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ABSTRACT

Conflict dynamics in mother-child and sibling dyads: The interplay between observed behavior
and emotional expression and links with children’s socioemotional development

Saskia J. Ferrar, Ph.D.
Concordia University, 2020

In a series of two observational studies, the present dissertation examined the interplay
between emotional expressions and behavior during conflict between children and their family
members. Conflict discussions were observed at two developmental periods (preadolescence and
adolescence) and in two types of relationships (mother-child and sibling), to assess how family
members respond to their own and their partners’ emotional expressions. Within-family similarities
in responses to negative emotions as well as links with youths’ socioemotional development were
also examined.

The participants in the two present studies were drawn from an ongoing forty-year
longitudinal study of families in Montréal, Québec. In Study 1, preadolescents (aged 9 to 13 years)
were observed during conflict discussions with their mothers, and questionnaire measures of their
temperament and socioemotional functioning were collected at one time point prior (aged 6 to 10
years) and one time point subsequent (aged 11 to 16 years) to the observational measurements. In
Study 2, early adolescents (aged 12 to 15 years) were observed during conflict discussions with their
siblings and with their mothers. In both studies, participants’ verbal conflict behaviors and emotional
expressions were coded continuously. Time-window sequential analysis was used to identify how
participants responded to their own and their interaction partners’ emotional expressions. In Study 1,
across-dyad differences in responses to negative emotions were associated with youths’
socioemotional functioning over time, and in Study 2, within-family similarities in responses to

negative emotions were examined.
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Results from both studies indicated that overall, family members escalated conflict more (i.e.,
disagreed and confronted) and made more assertive (i.e., analytic) remarks when they appeared
angry (i.e., displayed frowning/upset affect), and were more conciliatory and avoidant when they
appeared sad. Neutral affect predicted the most conflict de-escalating behavior (i.e., analytic and
conciliatory remarks), while positive affect promoted both de-escalating behavior and avoidance.
Links between individuals’ behavior and their interaction partners’ emotional expressions were
generally similar, yet weaker than responses to their own emotions. Differences between mother-
child versus sibling conflict patterns, as well as between mother-child conflict before and after the
transition to adolescence, suggested that family conflict dynamics are influenced by relationship type
as well as developmental timing. Results from Study 1 also indicated that mothers’ tendency to
escalate conflict when angry was associated with difficult child characteristics in earlier childhood
and socioemotional difficulties in adolescence. Further, maternal and child de-escalation following
sadness predicted socioemotional adjustment in adolescence. Furthermore, Study 2 identified many
within-family similarities in responses to negative emotions, yet relatively few similarities in how
youth responded across the two conflict contexts (i.e., with their mothers and with their siblings).

Findings are discussed in relation to goal-based theories of emotion, as well as dynamic
systems, transactional, and family systems perspectives on child development. The present
dissertation makes a substantive contribution to our understanding of family conflict dynamics across
the transition to adolescence, by illustrating how constructive and destructive conflict is linked to
several contextual variables, including emotion, child characteristics, and relationship type. In
addition, they show how individual differences in the management of negative emotions are tied to
youths’ socioemotional development and to family functioning. Taken together, the present findings
have a number of clinical implications that can help inform interventions aimed at promoting

adaptive family conflict communication and psychological well-being.
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Chapter 1: General Introduction

Conflict between family members is inevitable, and how children learn to manage these
conflicts affects their well-being across the lifespan (e.g., Cummings & Schatz, 2012).
According to dynamic systems and transactional perspectives, patterns of interaction, such as
conflict resolution, develop reciprocally between children and their family members over time
(Fogel, 2009; Hollenstein, 2013). While some strategies for managing conflict are generally
more constructive than others, their effectiveness likely depends on the specific dynamics of the
interaction. Thus, conflict behavior should vary according to the emotional state of both partners,
as well as the type of relationship (Abuhatoum & Howe, 2013). However, the emphasis of most
developmental research remains on the unidirectional effects of parents on their children, often
disregarding the influences that children have on their parents, as well as the significant roles that
siblings play in development. In line with a dynamic systems perspective, the present studies
sought a more in-depth understanding of the processes underlying family conflict, by examining
temporal links between emotional expressions and behavior of children and their family
members. In Study 1, conflict behaviors and emotional expressions of preadolescents and their
mothers were observed. In Study 2, these same behaviors were observed during conflicts
between early adolescents and their siblings, as well as between these same adolescents and their
mothers. Using sequential analysis, patterns of interaction were compared across families and
across relationships, in order to assess how family members respond to emotions during conflict.
Longitudinal associations between conflict interactions and socioemotional adjustment, as well
as within-family similarities in behavior, were also examined, to provide a detailed

understanding of the role of conflict dynamics in child development.



Family Conflict and Socioemotional Development

Conflict is defined as an expressed struggle between individuals who mutually perceive
that they have incompatible goals (Della Porta & Howe, 2017; Shantz, 1987). Family conflict
has an important influence on children’s socioemotional development (Cahn, 1992). For
example, children who have more frequent and intense conflicts with their parents and siblings
rate these relationships as poorer, and are at-risk of developing behavioral, emotional, and social
difficulties (Buist et al., 2013; Laursen & Hafen, 2010; Smetana, 1996). Over the long-term,
these children develop poorer relationships with peers and romantic partners, and experience
more psychopathology and lower life satisfaction in adulthood (e.g., Bradford et al., 2008;
Overbeek et al., 2007). However, by focusing on the frequency and intensity of family conflict,
this line of research misses much of the complexity at play. Observational studies of conflict can
address this issue by exploring the process of conflict interactions, allowing researchers to parse
out the specific elements of conflict that are damaging to development.

Although it is clear that experiencing frequent, intense conflict within the home is
detrimental to children’s socioemotional functioning, it is important to acknowledge that conflict
is an inevitable part of family relationships. In fact, for most individuals, their most conflictual
relationships occur within the family, and avoiding conflict altogether can lead to hostility and
unmet needs (Kramer, 2010; Sillars et al., 2004). In addition, conflict affords key opportunities
for growth. First, it is a chance for family members to communicate their desires and
displeasures within their relationships (Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2013). This often involves re-
negotiating rights and responsibilities as children’s abilities and needs for independence increase
(Laursen et al., 1998). If managed effectively, conflicts then serve as opportunities to establish

compromises that meet each individual’s desires (Allison & Schultz, 2004; Koerner, 2013).



Second, conflict with family members serves as a setting in which children develop social skills,
including empathy, perspective-taking and prosocial conflict resolution strategies (Koerner &
Fitzpatrick, 2013). As relationships with their parents and siblings are typically permanent, they
offer children the chance to practice these skills without the risk of the relationship dissolving
(Campione-Barr & Killoren, 2019). Normative conflict between siblings is linked with the
development of perspective-taking abilities and emotional sensitivity (Dunn & Slomkowski,
1992), while constructive conflict resolution with parents is associated with increased identity
development and role-taking abilities (Cooper & Cooper, 1992). Examining the communication
styles children develop within their family relationships is important, as these may spill into their
eventual relationships with peers and romantic partners (e.g., Laursen & Hafen, 2010; Van
Doorn et al., 2011).

Given these important and adaptive functions of conflict in children’s social and
emotional development, the focus on conflict as a purely negative phenomenon is unwarranted
(Persram et al., 2019). Thus, rather than looking at conflict quantity as a source of harm to
relationships and well-being, assessing the quality of conflicts, and the specific behaviors
involved, is more helpful in understanding the role of conflict in socioemotional development.
Generally, conflict has been characterized as constructive when it is limited to specific issues,
affect is relatively controlled, and it includes attempts to compromise. Conversely, destructive
conflict involves unregulated and escalating affect, coercion, dismissal, and the discussion of
multiple issues at once (Deutsch, 1973). Using observational methods, the present studies helped
clarify how constructive and destructive conflicts unfold, by separately parsing out behavior and
emotional expressions and observing their interrelations, as well as how these interrelations are

linked to developmental timing, type of relationship, and youths’ socioemotional functioning.



Observational Research on Conflict Behavior

Within observational research on conflict, the systems used to measure conflict behaviors
are variable. Thus, to allow for the comparison of findings across studies, Sillars and Canary
developed a broad classification system for conflict behaviors (Sillars et al., 2004; Sillars &
Canary, 2013). In this system, behaviors fall along two dimensions: directness/indirectness, and
cooperativeness/competitiveness, creating a total of four categories (Sillars et al., 2004; Sillars &
Canary, 2013; van de Vliert & Euwema, 1994). The first is direct and cooperative behaviors
(termed negotiation), which include analytic remarks (e.g., disclosive and descriptive statements,
soliciting disclosure), conciliatory remarks (e.g., supportive remarks, concessions and acceptance
of responsibility) and problem-solving exchanges (Gottman, 1979; Sillars, 1986). The second is
direct and competitive (termed direct fighting), which encompasses confrontative remarks (e.g.,
criticism, rejection and hostile imperatives) and disagreement or dismissal (Sillars, 1986; Weiss,
1993). The third is indirect and cooperative (termed nonconfrontation), which includes denial of
the conflict and topic management (e.g., changing the subject or prematurely terminating the
discussion; Sillars & Canary, 2013). Finally, the fourth category is composed of indirect and
competitive behaviors (termed indirect fighting), which include hostile jokes and questions or
complete withdrawal from the interaction (Sillars, 1986; Weiss, 1993). This classification system
has allowed for the comparison of findings across a range of observational studies of conflict,
despite variations in their coding procedures. The present studies utilized a version of Sillars and
colleagues’ typology adapted for mother-child and sibling relationships, in order to ease
integration into the existing literature.

Conflict behaviors that fall into Sillars and colleagues’ direct and cooperative category

have generally been found to be the most effective, and are associated with increased



relationship satisfaction and positive family environments (e.g., Gross & Guerrero, 2000;
Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2006; van Doorn et al., 2009). Conversely, indirect behaviors and direct
competitive behaviors appear to be detrimental to conflict resolution and relationship satisfaction
(e.g., Caughlin & Malis, 2004; van Doorn et al., 2009). However, researchers are becoming
increasingly cognizant that no conflict behavior is universally effective or ineffective. Instead,
the effectiveness, as well as the likelihood, of behaviors depends on the immediate contexts in
which they occur (Sillars & Canary, 2013). The present studies therefore moved beyond
categorizing behaviors as effective and ineffective, to instead consider how they play out in
relation to specific emotional and relationship contexts.
Emotion in Interpersonal Conflict

Interpersonal conflict elicits strong emotions (Koerner, 2013). How people behave during
conflict is closely tied to both their own emotional experience in that moment, and to the
emotions expressed by their interaction partner — although most of the research to date has
focused on the former. According to goal-based theories of emotion, emotions and behaviors are
tied to particular goals (e.g., Christensen et al., 1995; Sanford, 2007; Stein & Levine, 1989). The
most consistently studied conflict-related emotions are hostile and vulnerable emotions
(Guerrero, 2013). Hostile emotions include anger, frustration, jealousy, envy, contempt and
disgust. They are thought to reflect an individual’s desire to meet their personal goals at all costs,
and therefore to produce attacks and statements of disapproval during conflict (e.g., Guerrero et
al., 2011; Lazarus, 1991). However, people can also be motivated by anger to engage in
constructive behavior, such as direct and assertive communication (Canary et al., 1998).
Vulnerable emotions, such as hurt and sadness, are thought to reflect an individual abandoning

their personal goals and replacing them with a desire to protect the relationship, such as by



ending the conflict. As such, they often lead people to problem-solve or acquiesce, such as by
apologizing, conceding, and compromising. However, they also promote avoidant responses,
such as laughing or becoming quiet, and even competitive responses, such as attacking the
partner and defending the self (Vangelisti & Crumley, 1998). The experience of very intense
hostile and vulnerable emotions can also cause people to feel so flooded with emotion that their
responses become limited to lashing out or withdrawing completely (Gottman, 1993; Tashiro &
Frazier, 2007).

Although hostile and vulnerable emotions are the most studied in the context of conflict,
other emotions are also commonly elicited, and the expression of a range of emotions is
beneficial to conflict resolution and well-being (van Bommel et al., 2019). For example, when
positive emotions occur during conflict, they are thought to reflect respect, fondness or empathy.
Thus, they are associated with expressions of interpersonal warmth (e.g., active listening,
smiling), signals of agreement (e.g., head nods), and cooperative behaviors (e.g., problem
solving; Guerrero & Floyd, 2006). Other emotions generated during conflict include self-
conscious emotions, such as guilt or embarrassment, which generally motivate people to attempt
to repair the relationship (Guerrero et al., 2011), and fearful emotions, which can cause
individuals to avoid expressing their views to prevent harm to themselves or their partner (Bell &
Song, 2005). Finally, neutral expressions have sometimes been linked to flat emotions, such as
indifference and apathy, which are thought to promote withdrawal during conflict (Sanford,
2007). On the other hand, higher rates neutral emotional expressions during mother-child conflict
have also been associated with sensitivity in mothers and better socioemotional adjustment in
children (Enns, 2013). These conflicting findings suggest that the role of low levels of observed

emotion, such as neutral affect, should be considered more closely.



Given the range of emotions evoked by conflict and their potential to influence behavior,
youths’ conflict with their mothers and siblings provides a key training ground in which they
learn to manage their emotions (Noller, 2005; Yap et al., 2008). During conflict, family members
are tasked with the challenge of expressing their opposing views, while also regulating the
associated (often negative) emotions in order to meet their goals — whether these involve getting
their way, maintaining a positive relationship, or both (Low et al., 2019). Regulating emotions in
service of one’s goals is an important component of emotional competence (Compas et al.,
2017). Ideally, individuals are able to respond to negative emotions with constructive behaviors,
rather than by escalating the conflict. When negative emotions are instead intense and
unregulated, they can interfere with problem-solving and flexibility, and lead individuals to rely
instead on automatic and often maladaptive behaviors (Shortt & Gottman, 1997). Thus, the
ability to manage emotions effectively is likely key to constructive conflict resolution. Family
conflict in preadolescence and early adolescence generates especially high levels of negative
emotions (Campione-Barr & Killoren, 2019; Seiffge-Krenke et al., 2010). Thus, it is likely an
important context in which youth develop these abilities.

Clearly, conflict generates a wide range of emotional responses, which have important
impacts on how individuals behave. However, much less is known about how individuals
respond to the emotional expressions of their partner. This is a critical direction for research, as
conflict is inherently bidirectional; no matter the relationship, both players have great influence
over how interactions unfold, as each continuously reacts to the other (van Bommel et al., 2019).
The few studies that have considered relations between one person’s emotions and the other’s
behavior have revealed interesting links (e.g., Guerrero, 2013; Recchia & Howe, 2010). While

no study to our knowledge has observed how one person’s emotional expressions influences the



other’s behavior in the moment, Recchia and Howe (2010) assessed links between siblings’
retrospective reports of emotions perceived during conflict, and their observed behavior during
subsequent negotiations. They found that children compromised more when they attributed anger
to both themselves and their siblings, as opposed to themselves alone (Recchia & Howe, 2010).
This suggests that indeed, both people’s emotions influence how family members attempt to
resolve conflict. Although this area of research remains largely untapped, there is a growing
trend in the literature to recognize the dynamic and emergent patterns of interpersonal
communication within relationships, as well as their influence on development (e.g.,
Schermerhorn et al., 2010; van Bommel et al., 2019).
Patterns of Conflict Interaction and Dynamic Systems

According to transactional theory, developmental outcomes result from the bidirectional
interactions youth have with key socializing agents, including parents and siblings (Fogel, 2009).
Indeed, adolescents who constructively resolve conflicts with their family members have fewer
depressive symptoms, less risky behavior, higher self-esteem, and warmer and less hostile
relationships (Rueter & Conger, 1995; Tucker et al., 2003). However, comparing frequencies of
behaviors that are considered constructive versus destructive does not capture the dynamics that
elicit these behaviors. That is, in what ways do interactions unfold, to ultimately lead to more or
less effective conflict resolution? It may be, for instance, that in some relationships, perceiving
negative affect in one’s partner elicits empathic responses and attempts to compromise.
Conversely, in other relationships, negative affect may provoke more competitive responses,
leading to the escalation of negative affect and hostile behavior. In other words, patterns of
behavior develop over the course of dyads’ relationships, and these patterns can become

entrenched, leading to global differences in constructive versus destructive conflict resolution.



The present studies were designed to fill gaps left by global assessments of behavior during
conflict, by examining how dynamics unfold over the course of interactions, as individuals
respond to their own and their family members’ emotional expressions. Further, as these
dynamics likely generalize across dyads’ interactions, longitudinal links between conflict
dynamics and children’s socioemotional functioning were examined.

Within a dynamic systems perspective, higher-order patterns develop through the
interaction of lower-order components of systems (Fogel, 2009; Hollenstein, 2013). Thus, in the
context of dyadic family interactions, each individual plays an active role in determining the
interpersonal patterns that arise. For instance, a mother’s behavior will provoke a reaction in the
child, which in turn will affect the mother’s subsequent behavior. Over time, these interactions
become patterns that repeat themselves and contribute to the development of both individuals.
An effective way that observational researchers can study these dynamics is sequential analysis.
Sequential analysis allows the process of interactions to be assessed, by identifying sequences of
behaviors as they unfold in real time (Bakeman & Quera, 2011). As opposed to macroscopic
observational methods, which assess global characteristics of interactions, sequential analysis is
a microscopic approach, used to examine moment-to-moment changes in behavior. Previous
research has shown that behaviors at the microscopic level are linked to functioning at the
macroscopic level. For instance, one study used sequential analysis to demonstrate differences
between conflict patterns of distressed and non-distressed married couples (Gottman et al.,
1977). In non-distressed couples, individuals tended to respond to their partners’ complaints with
agreement and validation. However, in distressed couples, complaints tended to be reciprocated
with further complaints, leading to escalation of the conflict (Gottman et al., 1977). Thus,

specific dynamic and bidirectional patterns of behavior were linked to relationship satisfaction.
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More recently, van Bommel et al. (2019) applied sequential analysis to assess negativity and
positivity in mother-adolescent conflict. They found that adolescents were more likely than
mothers to reciprocate negativity, whereas mothers were more likely than adolescents to respond
to negativity with positivity. Mothers therefore appear to play a leading role in regulating
conflict interactions. However, how individual differences in mother-child regulation relate to
child outcomes was not explored. In addition, the measures of negativity and positivity used in
Bommel et al. (2019) encompassed both verbal and non-verbal elements. Thus, it remains
unclear how emotions and behavior are coordinated in this regulation.

In addition to being able to observe sequences of discrete events, one type of sequential
analysis known as “time-window sequential analysis” allows researchers to observe
contingencies between behaviors in real time, as multiple behaviors unfold simultaneously (e.g.,
two people’s emotional expressions and verbal behaviors). Thus, it is possible to track how one
individual’s behavior predicts their partner’s response, as well as how one’s own emotions
predict one’s behavior. Specifically, this method can identify whether a target behavior (e.g., a
verbal behavior) is more or less likely to occur within a certain window of time (e.g., 5 seconds)
after another type of behavior (e.g., an emotional expression). To date, few studies have utilized
time-window sequential analysis (e.g., Chorney et al., 2010; Yoder & Tapp, 2004). The present
studies used this innovative approach to deepen and enrich our understanding of how conflict
behaviors unfold in relation to the emotional expressions of the individuals involved.

Conflict Processes Within the Mother-Child and Sibling Relationship

Much of the research on interpersonal conflict to date has studied only a few types of

relationships. Most of the earlier research focused uniquely on romantic relationships, and many

of the coding systems used to examine family conflict were originally adapted from studies of
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marital conflict (Sillars et al., 2004). In the past few decades, increased attention has been paid to
parent-child conflict, leading to many of the findings discussed above. However, very little
observational research has studied sibling conflict, especially in adolescence, and to our
knowledge sequential analyses of conflict have never been applied to sibling observations.
Considering multiple types of family relationships is important, because each plays a very
different role in child development, as a result of differing expectations and power structures.
Both parents and siblings are important socialization agents with whom children spend
considerable amounts of time (Lamb et al., 2014). However, while parent-child relationships are
hierarchical in nature, with parents having the authority to determine children’s responsibilities
and privileges, sibling relationships are both hierarchical and reciprocal (Hinde, 1979). That is,
older children have some power over their younger siblings due to differences in knowledge and
experience, yet conflicts are more equal given that neither has decision power (Abuhatoum &
Howe, 2013). In addition, sibling relationships are often characterized by the co-occurrence of
both intensely positive and negative interactions, ambivalence that is less common and
considered detrimental when it occurs within parent-child relationships (Campione-Barr &
Killoren, 2019). That being said, sibships are known to vary widely in quality, depending on
their levels of warmth and conflict. Specifically, four types of sibling relationships are discussed
in the literature: conflictual (high on conflict, low on warmth), harmonious (low on conflict, high
on warmth), affectively intense (high on both warmth and conflict) and uninvolved (i.e., low on
both warmth and conflict; Buist & Vermande, 2014; Killoren et al., 2017). As a result of these
complexities, conflict behaviors that are adaptive during parent-child conflict may not

necessarily generalize to sibling relationships.
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Similarly, patterns of conflict interaction that are normative during one developmental
period change as youth become older and their family relationships evolve (Abuhatoum et al.,
2020; Laursen et al., 1998). Dynamic systems theorists consider certain stages of development
“phase-transitions,” when systems (e.g., families) are significantly reorganized to adapt to
shifting demands (Granic & Patterson, 2006). Phase-transitions are marked by increased tension,
which allows the system to evolve in response to new environmental pressures (Hollenstein,
2013). The onset of adolescence is a key phase-transition, characterized by a peak in family
conflict (van Bommel et al., 2019). This increase in conflict is seen in both parent-child and
sibling relationships, and serves to re-negotiate roles and responsibilities in response to youths’
growing abilities and bids for increased autonomy (Hadiwijaya et al., 2017). Given major
changes that occur during this tumultuous period, patterns of conflict that are normative in
preadolescence may not generalize to early adolescence. Indeed, previous studies have shown
that the transition to adolescence is marked by changes to both the content and the structure of
family interactions (Granic et al., 2003; Seiffge-Krenke et al., 2010). Thus, the present studies
compared patterns of mother-child conflict in preadolescence and early adolescence, as well as
compared mother-child and sibling conflict. Observing the same behaviors in each relationship
as well as both immediately before and after the transition to adolescence allowed for an
investigation into how patterns of conflict unfold across relationships and across time.

Finally, while one primary goal was to identify overall patterns of conflict interaction, it
was also expected that individual differences would be observed, and that these would be related
to both individual and family-level factors. As discussed above, dynamic systems theorists argue
that there are bidirectional interactions between relationship dynamics (i.e., higher-order

components) and lower-order components of systems (Fogel, 2009; Hollenstein, 2013).
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Children’s individual characteristics, including temperament and socioemotional adjustment, are
one type of lower-order component that influence family interactions (Belsky, 1984; Kuczynski
& De Mol, 2015). For instance, during mother-child interactions, certain child characteristics,
such as internalizing symptoms and high activity level, are associated with less adaptive behavior
from both mother and child (Granic & Lamey, 2002; Karraker & Coleman, 2005). In turn,
problematic family interactions during earlier childhood, such as the escalation of conflict
following negative emotions, can predict increased socioemotional difficulties in adolescence
(Stocker et al., 2002; Trentacosta et al., 2011). Understanding how family interactions influence
psychopathological symptoms in adolescence is crucial, as adolescence is marked by increases in
internalizing and externalizing symptoms that predict psychological functioning in adulthood
(Kessler et al., 2005; Ormel et al., 2017). As such, the present dissertation took the important
step of considering how children’s characteristics predict family members’ management of
negative emotions during conflict and whether in turn, these conflict dynamics predict youths’
internalizing and externalizing symptoms in adolescence.

Similarly, within family systems theory, the interactions seen in dyadic subsystems (e.g.,
mother-child subsystem, sibling subsystem) are thought to interact with one another, as well as
with the larger family system (Minuchin, 1988, 2001). The nature of these interactions, however,
remains unclear. There is evidence of both compensatory and spillover mechanisms within the
family when one relationship is characterized by particularly negative interactions (e.g., Buist et
al., 2011; Davies et al., 2019). Still, subsystems are almost exclusively studied separately, despite
recent calls for more research on their interconnections (Persram et al., 2019). As such, the

present dissertation considered interrelations between family members’ responses to negative
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emotions during conflict. In so doing, results shed light onto how patterns of conflict are linked
not only to children’s socioemotional development, but also to their family environment.
The Present Studies

Guided primarily by a dynamic systems perspective, the present dissertation examined
bidirectional influences between children and their family members during conflict interactions.
Family conflict was observed during the preadolescent and early adolescent periods, in order to
ascertain how conflict dynamics shift as youth make their way across the onset of adolescence
phase-transition. Using two simultaneous coding systems, conflict behaviors and emotional
expressions of children and their family members were observed. Time-window sequential
analysis was used to identify how emotional expressions and behavior of family members were
interrelated over the course of conflict interactions, providing a comprehensive examination of
how goal-based theories of emotion apply to children’s conflict with their mothers and siblings.
Using a novel design to observe moment-to-moment relations between emotional expressions
and both the individual’s own and their interaction partner’s behavior, it was possible to assess
bidirectional influences between family members on a microscopic scale. In line with the
dynamic systems tenet that dyad-level dynamics are associated with individual-level variables,
longitudinal associations between responses to negative emotion and children’s socioemotional
functioning were also considered. Bidirectional relationships were therefore also assessed at the
macroscopic level, by identifying links between family members’ responses to emotions and
children’s socioemotional functioning at various ages. Finally, guided by family systems theory,
within-family associations in responses to negative emotions were also assessed, to observe how

youths’ responses to emotions were tied to their family members’ behavior across conflict
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contexts. Each study provided a unique yet complementary contribution by focusing on conflict
within a specific family relationship: mother-child in the first study, and sibling in the second.

The objective of Study 1 was to examine the dynamic nature of mother-child conflict, in
relation to children’s socioemotional development. A subsample of mother-child dyads from the
Concordia Longitudinal Research Project (Concordia Project) was studied at three time points.
When children were aged 9 to 13 years, dyads were videotaped at home discussing issues that
provoke conflict between them. Both mother and child behavior were observationally coded
moment-to-moment using two systems: first, their verbal conflict behaviors were coded (e.g.,
conciliatory, avoidant, or confrontative behavior) using a system developed based on previous
research (e.g., Sillars et al., 2004). Second, their emotional expressions were assessed based on
non-verbal cues, using an adapted version of the Emotion Behavior Coding Scheme (Enns &
Stack, 2007), developed from existing literature (e.g., Coan & Gottman, 2007; Ekman & Friesen,
1978). Time-window sequential analysis was used to identify patterns of mother and
preadolescent conflict resolution, as individuals adapted their behavior to their own and to their
partners’ emotional expressions. Path analyses were also used to assess how individual
differences in responses were related to children’s temperament and internalizing and
externalizing symptoms at prior, concurrent, and subsequent time points.

The objective of Study 2 was to examine conflict behaviors and emotional expression
within sibling relationships. A second subsample of Concordia Project participants aged 12 to 15
years were videotaped during dyadic conflicts with their siblings and with their mothers. As in
Study 1, participants were coded for their emotional expressions and conflict behaviors. Dyadic
patterns of behaviors were again assessed, with a specific focus on the particularities of sibling

relationships. Thus, it was possible to study the relationship-specificity of processes underlying
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family conflict. Associations between family members’ behavioral responses to negative
emotions were also examined. This allowed for a deeper understanding of how patterns of
conflict behavior are learned within the family environment, as well as whether youth behave
similarly with their siblings as with their mothers. Finally, by comparing mother-child conflict
across the two studies, it was possible to assess how dynamics change as youth transition from
preadolescence to early adolescence.

