisal at Discussion 2 than at Discussion 1 (p < .001) and Discussion 3 (p < .001), 

Figure 1. Proportional duration of Child Validation across 

discussions by group. 
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and no differences between Discussions 1 and 3.  Tests of between-subjects and 

interaction effects were non-significant, which did not support hypotheses.  

 3.3.1.3. Negative emotion talk. As expected, there was a significant quadratic 

within-subjects effect for Child Negative Emotion Talk across discussions, F (1, 250) = 

40.84, p < .001, ηp
2
= .14, indicating that, collapsed across groups, there was significantly 

more Child Negative Emotion Talk at Discussion 2 than at Discussion 1 (p < .001) and at 

Discussion 3 (p < .001), and that there were no differences between Discussions 1 and 3. 

Tests of between-subjects and interaction effects were non-significant, which did not 

support hypotheses. 

As expected, there was a significant within-subjects quadratic effect for Parent 

Negative Emotion Talk across discussions, F (1, 251) = 116.42, p < .001, ηp
2
= .32, 

indicating that, collapsed across groups, there was significantly more Parent Negative 

Emotion Talk at Discussion 2 than at Discussion 1 (p < .001) and at Discussion 3 (p < 

.001), and no differences between Discussions 1 and 3. Tests of between-subjects and 

interaction effects were non-significant, which did not support hypotheses. 

3.3.1.4 Problem Definition. As expected, there was a significant quadratic within-

subjects effect for Child Problem Definition across discussions, F (1, 250) = 801.25, p = 

.001, ηp
2 

= .76, indicating that, collapsed across groups, there was significantly more 

Child Problem Definition at Discussion 2 than at Discussion 1 (p < .001) and Discussion 

3 (p < .001), and that there were no differences between Discussions 1 and 3. Tests of 

between-subjects and interaction effects were non-significant, which did not support 

hypotheses. 
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As expected, there was a significant quadratic within-subjects effect for Parent 

Problem Definition across discussions, F (1, 251) = 1185.21, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .83, 

indicating that, collapsed across groups, there was significantly more Parent Problem 

Definition at Discussion 2 than at Discussion 1 (p < .001) and at Discussion 3 (p < .001). 

In addition, there was significantly less Parent Problem Definition at Discussion 1 than at 

Discussion 3 (p = .04). Tests of between-subjects and interactions effects were non-

significant, which did not support hypotheses. 

 3.3.1.5 Solution-Focused Problem Solving. Contrary to expectations, there as a 

significant quadratic within-subjects effect for Child Solution-Focused Problem Solving 

across discussions, F (1, 250) = 927.06, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .79, indicating that, collapsed 

across groups, there was significantly less Child Solution-Focused Problem Solving at 

Discussion 2 than at Discussion 1 (p < .001) and Discussion 3 (p < .001), and that there 

no differences between Discussions 1 and 3. Tests of between-subjects and interaction 

effects were non-significant, which did not support hypotheses. 

 Contrary to hypotheses, the quadratic within-subjects effect was significant for 

Parent Solution-Focused Problem Solving across discussions, F (1, 251) = 1155.40, p < 

.001, ηp
2 

= .82, indicating that, collapsed across groups, there was significantly less Parent 

Solution-Focused Problem Solving at Discussion 2 than at Discussion 1 (p < .001) and at 

Discussion 3 (p < .001), and that there were no differences between Discussions 1 and 3. 

Tests of between-subjects and interaction effects were non-significant, which did not 

support hypotheses. 

3.3.2 Non-supportive co-regulation. 

 3.3.2.1 Invalidation. Partially supporting hypotheses, there was a significant 
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within-subjects quadratic effect Child Invalidation across discussions, F (1, 250) = 9.03, 

p = .01, ηp
2 
= .04, indicating that, collapsed across groups, there was significantly more 

Child Invalidation at Discussion 2 than at Discussion 1 (p < .001), and that there were no 

differences between Discussions 2 and 3. Tests of between-subjects and interaction 

effects were non-significant, which did not support hypotheses. In addition, hypotheses 

regarding Parent Invalidation were not supported, as there were no within- or between-

subjects effects for Parent Invalidation. 

 3.3.2.2 Avoidance. As expected, there was a significant within-subjects quadratic 

effect for Child Avoidance across discussions, F (1, 250) = 13.18, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .05, 

indicating that, collapsed across groups, there was significantly more Child Avoidance at 

Discussion 2 than at Discussion 1 (p < .001) and than at Discussion 3 (p = .01), and that 

there were no differences between Discussions 1 and 3. Tests of between-subjects and 

interactions effects were non-significant, which did not support hypotheses. 

3.4 Research Questions 4 and 5: Differences between the EXT, MIXED, and Control 

Groups in Supportive and Non-Supportive Co-Regulation on Negative Affect during 

the Conflict Discussion.  

 In order to test differences in one partners’ co-regulation on the others’ negative 

affect during the conflict discussion between EXT, MIXED, and control groups 

(Research Questions 4 and 5), four ANCOVAs were conducted with Group as an 

independent variable and Co-Regulation as a covariate. Table 10 shows the means and 

standard deviations for Child and Parent Supportive and Non-Supportive Co-Regulation 

and Child and Parent Negative Affect. The four ANCOVAs tested (1) group differences 

in Child Supportive Co-regulation on Parent Negative Affect, (2) group differences in 
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Parent Supportive Co-Regulation on Child Negative Affect, (3) group differences in 

Child Non-Supportive Co-Regulation on Parent Negative Affect, and (4) group 

differences in Parent Non-Supportive Co-Regulation on Child Negative Affect. 

Table 10 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Total Duration of Child and Parent Co-

Regulation and Child and Parent Negative Affect at Discussion 2 

 EXT MIXED Control 

Child Supportive CR 56.24 (35.17) 49.09 (32.31) 74.92 (57.86) 

Parent Supportive CR 173.20 (53.86) 159.08 (48.62) 165.22 (54.98) 

Child Non-Supportive CR 3.81 (14.21) 2.67 (14.30) 2.13 (5.43) 

Parent Non-Supportive CR .28 (1.05) .38 (1.74) .12 (.60) 

Child Negative Affect 4.13 (21.57) 18.46 (39.35) 12.97 (18.77) 

Parent Negative Affect 5.00 (12.81) 4.62 (12.87) 3.93 (5.62) 

Note. Standard deviations in parentheses.  CR = Co-Regulation. 

 

 3.4.1 Group differences in child supportive co-regulation on parent negative 

affect. In testing differences in Child Supportive Co-Regulation on Parent Negative 

Affect, main effects of Group, Child Supportive Co-Regulation, and the Group by Child 

Supportive Co-Regulation interaction were non-significant, counter to expectations.  

3.4.2 Group differences in parent supportive co-regulation on child negative 

affect.  As expected, in testing differences in Parent Supportive Co-Regulation on Child 

Negative Affect, there was a significant main effect for Parent Supportive Co-Regulation, 

F (1, 248) = 5.01, p = .03, ηp
2 

= .02, indicating that higher Parent Supportive Co-

Regulation was associated with lower Child Negative Affect. The main effect for Group 

and the Group by Parent Supportive Co-Regulation interaction were non-significant, 

which did not support hypotheses. 

3.4.3 Group differences in child non-supportive co-regulation on parent 

negative affect. Counter to expectations, in testing differences in Child Non-Supportive 

Co-Regulation on Parent Negative Affect, main effects for Group and Child Non-
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Supportive Co-Regulation and the Group by Child Non-Supportive Co-Regulation 

interaction were non-significant. 

3.4.4 Group differences in parent non-supportive co-regulation on child 

negative affect. Counter to expectations, in testing differences in Parent Non-Supportive 

co-regulation on Child Negative Affect, main effects for Group and Parent Non-

Supportive Co-Regulation and the Group by Parent Non-Supportive Co-Regulation were 

non-significant. 
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Chapter 4: Discussion 

 The objectives of the current study were to examine the validity of CORE; 

examine differences in co-regulation between parent-child dyads with EXT, MIXED, and 

typically-developing children across interaction contexts; and to examine group 

differences in the association between one interaction partners' co-regulation and the 

others' negative affect. CORE showed preliminary validity through associations with 

general interaction characteristics. Hypotheses regarding differences across positive and 

conflict discussions were also generally supported, with the conflict discussion showing 

greater co-regulation than positive discussions for most behaviours. Hypotheses 

regarding group differences in supportive and non-supportive co-regulation were not 

supported, as were hypotheses regarding group differences in the association between co-

regulation and negative affect. Overall, results did not provide support for co-regulation 

as a marker of differences between dyads with typically-developing children and dyads 

with children with subtypes of externalizing problems. 

4.1 The Validity of CORE 

 The validity of CORE was demonstrated through small to moderate associations 

with independent raters' impressions of the parent-child interactions. The general pattern 

of results across discussions also provides support for CORE's validity. The heightened 

negative affect elicited during conflict discussions requires increased emotional control in 

order to effectively resolve relational issues (Hollenstein, 2005). The general pattern that 

co-regulation was greater during the conflict discussion than positive discussions reflects 

that parents and children show increased co-regulation in the face of increased negative 

affect, as hypothesized. However, two exceptions to this pattern were both parent and 
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child validation and solution-focused problem solving behaviours, which were greatest 

during the positive discussions and lowest during the conflict.  

 It was surprising that parent and child validation were lowest during the conflict 

discussions, given that acknowledging and providing support for others' feelings are 

common responses to expressed negative affect, and that more negative affect is 

expressed during conflict discussions than during discussions of positive topics 

(Eisenberg et al., 2008; Hollenstein, 2005, Hollenstein & Lewis, 2006; Yap et al., 2008b). 

Perhaps with children in mid-childhood, the positive discussion topics in the current 

study (brainstorming ideas for an imaginary party or amusement park) provided more 

opportunities to validate others' ideas than the conflict discussion topics (e.g., having a 

messy room). 

 Parent and child solution-focused problem solving were also lowest during the 

conflict discussion. Prior investigations of parent-child conflict resolution have examined 

the efficacy of different interaction styles (e.g., negative and hostile versus supportive 

and warm) in conflict resolution (Beveridge & Berg, 2007; Forgatch, 1989; Rueter & 

Conger, 1995), but there is a dearth of research examining differences in problem-solving 

behaviours across positive and conflict contexts. In the current study, dyads spent more 

time discussing the nature of the conflict topic and analyzing its causes than working 

towards a solution. Due to the lack of prior research on differences across contexts, it is 

difficult to determine whether this finding is consistent with other investigations or 

whether it is an artifact of the current study. In the current study, positive discussion 

topics by design were a brainstorming task (e.g., planning a hypothetical party) that 

required little discussion of the nature of the problem, whereas conflict topics were a 
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matter of interpersonal contention (e.g., having a messy room) in which differing 

viewpoints often needed to be reconciled. It is most likely that the lesser solution-focused 

problem solving during the conflict discussion as compared to the positive discussions 

has to do with differences in the tasks' requirements for problem-solving behaviours. 

