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Abstract
Caregivers play an integral role in supporting children's 
development, not only through their individual parent-
ing practices but also how they work together as copar-
ents. The literature on coparenting is extensive; however, 
most of the research has relied on global measures to as-
sess the quality and functioning of the coparenting rela-
tionship. Examining the coparenting relationship with 
domain- specific measures enables a deeper understand-
ing of this complex family process. One domain of par-
ticular interest is emotion socialization given the vast and 
long- term consequences emotion socialization has on 
children's emotional, social, behavioral, and psychologi-
cal functioning. Emotion socialization literature would 
benefit from a domain- specific coparenting measure, as 
researchers have rarely explored how coparents work to-
gether when responding to their children's emotions (i.e., 
coparenting children's emotions). As such, an emotion- 
focused coparenting measure could address gaps in both 
coparenting and emotion socialization literature. This 
study outlines the development and psychometric evalu-
ation of a domain- specific measure of coparenting, the 
Coparenting Children's Emotion Scale (CCES), which 
assesses how parents work together when responding to 
their children's emotions. In the current study, the factor 
structure, reliability, and validity of the CCES were exam-
ined in an Australian sample. Findings from exploratory 
and confirmatory factor analyses showed that the CCES 
comprises two subscales that capture coparents' levels 
of support/cooperation and undermining. In the current 
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In recent years, there has been an increased focus on understanding coparenting relationships 
(e.g., Eira Nunes et al., 2021; Pruett et al.,  2017). The coparenting relationship refers to the 
way parents/caregivers work together to raise a child (McHale et  al., 2019). Coparenting is 
conceptualized as a triangular family process, involving a child and at least two adults sharing 
responsibility for the care and upbringing of that child (McHale et al., 2019). As all coparent-
ing interactions are centered around raising a child (McHale & Irace, 2011), the coparenting 
relationship exists irrespective of the romantic relationship between parents (e.g., divorce and 
separation). As such, the coparenting relationship and romantic relationship are related yet 
distinct subsystems (Maršanić & Kušmić, 2013), with the romantic relationship typically being 
dyadic (i.e., two adults), involving different stages of love (Bode & Kushnick, 2021) and ongo-
ing commitment and satisfaction (Campbell & Fletcher, 2015). Each coparenting relationship 
differs in the degree of support, cooperation, unity, conflict, and undermining between par-
ents (McHale et al., 2019).

The coparenting relationship plays a pivotal role in child, parent, and family functioning. A 
meta- analysis by Teubert and Pinquart (2010) revealed that higher levels of coparenting coop-
eration and agreement, and lower levels of conflict between parents were associated with im-
proved child social functioning, and reduced internalizing and externalizing symptoms. The 
coparenting relationship shapes children's adjustment by influencing the family's emotional 
stability (Davies & Cummings, 1994), parenting practices (Bonds & Gondoli, 2007; Margolin 
et al., 2001; Morrill et al., 2010), parental emotional availability (Sturge- Apple et al., 2006), 
and parent–child relationships (Feinberg & Kan, 2008; Teubert & Pinquart, 2010). Research 
has also shown that the quality of the coparenting relationship is related to interparental com-
munication, parenting stress, and romantic relationship quality. Findings by Shimkowski and 
Schrodt (2012) show that coparent supportive and antagonistic communication were moder-
ately to strongly associated with interparental demand/withdrawal patterns. More recently, 
Zemp et al. (2020) reported a moderate correlation between constructive interpersonal conflict 
and coparenting. Coparent relationship quality is also shown to be strongly associated with 
ineffective arguing and couple conflict (Feinberg et  al.,  2012). Furthermore, research indi-
cates that mothers and fathers both report small to moderate correlations between support-
ive and undermining coparenting and parental stress (e.g., Solmeyer & Feinberg, 2011). The 
extant evidence- base demonstrates that the coparenting relationship is central to family and 
child functioning; however, most studies have used global measures of coparenting to assess 
how parents work together across multiple domains of parenting. In comparison to global 
measures, domain- specific measures can provide a tailored understanding of coparenting dy-
namics within a certain parenting domain (e.g., emotion socialization, education, or feeding), 
which can consequently inform targeted interventions.

sample, both CCES subscales demonstrated good to ex-
cellent internal consistency, and good convergent and 
concurrent validity. The CCES will provide researchers 
and practitioners with a domain- specific measure to use 
in exploratory and intervention research.
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The history of conceptualising and measuring coparenting

Self- report measures of coparenting have developed over time to reflect advances in the theo-
retical literature (see Molla Cusi et al., 2020 for a review). Throughout the 1980s, coparenting 
was viewed as a process occurring in post- divorce families and was therefore solely assessed 
in separated parents (e.g., Ahrons, 1981). By the mid- 1990s, researchers expanded the copar-
enting concept to two- parent, intact families (e.g., McHale, 1995, 1997). Measures such as the 
Family Experience Questionnaire (Frank et al., 1988), Parenting Alliance Inventory (Abidin 
& Brunner, 1995), Coparenting Scale (McHale, 1997), Coparenting Questionnaire (Margolin 
et al., 2001), and Perceptions of Coparenting Partners Questionnaire (Stright & Bales, 2003) 
were developed to provide measures of coparenting in married/de facto parent dyads. These 
measures assess various aspects of the coparenting relationship, including support, endorse-
ment and respect, cooperation, sharing responsibilities, conflict, and triangulation.

In 2003, Feinberg unified research on divorced and intact families by developing a con-
ceptual framework of coparenting. The framework highlights the dynamic nature of the 
coparenting relationship, outlining four overlapping domains: coparent support/undermin-
ing, childrearing agreement, division of labur, and joint management of family dynamics 
(Feinberg, 2003). To measure the multidimensional nature of coparenting, Feinberg et al. (2012) 
developed the Coparenting Relationship Scale (CRS). The CRS comprises items from previous 
measures of the parenting alliance and coparenting (Abidin & Brunner, 1995; Cordova, 2000; 
Frank et al., 1988; Margolin, 1992; McHale, 1997), as well as new items created by Feinberg 
et al. (2012). The CRS provides researchers with a global measure of coparenting relationship 
quality, which has been used across diverse samples in exploratory research (e.g., Riina & 
Feinberg, 2018) and to evaluate coparenting interventions (e.g., Abbass- Dick et al., 2015). The 
CRS has also been used internationally and translated into different languages (Portuguese—
Carvalho et al., 2018; French—Favez et al., 2021; Swedish—Lee et al., 2020). Additional copar-
enting measures have been written in languages other than English including the Questionnaire 
on Perceived Support from the Former Partner (CARE) in Spanish (Yárnoz- Yaben, 2010) and 
Coparenting Inventory for Parents and Adolescents in German (Teubert & Pinquart, 2011).

Global measures of coparenting are readily available (e.g., see Feinberg et  al.,  2012; 
Margolin et al., 2001); however, assessing how coparents navigate specific parenting domains 
and responsibilities can provide more nuanced insights into coparenting dynamics. Recent 
recognition of the need for domain- specific coparenting measures led to the development of 
the Feeding Coparenting Scale (Tan et al., 2019), which assesses how parents work together 
to feed their children. The Feeding Coparenting Scale has been used to examine the relation-
ship between feeding coparenting, food parenting practices, and child eating behaviors (e.g., 
Jansen et al., 2022; Sherrard & Tan, 2022), thus informing future childhood obesity preven-
tion and interventions. Based on recent research by Douglas et al. (2024), it appears general 
coparenting quality does not capture the intricacies of how coparents interact when feeding 
their children. Accordingly, global measures of coparenting may lack necessary context spec-
ificity for researchers and practitioners who are developing and evaluating targeted parenting 
interventions.

A domain- specific measure: Coparenting children's emotion

A domain- specific measure should be developed to explore coparenting in the context of emo-
tion socialization (i.e., how parents express, discussion, and respond to children's emotions). 
It is beneficial to understand the way coparents work together to navigate emotion sociali-
zation, given the impact parental emotion socialization has on children's emotional compe-
tence (i.e., ability to expression, understand, and manage emotion), and consequently their 
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social relationships, behavioral adjustment, mental health, and educational achievement (e.g., 
Denham, 2019; Jones et al., 2015). A domain- specific coparenting measure could specifically 
assess how parents work together when responding to their children's emotions (i.e., coparent-
ing children's emotion).

Research into parent emotion socialization has expanded rapidly over the last 20 years; how-
ever, the existing evidence- base mostly focuses on mothers, with minimal research published on 
fathers and how parents work together when addressing children's emotions (Eisenberg, 2020). 
Despite the gaps in emotion socialization literature, research has highlighted the role that fam-
ily relationships play in children's emotional development (e.g., Cowan & Cowan, 2005; Morris 
et al., 2007). From a family systems perspective, the family unit is an organized whole consisting 
of interconnected subsystems (e.g., coparent relationship, parent–child relationship; McHale 
& Sullivan, 2008; Minuchin, 1974); therefore, the functioning of one subsystem naturally infil-
trates through the family (McHale & Sullivan, 2008). The spill- over hypothesis suggests that 
difficulties between coparents have implications for parents' interactions with their children 
(Davies et al., 2009; Sturge- Apple et al., 2006), such that parents in more supportive copar-
enting relationships are typically more sensitive to their children's needs (Zemp et al., 2018). 
Coparenting adults who are willing to communicate, collaborate, and support one another are 
better able to jointly attune to their children's emotional needs (McHale et al., 2019). In con-
trast, parents in more undermining coparent relationships have increased emotional unavail-
ability and engage in less responsive parenting, which consequently increases the likelihood of 
child maladjustment (Sturge- Apple et al., 2006; Zemp et al., 2018). It is pertinent to explore how 
parents work together when responding to their children's emotions, as coparenting uniquely 
contributes to child's development beyond the impact of individual parenting practices (Bonds 
& Gondoli, 2007; Margolin et al., 2001). As such, it is plausible that coparenting children's emo-
tions uniquely influences children's emotional competence beyond each parents' individual 
emotion socialization practices.