Together, results from these two studies make a substantive contribution to the literature
on family conflict, owing to the use of mixed methods (observational and questionnaire), a
longitudinal design, as well as the consideration of multiple relationships and developmental
periods. Above all, they utilize a truly bidirectional measurement system that takes into account
the dynamic complexity of interactions. As such, results from the present studies will help
inform clinical and public health programs aimed at decreasing dysfunction and strife in family
relationships. By observing the process of conflict rather than solely global measures of behavior
or dysfunction, it will be possible to identify targets for intervention and prevention that are best

suited to promote healthy relationships and psychological well-being.
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Abstract

How youth learn to manage emotions during mother-child conflict influences their
socioemotional development. Ninety-four mother-preadolescent (aged 9 to 13, 57.4% female)
dyads were observed during conflict discussions and completed questionnaire measures at one
prior time-point (Time 1; ages 6 to 10) and one subsequent time-point (Time 3; ages 11 to 16) to
the observations (Time 2). Temporal associations between individuals’ emotional expressions
and their own and their partners’ verbal conflict behaviors were observed. Mothers and
preadolescents were more attacking and assertive when angry, and more conciliatory and
avoidant when sad. Neutral affect predicted the most constructive behaviors, while positive
affect promoted avoidance. Responses were similar following their partners’ emotions. Maternal
conflict-escalating responses to anger were associated with difficult characteristics in earlier
childhood and socioemotional difficulties in adolescence. Maternal and child de-escalation
following sadness predicted socioemotional adjustment in adolescence. These results are
discussed in relation to dynamic systems and transactional perspectives on development. They
provide an in-depth understanding of the processes involved in mother-child conflict and on the

influence of family dynamics on adolescent socioemotional functioning.
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Mother-child conflict in preadolescence is frequent, emotional, and influences youth’s
socioemotional functioning in adolescence and beyond (Missotten et al., 2017). Constructive
mother-child conflict teaches children to handle affective and interpersonal challenges, yet
destructive conflict contributes to socioemotional problems, including internalizing and
externalizing symptoms. According to dynamic systems and transactional perspectives, parent-
child interactions develop as a result of the active participation of both parent and child, and over
time, they affect children’s socioemotional adjustment (Hollenstein, 2013; Fogel, 2009).
Although some conflict resolution behaviors have been identified as more constructive than
others, these behaviors have yet to be considered in close relation with individuals’ changing
emotions. A more detailed understanding of the links between emotion and behavior during
parent-child conflict is needed, as conflict generates strong emotions that influence individuals’
behavior and dyads’ ability to cooperatively resolve disagreements (Guerrero, 2013; Moed et al.,
2015). In the present study, the conflict behaviors and emotional expressions of mothers and
preadolescents were observed during conflict discussions, and relations between emotions and
behaviors were examined using sequential analysis. Path analyses were then used to investigate
longitudinal antecedents and outcomes of conflict patterns with regards to youth’s
socioemotional development. In so doing, results shed light both on the typical interplay between
emotion and behavior during parent-child conflict, and on the role of individual differences in
socioemotional development.

Parent-Child Conflict During Preadolescence

Preadolescence spans from the end of middle childhood to the onset of adolescence,

roughly from 10 to 12 years of age (Boldt et al., 2017). This period is marked by the highest rates

of parent-child conflict, and mother-child conflict in particular (Laursen et al., 1998; Laursen &
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Collins, 2004). Conflict occurs as a normative part of youth individuation, as their desire for
increased autonomy coincides with their parents expecting them to take on greater
responsibilities (Shanahan et al., 2007). However, families differ in the quantity and quality of
conflict, and these differences have implications for youth’s development. Conflict is an
opportunity to re-negotiate roles and responsibilities in response to family members’ changing
expectations (Smetana, 2008). It also allows youth to learn to assert themselves, understand
others’ perspectives, and negotiate (Missotten et al., 2017). However, frequent and intense
conflict is linked with poorer parent-child relationships, and predicts socioemotional difficulties
in adolescence and beyond (Laursen & Hafen, 2010). This may be because frequent and intense
conflict tends to be more destructive, marked by contentious and escalating exchanges and less
perspective-taking and problem-solving (Branje et al., 2009; Missotten et al., 2017). Thus,
parent-child conflict cannot be viewed as uniquely adaptive or maladaptive. Rather, investigating
how conflicts unfold is key to understanding its effects on development.
Understanding the Verbal and Emotional Processes Involved in Parent-Child Conflict
According to a dynamic systems perspective, children develop adaptive and maladaptive
behaviors (e.g., internalizing and externalizing problems) as a result of patterns of interaction
that develop within their relationships (Hollenstein, 2013). Mother-child relationships are a
central context in which this process occurs. Behaviors that occur in a mother-child interaction
unfold dynamically, changing from moment to moment within an evolving interaction that is
influenced by the behavior of both individuals. Over time, mother-child dyads develop patterns
of interaction, making certain behaviors more or less likely to occur (Granic et al., 2007). The

transactional model states that these patterns of interactions then influence children’s functioning
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beyond the mother-child context, as their behavior generalizes across relationships (Aroian et al.,
2016; Sameroff, 2009).

Certain verbal conflict behaviors are considered more adaptive than others, both in terms
of their ability to resolve conflict in a mutually satisfactory way, and their links with relationship
quality and socioemotional functioning. Four broad categories of conflict behaviors can be found
across studies (Sillars et al., 2004, Sillars & Canary, 2013). “Negotiation” includes analytic (e.g.,
disclosure, soliciting disclosure) and conciliatory (e.g., offering support and solutions, accepting
responsibility) remarks. “Direct fighting” includes confrontative remarks (e.g., criticism, blame),
rejection, and dismissal. Lastly, “nonconfrontation” and “indirect fighting” both involve
avoidance and withdrawal from conflict, with cooperative and uncooperative intentions,
respectively (Sillars & Canary, 2013). When assessed globally, negotiation is most effective in
resolving conflict compared to the three other categories, the latter of which are also harmful to
relationships and wellbeing (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2006; van Doorn et al., 2009).

However, it is important to consider context, which influences both the likelihood that
conflict behaviors will occur, as well as how helpful they will be. According to dynamic systems,
global measures cannot capture how behaviors play out in real time (Hollenstein, 2013). Instead,
observational methods that consider sequential patterns of dyadic behavior are needed to
determine how adaptive conflict patterns are. For example, in one study that used sequential
analysis, individuals in non-distressed marriages were found to generally respond to their
partners’ complaints with agreement or validation. Conversely, in distressed marriages,
complaints were often reciprocated with further complaints, causing conflicts to escalate
(Gottman et al., 1977). Thus, complaints were not themselves harmful; rather, the immediate

context in which they were voiced was more important.
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A crucial aspect of context to consider when studying conflict is the emotional
experience of both individuals. Interpersonal conflict is rife with emotion, with hostile and
vulnerable emotions receiving the most attention (Guerrero, 2013). Hostile emotions include
anger, frustration, and envy (Bell & Song, 2005). They are thought to reflect a desire to reach
one’s own goals, at the expense of the other’s (Christensen et al., 1995; Sanford, 2007). Thus,
hostile emotions are generally linked with attacking behavior and expressions of disapproval
(Lazarus, 1991). However, adults can also express anger through assertive communication
(Canary et al., 1998). Vulnerable emotions, such as hurt and sadness, are instead thought to occur
alongside a desire to protect the relationship (Christensen et al., 1995). Thus, individuals who
feel sad may adopt avoidant strategies, by limiting discussion or withdrawing (Vangelisti &
Crumley, 1998). Alternatively, they might acquiesce or apologize, in an attempt to repair the
relationship (Murphy & Eisenberg, 2002). There is evidence that conflict behaviors are linked to
the emotions people experience. Intense hostile emotions are common during destructive and
unresolved conflicts, likely because they interfere with cooperative conflict discussion (Guerrero,
2013; Murphy & Eisenberg, 2002). School-aged children who experience anger during conflict
with peers report less constructive conflict behaviors, compared to those who report sadness
(Murphy & Eisenberg, 2002). Further, sequential analyses have shown that the reciprocity of
hostile emotions during conflict impedes mother-child dyads’ ability to problem-solve (Forgatch,
1989; Moed et al., 2015). Thus, the regulation of hostile emotions between parents and their
children appears to facilitate conflict resolution. Importantly, the inability to regulate negative
emotions within the parent-child dyad is associated with children’s difficulties with emotion
regulation in other contexts (Van der Giessen et al., 2015). In the present study, bidirectional

relations between mothers’ and their children’s emotions and conflict behaviors were assessed on
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an immediate scale, in order to observe how emotions influence both individuals’ own behaviors
and their interaction partners’ behavior as well.
Gaps in the Literature

While previous research has investigated the role of behavior and emotion in conflict
resolution, no study to our knowledge has observationally assessed both verbal conflict
behaviors and emotions separately and sequentially. This is an important missing link, given that
individuals sometimes display behaviors that are incongruent with their emotions (e.g., problem-
solving while angry; coercive behaviors when sad). Although the escalation of negative affect in
conflict is known to be detrimental, it remains to be seen how dyads escalate or de-escalate
emotionally laden conflicts using their verbal conflict behavior. In addition, little is known as to
how patterns of dyadic conflict behavior that develop within the mother-child relationship are
associated with youth’s socioemotional development (e.g., temperament, internalizing and
externalizing symptoms).

Further, gaps remain in our understanding of the links between emotion and behavior
during conflict. First, aside from hostile and vulnerable emotions, little is known about the role
of other emotions in conflict. Some limited research has linked positive emotions to interpersonal
warmth and cooperative problem solving (Guerrero & Floyd, 2006). However, no study to our
knowledge has examined the influence of neutral affect on behavior during conflict. Given that
there are individual differences in the intensity of emotions expressed during conflict, it is
important to consider how low levels of emotion may be behaviorally manifested (Boekaerts,
2002). The expression of neutral emotions could reflect the ability to regulate negative affect and
remain calm, which might allow dyads to discuss disagreements in constructive ways (Gottman,

1993). One study reported more neutral affect during conflict between highly sensitive mothers
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and children with fewer behavior problems (Enns, 2013). As such, there is evidence to support
that the role of neutral affect on behavior during conflict should be considered more closely.

Second, there are likely individual differences in how people respond to emotions elicited
during conflict. It might be easy for most people to generate constructive behaviors (e.g., analytic
or conciliatory remarks) when their affect is neutral or positive. However, this is more difficult to
accomplish when flooded with negative emotions (Forgatch, 1989). As such, when experiencing
negative emotions in particular, the ability to respond with conflict de-escalating versus
escalating behaviors could be indicative of emotional competence, which is linked with greater
socioemotional adjustment later on (Compas et al., 2017). This study thus examined longitudinal
relations between mothers’ and children’s responses to negative emotions and youth’s
internalizing and externalizing symptoms.

Third, mother-child conflict is a unique context that warrants special attention. Within
their relationships, mothers hold the majority of the power and are more experienced with
challenging social and emotional situations (Hinde, 1979). Thus, there may be differences in how
mothers and children respond to emotion during conflict which could have particular
implications for youth’s socioemotional development. For example, parents who continuously
reciprocate their children’s negative emotions have children who rate higher on oppositional
defiant symptoms (Moed et al., 2015). Although these associations have been demonstrated with
externalizing problems, no study to our knowledge has assessed links between the escalation of
negative affect during conflict and children’s internalizing problems. Thus, our study took a
further step by investigating the effects of escalating and de-escalating behaviors in response to

both hostile and vulnerable emotions during mother-child conflict.
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Fourth, beyond individuals’ responses to their own emotions, how mothers and children
respond to each other’s emotions during conflict also merits attention. When parents consistently
respond to their children’s negative emotions in supportive ways, children learn to regulate
emotions effectively (Eisenberg, 1999; Jones et al., 2002). Conversely, when responses punish,
magnify or minimize children’s negative emotions, they have more difficulty regulating
emotions and become at risk of developing externalizing and internalizing problems (Briscoe et
al., 2019; Hastings et al., 2014). Thus, our study investigated whether mothers’ responses to their
children’s negative emotions during conflict predict internalizing and externalizing symptoms in
adolescence. In addition, associations between children’s responses to their mothers’ negative
emotions and their socioemotional symptoms were explored, as these behaviors could be
indicative of youth’s developing ability to manage emotionally challenging situations.

Finally, child characteristics (e.g., temperament, socioemotional difficulties) play a large
role in mother-child interactions (Belsky, 1984; Kuczynski & De Mol, 2015). For instance,
difficult child characteristics, such as elevated activity levels and internalizing symptoms, elicit
harsher parenting, which in turn predicts more difficult child behaviors (Karraker & Coleman,
2005). One study found differences in the conflicts between preadolescent boys and their
mothers as a function of the sons’ symptomatology. When boys had externalizing symptoms
alone, dyads engaged in consistently permissive patterns of interaction, whereas when boys had
both externalizing and internalizing symptoms, conflicts devolved into mutually hostile
interactions (Granic & Lamey, 2002). Given the apparent role of child characteristics in mother-
child conflict, the present study examined how child activity level and internalizing symptoms
predict patterns of mother-child conflict interaction, as well as how these patterns then predict

socioemotional difficulties in adolescence. In so doing, bidirectional relationships between
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mothers and children were assessed on a macroscopic scale (from middle childhood to
adolescence) in addition to on a microscopic scale (moment-to-moment within the conflict
interaction).
Current Study
The present study examined the verbal conflict behaviors and emotions of preadolescents
and their mothers and their role in predicting adolescent adjustment. The first objective was to
describe the tendencies of mothers and preadolescents to respond to their own and their partners’
emotional expressions (i.e., sad/distressed, angry/upset, neutral, and positive affect) with each
verbal conflict behavior.
As previous research suggests that anger promotes attacking and assertive conflict behavior,
whereas sadness motivates both conciliatory and avoidant behavior (Canary, 1998; Murphy &
Eisenberg, 2002) the following hypotheses were made:
la) Following their own sad/distressed affect, participants would display more
avoidance/withdrawal and conciliatory remarks.
1b) Following their angry/upset affect, participants would display more conflict-
escalating (i.e., disagreement and confrontative behaviors) and analytic behaviors.
Given preliminary evidence that positive emotions promote constructive conflict resolution
(Guerrero & Floyd, 2006), it was hypothesized that:
1¢) Participants would display more de-escalating behaviors (i.e., analytic and
conciliatory remarks) following expressions of positive affect.
No hypotheses were made regarding responses to neutral affect, nor responses to their partners’

emotions, given the paucity of literature on these subject areas.
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The second objective was to assess longitudinal associations between child temperament
and internalizing symptoms in middle childhood, children’s and mothers’ responses to negative
emotions during conflict in preadolescence, and child internalizing and externalizing symptoms
in adolescence. The following hypotheses were tested using path analyses. The inclusion of
specific variables in path analyses was decided based on first assessing their correlations. That is,
variables that were hypothesized to be associated and also showed significant bivariate
correlations were tested in path analyses.

Given evidence of the influence of difficult temperament and socioemotional symptoms in
children on maladaptive parenting (Karraker & Coleman, 2005), it was hypothesized that:

2a) Child activity level and internalizing symptoms would positively predict mothers’

tendency to escalate conflict following their own and their children’s angry/upset
affect.
Based on links between emotion socialization and emotion regulation on the development of
socioemotional difficulties (Briscoe et al., 2019; Compas et al., 2017), it was in turn
hypothesized that:
2b) Both mother and child escalation following their own and their partners’ angry/upset
affect would positively predict externalizing and internalizing symptoms in
adolescence, and

2¢) Child and mother de-escalation in response to their own and their partners’

sad/distressed affect would negatively predict internalizing and externalizing

symptoms in adolescence.
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Method

Participants

The participants in the current study represent a subset of the Concordia Longitudinal
Research Project (Concordia Project; Schwartzman et al., 1985; Stack et al., 2017), a
prospective, longitudinal study of at-risk individuals from Montréal, Canada. In 1976-1978,
children attending inner-city elementary schools in low-income neighborhoods were screened for
peer-nominated aggression and social withdrawal. A sample of 1774 participants were followed
until adulthood, when many of their children were recruited. The focus of the present study is a
subsample of the second generation of Concordia Project participants. These participants
completed videotaped interactions with their mothers in preadolescence (Time 2 of the present
study). In addition, they completed questionnaire measures at one time-point prior and one time-
point subsequent to the observational data collection: middle childhood (Time 1) and
adolescence (Time 3). The majority of families were Euro-Canadian and French-speaking.
Preadolescent sample (observational time point; Time 2). One hundred participants, aged
nine to 13 years, participated in the present study with their mothers. Six dyads were excluded
due to missing or incomplete audiovisual recordings. There were 40 boys and 54 girls, and the
mean age of the children was 10.80 years (SD = 0.88). The mothers had a mean age of 37.49
years (SD = 2.94) and a mean level of education of 12.14 years (SD = 2.31). The majority of
children lived in two-caregiver homes (78.5%; 41.2% with married parents, 37.3% with
cohabitating parents), and 21.5% of the children lived in single-caregiver homes (9.7% single
parent, 5.9% separated parent, 5.9% divorced parent). Of the 94 dyads, 23 could not be
observationally coded for emotional expressions during the conflict task due to problems with

lighting or camera positioning. Thus, 71 dyads were coded for both verbal conflict behaviors and
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emotional expressions, and 23 were coded for verbal conflict behaviors alone.

Middle childhood sample (Time 1). At Time 1, data were available for 87 (93%) of the dyads
that participated at Time 2. Children were aged six to ten years (M = 7.52, SD = 0.78), and data
were collected roughly three years prior to Time 2. Participants who took part at Time 1 did not
differ from those who did not on any demographic variables (child age and sex, maternal age,
maternal education; ps > .05).

Adolescent sample (Time 3). At Time 3, data were available for 75 (80%) of the dyads who
participated at Time 2. Children were aged 11 to 16 years (M = 13.60, SD = 1.03), and data was
collected roughly three years after Time 2. Dyads who participated at Time 3 did not differ from
those who did not on children’s internalizing and externalizing symptoms at Time 2, conflict
behaviors at Time 2, or demographic variables (ps > .05).

Procedure

Time 2. This study was conducted as part of a larger project. Ethics approval was granted by the
University’s human research ethics review board prior to data collection. Families were
contacted by telephone and provided verbal consent. Two research assistants conducted
standardized home visits. After informed written consent was obtained, mother-child dyads
engaged in a number of tasks that were video-recorded. Dyads first played a board game (Jenga)
together. Next, they were given a set of vignettes describing situations children might find
socially or emotionally challenging, and were asked to answer discussion questions. Finally, they
completed a conflict task, the only task considered in the present study. Mothers and children
were given a list of 18 topics that are common sources of conflict between parents and youth
(e.g., chores, problems with siblings, respecting parents). They each rated, on a 5-point Likert

scale, the extent to which each topic was a source of disagreement between them (1 = never, 5 =
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always). The experimenters selected the topic rated highest by both mother and child, and dyads
were instructed to discuss the topic for six minutes while videotaped. Dyads who expressed no
longer being able to discuss the topic before the time elapsed (n =41, 43.62%) were given their
next highest-rated topic. Eleven dyads (11.70%) discussed three or more topics.

Times 1 and 3. Once informed consent was obtained, packages of questionnaire measures were
mailed to participants, who completed these and returned them by mail.

Measures

Observational coding. Observational coding was conducted with Mangold Interact 18, software
that allows for the frequency and duration of behaviors viewed in videotaped interactions to be
coded in real-time. Mothers and children were both coded on two separate coding systems. Two
trained coders independently coded 30% of the sample. Cohen’s kappa values ranged from
substantial to almost perfect on both coding systems (0.68-0.88). Coders were blind to dyads’
scores on all other measures, and one coder on each coding system was blind to hypotheses.
Each coding system had a different primary and secondary coder.

The Conflict Behavior Coding System assessed mothers’ and children’s verbal conflict
behaviors. Behaviors were coded continuously for the length of the conflict task; thus, at all
times, each individual’s behavior was assigned one of six codes, and the code changed when a
change in behavior was observed. The coding system was inspired by well-validated systems,
particularly the Verbal Tactics Coding Scheme (Sillars, 1986) and the Couples Interaction
Scoring System (Gottman, 1979), and was adapted to suit mother-child interactions and to fit a
mutually exclusive and exhaustive format. The six codes were: analytic remarks (providing or
requesting information in a non-confrontational manner), conciliatory remarks (expressing a

desire to resolve the conflict in a mutually satisfactory way or by prioritizing one’s partner’s
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desires), disagreement (disagreement with or rejection of partner’s argument), confrontative
remarks (attempts to achieve one’s own goals or to thwart partner’s goals with hostile or
argumentative intent), avoidance/withdrawal acts (behaviors that minimize discussion of the
conflict), and listening (individual is silent and attending to their speaking partner; not analysed
in the present study). Brief operational definitions, examples, and Cohen’s kappas are provided
in Appendix B.

The Emotion Behavior Coding System — Adapted was used to code nonverbal emotional
expressions. The coding system was adapted from the Emotion Behavior Coding System (Enns
& Stack, 2007), which was designed based on existing literature (e.g., Batum & Yagmurlu, 2007;
Moed et al., 2015; Perez & Riggio, 2003). Codes were adapted to be mutually exclusive and
exhaustive. Emotions were coded continuously for the length of the task, and the code changed
when a change in affect was observed. Individuals were assigned one of four codes:
smile/positive (SP), frown/upset (FU), sad/distressed (SD), and neutral (NE) affect. Codes were
assigned primarily based on facial expression, with tone of voice and body language being used
when clarification was necessary (e.g., to differentiate a sarcastic smile from positive affect).
Brief operational definitions, examples, and Cohen’s kappas are provided in Appendix B. The
order in which mothers and children were coded was counterbalanced.

Demographic information. Child age, sex, and other information was collected using the
Demographic Information Questionnaire, which has been used effectively in past Concordia
Project studies (e.g., Briscoe al., 2019).

Child temperament. Mothers completed the Emotionality Activity Sociability Scale, a measure
of temperament (EAS; Buss & Plomin, 1984) at Time 1. The Activity subscale, measuring the

tendency to be restless or energetic, was used, given its links with more hostile parenting (Morris



32

et al., 2002). Items are rated on a Likert scale from 1 (“my child’s behavior is never like this”) to
5 (“my child’s behavior is always like this”). The EAS has been validated for the measurement
of temperament from infancy to adulthood, including in school-age children (Walker et al.,
2017). It has good test-retest reliability and stability from preschool to school age (Bould et al.,
2013; Spence et al., 2013). In addition, the measure has good predictive and concurrent validity
(Walker et al., 2017). The Cronbach alpha for the Activity subscale was .64, which is considered
acceptable and is consistent with the internal consistency reported in previous studies (Walker et
al., 2017).

Mother-reported internalizing and externalizing symptoms. Mothers completed the Child
Behavior Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach, 1991) at Times 1 and 2. They were asked to report
whether descriptions were representative of their child, from 0 (not at all true) to 2 (very true). In
this study, the Internalizing and Externalizing scales were used. The CBCL has good test—retest
reliability (Achenbach, 1991). The Cronbach alpha of the Internalizing scale was .91 at Time 1
and .87 at Time 2. The Cronbach alpha of the Externalizing scale was .89 at Time 1 and .89 at
Time 2.

Self-reported internalizing and externalizing symptoms. The Youth Self-Report (Achenbach,
1991) was used at Time 3 given evidence that by adolescence, children may be more accurate
reporters of their symptoms (Youngstrom et al., 2000). Adolescents were asked whether
descriptors were representative of themselves, ranging from 0 (not at all true) to 2 (very true). In
the present study, the Internalizing and Externalizing scales were used. The Cronbach alphas

were .85 and .87 for the Internalizing and Externalizing scales, respectively.
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Plan of Analysis

Prior to conducting analyses, outliers were converted to the most extreme non-outlier in
the dataset (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). None of the variables had significant skewness or
kurtosis.
Mothers’ and Children’s Responses to Their Own and Their Partners’ Emotions

Time-window sequential analysis was used to assess tendencies of mothers and
preadolescents to respond to their own and their partners’ emotional expressions (i.e.,
sad/distressed, angry/upset, neutral, and positive affect) with each verbal conflict behavior.
Analyses were conducted using Generalized Sequential Querier 5.1.23 (GSEQ; Bakeman &
Quera, 2016), respecting accepted procedures for time-window sequential analysis (Bakeman &
Quera, 2011; Chorney et al., 2010). Time windows were specified as 5 seconds following the
onset of specific emotional expressions (i.e., “given” behaviors). Frequencies of conflict
behaviors (i.e., “target” behaviors) that occurred within those windows were tallied. Each
contingency had a base rate above the recommended cut-off of 5 (Bakeman & Quera, 2011).
Pooled odds ratios were calculated for each contingency to examine behavioral tendencies across
the sample. Statistically significant odds above 1 indicate that the target behavior is more likely
to occur following the given behavior; odds ratios below one indicate that the target behavior is
less likely to occur following the given behavior. Odds ratios with 95% confidence intervals that
do not include 1 are considered statistically significant at the .05 level.
Associations Between Responses to Negative Emotions and Children’s Socioemotional
Development

Longitudinal associations between child temperament and internalizing symptoms in

middle childhood, children’s and mothers’ responses to negative emotions (SD and FU) during
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conflict in preadolescence, and child internalizing and externalizing symptoms in adolescence
were assessed. First, target behaviors were collapsed into two categories: escalating (i.e.,
disagreement and confrontative remarks, “direct fighting” behaviors) and de-escalating (analytic
and conciliatory remarks, “negotiation” behaviors). This decision was made in order to test
hypotheses while limiting the number of analyses, as these two larger constructs can be
distinguished based on their influence on conflict resolution (direct fighting escalates conflict,
whereas negotiation de-escalates conflict and promotes resolution; Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2006;
Sillars & Canary, 2013; van Doorn et al., 2009). Based on hypotheses, emotion-behavior
contingencies of interest were escalating and de-escalating behaviors following individuals’ own
and their partners’ SD and FU. Time-window sequential analysis was conducted using GSEQ to
compute Yule’s Q values for each dyad, for each contingency of interest. Yule’s Q is an effect
size that ranges from -1 to +1, with 0 indicating no effect, negative values indicating a negative
relationship, and positive values indicating a positive relationship. For example, if a dyad’s
Yule’s Q for child de-escalating following mother’s SD is 0.6, this indicates that the child is
more likely to use de-escalating behaviors following her mother’s expression of SD. Yule’s Qs
are less skewed than odds ratios, and can be used as continuous variables in subsequent analyses
(Bakeman & Quera, 2011). They can be calculated if both the given behavior and the target
behavior occurred within the dyad’s interaction. Descriptive statistics for Yule’s Q variables are
shown in Table 2.

Next, hypothesized associations between Yule’s Qs and child temperament and
internalizing and externalizing symptoms were assessed using bivariate correlations. Correlations
are reported in Table 3. Yule’s Q variables that were not correlated with any non-Yule’s Q

variables were omitted from the table. Child age and maternal education were also omitted, as
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they were not correlated with any other variables. Only statistically significant hypothesized
correlations are described below. Path analyses were then used to model these associations, using
Mplus Version 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 2019). Missing data ranged from 2.1% to 38.3% across the
three time points on variables on interest. Little’s missing completely at random test indicated
that data was missing at random (p > .05). Thus, full information maximization likelithood
(FIML) was used to estimate models. Models were also run excluding dyads that were missing
values on relevant Yule’s Q variables. However, all associations remained the same; thus,
models estimated with FIML are reported. Tests of indirect effects were conducted in Mplus
using bootstrapping (2000 samples), following recommended procedures (Preacher & Hayes,
2008).
Results

Mothers’ and Children’s Responses to Their Own and Their Partners’ Emotions

Results of time-window sequential analyses are shown in Table 1.
Behavioral responses to their own emotions. After frowning/upset affect (FU), both mothers
and children used more confrontative remarks, disagreement, and to a lesser extent, analytic
remarks. After sad/distressed affect (SD), both avoided or withdrew more, and made more
conciliatory remarks and fewer confrontative remarks. Following their own neutral affect (NE),
both used more analytic and conciliatory remarks. In response to their own positive affect (SP),
both avoided or withdrew more. Mothers also made more conciliatory remarks following FU,
whereas children made fewer conciliatory remarks following FU. Mothers avoided/withdrew less
following FU, whereas children avoided/withdrew less following NE. Children also made more

analytic and conciliatory remarks following their own SP.
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Behavioral responses to their partners’ emotions. Mothers and children responded in similar
ways to each other’s emotions than to their own. They both responded to their partners’ FU with
increased confrontative remarks, disagreements, and analytic remarks, although odds ratios were
lower than following their own FU. Following their partners’ SD, they both made more
conciliatory and analytic remarks. In response to their partners’ NE, they both made more
analytic and conciliatory remarks, and fewer confrontative remarks. Following their partners’ SP,
both used more analytic remarks and avoidance/withdrawal. Mothers alone were more likely to
use conciliatory remarks following their children’s FU. In response to their partners’ SD,
children showed more avoidance/withdrawal, whereas mothers used more confrontative remarks
and fewer disagreements. Following their partners’ SP, mothers used more conciliatory remarks
and disagreement, while children used fewer confrontative remarks.