4.2 Group Differences in Co-Regulation 

 The hypotheses that dyads with typically-developing children would show more 

supportive co-regulation than dyads with EXT and MIXED children, and that dyads with 

EXT children would show more supportive co-regulation than dyads with MIXED 

children, were not supported. Groups only differed in that typically-developing children 

showed more validation towards their parents' during the final positive discussion than 

EXT and MIXED children. The ability to acknowledge and support others' emotions is an 

important feature of social competence (Eisenberg et al., 1996; Eisenberg et al., 2008; 

Yap et al., 2008b), as is the ability to repair interactions with others by shifting from 

mutually negative to mutually positive dyadic interactions (Granic et al., 2007). It is 

interesting that group differences only emerged during the final positive discussion that 

took place after the conflict. Validation is one behaviour through which emotions are 

repaired socially (Eisenberg et al., 1996; Eisenberg et al., 2008), so perhaps the group 

differences at the final positive discussion indicate differences in children's efforts to 

reestablish a positive connection with their parents after the conflict discussion with 

heightened validation of their parents' perspectives. However, due to the large number of 

analyses conducted and the inflated risk of Type I error, this significant group difference 

could also be spurious. 
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 Overall, it was surprising that results also did not support hypotheses that dyads 

with typically-developing children would show less non-supportive co-regulation than 

dyads with externalizing children, and that dyads with EXT children would show less 

non-supportive co-regulation than dyads with MIXED children. This was particularly 

surprising in light of the body of literature linking parental behaviours such as 

dismissiveness and harshness about emotions to emotional dysregulation and children's 

increased risk for both externalizing and internalizing problems (Eisenberg et al., 2001; 

Gottman et al., 1996; Lengua, 2006; Lunkenheimer et al., 2007; Rothbaum & Weisz, 

1994; Yap et al., 2008b). Prior investigations of differences between EXT and MIXED 

groups showed that these groups only differed in dyadic affect after a perturbation was 

introduced during the conflict discussion (Granic & Lamey, 2002). It could be the case 

that co-regulation, as assessed in the current study, did not differentiate groups because 

the time scale of analyses was too coarse (i.e., real-time co-regulation was aggregated to 

the level of discussions) to pick up differences in interpersonal emotion processes
1
. 

4.3 Associations between Co-Regulation and Negative Affect 

 Hypotheses regarding group differences on the association between supportive 

and non-supportive co-regulation and negative affect during the conflict discussion were 

also not supported. It was hypothesized that children's and parents' supportive co-

regulation would be associated with lower levels of the others' negative affect, and that 

this association would be most strong for dyads with typically-developing children, and 

                                                           
1
 The hypothesis that groups would differ during the conflict discussion before and after a 

perturbation was explored, since the experimenter knocked on the door to signal two 

minutes until the end of the conflict discussion and to wrap up on a good note. All 

analyses were replicated examining differences during the conflict discussion before and 

after the perturbation, with null results. 
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least strong for dyads with MIXED children. It was found that higher parental supportive 

co-regulation was associated with lower levels of children's negative affect, which is in 

line with other investigations of parental socialization of children's emotions (Beveridge 

& Berg, 2007; Eisenberg et al., 2008; Lunkenheimer et al., 2007). However, this 

association did not vary across groups, and there was no association between children's 

supportive co-regulation and parents' negative affect. Supportive co-regulation in the 

current study was conceptualized as behaviours that involve responding with empathy, 

and resolving negative affect by reappraising emotional evaluations or mutual problem 

solving. It is possible that some behaviours included in this conceptualization, such as 

solution-focused problem solving and problem definition, do not strongly differentiate 

groups, and that the general low frequency of behaviours such as validation and 

reappraisal in this study precluded the opportunity for group differences to emerge. 

 It was also hypothesized that children's and parents' non-supportive co-regulation 

would be associated with higher levels of the others' negative affect, and that this 

association would be least strong for dyads with typically-developing children, and most 

strong for dyads with MIXED children. These hypotheses were also not supported. As 

prior investigations have shown associations between emotional dismissiveness and 

disengagement and negative affect (Gottman et al., 1996; Yap et al., 2008b), it was 

surprising that neither parents' nor children's non-supportive co-regulation were not 

associated with the others' negative affect, and that group differences did also not emerge. 

As with hypotheses regarding associations with supportive co-regulation, it could be that 

the overall low frequency of non-supportive co-regulation prevented group differences 

from emerging. 
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4.4 The Bidirectionality of Co-Regulation 

 An auxiliary goal of the current study was to investigate the bidirectionality of 

parent-child co-regulation by examining the same behaviours in both parents and 

children, rather than focusing on unidirectional effects (e.g., parental reactions to 

children's emotions; Beveridge & Berg, 2007; Eisenberg et al., 1999; Lengua, 2006). 

Both parents and children displayed a range of co-regulation behaviours, and there were 

some positive relationships between corresponding parent and child co-regulation 

behaviours. Although not a true test of bidirectionality, these results provide mixed 

support that parent and child co-regulation are somewhat associated. It is interesting that 

there were positive correlations between some parent and child behaviours (solution-

focused problem solving, problem definition) but not others (validation, reappraisal, 

emotion talk). Examination of parents' and children's co-regulation and its associations 

with the interaction partner's negative affect, on the other hand, did not support the 

hypothesis that the relationship between co-regulation and affect is bidirectional. Parent 

supportive co-regulation was associated with lower child negative affect, but child 

supportive co-regulation was not associated with parent negative affect. Parent and child 

non-supportive co-regulation were not associated at all with the interaction partners' 

negative affect. 

 Regarding dyads with externalizing children, other investigations of the 

bidirectionality of parent-child emotional processes also did not provide support for a 

bidirectional relationship (Verhoeven et al., 2010). Instead, Verhoeven et al. found that 

young children’s externalizing behaviours predicted parenting behaviours, and that 

parenting behaviours did not predict young children’s externalizing behaviours. This 
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finding is interesting in light of the large body of research indicating the importance of 

parenting behaviours on the socialization of children's emotions (e.g., Eisenberg et al., 

1999; Lengua, 2006). Many studies on parental socialization of children's emotions have 

examined school-aged children, so it is possible that children's age plays a role in whether 

emotional processes are influenced unidirectionally or bidirectionally. For example, 

dyadic patterns develop over repeated interactions over years, and with younger age 

groups, it could be that dyadic patterns are not entrenched enough for bidirectionality to 

manifest (Verhoeven et al., 2010), or that children do not yet possess the requisite 

cognitive abilities to exert mutual influence on their parents' behaviours (Morris et al., 

2007). Another interpretation of the lack of association between children’s co-regulation 

and parents’ emotions could be that parents’ awareness of the task demands and video 

camera made them less susceptible to the influence of their children’s behaviours than 

they would in the context of day-to-day interactions with their children. In general, 

because the current study was not a direct test of bidirectionality in parent-child 

relationships, it is unclear whether co-regulation is bidirectional, but results point to a 

unidirectional influence of parental supportive co-regulation on children's negative affect. 

4.5 Limitations and Future Directions 

 The current study was the first application of CORE. Overall, the lack of support 

for hypotheses and low frequencies of most behaviours suggest that CORE was not 

sensitive enough to pick up behaviours that would differentiate groups in the current 

study. Some behaviours represented a high proportion of all observed behaviours 

(problem definition and solution-focused problem solving). It is possible that these two 

categories represent too high a range of behaviours, and could be broken down further to 
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pick up on more nuanced behaviours based on their function (e.g., providing support or 

agreement for an idea versus opposing an idea during solution-focused problem solving). 

In addition, some behaviours occurred with very low frequency or not at all (positive and 

negative emotional directives, positive and negative emotion talk). It could be beneficial 

to combine codes with especially low frequencies with other codes in order to improve 

the distribution of observed behaviours, such as negative emotional directives with 

invalidation, positive emotional directives with validation, and positive and negative 

emotion talk into one general category of emotion word use. It is also possible that the 

emotion elicitation paradigm used in this study was not the most appropriate application 

of CORE, as conflict discussion topics were not always explicitly emotional topics (e.g., 

having a messy room). Future research should investigate CORE with other paradigms 

that elicit emotions through direct discussion of emotional situations (e.g., feeling upset 

about a social situation), which may result in a higher frequency of CORE behaviours. 

 In addition to the limitations with CORE, the lack of support for most hypotheses 

could also be due, in part, to the statistical methods employed in the current study. The 

time-scale of the analyses was relatively coarse. CORE was applied in real time, but 

analyses were aggregated to the level of entire discussions, which could occlude 

meaningful results. Future research should examine the temporal relations between co-

regulation and affect, rather than aggregating the data at the level of entire discussions. In 

addition, although one overarching goal of the development of CORE was to create an 

observational coding tool that could capture bidirectionality in emotion co-regulation by 

applying the same set of codes to both parents and children, the analyses in the current 

study were not true statistical tests of bidirectionality. Other statistical methods could be 
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used in future research with CORE, such as Actor-Partner Interdependence Models 

(Cook & Kenny, 2005), to more directly test the bidirectionality of co-regulation. 

Another issue with analyses was that many tests were run in order to examine all co-

regulation behaviours, which increases the risk for inflated Type II errors (Feise, 2002). 

Although the number of tests in this study enabled a thorough exploratory examination of 

co-regulation behaviours, future research with CORE should use statistical tests more 

parsimoniously. 

 Regarding the validity of CORE, the current study showed that CORE codes were 

generally associated in the expected direction (e.g., parent and child solution-focused 

problem solving were moderately positively correlated), and that they were generally also 

associated with independent raters' impressions of general discussion characteristics. In 

order to more fully assess the validity of CORE, future research should apply CORE to 

other samples with different age groups and dyad types (e.g., peers and romantic 

partners), and with relevant outcome measures such as trait-level emotion regulation that 

would provide stronger test of its validity. In addition, the current study only examined 

associations between supportive and non-supportive co-regulation and negative affect. 

 One additional application for future research is the potential for CORE to be 

used in clinical settings. The clinical dyads in the sample in the current study, for 

example, were about to start a clinical intervention that directly targeted both parents' and 

children's emotion regulation skills through Parent Management Training (Brestan & 

Eyberg, 1998) and a child emotion self-regulation intervention (Earlscourt Child and 

Family Centre, 2001). Although the frequencies of co-regulation behaviours were 

generally low in the current study (at the pre-treatment time point), it is possible that co-
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regulation behaviours became more frequent over the course of the clinical treatment 

program and that differences between EXT and MIXED groups would have emerged 

during the intervention.  

 The interpretation of results should be limited with respect to the sample of the 

current study. Results cannot be generalized to children in other age groups outside the 

range of 8 to 12 years old. In addition, due to the small number of female participants, 

gender differences could not be assessed. Given gender differences in aggression (Broidy 

et al., 2003), gender could be an additional factor related to differences in co-regulation 

between dyads with children with externalizing problems, and dyads with typically-

developing children.  