Emotion socialization research, predominantly conducted with heterosexual dyads, consis-
tently shows that mothers and fathers report differences in their emotion socialization prac-
tices. Mothers typically provide more supportive responses to their children's emotions (e.g., 
sadness and fear) compared to fathers (e.g., Cassano et al., 2007). Additionally, compared to 
mothers, fathers are typically less likely to discuss emotions with their children (Zaman & 
Fivush, 2013) and are more likely to be critical and dismissive when children express emotions 
(Cassano et al., 2007; Engle & McElwain, 2010; Gottman et al., 1996; Nelson et al., 2009; Wong 
et al., 2009). Differences in parents' emotion socialization practices are not inherently damag-
ing for children, rather initial research shows variation in parents' emotional responding can 
be beneficial for children's emotional understanding (e.g., McElwain et al., 2007). However, it 
is helpful to understand the manner in which parents navigate their potential differences. For 
example, coparents who are highly undermining may be extremely critical of how the other 
parent responds to their children's emotions, whereas other coparents who are supportive may 
engage in collaborative discussions about their differences. Accordingly, a coparenting chil-
dren's emotion measure does not aim to quantify differences between parents' emotion social-
ization practices, but instead assess the way parents do or do not work together to respond to 
their children's emotions.

A new measure of coparenting children's emotions could be used by researchers and prac-
titioners. As demonstrated in research conducted with the Feeding Coparenting Scale (e.g., 
Jansen et al., 2022; Sherrard & Tan, 2022), a new domain- specific measure focused on emotion 
socialization could provide researchers with the ability to explore connections between copar-
enting children's emotions, parents' emotion socialization practices, and children's emotional 
competence. For example, researchers may examine the extent to which undermining in co-
parenting children's emotion is positively correlated with emotion unavailability and emotion 
dismissive/disapproving practices (e.g., minimizing or criticizing children's emotions), and 
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whether support/cooperation in coparenting children's emotion is positively correlated with 
emotional sensitivity and emotion coaching (e.g., noticing and validating children's emotions). 
Developing an understanding of the role of coparenting children's emotions can inform inter-
vention development and evaluation.

A coparenting children's emotion measure would be most appropriate and relevant for 
emotion- focused parenting programs, which are interventions underpinned by emotion so-
cialization theory and aim to improve children's emotional competence through various mech-
anisms of change (Havighurst et al., 2020). Emotion- focused parenting programs that promote 
children's emotional competence by enhancing parents' emotional socialization practices and/
or improving the coparenting relationship could use a coparenting children's emotion mea-
sure to assess intervention outcomes. It is plausible that coparenting children's emotions also 
has a moderating effect, such that it influences the extent to which parents use newly learnt 
emotion socialization practices at home (i.e., skill enactment). That is, supportiveness and un-
dermining in coparenting children's emotions may act as enablers and/or barriers to change 
within the family system. Parents with higher supportiveness in coparenting children's emo-
tions may achieve greater program benefits, whereas parents with higher levels of undermining 
in coparenting children's emotions may have greater difficulty implementing new strategies. 
By understanding the moderating effects of coparenting children's emotions, researchers and 
practitioners can develop and refine emotion- focused parenting programs and make recom-
mendations about which families will benefit most from attending such programs.

Modifying the coparent relationship scale

The CRS (Feinberg et al., 2012) can be modified to create a domain- specific measure of co-
parenting children's emotions as it captures the multi- dimensional nature of the coparent re-
lationship and has demonstrated good psychometric properties in diverse samples. The CRS 
demonstrated adequate to excellent reliability in samples from various countries, including the 
United States (e.g., Feinberg et al., 2012; Parent et al., 2016), Canada (Abbass- Dick et al., 2015), 
Portugal (e.g., Lamela et al., 2018; Pinto et al., 2019), and Italy (Giannotti et al., 2021). In previ-
ous research the CRS has also demonstrated good internal consistency in samples of caregiv-
ers in different stages of parenthood (e.g., prenatal, parents of infants through to adolescents). 
Additionally, the CRS demonstrated good convergent validity in a sample of heterosexual 
coparenting couples in the United Sates of America, with moderate to strong associations 
reported between the CRS and theoretically related constructs, such as quality of the marital 
relationship, couple love, couple conflict, ineffective arguing, and divorce proneness (Feinberg 
et al., 2012). A study with Portuguese mothers also provided evidence of satisfactory conver-
gent, construct, and discriminant validity (Lamela et al., 2018). Furthermore, the measure has 
previously been adapted to specific populations (e.g., pre- natal fathers; Pinto et al., 2019) and 
into a daily measure of coparenting (Daily Coparenting Scale; McDaniel et al., 2017). Given 
the psychometric properties demonstrated by the CRS, the measure provides a framework that 
can be modified to focus on coparenting children's emotions.

The current study

The current study outlines the development of the Coparenting Children's Emotion Scale 
(CCES) and aims to evaluate the psychometric properties of the measure by examining the 
factor structure, reliability, and validity in a sample of Australian coparents. Convergent va-
lidity was assessed by examining correlations between the CCES and CRS. Concurrent valid-
ity was assessed by examining correlations between the CCES and constructs theoretically 
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and empirically related to coparenting: interparental communication, parenting stress, and 
romantic relationship quality.

M ETHOD

Scale development

The development of the CCES started with the first author (CA) reviewing items from the 
CRS (Feinberg et al.,  2012). CRS items were modified to specifically assess how parents 
work together when focused on their children's emotions. For example, the CRS item “We 
often discuss the best way to meet our child's needs” was modified to “We often discuss the 
best way to meet our child's emotional needs” in the CCES. CRS items were also modified to 
be inclusive of all coparenting dyads (e.g., married/de facto, separated/divorced) to ensure 
the measure is not limited to coparents who are romantically involved. For example, the 
sentence stem “my partner and I” was changed to “the other parent and I”. Five additional 
items were adapted from Stright and Bales (2003) and CA created six additional items (e.g., 
“In general, I think we work well together to support our child's emotional wellbeing”; “The 
other parent and I have arguments about the best way to respond to our child's emotions”). 
CA generated the modified items, which were then reviewed by the co- authors. A total of 
46 items were retained for data collection and analysis. See Supplementary Materials for a 
full list of items.

Participants and procedure

Three hundred eighty parents/caregivers1 (51.3% female, 13.7% male, 35% did not report) were re-
cruited to complete an online survey hosted on SurveyMonkey, containing the newly developed 
CCES alongside other measures. Two hundred seventy- one parents/caregivers completed the sur-
vey. The survey was advertised via social media, with flyers also distributed at Australian schools, 
childcare centers, kindergartens, libraries, community centers, Scout clubs, shopping centers, and 
via letterbox drops. Human research ethics approval was obtained from the University of South 
Australia (200494) and Catholic Education South Australia (201804). Individuals self- selected to 
participate and provided informed consent online. Before commencing the survey, participants 
generated a unique code that could be used by both members of the coparenting dyad. Participating 
coparents were asked to share this code with one another to assist with recruitment, and therefore 
it was hoped that majority of the sample would be coparenting dyads. The codes were used to link 
participants' responses and separate coparents during data analysis to ensure the assumption of 
independence was not violated (i.e., data remained dependent in analyses). After entering the 
code, participants provided demographic information and completed measures of coparenting, 
interparental communication, and parenting stress. Participants who reported being in an inti-
mate/romantic relationship (e.g., married, engaged, and dating) with the other parent/caregiver 
completed an additional measure relating to their current partner and romantic relationship. At 
the completion of the study, participants were asked to forward the survey link and their unique 
code onto the other parent/caregiver. Participants who completed the survey were given the op-
portunity to enter the draw for one of three $100 e- gift cards. To increase recruitment, parents 
were offered an electronic parenting information pack after completing the survey.

 1Parents/caregivers raising a child (aged 1–18 years old) with another adult were eligible to participate. Parents were able to 
participate regardless of their relationship with the other parent/caregivers (e.g., married, divorced/separated, family, and friends), 
and were not required to be the child's biological parent nor live with the child.
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The final sample consisted of 271 parents, of which 201 participants were sole respon-
dents from their respective coparent dyads and 35 were coparenting dyads (i.e., both parents 
in the coparenting relationship; n = 70 parents). Participants' age ranged from 21 to 68 years 
(Mage = 38.86, SDage = 8.08). Most participants identified as female (69.4%; 18.5% male; 12.1% 
did not specify). Most of the coparents were married/de facto (86.72%) and living together 
(86.30%). All parents lived in Australia, with a large proportion living in South Australia 
(66.79%). Most parents completed a university degree (57.96%) as their highest level of ed-
ucation, which is a similar percentage to Australian adults aged 35–44 years whose highest 
level of education is a university degree (58.3%; Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2021). The 
majority of parents reported gross household income above the Australian median house-
hold income ($88,452; Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2018). Most parents were raising one 
or two children under the age of 18 years (85.30%). The mean age of parents' first child 
was 7.95 years old (SD = 5.29, range = 18) and second child was 6.47 years old (SD = 4.65, 
range = 16). Parents were able to select up to three responses when asked to report their 
cultural/ethnic identity, and the majority (75.6%) of participants identified as Australian. 
See Table 1 for demographic information.