Associations Between Responses to Negative Emotions and Children’s Socioemotional
Development

Longitudinal associations between temperament, socioemotional symptoms, and mother
escalation following FU. There was a pattern of significant correlations that was consistent with
the hypothesis that child activity level and internalizing symptoms would positively predict
mothers’ tendency to escalate conflict following their own FU, and that in turn, this escalation
would positively predict adolescent externalizing and internalizing symptoms. Child activity
level at Time 1 correlated positively with mothers’ escalation following their own FU (r = .29, p
<.05) at Time 2 and with adolescent externalizing symptoms at Time 3 (» = .33, p <.01). There
was a trend in the association between child internalizing symptoms at Time 1 and mothers’

escalation following their own FU at Time 2 (r = .26, p = .06). Mothers’ escalation following
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their own FU at Time 2 correlated positively with adolescent internalizing (» = .40, p <.01) and
externalizing symptoms at Time 3 (r = .35, p <.05).

Because these correlations indicated that mothers’ tendency to escalate following their
own FU was related to children’s prior characteristics and later symptomatology, path analyses
were used to further investigate these relationships, controlling for Time 1 and Time 2
externalizing symptoms, and Time 2 internalizing symptoms. In addition, maternal escalation
following FU was explored as a mediator of the links from activity level and internalizing
symptoms to later symptomatology. Results are shown in Figure 1. The model was fully
specified; thus, model fit was perfect. The model accounted for 19.6% of the variance in
mothers’ escalation of FU at Time 2, 25.8% of the variance in internalizing symptoms at Time 2,
32.8% of the variance in externalizing symptoms at Time 2, 26.5% of the variance in child
internalizing symptoms at Time 3, and 23.5% of the variance in child externalizing symptoms at
Time 3. The path from child activity level at Time 1 to mothers’ escalation of their own FU at
Time 2 was positive and statistically significant (3=0.36, SE=0.15, p=0.01). The path from
mothers’ escalation of FU at Time 2 to externalizing symptoms at Time 3 was also positive and
statistically significant ($=0.28, SE=0.12, p=0.02). However, the indirect effect of activity level
at Time 1 to externalizing symptoms at Time 3 through mothers’ escalation of FU at Time 2 was
not significant (3=0.10, p=0.10, 95% CI = .000 to 0.202).

The direct effect of internalizing symptoms at Time 1 to internalizing symptoms at Time
3 was not significant (f=0.19, SE=0.17, p=0.27). However, the path from internalizing
symptoms at Time 1 to mothers’ escalation of FU at Time 2 was positive and statistically
significant ($=0.47, SE=0.19, p=0.02). The path from mothers’ escalation of FU at Time 2 to

internalizing symptoms at Time 3 was also positive and statistically significant (3=0.31,
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SE=0.13, p=0.02). The indirect effect of internalizing symptoms at Time 1 to internalizing
symptoms at Time 3 through mothers’ escalation of FU at Time 2 was positive and statistically
significant ($=0.24, p=0.01, 95% CI = 0.086 to 0.399), suggesting that the stability in
internalizing symptoms from Time 1 to Time 3 is accounted for by the fact that children with
internalizing symptoms elicit more maternal escalation of FU, which in turn contributes to
increased levels of internalizing symptoms in adolescence. Results did not differ in supplemental
models controlling for child sex and maternal education.

Longitudinal associations between child and mother de-escalation following SD and
socioemotional symptoms. There was a pattern of significant associations that was consistent
with the hypothesis that child and mother de-escalation in response to their own and their
partners’ SD would negatively predict adolescent internalizing and externalizing symptoms.
Children’s de-escalation following their own SD at Time 2 correlated negatively with their
internalizing (» =-.28, p<.05) and externalizing symptoms at Time 3 (r=-.42, p<.01). Mothers’
de-escalation following their own SD at Time 2 correlated negatively with adolescents’
externalizing symptoms at Time 3 (r=-.34, p<.05). Mothers’ de-escalation following their
children’s SD correlated negatively with externalizing symptoms at Time 3 (r=-.32, p<.05).
Children’s de-escalation following their mothers’ SD correlated negatively with their
internalizing symptoms at Time 3 (r=-.33, p<.05).

Path analyses were run to identify models that accounted for these associations. Two
models were retained. In the first model, longitudinal associations between children’s tendency
to respond to their own SD with de-escalation and avoidance at Time 2 and their externalizing
symptoms at Time 3 were assessed, controlling for Time 2 externalizing symptoms. Children’s

tendency to avoid/withdraw following their own SD was included because additional analyses
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revealed a negative relationship with externalizing symptoms at Time 3. The model was fully
specified; thus, model fit was perfect. The model accounted for 26.3% of the variance in Time 3
externalizing symptoms. Results are shown in Figure 2. The path from externalizing symptoms
at Time 2 to externalizing symptoms at Time 3 was positive and statistically significant (=0.25,
SE=0.12, p=0.04). The path from child de-escalation following their own SD at Time 2 to
externalizing symptoms at Time 3 was negative and statistically significant (3=-0.30, SE=0.11,
p=0.002). The path from child avoidance/withdrawal following their own SD at Time 2 to
externalizing symptoms at Time 3 was negative and statistically significant (f=-0.28, SE=0.12,
p=0.03). Results did not differ when controlling for child sex and maternal education.

In the second model, longitudinal associations between mothers’ and children’s tendency
to respond to their partners’ SD with de-escalation at Time 2 and adolescent internalizing and
externalizing symptoms at Time 3 were assessed, controlling for internalizing and externalizing
symptoms at Time 2. The model was fully specified; thus, model fit was perfect. The model
accounted for 17.0% of the variance in internalizing symptoms at Time 3 and 30.4% of the
variance in externalizing symptoms at Time 3. The results are shown in Figure 3. The paths from
internalizing symptoms (f=0.16, SE=0.12, p=0.25) and externalizing symptoms ($=0.20,
SE=0.13, p=0.15) at Time 2 to internalizing symptoms at Time 3 were not significant. The path
from children’s tendency to de-escalate following their mothers’ SD at Time 2 to internalizing
symptoms at Time 3 was negative and statistically significant (f=-0.29, SE=0.12, p=0.003). The
path from mothers’ tendency to de-escalate following their children’s SD at Time 2 to
internalizing symptoms at Time 3 was not significant (f=-0.09, SE=0.13, p=.47). The path from
externalizing symptoms at Time 2 to externalizing symptoms at Time 3 was positive and

significant (3=0.45, SE=0.11, p=0.000). The path from internalizing symptoms at Time 2 to
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externalizing symptoms at Time 3 was negative and significant (f=-0.24, SE=0.11, p=0.04). The
path from mothers’ tendency to de-escalate following their children’s SD at Time 2 to
externalizing symptoms at Time 3 was negative and significant (f=-0.37, SE=0.11, p=0.001).
The path from children’s de-escalation following their mothers’ SD at Time 2 to externalizing
symptoms at Time 3 was not significant (p=-0.18, SE=0.12, p=0.22). Results did not differ when
controlling for child sex and maternal education.
Discussion

Guided by a dynamic systems perspective, the present study provided significant nuance
to our understanding of mother-child conflict, by addressing the bidirectional nature of these
interactions on both microscopic and macroscopic scales. First, the results from the present study
provide a detailed overview of moment-to-moment links between emotion and behavior during
mother-preadolescent conflict. They demonstrate that behaviors used by mothers and children
during conflict are influenced by both their own emotions and the emotional expressions of their
partners. Second, the results identified that on the long-term, family conflict dynamics are both
influenced by children’s temperament and internalizing symptoms in earlier childhood, as well
as predict internalizing and externalizing symptoms in adolescence. In so doing, they
demonstrate the importance of mother-child regulation of conflict emotions for youth’s
socioemotional development.
Behavioral Responses to One’s Own Emotional Expressions During Conflict

This was the first study to systematically assess sequential relations between emotional
expression and verbal behavior during mother-child conflict. With respect to individuals’
behavior in the context of their own negative emotions, results support and extend conclusions

from existing theory and research (e.g., Guerrero, 2013; Sanford, 2007). First, both mothers and
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children responded to angry affect with more confrontation, disagreement, and, to a lesser extent,
analytic remarks. Anger is thought to generate attacking behavior and expressions of
disapproval, but also assertive communication (Canary et al., 1998). It mobilizes people towards
reaching their own goals, which can involve both “winning” the argument and having their
voices heard (Christensen et al., 1995). Sadness during conflict has instead been associated with
relationship-repairing motives, manifested both in problem-solving or acquiescing and conflict
avoidance (Murphy & Eisenberg, 2002; Vangelisti & Crumley, 1998). Indeed, mothers and
children were more likely to avoid or withdraw and attempt conciliation following sad affect,
and they also used fewer confrontative remarks. This further reinforces the idea that vulnerable
emotions prompt de-escalating behaviors that reduce relationship damage. These results show
that theorized links between negative emotions and conflict behavior apply to the mother-child
context and can be observed on a microscopic scale.

Results also shed light on the roles of neutral and positive emotions, which have received
far less attention in the conflict literature. Interestingly, neutral affect was associated with some
of the highest rates of analytic and conciliatory remarks, behaviors considered the most
constructive during conflict (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2006; van Doorn et al., 2009). Neutral affect
may reflect the ability to regulate negative emotions in order to calmly discuss and negotiate.
Indeed, remaining calm during parent-child disagreements is linked to greater socioemotional
adjustment in early adolescents, and is a key part of conflict resolution interventions (Oruche et
al., 2014). Positive affect was followed by increased avoidance in both children and mothers.
This often occurred when participants laughed and joked together. It has been argued that while
humor can interfere with conflict resolution, it can also pause heated conflicts and defuse hostile

emotions, allowing dyads to resume their discussion once calm (Norrick & Spitz, 2008). Thus,
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this brief avoidance may indirectly promote productive conflict discussion. Despite being
frequently overlooked, neutral and positive emotions appear to play key roles during conflict.

By observing both mothers and preadolescents, comparisons could be made between
conflict partners of unequal maturity and power. While they responded in similar ways to their
own emotions overall, mothers made more conciliatory remarks following angry affect, while
children made fewer conciliatory remarks. Mothers may have a greater ability to use anger to
motivate collaborative discussion. As increases in perspective-taking and empathy occur
throughout adolescence, preadolescents may have a limited ability to forgo their own interests in
order to suggest mutually beneficial solutions (Van der Graaff et al., 2014). Further, given the
power differential between them (Hinde, 1979), mothers may be more inclined to attempt
compromises given that they can ultimately enforce their preferred solutions. In addition,
children responded to their positive affect with increased analytic and conciliatory remarks,
whereas mothers did not. Positive emotions during conflict have previously been associated with
cooperation and support in adults (Guerrero & Floyd, 2006). The fact that these associations
were not found in mothers may be partially explained by mothers spending less time overall
expressing positive affect. As discussed earlier, results suggest that neutral affect may in fact
promote more constructive discussion, with positive affect instead diffusing conflict and
providing relief rather than contributing directly to conflict resolution.
Behavioral Responses to the Other Person’s Emotional Expressions During Conflict

To our knowledge, this was also the first study to examine on a microscopic scale how

individuals’ affect predicts their interaction partners’ behavior during mother-child conflict. In
almost every instance, results suggested that participants were motivated by their partners’

emotions in similar ways as by their own, although links were less pronounced. For example,
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while experiencing sadness may be a particularly strong motivator for a mother to repair damage
to her relationship, seeing her child sad could similarly motivate her to attempt to repair the
relationship. Alternatively, these findings could also result from affect mirroring; seeing her
child sad may cause the mother to feel sad, which in turn could motivate her to use conciliatory
behavior. Further research into effects of interaction partners’ affect on conflict behavior is
needed to clarify these findings.

In addition to many similarities, two differences were observed between mothers’ and
children’s responses to the others’ emotions. First, children frequently avoided or withdrew
following their mothers’ sad affect, whereas the reverse was not true. This could be because
children become especially distressed when they observe their mothers in distress, and are not as
equipped to address it (Frankel et al., 1992). Conversely, mothers are more regularly confronted
with their children’s sadness, and develop active methods of responding (Morris et al., 2011).
Second, mothers used more confrontative remarks following their children’s sad affect. This
result was unexpected, and may be a result of the at-risk nature of the sample, as harsher
parenting is often seen in families of lower socioeconomic status (Giilseven et al., 2018).
According to the emotion socialization literature, this type of parental invalidation of negative
emotions predicts emotional dysregulation in youth (Briscoe et al., 2019).

Overall, these results highlight the bidirectional nature of conflict, demonstrating
several ways in which the other person’s emotional expressions influences how one behaves
during conflict. These findings are in line with the transactional model, which posits that child
development is the result of the continuous and bidirectional interactions between the child and
their environment (Sameroff, 2009). Specifically, these results demonstrate the interdependence

between mothers and children, whose behavior continuously shapes one another over the course
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of their interactions. As such, they reinforce that children’s development is driven by the
evolving dynamic between mothers and children over time. These novel findings warrant further
investigation, as they add key contextual information to our understanding of mother-child
conflict.
Longitudinal Associations Between Child Characteristics and Mother Escalation Following
Angry Affect

The second objective was to assess relations between dyadic behavior following negative
emotions and children’s socioemotional development. The first model demonstrated longitudinal
links between activity level and internalizing symptoms in middle childhood, mothers’ tendency
to escalate conflict when angry in preadolescence, and internalizing and externalizing symptoms
in adolescence. These results are in line with a dynamic systems perspective, showing that both
children and mothers contribute to their interactions, which in turn influence child outcomes
(Hollenstein, 2013). First, mothers who rated their children as having a higher activity level and
more internalizing symptoms during middle childhood escalated the conflict more when angry.
These could be child-driven effects, as mothers may experience increased frustration and stress
due to challenging interactions with their active or emotional children (Vaughan et al., 2013). Of
course, child characteristics in middle childhood could themselves be the result of
intergenerational transfer, via both genetics and socialization (Clifford et al., 2015; Crawford et
al., 2011). Mothers’ ratings of child characteristics may also be influenced by their own distress
(Kroes et al., 2003). Future studies using more datapoints and incorporating actor-partner
interdependence models and behavioral genetics would aid in clarifying the contributions of

various pathways.
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In turn, children whose mothers escalated conflict when angry reported increased
externalizing and internalizing symptoms in adolescence. Mothers who cannot regulate their
angry affect and instead escalate the conflict model unconstructive conflict resolution skills and
poor emotion regulation. This puts their children at risk of developing internalizing and
externalizing symptoms (Compas et al., 2017). Indeed, the tendency of mothers to escalate
conflict when upset impedes dyads’ ability to problem-solve, and prevents mutually satisfactory
resolutions (Moed et al., 2015; Forgatch, 1989). In turn, lack of resolution leads to longer, more
frequent, and more hostile conflicts, specifically the types of conflicts that are associated with
increased psychopathology in youth (Missotten et al., 2017). Our findings help explain why
intense conflicts with parents predict long-term maladjustment, and underline the benefits of
maternal emotion regulation during challenging mother-child interactions. In addition, mothers’
tendency to escalate conflict when angry mediated the relationship between youth’s internalizing
problems at the first and third time points. A growing literature is demonstrating that children’s
internalizing symptoms are involved in bidirectional relations with parenting. Fanti and
colleagues (2011) reported bidirectional associations between fathers’ and children’s
internalizing symptoms from preadolescence to mid-adolescence. These findings support the
transactional model, in which the development and maintenance of child psychopathology occurs
due to reciprocal exchanges between parent and child (Sameroff, 2009).

Although mothers’ escalation of their own angry affect was longitudinally linked with
child activity level and internalizing symptoms, these associations were not found with the
escalation of their children’s angry affect, nor with the children’s escalation in response to either
individuals’ angry affect. This pattern of results suggests that mothers’ regulation of angry affect

is particularly important, in line with recent literature indicating that maternal conflict escalation
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is especially detrimental both to conflict resolution and to children’s socioemotional
development, given their role as caregivers and socializers (Moed et al., 2015).
Longitudinal Associations Between Responses to Sad Affect and Adolescent Adjustment
Results from the second and third path models also identified novel relations between
dyadic behavior following negative emotions and internalizing and externalizing symptoms in
adolescence. In line with hypotheses, the second model showed that children’s tendency to de-
escalate conflict in response to their own sad affect during preadolescence predicted decreased
externalizing symptoms in adolescence. Children who are able to use their vulnerable affect as a
motivator to resolve conflict may have especially strong prosocial tendencies and effective
emotion regulation abilities. Prosocial behavior has been shown to be protective against the
development of externalizing symptoms (Flouri & Sarmadi, 2016; Nantel-Vivier et al., 2014).
Similarly, the ability to regulate vulnerable emotions prevents them from building up and being
expressed as externalizing behavior (Sullivan et al., 2010). These findings point to a need for
future research to directly investigate links between motives, emotion regulation and behavior
during conflict. The second model also showed that children who avoided or withdrew from
conflict when sad endorsed fewer externalizing symptoms in adolescence. Although this finding
was not predicted, children who are especially avoidant in difficult situations may be shy or
inhibited, temperamental characteristics that have been found to protect against externalizing
symptoms (Leve et al., 2005). Overall, this model demonstrated that children’s behavior when
sad is related to their subsequent externalizing symptoms. Surprisingly, there were no
associations between children’s responses to their sad affect and internalizing symptoms. This
may be because the intensity of sadness during the conflict task appeared relatively low; perhaps

responses to more intense vulnerable emotions are particularly important in predicting
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internalizing symptoms. Future studies could address this question by using procedures that elicit
stronger vulnerable emotions or last longer in time, and by including measures of emotional
intensity.

Finally, the third model demonstrated that mothers’ and preadolescents’ responses to
each other’s sad affect during conflict predicts socioemotional symptoms in adolescence. First,
children whose mothers used more de-escalating behaviors following their sad affect had fewer
externalizing symptoms in adolescence. In the emotion socialization literature, it is argued that
when mothers respond to children’s vulnerable affect in constructive and supportive ways, they
learn that their emotions are understood and taken into consideration. In addition, mothers model
prosocial responses to others’ emotions (Eisenberg, 1999; Jones et al., 2002). This allows
children to learn to regulate emotions and respond prosocially in stressful interpersonal
situations. In turn, these children are at a decreased risk of developing externalizing symptoms
(Aldao et al., 2016). Second, children who made more de-escalating statements following their
mothers’ displays of sad affect had fewer internalizing symptoms in adolescence. As discussed
earlier, mothers’ sad affect commonly elicited avoidance in children, perhaps because children
are not equipped to manage their mothers’ distress, and they may become distressed in response
(Frankel et al., 1992). Thus, children who are instead able to respond to their mothers’ vulnerable
affect with de-escalating behavior might be less easily upset or particularly strong at regulating
negative emotions, characteristics that would prove protective against internalizing symptoms in
adolescence (Aldao et al., 2016; Kopala-Sibley et al., 2017).

Although many hypotheses were supported, mothers’ de-escalation following children’s
sad affect was not associated with children’s internalizing symptoms, nor was child de-escalation

following mothers’ sad affect associated with externalizing symptoms. It could be that relations
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between responses to others’ vulnerable emotions and children’s socioemotional outcomes are
highly specific. Alternatively, as mentioned above, the vulnerable emotions elicited by the
conflict task used in our study may be insufficiently intense to bring these relationships to light.
The present study provided a novel analytic method that future studies can apply to build on
these findings.
Limitations and Future Directions

Alongside several contributions, results should be considered in light of certain
limitations. While observation is an ideal method of measuring verbal behavior, the ability to
infer emotions is more limited (Schirmer & Adolphs, 2017). Similarly, without direct assessment
of motives and emotion regulation, interpretations related to their roles in relations between
affect and behavior are speculative. Future studies could address these challenges by including
video-recall, where participants review recordings of their conflicts and report on their emotions
and thoughts during the interactions (Cohen et al., 2012). Assessing the intensity of emotions in
addition to quality, using a combination of self-report, observation and physiological measures,
may also help explain how the same emotion can lead to diverse courses of action (Luong et al.,
2018). For example, low levels of anger may motivate individuals to act assertively, with only
higher levels interfering with problem-solving (Guerrero, 2013). In addition, although
observational data allows for effective sequential analysis of smaller samples, these findings
should be replicated in a larger sample, as greater power would increase the ability to detect
results in path analyses. In addition, results from the path analyses should be interpreted with
caution given that some models were fully specified, and observational measures were limited to
the preadolescent time point. Finally, in the present study, the focus was placed on how emotions

influence behavior, yet these relations are clearly bidirectional. Other studies have chosen to
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instead investigate the influence of behavior on emotion during conflict (e.g., Chaplin et al.,
2012). Ideally, future methodologies will allow researchers to assess the mutual influences
between emotion and behavior in real time.

Clinical Implications

The results from the present study have important clinical implications. First, findings
demonstrated that moment-to-moment, emotional expressions influence conflict behavior, with
anger and sadness often making less constructive behaviors more likely to occur. Yet at the same
time, individual differences in responses to negative emotions emerged, and these individual
differences were linked to youth’s socioemotional functioning. These results are consistent with
a large body of evidence showing that the ability to regulate negative emotions in challenging
social situations in order to select behaviors that are in the service of one’s goals protect against
socioemotional difficulties (Compas et al., 2017). A range of prevention and intervention
programs for youth with socioemotional vulnerabilities include emotion regulation training as a
key component (e.g., Derella et al., 2019; Rathus & Miller, 2014; Trosper et al., 2009), and the
present findings support this direction.

Beyond youths’ own emotion regulation, results also underline the crucial role of mothers
in managing emotions during interactions with their children (Moed et al., 2015). An important
predictor of children’s emotion regulation is emotion socialization, whereby parents teach their
children to express, understand and regulate their emotions (Denham et al., 2015; Eisenberg et
al., 1998). Emotion socialization occurs in part through parents’ responses to their children’s
negative emotions. These include supportive responses, which communicate to the child that
their emotions are valid and acceptable (e.g., comforting, encouraging, or offering support), and

nonsupportive responses, which discourage the emotional expression (e.g., punishing or
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minimizing; Root & Denham, 2010). Overall, supportive responses contribute to greater
socioemotional functioning in youth (Briscoe et al., 2019; Denham et al., 1997). A number of
interventions aimed at improving children’s socioemotional skills therefore target emotion
socialization, by teaching parents to respond to their children’s negative emotions in ways that
support their experience rather than escalate the situation (e.g., Porzig-Drummond et al., 2014).
Our results lend further support to this goal, as we found that maternal de-escalation following
preadolescents' expressions of sadness predicted fewer externalizing symptoms in adolescence.
However, results from the present study also illustrate that responding supportively to
youth’s negative emotions is difficult for mothers in situations as challenging as conflict, given
that mothers were more likely to escalate conflict when their children appeared angry and made
more confrontative remarks when their children appeared sad. These nonsupportive responses
may be explained by the fact that, unlike situations in which only the child is upset, conflict
generates negative emotions for both mother and child. As such, mothers have the added
challenge of managing their own negative emotions. Indeed, there is recent evidence that
mothers’ emotion socialization behavior is tied to their own emotion regulation abilities (Aydin,
2010; Rhoades et al., 2017). In the present study, we found that mothers’ tendency to escalate
conflict when angry was linked to more negative ratings of their children in earlier childhood, as
well as their children reporting more internalizing and externalizing symptoms in adolescence.
Therefore, to promote both constructive conflict resolution and youth adjustment, especially with
temperamentally difficult children, programs should target parental emotion regulation, in
addition to emotion socialization and youth’s emotion regulation (Hajal & Paley, 2020). In fact,
children with behavior problems were recently shown to benefit less from parental training

programs when their parents were emotionally dysregulated (Zachary et al., 2019). This
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underscores the bidirectional and reciprocal nature of parent-child difficulties, and demonstrates
the importance of targeting both members of the dyad within prevention and intervention efforts.
Conclusion

Mother-child conflict is an important context in which youth learn to manage affective
and interpersonal challenges, yet destructive conflict behavior contributes to socioemotional
problems. Some conflict resolution behaviors are known to be more adaptive than others, yet the
interplay between behavior and emotion during mother-child conflict is less understood. Results
from the present study provide significant advancements to the literature on mother-child
conflict, and on the influence of family dynamics on adolescent socioemotional functioning.
They provide a detailed overview of the relations between mothers’ and children’s behavior and
the emotions they display, as well as the emotions expressed by the other. They show that
conflict behaviors cannot be considered in isolation, as they are continuously influenced by the
individuals’ own emotions, the emotional expressions of their interaction partners, in addition to
both people’s individual characteristics. By shedding light on normative mother-child conflict
processes, findings provide a comparison for studies of higher-risk or clinical samples. Indeed,
the present study also identified longitudinal relations between dyads’ responses to emotions and
children’s prior and subsequent socioemotional functioning. Findings are well-aligned with
dynamic systems and transactional perspectives on child development, demonstrating that both
mother and child contribute to their dyadic patterns of conflict interaction, which in turn
influence youth’s functioning in adolescence and beyond. These results can be used to help
identify dyads who are developing patterns that pose a risk to children’s socioemotional

adjustment. As research in this area grows, evidence may be used to help design prevention and
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intervention programs aimed at promoting healthy parent-child relationships and socioemotional

development.
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Table 1
Time-Window Sequential Analysis of Children’s and Mothers’ Responses to Their Own and Their Partners’ Emotions
Target behavior Child analytic Child avoidance/ Child conciliatory Child confrontative ~ Child disagreement
remark withdrawal act remark remark
Given emotional expression Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI
Child frown/upset 2.35%  [2.15,2.57] 098 [0.75,1.28] 0.76*  [0.63,0.92] 4.71* [3.09,7.16] 4.57* [3.85,5.44]
Child sad/distressed 1.02  [0.91,1.14] 1.78* [1.45,2.20] 1.46* [1.26,1.68] 0.08* [0.01,0.56] 0.81 [0.61,1.06]
Child neutral 1.58* [1.46,1.70] 0.62* [0.50,0.76] 1.69*  [1.51,1.89] 0.30* [0.16,0.58] 0.87 [0.72, 1.05]
Child smile/positive L.11*  [1.01,1.22] 1.97* [1.64,2.36] 1.17* [1.03,1.34] 0.65 [0.35,1.19] 1.09 [0.90, 1.25]
Mother frown/upset 1.36% [1.24,1.48] 1.12 [091,1.37] 0.95 [0.83,1.09] 1.98* [1.28,3.05] 1.86* [1.55,2.23]
Mother sad/distressed 1.19* [1.04,137] 1.75*% [1.35,2.28] 1.36* [1.13,1.64] 0.15 [0.02,1.07] 1.12 [0.81, 1.53]
Mother neutral 1.55*% [1.44,1.67] 094 [0.79,1.12] 1.66* [1.49,1.85] 047* [0.28,0.76] 1.06 [0.89,1.25]
Mother smile/positive 1.16* [1.04,1.29] 1.66*% [1.352.05] 0.94 [0.78,1.29] 0.31* [0.11,0.85] 1.00 [0.78,1.29]
Target behavior Mother analytic Mother avoidance/ Mother conciliatory Mother Mother
remark withdrawal act remark confrontative remark disagreement

Given emotional expression Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI
Mother frown/upset 1.82* [1.70,1.95] 0.60* [0.39,0.94] 1.14* [1.02,1.28] 4.98* [3.63,6.85] 2.79* [2.34,3.34]
Mother sad/distressed 1.13  [1.00,1.28] 2.09* [1.36,3.21] 1.59* [1.36,1.86] 0.36* [0.13,0.98] 0.86 [0.60, 1.25]
Mother neutral 1.41* [1.33,1.51] 1.10 [0.81,1.48] 1.92* [1.75,2.11] 0.28* [0.18,0.45] 092 [0.76, 1.10]
Mother smile/positive 1.06 [0.97,1.17] 2.51* [1.81,349] 1.03 [0.90,1.19] 0.59 [0.33,1.06] 125 [0.98,1.60]
Child frown/upset 1.30% [1.19,143] 0.76 [0.46,1.26] 1.22* [1.07,1.40] 2.05* [1.39,3.02] 2.94* [2.42,3.58]
Child sad/distressed 1.18* [1.08,1.29] 1.05 [0.68,1.63] 1.43* [1.26,1.62] 1.53* [1.01,2.32] 0.67* [0.49,0.92]
Child neutral 1.44* [1.35,1.54] 1.34 [0.99,1.82] 1.51* [1.37,1.66] 0.58* [0.39,0.87] 0.84 [0.69, 1.03]
Child smile/positive 1.21*  [1.12,1.31] 1.76% [1.28,2.43] 1.20* [1.07,1.35] 0.89 [0.58,1.35] 1.35*% [1.10,1.66]

*p<.05



Table 2

Descriptive Statistics for Yule’s Q Values for Each Contingency of Interest

Contingency — Yule’s Q N (% of sample) M SD
Child frown/upset = child escalate 57 (80.3%) 24 75
Child frown/upset = child de-escalate 65 (91.5%) 22 24
Child sad/distressed = child escalate 59 (83.1%) -.45 .70
Child sad/distressed = child de-escalate 68 (95.8%) -.02 .39
Mother frown/upset = mother escalate 62 (87.3%) 46 .60
Mother frown/upset = mother de-escalate 71 (100.0%) 23 .16
Mother sad/distressed = mother escalate 51 (71.8%) -.50 .65
Mother sad/distressed = mother de-escalate 58 (81.7%) .03 .39
Child frown/upset = mother escalate 59 (83.1%) .01 74
Child frown/upset = mother de-escalate 65 (91.5%) .07 21
Child sad/distressed = mother escalate 60 (84.5%) -21 .67
Child sad/distressed = mother de-escalate 68 (95.8%) A2 18
Mother frown/upset = child escalate 59 (83.1%) .10 .69
Mother frown/upset = child de-escalate 71 (100.0%) A1 21
Mother sad/distressed > child escalate 49 (69.0%) -42 75
Mother sad/distressed = child de-escalate 58 (81.7%) -.09 .50
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Table 3

Bivariate Correlations Between Study Variables

Variable 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
1. Child sex -20 -22*%  -31*%*  -12 -20 .01 -24* -12 .09 .03 -09 .08 .07 .10 26%  -.00 -.06
2. Activity level (T1) - -15 .17 -11 21 A8 33 29 31 -01 -07 -.10 -19 .00 =22 -38%* 25
3. Internalizing symptoms (T1) - O5F*  54%% - 40%*%  28*% .09 26 .09 .02 16 .01 33 .02 .01 -.06 -.02
4. Externalizing symptoms (T1) - J35%%60** 19 31* 21 .01 .01 A7 -.05 17 .01 -15 .04 .08
5. Internalizing symptoms (T2) - A49% 20 -.09 21 -.14 .16 24 .03 18 .02 =17 -14 12
6. Externalizing symptoms (T2) - 24* 0 31*x 33%x _30% .05 31* -20 14 10 - 11 -.02 .00
7. Internalizing symptoms (T3) - S58% 0 .40% .19 -25 12 -28% 15 -09 .05 .14 -.33%
8. Externalizing symptoms (T3) - 36*%  -.03 -34*% 01  -42** -04 -32* -12 .14 -27
9. YQ mother FU - mother ESC - -38** 10 .13 .00 21 -12 =20 -27 -.07
10. YQ mother SD - mother ESC - .19 -06 .02 A2 .00 32*% 65%*% .08
11. YQ mother SD - mother DE - -05 .26 -13 .14 .04 .10 o1
12. YQ child FU - child ESC - -.07 A7 0 -04  -33* 05 -.11
13. YQ child SD - child DE - .03 14 -09 -.08 29%
14. YQ child SD - mother ESC - .10 15 15 -.28%
15. YQ child SD - mother DE - 22 =11 .10
16. YQ mother FU - child DE - 17 -.07
17. YQ mother SD = child ESC - -.30*

18. YQ mother SD - child DE

Note. T1=Time 1; T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3; YQ = Yule’s Q; FU = frown/upset; SD = sad/distressed; ESC = escalate; DE = de-escalate
E.g., YQ mother FU - mother ESC = Yule’s Q for tendency of mother to escalate in response to maternal expression of frown/upset affect.