4.6 Conclusion 

 Overall, the current study provided relatively weak support for co-regulation as a 

socioemotional factor that differentiates parent-child dyads with children with 

externalizing problems from parent-child dyads with typically-developing children. The 

current study also provided no support for the association between children’s co-

regulation and parents’ negative affect. Findings indicated that parent-child co-regulation 

differs across emotional contexts, but that it might not be a strong indicator of 

socioemotional well-being. There are several issues that could have prevented CORE's 

utility as an observational tool from being fully assessed, as discussed above. A more 

thorough examination of CORE in different applications (e.g., with older age groups, 

with different emotion elicitation paradigms) is required before strong conclusions can de 

drawn regarding CORE's utility as a coding system. In addition, a more thorough 

investigation is required in order to more fully assess whether co-regulation is a truly a 
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bidirectional process between parents and children, or whether interpersonal emotion 

regulation between parents and school-aged children is best conceptualized as 

unidirectional parent-to-child emotion socialization.  
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The Co-Regulation Coding System 

This manual provides the code definitions for the Co-Regulation (CORE) coding 

system, an observational tool for the study of bi-directional emotion co-regulation in 

different dyad types (e.g., parent-child, peers, and romantic partners). Co-regulation 

occurs in a number of ways. For example, individuals may attempt to improve their 

interaction partner’s emotions by calming them down with a relaxing tone of voice and a 

reassurance, or by attempting to make them see a stressful situation as less nerve-

wracking (Niven, Totterdell, & Holman, 2009). Individuals may also attempt to worsen 

their partner’s emotions, such as by being critical or inciting guilt. Other functions of co-

regulation include avoiding interpersonal issues and solving problems. The CORE 

consists of code categories that are designed to capture these differences in emotion co-

regulation. The code is applied to both members of a dyad and is evaluated continuously 

in real-time, to yield an index of bi-directional co-regulation as it changes from moment 

to moment.  

 The CORE has 11 real-time codes, which are mutually exclusive categories. 

These categories are: Negative emotional directives, Positive emotional directives, 

Invalidation, Validation, Avoidance, Reappraisal, Negative emotion talk, Positive 

emotion talk, Solution-focused problem solving, Problem definition, and No co-

regulation. In this manual, each code is defined and typical cues are provided, followed 

by both examples and non-examples of the code category. CORE codes are ordered in a 

hierarchy, so that when there is ambiguity about which code pertains to a regulation 

event, the coder decides by default to categorize the event into the higher-order category. 

Higher-order categories reflect co-regulation events that are more overt in their 

regulatory nature, whereas lower-order categories reflect events that are less overt in their 

regulatory nature. Table 1 shows the hierarchy of the codes and examples. An additional 

5 global ratings assess coders’ impressions of interactions.

Table 1. The Hierarchy of the CORE Codes. 

Code Example 

1. Negative emotional directive “You should feel ashamed for what you did.” 

2. Positive emotional directive “You should feel proud of your good grade.” 

3. Invalidation “You have no right to be angry.” 

4. Validation “I understand that you are angry now….” 

5. Avoidance “I’m not talking about this anymore.” 

6. Reappraisal “Maybe it won’t be as bad as you think.” 

7. Negative emotion talk “I was really angry yesterday” 

8. Positive emotion talk “I feel happier now.” 

9. Solution-focused problem  

solving 

“What if I just clean my room once a week?” 

10. Problem definition “I need you to listen to me when I ask you to clean 

your room.” 

11. No co-regulation “After I did my homework I took the dog for a 

walk.” 
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Coding Procedures 

Overview 

The same CORE coding scheme is applied to both members of the dyad using 

Noldus Observer 5.0. Coders base their decisions primarily on verbal content, but 

accompanying verbal tone and body language are considered when applying decision 

rules to select the proper code. Codes are applied to each member of the dyad and are 

evaluated continuously in real-time. After preliminary training and satisfactory reliability 

is reached, coders will commence coding.  

For each dyad, coders will view the video file prior to coding in order to become 

familiar with the interaction. Next, coders will code the entire video file for one 

interaction partner, and then the entire video file for the other interaction partner. After 

coding each individual, coders will respond to global ratings of co-regulation. All coders 

will code a subset of specific videos in order to assess on-going reliability. Discrepancies 

and disagreements will be discussed and resolved during coding meetings. 

Details 

1) For each parent-child interaction, coders will first watch the entire video prior to 

coding, in order to familiarize themselves with the interaction. 

2) After becoming familiar with the interaction, coders will commence coding with the 

real-time codes. 

a) The onset and offset of codes will be determined primarily by verbal statements: 

when a co-regulatory verbal statement starts, that signals the start of the code. 

When such statements end, that signals the end of the code. A similar approach 

will be taken when coding non-verbal co-regulatory behaviours. 

b) The coder will first code the entire interaction for the parent. 

c) The coder will then code the entire interaction for the child. 

3)  After real-time codes have been applied to both members of the dyad, coders will 

complete the 5 global ratings of their perceptions of the interaction. 

Notes 

 The “Three Second Rule” 

o Sometimes, an individual will be talking for an extended period of time 

and it can be difficult to determine whether one or more regulation events 

happened during that time. The Three Second Rule is used to help in these 

circumstances. If an individual is talking and then pauses for three seconds 

or more before continuing, the instances should be treated as separate 

regulation events (e.g., two instances of Solution-focused problem solving 

if this happened during brainstorming solutions). If an individual pauses 

for less than three seconds, the regulation event will be treated as one 

event. 
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Code Definitions 

1. Negative emotional directives 

Negative emotional directives explicitly target negative emotions and emotion-related 

behaviours and thoughts by overtly discouraging positive emotions, or by reinforcing or 

inciting negative emotions (Chaplin, Casey, Sinha, & Mayes, 2010; Gottman, Katz, & 

Hooven, 1996).  

Cues: 

 Overtly inciting negative emotions, e.g., “You should feel very bad for doing that” 

 Emotion-focused directives that dismiss the other’s perspective, e.g., “Stop whining 

about it” 

 Statements in the imperative that target negative emotions, e.g., “We should be 

worried about your brother”. 

Examples: 

Mother: I was worried about my jacket getting ruined. (Negative emotion talk) 

Daughter: Maybe you should have been feeling bad about the dog instead. (Negative 

emotional directive) 

Non-examples: 

 Appraisals, opinions, and remarks that involve the direct discussion of negative 

emotion, without an emotion-related command or directive (e.g., “I am angry”; “He 

makes me feel angry”; “These shoes annoy me”; “Waiting in line always frustrates 

me”). This type of statement may indicate Negative emotion talk. 

 Directives that may sound hostile, but do not directly target emotions and are not 

related to emotion regulation (e.g., “Stop fidgeting”; “Don’t talk back to me”). This 

type of statement may indicate No co-regulation. 

 Directives that sound hostile but target behaviours (and not emotions) may indicate 

No co-regulation. 

 Negative emotion-related statements that have no explicit directive may indicate 

Invalidation, e.g., “You have no right to be upset”. 

 

2. Positive emotional directives 

Positive emotional directives explicitly target positive emotions and emotion-related 

behaviours and thoughts by overtly promoting, encouraging, or reinforcing the 

maintenance or the increase of positive emotion, or decrease of negative emotion 

(Chaplin, Casey, Sinha, & Mayes, 2010; Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1996).  

Cues: 

 Behaviours, reassurances, or other verbalizations that directly target emotions, such 

as soothing and providing comfort, e.g., “Don’t be upset about it”. 
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 Compliments that directly target positive emotions, e.g., “You should feel proud of 

yourself.” 

 Statements in the imperative that target positive emotions, e.g., “We should be glad 

that something worse didn’t happen”. 

Examples: 

Son: I got all of my homework done. (No co-regulation) 

Mother: You should feel proud of yourself. (Positive emotional directive) 

Mother: We’re going to discuss this calmly... (Positive emotional directive) 

Non-examples: 

 Appraisals, opinions, and remarks that involve the direct discussion of positive 

emotion, without an emotion-related command or directive (e.g., “I am happy”; “He 

makes me feel great”). This type of statement may indicate Positive emotion talk. 

 Directives that may sound positive, but do not directly target emotions and target 

behaviours instead, e.g., “Let’s settle down”, may indicate No co-regulation. 

 

3. Invalidation 

Invalidation is often a harsh, critical, dismissive, or derogatory response to the 

interaction partner. It refers to the disapproval, dismissal, or minimizing of emotions, 

opinions, ideas, or any other stance (Eisenberg et al., 2008; Gottman et al., 1996). 

Invalidation must be directed towards the interaction partner. 

Cues: 

 Dismissiveness: 

o Minimizing the other’s input and shooting down ideas, e.g., “That’s a stupid idea”, 

“You don’t know what you’re talking about.” (Greene & Ablon, 2006) 

o Posing leading questions in a harsh manner, e.g., “Do you think that it’s okay to 

bother me with your problems?”  

o Behaviours that show contempt (e.g., rolling eyes, exasperated sighs and groans) or 

that the other’s ideas are being dismissed, and one-word responses that show that 

the other’s ideas are not acknowledged (e.g., “Whatever…”) 

o Sarcasm and other forms of hostile remarks directed towards the other, e.g., “Yeah, 

like you would ever be nice.” 

 Criticisms and derogatory statements, e.g., “You never get it right”, “You are not 

nice” 

 Belittling and mocking, e.g., “You’re just a stupid old lady” 

 Blaming, e.g., “I only slam my door because you are yelling at me” 

 Overtly authoritarian responses and one-way absolute decisions in reference to 

suggestions, problems, or opinions, e.g., “Because I’m the mom, that’s why” 

Examples:  

Mother:  It’s just that you’re talking back because I’m yelling at you, because you 

haven’t done what you’re supposed to do. (Problem definition) 
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Daughter: But it's annoying, you go on and on... And like all my friends think you're 

annoying. (Invalidation) 

Son: Yeah I know. I saw it on Monster Garage. (No co-regulation) 

Mother: Well, maybe you shouldn’t be watching that. (No co-regulation) 

Son: Why? (No co-regulation) 

Mother: Because obviously you don’t know what you’re talking about. (Invalidation) 

Non-examples: 

 Appraisals, opinions, and remarks that deal with negative emotions directed toward 

the partner and do not contain any of the above cues (e.g., “It’s frustrating when you 

do that”). This type of statement may indicate Negative emotion talk. 

 Disagreement. A statement of disagreement may indicate Invalidation if it contains 

any of the above cues, but if it does not, it might indicate another code. If a statement 

of disagreement is a statement of fact, e.g., “No, the store closes at 6 today”, it may 

indicate No co-regulation. If it asserts an opinion about an interpersonal issue, e.g., 

“No, the issue is that we always fight at the dinner table”, it might indicate Problem 

definition. 

 Statements that may sound dismissive or harsh, but do not contain any of the cues 

above, indicate Avoidance if it involves the rejection or denial of an issue, or of one’s 

responsibility in a problem, without blaming the other, e.g., “My messy room is my 

business, so why are we talking about this?” 

 A statement of opinion about the other that does not contain any of the cues above 

(e.g., is not critical) may indicate Problem definition if it concerns an interpersonal 

issue, e.g., “You are often rude to me”. 

 Sarcasm in a gentle or teasing manner that does not include a derogatory statement 

towards the other may indicate No co-regulation. 

4. Validation  

Validation places value on the other person through verbal expressions of support, 

empathy, or approval (Eisenberg et al., 2008; Morris et al., 2007).  

Cues: 

 Expressing warmth, concern, and empathy (Julien, Chartrand, Markman, & Lindahl, 

1995) 

 Encouragement, e.g., “I know you can do a good job” (Julien et al., 1995) 

 Giving compliments that demonstrate appreciation and value of the other, e.g., “You 

are good at helping your brother” (Julien et al., 1995) 

 Minimizing self-deprecating statements, e.g., “No, you are not dumb.” (Julien et al., 

1995) 

 Comforting, without an explicit emotional directive, e.g., “It will be okay”. 