Measures

Coparent relationship

The CRS (Feinberg et al., 2012) was used to provide a comparison between the CCES and a 
widely used measure of coparenting. The CRS is a 35 item, self- report measure that assesses 
the quality of the coparenting relationship (Feinberg et al., 2012). All items were rated on a 
7- point scale (1 = not at all true of us; 7 = very true of us), except for exposure to conflict items 
which had different descriptive anchors (0 = never; 6 = very often). The wording of items was ad-
justed to ensure inclusivity (e.g., “partner” was changed to “the other parent/caregiver”). Items 
were averaged to create a global index score of coparenting quality as well as index scores for 
seven subscales: agreement, closeness, exposure to conflict, support, undermining, endorse-
ment of partner's parenting, and division of labor. Overall positive coparenting (averaging 
items from agreement, closeness, support, endorsement of partner's parenting, and division of 
labor) and negative coparenting (averaging items from exposure to conflict and undermining) 
subscales were also generated (e.g., McDaniel et al., 2017).

In the current sample, the CRS subscales and global score demonstrated good to excel-
lent internal consistency (see Table 3). As the division of labor subscale comprises two items, 
Spearman's rho (ρ) correlational analyses were conducted to assess internal consistency. 
The division of labor subscale demonstrated acceptable internal consistency in the female 
subsample (ρ(188) = 0.550, p < 0.001) and when assessing one member per coparenting dyad 
(ρ(214) = 0.535, p < 0.001). The internal consistency for the division of labor subscale was unac-
ceptable (ρ(50) = 0.253, p = 0.075) in the male subsample, therefore the subscale was not used to 
test concurrent validity for male participants.

Coparenting children's emotions

The CCES, as outlined above, is designed to assess how coparents work together when re-
sponding to their children's emotions (see Table S1). Before responding to items, parents were 
instructed to focus on how they work with their child's other caregiver when responding to 
their child's emotions. The instructions included the statement: “emotions” are often referred 
to as “feelings” in daily life. All items were rated on a 5- point scale (1 = not at all true; 5 = very 
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TA B L E  1  Participant demographics.

Demographic variable n (%)

Relationship status with the other parent/caregiver

Married/de facto 235 (86.7%)

Divorced/separated 19 (7.0%)

Engaged 6 (2.2%)

Self- identified as “coparents/partners in the family way” 3 (1.1%)

Othera 8 (3.0%)

Living arrangements

Living together full- time 234 (86.3%)

Living together part- time (e.g., several days per week) 8 (3%)

Not living together 29 (10.7%)

Number of children

One 108 (39.9%)

Two 123 (45.4%)

Three 32 (11.8%)

Four 6 (2.2%)

Six or more 2 (0.7%)

Location

South Australia 181 (66.8%)

Other Australian states 46 (17.0%)

Did not specify 44 (16.24%)

Family total gross yearly household income

<$60,000 41 (15.10%)

$60,000–$99,999 52 (19.2%)

$100,000–119,999 36 (13.3%)

$120,000–149,999 39 (14.4%)

$150,000 + 65 (24%)

Did not respond 38 (14%)

Highest level of education

Less than high school/high school completion 27 (9.96%)

Certificate 18 (6.6%)

Apprenticeship/advanced diploma/diploma 36 (13.3%)

Bachelor's degree 62 (22.9%)

Post graduate degree/graduate diploma/graduate certificate 95 (35.1%)

Did not specify 33 (12.2%)

Cultural/ethnic identity

Australian 205 (75.65%)

English 20 (7.38%)

Italian 15 (5.54%)

British 10 (3.96%)

Chinese 10 (3.96%)
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true). Parents additionally indicated how frequently the exposure to conflict items occurred 
in a typical week when the parents and child were together (never, sometimes [once or twice a 
week], often [once a day], very often [several times a day], not applicable). The factor structure 
and psychometric properties of the CCES in this sample are reported in the “Results” section.

Interparental communication

The Communication Patterns Questionnaire- Short Form (CPQ- SF) was used to assess the 
concurrent validity between the CCES and a measure of interparental communication. The 
CPQ- SF is an abbreviated version of the Communication Patterns Questionnaire (Christensen 
& Sullaway, 1984). The CPQ- SF comprises 11 items that parents responded to on a nine- point 
scale (1 = very unlikely, 9 = very likely). In the current study, the measure was scored using the 
subscale structure outlined by Futris et al. (2010). Futris et al. found the best model fit for the 
CPQ- SF had 11 items separated into three subscales: criticize/defend, demand/withdraw, and 
positive interactions. In previous research, the subscales demonstrated good convergent valid-
ity with the Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale and discriminated between participants with 
high and low martial adjustment (Futris et al., 2010). In the current study, criticize/defend and 
positive interactions demonstrated good to excellent internal consistency in the male subsam-
ple, female subsample, and independent subsample. The demand/withdraw subscale showed 
good internal consistency in the male sample, but acceptable internal consistency in the female 
sample and independent subsample (see Table 2).

Parenting stress

The Parental Stress Scale (PSS; Berry & Jones, 1995) was used to assess concurrent validity 
between the CCES and a measure of parenting stress. The PSS specifically assesses the level 
of stress caregivers experience in their parenting role. The self- report measure comprises 18 
items responded to on a 5- point rating scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). The PSS 
captures the negative (i.e., opportunity costs) and positive (i.e., emotional rewards) aspects of 

Demographic variable n (%)

Indian 10 (3.96%)

Scottish 7 (2.58%)

German 4 (1.48%)

Irish 4 (1.48%)

Australian Aboriginal 3 (1.11%)

Arab 3 (1.11%)

Maltese 3 (1.11%)

Russian 3 (1.11%)

Vietnamese 3 (1.11%)

Otherb

aOne participant (0.4%) reported never being married to the coparent; one participant (0.4%) reported having court- mandated 
intervention order with the other coparent; two participants (0.8%) reported coparenting with a friend; two participants (0.8%) 
reported coparenting with a family member; two participants (0.8%) reported coparenting with someone they are dating seriously.
bCultural/ethnic identities that comprise <1% of the sample are not presented (e.g., Zimbabwean, Polish, Ukrainian, Greek, 
Colombian, Chilean, Macedonian, and Malay).

TA B L E  1  (Continued)
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parenting. The total PSS score was used in the current study, with higher scores indicating 
higher levels of parenting stress. In previous research, the PSS demonstrated good internal 
consistency (Berry & Jones, 1995) and concurrent validity with measures of family functioning 
and parental anxiety (Zelman & Ferro, 2018). In the current study, the PSS demonstrated good 
to excellent internal consistency (see Table 2).

Intimate/romantic relationship quality

The Perceived Relationship Quality Component Inventory (PRQC; Fletcher et al., 2000) was 
used to assess concurrent validity between the CCES and a measure of intimate relationship 
quality. The measure was only administered to participants who identified as being in an in-
timate/romantic relationship with their coparent. Participants rated their current partner and 
relationship by responding to items on a 7- point scale (1 = not at all; 7 = extremely). The PRQC 
has a total of 18 items divided equally across six subscales (satisfaction, commitment, inti-
macy, trust, passion, and love). As per recommendations from Fletcher et al. (2000), a global 
relationship quality score was calculated by aggregating the first item from each subscale. 
Higher total scores indicate more positive evaluations of the intimate partner/relationship and 
greater relationship quality. In previous research, the PRCQ total demonstrated good internal 
consistency (Fletcher et al., 2000). In the current study, the PRQC total demonstrated good to 
excellent internal consistency (see Table 2).

TA B L E  2  Descriptive statistics for the CRS, CPQ- SF, PSS, and PRQC for females, males, and a sample of one 
member from each coparenting dyad (independent subsample).

Female Male Independent subsample

M (SD) α M (SD) α M (SD) α

CRS total 3.86 (0.92) 0.80 4.34 (0.60) 0.66 3.92 (0.92) 0.80

Positive 4.50 (1.21) 0.96 5.02 (0.95) 0.94 4.56 (1.23) 0.95

Negative 1.30 (0.77) 0.80 1.25 (0.84) 0.84 1.33 (0.80) 0.80

Agreement 4.75 (1.25) 0.86 5.15 (1.14) 0.88 4.77 (1.30) 0.87

Closeness 4.29 (1.56) 0.86 4.69 (1.24) 0.82 4.36 (1.56) 0.86

Support 4.26 (1.61) 0.88 4.51 (1.47) 0.91 4.23 (1.66) 0.89

Endorsing other's parenting 4.63 (1.32) 0.90 5.39 (0.86) 0.83 4.75 (1.32) 0.90

Undermining 0.81 (1.09) 0.82 0.85 (1.16) 0.84 0.88 (1.18) 0.84

Division of labora 4.31 (1.71) – 5.41 (0.96) – 4.50 (1.65) –

Exposure to conflict 1.89 (0.85) 0.85 1.72 (0.85) 0.87 1.85 (0.85) 0.84

CPQ- SF

Demand/withdraw 3.42 (1.53) 0.65 3.09 (1.55) 0.80 3.37 (1.51) 0.67

Criticize/defend 3.66 (1.95) 0.81 3.23 (2.06) 0.91 3.64 (1.97) 0.81

Positive interactions 6.80 (1.73) 0.82 7.16 (1.50) 0.80 6.78 (1.75) 0.81

PSS 40.96 (8.97) 0.85 39.04 (10.63) 0.88 40.91 (9.61) 0.87

PRQC total 5.86 (1.04) 0.87 6.04 (0.85) 0.80 4.23 (1.03) 0.88

aSpearman's Rho correlation analyses conducted for the two- item subscale. Internal consistency reported in the “Method” section.
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RESU LTS

Preliminary analyses

Data were initially examined for missing responses and normality. Once screening and miss-
ing data were imputed using expectation maximization, the total sample was separated into 
two subsamples to ensure the exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis 
were performed on independent subsamples. To create the subsamples, participant responses 
were first ordered by date of survey completion to limit historical effects. As recruitment was 
open from January 2018 to December 2020, it was important to control for the potential ef-
fects of the COVID- 19 pandemic on family functioning, coparenting, and parenting stress. The 
participants were then allocated ID codes and the sample was split based on even and odd ID 
codes (i.e., alternate participants moved into separate subsamples to ensure an equal number 
of pre-  and during-  pandemic participants in each group). The subsamples were screened to 
ensure coparent dyads were separated to avoid dependent data (i.e., two participants reporting 
on the same coparenting relationship).