*p <.05. **p <.01.
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Figure 1
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Longitudinal Associations Between Children’s Activity Level, Mothers’ Escalation Responses to
Frown/Upset Affect and Children’s Internalizing and Externalizing Symptoms
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Figure 2

Longitudinal Associations Between Children’s De-Escalation and Avoidance/Withdrawal
Responses to Sad/Distressed Affect and Their Subsequent Externalizing Symptoms
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Figure 3

Longitudinal Associations Between Individuals' De-Escalation Responses to Their Partners’
Sad/Distressed Affect and Children’s Subsequent Internalizing and Externalizing Symptoms
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Chapter 3: Transition Statement Between Studies 1 and 2

Results from Study 1 contributed to the literature on family conflict by demonstrating
temporal relations between the behavior of mothers and preadolescents during observed conflict
discussions and both individuals’ emotional expressions. Using a microscopic approach, results
extended previous research on negative emotions, showing that during mother-child conflict,
anger motivates behaviors that further individuals’ personal goals, whereas sadness pushes
individuals to attempt to spare or repair the relationship. Further, the results clarified the
understudied influence of neutral and positive emotions during conflict, as well as the emotional
expressions of individuals’ interaction partners. Finally, results revealed the significance of
mothers’ and preadolescents’ responses to negative emotions during conflict, by demonstrating
that individual differences are tied to children’s socioemotional development. Specifically,
findings illustrated that both mothers’ and children’s ability to de-escalate, rather than escalate
conflict following negative emotions is linked to youths’ socioemotional adjustment (i.e., activity
level and internalizing and externalizing symptoms) during middle childhood and adolescence.
However, it is important to note that Study 1 was limited to conflict in one type of family
relationship during preadolescence.

Study 2 built on results from Study 1 by examining the interconnections between emotion
and behavior during dyadic conflict between early adolescents and two of their family members
(i.e., their siblings and mothers). Siblings are chronically understudied despite their major
presence in youths’ lives and the fact that conflict is often central to their relationships. Thus,
using a parallel approach to Study 1, Study 2 assessed similarities and differences between
family members’ behaviors during conflict across these two types of conflict, again in relation to

the emotional expressions of both partners. In addition, by studying mother-child conflict during
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early adolescence, Study 2 complemented Study 1 by enabling the comparison of mother-child
conflict before and after a significant stage in mother-child relationships, namely the transition to
adolescence. Finally, Study 2 was also designed to ascertain whether there are within-family and
across-context similarities in individuals’ responses to negative emotions. Given evidence from
Study 1 that responses to negative emotions predict youths’ socioemotional adjustment, as a next
step, it was important to investigate whether youths’ responses to negative emotions are linked to
the overall family context. According to family systems theory, individual family members and
dyadic subsystems mutually influence once another (Minuchin, 1988, 2001). Thus, Study 2
sought to investigate interconnections between family members’ behaviors, which could serve as
evidence that youth potentially learn these behaviors through their interactions with their family

members.
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Abstract

Early adolescents (aged 12 to 15 years) were observed during dyadic conflict discussions
with their siblings (n = 23) and their mothers (» = 32). The verbal conflict behaviors and
emotional expressions of both individuals in each conflict discussion were coded. Sequential
analyses were used to describe temporal associations between individuals’ emotional expressions
and their own and their partners’ verbal conflict behaviors. In addition, within-family and across-
context similarities in behavior were examined. Results revealed that while many links between
emotion and behavior were consistent with previous research (e.g., attack/assert when angry,
withdraw/concede when sad), several differences in behavior emerged depending on the
relationship (sibling versus mother-adolescent) and position in the family (e.g., youth, mother).
Further, many within-family similarities were observed in responses to emotion, while
adolescents showed few similarities in their behavior across contexts. Results are discussed in

relation to the developmental context of early adolescence and family systems theory.
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Siblings form some of the most enduring and influential bonds, yet these continue to be
understudied relative to other relationships. Sibling relationships are uniquely emotional, as they
are characterized by both strong love and support as well as great conflict and hostility. Early
adolescents’ ability to manage these emotions and resolve conflict with their siblings contributes
to the quality of their relationships and their socioemotional adjustment (Buist et al., 2013;
Campione-Barr et al., 2014). However, little is known as to how early adolescents and their
siblings behave in relation to emotions generated by conflict, as well as how these patterns of
behavior develop. According to family systems theory, relationships within the family are
interconnected; as such, patterns of behavior may be similar across early adolescents’ conflicts
with their siblings and with their mothers (Minuchin, 1988, 2001; Noller, 2005). In the present
study, behaviors and emotional expressions were observed during dyadic conflict between early
adolescents and their siblings and mothers. A microscopic approach was used to assess early
adolescents’ and their family members’ responses to their own and each other’s emotions during
conflict. Within-family and across-context similarities in behavior were also assessed. Results
provide a detailed picture of the links between emotion and behavior of early adolescents during
sibling conflict, as well as a deeper understanding of the interconnections between family
relationships.

Siblings have a unique influence on youths’ social, emotional, and cognitive development
(Dirks et al., 2015). In ways that differ from parents and peers, they provide “support, guidance,
and companionship, as well as intense emotional experiences [that] range from intense love to
intense hostility” (Noller, 2005, p. 2). Unsurprisingly, then, sibling relationship quality predicts
internalizing and externalizing problems across childhood and adolescence, above and beyond

parent-child relationships (Solmeyer et al., 2014; Whiteman et al., 2015). A meta-analysis found
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that while conflict, warmth, and parental differential treatment all predicted internalizing and
externalizing problems, frequency and intensity of conflict was the strongest predictor (Buist et
al., 2013). As the transition to adolescence is a period of heightened risk for psychopathology
(Kessler et al., 2005), sibling conflict during this period warrants greater attention.
Conflict in Sibling Relationships

While intense conflict is predictive of maladjustment, it is also a normative part of sibling
relationships (Campione-Barr & Killoren, 2019). Siblings are not chosen, they spend the most
time together, and their relationships are characterized by uninhibited affect and behavior. As a
result, they are often the most conflictual of all youths’ relationships (Furman & Burhmester,
1985; Punch, 2008). Early adolescence is marked by particularly frequent sibling conflict, as
youths’ need for autonomy grows and must be negotiated within the contexts of shared space and
resources, as well as increasingly egalitarian sibling relationships (Abuhatoum et al., 2020;
Davies et al., 2019). That said, not all forms of conflict are equal. Constructive conflict is
characterized by attempts to reason, understand the other’s perspective, and generate solutions,
whereas destructive conflict involves coercion, dismissal of the other’s perspective, and
escalating levels of negative affect (Deutsch, 1973). While much of the sibling literature has
measured conflict as a single, negative phenomenon, studies that consider this distinction show
that destructive conflict is uniquely tied to adjustment problems and poor relationship quality
(Killoren et al., 2008; Recchia & Howe, 2009). This is likely because destructive behaviors are
reinforced within the dyad over time, and youth who develop these maladaptive patterns with
their siblings miss out on opportunities afforded by constructive conflict (Stocker et al., 2002).

Conversely, constructive conflict resolution with siblings teaches youth cooperative and

prosocial behavior (Lindell et al., 2014; Noller, 2005). Conflicts in which siblings attempt to
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reason, understand the other’s perspective, provide support, and problem-solve result in more
compromises and are associated with greater intimacy and warmth (Killoren et al., 2008; Ross et
al., 2006). As sibling relationships are generally permanent, they serve as a safe practice ground
in which to engage in conflict without risking relationship dissolution (Recchia et al., 2013).
Given that siblings share power more equally than in parent-child relationships, their conflict
also allows them to practice resolution tactics that are more applicable to peer relations (DeHart,
1999). Thus, intense conflict with siblings in preadolescence is associated with peer difficulties
in adolescence (Bank et al., 2004). In addition, adults report using similar strategies in conflict
with romantic partners as they used with their siblings in adolescence (Shalash et al., 2013).
Understanding the processes involved in sibling conflict is therefore an important avenue of
research, as behaviors may generalize to relationships outside the family.

To date, the adolescent sibling conflict literature has relied almost exclusively on self-
and parent-reports. This may partially explain the emphasis on the negative effects of conflict, as
questionnaire measures tend to focus on the frequency and intensity of disagreements (e.g., Buist
& Vermande, 2014; Solmeyer et al., 2014). Observational studies offer a richer account of how
disagreements are resolved, and have been useful in describing sibling conflict in earlier
childhood. For example, children have been shown to develop more sophisticated conflict
behaviors from early to middle childhood (Abuhatoum et al., 2020). Early adolescence is an
important developmental period in which to observe sibling interactions, given the high rates of
conflict and the fact that strategies likely change as youths’ perspective-taking and emotion
regulation abilities continue to advance (Humphrey & Dumontheil, 2016; Morris et al., 2017).
The only observational study of adolescent sibling conflict that we know of supported the idea

that destructive sibling conflict alone predicts maladaptive outcomes (Campione-Barr et al.,
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2014). This highlights the need for further observational research, in order to expand our
understanding of the processes involved in destructive and constructive sibling conflict. The
present study addressed these limitations, using sequential analyses of naturalistic conflict
discussions between early adolescents and their siblings to uncover how the behaviors of both
siblings unfold in relation with the emotional context of the interaction.

Emotion in Family Conflict

The emotional climate of conflict interactions, including the affect expressed by both
individuals, has an important influence on youth behavior. In an observational study of sibling
conflict in middle childhood, Recchia and Howe (2010) found that children who believed that
they alone felt angry during conflict with their siblings were less likely to compromise when
attempting to resolve the conflict, compared to those who perceived that both they and their
siblings felt angry. In addition, compromises were more likely when children reported sadness.
These findings are in line with goal-based theories of emotion, that associate anger with a desire
to reach one’s personal goals, which are perceived to be attainable. Conversely, sadness is
associated with the abandonment of unattainable personal goals, and a refocus on attempting to
repair damage to the relationship (Raffaelli, 1992; Sanford, 2007).

Recchia and Howe (2010) identified key links between emotion and behavior during
sibling conflict. However, they used retrospective reporting of children’s emotional experiences,
which do not take into account how moment-to-moment changes in affect can influence changes
in behavior. In an observational study of mother-preadolescent conflict, Ferrar et al. (2020) used
sequential analysis to identify how emotions and behaviors of mothers and children were linked
at a microscopic level. They found that anger predicted increased destructive behaviors and

assertive communication immediately after, whereas sadness was associated with more
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avoidance and withdrawal, as well as more conciliatory behavior. They also showed that neutral
affect predicted the most constructive conflict behavior, suggesting that regulating negative
emotions facilitates effective conflict resolution (Ferrar et al., 2020; Gottman, 1993). Positive
affect predicted both more avoidance (e.g., joking, off-topic discussion), and in children,
constructive behavior. Finally, they reported that children and mothers responded in similar ways
to each other’s emotions as they did to their own, supporting Recchia and Howe (2010)’s
findings which suggested that interpersonal partners’ emotions also motivate behavior. Given
that significant changes occur to youths’ relationships and socioemotional abilities across
childhood, applying this methodology to conflict in early adolescence is an essential step, to
identify how moment-to-moment changes in both individuals’ emotions predict behavior across
developmental periods and relationships. Sequential analysis of observed behaviors is an ideal
method, as it allows for the measurement of links between emotion and behavior at a
microscopic level, and can be applied to a sample of any size (Yoder & Tapp, 2004).
Identifying moment-to-moment associations between emotion and behavior in early
adolescent sibling conflict is especially critical, as sibling relationships are unique in several
ways. First, unlike mother-child relationships, sibships are relatively egalitarian, especially by
adolescence, when imbalances in knowledge and experience decrease (Lindell & Campione-
Barr, 2017). Parent-child conflict usually ends in win-loss outcomes favoring the parent, whereas
sibling conflict often results in standoffs, with youth reporting high rates of passive strategies
such as avoidance and withdrawal (Raffaelli, 1992; Recchia et al., 2010). Second, sibling
relationships evoke particularly intense and wide-ranging emotions, which could provoke
stronger or more variable reactions to one another (Persram et al., 2019; Shortt & Gottman,

1997). Third, their relationships are especially uninhibited, with youth being less driven to
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regulate themselves when interacting with their siblings, compared to with their parents or peers
(Punch, 2008). This includes being less concerned about hurting their siblings or temporarily
damaging their relationship (Dirks et al., 2015; Recchia et al., 2013). Given the particularities of
sibling relationships, a deeper understanding of how youth behave in relation to their own and
their siblings’ emotions during conflict is needed.
The Sibling Relationship as Part of the Larger Family

Beyond illustrating how early adolescents as a group respond to emotion during sibling
conflict, a final question concerns how individual youth /earn these behavioral patterns.
According to family systems theory, dyadic subsystems within the family (e.g., the sibling
subsystem, the mother-child subsystem) are interdependent, mutually influencing one another
over time (Minuchin, 1988, 2001). Still, parent-child and sibling relationships are most often
studied separately. There has been a call for more research to consider both subsystems in
conjunction, in order to better understand their interrelations (Bank et al., 2004; Buist &
Vermande, 2014). While it is recognized that subsystems influence one other, the ways in which
this occurs is less clear. On the one hand, there is evidence of compensation: for instance, close
sibling relationships are protective in the context of poor parenting or interparental conflict
(Davies et al., 2019; Whiteman et al., 2011). Conversely, studies have found positive
associations between relationship quality in parent-child and sibling relationships, providing
support instead for congruence across family relationships (Jenkins et al., 2012; Stormshak et al.,
2009). These results are often understood in terms of the “spillover” hypothesis, namely, that
emotions experienced in one subsystem spread to others (Engfer, 1988; Low et al., 2019).

Studies of conflict behavior specifically have found greater evidence for congruence,

rather than compensation (Buist et al., 2011; Noller, 2005). Adolescents report similar
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communication patterns in conflicts with their parents as with their siblings (Noller et al., 2000).
Likewise, preadolescents and their family members report similar use of constructive and
destructive conflict tactics across all subsystems (i.e., parent-child, sibling and marital; Rinaldi &
Howe, 2003). Noller and colleagues have termed this phenomenon “interaction-based
transmission,” arguing that children learn patterns of conflict behavior through interactions with
their parents, and then carry over these behaviors to their conflicts with their siblings (Noller,
2005; Noller et al., 2000). The idea of congruence in conflict behavior is in line with dynamic
systems and transactional perspectives, which posit that children learn behavioral patterns
through interactions with their family members, and these behavioral patterns influence their
functioning in other settings (Hollenstein, 2013; Sameroff, 2009). In the context of destructive
conflict, this could involve a spillover of negative affect, reinforcement of maladaptive tactics, as
well as a lack of opportunity to develop more constructive conflict resolution patterns.

As mentioned earlier, studies of sibling conflict in adolescence have relied almost
exclusively on questionnaires, and this includes those that found similarities in conflict behavior
across family subsystems (Noller et al., 2000; Rinaldi & Howe, 2003). The present study
therefore assessed whether family members showed similarities in their observed responses to
negative emotions during conflict, as well as whether early adolescents demonstrated similar
behaviors across contexts (i.e., sibling and mother-adolescent conflicts). The focus on responses
to negative emotions in evaluating similarities was informed by evidence that negative
interpersonal interactions have greater effects than positive interactions (Baumeister et al., 2001).
It has also been argued that the management of negative emotions during conflict is especially
important (Shortt & Gottman, 1997). First, conflict almost always necessitates the

communication of a negative emotion or attitude, given that opposition is inherent to conflict
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(Shantz, 1987). Second, uninhibited, reciprocal and escalating negative affect are characteristic
of destructive conflict, which is linked with individual maladjustment and relationship distress
(Killoren et al., 2008, Ross et al., 2006). Indeed, past research has highlighted the particular role
of destructive conflict between siblings in adolescent outcomes (Campione-Barr et al., 2014;
Solmeyer et al., 2014). Thus, we were particularly interested in assessing evidence for within-
family transmission of behavioral responses to negative emotions.
The Present Study

In the present study, the emotional expressions and verbal behaviors of early adolescents
(referred to as “focal adolescents™) and their siblings and mothers were observed during conflict
discussions. The first objective was to identify and compare the links between emotion and
behavior in sibling and mother-adolescent conflict. Specifically, the temporal relationships
between emotional expressions (i.e., sad/distressed, frowning/upset, neutral, and positive affect)
and individuals’ own and their partners’ subsequent verbal conflict behaviors were assessed
separately for: 1) focal adolescents interacting with their siblings, 2) sibling children interacting
with the focal adolescents, 3) focal adolescents interacting with their mothers, and 4) mothers
interacting with the focal adolescents. It was expected that links between emotions and behaviors
documented in other relationships and during other developmental periods (Recchia & Howe,
2010; Ferrar et al., 2020) would extend to individuals’ responses to their own emotions during
sibling and mother-child conflict in early adolescence. That is, it was hypothesized that
participants would use more destructive (i.e., escalating) and assertive behavior following angry
affect (displayed by frowning/upset expressions); use more conciliatory and avoidant behavior
following sad affect; use more constructive (i.e., de-escalating) behavior following neutral affect;

and use more constructive and avoidant behavior following positive affect. Following their
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partners’ affect, it was hypothesized that mothers and adolescents would show similar, yet
weaker associations between affect and behavior. No hypotheses were made with regards to
youths’ responses to their siblings’ affect, given the paucity of literature on this subject.

The second objective was to assess within-family and across-context similarities in
responses to negative (i.e., angry and sad) affect, given the particular role of negative emotion
regulation during conflict (Shortt & Gottman, 1997; Solmeyer et al., 2014). Specifically, the
relationships between 1) the behavior of individuals within the same family, and 2) the behavior
of focal adolescents across conflict contexts (i.e., sibling and mother-adolescent conflict) were
assessed. As self-report studies of family conflict have found congruence between tactics used
across family subsystems (Noller et al., 2000; Rinaldi & Howe, 2003), positive associations were
expected between equivalent behaviors (e.g., tendency to escalate conflict following angry
affect) of family members and within adolescents across contexts.

Method
Participants

The participants in the present study were a subset of the Concordia Longitudinal
Research Project (Concordia Project; Schwartzman et al., 1985; Serbin et al., 1998; Stack et al.,
2017), a prospective, longitudinal study of the intergenerational transfer of socioeconomic and
psychosocial risk. The focus of the current study was a subsample of the second generation of
participants, who completed videotaped interactions with their mothers and one of their siblings
in early adolescence. Thirty-two offspring of original Concordia Project participants, aged 12 to
15 years, participated (i.e., “focal adolescents”). There were 22 girls and 10 boys, with a mean
age of 13.87 years (SD = 0.84). Their mothers had a mean age of 42.64 years (SD =3.41) and a

mean level of education of 13.11 years (i.e., two years post-secondary; SD = 2.61). All focal
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adolescents were observed with their mothers, and those with a sibling in the home were also
observed in interaction with a sibling (n = 23; 14 girls and 9 boys). When they lived with more
than one sibling, the sibling who was younger and/or closest in age was selected. The “sibling
children” were aged 8 to 20 years (M = 14.10, SD = 3.88), and were 13 girls and 10 boys. Of the
23 sibling pairs, 11 were mixed-gender, 8 were girl-girl, and 4 were boy-boy. The age difference
between the siblings ranged from 0 (one set of twins) to 5.82 years (M = 3.29, SD = 1.68). Thus,
while the sibling children had a wider age range than focal adolescents, the age gap between
siblings was minimized in the selection of participating siblings when possible.
Procedure

Ethics approval was granted by the University’s human research ethics review board
prior to data collection. Families were contacted by telephone, and verbal consent was obtained
at this time. Standard home visits were conducted by a trained research assistant. After informed
written consent was obtained, sibling dyads and mother-adolescent dyads engaged in a number
of tasks. In the present study, only the sibling conflict task and the mother-adolescent conflict
task were used. Participants were given lists of 10 topics that are common sources of conflict
between siblings (e.g., respect of privacy, sharing of computer, chore sharing) and 18 topics that
are common sources of conflict between parents and adolescents (e.g., chores, respecting rules,
choice of friends). In each case, both individuals rated separately, on a 5-point Likert scale, the
extent to which each topic was a source of disagreement between them (1 = never to 5 = always).
For the sibling conflict task, the experimenter selected the topic rated highest by both siblings,
and dyads were instructed to discuss the topic for six minutes while videotaped. For the mother-
adolescent conflict task, the experimenter selected two topics rated highest by both mother and

adolescent, and dyads were instructed to discuss each topic for six minutes while videotaped. In
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the present study, only one mother-adolescent conflict discussion (the discussion of the higher-
rated topic) was used. Dyads who expressed no longer being able to discuss their topic before the
task elapsed (sibling dyads: n =12, 52.17%; mother-adolescent dyads: n = 6, 18.75%) were
given their next highest-rated topic. Three sibling dyads (13.04%) discussed three topics. None
of the mother-adolescent dyads discussed more than two topics.
Measures
Demographic Information

Participant age, sex, and maternal education was collected using the Demographic
Information Questionnaire, which has been used effectively in past Concordia Project studies
(e.g., Briscoe al., 2019).
Observational Coding

Observational coding was conducted with Mangold INTERACT 18. The same two
coding systems were used to code the sibling conflict task and the mother-adolescent conflict
task. Both individuals in each task were coded continuously with each coding system. Two
trained researchers independently coded 30% of each sample (mother-adolescent and sibling).
Cohen’s kappa values ranged from substantial to high on both coding systems, for both samples
(.68 to .87; see Appendix E). Raters were blind to dyads’ scores on all other measures, and one
coder on each coding system was blind to hypotheses. The two coding systems had different
primary and secondary coders. The order in which participants were coded was counterbalanced.

The Conflict Behavior Coding System assessed participants’ verbal conflict behaviors.
Behaviors were coded continuously for the length of the conflict task. The coding system was
inspired by well-validated systems (e.g., Gottman, 1979; Sillars, 1986), and was adapted to suit

sibling and mother-child interactions as well as a mutually exclusive and exhaustive format. The
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six codes were: listening (silent and attending to speaking partner), analytic remarks (providing
or requesting information in a non-confrontational manner), conciliatory remarks (expressing a
desire to resolve the conflict in a mutually satisfactory way or by prioritizing partner’s desires),
disagreement (disagreement with or rejection of the partner’s argument), confrontative remarks
(attempts to achieve one’s own goals or to thwart partner’s goals with hostile or argumentative
intent), and avoidance/withdrawal acts (behaviors that minimize discussion of the conflict).

The Emotion Behavior Coding System — Adapted was used to code nonverbal emotional
expressions. The coding system was adapted from the Emotion Behavior Coding System (Enns
& Stack, 2007), which was designed based on existing literature (e.g., Batum & Yagmurlu, 2007;
Perez & Riggio, 2003). Additional specification of operational definitions were made based on
the coding system used in Moed et al. (2015), and codes were adapted to be mutually exclusive
and exhaustive. Emotions were coded continuously, as one of four codes: smile/positive (SP),
frown/upset (FU; i.e., angry), sad/distressed (SD), and neutral (NE) affect. Codes were assigned
primarily based on facial expression, with tone of voice and body language being used when
clarification was necessary (e.g., to differentiate a sarcastic smile from positive affect).