 Verbal acknowledgement or support of expressed emotion, point of view, or any 

other stance, e.g., “I know you’re upset about it”, “I can see how you would see it that 

way”. 
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 Restating a concern expressed by the other, e.g., “So you’re upset about what 

happened yesterday” (Greene & Ablon, 2006) 

 Restatements of the other’s perspectives, ideas, or emotional states 

 Demonstrating that the other’s perspectives and preferences are valued, e.g., “I know 

that it’s important to you to always do a good job”; “That’s a good idea”; “I know it’s 

important to you to watch your shows at 9:00 (Validation), but you’re just too tired 

the next day when you stay up that late (Problem Definition)” 

Examples: 

Daughter: Well, yes, but still, I hate him. (No co-regulation) 

Mother: Well, it's understandable that you would hate him. (Validation) 

Daughter: He can be annoying, very, very, very annoying. (Negative emotion talk) 

Mother: I can see that, I don't think you're wrong. (Validation) 

Mother: What do you see as the issue with our house? (Problem definition) 

Son: It’s messy. (Problem definition) 

Mother: You see the house as messy. (Validation) 

Non-examples: 

 Appraisals, opinions, and remarks that are emotionally positive towards the other but 

do not place value on the other person, e.g., “I was happy when we were together 

yesterday.” This type of statement may indicate Positive emotion talk. 

 Displaying interest in the form of one- or two-word responses of acknowledgement, 

e.g., “Yeah”, “Mmhmm”, or one-word follow-up questions, e.g., “Why?”, “How?”. 

These types of statements may indicate No co-regulation. 

 Giving complements in the context of reframing a situation to alter its emotional 

significance may indicate Reappraisal, e.g., “You might not be good at math, but you 

are good at lots of other things”. 

 Comforting, if it includes an explicit emotional directive, e.g., “Don’t be upset about 

it”, may indicate a Positive emotional directive. 

 Restating the other’s perspectives, ideas, or emotional states for the purposes of 

clarification or when displaying incredulity (e.g., in the form of a question) indicates 

No co-regulation. 

 Agreement that does not place value on the other person or agreement about a non-

emotion-related issue (such as a fact) may indicate No co-regulation.  

 
5. Avoidance 

 Avoidance is an unwillingness to participate in a particular part of an interaction, 

and is an attempt to shut down or subvert emotions (Aldao et al., 2010). 

Cues: 

 Attempts to give up on the discussion, e.g., “I’m not talking about this any more” 

(Julien et al., 1995) 
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 Turning a statement back to the initiator so that the initiator becomes the subject of 

the issue, but without passing blame onto the initiator, e.g., “But you never clean your 

room either”  

 Denying a previously acknowledged issue with no relevant explanation 

 Sudden topic change or otherwise averting the issue at hand (Greene & Ablon, 2006; 

Julien et al., 1995) 

 Irrelevant statements that are abrupt and do not logically follow from the conversation 

 One-word responses to closed-ended questions indicating the individual’s 

unwillingness to participate, e.g., “Are we going to talk about this?” “No” 

(Avoidance) 

Examples: 

Mother: You don’t want to solve anything. (Problem definition) 

Son: Because I’m done trying to work this out with you. (Avoidance) 

Mother: Ok. If you don’t sit down and discuss this, you don’t get the money (No co-

regulation). So we’re going to discuss it calmly… (Positive emotional directive) 

Son: [interrupting] Only 2 more minutes left! (Avoidance) 

Mother: Yeah, so listen, yeah (No co-regulation) 

Son: [yelling] Only 2 minutes left! (Avoidance) 

Mother: Jack… No. You can talk quietly to me. (No co-regulation) 

Son: [yelling] Only 2 minutes left! (Avoidance) 

Mother: Ok Jason, thank you (Validation), but we’re not finished yet. (Problem 

definition) 

Son: So? (Invalidation) 

Mother: So what happens with the gang? (Problem definition) 

Son: [yelling] Still 2 minutes! (Avoidance) 

Mother: What happens with the gang? (Problem definition) 

Son: They beat me up. (Problem definition) 

Non-examples: 

 Passive behaviours that show emotional withdrawal or stonewalling (e.g., prolonged 

averted gaze and not responding verbally) may indicate No co-regulation. 

 Turning a statement back to the initiator so that the initiator becomes the subject of 

the issue, if it involves blame, may indicate Invalidation, e.g., “My room is only 

messy because you make me do my homework all the time so I don’t have time to 

clean it.” 

 Interjections or asides on a related topic that do not show unwillingness to participate 

may indicate No co-regulation, for example: 

o Daughter: I was getting mad at you for being rude to the dog. (Negative emotion 

talk) 

o Mother: Did she eat lunch when you got home, by the way? (No co-regulation) 

 Disagreements about the nature of a problem or one’s role in a problem, if they do not 

contain any of the above cues, may indicate Problem definition. 
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 An irrelevant statement with evidence of shared meaning, for example if it elicits 

laughter from both interaction partners, may indicate an “inside joke” and should be 

coded as No co-regulation. 

 Behaviours that show distraction, but not an unwillingness to participate, may 

indicate No co-regulation. 

6. Reappraisal 

 Reappraisals are attempts to modify the appraised significance of a problem, 

situation, perspective, or issue (Gross, 1998; Frijda & Zeelenberg, 2001; Niven et al., 

2009). 

Cues: 

 Providing an alternate explanation for an issue, “He got upset because he was having 

a bad day, not because he hates you” (Gross, 1998; Niven et al., 2009) 

 Helping the other understand potential alternative outcomes of an issue, e.g., “Maybe 

it won’t be so bad. You might have a lot of fun meeting new kids to play with.” 

 Helping the other to understand one’s own or other’s perspective on an issue, e.g., 

“You don’t think he bought you a gift because he likes you?”, “Don’t you think I’m 

trying to help you?”  

 Reframing or altering the significance of a problem or situation, including by sharing 

one’s own perspective to show the other a different way of appraising the problem or 

situation, e.g., “Because I’m a mom, I spend so much time helping you and your 

brothers out, but sometimes I need my own time too. Do you understand that?” 

 Emphasizing the positive aspects or minimizing the negative aspects of a situation 

Examples: 

Daughter: A lot of my friends think you’re annoying. (Problem definition) 

Mother: Well, don't they think their own parents are annoying? (Reappraisal) 

Daughter: He is so mean. (Problem definition) 

Mother: Doesn't he do some things that are nice? (Reappraisal) 

Son: No, they got me in trouble, and I got spended. (No co-regulation) 

Mother: Yeah, you got su-spended. (No co-regulation) 

Son: [yelling] They could have got suspended too! (No co-regulation) 

Mother: Yeah, but Jack, they didn’t do it like you did it. (Reappraisal) 

Non-examples: 

 Clarifying a fact, e.g., “No, we actually weren’t at the movies. We were at the park” 

may indicate No co-regulation. 

 Stating a contradictory opinion or point of view or providing an alternate solution, if 

it does not contain any of the above cues, may indicate Solution-focused problem 

solving if it is a part of brainstorming solutions to an interpersonal issue, e.g., “I don’t 

think that’s the best idea”, “What if we did something else instead?” 
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 Explaining one’s own perspective, if it does not contain any of the cues above, may 

indicate No co-regulation if it does not involve the alteration of an issue’s 

significance, e.g., “Well, I was thinking it would be nice to stop for a coffee on the 

way home”. 

Emotion Talk 

 Emotion talk refers to verbalizing emotional states or situations (Anderson & 

Leaper, 1998). Emotion talk must refer to people’s emotional states, not attributes of 

objects. 

 7. Negative Emotion Talk is emotion talk that refers to negatively valenced 

emotions, or worsening in emotional states (Anderson & Leaper, 1998). 

Cues: 

 Labeling a negative emotion, e.g., “I am upset”, “I was not happy!” (Anderson & 

Leaper, 1998) 

 Conveying personal negative emotion states, e.g., “I was so worried about you”, “It 

makes me feel like you don’t care” 

 Describing worrisome/ troubling thoughts, e.g., “I am really nervous about that” 

 Attributing negative mental or emotional states to the interaction partner, e.g., “You 

seem upset” 

Examples: 

Daughter: Well, okay, I’m sorry to say this, but I was very frustrated with you in the 

car today (Negative emotion talk).  

Mother: Do you know how disconcerting it is to be barreling along the 401 at 120 

km/hour and to hear a dog bark right behind your head? (Negative emotion talk) 

Non-examples: 

 Conveying dislike or disdain for something, e.g., “I don’t like your hair cut”, if said in 

a critical manner directed at the interaction partner, may indicate Invalidation. 

Otherwise, it may indicate No co-regulation, e.g., “I don’t like Grandpa’s haircut”. 

 The use of negative emotion words with an emotional directive may indicate Negative 

emotional directive. 

8. Positive Emotion Talk is emotion talk that refers to positively valenced 

emotions, or improvement in emotion states (Anderson & Leaper, 1998). 

Cues: 

 Labeling a positive state, e.g., “I feel great!” 

 Conveying personal positive emotion states, e.g., “I was relieved when you told me 

that”. 

 Describing positive, enjoyable thoughts, e.g., “I am excited to go on vacation” 

 Attributing positive mental or emotion states, e.g., “You seem much happier than 

yesterday”. 

Examples: 
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Son: I was just being loud because I was so excited. (Positive emotion talk) 

Mother: I relax more when I know you’re safe. (Positive emotion talk) 

Non-examples: 

 Stating preferences, if it involves minimizing a self-deprecating statement, may 

indicate Validation, e.g., “I like your haircut”. Otherwise, stating preferences may 

indicate No co-regulation, e.g., “I like my neighbour’s cat”. 

 Conveying desires and needs, e.g., “I want to go to the movies”, may indicate No co-

regulation. 

 The use of positive emotion words that in some way places value on the other person 

(e.g., compliments, empathy) may indicate Validation. 

 The use of positive emotion words with an emotional directive may indicate Positive 

emotional directive. 

The examples of emotion words in these lists are only considered emotion words if they 

are used to describe or attribute feeling states. Some words are used to describe emotion 

states as well as other states (e.g., “tired” can mean “fed up” and “sleepy”). In addition, 

some words may, depending on the context, be both positive and negative emotion words 

(e.g., “surprised”). Consider the context carefully when coding Emotion Talk. In general, 

non-examples reflect attributes, behavioural descriptions or states, and preferences. These 

lists are just examples, and you may come across appropriate emotion words that are not 

listed here. 

Negative Emotion Words 

Examples: Non-Examples 

Afraid, scared Arrogant 

Agitated, jumpy, tense Bored 

Annoyed, bothered, bugged, irritated Confused 

Disconcerted Dislike 

Disappointed, let down Hate 

Embarrassed Ignorant 

Fed up, exhausted, tired Mean 

Feeling awful, bad, horrible, sorry Obnoxious 

Frustrated Rude 

Guilty, ashamed Selfish 

Hurt (if referring to emotion and not 

physical hurt) 

Silly 

Lonely  

Miserable  

Nervous  

Panic  

Regret  

Sad  

Surprised, shocked  

Stressed, stressful  
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Unhappy  

Upset  

Worried  

 

Positive Emotion Words 

Examples: Non-Examples 

Calm Confident 

Excited Friendly 

Feeling excellent, good, great Hope (if used as a verb) 

Happy Interested 

Hopeful Like 

Looking forward to… Love 

Proud Nice, kind 

Relaxed (if describing feeling state and 

not action) 

Satisfied 

Relieved Want 

Surprised  

 

9. Solution-Focused Problem Solving  

Problem solving refers to working towards a mutually beneficial solution for an 

issue. If the problem is a stressful situation, this may refer to conscious attempts to 

change the stressful situation or to minimize its consequences by displaying actions 

directed at solving a problem (Aldao, Nolen-Hoeksema, & Schweizer, 2010; Greene & 

Ablon, 2006). However, not all problems involve stressful situations, and may consist of 

coming up with a mutually agreed-upon decision (Greene & Ablon, 2006). One aspect of 

problem solving is solution-focused problem solving, which involves actively working 

towards a solution while discussing a problem (Aldao et al., 2010; Greene & Ablon, 

2006). 