TA B L E  3  Factor structure of the Coparenting Children's Emotion Scale.

Scale items

Factor 1 Factor 2

Support/cooperation Undermining

19. The other parent/caregiver is sensitive to our child's 
feelings

0.88

3. I believe the other parent/caregiver is good at 
responding to our child's emotions

0.87

41. The other parent/caregiver and I use similar 
strategies when helping our child with his/her emotions

0.78

37. The other parent/caregiver does not like to be 
bothered by our child's intense emotions. (R)

0.78

12. We often discuss the best way to meet our child's 
emotional needs

0.76

23. When I'm overwhelmed by my child's emotions, 
the other parent/caregiver provides me with the extra 
support I need

0.73

1. The other parent/caregiver asks my opinion about 
how we can best respond to our child's emotions

0.73

14. The other parent/caregiver still wants to do his/her 
own thing instead of being available when our child 
needs emotional support. (R)

0.71

6. The other parent/caregiver tells me I am doing a good 
job of helping our child with his/her emotions

0.40

7. The other parent/caregiver criticizes the way I help 
our child with his/her emotions

0.82

18. The other parent/caregiver tries to show that he/she 
is better than me at responding to our child's emotions

0.72

13. The other parent/caregiver does not trust my ability 
to help our child when they are experiencing intense 
emotions

0.68

Note: (R) indicates the item was reverse scored.
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Main analyses

Exploratory factor analysis

Exploratory factor analyses (EFA) were conducted to examine the factor structure of the 
CCES. Before performing the EFA, the suitability of the data was assessed. Correlation analy-
ses were conducted to examine the strength of relationships between items. Based on the cor-
relation matrix, items with weak (<0.2) or extremely strong correlations (>0.8) across multiple 
items were removed (Field, 2013). The Kaiser- Meyer- Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling ad-
equacy and the Barlett's test of sphericity were also used to ensure the data were appropriate 
for EFA. The overall KMO index for the current data was 0.89 and was deemed meritorious 
(Kaiser, 1974). The Barlett's test of sphericity was statistically significant (p < 0.001) suggest-
ing data were appropriate to include in the analysis. An EFA, using principal axis factoring 
with oblique (oblimin) rotation, was conducted and the factor structure was assessed. Oblique 
rotation was conducted as the factors were expected to correlate (Field, 2013). Items that cross- 
loaded onto two or more factors at larger than 0.4 were removed, and the EFA was rerun.

The final EFA revealed a two- factor solution: support/cooperation (eigenvalue 6.21) and 
undermining (eigenvalue 1.57). The scree plot confirmed two factors should be extracted. The 
support/cooperation factor comprised items 1, 3, 6, 12, 14, 19, 23, 37, 41 and explained 51.75% 
variance. The support/cooperation factor comprises a mixture of items modified from the 
original CRS subscales of coparenting closeness, coparenting support, endorsing partner par-
enting, coparent agreement, and division of labor. Higher scores on this subscale indicate that 
coparents are more supportive, work collaboratively, affirm each other's parenting abilities, 
and respect and acknowledge each other's contributions to responding to their children's emo-
tions. The undermining factor comprised items 7, 13, and 18, which explained 13.12% variance. 
The undermining factor depicts parents' experiences of criticism and disparagement in the 
coparenting relationship. Parents with high scores on this subscale may feel that their ability to 
respond to their children's emotions is questioned and/or belittled by the other parent. Table 3 
displays the final factor structure.

Confirmatory factor analysis

The EFA factor structure was tested using data from the second subsample in a confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) using AMOS 26 Graphics. The goodness of model fit was assessed by 
reviewing the maximum likelihood chi- square (χ2), comparative fit index (CFI), normed fit 
index (NFI), Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), goodness- of- fit index (GFI), incremental fit (IFI), and 
root square error approximation (RMSEA). As the chi- square test is highly sensitive to sample 
size, numerous additional indices were used. Good model fit is indicated by CFI, NFI, and 
TLI > 0.95, GFI and IFI > 0.90, and RMSEA < 0.06 (Dardas & Ahmad, 2014; Hu & Bentler, 1999; 
West et al., 2012). The modification indices guided model refinement (see Table 4).

The CFA indicated that the EFA factor structure had acceptable fit. Modification indices 
suggested the relationship between item 37 and item 14 was impairing model fit. Based on the 
readability of the items, item 14 was removed (i.e., The other parent/caregiver still wants to 
do his/her own thing instead of being available when our child needs emotional support [R]). 
The refined model (EFA model without item 14) demonstrated excellent model fit across most 
indices. An alternative model was run to determine whether removing item 37 (i.e., The other 
parent/caregiver does not like to be bothered by our child's intense emotions [R]) and retaining 
item 14 would produce a better model fit. This alternative model (EFA model without item 
37) fit was acceptable. The best model fit was the refined model, which comprised eight items 
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on the support/cooperation subscale and all three items from the undermining subscale. See 
Table S2 for the final version of the scale.

Reliability: Internal consistency

Cronbach's alpha analyses were conducted to assess the internal consistency of the CCES in 
the current sample. Data were analyzed in three subgroups: (1) females, (2) males, and (3) a 
subsample containing one member from each coparent dyad to ensure data were independ-
ent (i.e., independent subsample). The support/cooperation subscale demonstrated excellent 
internal consistency in the female subsample and independent subsample, and good internal 
consistency in the male subsample (see Table 5). The undermining subscale also demonstrated 
good reliability in the male subsample and independent subsample, and acceptable internal 
consistency in the female subsample (see Table 5).

Convergent and concurrent validity

Spearman's Rho (ρ) correlation analyses were used to assess validity as the data for the CCES 
subscales were not normally distributed. Data were examined separately for females and males 
as previous research has indicated differences in their perceptions of the coparenting relation-
ship (e.g., Feinberg et al., 2012). Validity was assessed by examining correlations between the 
CCES subscales and theoretically related constructs (i.e., overall coparenting, interparental 
communication, parenting stress, romantic relationship quality). Spearman's Rho correlation 
coefficients (ρ) are reported in Table 6. Effect sizes were categorized as: small (ρ ≥ 0.1), moder-
ate (ρ ≥ 0.3), and strong/large (ρ ≥ 0.5; Cohen, 1988).

Coparenting relationships
Moderate to strong correlations were expected between the CCES subscales and the CRS. As 
expected, Spearman's Rho analyses indicated a strong positive correlation between the CCES 
support/cooperation subscale and the CRS total, and a moderate negative correlation between 
CCES undermining subscale and total CRS.

TA B L E  4  Model fit statistics from the confirmatory factor analysis for the Coparenting Children's Emotion 
Scale.

Model fit indices

χ2 CFI NFI TLI IFI GFI RMSEA

EFA model 108.57 (p < 0.001) 0.94 0.88 0.92 0.94 0.89 0.088

Refined model 61.92 (p = 0.03) 0.98 0.92 0.97 0.98 0.92 0.057

Alternative model 76.35 (p = 0.001) 0.96 0.91 0.94 0.96 0.91 0.076

TA B L E  5  Descriptive statistics and internal consistency of the CCES subscales for females, males, and a 
subsample of one member from each coparenting dyad.

Female Male Independent subsample

M (SD) α M (SD) α M (SD) α

Support/cooperation 3.85 (0.98) 0.91 4.40 (0.73) 0.85 3.89 (1.00) 0.91

Undermining 1.03 (0.56) 0.79 1.15 (0.54) 0.83 1.09 (0.59) 0.82
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When examining convergent validity at the subscale level, the CCES support/cooperation 
subscale was positively correlated with CRS agreement, closeness, support, endorsing, and di-
vision of labor, and positive coparenting subscale. The effect size of these correlations was mod-
erate to strong. The CCES support/cooperation subscale was also negatively correlated with 
CRS undermining, exposure to conflict, and negative coparenting subscales. As expected, the 
CCES undermining subscale was strongly correlated with CRS undermining, and moderately 
correlated with CRS exposure to conflict. Additionally, the CCES undermining subscale was 
negatively correlated with CRS agreement, closeness, support, endorsing, division of labor, 
and positive coparenting subscales, with effect sizes ranging from moderate to large.

Interparental Communication
Moderate correlations were expected between the CCSE subscales and CPQ- SF subscales, as 
interparental communication plays a central role in the coparenting relationship. Spearman's 
rho analyses revealed good concurrent validity as both CCES subscales were significantly 
associated with communication patterns. Specifically, the CCES support/cooperation co-
parenting subscale was negatively correlated with CPQ- SF demand/withdraw and criticize/
defend communication styles, and positively correlated with positive interactions. The CCES 
undermining subscale was positively correlated with CPQ- SF demand/withdraw and criticize/

TA B L E  6  Spearman's rho coefficients (ρ) for correlations between the CCES support/cooperation and CCES 
undermining subscales and the CRS, CPQ- SF, PSS, and PRQC for females, males, and an independent subsample 
of one member from each coparenting dyad.