Plan of Analysis
Objective 1

Time-window sequential analysis was conducted using Generalized Sequential Querier
5.1.23 (Bakeman & Quera, 2016), respecting accepted procedures (Bakeman & Quera, 2011;
Yoder & Tapp, 2004). Temporal relationships between emotional expressions and individuals’
own and their partners’ subsequent verbal conflict behaviors were assessed separately for: 1)
focal adolescents interacting with their siblings, 2) sibling children interacting with focal

adolescents, 3) focal adolescents interacting with their mothers, and 4) mothers interacting with
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focal adolescents. Time windows were specified as 5-second intervals after the onset of specific
emotional expressions (“given” behaviors). Conflict behaviors (“targets”) that occurred within
those windows were tallied for ensuing analyses. Pooled odds ratios were calculated for each
contingency with a base rate above the recommended cut-off 5 (Bakeman & Quera, 2011). Odds
ratios with 95% confidence intervals that did not include 1 were considered statistically
significant at the .05 level. Statistically significant odds above 1 indicate that the target is more
likely to occur after the given behavior; odds ratios below 1 indicate that the target is less likely
to occur after the given behavior.
Objective 2

To assess within-family and across-context relations between responses to negative
emotions, target behaviors were collapsed into three categories: escalate (disagreement or
confrontative remarks), de-escalate (analytic or conciliatory remarks) and avoid/withdraw.
Yule’s Q values were computed for each dyad, for each contingency of interest. Based on
hypotheses, contingencies of interest were the temporal relationships between each negative
emotional expression (i.e., FU and SD) and each category of behavior (escalate, de-escalate, and
avoid/withdraw).Yule’s Q is an effect size that ranges from -1 to +1, with 0 indicating no effect,
negative values indicating a negative relationship, and positive values indicating a positive
relationship. For example, if a dyad’s Yule’s Q for adolescent de-escalating following sibling SD
is 0.6, the adolescent is more likely to use de-escalating behaviors following her sibling’s
expression of SD. Yule’s Qs are less skewed than odds ratios, and can be used as continuous
variables in subsequent analyses (Bakeman & Quera, 2011). They can only be calculated if both
the given and the target behavior occurred within the dyad’s interaction. Descriptive statistics for

Yule’s Q variables are shown in Appendix F. Partial correlations were then used to assess 1)
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relations between Yule’s Qs pertaining to equivalent responses to emotions of participants within
the same family, and 2) relations between Yule’s Qs pertaining to equivalent responses to
emotions of focal adolescents in the two conflict contexts. Focal adolescent age and sex were
entered as controls in all analyses, and sibling child age and sex were also controlled in analyses
involving the sibling conflict task.
Results

Objective 1

Results of time-window sequential analyses assessing temporal relationships between 1)
adolescents’ and their siblings’ affect, and their own and their siblings’ verbal conflict behaviors,
and 2) adolescents’ and their mothers’ affect, and their own and their partners’ verbal conflict
behaviors, are shown in Tables 1 and 2, respectively. Three contingencies in the mother-
adolescent task (adolescent SD = adolescent confrontative remark, mother NE = adolescent
confrontative remark, and adolescent SD = mother confrontative remark) were excluded as they
did not meet the minimum base rate of 5 (Bakeman & Quera, 2011).
Children’s Responses to Their Own Emotions During Sibling Conflict

Focal adolescents and sibling children responded in similar ways to their own emotions
during sibling conflict. Following FU, they were more likely to make confrontative remarks,
disagree, and make analytic remarks, and were less likely to avoid/withdraw. Following SD, they
avoided/withdrew more, and sibling children made more conciliatory remarks. Following their
NE, both groups made more conciliatory remarks. Focal adolescents also made more analytic
remarks and disagreed less. Following their SP, both groups avoided/withdrew more. Focal

adolescents also made fewer analytic remarks, and siblings were less likely to disagree.
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Children’s Responses to Their Siblings’ Emotions

Both similarities and differences were seen in children’s responses to their siblings’
emotions. Following their siblings’ FU, both groups were more likely to disagree. Sibling
children also made more confrontative remarks following focal adolescents’ FU, as well as
following focal adolescents’ SD. Following their siblings’ NE, both groups were more likely to
make analytic remarks and avoid/withdraw. Focal adolescents also made more conciliatory
remarks. Finally, following their siblings’ SP, focal adolescents made more analytic remarks and
disagreed less.
Adolescents’ and Mothers’ Responses to Their Own Emotions During Mother-Child Conflict

During mother-adolescent conflict, both groups were more likely to disagree and make
confrontative and analytic remarks, and were less likely to avoid/withdraw following their own
FU. Adolescents also made fewer conciliatory remarks following their FU. Following SD, both
adolescents and mothers made more conciliatory remarks and disagreed less. Adolescents also
avoided/withdrew more and made fewer analytic remarks. The reverse was true of mothers, who
made more analytic remarks and avoided/withdrew less following their SD. Following their NE,
both mothers and adolescents disagreed less. Adolescents also avoided/withdrew less, whereas
mothers avoided/withdrew more. Finally, following their SP, mothers and adolescents disagreed
less. Mothers also made fewer analytic remarks and avoided/withdrew more.
Adolescents’ and Mother’s Responses to Their Partners’ Emotions

Following their partners’ FU, both mothers and adolescents disagreed more. Adolescents
also made more confrontative remarks and avoided/withdrew less following their mothers’ FU,
whereas mothers avoided/withdrew more following adolescents’ FU. Following their partners’

SD, both mothers and adolescents disagreed less. Adolescents also avoided/withdrew more,
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whereas mothers made more analytic remarks. Following their partners’ NE, both groups made
more analytic remarks. Adolescents also avoided/withdrew more and disagreed less following
their mothers’ NE. Mothers made more conciliatory remarks following adolescents’ NE.
Objective 2

As stated above, Yule’s Q values could only be calculated if both the given and the target
behavior occurred within the dyad’s interaction. Ns of each Yule’s Q, along with means and
standard deviations, are shown in Appendix F. Eight contingencies (mother FU = mother
avoid/withdraw, mother SD =2 mother avoid/withdraw, adolescent FU = mother
avoid/withdraw, adolescent SD = mother avoid/withdraw, focal adolescent SD 2 focal
adolescent avoid/withdraw, sibling child SD 2 sibling child avoid/withdraw, focal adolescent
SD 2 sibling child avoid/withdraw, sibling child SD 2 focal adolescent avoid/withdraw) were
excluded from analyses because Yule’s Q values could not be computed for >50% of the sample.
Prior to conducting correlational analyses, the normality of the distribution of each Yule’s Q
variable was assessed and outliers were converted to the most extreme non-outlier in the dataset
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Some variables remained significantly skewed (see Appendix G).
However, this was expected given that many of these behaviors, such as participants appearing
sad/distressed or avoiding/withdrawing, were naturally infrequent. As such, the data was not
transformed. Results of all partial correlations are presented in Tables 3 to 7. Only statistically
significant hypothesized correlations are described below.
Within-Family Similarity in Responses to Frown/Upset Affect

There was a pattern of statistically significant associations that was consistent with the
hypothesis that family members would show similarities in their verbal behaviors following the

expression of FU. Table 3 shows results concerning the tendency to escalate following FU. In
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mother-adolescent conflict, adolescents’ tendency to escalate following their own FU correlated
positively with mothers’ escalation following their adolescents’ FU (» = .85, p <.001). Similarly,
mothers’ tendency to escalate following their own FU correlated positively with adolescents’
escalation following their mothers’ FU (» = .49, p <.01). Focal adolescents’ tendency to escalate
following their own FU in the sibling conflict was positively associated with mothers’ escalation
following their own FU (r = .48, p <.05), as well as with mothers’ escalation following
adolescents’ FU (r = .45, p <.05). Two trends emerged in the sibling task: 1) focal adolescents’
tendency to escalate following their own FU correlated positively with their siblings’ escalation
following focal adolescents’ FU (r = .39, p <.10), and 2) sibling children’s tendency to escalate
following their own FU correlated positively with focal adolescents’ escalation following
siblings’ FU (r = .38, p <.10).

Family members also showed similarities in de-escalation following FU (see Table 4). In
the mother-adolescent conflict, maternal de-escalation following their own FU was positively
correlated with adolescents’ de-escalation following their own FU (r = .35, p <.05). There was a
trend in the association between adolescent de-escalation following their own FU and maternal
de-escalation following their adolescents’ FU (» = .31, p <.10). In the sibling task, focal
adolescents’ de-escalation following their own FU correlated positively with siblings’ de-
escalation following their own FU (r = .58, p <.05). Siblings’ de-escalation following their own
FU was also associated with their de-escalation following focal adolescents’ FU (r = .56, p <
.05), as well as with mothers’ de-escalation following focal adolescents’ FU (r = .37, p <.10).

Further evidence of reciprocal exchanges was seen in avoid/withdraw responses to FU
during sibling conflict (see Table 5). Focal adolescents’ avoid/withdraw responses to their own

FU was associated with sibling avoidance/withdrawal following focal adolescents’ FU (r = .49, p
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<.05). The reverse was also true: siblings’ avoid/withdraw responses to their own FU was
associated with focal adolescent avoidance/withdrawal following siblings’ FU (» =.70, p <.01).
Within-Family Similarity in Responses to Sad/Distressed Affect

There was also a pattern of associations that was in line with the hypothesis that family
members would behave similarly following SD. Results pertaining to escalation following SD
again suggested a pattern of reciprocal exchanges (see Table 6). During mother-adolescent
conflict, adolescent escalation following their own SD correlated positively with mothers’
escalation following adolescents’ SD (r = .64, p <.001). The reverse was also true: mothers’
escalation following their own SD correlated with adolescents’ escalation following mothers’ SD
(r=.65, p <.001). In the sibling task, sibling escalation following their own SD was positively
correlated with focal adolescents’ escalation following siblings’ SD (r = .60, p < .05). There was
also similarity between siblings, across tasks: focal adolescent escalation following their own SD
during mother-adolescent conflict was associated with sibling escalation following focal
adolescents’ SD (r = .91, p <.01).

Family members also showed similarities in de-escalation following SD (see Table 7).
During mother-adolescent conflict, adolescents’ de-escalation following their own SD correlated
positively with mothers’ de-escalation following adolescents’ SD (» = .37, p <.05). There was
also a trend in the association between mothers’ de-escalation following their adolescents’ SD
and their de-escalation following their own SD (r = .27, p <.10). Across tasks, adolescents’ de-
escalation following their mothers’ SD was positively correlated with their siblings’ de-
escalation following their own SD (r = .84, p <.01).

Finally, there was evidence of within-person similarity in youths’ avoidance/withdrawal

responses to SD in the mother-adolescent task. Adolescents’ avoidance/withdrawal following
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their own SD was associated with their tendency to avoid/withdraw following their mothers’ SD
(r=.83, p<.001).
Across-Context Similarities in Focal Adolescents’ Responses to Negative Affect

There was some limited support for the hypothesis that focal adolescents would respond
similarly to negative affect in the two conflicts (i.e., mother-adolescent and sibling conflicts).
First, adolescents’ escalation following their mothers’ SD and their escalation in response to their
siblings’ SD were positively correlated (r = .78, p <.05). Second, their escalation following their
mothers’ FU and their escalation following their own FU during the sibling conflict were
positively correlated (» =.71, p <.001). Third, their avoidance/withdrawal following their
mothers’ FU was associated with their avoidance/withdrawal following their own FU during
sibling conflict (r = .74, p <.01).

Discussion

The present study observed temporal relations between emotion and verbal behavior
during early adolescents’ conflict with their siblings and mothers. Results identified how,
overall, adolescents, siblings, and mothers behave in response to their own and their partners’
emotions. As well as supporting goal-based theories of emotion (Sanford, 2007; Stein & Levine,
1989), results pinpoint several aspects of conflict that appear unique to each type of relationship
during early adolescence. In addition, within-family and across-context similarities in responses
to negative emotions were assessed. Findings provided evidence of congruence, suggesting that
patterns of conflict behavior are shared within families (Buist et al., 2011; Noller, 2005).
Youth Behavior Following Their Own Affect During Sibling Conflict

This was the first study to identify moment-to-moment links between emotional

expressions and behavior during sibling conflict. As hypothesized, youth behavior following
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their own negative affect was largely in line with goal-based theories of emotions (Sanford,
2007). First, youth used more escalating behavior (disagreement, confrontation) and analytic
remarks following angry (frown/upset) affect. Anger is thought to motivate people to reach their
personal goals, through both attack and assertive communication (Canary et al., 1998). It
mobilizes them towards conflict, which explains why youth were also less likely to avoid or
withdraw. This finding is consistent with Ferrar et al.’s (2020) study of mother-preadolescent
conflict, suggesting that anger reduces avoidance across age groups and family relationships.
Conversely, following sad affect, youth were more likely to avoid. Sadness is believed to
motivate withdrawal from personal goals, replacing them with a desire to end conflict and repair
relationship damage (Recchia & Howe, 2010; Stein & Levine, 1989). Indeed, sibling children
attempted more conciliation following expressions of sadness, although focal adolescents did
not. As conflict is particularly intense during early adolescence, youth may be less inclined to
attempt conciliation even when sad (Campione-Barr & Killoren, 2019). As the sibling group had
a broader age range, this could suggest that aside from the tense early adolescent period, children
are indeed motivated by sadness to resolve sibling conflict amicably.

This study was also novel in its consideration of non-negative emotions in sibling
conflict. The hypothesis that the most constructive behaviors would follow neutral affect was
generally supported. Both groups used more conciliation following neutral affect, and focal
adolescents also made more analytic statements and disagreed less. There is increasing evidence
of the benefits of neutral emotions in conflict resolution (e.g., Enns, 2013; Ferrar et al., 2020).
Although the expression of negative emotions is often necessary during conflict, intense negative
affect interferes with problem-solving and perspective-taking (Guerrero, 2013; Moed et al.,

2015). Thus, regulating these emotions facilitates effective communication. While this has been
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shown in other relationships, these findings demonstrate that similar processes are at play during
sibling conflict. As expected, youths’ positive emotions were linked to increased conflict
avoidance. However, they did not seem to predict more constructive conflict resolution
(Guerrero & Floyd, 2006). Siblings can rapidly shift from intensely positive to intensely negative
interactions. Thus, positive affect during sibling conflict may function exclusively to lighten the
mood and offer a break from intense conflict (Norrick & Spitz, 2008).
Youth Behavior Following Their Siblings’ Affect During Conflict

In order to further understand how the emotional climate of sibling conflict influences
behavior, relations between youths’ affect and their siblings’ behavior were examined. Results
were less consistent than responses to their own emotions, perhaps because sibships are highly
variable and elicit a wide range of uninhibited affect and behavior (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985;
Punch, 2008). Following their siblings’ angry affect, both groups disagreed more, and the sibling
group used more confrontation. Thus, links between sibling anger and conflict escalation are
present, but are less pronounced than links with youths’ own emotions. This may be because
siblings’ anger sends a signal that they too have a perspective worth defending (Recchia &
Howe, 2010; van Bommel et al., 2019). The only relation between sad affect and sibling
behavior was that siblings used more confrontation following focal adolescents’ sadness. Instead
of evoking sympathy, sibling sadness may have been perceived as a chance to double down on
their own personal efforts, “kicking them when they are down.” Indeed, youth are more
comfortable being aggressive with their siblings than with peers or parents, due to reduced risk
of negative consequences (Campione-Barr & Killoren, 2019; Recchia et al., 2013). However, as

this result was only found in the sibling group, interpretations should be made with caution.
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In response to their siblings’ neutral affect, both groups used more analytic behavior, and
focal adolescents attempted more conciliation. These findings reinforce that a calm emotional
climate can promote assertive and constructive communication. Conversely, both groups also
avoided conflict more often following their siblings’ neutral expressions. Passive strategies are
particularly common during sibling conflict, and youth report that their disagreements are often
left unresolved (Raffaelli, 1992; Recchia et al., 2010). It is perhaps unsurprising that they use
their default strategy when their siblings appear neutral. Finally, only focal adolescents’ behavior
was linked to their siblings’ positive affect, which elicited more analytic remarks and less
disagreement. This suggests that by early adolescence, youth are encouraged by their siblings’
positive affect to engage in constructive conflict resolution, as has been documented in adults
interacting with their spouses and children (Ferrar et al., 2020; Guerrero & Floyd, 2006). The
sibling group may not have showed this same pattern due to their wider age range, with some
children preadolescent or younger. The fact that neither group responded to sibling positive
affect with increased avoidance suggests that joking during conflict is an individual tactic used to
defuse tense conflict, rather than a dyadic exchange coordinated between siblings.

Mother and Adolescent Behavior Following Their Own Affect During Conflict

Observing both sibling and mother-adolescent conflict in the same youth allowed for the
comparison of behavior across contexts. As hypothesized, mothers’ and youths’ responses to
their own negative affect were consistent with goal-based theories of emotions (Sanford, 2007;
Stein & Levine, 1989). They used more conflict-escalating and assertive behaviors when angry,
as well as less avoidance. Following sad affect, they made more conciliatory remarks and

disagreed less, and youth avoided more. The roles of negative emotions during conflict thus
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appear robust across family relationships and developmental periods (Ferrar et al., 2020;
Guerrero, 2013; Recchia & Howe, 2010).

It was expected that neutral and positive affect would predict more constructive
behaviors, and that positive affect would also predict more avoidance. These hypotheses were
only partially supported in the mother-adolescent context. Neither neutral nor positive affect
were associated with increased analytic or conciliatory remarks. Between preadolescence and
adolescence, mother-child conflict is characterized by increased negative affect and decreased
positive affect (Laursen et al., 1998; Seiffge-Krenke et al., 2010). Thus, conflict resolution
between mothers and adolescents may be primarily driven by negative emotions. However,
youth avoided less following their own neutral affect, whereas mothers avoided more. This could
reflect changes to youths’ autonomy in early adolescence. As youth seek more independence
(Hadiwijaya et al., 2017), they may be less likely to back down when discussing an issue that is
important to them. Conversely, mothers may provide their youth increased autonomy by letting
go of issues more easily (Darling et al., 2008). Finally, mothers avoided more following positive
affect, but adolescents did not. Adolescents may be less willing to stray conflict with their
mothers to engage in humor, determined to have their goals addressed (Hofer et al., 2013).
Mother and Adolescent Behavior Following Their Partners’ Affect During Conflict

With respect to mother and adolescent behavior following each other’s negative affect,
results generally supported hypotheses. That is, links between emotion and behavior were similar
to, but less pronounced than links between their own emotions and behavior. Angry
(frown/upset) affect predicted more escalating behavior in the other person. Sad affect predicted
more constructive behavior (less disagreement, more analytic remarks), and in youth, more

avoidance. Interestingly, whereas mothers’ angry affect predicted less youth avoidance, youths’
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angry affect predicted more maternal avoidance. These findings reinforce the argument that
adolescents are driven towards conflict, keen on having their goals met, while mothers withdraw,
allowing them this increased autonomy (Darling et al., 2008; Hadiwijaya et al., 2017).

As hypothesized, neutral affect predicted more constructive behavior in the other person,
with both groups using more analytic remarks, youth disagreeing less, and mothers being more
conciliatory. Youth also avoided more following maternal neutral affect, which could be due to
mothers themselves avoiding when neutral, pulling the adolescents away from the discussion.
Finally, no associations were found between positive affect and the other’s conflict behavior.
Negative interactions tend to have a greater impact than positive ones, and this may be especially
true of mother-child conflict during this strained period, when negativity between mothers and
children peaks (Baumeister et al., 2001; Laursen et al., 1998; Seiffge-Krenke et al., 2010).
Within-Family and Across-Context Similarity in Responses to Negative Emotions

Given the particular roles of negative emotion in conflict (Shantz, 1987; Shortt &
Gottman, 1997), the second objective addressed whether youths’ responses to negative emotional
expressions were linked to those of their family members. Understanding how responses to
negative emotions during conflict develop is important, as they are predictive of psychological
adjustment (Ferrar et al., 2020; Moed et al., 2015). According to family systems theory,
subsystems are tied to one other; however, the nature of these ties is not entirely clear (Minuchin,
1988, 2001). Results from the present study support the congruence hypothesis. Many positive
associations between family members’ responses to angry and sad affect emerged, both within
interactions (e.g., similarity between siblings in the sibling conflict) and across relationships
(e.g., similarity between maternal behavior in mother-adolescent conflict and adolescent

behavior in sibling conflict). Several mechanisms can explain these similarities. From a social
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learning perspective, youth learn through observation and reinforcement, much of which occurs
in the home (Bandura, 1977). Dynamic systems theorists argue that patterns of behavior develop
through interactions with family members, and these interactions influence youths’ behavior in
other relationships (Hollenstein, 2013; Sameroff, 2009). When considering the role of emotional
interactions in particular, the spillover effect also comes into play. According to this perspective,
negatively-valenced interactions are transferred within the family. For example, escalation of
negative emotion between an adolescent and their mother may color their attitudes towards the
entire family, affecting their interactions with their siblings (Engfer, 1988; Low et al., 2019).

While these mechanisms help explain why behavior is similar between family members
and across subsystems, it is important to stress that the cross-sectional nature of this study
precludes assumptions on the direction of effects. Noller and colleagues’ (Noller, 2005; Noller et
al., 2000) model of interaction-based transmission posits that youth develop their conflict styles
through parent-child conflict, which they then transfer to conflict with their siblings. However,
sibling interactions could also spill into parent-child relationships, especially since parents often
intervene in sibling disputes (Persram et al., 2019). Longitudinal studies of both parent-child and
sibling conflict are needed to clarify how within-family transmission occurs.

An unanticipated yet consistent finding was that many of the within-family associations
involved reciprocal patterns of behavior when one individual displayed a negative emotion. For
example, focal adolescents’ tendency to avoid when angry was associated with their siblings’
tendency to avoid when the focal adolescents were angry, and the reverse was also true.
Similarly, adolescents’ escalation when they appeared sad correlated with mothers’ escalation
when the adolescents were sad, and the opposite association also emerged. Proponents of

dynamic systems argue that repeated reciprocal exchanges absorb dyads, limiting their ability to
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act in ways that would shift their interaction in a new direction (Hollenstein, 2013). Certain
cycles are especially problematic, such as when both individuals continuously escalate the
conflict when upset, in an effort to overpower the other (Moed et al., 2015). Reciprocated
negative emotional exchanges within the family are linked to social problems, suggesting that
youth internalize maladaptive exchanges and apply them to interactions outside the family
(Compton et al., 2003; Patterson, 1980). Coercive cycles are thought to become particularly
ingrained when they occur in multiple family subsystems (Bank et al., 2004), and this might
often be the case, given that within-family similarities also spanned across relationships.
Despite considerable evidence for congruence between family members, only a few
across-context associations in focal adolescents’ responses to negative emotions emerged. First,
adolescents who tended to escalate conflict when their mothers appeared sad also tended to
escalate when their siblings appeared sad. Second, adolescents’ tendency to escalate following
their mothers’ angry affect was associated with their tendency to escalate following their own
angry affect during sibling conflict. Third, avoidance following their mothers’ angry affect was
associated with avoidance following their own angry affect during sibling conflict. Thus,
consistent with self-report studies, some of youths’ conflict patterns generalized across family
relationships (Noller et al., 2000). However, the low number of associations indicates that
overall, early adolescents act differently depending on with whom they are interacting. Results
from the first objective suggested that youth are particularly motivated to engage in conflict with
their mothers when the emotional climate is negative, perhaps because at this age, they are
challenging parents’ authority (Hadiwijaya et al., 2017; van Bommel et al., 2019). Conversely,
their interactions with their siblings were more constructive when interactions were neutral and

positive. Increasingly egalitarian sibling relationships may lend themselves to a greater use of
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tactics needed to resolve conflict in peer and romantic relationships (Laursen et al., 2001;
Recchia et al., 2013). This reinforces the idea that sibling interactions are particularly important
for the development of social skills needed for relationships outside the family (DeHart, 1999).
Differences in youth behavior across family relationships thus highlight the need for increased
attention to sibling relationships and their unique role in adolescent development.
Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Alongside several contributions, the results of the present study should be considered in
light of certain limitations. Although observational data allows for effective sequential analysis
of small samples, it would be beneficial to replicate these findings in a larger sample, and to
consider the role of individual characteristics. For instance, power constraints precluded
comparisons of sibling dyads based on gender constellation. That said, the influence of gender
constellation in sibling interactions has been inconsistent in the literature, with many studies of
conflict behavior finding no effects (Campione-Barr & Killoren, 2019; Recchia & Howe, 2010).
Second, as the adolescent sample was drawn from a larger project, their siblings’ ages could not
be controlled as systematically as studies that target pairs with specific ages. Although the
impacts of age and birth order decrease with age, some studies of adolescent conflict have found
differences; thus, future studies should consider this possibility (Campione-Barr et al., 2014;
Killoren et al., 2008). Finally, as mentioned earlier, the direction of associations could not be
identified using the present cross-sectional design; studies that combine longitudinal and
observational methods are needed to clarify this point. This design would also permit researchers
to assess how patterns of sibling conflict predict youths’ socioemotional functioning over time.

Together, results from the present study significantly advance our knowledge of sibling

conflict in adolescence as well as its links to parent-adolescent conflict. The observational and
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sequential design allowed for a thorough investigation into how family members engage in
conflict, in relation to the emotional climate of the interactions. Results demonstrate that some
associations between emotion and behavior appear across contexts, likely reflecting basic
psychological phenomena (e.g., a tendency to approach conflict when angry and to withdraw
when sad). Conversely, conflict patterns also show important differences depending on the type
of relationship. Further, findings contribute to family systems research, showing that family
members are similar in their responses to negative emotion during conflict, whereas adolescent
behavior is not necessarily consistent across relationships. Overall, results from this study
provide an in-depth understanding of typical family conflict to which high-risk and clinical
samples can be compared, and can help identify targets for clinical intervention. In particular,
similarities between family members suggest that when addressing inherently social difficulties

such as destructive conflict, family interventions may provide the best possible results.



Table 1

Time-Window Sequential Analysis of Focal Adolescents’ and Siblings’ Responses to Their Own and Their Partners’ Emotions
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Target behavior Focal adol analytic Focal adol avoidance/ Focal adol Focal adol Focal adol
remark withdrawal act conciliatory remark confrontative remark disagreement

Given emotional expression Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI
Focal adol frown/upset 1.72%  [1.44,2.04]  0.48* [0.27, 0.85] 1.11 [0.81,1.51] 2.21* [1.26,3.87] 2.96* [2.41,3.65]
Focal adol sad/distressed 1.00  [0.70, 1.43] 1.99% [1.15, 3.45] .22 [0.72,2.02] 0.74 [0.18,3.01] 0.66 [0.37,1.18]
Focal adol neutral 1.29%  [1.11, 1.49] 1.12 [0.83, 1.53] 1.28*  [1.02,1.61] 1.17 [0.70,1.94] 0.73* [0.60, 0.90]
Focal adol smile/positive affect 0.82*  [0.68,0.99] 1.77* [1.28,2.46] 1.06  [0.81,1.40] 0.93 [0.49,1.75] 0.97 [0.76, 1.23]
Sibling frown/upset 0.85  [0.69, 1.05] 0.65 [0.40, 1.05] 1.01 [0.75,1.37] 1.66 [0.93,2.98] 2.71* [2.20,3.33]

Sibling sad/distressed

132 [0.91, 1.91]

0.58  [0.18,1.81]

097  [0.50, 1.89]

0.53  [0.07,3.79]

0.88 [0.48, 1.61]

Sibling neutral 1.30*  [1.12,1.51] 1.55% [1.14,2.11] 1.33*  [1.06,1.67] 1.42 [0.86,2.36] 0.93 [0.76, 1.14]
Sibling smile/positive affect 1.26* [1.07,1.49] 1.39 [0.99, 1.95] 1.26  [0.97,1.63] 0.69 [0.35,1.37] 0.65* [0.50, 0.85]
Target behavior Sibling analytic Sibling avoidance/ Sibling conciliatory Sibling confrontative Sibling
remark withdrawal act remark remark disagreement

Given emotional expression Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI
Sibling frown/upset 1.89%  [1.61,2.23]  0.44* [0.24, 0.79] 092  [0.66,1.27] 3.73*  [2.52,5.51] 2.80* [2.25,3.49]
Sibling sad/distressed 1.26  [0.87,1.84]  2.25% [1.18, 4.28] 1.91* [1.15,3.16] 0.61 [0.15,2.49] 0.82 [0.42, 1.59]
Sibling neutral 1.03  [0.89, 1.20] 1.15 [0.83, 1.58] 1.33*  [1.05,1.68] 0.70 [0.47,1.04] 0.99 [0.80, 1.23]
Sibling smile/positive affect 0.87  [0.73, 1.04] 1.72% [1.22,2.42] 1.08  [0.82,1.43] 0.73 [0.44,1.22] 0.65* [0.48, 0.86]
Focal adol frown/upset 1.00  [0.82, 1.23] 0.92 [0.58, 1.47] 1.14  [0.83,1.56] 2.19* [1.43,337] 2.38*% [1.89,3.00]
Focal adol sad/distressed 1.09  [0.78, 1.52] 0.29 [0.07, 1.18] 1.40  [0.85,2.28] 2.04* [1.03,4.05] 0.56 [0.29,1.09]

Focal adol neutral

Focal adol smile/positive affect

1.25%  [1.08, 1.45]
110 [0.93,1.31]

1.61%  [1.17,2.23]
.19 [0.82, 1.74]

127 [1.00, 1.60]
.00 [0.75, 1.34]

092  [0.62,1.36]
0.63  [0.37,1.09]

0.93  [0.76, 1.16]
0.91 [0.70,1.19]

Note. adol = adolescent, * p <.05.