Cues: 

 Proposing solutions; asking the other for input, e.g., “What do you think would help 

with this problem?” (Greene & Ablon, 2006) 

 Expressing wishes and the desired outcome to be reached, e.g., “I just wish that we 

could find a way to work this out” (Julien et al., 1995) 

 Making a commitment to take action towards a solution, e.g., “Okay, so on the way 

home, we’ll stop at the store and get some organizers for your room” (Julien et al., 

1995) 

 Brainstorming solutions, e.g., “What can we do so this doesn’t become a problem 

next time?” 

o Evaluating proposed solutions, e.g., “I think your idea might work, but would it be 

better to try something else?” 

o Asking the other to evaluate or give their opinion on a proposed solution, e.g., 

“What do you think about that idea?” 
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 Discussion of emotion regulation strategies, e.g., “When I feel that way, sometimes it 

helps to talk about why” 

Examples: 

Mother: But those things need to be stopped (Problem definition). So, when you’re 

frustrated (Negative emotion talk), instead of punching the wall, why don’t you 

just go take a cold shower? (Solution-focused problem solving) 

Mother: You see it as being messy (Validation). Ok, the problem is that it is messy 

(Problem definition). We have to figure out how we can solve it. (Solution-

focused problem solving) 

Son: Um… Put garbage in garbage bags… (Solution-focused problem solving) 

Mother: Instead of on the floor… (Solution-focused problem solving) 

Son: Yeah. And, um, sweep. (Solution-focused problem solving) 

Non-examples: 

 Suggesting or brainstorming alternative solutions that alter the issue’s significance 

may indicate Reappraisal, e.g., “Don’t you think it would be nice to come home after 

school and already have your chores done?” 

 Clarifying for the purpose of understanding, and not for the purpose of brainstorming 

solutions, may indicate No co-regulation. 

 One- or two-word prompting questions (e.g., “What for?”, “How come?”) indicate No 

co-regulation. 

10. Problem Definition 

Another aspect of problem solving is problem definition, which refers to 

discussing a problem without addressing concerns or working towards a solution.  

Cues: 

 Recognizing that a problem exists, e.g., “We argue a lot and it’s getting out of hand”, 

“We haven’t resolved this issue”. 

 Describing, stating, or defining the problem or concern, or sharing an opinion about a 

problem or concern e.g., “You’re getting into fights with kids at school and it’s not 

right.” 

 Asking the other what they think the problem is, e.g., “How do you see this issue?”  

 Analyzing causes, e.g., “Why do you think we always end up arguing about this?” 

(Julien et al., 1995) 

 Describing why something is a problem or clarifying the nature of a problem 

Examples: 

Mother: We always get to talk about different topics. (No co-regulation) 

Daughter: Oh boy. (No co-regulation) 

Mother: Well, it’s just that you’re talking back because I’m yelling at you, because 

you haven’t done what you’re supposed to do. (Problem definition) 
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Mother: Ok, so messing up the house. How do you see it? (Problem definition) 

Son: Messy. (Problem definition) 

Mother: Okay so now we’re going to talk about something at school… (Problem 

definition) 

Son: Um… What. (No co-regulation) 

Mother: Getting into arguments and fights. (Problem definition) 

Non-examples: 

 Acknowledging the significance of a problem may indicate Validation, e.g., “I know 

that this is a big deal to you”. 

 An appraisal or opinion about the problem or concern, if it involves negative emotion 

words, may indicate Negative emotion talk, e.g., “You always get angry when I ask 

you to do your chores”  

 Clarifying for understanding, and not for the purpose of clarifying the nature of the 

problem, may indicate No co-regulation. 

 One-word clarification questions (e.g., “How?”) indicate No co-regulation. 

11. No Co-Regulation 

Emotion co-regulation does not occur, and hence will be coded as “No co-

regulation”, in the following situations: 

 General talking, such as describing something that happened 

 Discussing facts: 

o Questions about facts, e.g., “What time did you get home after school today?” 

o Clarifying facts, e.g., “No, we weren’t actually at the movies. We were at the 

park.” 

o Describing how things work 

 One-word responses of acknowledgement, e.g., “Okay”, “Yeah”, or one- or two-word 

follow-up questions, e.g., “How?”, “Why not?” 

 Utterances, if unaccompanied by other verbal statements that are co-regulatory, e.g., 

“Um…”, “Mmhmm…”, “Uh…” 

 Laughter 

 Agreement, if it does not involve restating the other’s perspective or otherwise 

placing value on the other, or is about a fact (see Validation). 

 Disagreement, if stated in an emotional tone but is not critical or otherwise 

invalidating  

 Explaining one’s own perspective, if it does not alter the significance of an issue, e.g., 

“Well, I was thinking it would be nice to stop for a coffee on the way home” 

 Conveying desires and needs outside of the problem-solving context, e.g., “I want to 

go to the movies” 

 Stating preferences, if not accompanied by any cues indicated by other categories, 

e.g., “I like my neighbour’s cat”. 

 Behavioural directives including those that target immediate behaviour, e.g., “Sit 

down and be quiet”, and those that do not target immediate behaviour, e.g., “Go to the 

store tomorrow”. 
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 Any instance not codable by the other codes, including silence 

 Disengaging from the interaction 

Examples: 

Mother: Did she eat lunch when you got home, by the way? (No co-regulation) 

Daughter: Yeah, she started to eat right as we were leaving. (No co-regulation) 

Non-examples: 

 Describing something that happened, if it contains descriptions of emotional states, 

may indicate Positive emotion talk or Negative emotion talk. 

 Describing something that happened, if in the context of clarifying a concern or 

interpersonal issue, may indicate Problem definition. 

 Utterances, if accompanied by co-regulatory verbal statements, e.g., “Um…I think we 

should start picking up the garbage”, will be included in the code category applied to 

the accompanying statement. 

 One-word answers that are descriptive of ideas or opinions in the context of defining 

or solving a problem may indicate Problem definition or Solution-focused problem 

solving (e.g., Parent: “What is our problem with your room?” Child: “Messiness”) 

 Agreement that includes restating the other’s perspective or otherwise placing value 

on the other, e.g., “You are right to feel that way”, may indicate Validation. 

 If the explanation of one’s own or an alternate perspective includes placing value on 

the other person, e.g., “I think you did a great job”, it may indicate Validation. If it 

involves altering the appraised significance, e.g., “Maybe it won’t be as bad as you 

think it will be”, it may indicate Reappraisal. 

 A behavioural directive that does not target immediate behaviour, but is in the context 

of problem solving, may indicate Solution-focused problem solving, e.g., “So next 

time, you will clean up the mess right away, ok?” 

12. Uncodeable 

 The Uncodeable code is to be used only in circumstances where there is no way to 

determine an individual’s co-regulation behaviour, such as when an individual goes off 

screen, when the talking is completely inaudible do to technical issues, or when 

participants are speaking in a language other than English. This code is only to be used in 

these extreme cases. 
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Global Ratings of Emotion Co-Regulation
2
 

(1) Does the mother validate the child’s feelings/opinions? 

(2) Does the child validate the mother’s feelings/opinions? 

Validation is a communication of respect.  The individual is accepting and open to 

suggestions, even if the partner’s ideas or feelings are at odds with their own.   

Attributes: 

1) Active listening: The individual is listening to the partner in an affirmative way, 

using non-verbal cues such as head nods, eye contact, “umm-hmms”, or other 

physical and verbal assenting behaviours.   

2) Understanding/Acceptance: Direct expressions of understanding and/or 

acceptance of the partner’s point of view, even if the individual does not agree. 

Expressions of understanding and/or acceptance of the partner’s feelings. It 

includes direct expressions of respect or agreement and the paraphrasing of the 

partner’s view point.  Also contributing to this rating would be whether or not the 

individual accepts and encourages the partner’s imaginative or fanciful ideas and 

plans.   

3) Paraphrasing: Individual repeats back what their partner has just said in a 

slightly different style or verbatim.   

4) Apology: An apology that indicates an acceptance of the partner’s feelings or 

point of view 

5) Finishing sentences: The individual finishes a sentence the partner has begun. 

This comes with a positive affect and communicates understanding.  In contrast, 

finishing sentences can also be domineering (shutting someone up) or defensive 

(avoids the appearance of misunderstanding). 

Considerations: 

A question is not validation.  An exchange of information is not validation.  We do not 

code “interest.” 

Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

                                                           
2
 Adapted from O’Hara, A., & Vaughan, A. (2008). Global Ratings Coding Manual. 

Unpublished coding manual. Toronto: Community Health Systems Resource Group. 

9 Several (3 or more) overt CORE Validation codes AND a long duration of one or 

more cues from the GRs. 

5 A couple (2 +/- 1) CORE codes AND a moderate duration of one or more of the 

cues from the GRs. That is, to score a 5, you will observe a couple overt instances 

of Validation, AND some amount of active listening (or any other behaviour from 

the GR cues), but this second component is only observed about half of the time 
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(3) Is the mother domineering? 

(4) Is the child domineering? 

Someone is domineering if they are attempting to have power in the situation or 

conversation with arbitrary or arrogant control. The individual will be behaving in an 

overbearing way and force compliance with their own views. 

Attributes 

1) Invalidation- The individual is giving the message, “you are wrong”.  They 

actively deny the validity of the partner’s feelings or opinions. 

2) Lecturing- The individual will lay down the rules in an incessant way- may refer 

to the ambiguous “everyone” to support their opinion.  There is no room for the 

partner’s point of view and, in fact, the individual may be talking over the partner 

as a display of how much more important their opinion is.  May include finger 

wagging which is almost always coded domineering. 

3) Interrupting the partner frequently, even with an apology, is domineering. 

4) Incessant Speech- There is a repetitious, steady, and sometimes rhythmic quality 

to the voice.  The individual maintains the floor and does not give time for the 

partner to respond.  

5) Glowering- This is a steady gaze.  Often the head will be down or turned to one 

side but the individual is looking at the partner, often leaning forward.   

 

Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

 

during the discussion. OR, a lot of behaviours from the GR cues without any 

CORE Validation codes are observed. 

2 (The absolute minimum). No instances of overt Validation need to be observed to 

score a 2. A 2 is characterized by a small amount of one of the GR cues (e.g., 

active listening) with nothing else.   

1 No CORE validation and no cues from the GR manual observed. 

9 Several (3 or more) Invalidation codes that were applied using “overtly 

authoritarian” or “belittling/mocking” cues AND a long duration of one or more 

cues from the GRs. 

5 A couple (2 +/- 1) CORE codes AND a moderate duration of one or more of the 

GR cues. OR, a lot of behaviours from the GR cues without any CORE 

Invalidation codes are observed. 

2 (The absolute minimum). No instances of overt Invalidation need to be observed to 

score a 2. A 2 is characterized by a small amount of one of the GR cues with 

nothing else.   