CCES support/cooperation CCES undermining

Female Male
Independent 
subsample Female Male

Independent 
subsample

CRS: Totala 0.76*** 0.70*** 0.76*** −0.37*** −0.49*** −0.36***

Positive 0.82*** 0.84*** 0.82*** −0.48*** −0.54*** −0.50***

Negative −0.54*** −0.60*** −0.54*** 0.52*** 0.68*** 0.59***

Agreement 0.59*** 0.73*** 0.61*** −0.52*** −0.57*** −0.49***

Closeness 0.58*** 0.71*** 0.63*** −0.39*** −0.47*** −0.44***

Supportive 0.82*** 0.84*** 0.81*** −0.48*** −0.63*** −0.54***

Endorsing other's 
parenting

0.79*** 0.43*** 0.73*** −0.38*** −0.24 −0.30***

Undermining −0.59*** −0.60*** −0.56*** 0.59*** 0.77*** 0.63***

Division of labor 0.53*** 0.57*** 0.53*** −0.28*** −0.61*** −0.24***

Exposure to conflict −0.24*** −0.42*** −0.22*** 0.27*** 0.36* 0.26***

CPQ- SFb

Demand/withdraw −0.60*** −0.61*** −0.60*** 0.42*** 0.39*** 0.42***

Criticize/defend −0.42*** −0.51*** −0.41*** 0.55*** 0.49*** 0.53***

Positive interactions 0.64*** 0.81*** 0.66*** −0.39*** −0.51*** −0.43***

PSS Totalc −0.18* −0.38*** −0.23*** 0.25*** 0.55*** 0.27***

PRQC Totald 0.47*** 0.70*** 0.48*** −0.29*** −0.59*** −0.39***

anFemales = 187, nMales = 50, nIndependent subsample = 213.
bnFemales = 187, nMales = 50, nIndependent subsample = 209.
cnFemales = 187, nMales = 49, nIndependent subsamplee = 221.
dnFemales = 161, nMales = 42, nIndependent subscample = 173.

*p < 0.05. ***p < 0.001.



    | 2595AMBROSI et al.

defend communication styles, and negatively correlated with CPQ- SF positive interactions. 
All correlations were moderate to large in strength.

Parental stress
Small to moderate correlations were expected between the CCES subscales and PSS, as re-
search indicates the coparenting relationship influences parents' experience of childrearing 
stress (Feinberg & Sakuma, 2011). Spearman's rho analyses revealed small to moderate negative 
correlations between CCES support/cooperation subscale and the PSS. Furthermore, females 
reported a small positive correlation between CCES undermining subscale and PSS, whereas 
males reported a strong positive correlation. A Fisher's z test for equality of correlation was 
conducted to assess whether correlations between CCES undermining and PSS differed across 
males and females. The results indicated the correlation magnitudes were significantly differ-
ent (z = 2.30, p = 0.011).

Romantic relationship quality
To demonstrate concurrent validity, small to moderate correlations were expected between 
CCES subscales and the PRQC, as the coparenting relationship is related yet distinct from the 
romantic relationship (e.g., Maršanić & Kušmić,  2013). Spearman's Rho analyses showed a 
moderate to strong positive correlation between overall romantic relationship quality (PRQC 
total) and the CCES support/cooperation subscale and a negative correlation with the CCES 
undermining subscale. A Fisher's z test for equality of correlation indicated the magnitude of 
these associations differed significantly between males and females (CCES support/PRQC: 
z = 1.936, p = 0.026; CCES undermining/PRQC: z = 2.145, p = 0.016).

DISCUSSION

This study outlined the development, factor structure, reliability, and validity of the CCES, 
a new measure designed to assess coparenting children's emotions. The CCES was devel-
oped in response to gaps in coparenting and emotion socialization literature, and the need 
for a targeted, emotion- focused coparenting measure. The CCES specifically assesses how 
supportive, cooperative, and undermining coparents are when working together to respond 
to their children's emotions. Overall, the results indicate that CCES is a psychometrically 
sound measure of coparenting children's emotion as it demonstrated good internal consist-
ency and validity.

The CCES captures the supportiveness/cooperation and undermining that occurs between 
coparents when responding to their children's emotions. According to the coparenting litera-
ture, parents' supportive and undermining efforts provide substantial insight into the nature 
and functioning of coparenting relationships (e.g., Belsky et al., 1996; Mangelsdorf et al., 2011). 
The CCES support/cooperation subscale reflects a well- established construct within the co-
parenting literature, which describes how coparents value and respect each other's parent-
ing, and work collaboratively and cooperatively together (e.g., Feinberg,  2003; Margolin 
et al., 2001; McHale, 1995; Van Egeren & Hawkins, 2004). The CCES undermining subscale 
reflects the extent to which one or both coparents belittle, criticize, and disparage each other 
(Belsky et  al.,  1996; Feinberg,  2003; Van Egeren & Hawkins,  2004). These CCES subscales 
allow researchers to assess two influential coparenting dynamics within the context of emotion 
socialization. For example, coparenting interventions (e.g., Family Foundations; Feinberg & 
Kan, 2008) typically focus on addressing supportive and undermining coparenting as these 
dynamics have profound impact on parenting (Bonds & Gondoli, 2007; Margolin et al., 2001; 
Morrill et  al.,  2010) and child outcomes (e.g., internalizing and externalizing difficulties, 
physical health; Teubert & Pinquart, 2010, Zemp et al., 2020). The support/cooperation and 
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undermining dimensions of coparenting are prominently and consistently examined through-
out the literature (e.g., Belsky et al., 1996; Feinberg, 2003; Margolin et al., 2001; McHale, 1995; 
McHale et al., 2019; McHale & Irace, 2011).

The CCES subscales demonstrated good internal consistency, convergent validity, and 
concurrent validity. As expected, the CCES support/cooperation and undermining subscales 
correlated with theoretically related constructs (i.e., global coparenting relationship quality, 
interparental communication, stress, intimate/romantic relationship quality). The moderate 
to strong correlations between the CCES subscales and the CRS total and subscales indicate 
good convergent validity as the measures assess similar, yet distinct, aspects of the coparenting 
relationship. It is important that the CCES, a domain- specific measure, provides additional 
information about coparenting in the context of emotion socialization compared a global mea-
sure of coparenting relationship quality. Future research should examine whether the CCES 
uniquely predicts parent emotion socialization practices above and beyond the CRS.

To date, extant research has not specifically examined how coparenting children's emotions 
relates to interparental communication patterns, parenting stress, or relationship quality; 
therefore, findings from previous research on global coparenting support and undermining 
informed expectations for concurrent validity of the CCES subscales. Current findings in-
dicate that the CCES subscales were moderately to strongly correlated with interparental 
communication patterns, which is consistent with coparenting literature (e.g., Shimkowski & 
Schrodt, 2012). For example, research by Zemp et al. (2020) found a moderate correlation be-
tween coparenting and constructive interparental conflict. The correlations between CCES 
subscales and interparental communication patterns subscales are also consistent with pre-
vious research on the CRS, which showed strong correlations between the CRS total score 
and ineffective arguing and couple conflict (Feinberg et  al.,  2012). Furthermore, the small 
to moderate correlations between CCES subscales and parental stress are consistent with 
previous research, which demonstrated small to moderate correlations between supportive 
and undermining coparenting and parental stress in mothers and fathers (e.g., Solmeyer & 
Feinberg, 2011).

The moderate correlations between CCES and PRQC align with theory and empirical re-
search that suggest the coparenting relationship and intimate/romantic relationship are related 
yet distinct subsystems (Maršanić & Kušmić, 2013). Previous research showed coparenting re-
lationship quality (as measured by the CRS) was strongly correlated with couple love (i.e., the 
extent to which their relationship is loving, giving, committed, intimate, and cohesive; Feinberg 
et al., 2012). Similarly, in a sample of parents of children aged 3 years old, Le et al. (2016) found 
strong negative correlations between romantic relationship quality and CRS undermining, 
and strong positive correlations between romantic relationship quality and CRS support.

All correlations for males, females, and the independent subsample were in the expected 
direction; however, males, compared to females, reported stronger correlations between both 
CCES subscales and romantic relationship quality, and CCES undermining and parental stress. 
Previous research indicates that females and males report differences in their perceptions of 
the coparenting relationship (Feinberg et  al.,  2012), as such, these results are unsurprising. 
The father vulnerability hypothesis offers a potential explanation for the gender differences 
between male and female caregivers (Belsky et al., 1984; Cummings et al., 2004). Researchers 
posit male caregivers experience increased vulnerability because social conventions regarding 
the parenting roles of father are less distinct and scripted compared to the roles of mothers 
(Cummings et al., 2004; Davies et al., 2009; Parke, 2002). As a result, fathers typically have 
less distinct boundaries between their relationships and are less able to compartmentalize be-
tween the romantic relationship and coparenting relationship, which can result in spill- over 
effects (i.e., negative and/or positive affect transferring between family subsystems; Katz & 
Gottman, 1996; Pedro et al., 2012). In comparison, mothers may be better at establishing emo-
tional boundaries between their family subsystems (e.g., romantic relationship, coparenting 
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relationship; Belsky et al., 1991). Furthermore, fathers may be more susceptible to parenting 
stress in the face of coparent undermining (Parke, 2002; Peltz et al., 2018). Research suggests 
that fathers' perceptions of their parenting ability is influenced by mothers' attitudes about 
paternal competence and involvement, whereas mothers do not seem as effected by their co-
parents' opinions (Van Egeren & Hawkins, 2004). It is also possible that undermining in the 
coparenting relationship and fathers' stress are compounded by maternal gatekeeping, a co-
parenting process in which female caregivers may hinder or control male caregivers' involve-
ment with their children (Stevenson et al., 2014). Although the father vulnerability hypothesis 
offers a potential explanation, empirical findings are mixed, with evidence both supporting 
(e.g., Davies et al., 2009; Stevenson et al., 2014) and refuting (e.g., Ponnet et al., 2013) the theory. 
Despite gender differences, the direction and magnitude of correlations between CCSE sub-
scales and romantic relationship quality and CCES undermining and parental stress provide 
evidence of good concurrent validity.