Table 2

Time-Window Sequential Analysis of Focal Adolescents’ and Mothers’ Responses to Their own and Their Partners’ Emotions
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Target behavior Focal adol analytic Focal adol avoidance/  Focal adol conciliatory Focal adol Focal adol
remark withdrawal act remark confrontative remark disagreement
Given emotional expression Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI
Focal adol frown/upset 1.98* [1.73,2.26] 0.36* [0.20, 0.65] 1.02 [0.83,1.25] 5.93* [1.88,18.67] 3.51* [2.93,4.20]
Focal adol sad/distressed 0.78* [0.65,0.93]  3.60% [2.61, 4.96] 1.40*%  [1.16,1.70] N/A N/A 0.65*  [0.49, 0.85]
Focal adol neutral 1.10  [0.96,1.26] 0.67* [0.45, 0.98] 1.19 [1.00,1.41] 0.49 [0.11,2.22] 0.70* [0.56, 0.87]
Focal adol smile/positive affect 0.95 [0.81,1.12] 1.18 [0.81, 1.72] 1.01 [0.83,1.24] 1.33 [0.36,4.91] 0.65* [0.50,0.84]
Mother frown/upset 1.09 [0.95,1.24] 0.56* [0.38, 0.84] 1.11 [0.94,1.32] 4.64* [1.40,1540] 2.60* [2.18,3.11]
Mother sad/distressed 0.92  [0.77, 1.11] 1.76* [1.20, 2.58] 1.22 [0.99,1.52] 2.06 [0.56,7.59] 0.74* [0.56, 0.99]
Mother neutral 1.53* [1.34,1.73] 1.48* [1.07,2.04] 1.01 [0.84,1.20] N/A N/A 0.63* [0.51,0.79]
Mother smile/positive affect 0.88  [0.72, 1.06] 1.39 [0.92, 2.09] 1.09 [0.87,1.37] 0.56 [0.07,4.35] 093 [0.71,1.21]
Target behavior Mother analytic Mother avoidance/ Mother conciliatory Mother confrontative =~ Mother disagreement
remark withdrawal act remark remark

Given emotional expression Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI Odds 95% CI
Mother frown/upset 1.64* [1.49,1.81] 0.43% [0.26, 0.70] 1.13 [0.97,1.31] 6.18* [1.64,23.30] 4.27* [3.45,5.28]
Mother sad/distressed 1.24*  [1.09,1.41] 0.43% [0.21, 0.89] 1.23*  [1.02,1.49] 0.62 [0.08,4.82] 0.62* [0.44, 0.88]
Mother neutral 091 [0.82,1.02] 2.79% [1.95,3.98] 1.15 [0.99,1.34] 0.23 [0.03,1.79] 0.41* [0.31, 0.54]
Mother smile/positive affect 0.84* [0.72, 0.98] 1.76* [1.15,2.70] 0.98 [0.80,1.21] 0.62 [0.08,4.83] 0.68* [0.49,0.96]
Focal adol frown/upset 1.11  [0.98, 1.25] 1.64* [1.10,2.43] 0.97 [0.81,1.17] 2.42 [0.71,8.26] 2.66* [2.16,3.29]
Focal adol sad/distressed 1.18*  [1.05, 1.34] 1.16 [0.74, 1.81] 1.18 [0.98,1.40] N/A N/A 0.56* [0.40,0.77]
Focal adol neutral 1.20* [1.08, 1.33] 1.28 [0.88, 1.85] 1.34*  [1.16,1.56] 0.24 [0.03,1.90] 097 [0.78, 1.22]
Focal adol smile/positive affect 098 [0.87, 1.11] 0.83 [0.52, 1.33] 1.12 [0.95,1.33] 2.28 [0.67,7.78] 0.88 [0.79, 1.01]

Note. adol = adolescent, * p <.05.
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Table 3

Partial Correlations Between Family Members’ Escalation Following Frown/Upset Affect Yule’s Os

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Mother FU = Mother Esc -

2. Adol FU - Adol Esc .20 -

3. Adol FU - Mother Esc 15 85k x*

4. Mother FU - Adol Esc A49%% .05 A3 -

5. Focal Adol FU - Focal Adol Esc ~ .48%* .26 45% JTLEEE

6. Sibling FU > Sibling Esc 18 -31 .10 -.10 .00 -

7. Sibling FU - Focal Adol Esc 24 -41 -.03 -.02 -.01 38 -
8. Focal Adol FU - Sibling Esc .30 15 -.14 .14 39% -.16 10

Note. Adol = Adolescent; FU = Frown/Upset Affect; Esc = Escalate.
T p<.10.* p <.05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.



Table 4
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Partial Correlations Between Family Members’ De-escalation Following Frown/Upset Affect Yule’s Os

Variable 1 2 3 4 6 7
1. Mother FU = Mother De-esc -

2. Adol FU - Adol De-esc 35% -

3. Adol FU - Mother De-esc .20 31t -

4. Mother FU - Adol De-esc 17 -17 .02 -

5. Focal Adol FU - Focal Adol De-esc .10 17 .25 -25

6. Sibling FU - Sibling De-esc =27 -42 377 21 -

7. Sibling FU - Focal Adol De-esc 12 27 -.08 -.16 -27 -
8. Focal Adol FU - Sibling De-esc .02 24 24 -17 .56% 12

Note. Adol = Adolescent; FU = Frown/Upset Affect; De-esc = De-escalate.
tp<.10. * p <.05.
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Table 5

Partial Correlations Between Family Members’ Avoidance/Withdrawal Following Frown/Upset Affect
Yule’s Qs

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1. Adol FU = Adol AW -
2. Mother FU = Adol AW 20 -

3. Focal Adol FU = Focal Adol AW -.01  75%*

4. Sibling FU - Sibling AW -26 -.04 26 -
5. Sibling FU - Focal Adol AW -16 -24 -14  70**
6. Focal Adol FU - Sibling AW A1 34 49% 24 -.20

Note. Adol = Adolescent; FU = Frown/Upset Affect; AW = Avoid/Withdraw.
*p<.05.%* p<.01.



96

Table 6

Partial Correlations Between Family Members’ Escalation Following Sad/Distressed Affect Yule’s Os

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Mother SD = Mother Esc -

2. Adol SD - Adol Esc -20 -

3. Adol SD - Mother Esc .09 O4%xF

4. Mother SD - Adol Esc 5%k 27 .01 -

5. Focal Adol SD - Focal Adol Esc  -.20 -.10 -17 27 -

6. Sibling SD - Sibling Esc 33 -43 -53 22 -35 -

7. Sibling SD - Focal Adol Esc .52 -.33 -22 718%* -.49 .60* -

8. Focal Adol SD - Sibling Esc -.95% 92%* -.50 -.59 43 -27 -.79%

Note. Adol = Adolescent; SD = Sad/Distressed Affect; Esc = Escalate.
*p<.05.%*% p<.01. *** p<.001.



Table 7
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Partial Correlations Between Family Members’ De-escalation Following Sad/Distressed Affect Yule’s Os

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Mother SD = Mother De-esc -

2. Adol SD - Adol De-esc -.08 -

3. Adol SD - Mother De-esc 27F 37*% -

4. Mother SD - Adol De-esc -47*%* 05 -03 -

5. Focal Adol SD - Focal Adol De-esc -.34 -04 -37 -14 -

6. Sibling SD - Sibling De-esc -47 -26  -34  84*%* 15 -

7. Sibling SD - Focal Adol De-esc .14 28 .02 41 -85% -09 -
8. Focal Adol SD - Sibling De-esc -49 01 -39 -13 -26 -35 45

Note. Adol = Adolescent; SD = Sad/Distressed Affect; De-esc = De-escalate.

T p<.10. * p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Chapter 5: General Discussion

Dynamic systems, transactional, and family systems perspectives all concur that when
studying development, the exchanges between children and their family members should be
considered continuously, as interactions shift over time and influence children’s behavior both
during the interaction and beyond (Fogel, 2009; Hollenstein, 2013; Minuchin, 2001). Yet within
the preadolescent and adolescent conflict literature, behavior is typically considered in isolation
from the contexts in which it occurs. This dissertation aimed to shed light on the intricate
dynamics within family conflict, and how these dynamics come to shape youth behavior and
socioemotional adjustment. The studies used mixed-method (observational, self-report) and
multi-informant (mother and youth) procedures, and observed family conflict at two
developmental periods (preadolescence and early adolescence) and in two different family
relationships (mother-child and sibling). The results from the present studies illustrate multiple
ways in which contextual factors influence family conflict, as well as how family conflict in turn
influences socioemotional development.

First, the studies used a unique approach to show that on an immediate scale, the
emotional expressions of both individuals predicted how conflict unfolded. Most consistent
across developmental periods and family relationships were links between negative affect and
behavior. In line with goal-based theories of emotion, angry expressions in both individuals
promoted more conflict-escalating behaviors (Guerrero et al., 2011; Lazarus, 1991). Unregulated
hostile emotions therefore seem to hinder productive conflict resolution; however, these
emotions are very common during conflict, and need to be expressed in some way (Guerrero,
2013). In fact, across studies, both individuals’ angry affect also promoted more assertive

communication. Sad emotions can also be useful during conflict, as they predicted more
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conciliatory behaviors, which help resolve disagreements; however, they also promoted conflict
avoidance. This avoidance likely prevents conflict resolution, but might protect the relationship
from further damage. Sadness is thought to motivate individuals to forgo their personal goals in
favor of mending their relationship (Murphy & Eisenberg, 2002; Vangelisti & Crumley, 1998).

Conversely, positive affect, which was previously thought to promote supportive and
cooperative conflict discussion (Guerrero & Floyd, 2006), did so inconsistently across these
studies. Instead, positive affect frequently predicted conflict avoidance, although the type of
avoidance may be qualitatively different than the withdrawal that followed sad affect; rather, this
pattern was often observed when family members made friendly jokes, perhaps to defuse tension
(Norrick & Spitz, 2008). These results suggest interesting avenues for future research into
avoidance and withdrawal during conflict: how does the role of avoidance differ depending on
the emotional context, what are the outcomes of each form of avoidance, and do these outcomes
vary according to individual- or family-level variables? Finally, neutral affect, largely ignored by
conflict researchers to date, often predicted the most conflict de-escalating behaviors, pointing to
the role of emotion regulation as an effective precursor to constructive conflict discussion
(Gottman, 1993; Oruche et al., 2014). This consistent result likely stems in part from the studies’
conflict procedure, as family members were asked to discuss common issues of disagreement,
rather than being observed when spontaneous arguments erupted. Indeed, conflicts are rarely
resolved in the heat of the moment, likely because of the high levels of negative emotions
involved (Dersley & Wootton, 2001; Siddiqui & Ross, 1999).

While several links between emotion and behavior were consistent across groups (i.e.,
mothers, preadolescents, early adolescents, and siblings), several differences also occurred,

revealing two more contextual variables that influence conflict dynamics: developmental timing
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and type of relationship. Dynamics systems theorists consider the onset of adolescence a phase-
transition that places significant stress on the mother-child dyad (Granic & Patterson, 2006).
During this period, the structure of their interactions is reorganized to adapt to the child’s
changing characteristics (Hollenstein, 2013). By observing mother-child conflict before (in Study
1) and after (in Study 2) this phase transition, we were able to closely examine how conflict
dynamics are altered. Whereas positive and especially neutral affect played important roles in
conflict resolution between mothers and preadolescents, they appeared to be less involved in
early adolescence. Instead, conflict between early adolescents and their mothers seemed
primarily driven by negative affect. This may be because negativity between mothers and
children peak at the onset of adolescence (Seiffge-Krenke et al., 2010). In addition, adolescents
approached the conflict more readily (avoiding less), while their mothers retreated (avoiding
more) across several emotional contexts. These responses could be explained by the fact that in
early adolescence, youth make increasing demands for independence, and mothers often adapt
their behavior to support their autonomy (De Goede et al., 2009; Grunzeweig, 2011; Hadiwijaya
et al., 2017). Observing moment-to-moment links between behavior and affect illustrated how
the transition to adolescence impacts the mother-child dyad on a microscopic scale.

The inclusion of siblings was a significant strength of the present dissertation, as Study 2
was one of the first observational studies of sibling conflict in adolescence. This study generated
a number of important findings that future studies should build on to broaden our understanding
of adolescent sibling conflict. Of note, they helped qualify two of the unique features of sibling
relationships recognized by sibling researchers. First, sibling relationships are often characterized
simultaneously by support and aggression (Campione-Barr & Killoren, 2019; Noller, 2005).

Findings from Study 2 elucidated how this ambivalence plays out during conflict. On the one
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hand, neutral and positive emotional climates between siblings generated frequent de-escalation
behaviors in early adolescents, unlike with their mothers at the same age. They were also able to
defuse tension by joking with their siblings. On the other hand, escalating behaviors were
common when the emotional climate was angry, and sibling children showed some evidence of
aggression, making twice as many confrontative remarks when focal adolescents appeared sad.

Second, the quality of sibling relationships is known to vary greatly across dyads.
Whereas some sibling relationships are intensely hostile, others are harmonious, others still are
high on both warmth and conflict (termed ““affectively intense”), and some are uninvolved (i.e.,
low on both warmth and conflict; Buist & Vermande, 2014; Killoren et al., 2017). This may
explain why fewer consistent links between emotion and behavior were found in sibling conflict
compared to mother-child conflict, especially with regards to siblings’ responses to each other’s
emotions. Perhaps rather than one set of normative sibling conflict dynamics, there are several,
depending on the nature of their relationship. Additional research is needed to examine how
sibling relationship qualities are associated with conflict dynamics. The focal adolescents’
siblings in Study 2 also had a wide age range, which might have further contributed to a less
consistent pattern of results. Future studies can complement our findings by using samples with
more restricted age groups and by observing conflict at multiple time points, to assess how
interactions evolve over time. The present dissertation was innovative both in its methodology
and its inclusion of multiple relationships across the transition to adolescence, and has the
potential to stimulate interest into the role of emotional expression in family conflict across
relationships and across development.

Guided by family systems theory (Minuchin, 1988, 2001), Study 2 also illustrated how

family members’ behavior is interconnected. Specifically, findings identified two further
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contextual variables that predict individuals’ responses to emotional expressions: the families
from which dyads are drawn, and the behavior of their interaction partner. In line with the
congruence hypothesis, youth responded in similar ways to negative emotional expressions as
their family members, both within and across dyadic relationships (e.g., Jenkins et al., 2012;
Noller, 2005). In addition, within conflict discussions, patterns of reciprocal behaviors seemed to
emerge when one person in the dyad displayed a negative emotion. Consistent with family
systems, family members’ behavior may be more important in predicting youths’ behavior than
their individual characteristics, as they showed few similarities in their responses to emotions
across the two conflict contexts. Like most studies that have considered family conflict in
multiple relationships, however, Study 2 was cross-sectional. Longitudinal studies of parent-
child and sibling conflict are needed in order to clarify the direction of these associations.
Finally, results from longitudinal analyses in Study 1 demonstrated that although
emotional context is rarely considered when assessing behavior during conflict, it warrants
greater attention. In line with transactional and dynamic systems perspectives, bidirectional
associations were found between mother-child conflict dynamics and youths’ socioemotional
development (Fogel, 2009; Hollenstein, 2013). Mothers of children with increased internalizing
symptoms and activity level in middle childhood escalated conflict more often when angry with
their preadolescents. In turn, this type of maternal escalation predicted increased internalizing
and externalizing symptoms in adolescence, and mediated the association between internalizing
symptoms at the earlier and later time points. Children’s responses to their own sad affect, as
well as mothers’ and children’s responses to each other’s sad affect, were also predictive of
adjustment in adolescence, with de-escalation and avoidance predicting fewer internalizing and

externalizing symptoms. While the mechanisms behind these associations remain unclear,
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conflict-escalating behaviors are thought to intensify negative emotions and prevent constructive
conflict resolution (Patterson, 1982). Conversely, the ability to regulate negative emotions in
order to respond in more constructive ways is protective against socioemotional difficulties
(Compeas et al., 2017). Future research is warranted to illustrate how this occurs. Specifically,
grid-sequence analysis could be applied to examine how behaviors triggered by emotions lead to
the up- or down-regulation of said emotions, as well as how these processes influence the dyad’s
ability to resolve disagreements (Brinberg et al., 2017). Using this methodology within
longitudinal studies of conflict would be ideal, to identify how the history of the dyad and of
their dynamics influence their interactions.

The present dissertation with its series of two studies moved research on family conflict
several steps forward. By applying an innovative methodology to observed conflict, results from
these studies demonstrated that theorized links between emotions and behavior can be observed
on a microscopic scale during conflict between children and their family members (e.g.,
Guerrero, 2013). In addition to supporting existing theories on the roles of negative emotions
during conflict, they provided a closer look at neutral and positive emotions, and extended
attention to the influence of the other person’s emotional expressions. Further, they qualified our
understanding of the links between emotion and behavior, showing that developmental period,
type of relationship, individual characteristics, and family dynamics can alter these associations.
Thus, conflict cannot be considered a homogeneous phenomenon; instead, contextual variables
must be considered more closely, as they can influence whether conflict becomes constructive or
destructive in nature (Laursen & Hafen, 2010). Finally, results also indicated that family
members’ responses to emotions predict youth internalizing and externalizing symptoms,

suggesting that more attention should be paid to the regulation of emotion during conflict
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resolution. As discussed below, by identifying how children’s experiences with emotion during
conflict influence their socioemotional development, findings from the present dissertation make
important contributions that suggest a number of applied implications and clinical applications.

The results from the present dissertation also point to several directions for future
research. Given that links between emotional expressions and behavior differed depending on
several contextual variables, further contexts should be explored in future studies. As the
participants in the present studies were drawn from primarily Caucasian French-Canadian
families, the present findings may not generalize to other cultures. Thus, the field would benefit
from cross-cultural research on the interplay between emotion and conflict resolution. In
addition, conflict discussions were limited to mother-child and sibling dyads; it would be
valuable to apply the present methodology to interactions including fathers, as well as to triadic
or whole-family observations (Della Porta et al., 2019; Persram et al., 2019). Every family
member contributes to the dynamics within the home, and the place of fathers in these dynamics
remains understudied (Little et al., 2019; Ravindran et al., 2019). Likewise, it would be
beneficial to observe emotional expressions and behavior during conflict with peers, who play an
increasing role in development as of middle childhood (Furman & Buhrmester, 1992). Observing
conflict with both peers and family members would help identify the particular influence of each
in youth development, and would also further clarify how family conflict influences peer
relations (Bank et al., 2004; Carson et al., 1996). Again, this line of research would be aided by
longitudinal and observational studies of conflict, which would help parse out antecedents and
consequences of conflict dynamics.

Relatedly, it would be interesting for future studies to consider other predictors and

outcomes of responses to emotion during conflict, including youths’ social skills and relationship
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quality. While associations between family conflict and social competence are often assumed,
results in the literature are mixed (e.g., Burke et al., 2012; Koblinsky et al., 2006; Openshaw et
al., 1992). Investigating the role of emotion regulation during conflict may help explain
conflicting results. Relationship quality, on the other hand, has frequently been linked to
frequency and intensity of conflict, yet the mechanisms behind these associations are not entirely
clear (Lindell et al., 2014; Killoren et al., 2008; Sillars & Canary, 2013). Assessing responses to
emotion in conjunction with relationship quality could reveal how conflicts become particularly
frequent and intense in distressed relationships. Further, responses to emotion may also vary
according to the topic of conflict discussions. Campione-Barr et al. (2014) found that adolescent
siblings’ conflict discussions pertaining to issues of intrinsic harm were discussed in particularly
destructive ways. In turn, issues of intrinsic harm were associated with lower relationship quality
(Campione-Barr et al., 2014). As the role of conflict topic could not be investigated in the
present studies due to power constraints, its influence on emotions and responses to emotion will
be an interesting direction for future research. Lastly, as will be discussed below, the
mechanisms underlying links between emotional expressions and behavior, as well as between
these dynamics and youth adjustment, could not be determined in the present studies.
Longitudinal studies with repeated observational measurements coupled with self-report and
video-recall procedures (e.g., measures of thoughts, motives, and emotions) will allow for a
greater understanding of the processes underlying these associations.
Clinical Implications

The results from the present dissertation have several clinical implications. First, findings
demonstrated moment-to-moment associations between emotion and behavior that appear to

generalize across families. However, individual differences in responses to negative emotions
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also emerged, and these differences were linked to youths’ socioemotional functioning. These
results are in line with evidence that the ability to regulate negative emotions is protective
against internalizing and externalizing problems (Compas et al., 2017). Several prevention and
intervention programs for youth with socioemotional vulnerabilities include emotion regulation
training as a central component (e.g., Derella et al., 2019; Rathus & Miller, 2014; Trosper et al.,
2009), and the results from the present dissertation support this objective.

At the same time, results also underline the crucial role of mothers’ emotion socialization
behaviors in their interactions with their children (Denham et al., 2015; Eisenberg et al., 1998).
When mothers respond to their youths’ negative emotions with supportive responses, which
validate their experiences (e.g., by comforting, encouraging, or offering support), as opposed to
nonsupportive responses (e.g., punishing or minimizing), they promote greater socioemotional
functioning in youth (Briscoe et al., 2019; Denham et al., 1997). A number of interventions
aimed at improving children’s socioemotional skills target emotion socialization, by teaching
parents to respond to their children’s negative emotions in ways that support their experience
rather than escalate challenging situations (e.g., Porzig-Drummond et al., 2014). Our results in
Study 1 lend further support to this target, as we found that maternal de-escalation following
preadolescents' expressions of sadness predicted fewer externalizing symptoms in adolescence.

In situations as challenging as conflict, however, mothers may need to regulate their own
emotions in order to respond supportively to their children. Across both studies, mothers were
more likely to escalate conflict when their children appeared angry. Mothers in Study 1 also
made more confrontative remarks when their children appeared sad. These nonsupportive
responses may have occurred because during conflict with their children, mothers also

experience their own negative emotions. Indeed, there is recent evidence that maternal emotion
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socialization is associated with mothers’ own emotion regulation abilities (Hajal & Paley, 2020).
For example, mothers with weaker emotion regulation abilities respond in more nonsupportive
ways to their children’s emotions and rate their children as more temperamentally reactive
(Aydin, 2010). Further, one study found that anger predicted harsh parenting only when parents
were also highly impulsive (Rhoades et al., 2017). Moreover, we found that mothers’ tendency to
escalate conflict when angry was linked to more negative ratings of their children in earlier
childhood, as well as their children reporting more internalizing and externalizing symptoms in
adolescence. In addition, children with behavior problems appear to benefit less from parental
training programs when their parents are themselves emotionally dysregulated (Zachary et al.,
2019). Therefore, interventions aimed at promoting constructive conflict resolution and youth
adjustment should target parental emotion regulation, as well as emotion socialization and youth
emotion regulation (Hajal & Paley, 2020). Given the bidirectional and reciprocal nature of
parent-child difficulties, it appears crucial that prevention and intervention efforts target both
members of the dyad.

As such, it is encouraging that a growing number of youth interventions include specific
components geared towards improving parental emotion regulation (Hajal & Paley, 2020). These
programs recognize that in order to break patterns of escalating parent-child dysfunction, parents
need to keep their own emotions at a manageable level. Of particular note, Tuning in to Kids is
an intervention designed to improve parental emotion socialization, based entirely on emotion
socialization theory (Havighurst et al., 2013, Havighurst & Kehoe, 2017). It includes a module
dedicated to improving parents’ own emotional awareness and regulation. Tuning in to Kids has
been found to be effective at improving parental emotion socialization and decreasing children’s

dysregulation (Havighurst et al., 2010, 2013). Although it was designed for parents of
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preschoolers, Tuning in to Kids is also the only intervention of this kind to be adapted for parents
of adolescents (Tuning in to Teens), with promising results (Havighurst et al., 2015). This is
important, because as highlighted by the present studies, the transition to adolescence poses a
new set of challenges to parents. Their ability to respond to their own and their preadolescents’
negative emotions with behaviors that de-escalate conflict predicts greater socioemotional
functioning in adolescents. Thus, strengthening these abilities would be beneficial to youth in the
long term.

It is important to recognize, however, that although the present studies observed how
behaviors followed emotional expressions, they did not assess emotion regulation directly.
Future research should attempt to clarify how links between emotions and behavior are
prevented or enhanced by individual and dyadic emotion regulation, as family members attempt
to modify their emotions and behavior in service of their goals (e.g., resolution of conflict).
These mechanisms could be elucidated using a combination of self-reports on emotions and
motives throughout conflict and of perceptions of the other person’s emotions and motives (e.g.,
through video-recall procedures), combined with physiological measures of emotional reactivity
(e.g., Cohen et al., 2012; Luong et al., 2018). Identifying the specific role of emotion regulation
in conflict management will allow for more specific targets to be identified that could improve
relationships between youth and their family members.

In addition to the roles of emotion regulation and socialization in conflict resolution, the
present set of studies also underscored the importance of the family context in understanding
individual behavior (Minuchin, 2001). Results from Study 2 showed many within-family
similarities in responses to negative emotions, yet few similarities in how youth behaved with

their two family members. Thus, when attempting to understand the role of emotion during
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conflict, we must go beyond group patterns and individual differences. These implications are in
line with family systems theory, which argues that individuals’ behavior, as well as patterns of
behavior within dyadic subsystems, cannot be considered in isolation; instead, they must be
understood as part of the entire family system (Minuchin, 2001). Several clinical interventions
have grown from systems theory, including most notably, structural family therapy.

Unlike most interventions, which consider one individual as the target for treatment,
structural family therapy treats the entire family (Minuchin, 1972). According to this perspective,
even if certain children are more difficult to parent (e.g., highly active or emotional children), it
is the family dynamics that develop and that are repeated over time that maintain problems. As
such, the therapist observes the entire family, with a focus on the process rather than content of
interactions (Minuchin & Fishman, 1981). A primary goal of treatment is to identify repetitive,
rigid patterns of transactions, and to destabilize these patterns so that the family develops more
flexible ways of interacting (Minuchin, 1972; Minuchin & Barcai, 1969). The results of the
present studies concur that problematic conflict behavior can be found in the dynamic
interactions between family members. Rather than specific behaviors or emotions making
conflict destructive, problems lie in the dynamics that play out between family members.
Although structural family therapy does not emphasize the particular role of emotions in family
conflict, the present findings suggest that the ways emotions are handled might be a key aspect
of family dynamics that warrant further attention.

In the present studies, it was not possible to consider the role of rigidity in conflict
dynamics, but this is an important avenue to explore further. State space grid analysis could be
used to address this question, as this type of analysis assesses flexibility and rigidity in

interactions (Hollenstein, 2013; Hollenstein et al., 2016). While it is still in its infancy, time-



110

lagged state space grid analysis can track temporal relations between dyadic and triadic states,
allowing for the identification of families that become stuck in rigid patterns of responding to
emotions (Hollenstein, 2013). A particular direction for research stems from our findings that
suggested frequent reciprocity in behavior when one person displayed a negative emotion. This
could represent a type of rigid pattern of behavior that develops within subsystems, and should
be examined further when tracking family interactions. Applying this method to repeated
observations of the same families would further help to identify rigid and potentially maladaptive
patterns of responding.

Importantly, within systems theory and structural family therapy, the family system is
considered living and evolving. Thus, patterns of interaction change as the system is met with
new demands (e.g., a child reaching adolescence), and at times, dysfunction results from the
system not adapting accordingly (Colapinto, 2019). Another direction for future research is to
examine the role of family history in conflict dynamics. By using observational methods at
multiple time points within a longitudinal design, it would be possible to identify how conflict
dynamics develop over time, and therefore to test whether problematic dynamics develop from a
failure to adapt. For example, across the two present studies, we identified differences in typical
conflict dynamics between mothers and children before and after the onset of adolescence. By
studying the same families at these two developmental periods, future research could isolate
whether maladaptive patterns of responding observed in early adolescence represent rigid
patterns of behaviors that functioned well in earlier childhood. Relatedly, as mentioned earlier, in
order to continue to test and expand systems theory and structural family therapy, research
should move beyond dyads to observe triads and whole families during conflict (Persram et al.,

2019).
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An emerging intervention that deserves special mention is Families Overcoming Under
Stress (FOCUS; Lester et al., 2016a). FOCUS is a family intervention based on systems theory,
that incorporates training in emotion regulation, emotion socialization, communication, and
problem-solving. It was developed for military families, and has been adapted for families facing
a range of stressors, including medical challenges and placement in foster care. Based on the idea
that dysregulation experienced by one individual influences their entire family system, the
program teaches emotion regulation skills to every member of the family. In addition, therapists
facilitate discussions of emotions to increase emotional understanding and communication
between family members (Lester et al., 2016b). Findings from the present set of studies suggest
that such an approach may be useful for families of all backgrounds, to help family members
better understand their own and each other’s emotions, and respond appropriately.