1 No CORE Invalidation and no cues from the GR manual observed. 
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(5) Does the mother seem harsh or overly punitive with the child? 

(6) Does the child seem harsh or overly punitive with the mother? 

The individual who is harsh or punitive will be seen as rejecting or “mean”.  He does not 

seem to enjoy the other person. Behaviours include raising voice, criticizing and blame, 

threatening, and intrusiveness.  Behaviour may be accompanied by negative affects 

such as frowning, a stern look and/or a cold/harsh voice. 

Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

(7) Does the mother actively avoid the discussion?  

(8) Does the child actively avoid the discussion? 

Two separate global ratings will assess coders’ impressions of mother’s and child’s 

avoidance. Avoidance is an unwillingness to participate in an interaction, and is an 

attempt to shut down or subvert emotions (Aldao et al., 2010).  

Cues: 

 Attempts to give up on the discussion (e.g., “I’m not talking about this any more”; 

Julien et al., 1995) 

 Sudden topic change or otherwise averting the issue at hand (Greene & Ablon, 

2006; Julien et al., 1995) 

 Irrelevant statements that are abrupt and do not logically follow from the 

conversation 

 Turning a statement back to the initiator so that the initiator becomes the subject 

of the issue, but without passing blame onto the initiator, e.g., “But you never 

clean your room either”  

 

9 Several (3 or more) Invalidation codes that were applied using “overtly 

authoritarian” or “critical/dismissive” cues AND a long duration of one or more 

cues from the GRs. 

5 A couple (2 +/- 1) CORE codes AND a moderate duration of one or more of the 

GR cues. OR, a lot of behaviours from the GR cues without any CORE 

Invalidation codes are observed. 

2 ( The absolute minimum). No instances of overt Invalidation need to be observed 

to score a 2. A 2 is characterized by a small amount of one of the GR cues with 

nothing else.   

1 No CORE Invalidation and no cues from the GR manual observed. 
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Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Avoidance
3
:  

  

                                                           
3
 Note that in scoring Avoidance, “stonewalling” behaviours cannot be used in evaluating your impression 

of whether or not the individual is showing avoidance, but that more explicit behaviours, such as saying 

“I’m done with this” (coded by CORE) and then getting up and leaving the room for some duration, can. 

9 Several (3 or more) instances of CORE Avoidance AND a strong sense that the 

individual did not want to take part (e.g., the individual demonstrates that they are 

upset/frustrated and leaves the room) 

5 A couple (2 +/- 1) instances of Avoidance AND a moderate sense that the 

individual did not want to take part (e.g., the individual may have stated once that 

they did not want to take part, and then remained virtually silent for the remainder 

of the discussion). OR, a strong sense that the individual did not want to take part 

without any CORE Avoidance codes are observed. 

2 1 instance of Avoidance, or a very small impression that the person didn't want to 

take part. 

1 No instances of Avoidance and no impressions that the individual did not want to 

take part. 
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1.  Engagement/Connectedness       
-in tune 
-connected 
-interested 

2.  Joint attention/shared focus 
-following same topic 
-flowing together in conversation 

3.  Balance/Reciprocity 
-balance of participation 
-conversational turn-taking 

4.  Do dyad members display humour? 
-good-natured joking and teasing 

5.  Do dyad members laugh during the session? 
-1 laugh, 2 laughs, 3 laughs, 4, 5 laughs, 6 laughs, 7 laughs, more… 

6.  Does the mother display warmth and support? 
-caring/concern/empathy 
-enjoyment 
-reassurance 
-affectionate touch 

7.  Does the mother validate the child’s feelings/opinions? 
-active listening/paraphrasing/finishing sentences 
-understanding/acceptance 
-apology 

8.  Does the mother treat the child in a contemptuous/disrespectful way? 
-distance/superiority 
-mockery/insults/provocative behaviour 

9.  Is the mother domineering? 
-invalidation 
-unilateral style (my way or the highway) 

10.  Does the mother seem harsh or overly punitive with the child? 
-rejecting/mean/threatening/blaming 
-does not enjoy her child 

11.  Does the child have an attitude? 
-smart-aleck/ rude/irritating 

12.  Do the dyad members actively attempt to solve the problem? 
-what ifs/ back-up plans/ pros and cons/ alternatives 

13.  Is a solution reached that seems acceptable to both dyad members? 
 -agreement/consensus/assent/mutual 
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GLOBAL RATINGS MANUAL 

 

(1) Engagement/Connectedness 
Engagement refers to the degree to which the parent and child seem “in tune” and 

interested in each other.  The dyad will seem “connected”.  The displays of interest in 

each other may be seen in asking questions or in active listening behaviours.  Adding to 

this score would be events of shared humour, inside jokes, reminiscing, looking forward 

to something together, etc.  

In a connected, engaged dyad the participants may also build on and support each others 

ideas. They will also show interest in each others emotions as well as what the other is 

saying. 

  

Does the dyad join over the discussion topic? 

(in tune with/interested in each other’s ideas and/or emotions, build on each other’s ideas, 

etc.) 

 
Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

(2) Joint attention/shared focus 
 Rate whether or not the dyad has a shared focus of attention for some or all of the 

discussion.  Sharing the focus of attention requires, at a minimum, some verbal or non-

verbal activity indicating involvement on the part of both members of the dyad (e.g., 

making eye contact, or slight nodding). One or both dyad members may take away from 

this score in an active or passive way.  Actively, the mother or child may stray off topic 

when the other wants to stay on the original topic.  Passively, the mother or child may 

drift off and appear to not be focusing on the discussion at all. 

Straying from the original topic of conversation does not detract from a high score as 

long as the dyad strays together. 

Do dyad members maintain a joint focus of attention for the discussion? 
Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

(3) Balance/Reciprocity 
There are 2 elements to consider when scoring this question.  Firstly, look for a relevant 

turn-taking quality to the discussion where the comments or questions of one follow from 

the utterances of the partner.  This should be 3 or more turns.  This kind of interaction 

will have the quality of a conversational style. 

The second element to consider is to what extent the participation in the discussion is 

equal, or balanced, between the mother and child.  If one partner dominates or withdraws 

from the discussion, it will not be balanced. 

Reciprocity refers to a balanced conversational style of interaction for the dyad.   
 

Is the discussion balanced, mutual, and does it have a turn-taking quality? 
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Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

(4) Do dyad members display humour? 
This is a relaxed, good-natured expression of intimacy.  It includes several sub-categories 

that may overlap.  These expressions of humor are neither sarcastic nor mocking, but 

always contain an underlying tone of affection.   

 
  Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

Mother:  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

 

  Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

Child:  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

 

Attributes: 

A. Joking/Good-Natured Teasing:  Jokes and teasing that are intended to be funny 

and good-natured.  Code even if the person making the joke does not laugh but 

clearly intended to make the other laugh.  

B. Nonsensical Speech/Exaggeration/Imitation:  Silly behaviour.  The participants 

are thoroughly enjoying themselves and are actively trying to make each other 

laugh by using exaggerated, animated or imitative behavior.  Higher than baseline 

energy, and often a deeper laughter accompanies this.  This does not include a 

child’s hyper-active behaviour. 

C. Wit:  Mutual recognition of absurdity that causes laughter.  It is a sort of ‘we 

against other’ experience where the participants are laughing at some one or 

something else’s behavior or nature.  The participants may be united in 

appreciating the pomposity or foolishness of someone or something else. 

D. Giggling/Private Joke:  Though elusive to outside observers, something is going 

on that the participants think is entirely funny. 

   

Considerations: Humour does not need to be shared to be coded. 

 

(5)  Do dyad members laugh during the session? 
This rating measures joyous laughter.  You may code 1 point on the Likert scale for each 

laugh and more than 8 laughs would be a score of 9. 

Do not code nervous laughter.  Look for the following indicators of nervous laughter: 

Often laughing will act as an icebreaker when a situation becomes very tense.  This 

attempt at laughter looks forced and often does not ‘fit in’ with the context of the 

conversation.  If an individual laughs ask yourself, “Did anything funny occur?”  If 

the answer is “no” then it is nervous laughter.  The laughter may go on longer than 

what seems appropriate. The participant may display spontaneous giggling for no 

apparent reason and then become serious. This often occurs in the first few seconds of 

an interaction or at a transition between topics. 
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Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

Mother:  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

 

  Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

Child:  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

(6) Does the mother display warmth and support? 
This may be seen in direct expressions of caring or comfort.  The voice is neutral or ‘up’.  

 
Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

 

Attributes: 

A) Loving/Caring Statements: direct statements of affection (“I love you/I care 

about you/I worry about you) and use of terms of endearment (“I just wanted to 

help, Honey”) 

B) Concerned Questions/Statements: things such as “you look tired, are you OK?” 

C) Joy- Showing signs of enjoying her child (smiling, laughing, etc.) would add to a 

warmth rating 

D) Compliments 

E) General support and patience with a child’s challenging behaviours is supportive 

F) Empathy: The mirroring of emotions that tells the partner that they are being 

understood.  May be non-verbal (mirroring the partner’s sad face) or verbal (“I 

know how you feel”) 

G) Reassurance/Comfort: The individual tries to reduce the partners discomfort 

with a caring voice tone 

H) Physical touch: hand holding, hand shake, Hi 5, tousling a child’s hair 

 

Examples 

C: A kid at school said my hat is a baby’s hat. 

M: Oh, that must have been embarrassing (empathy) 

 

C: Remember when I surprised you by making breakfast on your birthday? 

M: Yes, you worked so hard and it was such a good breakfast. (Compliment) 

 

C:  I’m not writing that test tomorrow. 

M:  Don’t worry.  You know more than you think.  (Reassurance)  

 

 

(7) Does the mother validate the child’s feelings/opinions? 

 
Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
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Validation is a communication of respect.  The individual is accepting and open to 

suggestions, even if the partner’s ideas or feelings are at odds with their own.   

Attributes: 

6) Active listening: The individual is listening to the partner in an affirmative way, 

using non-verbal cues such as head nods, eye contact, “umm-hmms”, or other 

physical and verbal assenting behaviours.   

7) Understanding/Acceptance: Direct expressions of understanding and/or acceptance 

of the child’s point of view, even if the mother does not agree. Expressions of 

understanding and/or acceptance of the child’s feelings.   It includes direct 

expressions of respect or agreement and the paraphrasing of the partner’s view point.  

Also contributing to this rating would be whether or not the mother accepts and 

encourages the child’s imaginative or fanciful ideas and plans.   

8) Paraphrasing: Individual repeats back what their partner has just said in a slightly 

different style or verbatim.   

9) Apology: An apology that indicates an acceptance of the partner’s feelings or point of 

view 

10) Finishing sentences: The individual finishes a sentence the partner has begun. This 

comes with a positive affect and communicates understanding.  In contrast, finishing 

sentences can also be domineering (shutting someone up) or defensive (avoids the 

appearance of misunderstanding). 

 

Examples: 

C:  I got a bad mark, but I worked hard. 

M: I know (neutral or ‘up’ tone, communicates acceptance) 

 

C: I didn’t like it when you got angry and slammed things. 

M:  I’m sorry about that.  

 

“That’s a good idea!” 

 

“Thank you” and “Your welcome” 

 

Considerations: 

A question is not validation.  An exchange of information is not validation.  We do not 

code “interest.” 

 

(8) Does the mother treat the child in a contemptuous/disrespectful 

way? 
Code the mother for communicating lack of respect for the child.   