Limitations and future directions

The current study has several limitations. Firstly, the study was reliant on self- report meas-
ures, which are inherently subjective. To improve confidence in the criterion validity of the 
CCES, participants' scores could be compared against observational measures of coparent-
ing (e.g., McHale et al., 2001). For example, future research could explore how self- reports of 
coparenting children's emotions relate to observations of coparenting dynamics when chil-
dren engage in tasks that elicit emotion (e.g., frustration during a complex puzzle box task; 
Eisenberg et al., 1997). Secondly, correlational analyses using the CPQ- SF demand/withdraw 
subscale should be interpreted with caution as the subscale showed low internal consistency 
in the female subsample and independent subsample. Additionally, the characteristics of the 
sample may limit generalisability. Despite efforts to be inclusive of all family structures, the 
sample was predominantly female and composed of married/de- facto, co- habiting coparents. 
Furthermore, most participants were raising one to two children who, on average, were pri-
mary school aged. Given this, it is unclear whether the CCES would display similar validity 
and reliability when used with diverse coparent dyads (e.g., coparents who are divorced/sepa-
rated or family members) and parents of toddlers and adolescents. It is also important to test 
the CCES with coparents in high conflict relationships to determine whether the same factor 
structure and psychometric properties are demonstrated in different samples. Predictive valid-
ity is another psychometric property that still needs to be established. Future research with the 
CCES could examine predictive validity by using measures of child internalizing and external-
izing difficulties (e.g., Child Behavior Checklist—Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001; Strengths and 
Difficulties Questionnaire—Goodman,  2001). Additionally, further research may continue 
refining the CCES. New items that focus on the survey respondent's behaviors towards their 
coparent could be trailed (e.g., “when the other parent is overwhelmed by our child's emotions, 
I provide the extra support he/she needs”). Furthermore, “your child's other parent” may be 
used in items instead of “the other parent”.

In future research, the CCES can be used in conjunction with measures of emotion social-
ization practices to further assess construct validity and provide insight into the complexity 
of family emotional socialization. For example, researchers may examine whether undermin-
ing in coparenting children's emotion is positively correlated with emotion unavailability and 
emotion disapproving practices (e.g., criticizing children's emotions), and whether support/
cooperation in emotion coparenting is positive correlated with emotional sensitivity and emo-
tion coaching (e.g., noticing and validating children's emotions). Gaining more information 
about the role of coparenting children's emotions will assist researchers and practitioners to 
develop and refine emotion- focused parenting interventions. Additionally, researchers and 
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practitioners who assess emotion- focused parenting programs may choose to use the CCES 
instead of the CRS as it is a specific measure of how parents are working together when using 
emotion socialization practices.

Implications and conclusion

This study outlined the development and psychometric assessment of a new measure of co-
parenting children's emotions. The CCES fills a gap in coparenting and emotion socializa-
tion literature, by providing a domain- specific measure to assess how supportive, cooperative, 
and undermining coparents are when working together to respond to their children's emotion. 
Overall, the CCES demonstrated good internal consistency and validity within the current 
sample, which provides preliminary support for the measure. Future research could assess the 
psychometric properties of the measure in diverse samples.

The CCES provides researchers and practitioners with a targeted tool that can help ex-
pand emotion socialization and coparenting research and develop and evaluate emotion- 
focused parenting programs. Given the interdependency within family systems, a greater 
understanding of coparenting children's emotions will provide insights into the emotion 
socialization processes that occur within the family unit. For example, the CCES can be 
used to examine coparenting in an emotional context, such as how coparenting children's 
emotions contributes to emotion socialization by influencing parent emotion socialization 
practices and children's emotional competence. The CCES can also be used to evaluate 
coparenting children's emotions as an outcome or moderator in emotion- focused parent-
ing programs. By understanding the moderating effects of supportiveness/cooperation and 
undermining in coparenting children's emotions, researchers and practitioners can develop 
and refine emotion- focused parenting programs and make recommendations about which 
families will benefit most from attending. It is hoped that researchers and practitioners will 
use the CCES to explore the ways parents work together in responding to their children's 
emotions.

ORCI D
Phillip S. Kavanagh   https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1090-4188 
Subhadra Evans   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1898-0030 
Sophie S. Havighurst   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7931-1025 

R E F ER E NC E S
Abbass- Dick, J., Stern, S. B., Nelson, L. E., Watson, W., & Dennis, C. L. (2015). Coparenting breastfeeding support 

and exclusive breastfeeding: A randomized controlled trial. Pediatrics, 135(1), 102–110. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1542/ 
peds. 2014-  1416

Abidin, R. R., & Brunner, J. F. (1995). Development of a parenting alliance inventory. Journal of Clinical Child 
Psychology, 24(1), 31–40. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1207/ s1537 4424j ccp24 01_ 4

Achenbach, T. M., & Rescorla, L. A. (2001). Manual for the ASEBA school- age forms and profiles. University of 
Vermont Research Center for Children, Youth, & Families.

Ahrons, C. R. (1981). The continuing coparental relationship between divorced spouses. American Journal of 
Orthopsychiatry, 51(3), 415–428. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1939-  0025. 1981. tb013 90. x

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2018). Census of population and housing: Understanding the census and census data, 
Australia 2016. https:// www. abs. gov. au/ ausst ats/ abs@. nsf/ lookup/ 2900. 0main + featu res12016

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2021). Education and work, Australia: Survey data over time on current or recent 
study, educational attainment, and employment. https:// www. abs. gov. au/ stati stics/  people/ educa tion/ educa tion-  
and-  work-  austr alia/ lates t-  release

Belsky, J., Gilstrap, B., & Rovine, M. (1984). The Pennsylvania Infant and Family Development Project, I: Stability 
and change in mother- infant and father- infant interaction in a family setting at one, three, and nine months. 
Child Development, 55(3), 692–705. https:// www. jstor. org/ stable/ 1130122

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1090-4188
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1090-4188
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1898-0030
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1898-0030
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7931-1025
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7931-1025
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-1416
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-1416
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp2401_4
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-0025.1981.tb01390.x
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/lookup/2900.0main+features12016
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/education/education-and-work-australia/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/education/education-and-work-australia/latest-release
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1130122


    | 2599AMBROSI et al.

Belsky, J., Putnam, S., & Crnic, K. (1996). Coparenting, parenting, and early emotional development. New Directions 
for Child and Adolescent Development, 74, 45–55. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ cd. 23219 967405

Belsky, J., Youngblade, L., Rovine, M., & Volling, B. (1991). Patterns of marital change and parent- child interaction. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 53, 487–498. https:// www. jstor. org/ stable/ 352914

Berry, J. O., & Jones, W. H. (1995). The parental stress scale: Initial psychometric evidence. Journal of Social and 
Personal Relationships, 12(3), 463–472. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 02654 07595 123009

Bode, A., & Kushnick, G. (2021). Proximate and ultimate perspectives on romantic love. Frontiers in Psychology: 
Evolutionary Psychology, 12, 573123. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2021. 573123

Bonds, D. D., & Gondoli, D. M. (2007). Examining the process by which marital adjustment affects maternal 
warmth: The role of coparenting support as a mediator. Journal of Family Psychology, 21(2), 288–296. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0893-  3200. 21.2. 288

Campbell, L., & Fletcher, G. J. O. (2015). Romantic relationships, ideal standards, and mate selection. Current 
Opinion in Psychology, 1, 97–100. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. copsyc. 2015. 01. 007

Carvalho, T. R. D., Barham, E. J., Souza, C. D. D., Böing, E., Crepaldi, M. A., & Vieira, M. L. (2018). Cross- cultural 
adaptation of an instrument to assess coparenting: Coparenting Relationship Scale. Psico- USF, 23(2), 215–227. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1590/ 1413-  82712 01823 0203

Cassano, M., Perry- Parrish, C., & Zeman, J. (2007). Influence of gender on parental socialization of children's sad-
ness regulation. Social Development, 16(2), 210–231. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1467-  9507. 2007. 00381. x

Christensen, A., & Sullaway, M. (1984). Communications patterns questionnaire. Unpublished questionnaire. 
University of California.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Cordova, A. R. (2000). Teamwork and the transition to parenthood (Publication No. 9985497) [Doctoral dissertation, 

University of Denver]. ProQuest Dissertations.
Cowan, P. A., & Cowan, C. P. (2005). Five- domain models: Putting it all together. In P. A. Cowan, C. P. Cowan, J. C. 

Ablow, V. K. Johnson, & J. R. Measelle (Eds.), Monographs in parenting series: The family context of parenting 
in children's adaptation to elementary school (pp. 315–333). Erlbaum.

Cummings, E. M., Goeke- Morey, M. C., & Raymond, J. (2004). Marital quality and conflict are related to children's 
functioning and adjustment. In M. E. Lamb (Ed.), The role of the father in child development (pp. 196–221). John 
Wiley & Sons Inc.

Dardas, L. A., & Ahmad, M. M. (2014). Psychometric properties of the parenting stress index with parents of chil-
dren with autistic disorder. Journal of Intellectual Disability Research, 58(6), 560–571. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ jir. 
12053 

Davies, P. T., & Cummings, E. M. (1994). Marital conflict and child adjustment: An emotional security hypothesis. 
Psychological Bulletin, 116(3), 387–411. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0033-  2909. 116.3. 387

Davies, P. T., Sturge- Apple, M. L., Woitach, M. J., & Cummings, E. M. (2009). A process analysis of the transmission 
of distress from interparental conflict to parenting: Adult relationship security as an explanatory mechanism. 
Developmental Psychology, 45(6), 1761–1773. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ a0016426

Denham, S. A. (2019). Emotional competence during childhood and adolescence. In V. LoBue, K. Pérez- Edgar, & K. 
Buss (Eds.), Handbook of emotional development (pp. 493–541). Springer.