Finally, it is worth noting the relative paucity of programs specifically targeting sibling
conflict. Of those that exist, some involve working directly with individual children or siblings to
improve social skills (e.g., perspective taking, conflict resolution) and increase warmth, whereas
others target parents, as mediators of sibling conflict (Tucker & Finkelhor, 2017). Efficacy
studies demonstrate some benefits of these interventions, but most lack follow-up and measures
of longer-term outcomes (e.g., Kennedy & Kramer, 2008; Thomas & Roberts, 2009). While
results from the present dissertation illustrated typical patterns of conflict, as well as significant
variability in dynamics, longitudinal research on sibling conflict is sorely needed, to identify
which patterns are particularly problematic and should be targets for intervention. Given that
sibling conflict is likely reinforced by the larger family context, however, these interventions
would perhaps be best incorporated into interventions targeting the entire family. Conversely,

identifying patterns of conflict that instead predict positive family functioning and psychological
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adjustment will help inform prevention programs and public health initiatives aimed at
promoting healthy family relationships.
Conclusions

Taken together, the results from the present studies provide a detailed account of the
interplay between emotional expressions and behavior during family conflict between youth and
their family members, as they transition across the often-tumultuous onset of adolescence. The
intricate dynamics of family conflict were captured using a combination of observational and
sequential methods, questionnaire measures, and a longitudinal design. As such, results shed
light on how constructive and destructive conflict behaviors are influenced by several contextual
variables, including emotional expressions, relationship type, and developmental period. The
consideration of both mother-child and sibling conflict as well children’s socioemotional
functioning across multiple age points illustrated how dyadic conflict is linked to both family and
individual functioning, and how it predicts youth development over time. In so doing, findings
from this dissertation can help inform targets for intervention, prevention, and public health
initiatives aimed at promoting adaptive family conflict communication, setting youth up for

healthy relationships across the lifespan.



113

References

Abuhatoum, S., Della Porta, S., Howe, N., & DeHart, G. (2020). A longitudinal examination of
power in sibling and friend conflict. Social Development, 29(3), 903-919.

Abuhatoum, S., & Howe, N. (2013). Power in sibling conflict during early and middle
childhood. Social Development, 22(4), 738-754.

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

Aldao, A., Gee, D. G., De Los Reyes, A., & Seager, 1. (2016). Emotion regulation as a
transdiagnostic factor in the development of internalizing and externalizing
psychopathology: Current and future directions. Development and
Psychopathology, 28(4), 927-946.

Allison, B. N., & Schultz, J. B. (2004). Parent-adolescent conflict in early
adolescence. Adolescence, 39(153), 101-119.

Aroian, K. J., Templin, T. N., & Hough, E. S. (2016). Daily hassles, mother—child relationship,
and behavior problems in Muslim Arab American adolescents in immigrant
families. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 22(4), 533-543.

Aydin, F. (2010). Maternal emotion regulation, socio-economic status and social context as
predictors of maternal emotion socialization practices. [Doctoral dissertation, Istanbul
Bilgi University].

Bakeman, R., & Quera, V. (2011). Sequential analysis and observational methods for the
behavioral sciences. Cambridge University Press.

Bakeman, R., & Quera, V. (2016). Generalized sequential querier (Version 5.1.23) [Computer

software].



114

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Prentice-Hall.

Bank, L., Burraston, B., & Snyder, J. (2004). Sibling conflict and ineffective parenting as
predictors of adolescent boys’ antisocial behavior and peer difficulties: additive and
interactional effects. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 14(1), 99—125.

Batum, P., & Yagmurlu, B. (2007). What counts in externalizing behaviors? The contributions of
emotion and behavior regulation. Current Psychology, 25(4), 272- 294.

Baumeister, R. F., Bratslavsky, E., Finkenauer, C., & Vohs, K. D. (2001). Bad is stronger than
good. Review of General Psychology, 5(4), 323-370.

Bell, C., & Song, F. (2005). Emotions in the conflict process: An application of the cognitive
appraisal model of emotions to conflict management. International Journal of Conflict
Management, 16(1), 30-54.

Belsky, J. (1984). The determinants of parenting: A process model. Child Development, 55(1),
83-96.

Boekaerts, M. (2002). Intensity of emotions, emotional regulation, and goal framing: How are
they related to adolescents' choice of coping strategies? Anxiety, Stress & Coping, 15(4),
401-412.

Boldt, L. J., Kochanska, G., & Jonas, K. (2017). Infant attachment moderates paths from early
negativity to preadolescent outcomes for children and parents. Child Development, 8§8(2),
584-596.

Bradford, K., Vaughn, L. B., & Barber, B. K. (2008). When there is conflict: Interparental
conflict, parent—child conflict, and youth problem behaviors. Journal of Family

Issues, 29(6), 780-805.



115

Branje, S., Laursen, B., & Collins, W. A. (2012). Parent-child communication during
adolescence. In A. L. Vangelisti (Ed.), Routledge handbook of family communication (pp.
271-286). Routledge.

Branje, S. J., van Doorn, M., van der Valk, 1., & Meeus, W. (2009). Parent—adolescent conflicts,
conflict resolution types, and adolescent adjustment. Journal of Applied Developmental
Psychology, 30(2), 195-204.

Briscoe, C., Stack, D. M., Dickson, D. J., & Serbin, L. A. (2019). Maternal emotion socialization
mediates the relationship between maternal and adolescent negative
emotionality. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 48(3), 495-509.

Buist, K. L., Dekovi¢, M., & Gerris, J. R. (2011). Dyadic family relationships and adolescent
internalizing and externalizing problem behavior: Effects of positive and negative
affect. Family Science, 2(1), 34-42.

Buist, K. L., Dekovi¢, M., & Prinzie, P. (2013). Sibling relationship quality and psychopathology
of children and adolescents: A meta-analysis. Clinical Psychology Review, 33(1), 97—
106.

Buist, K. L. & Vermande, M. (2014). Sibling relationship patterns and their associations with
child competence and problem behavior. Journal of Family Psychology, 28(4), 529-537.

Burke, T. J., Woszidlo, A., & Segrin, C. (2012). Social skills, family conflict, and loneliness in
families. Communication Reports, 25(2), 75-87.

Buss, A. H., & Plomin, R. (1984). Temperament: Early developing personality traits. Erlbaum.

Cahn, D. D. (1992). Conflict in intimate relationships. Cambridge University Press.



116

Campione-Barr, N., Greer, K. B., Schwab, K., & Kruse, A. (2014). Differing domains of actual
sibling conflict discussions and associations with conflict styles and relationship quality.
Social Development, 23(4), 666—683.

Campione-Barr, N. & Killoren, S. E. (2019). Love them and hate them: The developmental
appropriateness of ambivalence in the adolescent sibling relationship. Child Development
Perspectives, 13(4), 221-226.

Canary, D. J., Spitzberg, B. H., & Semic, B. A. (1998). The experience and expression of anger
in interpersonal settings. In P. A. Andersen & L. K. Guerrero (Eds.), Handbook of
communication and emotion: Research, theory, applications, and contexts (pp. 189-213).
Academic Press.

Carson, J. L., & Parke, R. D. (1996). Reciprocal negative affect in parent-child interactions and
children’s peer competency. Child Development, 67(5), 2217-2226.

Caughlin, J. P., & Malis, R. S. (2004). Demand/withdraw communication between parents and
adolescents: Connections with self-esteem and substance use. Journal of Social and
Personal Relationships, 21, 125-148.

Chaplin, T. M., Sinha, R., Simmons, J. A., Healy, S. M., Mayes, L. C., Hommer, R. E., &
Crowley, M. J. (2012). Parent—adolescent conflict interactions and adolescent alcohol
use. Addictive Behaviors, 37(5), 605-612.

Chorney, J. M., Garcia, A. M., Berlin, K. S., Bakeman, R., & Kain, Z. N. (2010). Time-window
sequential analysis: An introduction for pediatric psychologists. Journal of Pediatric

Psychology, 35(10), 1061-1070.



117

Christensen, A., Jacobson, N. S., & Babcock, J. C. (1995). Integrative behavioral couple therapy.
In N. S. Jacobson & A. S. Gurman (Eds.), Clinical handbook of couples therapy (pp. 31-
64). Guildford Press.

Clifford, S., Lemery-Chalfant, K., & Goldsmith, H. H. (2015). The unique and shared genetic
and environmental contributions to fear, anger, and sadness in childhood. Child
Development, 86(5), 1538-1556.

Coan, J. A., & Gottman, J. M. (2007). The specific affect coding system (SPAFF). In J. A. Coan
& J. J. B. Allen (Eds.), Handbook of emotion elicitation and assessment (pp. 267-285).
Oxford University Press.

Cohen, S., Schulz, M. S., Weiss, E., & Waldinger, R. J. (2012). Eye of the beholder: The
individual and dyadic contributions of empathic accuracy and perceived empathic effort
to relationship satisfaction. Journal of Family Psychology, 26(2), 236-245.

Colapinto, J. (2019). Structural family therapy. In J. Lebow, J. Chambers, & D. C. Breunlin
(Eds.) Encyclopedia of couple and family therapy (pp. 2820-2828). Springer.

Compas, B. E., Jaser, S. S., Bettis, A. H., Watson, K. H., Gruhn, M. A., Dunbar, J. P., Williams,
E., & Thigpen, J. C. (2017). Coping, emotion regulation, and psychopathology in
childhood and adolescence: A meta-analysis and narrative review. Psychological
Bulletin, 143(9), 939-991.

Compton, K., Snyder, J., Schrepferman, L., Bank, L., & Shortt, J. W. (2003). The contribution of
parents and siblings to antisocial and depressive behavior in adolescents: A double

jeopardy coercion model. Development and Psychopathology, 15(1), 163—182.



118

Cooper, C. R., & Cooper, R. G. (1992). Links between adolescents' relationships with their
parents and peers: Models, evidence, and mechanisms. In R. D. Parke & G. W. Ladd
(Eds.) Family-peer relationships: Modes of linkage (pp. 135-158). Rootledge.

Crawford, N. A., Schrock, M., & Woodruff-Borden, J. (2011). Child internalizing symptoms:
contributions of child temperament, maternal negative affect, and family functioning.
Child Psychiatry and Human Development, 42(1), 53-64.

Cummings, E. M., & Schatz, J. N. (2012). Family conflict, emotional security, and child
development: Translating research findings into a prevention program for community
families. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 15(1), 14-27.

Darling, N., Cumsille, P., & Martinez, M. L. (2008). Individual differences in adolescents’
beliefs about the legitimacy of parental authority and their own obligation to obey: A
longitudinal investigation. Child Development, 79(4), 1103-1118.

Davies, P. T., Parry, L. Q., Bascoe, S. M., Martin, M. J., & Cummings, E. M. (2019). Children's
vulnerability to interparental conflict: The protective role of sibling relationship quality.
Child Development, 90(6), 2118-2134.

De Goede, 1. H., Branje, S. J., & Meeus, W. H. (2009). Developmental changes in adolescents’
perceptions of relationships with their parents. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 38(1),
75-88.

DeHart, G. B. (1999). Conflict and averted conflict in preschoolers’ interactions with siblings
and friends. In W. A. Collins & B. Laursen (Eds.), Relationships as developmental
contexts: Festschrift in honor of Willard W. Hartup. Minnesota Symposium on Child

Psychology (pp. 281-303). Erlbaum.



119

Della Porta, S., & Howe, N. (2017). Siblings’ power and influence in polyadic family conflict
during early childhood. New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development, 156, 15-
31.

Della Porta, S., Howe, N., & Persram, R. J. (2019). Parents’ and children’s power effectiveness
during polyadic family conflict: Process and outcome. Social Development, 28(1), 152-
167.

Denham, S. A., Bassett, H. H., Wyatt, T. (2015). The socialization of emotional competence. In
J. E. Grusec, & P. D. Hastings (Eds.), Handbook of socialization: Theory and research
(pp- 590-613). Guildford Press.

Denham, S. A., Mitchell-Copeland, J., Strandberg, K., Auerbach, S., & Blair, K. (1997). Parental
contributions to preschoolers’ emotional competence: Direct and indirect effects.
Motivation and Emotion, 21(1), 65-86.

Derella, O. J., Johnston, O. G., Loeber, R., & Burke, J. D. (2019). CBT-enhanced emotion
regulation as a mechanism of improvement for childhood irritability. Journal of Clinical
Child & Adolescent Psychology, 48(supl), S146-S154.

Dersley, 1., & Wootton, A. J. (2001). In the heat of the sequence: Interactional features preceding
walkouts from argumentative talk. Language in Society, 30(4), 611-638.

Deutsch, M. (1973). The resolution of conflict. Constructive and destructive processes. Y ale
University Press.

Dirks, M. A., Persram, R., Recchia, H. E., & Howe, N. (2015). Sibling relationships as sources
of risk and resilience in the development and maintenance of internalizing and
externalizing problems during childhood and adolescence. Clinical Psychology Review,

42, 145-155.



120

Dunn, J., & Slomkowski, C. (1992). Conflict and the development of social understanding. In C.
U. Shantz & W. W. Hartup (Eds.), Cambridge studies in social and emotional
development: Conflict in child and adolescent development (pp. 70-92). Cambridge
University Press.

Eisenberg, N., Cumberland, A., & Spinrad, T. L. (1998). Parental socialization of emotion.
Psychological Inquiry, 9(4), 241-273.

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Shepard, S. A., Guthrie, I. K., Murphy, B. C., & Reiser, M.
(1999). Parental reactions to children’s negative emotions: Longitudinal relations to
quality of children’s social functioning. Child Development, 70(2), 513—-534.

Ekman, P., & Friesen, W. V. (1978). Facial action coding system. Consulting Psychologists
Press.

Engfer, A. (1998). The interrelatedness of marriage and the mother-child relationship. In R.A.
Hinde & J. Stevenson-Hinde (Eds.), Relationships within families: Mutual influences (pp.
104-118). Clarendon Press.

Enns, L. N. (2013). Emotional flexibility and shared expressions in high-risk dyads: Unpacking
the processes underlying mother-child nonverbal emotion communication in middle
childhood [Doctoral dissertation, Concordia University].

Enns, L. N., & Stack, D. M. (2007). Emotion behavior coding scheme (EBCS) [Unpublished
document]. Department of Psychology, Concordia University.

Fanti, K. A., Panayiotou, G., & Fanti, S. (2013). Associating parental to child psychological
symptoms: Investigating a transactional model of development. Journal of Emotional and

Behavioral Disorders, 21(3), 193-210.



121

Ferrar, S. J., Stack, D. M., Dickson, D. J., & Serbin, L. A. (2020). Conflict resolution and
emotional expression in mother-preadolescent dyads: Longitudinal associations with
children’s socioemotional development. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 49, 2388-
2406.

Flouri, E., & Sarmadi, Z. (2016). Prosocial behavior and childhood trajectories of internalizing
and externalizing problems: The role of neighborhood and school
contexts. Developmental Psychology, 52(2), 253-258.

Fogel, A. (2009). What is a transaction? In A. Sameroff (Ed.), The transactional model of
development: How children and contexts shape each other (pp. 271-280). American
Psychological Association.

Forgatch, M. S. (1989). Patterns and outcome in family problem solving: The disrupting effect of
negative emotion. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 51(1), 115-124.

Furman, W., & Buhrmester, D. (1992). Children's perceptions of the personal relationships in
their social networks. Developmental Psychology, 21(6), 1026-1024.

Furman, W., & Buhrmester, D. (1985). Children's perceptions of the qualities of sibling
relationships. Child Development, 52(6), 448-461.

Gottman, J. M. (1979). Marital interactions: Experimental investigations. Academic Press.

Gottman, J. M. (1993). The roles of conflict engagement, escalation, and avoidance in marital
interaction: a longitudinal view of five types of couples. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 61(1), 6-15.

Gottman, J. M., Markman, H., & Notarius, C. (1977). The topography of marital conflict: A
sequential analysis of verbal and nonverbal behavior. Journal of Marriage and the

Family, 39(3), 461-477.



122

Granic, 1., Hollenstein, T., Dishion, T. J., & Patterson, G. R. (2003). Longitudinal analysis of
flexibility and reorganization in early adolescence: A dynamic systems study of family
interactions. Developmental Psychology, 39(3), 606-617.

Granic, 1., & Lamey, A. V. (2002). Combining dynamic systems and multivariate analyses to
compare the mother-child interactions of externalizing subtypes. Journal of Abnormal
Child Psychology, 30(3), 265-283.

Granic, 1., O’Hara, A., Pepler, D., & Lewis, M. D. (2007). A dynamic systems analysis of
parent-child changes associated with successful “real-world” interventions for aggressive
children. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 35(5), 845-857.

Granic, I., & Patterson, G. R. (2006). Toward a comprehensive model of antisocial development:
a dynamic systems approach. Psychological Review, 113(1), 101-131.

Gross, M. A., & Guerrero, L. K. (2000). Appropriateness and effectiveness of organizational
conflict styles: An application of the competence model to Rahim’s conflict inventory.
International Journal of Conflict, 11,200-226.

Grunzeweig, N. (2011). Developing Autonomy and Social Competence from Preschool to Middle
Childhood in a High-Risk Sample of Children: Links to Mutuality and Maternal
Childhood Histories of Risk. [Doctoral dissertation, Concordia University].

Guerrero, L. K. (2013). Emotion and communication in conflict interaction. In J. G. Oetzel & S.
Ting-Toomey (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of conflict communication: Integrating theory,
research, and practice (pp. 105-131). SAGE.

Guerrero, L. K., Andersen, P. A., & Afifi, W.A. (2011). Communicating closeness: Affection,
immediacy, and social support. In L. Guerrero, P. Andersen & W. Afifi. (Eds.), Close

encounters: Communication in relationships (pp. 125-150). Sage.



123

Guerrero, L. K., & Floyd, K. (2006). Nonverbal communication in close relationships. Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Giilseven, Z., Kumru, A., Carlo, G., Palermo, F., Selguk, B., & Sayil, M. (2018). The
mediational roles of harsh and responsive parenting in the longitudinal relations between
socioeconomic status and Turkish children’s emotional development. International
Journal of Behavioral Development, 42(6), 563-573.

Hadiwijaya, H., Klimstra, T. A., Vermunt, J. K., Branje, S. J., & Meeus, W. H. (2017). On the
development of harmony, turbulence, and independence in parent—adolescent
relationships: a five-wave longitudinal study. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 46(8),
1772-1788.

Hajal, N. J., & Paley, B. (2020). Parental emotion and emotion regulation: A critical target of
study for research and intervention to promote child emotion
socialization. Developmental Psychology, 56(3), 40-417.

Hastings, P. D., Klimes-Dougan, B., Kendziora, K. T., Brand, A., & Zahn-Waxler, C. (2014).
Regulating sadness and fear from outside and within: mothers’ emotion socialization
and adolescents’ parasympathetic regulation predict the development of internalizing
difficulties. Development and Psychopathology, 26(4, Pt 2), 1369—-1384.

Havighurst, S., & Kehoe, C. (2017). The role of parental emotion regulation in parent emotion
socialization: Implications for intervention. In K. Deater-Deckard & R. Panneton (Eds.),
Parental stress and early child development: Adaptive and maladaptive outcomes (pp.

285-307). Springer.



124

Havighurst, S. S., Kehoe, C. E., & Harley, A. E. (2015). Tuning in to teens: Improving parental
responses to anger and reducing youth externalizing behavior problems. Journal of
Adolescence, 42, 148—158.

Havighurst, S. S., Wilson, K. R., Harley, A. E., Kehoe, C., Efron, D., & Prior, M. R. (2013).
“Tuning into Kids”: Reducing young children’s behavior problems using an emotion
coaching parenting program. Child Psychiatry and Human Development, 44(2), 247-264.

Havighurst, S. S., Wilson, K. R., Harley, A. E., Prior, M. R., & Kehoe, C. (2010). Tuning in to
Kids: Improving emotion socialization practices in parents of preschool children—
Findings from a community trial. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 51(12),
1342-1350.

Hinde, R. A. (1979). Towards understanding relationships. Academic Press.

Hofer, C., Eisenberg, N., Spinrad, T. L., Morris, A. S., Gershoff, E., Valiente, C., Kupfer, A., &
Eggum, N. D. (2013). Mother—adolescent conflict: Stability, change, and relations with
externalizing and internalizing behavior problems. Social Development, 22(2), 259-279.

Hollenstein, T. (2013). State space grids: Depicting dynamics across development. Springer.

Hollenstein, T., Allen, N. B., & Sheeber, L. (2016). Affective patterns in triadic family
interactions: Associations with adolescent depression. Development and
Psychopathology, 28(1), 85-96.

Humphrey, G., & Dumontheil, I. (2016). Development of risk-taking, perspective-taking, and
inhibitory control during adolescence. Developmental Neuropsychology, 41(1-2), 59-76.

Jenkins, J., Rasbash, J., Leckie, G., Gass, K., & Dunn, J. (2012). The role of maternal factors in
sibling relationship quality: a multilevel study of multiple dyads per family. Journal of

Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 53(6), 622-629



125

Jones, S., Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., & MacKinnon, D. P. (2002). Parents’ reactions to
elementary school children’s negative emotions: relations to social and emotional
functioning at school. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 48(2), 133—159.

Karraker, K. H., & Coleman, P. K. (2005). The effects of child characteristics on parenting. In T.
Luster L. Okagaki (Eds.), Parenting: An ecological perspective (pp. 147-176). Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Kennedy, D. K., & Kramer, L. (2008). Improving emotion regulation and sibling relationship
quality: The More Fun with Sisters and Brothers Program. Family Relations, 57(5), 567—
578.

Kessler, R. C., Berglund, P., Demler, O., Jin, R., Merikangas, K. R., & Walters, E. E. (2005).
Lifetime prevalence and age-of-onset distributions of DSM-IV disorders in the national
comorbidity survey replication. Archives of General Psychiatry, 62(6), 593—602.

Killoren, S. E., De Jests, S. A. R., Updegraff, K. A., & Wheeler, L. A. (2017). Sibling
relationship quality and Mexican-origin adolescents’ and young adults’ familism values
and adjustment. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 41(2), 155-164.

Killoren, S. E., Thayer, S. M., & Updegraft, K. A. (2008). Conflict resolution between Mexican
origin adolescent siblings. Journal of Family and Marriage, 70(5), 1200-1212.

Koblinsky, S. A., Kuvalanka, K. A., & Randolph, S. M. (2006). Social skills and behavior
problems of urban, African American preschoolers: Role of parenting practices, family
conflict, and maternal depression. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 76(4), 554-563.

Koerner, A. (2013). Family conflict communication. In J. G. Oetzel & S. Ting-Toomey (Eds.),
The Sage handbook of conflict communication: Integrating theory, research, and practice

(pp. 211-235). SAGE.



126

Koerner, A. F., & Fitzpatrick, M. A. (2013). Communication in intact families. In A. L.
Vangelisti (Ed.), Routledge handbook of family communication Second Edition (pp.129-
144). Routledge.

Koerner, A. F., & Fitzpatrick, M. A. (2006). Family conflict communication. In J. G. Oetzel & S.
Ting-Toomey (Eds.), The Sage handbook of conflict communication. Integrating theory,
research, and practice (pp. 159-184). SAGE.

Kopala-Sibley, D. C., Klein, D. N., Perlman, G., & Kotov, R. (2017). Self-criticism and
dependency in female adolescents: Prediction of first onsets and disentangling the
relationships between personality, stressful life events, and internalizing
psychopathology. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 126(8), 1029-1043.

Kramer, L. (2010). The essential ingredients of successful sibling relationships: An emerging
framework for advancing theory and practice. Child Development Perspectives, 42(2),
80-86.

Kroes, G., Veerman, J. W., & De Bruyn, E. E. (2003). Bias in parental reports? Maternal
psychopathology and the reporting of problem behavior in clinic-referred
children. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 19(3), 195-203.

Kuczynski, L., & Mol, J. D. (2015). Dialectical models of socialization. In W. F. Overton & P.
C. M. Molenaar (Eds.), Theory and method: Handbook of child psychology and
developmental science. (7% ed., pp. 1-46). Wiley.

Lamb, M. E., Sutton-Smith, B., Sutton-Smith, B., & Lamb, M. E. (Eds.). (2014). Sibling
relationships: Their nature and significance across the lifespan. Psychology Press.

Laursen, B., & Collins, W. A. (2004). Parent-child communication during adolescence. In A. L.

Vangelisti (Ed.), The Routledge handbook of family communication (2™ ed., pp. 333-



127

348). Rootledge.

Laursen, B., Coy, K. C., & Collins, W. A. (1998). Reconsidering changes in parent-child conflict
across adolescence: A meta-analysis. Child Development, 69(3), 817-832.

Laursen, B., Finkelstein, B. D., & Betts, N. T. (2001). A developmental meta-analysis of peer
conflict resolution. Developmental Review, 21(4), 423-449.

Laursen, B., & Hafen, C. A. (2010). Future directions in the study of close relationships: Conflict
is bad (except when it’s not). Social Development, 19(4), 858-872.

Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Emotion and Adaptation. In L. A. Pervin (Ed.), Handbook of personality:
Theory and research (pp. 609-637). Guildford.

Lester, P., Klosinski, L., Saltzman, W., Milburn, N., Mogil, C., & Beardslee, W. (2016a).
Families overcoming under stress (FOCUS): A family-centered preventive intervention
for families facing trauma, stress and adversity: Implementation with military families. In
M. J. Van Ryzin, K. L. Kumper, G. M. Fosco, & M. T. Greenbert (Eds.), Family-based
prevention programs for children and adolescents (pp. 229-255). Psychology Press.

Lester, P., Liang, L.-J., Milburn, N., Mogil, C., Woodward, K., Nash, W., Aralis, H., Sinclair,
M., Semaan, A., Klosinski, L., Beardslee, W., & Saltzman, W. (2016b). Evaluation of a
family-centered preventive intervention for military families: Parent and child
longitudinal outcomes. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent
Psychiatry, 55(1), 14-24.

Leve, L. D., Kim, H. K., & Pears, K. C. (2005). Childhood temperament and family environment
as predictors of internalizing and externalizing trajectories from ages 5 to 17. Journal of

Abnormal Child Psychology, 33(5), 505-520.



128

Lindell, A. K., & Campione-Barr, N. (2017). Relative power in sibling relationships across
adolescence. New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development, 2017(156), 49-66.

Lindell, A. K., Campione-Barr, N., & Greer, K. B. (2014). Associations between adolescent
sibling conflict and relationship quality during the transition to college. Emerging
Adulthood, 2(2), 79-91.

Little, S. A., Germeroth, C., & Garber, J. (2019). Father—adolescent conflict and adolescent
symptoms: The moderating roles of father residential status and type. Journal of Child
and Family Studies, 28(11), 3193-3206.

Low, R. S., Overall, N. C., Cross, E. J., & Henderson, A. M. (2019). Emotion regulation, conflict
resolution, and spillover on subsequent family functioning. Emotion, 19(7), 1162.

Luong, G., Arredonda, C. M., & Wrzus, C. (2018). Age differences in emotion regulation
dynamics. In P. M. Cole & T. Hollenstein (Eds.), Emotion regulation: A matter of time
(pp- 226-249). Routledge.

Merikangas, K. R., He, J. P., Burstein, M., Swanson, S. A., Avenevoli, S., Cui, L., Benjet, C.,
Georgiades, K., & Swendsen, J. (2010). Lifetime prevalence of mental disorders in US
adolescents: Results from the National Comorbidity Survey Replication—Adolescent
Supplement (NCS-A). Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent
Psychiatry, 49(10), 980-989.

Minuchin, P. (2001) Looking toward the horizon: Present and future study of family systems. In
J. P. McHale & W. S. Grolnick (Eds.), Retrospect and prospect in the psychological

study of families (pp. 259-278). Erlbaum.



129

Minuchin, S. (1988). Relationships within the family: A systems perspective on development. In
R. A. Hinde & J. Stevenson-Hinde (Eds.), Relationships within families: Mutual
influences (pp. 7-26). Oxford.