 
Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
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Attributes: 

A. Scorn/Contempt:  Contempt is the attempt to insult or otherwise communicate a 

lack of respect toward another participant.  Contempt is entirely different from a 

simple disagreement.  There is a distance with contempt—an icy quality with a 

suggestion of superiority—as if looking down one’s nose at another participant.  

This includes derision, disdain, mockery, put downs communicating that the other 

participant is absurd or incompetent. 

B. Hostile Humor, Mockery or Sarcasm:  This also communicates derision and put 

downs.  Hostile humor is not positive; it is sarcastic, mocking and/or insulting.  

Even if the other participant(s) laugh along, code contempt.  The difference 

between good natured teasing and hostile humor is the distinct sense of coolness 

and detachment communicated with hostile humor. 

C. Insults: An active communication of disrespect through verbal cruelty.  This is 

intended to humiliate the participant with suggestions that the person is foolish, 

incompetent, ugly or otherwise without virtue. 

D. Physical cues:  An eye roll is almost always considered contempt.   

 

 

E. Belligerence:  Belligerence is provocative.  The belligerent person disagrees with 

or contests whatever the partner is saying, seemingly regardless of content.  This 

may include taunting questions and unreciprocated humour where the belligerent 

person may think he/she is funny but the partner obviously thinks otherwise. 

F. Negative physical:  Negative physical must be unambiguous and intentional.  

Examples include hitting, shoving, pinching.  Also included in this code is the 

participant gesturing to hit the partner but stopping short of doing so.      

 

 (9) Is the mother domineering? 
Someone is domineering if they are attempting to have power in the situation or 

conversation with arbitrary or arrogant control.  The individual will be behaving in an 

overbearing way and force compliance with their own views. 

 
Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

 

Attributes 

6) Invalidation- The individual is giving the message, “you are wrong”.  They 

actively deny the validity of the partner’s feelings or opinions. 

7) Lecturing- The individual will lay down the rules in an incessant way- may refer 

to the ambiguous “everyone” to support their opinion.  There is no room for the 

partner’s point of view and, in fact, the individual may be talking over the partner 

as a display of how much more important their opinion is.  May include finger 

wagging which is almost always coded domineering. 

8) Interrupting the partner frequently, even with an apology, is domineering. 
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9) Incessant Speech- There is a repetitious, steady, and sometimes rhythmic quality 

to the voice.  The individual maintains the floor and does not give time for the 

partner to respond.  

10) Glowering- This is a steady gaze.  Often the head will be down or turned to one 

side but the individual is looking at the partner, often leaning forward.   

 

C:   You always pick me up late from school. 

M:  Well, you don’t want me to get in an accident driving to the school, do you? 

(Control/dominate)   

 

C:   I get nervous when I’m at home alone after school for too long? 

M:  You do not!  You love the time to watch T.V. (Invalidating) 

 

(10) Does the mother seem harsh or overly punitive with the child? 
The mother who is harsh or punitive will be seen as rejecting or “mean”.  She does not 

seem to enjoy her child.  Behaviours include raising voice, criticizing and blame, 

threatening, and intrusiveness.  Behaviour may be accompanied by negative affects 

such as frowning, a stern look and/or a cold/harsh voice. 

 
Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

 

(11) Does the child have an attitude? 
This would include rudeness, self-centeredness, and a generally irritating way of 

interacting. 

 
Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

For Discussion 2 Only 

 

(12) Do the dyad members actively attempt to solve the problem? 
Code whether or not the dyad members problem solved.  This may include discussing 

alternative solutions and discussing the pros and cons of different solutions.  An 

individual may explore the “what ifs” of a solution or try to think of back up plans for a 

solution.  Clarifying the problem in an instructive way, it also a problem solving 

technique.  It is possible that only one dyad member attempts to problem solve and they 

would be rated separately from their partner.  Judgment should not be made about the 

effectiveness of the solutions proposed, only that the elements of problems solving are 

present. 

 
Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

Mother:  
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  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

 

  Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

Child:  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

(13) Is a solution decided on that seems acceptable to both dyad 

members? 
The highest rating would apply in a situation where both parties verbally acknowledge 

their agreement with the plan.  Even with without verbal assent, some sense of consensus 

can be gleaned from the attitudes and behaviours of dyad members (9).  The dyad may 

agree on some solutions throughout the discussion but not, due to time or lack of 

agreement, agree on a final solution (5). 

 
Not at all      Somewhat   Very much 

   

  1    5    9 

 
 

(14) Confidence Rating 
Also use the “comments” space to indicate any problems you would like to highlight or 

any notes for the coding supervisor. 

 
Not at all                            Very  

Confident                                                                                              Confident  

               1  2  3  4  5 
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Table C1 

Means and Standard Deviations of Child Co-Regulation 

 EXT MIXED Control 

 Duration Frequency MD Duration Frequency MD Duration Frequency MD 

Discussion 1 

Negative ED .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 

Positive ED .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .02 (.14) .02 (.13) .02 (.13) 

Invalidation .14 (.71) .09 (.40) .10 (.63) .19 (.83) .13 (.51) .12 (.45) .04 (.22) .05 (.21) .04 (.22) 

Validation .95 (1.37) .70 (.93) .70 (.96) .87 (1.38) .80 (1.15) .50 (.67) 1.28 (2.38) 1.13 (2.08) .56 (.72) 

Avoidance .03 (.25) .03 (.22) .01 (.13) .36 (2.88) .14 (.95) .07 (.40) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 

Reappraisal .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 1.31 (8.90) .41 (3.00) .08 (.37) 

Negative ET .05 (.23) .04 (.19) .05 (.23) .05 (.30) .05 (.25) .03 (.19) 2.69 (20.76) .45 (3.13) .20 (.90) 

Positive ET .06 (.28) .05 (.22) .06 (.28) .02 (.20) .01 (.10) .02 (.20) .09 (.34) .08 (.32) .08 (.31) 

P. Definition .66 (1.93) .26 (.69) .43 (1.27) .54 (2.06) .21 (.63) .31 (1.03) .64 (1.80) .28 (.65) .42 (1.15) 

SFPS 55.07 (28.73) 18.83 (5.86) 3.09 (1.88) 50.05 (25.76) 19.29 (6.02) 2.58 (1.16) 53.89 (32.69) 18.80 (7.33) 3.04 (2.77) 

No CR 186.32 (29.46) 20.54 (5.81) 10.11 (4.47) 191.40 (6.01) 21.21 (6.05) 11.05 (9.61) 183.96 (44.99) 20.70 (7.79) 10.39 (6.28) 

Discussion 2 

Negative ED .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 

Positive ED .00 (.00) .58 (1.64) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .03 (.17) .03 (.18) .02 (.13) 

Invalidation 1.27 (4.25) .34 (.95) .43 (1.48) .31 (1.27) .24 (.66) .17 (.51) 1.16 (3.61) .60 (1.72) .30 (.73) 

Validation .41 (1.13) .56 (1.50) .28 (.81) .56 (2.14) .34 (.77) .42 (2.02) .35 (.90) .33 (.76) .22 (.46) 

Avoidance 2.54 (12.18) .10 (.41) .57 (1.73) 2.36 (14.27) 1.00 (4.27) .38 (.78) .97 (4.04) .33 (.92) .38 (1.05) 

Reappraisal .21 (1.08) .89 (.43) .08 (.38) .15 (.96) .03 (.16) .14 (.93) .65 (2.93) .11 (.36) .25 (1.00) 

Negative ET 1.34 (2.20) 1.02 (1.40) .63 (.91) 1.50 (2.54) 1.07 (1.82) .73 (1.09) 7.19 (48.40) .97 (1.83) 2.42 (16.12) 

Positive ET .21 (.86) .14 (.47) .13 (.44) .29 (1.05) .19 (.56) .19 (.59) .20 (.60) .19 (.59) .15 (.41) 

P. Definition 32.45 (27.66) 9.70 (6.71) 3.21 (2.23) 26.00 (23.83) 8.54 (5.98) 2.88 (2.19) 39.52 (33.44) 10.95 (7.17) 3.58 (2.41) 

SFPS 21.62 (23.51) 6.37 (5.10) 2.98 (2.21) 20.60 (22.11) 7.20 (5.49) 2.47 (1.91) 26.98 (30.35) 8.02 (6.27) 2.94 (1.53) 

No CR 302.46 (36.35) 18.56 (8.36) 21.61 (15.69) 307.28 (34.27) 18.67 (8.02) 25.31 (37.06) 282.23 (55.52) 20.90 (8.00) 15.95 (8.93) 

Discussion 3 

Negative ED .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 

Positive ED .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .01 (.14) .01 (.10) .01 (.10) .03 (.24) .02 (.13) .02 (.13) 

Invalidation .36 (1.45) .18 (.65) .23 (.84) .79 (6.01) .23 (.92) .19 (.93) .18 (.77) .14 (.59) .10 (.40) 

Validation .57 (1.02) .48 (.81) .41 (.69) .78 (1.52) .74 (1.36) .46 (.84) 1.47 (2.01) 1.11 (1.36) .78 (.96) 

Avoidance .23 (.89) .16 (.58) .16 (.68) .68 (5.68) .25 (2.11) .15 (.82) .07 (.32) .05 (.21) .07 (.32) 

Reappraisal .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 1.21 (9.36) .38 (2.88) .08 (.45) 

Negative ET .07 (.46) .03 (.16) .07 (.46) .15 (.82) .14 (.65) .07 (.28) 2.79 (20.48) .44 (2.88) .26 (1.16) 

Positive ET .04 (.29) .04 (.25) .03 (.18) .07 (.37) .05 (.33) .05 (.26) .02 (.13) .03 (.18) .02 (.13) 

P. Definition 1.02 (2.82) .39 (.83) .55 (1.27) 1.01 (3.45) .38 (.95) .50 (1.36) .89 (2.39) .50 (1.46) .45 (1.03) 

SFPS 58.11 (31.30) 17.65 (6.73) 3.34 (2.00) 53.46 (31.34) 17.26 (7.00) 3.17 (1.92) 53.85 (34.23) 17.38 (6.40) 3.17 (2.53) 

No CR 181.96 (30.84) 19.49 (6.41) 11.53 (8.26) 183.12 (38.25) 19.49 (7.08) 11.29 (7.51) 179.81 (43.01) 19.64 (7.09) 10.99 (8.84) 

Note. MD = Mean Duration, ED = Emotional Directive, SFPS = Solution-Focused Problem Solving, P. Definition = Problem Definition, ET = Emotion Talk. Standard 

deviations in parentheses.  
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Table C2  

Means and Standard Deviations of Parent Co-Regulation 

 EXT MIXED Control 

 Duration Frequency MD Duration Frequency MD Duration Frequency MD 

Discussion 1 

Negative ED .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 

Positive ED .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .02 (.16) .02 (.13) .02 (.16) 

Invalidation .14 (1.00) .06 (.37) .07 (.38) .05 (.31) .05 (.25) .04 (.27) .16 (.94) .06 (.30) .14 (.77) 

Validation 8.46 (7.24) 5.73 (4.02) 1.36 (.64) 8.33 (7.08) 56.02 (3.94) 1.37 (.66) 8.79 (8.23) 5.47 (4.36) 1.55 (.92) 

Avoidance .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 

Reappraisal .22 (1.96) .04 (.36) .07 (.65) .28 (1.21) .08 (.33) .24 (1.05) .84 (6.33) .36 (2.75) .08 (.46) 