Douglas, S., Darlington, G., Davison, K., Beaton, J., & Haines, J. (2024). Food parenting and children's eat-
ing behaviour: Exploring the role of coparenting. Appetite, 198, 107367. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. appet. 2024. 
107367

Eira Nunes, C. E., de Roten, Y., El Ghaziri, N., Favez, N., & Darwiche, J. (2021). Coparenting programs: A system-
atic review and meta- analysis. Family Relations, 70(3), 759–776. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ fare. 12438 

Eisenberg, N. (2020). Findings, issues, and new directions for research on emotion socialization. Developmental 
Psychology, 56(3), 664–670. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ dev00 00906 

Eisenberg, N., Guthrie, I. K., Fabes, R. A., Reiser, M., Murphy, B. C., Holgren, R., Maszk, P., & Losoya, S. (1997). 
The relations of regulation and emotionality to resiliency and competent social functioning in elementary 
school children. Child Development, 68, 295–311. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2307/ 1131851

Engle, J. M., & McElwain, N. L. (2010). Parental reactions to toddlers' negative emotions and child negative emo-
tionality as correlates of problem behavior at the age of three. Social Development, 20, 251–271. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1111/j. 1467-  9507. 2010. 00583. x

Favez, N., Tissot, H., Golay, P., Max, A., Feinberg, M. E., & Bader, M. (2021). French adaptation of the Coparenting 
Relationship Scale. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 37, 433–439. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1027/ 1015-  
5759/ a000633

Feinberg, M. E. (2003). The internal structure and ecological context of coparenting: A framework for research 
and intervention. Parenting: Science and Practice, 3(2), 95–131. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1207/ S1532 7922P AR0302_ 
01

Feinberg, M. E., Brown, L. D., & Kan, M. L. (2012). A multi- domain self- report measure of coparenting. Parenting, 
12(1), 1–21. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 15295 192. 2012. 638870

https://doi.org/10.1002/cd.23219967405
https://www.jstor.org/stable/352914
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407595123009
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.573123
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.2.288
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.2.288
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1590/1413-82712018230203
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00381.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jir.12053
https://doi.org/10.1111/jir.12053
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.3.387
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016426
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2024.107367
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2024.107367
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12438
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000906
https://doi.org/10.2307/1131851
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2010.00583.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2010.00583.x
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000633
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000633
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327922PAR0302_01
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327922PAR0302_01
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2012.638870


2600 |   FAMILY PROCESS

Feinberg, M. E., & Kan, M. L. (2008). Establishing Family Foundations: Intervention effects on coparenting, parent/
infant well- being, and parent- child relations. Journal of Family Psychology, 22(2), 253–263. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1037/ 0893-  3200. 22.2. 253

Feinberg, M. E., & Sakuma, K. L. (2011). Coparenting interventions for expecting parents. In J. P. McHale & K. M. 
Lindahl (Eds.), Coparenting: A conceptual and clinical examination of family systems (pp. 171–190). American 
Psychological Association. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 12328 -  008

Field, A. (2013). Discovering statistics using SPSS. Sage Publications.
Fletcher, G. J., Simpson, J. A., & Thomas, G. (2000). The measurement of perceived relationship quality compo-

nents: A confirmatory factor analytic approach. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(3), 340–354. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 01461 67200 265007

Frank, S. J., Jacobson, S., & Avery, C. (1988). The Family Experiences Questionnaire. Unpublished manuscript, 
Michigan State University.

Futris, T. G., Campbell, K., Nielsen, R. B., & Burwell, S. R. (2010). The communication patterns questionnaire- short 
form: A review and assessment. The Family Journal, 18(3), 275–287. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10664 80710 370758

Giannotti, M., Mazzoni, N., Bentenuto, A., Venuti, P., & de Falco, S. (2021). Family adjustment to COVID- 19 
lockdown in Italy: Parental stress, coparenting, and child externalizing behavior. Family Process, 61(2), 
745–763. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ famp. 12686 

Goodman, R. (2001). Psychometric properties of the strengths and difficulties questionnaire. Journal of the 
American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 40(11), 1337–1345. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ 00004 583-  
20011 1000-  00015 

Gottman, J. M., Katz, L. F., & Hooven, C. (1996). Parental meta- emotion philosophy and the emotional life of fam-
ilies: Theoretical models and preliminary data. Journal of Family Psychology, 10(3), 243–268. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1037/ 0893-  3200. 10.3. 243

Havighurst, S. S., Radovini, A., Hao, B., & Kehoe, C. E. (2020). Emotion- focused parenting interventions for pre-
vention and treatment of child and adolescent mental health problems: A review of recent literature. Current 
Opinion in Psychiatry, 33(6), 586–601. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ YCO. 00000 00000 000647

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional cri-
teria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1–55. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1080/ 10705 51990 9540118

Jansen, E., Smith, K., Thapaliya, G., Sadler, J., Aghababian, A., & Carnell, S. (2022). Associations of mothers' and 
fathers' structure- related food parenting practices and child food approach eating behaviors during the COVID 
pandemic. Physiology & Behavior, 252, 113837. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. physb eh. 2022. 113837

Jones, D. E., Greenberg, M., & Crowley, M. (2015). Early social- emotional functioning and public health: The re-
lationship between kindergarten social competence and future wellness. American Journal of Public Health, 
105(11), 2283–2290. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2105/ AJPH. 2015. 302630

Kaiser, H. F. (1974). An index of factorial simplicity. Psychometrika, 39(1), 31–36. http:// cda. psych. uiuc. edu/ psych 
ometr ika_ highly_ cited_ artic les/ kaiser_ 1974. pdf

Katz, L. F., & Gottman, J. M. (1996). Spillover effects of marital conflict: In search of parenting and coparenting 
mechanisms. New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development, 74, 57–76. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ cd. 23219 
967406

Lamela, D., Morais, A., & Jongenelen, I. (2018). Psychometric validation of the Coparenting Relationship Scale 
in Portuguese mothers/Validacao psicometrica da Escala da Relacao Coparental em maes portuguesas. 
Avances en Psicología Latinoamericana, 36(3), 585–601. https:// doi. org/ 10. 12804/  revis tas. urosa rio. edu. co/ 
apl/a. 5564

Le, Y., McDaniel, B. T., Leavitt, C. E., & Feinberg, M. E. (2016). Longitudinal associations between relation-
ship quality and coparenting across the transition to parenthood: A dyadic perspective. Journal of Family 
Psychology, 30(8), 918–926. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ fam00 00217 

Lee, J. K., Feinberg, M. E., & Wells, M. B. (2020). The Swedish Brief Coparenting Relationship Scale: Psychometrics 
and concurrent validity among primiparous and multiparous fathers. Family Relations, 70(3), 823–839. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1111/ fare. 12503 

Mangelsdorf, S. C., Laxman, D. J., & Jessee, A. (2011). Coparenting in two- parent nuclear families. In J. P. McHale 
& L. M. Lindahl (Eds.), Coparenting: A conceptual and clinical examination of family systems (pp. 39–59). 
American Psychological Association.

Margolin, G. (1992). Co- Parenting Questionnaire. Unpublished manuscript, University of Southern California.
Margolin, G., Gordis, E. B., & John, R. S. (2001). Coparenting: A link between marital conflict and parenting in two- 

parent families. Journal of Family Psychology, 15(1), 3–21. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0893-  3200. 15.1. 3
Maršanić, V. B., & Kušmić, E. (2013). Coparenting within the family system: Review of literature. Collegium 

Antropologicum, 37(4), 1379–1384. https:// hrcak. srce. hr/ 118419
McDaniel, B. T., Teti, D. M., & Feinberg, M. E. (2017). Assessing coparenting relationships in daily life: The daily 

coparenting scale (D- Cop). Journal of Child and Family Studies, 26(9), 2396–2411. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s1082 
6-  017-  0762-  0

https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.22.2.253
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.22.2.253
https://doi.org/10.1037/12328-008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200265007
https://doi.org/10.1177/1066480710370758
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12686
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-200111000-00015
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-200111000-00015
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.10.3.243
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.10.3.243
https://doi.org/10.1097/YCO.0000000000000647
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2022.113837
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302630
http://cda.psych.uiuc.edu/psychometrika_highly_cited_articles/kaiser_1974.pdf
http://cda.psych.uiuc.edu/psychometrika_highly_cited_articles/kaiser_1974.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/cd.23219967406
https://doi.org/10.1002/cd.23219967406
https://doi.org/10.12804/revistas.urosario.edu.co/apl/a.5564
https://doi.org/10.12804/revistas.urosario.edu.co/apl/a.5564
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000217
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12503
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12503
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.15.1.3
https://hrcak.srce.hr/118419
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0762-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0762-0


    | 2601AMBROSI et al.

McElwain, N. L., Halberstadt, A. G., & Volling, B. L. (2007). Mother- and father- reported reactions to children's 
negative emotions: Relations to young children's emotional understanding and friendship quality. Child 
Development, 78(5), 1407–1425. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1467-  8624. 2007. 01074. x

McHale, J., Kuersten- Hogan, R., & Lauretti, A. (2001). Evaluating co- parenting and family- level dynamics during 
infancy and early childhood: The co- parenting and family rating scale. In P. K. King & K. M. Lindahl (Eds.), 
Family observational coding systems. Resources for systemic research (pp. 151–170). Erlbaum.

McHale, J., & Sullivan, M. (2008). Family systems. In M. Hersen & A. M. Gross (Eds.), Handbook of clinical psychol-
ogy (2nd ed., pp. 192–226). Wiley.

McHale, J. P. (1995). Coparenting and triadic interactions during infancy: The roles of marital distress and child 
gender. Developmental Psychology, 31(6), 985–996. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0012-  1649. 31.6. 985

McHale, J. P. (1997). Overt and covert coparenting processes in the family. Family Process, 36, 183–201. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1111/j. 1545-  5300. 1997. 00183. x

McHale, J. P., & Irace, K. (2011). Coparenting in diverse family systems. In J. P. McHale & K. M. Lindahl (Eds.), 
Coparenting: A conceptual and clinical examination of family systems (pp. 15–37). American Psychological 
Association. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 12328 -  001

McHale, J. P., Negrini, L., & Sirotkin, Y. (2019). Coparenting. In B. H. Fiese, M. Celano, K. Deater- Deckard, E. N. 
Jouriles, & M. A. Whisman (Eds.), APA handbook of contemporary family psychology: Foundations, methods, 
and contemporary issues across the lifespan (pp. 483–502). American Psychological Association. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1037/ 00000 99-  027

Minuchin, S. (1974). Families and family therapy. Harvard University Press.
Molla Cusi, L., Günther- Bel, C., Vilaregut Puigdesens, A., Camprecios Orriols, M., & Matali Costa, J. L. (2020). 

Instruments for the assessment of coparenting: A systematic review. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 29, 
2487–2506. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s1082 6-  020-  01769 -  3

Morrill, M. I., Hines, D. A., Mahmood, S., & Cordova, J. V. (2010). Pathways between marriage and parenting for 
wives and husbands: The role of coparenting. Family Process, 49(1), 59–73. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1545-  5300. 
2010. 01308. x

Morris, A. S., Silk, J. S., Steinberg, L., Myers, S. S., & Robinson, L. R. (2007). The role of the family context in the 
development of emotion regulation. Social Development, 16(2), 361–388. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ cdep. 12238 

Nelson, J. A., O'Brien, M., Blankson, A. N., Calkins, S. D., & Keane, S. P. (2009). Family stress and parental re-
sponses to children's negative emotions: Tests of the spillover, crossover, and compensatory hypotheses. Journal 
of Family Psychology, 23(5), 671–679. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ a0015977

Parent, J., McKee, L. G., Anton, M., Gonzalez, M., Jones, D. J., & Forehand, R. (2016). Mindfulness in parenting 
and coparenting. Mindfulness, 7(2), 504–513. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s1267 1-  015-  0485-  5

Parke, R. D. (2002). Fathers and families. In M. H. Bornstein (Ed.), Handbook of parenting: Being and becoming a 
parent (pp. 27–73). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Pedro, M. F., Ribeiro, T., & Shelton, K. H. (2012). Marital satisfaction and partners' parenting practices: The 
mediating role of coparenting behavior. Journal of Family Psychology, 26(4), 509–522. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1037/ a0029121

Peltz, J. S., Rogge, R. D., & Sturge- Apple, M. L. (2018). Transactions within the family: Coparenting mediates 
associations between parents' relationship satisfaction and the parent–child relationship. Journal of Family 
Psychology, 32(5), 553–564. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ fam00 00413 

Pinto, T. M., Figueiredo, B., & Feinberg, M. E. (2019). The coparenting relationship scale—Father's prenatal version. 
Journal of Adult Development, 26(3), 201–208. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s1080 4-  018-  9308-  y

Ponnet, K., Mortelmans, D., Wouters, E., Van Leeuwen, K., Bastaits, K., & Pasteels, I. (2013). Parenting stress and 
marital relationship as determinants of mothers' and fathers' parenting. Personal Relationships, 20(2), 259–276. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1475-  6811. 2012. 01404. x

Pruett, M. K., Pruett, K. D., Cowan, C. P., & Cowan, P. A. (2017). Enhancing paternal engagement in a coparenting 
paradigm. Child Development Perspectives, 11(4), 245–250. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ cdep. 12239 

Riina, E. M., & Feinberg, M. E. (2018). The trajectory of coparenting relationship quality across early adolescence: 
Family, community, and parent gender influences. Journal of Family Psychology, 32(5), 599–609. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1037/ fam00 00426 

Sherrard, A., & Tan, C. C. (2022). Feeding coparenting: Associations with coercive control, structure- based, and 
autonomy- promoting food parenting. Appetite, 170, 105879. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. appet. 2021. 105879

Shimkowski, J. R., & Schrodt, P. (2012). Coparental communication as a mediator of interparental conflict and 
young adult children's mental well- being. Communication Monographs, 79(1), 48–71. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 
03637 751. 2011. 646492

Solmeyer, A. R., & Feinberg, M. E. (2011). Mother and father adjustment during early parenthood: The roles of 
infant temperament and coparenting relationship quality. Infant Behavior and Development, 34(4), 504–514. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. infbeh. 2011. 07. 006

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.6.985
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.1997.00183.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.1997.00183.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/12328-001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0000099-027
https://doi.org/10.1037/0000099-027
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-020-01769-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.2010.01308.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.2010.01308.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12238
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015977
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-015-0485-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029121
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029121
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000413
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10804-018-9308-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2012.01404.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12239
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000426
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000426
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2021.105879
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2011.646492
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2011.646492
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2011.07.006


2602 |   FAMILY PROCESS

Stevenson, M. M., Fabricius, W. V., Cookston, J. T., Parke, R. D., Coltrane, S., Braver, S. L., & Saenz, D. S. (2014). 
Marital problems, maternal gatekeeping attitudes, and father–child relationships in adolescence. Developmental 
Psychology, 50(4), 1208–1218. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ a0035327

Stright, A. D., & Bales, S. S. (2003). Coparenting quality: Contributions of child and parent characteristics. Family 
Relations, 52(3), 232–240. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1741-  3729. 2003. 00232. x

Sturge- Apple, M. L., Davies, P. T., & Cummings, E. M. (2006). Impact of hostility and withdrawal in interparental 
conflict on parental emotional unavailability and children's adjustment difficulties. Child Development, 77(6), 
1623–1641. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1467-  8624. 2006. 00963. x

Tan, C. C., Lumeng, J. C., & Miller, A. L. (2019). Development and preliminary validation of a feeding coparenting 
scale (FCS). Appetite, 139, 152–158. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. appet. 2019. 04. 020

Teubert, D., & Pinquart, M. (2010). The association between coparenting and child adjustment: A meta- analysis. 
Parenting: Science and Practice, 10(4), 286–307. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 15295 192. 2010. 492040

Teubert, D., & Pinquart, M. (2011). The Coparenting Inventory for Parents and Adolescents (CI- PA): Reliability 
and validity. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 27(3), 206–215. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1027/ 1015-  5759/ 
a000068

Van Egeren, L. A., & Hawkins, D. P. (2004). Coming to terms with coparenting: Implications of definition and mea-
surement. Journal of Adult Development, 11(3), 165–178.

West, S. G., Taylor, A. B., & Wu, W. (2012). Model fit and model selection in structural equation modeling. In R. H. 
Hoyle (Ed.), Handbook of structural equation modeling (pp. 209–231). The Guilford Press.

Wong, M. S., McElwain, N. L., & Halberstadt, A. G. (2009). Parent, family, and child characteristics: Associations 
with mother- and father- reported emotion socialization practices. Journal of Family Psychology, 23(4), 452–463. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ a0015552

Yárnoz- Yaben, S. (2010). Cuestionario de Apoyo Recibido de la Ex pareja (CARE): un instrumento breve para eval-
uar la coparentalidad post divorcio. Revista de Psicopatología y Psicología Clínical, 15(2), 133–142.

Zaman, W., & Fivush, R. (2013). Gender differences in elaborative parent–child emotion and play narratives. Sex 
Roles, 68(9), 591–604. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s1119 9-  013-  0270-  7

Zelman, J. J., & Ferro, M. A. (2018). The parental stress scale: Psychometric properties in families of children with 
chronic health conditions. Family Relations, 67(2), 240–252.

Zemp, M., Jockers, M., & Mata, J. (2020). The role of constructiveness in interparental conflict for mothers' percep-
tion of children's health. Family Relations, 69(4), 683–697. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ fare. 12449 

Zemp, M., Johnson, M. D., & Bodenmann, G. (2018). Within- family processes: Interparental and coparenting con-
flict and child adjustment. Journal of Family Psychology, 32(3), 299–309. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ fam00 00368 

SU PPORT I NG I N FOR M AT ION
Additional supporting information can be found online in the Supporting Information section 
at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Ambrosi, C. C., Kavanagh, P. S., Evans, S., & Havighurst, S. S. 
(2024). Development and psychometric evaluation of a new domain- specific coparenting 
measure: Coparenting Children's Emotion Scale. Family Process, 63(4), 2581–2602. https://
doi.org/10.1111/famp.13031

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035327
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2003.00232.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00963.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2019.04.020
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2010.492040
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000068
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000068
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015552
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-013-0270-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12449
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000368
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.13031
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.13031

	Development and psychometric evaluation of a new domain-specific coparenting measure: Coparenting Children's Emotion Scale
	Abstract
	The history of conceptualising and measuring coparenting
	A domain-specific measure: Coparenting children's emotion
	Modifying the coparent relationship scale
	The current study
	METHOD
	Scale development
	Participants and procedure
	Measures
	Coparent relationship
	Coparenting children's emotions
	Interparental communication
	Parenting stress
	Intimate/romantic relationship quality


	RESULTS
	Preliminary analyses
	Main analyses
	Exploratory factor analysis
	Confirmatory factor analysis
	Reliability: Internal consistency
	Convergent and concurrent validity
	Coparenting relationships
	Interparental Communication
	Parental stress
	Romantic relationship quality



	DISCUSSION
	Limitations and future directions
	Implications and conclusion

	ORCID
	REFERENCES