Negative ET .08 (.33) .08 (.27) .09 (.33) .10 (.43) .06 (.28) .08 (.36) 3.14 (22.88) .55 (3.14) .30 (1.11) 

Positive ET .12 (.42) .10 (.34) .11 (.38) .04 (.23) .05 (.25) .04 (.21) .42 (1.18) .30 (.75) .23 (.55) 

P. Definition 2.83 (6.75) .84 (1.63) 1.26 (2.50) 2.76 (5.04) .82 (1.30) 1.28 (2.20) 3.41 (8.37) 1.08 (2.19) 1.22 (1.98) 

SFPS 77.57 (27.22) 22.19 (5.50) 3.63 (1.38) 70.42 (26.38) 23.32 (6.55) 3.18 (1.443 83.18 (32.50) 22.67 (6.49) 3.93 (1.75) 

No CR 154.02 (28.39) 25.89 (5.96) 6.41 (2.62) 161.84 (30.70) 27.03 (7.18) 6.54 (2.81) 141.54 (34.40) 26.47 (6.93) 5.63 (2.57) 

Discussion 2 

Negative ED .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 

Positive ED .11 (.55) .09 (.43) .08 (.44) .07 (.42) .04 (.26) .06 (.33) .37 (1.42) .19 (.67) .18 (.58) 

Invalidation .22 (.90) .11 (.39) .16 (.58) .38 (1.74) .16 (.55) .20 (.83) .12 (.60) .06 (.25) .12 (.60) 

Validation 5.90 (6.64) 3.05 (2.61) 1.55 (1.23) 6.07 (7.17) 3.01 (2.73) 1.78 (2.25) 4.83 (5.32) 2.67 (2.31) 1.51 (1.22) 

Avoidance .05 (.47) .03 (.22) .03 (.22) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 

Reappraisal 12.11 (16.12) 1.90 (2.65) 4.80 (6.02) 11.70 (18.71) 1.73 (2.02) 4.63 (6.38) 11.58 (16.79) 1.89 (2.71) 4.33 (4.97) 

Negative ET 6.94 (7.74) 3.22 (3.31) 1.67 (1.42) 5.47 (7.18) 2.71 (3.32) 1.51 (1.36) 6.91 (37.59) 1.75 (3.73) .99 (1.64) 

Positive ET 1.30 (2.71) .55 (1.05) .73 (1.31) .84 (1.69) .44 (.82) .55 (1.02) .47 (1.33) .32 (.91) .26 (.88) 

P. Definition 79.32 (36.94) 15.74 (6.39) 5.45 (2.63) 74.86 (39.22) 16.20 (6.49) 4.84 (2.37) 74.35 (42.80) 14.70 (6.93) 5.14 (2.65) 

SFPS 67.51 (38.41) 12.41 (6.33) 5.84 (3.28) 60.07 (36.29) 12.85 (7.23) 4.98 (2.61) 66.70 (39.78) 13.32 (7.11) 5.20 (2.54) 

No CR 189.06 (52.68) 28.59 (8.53) 7.11 (3.04) 200.49 (48.44) 30.27 (8.41) 7.24 (4.00) 193.39 (53.58) 28.49 (7.82) 7.03 (2.64) 

Discussion 3 

Negative ED .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 

Positive ED .06 (.27) .05 (.22) .06 (.27) .07 (.56) .02 (.13) .07 (.56) .01 (.06) .02 (.13) .01 (.06) 

Invalidation .15 (.66) .10 (.44) .09 (.38) .21 (1.04) .14 (.55) .11 (.38) .53 (3.13) .19 (.92) .16 (.63) 

Validation 7.16 (6.38) 4.62 (3.30) 1.36 (.73) 6.03 (5.83) 4.19 (3.67) 1.31 (.84) 5.94 (4.35) 4.28 (3.11) 1.34 (.72) 

Avoidance .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 

Reappraisal .35 (1.76) .05 (.22) .35 (1.76) .09 (.49) .04 (.19) .09 (.49) 1.36 (8.15) .47 (3.38) .41 (2.14) 

Negative ET .10 (.37) .08 (.27) .10 (.37) .08 (.41) .05 (.26) .07 (.35) 2.94 (21.29) .63 (3.65) .29 (.95) 

Positive ET .33 (.78) .24 (.58) .26 (.62) .37 (.98) .30 (.72) .25 (.53) .29 (.90) .16 (.44) .24 (.75) 

P. Definition 3.06 (4.84) .91 (1.41) 1.63 (2.35) 4.09 (6.12) 1.21 (1.83) 1.76 (2.66) 3.54 (6.21) 1.30 (2.55) 1.38 (1.84) 

SFPS 81.83 (31.19) 20.59 (6.28) 4.25 (2.34) 74.71 (29.08) 20.12 (6.10) 3.98 (2.28) 84.29 (36.21) 20.53 (6.85) 4.26 (2.08) 

No CR 149.34 (30.39) 24.23 (6.50) 6.82 (3.50) 157.32 (27.98) 24.04 (6.74) 7.46 (5.37) 141.30 (39.36) 24.06 (7.75) 6.63 (4.33) 

Note. MD = Mean Duration, ED = Emotional Directive, SFPS = Solution-Focused Problem Solving, P. Definition = Problem Definition, ET = Emotion Talk. Standard 

deviations in parentheses.  
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Table C3  

Correlations between CORE and SPAFF Global Ratings at Discussion 1 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 

1. C.Validation
a 

—                

2. C. Domineering
a
 -.22* —               

3. C. Harsh
a
 -.24* .59* —              

4. C. Avoidance
a
 -.26* .26* .26* —             

5. P.Validation
a
 .21* -.14 -.10 -.01 —            

6. P. Domineering
a
 -.17* .21* -.11 .08 -.21* —           

7. P. Harsh
a
 -.17* .12 .20* .11 -.21* .61* —          

8. P. Avoidance
a
 -.18* .02 .06 .13 -.28* .36* .50* —         

9. Engagement
b 

.36* -.09 -.09 -.25* .20* -.08 -.14 -.16* —        

10. Joint Atten.
b
 .30* -.14 -.11 -.38* .12 .05 -.16* -.10 .50* —       

11. Balance
b
 .31* -.07 -.12 -.27* .20* .02 .00 -.06 .59* .49* —      

12. P. Warmth
b
 .13 -.03 .02 .04 .22* -.15* -.09 -.11 .20* .13 .11 —     

13. P. Validation
b
 .26* -.19* -.10 -.11 .43* -.24* -.16* -.14 .31* .17* .29* .53* —    

14. P. Contempt
b
 -.18* .25* .15 .01 -.22* .43* .48* .28* -.17* -.15 -.07 -.19* -.24* —   

15. P. Domineering
b
 -.14 .07 .13 -.04 -.22* .41* .30* .07 -.11 .05 -.04 -.31 -.41* .38* —  

16. P. Harsh
b
 -.07 .02 .05 .04 -.15 .53* .55* .24* -.15 -.12 -.08 -.14 -.17* .46* .52* — 

Note. *
 
p < .01. 

a
CORE global rating, 

b
SPAFF global rating, C = Child, P = Parent, SFPS = Solution-Focused Problem Solving, Prob. Def. = 

Problem Definition, NET = Negative Emotion Talk, PET = Positive Emotion Talk. 
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Table C4  

Correlations between CORE and SPAFF Global Ratings at Discussion 2 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 

1. C.Validation
a 

—                

2. C. Domineering
a
 -.29* —               

3. C. Harsh
a
 -.35* .67* —              

4. C. Avoidance
a
 -.31* .32* .44* —             

5. P.Validation
a
 .35* -.16* -.20* -.12 —            

6. P. Domineering
a
 -.13 .21* .15* .12 -.38* —           

7. P. Harsh
a
 -.21* .18* .35* .20* -.38* .71* —          

8. P. Avoidance
a
 -.11 .24* .33* .10 -.43* .21* .29* —         

9. Engagement
b 

.41* -.11 -.17* -.29* .22* -.15 -.14 -.14 —        

10. Joint Atten.
b
 .32* -.07 -.10 -.38* .12 -.08 -.04 -.10 .63* —       

11. Balance
b
 .26* .07 .01 -.14 .16* -.07 .00 -.04 .63* .54* —      

12. P. Warmth
b
 .12 -.05 -.13 -.08 .41* -.30* -.23* -.13 .27* .10 .14 —     

13. P. Validation
b
 .25* -.09 -.15* -.16* .45* -.30* -.24* -.08 .39* .20* .31* .63* —    

14. P. Contempt
b
 -.11 .17* -.19* .20* -.20* .34* .18* .08 -.17* -.23* -.06 -.24* -.28* —   

15. P. Domineering
b
 -.10 .00 .08 .06 -.31* .40* .31* .09 -.26* -.09 -.28* -.46* -.48* .33* —  

16. P. Harsh
b
 -.09 .02 .05 .16* -.21* .38* .34* -.01 -.18* -.12 -.12 -.28* -.31* .37* .55* — 

Note. * p < .05, 
† 

p < .01. 
a 
CORE global rating, 

b 
SPAFF global rating, C = Child, P = Parent, SFPS = Solution-Focused Problem Solving, 

Prob. Def. = Problem Definition, NET = Negative Emotion Talk, PET = Positive Emotion Talk. 
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Table C5  

Correlations between CORE and SPAFF Global Ratings at Discussion 3 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 

1. C.Validation
a 

—                

2. C. Domineering
a
 -.24* —               

3. C. Harsh
a
 -.37* .62* —              

4. C. Avoidance
a
 -.33* .22* .28* —             

5. P.Validation
a
 .32* -.12 -.22* -.19* —            

6. P. Domineering
a
 -.16* .34* .23* .08 -.30* —           

7. P. Harsh
a
 -.16* .20* .33* .06 -.22* .62* —          

8. P. Avoidance
a
 -.10 -.02 .00 .34* -.05 -.04 -.02 —         

9. Engagement
b 

.38* -.14 -.22* -.27* .35* -.09 -.11 -.03 —        

10. Joint Atten.
b
 .28* -.13 -.16* -.42* .26* -.12 -.10 .03 .57* —       

11. Balance
b
 .22* -.05 -.12 -.21* .31* -.03 -.02 -.01 .68* .58* —      

12. P. Warmth
b
 .17* -.14 -.16* -.12 .33*

 
-.27* -.19* -.04 .27* .17* .16* —     

13. P. Validation
b
 .24* -.13 -.19* -.14 .47* -.29* -.19* -.02 .40* .23* .35* .52* —    

14. P. Contempt
b
 -.18* .21* .25* .10 -.20* .32* .22* .02 -.20* -.17* -.18* -.27* -.26* —   

15. P. Domineering
b
 -.13 .08 .19* .03 -.28* .39* .32* .07 -.20* -.09 -.07 -.36* -.40* .38* —  

16. P. Harsh
b
 -.19* .08 .24* .11 .21* .35* .39* .06 -.15 -.10 -.12 -.20* -.23* .55* .53* — 

Note. * p < .05, 
† 

p < .01. 
a 
CORE global rating, 

b 
SPAFF global rating, C = Child, P = Parent, SFPS = Solution-Focused Problem Solving, 

Prob. Def. = Problem Definition, NET = Negative Emotion Talk, PET = Positive Emotion Talk. 
 

 