Minuchin, S. (1972). Structural family therapy. In G. Caplan (Ed.), American handbook of
psychiatry (Vol. 2). Basic Books.

Minuchin, S., & Barcai, A. (1969). Therapeutically induced family crisis. In J. H. Masserman
(Ed.), Science and psychoanalysis (Vol. 14). Grune and Stratton.

Minuchin, S., & Fishman, H. C. (1981). Family therapy techniques. Harvard University Press.

Missotten, L. C., Luyckx, K., Branje, S. J., Hale III, W. W., & Meeus, W. H. (2017). Examining
the longitudinal relations among adolescents' conflict management with parents and
conflict frequency. Personality and Individual Differences, 117(15), 37-41.

Moed, A., Gershoff, E. T., Eisenberg, N., Hofer, C., Losoya, S., Spinrad, T. L., & Liew, J.
(2015). Parent—adolescent conflict as sequences of reciprocal negative emotion: Links
with conflict resolution and adolescents’ behavior problems. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, 44(8), 1607-1622.

Morris, A. S., Criss, M. M., Silk, J. S., & Houltberg, B. J. (2017). The impact of parenting on
emotion regulation during childhood and adolescence. Child Development
Perspectives, 11(4), 233-238.

Morris, A. S., Silk, J. S., Morris, M. D., Steinberg, L., Aucoin, K. J., & Keyes, A. W. (2011).
The influence of mother—child emotion regulation strategies on children's expression of

anger and sadness. Developmental Psychology, 47(1), 213-225.



130

Morris, A. S., Silk, J. S., Steinberg, L., Sessa, F. M., Avenevoli, S., & Essex, M. J. (2002).
Temperamental vulnerability and negative parenting as interacting predictors of child
adjustment. Journal of Marriage and Family, 64(2), 461-471.

Murphy, B. C., & Eisenberg, N. (2002). An integrative examination of peer conflict: Children's
reported goals, emotions, and behaviors. Social Development, 11(4), 534-557

Muthén, B. O., & Muthén, L. K. (2019). Mplus (Version 8) [Computer software].

Nantel-Vivier, A., Pihl, R. O., Coté, S., & Tremblay, R. E. (2014). Developmental association of
prosocial behaviour with aggression, anxiety and depression from infancy to
preadolescence. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 55(10), 1135-1144.

Noller, P. (2005). Sibling relationships in adolescence: Learning and growing together. Personal
Relationships, 12(1), 1-22.

Noller, P., Feeney, J. A., Peterson, C., & Sheehan, G. (1995). Learning conflict patterns in the
family. In T. Socha & G. Stamp (Eds.), Parents, children and communication: Frontiers
of theory and research (pp. 273-298). Erlbaum.

Noller, P., Feeney, J. A., Sheehan, G., & Peterson, C. (2000). Marital conflict patterns: Links
with family conflict and family members’ perceptions of one another. Personal
Relationships, 7(1), 79-94.

Norrick, N. R., & Spitz, A. Humor as a resource for mitigating conflict in interaction. Journal of
Pragmatics, 40(10), 1661-1686.

Openshaw, D. K., Mills, T. A., Adams, G. R., & Durso, D. D. (1992). Conflict resolution in
parent-adolescent dyads: The influence of social skills training. Journal of Adolescent
Research, 7(4), 457-468.

Ormel, J., Oerlemans, A. M., Raven, D., Laceulle, O. M., Hartman, C. A., Veenstra, R.,



131

Verhulst, F. C., Vollebergh, W., Rosmalen, J. G. M., Reijneveld, S. A., & Oldehinkel, A.
J. (2017). Functional outcomes of child and adolescent mental disorders. Current disorder
most important but psychiatric history matters as well. Psychological Medicine, 47(7),
1271-1282.

Oruche, U. M., Draucker, C., Alkhattab, H., Knopf, A., & Mazurcyk, J. (2014). Interventions for
family members of adolescents with disruptive behavior disorders. Journal of Child and
Adolescent Psychiatric Nursing, 27(3), 99-108.

Overbeek, G., Stattin, H., Vermulst, A., Ha, T., & Engels, R. C. (2007). Parent-child
relationships, partner relationships, and emotional adjustment: A birth-to-maturity
prospective study. Developmental Psychology, 43(2), 429-437.

Patterson, G. R. (1980). Mothers: The unacknowledged victims. Monographs of the Society for
Research in Child Development, 45 (5, whole No. 186).

Patterson, G. R. (1982). Coercive family process. Castalia Publishing Company.

Perez, J. E., & Riggio, R. E. (2003). Nonverbal social skills and psychopathology. In P.
Phillippot, R. S. Feldman, & E. J. Coats (Eds.), Nonverbal behavior in clinical settings
(pp- 17-44). Oxford University Press.

Persram, R. J., Scirocco, A., Della Porta, S., & Howe, N. (2019). Moving beyond the dyad:
Broadening our understanding of family conflict. Human Development, 63(1), 38-70.

Porzig-Drummond, R., Stevenson, R. J., & Stevenson, C. (2014). The 1-2-3 Magic parenting
program and its effect on child problem behaviors and dysfunctional parenting: A

randomized controlled trial. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 58, 52-64.



132

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and
comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior Research
Methods, 40(3), 879-891.

Punch, S. (2008). “You can do nasty things to your brothers and sisters without a reason’:
Siblings’ backstage behaviour. Children & Society, 22(5), 333-344.

Raffaelli, M. (1992). Sibling conflict in early adolescence. Journal of Marriage and the Family,
54(3), 652-663.

Rathus, J. H., & Miller, A. L. (2014). DBT skills manual for adolescents. Guilford Publications.

Ravindran, N., Hu, Y., McElwain, N. L., & Telzer, E. H. (2019). Dynamics of mother—
adolescent and father—adolescent autonomy and control during a conflict discussion
task. Journal of Family Psychology, 34(3), 312-321.

Recchia, H. E., & Howe, N. (2009). Associations between social understanding, sibling
relationship quality, and siblings’ conflict strategies and outcomes. Child Development,
80(5), 1564-1578.

Recchia, H. E., & Howe, N. (2010). When do siblings compromise? Associations with children's
descriptions of conflict issues, culpability, and emotions. Social Development, 19(4),
838-857.

Recchia, H. E., Ross, H. S., & Vickar, M. (2010). Power and conflict resolution in sibling,
parent—child, and spousal negotiations. Journal of Family Psychology, 24(5), 605-615.

Recchia, H., Wainryb, C., & Pasupathi, M. (2013). “Two for flinching”: Children's and
adolescents' narrative accounts of harming their friends and siblings. Child

Development, 84(4), 1459-1474.



133

Rhoades, K. A., Grice, C., & Del Vecchio, T. (2017). Barriers to mothers’ implementation of
non-harsh discipline techniques: Anger, impulsivity, and situational demands. Journal of
Child and Family Studies, 26, 3179-3191.

Rinaldi, C. M., & Howe, N. (1998). Siblings' reports of conflict and the quality of their
relationships. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 44(3), 404-422.

Rinaldi, C. M., & Howe, N. (2003). Perceptions of constructive and destructive conflict within
and across family subsystems. Infant and Child Development, 12(5), 441-459.

Root, A. K., & Denham, S. A. (2010). The role of gender in the socialization of emotion: Key
concepts and critical issues. In A. K. Root & S. A. Denham (Eds.), The role of gender in
the socialization of emotion: Key concepts and critical issues (pp. 1-9). Jossey-Bass.

Ross, H., Ross, M., Stein, N., & Trabaso, T. (2006). How siblings resolve their conflicts: The
importance of first offers, planning, and limited opposition. Child Development, 77(6),
1730-1745

Rueter, M. A., & Conger, R. D. (1995). Interaction style, problem-solving behavior, and family
problem-solving effectiveness. Child Development, 66(1), 98-115

Sameroff, A. (2009). The Transactional Model. American Psychological Association.

Sanford, K. (2007). Hard and soft emotion during conflict: Investigating married couples and
other relationships. Personal Relationships, 14(1), 65-90.

Schermerhorn, A. C., Chow, S. M., & Cummings, E. M. (2010). Developmental family
processes and interparental conflict: Patterns of microlevel influences. Developmental
Psychology, 46(4), 869-885.

Schirmer, A., & Adolphs, R. (2017). Emotion perception from face, voice, and touch:

comparisons and convergence. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 21(3), 216-228.



134

Schwartzman, A. E., Ledingham, J. E., & Serbin, L. A. (1985). Identification of children at risk
for adult schizophrenia: A longitudinal study. Applied Psychology, 34(3), 363-379.

Seiffge-Krenke, 1., Overbeek, G., & Vermulst, A. (2010). Parent—child relationship trajectories
during adolescence: Longitudinal associations with romantic outcomes in emerging
adulthood. Journal of Adolescence, 33(1), 159-171.

Shalash, F. M., Wood, N. D., & Parker, T. S. (2013). Our problems are your sibling's fault:
Exploring the connections between conflict styles of siblings during adolescence and
later adult committed relationships. The American Journal of Family Therapy, 41(4),
288-298.

Shanahan, L., McHale, S. M., Osgood, D. W., & Crouter, A. C. (2007). Conflict frequency with
mothers and fathers from middle childhood to late adolescence: Within-and between-
families comparisons. Developmental Psychology, 43(3), 539-550.

Shantz, C. U. (1987). Conflict between children. Child Development, 58(2), 283-305.

Shortt, J. W., & Gottman, J. M. (1997). Closeness in young adult sibling relationships: Affective
and physiological processes. Social Development, 6(2), 142-164.

Siddiqui, A. A., & Ross, H. S. (1999). How do sibling conflicts end? Early Education and
Development, 10(3), 315-332.

Sillars, A. L. (1986). Procedures for coding interpersonal conflict: The verbal tactics coding
scheme (VTCS). [Unpublished coding manual]. Department of Communication Studies,
University of Montana.

Sillars, A. L., & Canary, D. J. (2013). Conflict and relational quality in families. In A. L.
Vangelisti (Ed.), The Routledge handbook of family communication (pp. 338-357).

Routledge.



135

Sillars, A., Canary, D. J., & Tafoya, M. (2004). Communication, conflict, and the quality of
family relationships. In A. L. Vangelisti (Ed.), Handbook of family communication (pp.
413-446). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Smetana, J. G. (1996). Adolescent-parent conflict: Implications for adaptive and maladaptive
development. In D. Cicchetti, & S. L. Toth (Eds.), Rochester symposium on
developmental psychopathology: Vol. 7. Adolescence: Opportunities and challenges (pp.
1-46.). University of Rochester.

Smetana, J. G. (2008). “It’s 10 o’clock: Do you know where your children are?” Recent
advances in understanding parental monitoring and adolescents’ information
management. Child Development Perspectives, 2(1), 19-25.

Solmeyer, A. R., McHale, S. M., & Crouter, A. C. (2014). Longitudinal associations between
sibling relationship qualities and risky behavior across adolescence. Developmental
Psychology, 50(2), 600-610.

Spence, R., Owens, M., & Goodyer, . (2013). The longitudinal psychometric properties of the
EAS temperament survey in adolescence. Journal of Personality Assessment, 95(6), 633-
639.

Stack, D. M., Serbin, L. A., Matte-Gagné, C., Kingdon, D., Doiron, K., & Schwartzman, A. E.
(2017). Development under adverse circumstances as a risk for psychopathology: An
intergenerational study of children from disadvantaged high-risk backgrounds. In L. C.
Centifanti & D. M. Williams (Eds.), Handbook of developmental psychopathology (pp.

345-363). John Wiley & Sons.



136

Stauffacher, K., & DeHart, G. B. (2006). Crossing social contexts: Relational aggression
between siblings and friends during early and middle childhood. Journal of Applied
Developmental Psychology, 27(3), 228-240,

Stein, N. L., & Levine, L. J. (1989). The causal organisation of emotional knowledge: A
developmental study. Cognition & Emotion, 3(4), 343-378.

Stocker, C. M., Burwell, R. A., & Briggs, M. L. (2002). Sibling conflict in middle childhood
predicts children’s adjustment in early adolescence. Journal of Family Psychology, 16(1),
50-57.

Stormshak, E. A., Bullock, B. M., & Falkenstein, C. A. (2009). Harnessing the power of sibling
relationships as a tool for optimizing social-emotional development. New Directions for
Child and Adolescent Development, 126, 61-77.

Sullivan, T. N., Helms, S. W., Kliewer, W., & Goodman, K. L. (2010). Associations between
sadness and anger regulation coping, emotional expression, and physical and relational
aggression among urban adolescents. Social Development, 19(1), 30-51.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2013). Using multivariate analysis (6" ed.). Pearson.

Thomas, B. W., & Roberts, M. W. (2009). Sibling conflict resolution skills: Assessment and
training. Journal of Child & Family Studies, 18, 447-453.

Ting-Toomey, S., & Oetzel, J. G. (2013). Introduction to interpersonal conflict. In J. G. Oetzel &
S. Ting-Toomey (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of conflict communication: Integrating
theory, research, and practice (pp. 99-103). SAGE.

Trentacosta, C. J., Criss, M. M., Shaw, D. S., Lacourse, E., Hyde, L. W., & Dishion, T. J. (2011).
Antecedents and outcomes of joint trajectories of mother—son conflict and warmth during

middle childhood and adolescence. Child Development, 82(5), 1676-1690.



137

Trosper, S. E., Buzzella, B. A., Bennett, S. M., & Ehrenreich, J. T. (2009). Emotion regulation in
youth with emotional disorders: Implications for a unified treatment approach. Clinical
Child and Family Psychology Review, 12(3), 234-254.

Tucker, C. J., & Finkelhor, D. (2017). The state of interventions for sibling conflict and
aggression: A systematic review. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 18(4), 396-406.

Tucker, C. J., McHale, S. M., & Crouter, A. C. (2003). Conflict resolution: Links with
adolescents' family relationships and individual well-being. Journal of Family
Issues, 24(6), 715-736.

van der Graaff, J., Branje, S., De Wied, M., Hawk, S., Van Lier, P., & Meeus, W. (2014).
Perspective taking and empathic concern in adolescence: Gender differences in
developmental changes. Developmental Psychology, 50(3), 881-888.

van Bommel, D. M., van der Giessen, D., Van der Graaff, J., Meeus, W. H., & Branje, S. J.
(2019). Mother—adolescent conflict interaction sequences: The role of maternal
internalizing problems. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 29(4), 1001-1018.

van de Vliert, E., & Euwema, M. C. (1994). Agreeableness and activeness as components of
conflict behaviors. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 674-687.

van der Giessen, D., Hollenstein, T., Hale, W. W., Koot, H. M., Meeus, W., & Branje, S. (2015).
Emotional variability in mother-adolescent conflict interactions and internalizing
problems of mothers and adolescents: Dyadic and individual processes. Journal of
Abnormal Child Psychology, 43(2), 339-353.

van Doorn, M. D., Branje, S. J., Hox, J. J., & Meeus, W. H. (2009). Intraindividual variability in
adolescents’ perceived relationship satisfaction: The role of daily conflict. Journal of

Youth and Adolescence, 38(6), 790-803.



138

van Doorn, M. D., Branje, S. J., Van der Valk, 1. E., De Goede, 1. H., & Meeus, W. H. (2011).
Longitudinal spillover effects of conflict resolution styles between adolescent-parent
relationships and adolescent friendships. Journal of Family Psychology, 25(1), 157-161.

Vangelisti, A. L., & Crumley, L. P. (1998). Reactions to messages that hurt: The influence of
relational contexts. Communications Monographs, 65(3), 173-196.

Vaughan, E. L., Feinn, R., Bernard, S., Brereton, M., & Kaufman, J. S. (2013). Relationships
between child emotional and behavioral symptoms and caregiver strain and parenting
stress. Journal of Family Issues, 34(4), 534-556.

Walker, K. L., Ammaturo, D. A., & Wright, K. D. (2017). Are we assessing temperament
appropriately? The Emotionality Activity Sociability and Impulsivity (EASI)
Temperament Scale: A systematic psychometric review. Canadian Psychology, 58(4),
316-332.

Weiss, R. L. (1993). Marital Interaction Coding System-1V (MICS-1V) [Unpublished coding
manual]. Department of Psychology, University of Oregon.

Whiteman, S. D., McHale, S. M., & Soli, A. (2011). Theoretical perspectives on sibling
relationships. Journal of Family Theory & Review, 3(2), 124-139.

Whiteman, S. D., Solmeyer, A. R., & McHale, S. M. (2015). Sibling relationships and adolescent
adjustment: Longitudinal associations in two-parent African American families. Journal
of Youth and Adolescence, 44(11), 2042-2053.

Yap, M. B, Allen, N. B., & Ladouceur, C. D. (2008). Maternal socialization of positive affect:
The impact of invalidation on adolescent emotion regulation and depressive
symptomatology. Child Development, 79(5), 1415-1431.

Yoder, P. J., & Tapp, J. (2004). Empirical guidance for time-window sequential analysis of



139

single cases. Journal of Behavioral Education, 13(4), 227-246.

Youngstrom, E., Loeber, R., & Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (2000). Patterns and correlates of
agreement between parent, teacher, and male adolescent ratings of externalizing and
internalizing problems. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 68(6), 1038-
1050.

Zachary, C., Jones, D. J., McKee, L. G., Baucom, D. H., & Forehand, R. L. (2019). The role of
emotion regulation and socialization in behavioral parent training: A proof-of-concept

study. Behavior Modification, 43(1), 3-25.



140

Appendix A

Study 1: Informed Consent Forms
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L'INDIVIDU DANS SON MILIEU: Les parents et leurs enfants
Directeurs du projet: - Lisa A. Serbin, Ph.D.
- Dale M. Stack, Ph.D.

Formulaire de consentement (SSHRC-2)

Je, soussigné(e), autorise les chercheurs du projet L'individu dans son milieu de 1'université
Concordia a rencontrer mon enfant a I’école, en deux sessions,
durant la période de classe. Je comprends que mon enfant remplira des tests de fonctionnement
intellectuel et académique ainsi que des questionnaires sur son comportement et son tempérament.
J autorise également les chercheurs a recueillir des informations sur la vie scolaire de mon enfant
de la part de son professeur et a avoir une copie du dernier bulletin de I’année en cours. Finalement,
lors d’une troisiéme visite, je consens a rencontrer les chercheurs de 1’université Concordia a la
maison avec mon enfant afin de remplir des questionnaires additionnels portant sur notre vie
familiale et de recueillir des échantillons de salive sur moi-méme, lors de la rencontre, et sur mon
enfant, lors de la rencontre et pendant deux jours de la semaine. J’accepte aussi d’étre filmé(e)
avec mon enfant lors d’une session incluant un jeu et des discussions portant sur des résolutions
de problémes.

Je comprends que toute l'information recueillie demeurera confidentielle et qu'elle ne
servira qu'a des fins de recherche. Cependant, si aprés évaluation des examens votre enfant
raquerait une attention spéciale, les chercheurs de I’université Concordia s’engagent a faire le suivi
de la rencontre afin de référer les services nécessaires.

Dans 1’éventualité ou j’aurais des questions concernant cette recherche, je pourrai

m’adresser soit a Mina Popliger ou bien a Jean-Francois Rhéaume au (514) 848-2253.

Nom: Date
EN LETTRES MOULEES

Signature:

st sfe sk sfe sfe sfe ske sie sk ske ke sk st sfe sfe sfe she ske she sk sk sk ste sfe ste sie sfeskeoskeoskesk

Nom de I’enseignant/e:

Année:

Nom du directeur/de la directrice:

Nom de 1'école:

Numéro de téléphone: ( )
Code régional

Adresse:

rue

ville code postal



142

L'INDIVIDU DANS SON MILIEU: Les parents et leurs enfants
Directrices du projet SSHRC3/Mills: - Lisa A. Serbin, Ph.D.
- Dale M. Stack, Ph.D.

Formulaire de consentement

Je, , soussigné(e), autorise les chercheurs du projet «L'individu
dans son milieu» de 1'université Concordia a rencontrer mon enfant a
I’école, en deux visites, durant la période de classe. Je comprends que mon enfant remplira des tests de
fonctionnement intellectuel et académique ainsi que des questionnaires sur son comportement et son
tempérament. J’autorise également les chercheurs a recueillir des informations sur la vie scolaire de mon
enfant de la part de son professeur et a avoir une copie du dernier bulletin de I’année en cours. Finalement,
je consens a ce que les chercheurs recueillent des échantillons de salive sur mon enfant pendant deux jours
de la semaine.

Ma participation consiste a remplir et a retourner deux séries de questionnaires, aprés quoi je
recevrai par courrier pour chaque série de questionnaires un chéque de $35.00, et ce pour un montant total
de $70.00. Concernant la participation de mon enfant, il recevra un montant total de $45.00 qui lui sera
remis de la fagon suivante : un chéque de $15.00 ou un certificat cadeau d’un montant équivalent lui sera
remis lors de chaque rencontre a I’école ainsi que pour les questionnaires qu’il a a remplir et a retourner.
Par ailleurs, un autre montant de $5.00 lui sera également accordé si mon enfant a di compléter des
questionnaires de rattrapage.

Je comprends que ma participation a cette étude est volontaire et que je peux m’y soustraire ainsi
que mon enfant en tout temps et cela, sans avoir a donner d'autres explications. De plus, le montant accordé
pour ma participation et celle de mon enfant sera proportionnel au nombre de partie complétée au protocole
de recherche.

J’autorise également les chercheurs de I'université Concordia a prendre une photo numérique du
visage de mon enfant. Cette photo sera gardée confidentielle dans le dossier de mon enfant et ne servira
qu’a identifier mon enfant.

Je comprends que toute l'information recueillie demeurera confidentielle et qu'elle ne servira qu'a
des fins de recherche. Cependant, si aprés évaluation des examens votre enfant requérait une attention
spéciale, les chercheurs de I'université Concordia s’engagent a faire le suivi de la rencontre afin de référer
les services nécessaires. Toutefois, en accord avec la loi sur la protection de la jeunesse, toute information
laissant croire a de 1’abus physique ou sexuel doit étre rapportée a 1’Office de la protection de la jeunesse.

Dans certains cas, si mon enfant présente une problématique particuliére, la coordonnatrice du
projet, Dre Nadine Girouard, entrera en communication avec moi pour y donner suite. Le cas échéant, il
pourra y avoir deux entrevues téléphoniques, une avec moi et une autre avec mon enfant, ou méme une
visite a la maison.

Dans I’éventualité ou j’aurais des questions concernant cette recherche, je pourrai m’adresser soit
a Julie Aouad ou bien au Dre Nadine Girouard au (514) 848-2424 extension 2254. De plus, si j’ai des
questions au sujet de mes droits et ceux de mon enfant a titre de participant(e) volontaire ou une plainte a
formuler, je peux appeler au bureau de la recherche de I’Université au (514) 848-2424, poste 7481. Mme
Adela Reid sera la personne-ressource de ma famille pour ce projet.

Nom: i Date:
EN LETTRES MOULEES

Signature:
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Appendix B
Study 1: Brief Operational Definitions and
Kappa Coefficients for the Conflict Behavior Coding System and

the Emotion Behavior Coding System (Enns & Stack, 2007) — Adapted
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Code Operational Definition Kappa- Kappa -
Mother  Child

Conflict Behavior Coding System

Listen Individual is silent, with no clear evidence that they are not attending to their speaking partner. .86 .88

Analytic Providing or requesting information about the conflict in a non-confrontational manner (e.g., descriptive or qualifying 75 77

Remarks statements, disclosure, soliciting information or disclosure).

Conciliatory Statements or questions that express a desire to resolve the conflict in a mutually satisfactory way or by prioritizing one’s 74 78

Remarks partner’s desires over one’s own (e.g., supportive remarks, concessions, acceptance of responsibility, problem-solving).

Disagreement  Statement of disagreement, rhetorical questions that imply disagreement, or rejections of the value of the partner’s .69 71
argument (e.g., disagreement over facts, questions that imply disagreement, “yes, but...”).

Confrontative  Attempts to achieve one’s own goals or to thwart one’s partner’ goals, with clear hostile, argumentative or defiant intent .76 78

Remarks (e.g., blame, hostile imperatives, hostile jokes or questioning).

Avoidance/ Behaviors that minimize explicit discussion of the conflict (e.g., actively avoiding listening to speaking partner, denial .68 75

Withdrawal that conflict exists, under-responsiveness, topic shifting, non-hostile joking).

Emotion Behavior Coding System — Adapted

Smile/Positive  Facial expressions of amusement, satisfaction, affection, excitement, surprise combined with positive affect, characterized .83 .81

(SP) by a lateral and upward movement of the lips and cheeks.

Frown/Upset Facial expressions of anger, dissatisfaction, annoyance or exasperation, characterized by brows sharply down, wrinkled 74 72

(FU) forehead, narrowed eyes, lips pressed together tightly and/or mouth drawn downward.

Sad/Distressed  Facial expressions of unhappiness, despair, anxiety, or distress, characterized by brows drawn together, squinted eyes, .70 71

(SD) eyes cast downward, downward-turned mouth, a pout, and/or raised eyelids.

Neutral (NE) Facial expressions showing a lack of emotion (i.e., do not qualify as any of the abovementioned expressions), 72 .70

characterized by straight but relaxed mouth, relaxed eyebrows, and a smooth forehead.
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Appendix C

Study 1: Correlation Table Between all Variables
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Variable

1

20

21

23

24

25

26

28

29

30

1. Child sex

2. Child
age (T2)

3. Maternal
education
(years)

4. Activity
level (T1)

5. Interna-
lizing
symptoms
(T1)

6. External-
izing
symptoms
(T

7. Interna-
lizing
symptoms
(T2)

8. External-
izing
symptoms
(T2)

9. Interna-
lizing
symptoms
(T3)

10.
External-
izing
symptoms
(T3)

11.YQ
mFUmES
12.YQ

mFUmDE

13.YQ
mSDmES

14.YQ
mSDmDE

=31

.09

65%*

.05

.02

35%

-20

21

A40*

.60%*

49%
*

.01

.09

28*

.20

.24%

33%*

.09

31*

-.09

31x*

.58%

- 12

12

29%

.26

21

21

33%
*

40*

.36%

.07

.04

.02

24

22

.09

.05

.02

31*

.09

.30%

-.03

.03

.00

-.01

-.01

.02

-.05

-25

.34%

-.05

-.09

31*

-23

-.07

.06

22

-.05

-.05

.09

.20

-.08

22

-.09

.07

-.07

24

31*

.01

-.06

-.05

-.05

-.08

.06

-.06

.02

.06

-27

-.01

-.03

.08

.01

.01

-.05

.03

-.20

.28*

A42%

.00

.05

.02

.26

.05

.09

-.01

.03

-.05

.05

.06

-.02

-23

.07

-25

33%

-.04

21

.03

.00

-.02

.02

-.09

32%

21

.00

.03

.04

-.07

.02

24

.08

-.05

-.02

.02

-.24

-21

.00

-.04

-.08

27*

.04

.05

-.02

.09

36%

21

-29

.26

-.06

-22

.01

.05

44%

32%

.04

-.01

.05

28%

.05

-.03

.06

-.02

.07

-.01

-.07

-.00

21

38%

-.06

.04

-.02

=27

.05
.65%

.10

-.06

.02

.09

25

-.02

.08

.00

33%

=27

-.07

.01

-.08

61%

.07

.04

.23

.05

.03

.20

27



15.YQ
cFUCAW

16. YQ
cFUcDE

17.YQ
cFUCES

18.YQ
cSDcAW

19.YQ
cSDcDE

20.YQ
c¢SDcES

21.YQ
c¢SDmES

22.YQ
c¢SDmDE

23.YQ
cFUmES

24.YQ
cFUmDE

25.YQ
mFUCES

26.YQ
mFUcDE

27.YQ
mFUCAW

28.YQ
mSDcES

29.YQ
mSDcDE

30.YQ
mSDcAW

.00

.30%

-.07

.08

-.09

-.06

-.06

.06

.03

22

32%

-.04

.01

.20

.50

-.06

.03

-.06

22

-.20

-.08

-.07

23

-.09

.02

.02

.20

-.03

.09

-21

.02

.04

-.09

-.02

22

-23

-.08

-.02

A1*

-.06

35%

-.03

.00

24

21

-.04

147

-.20

-.07
.05

-.02
-.08

.25

-.03

22

.09

.29%

-23

.28%

-21

.09

.05

-.07

.06

.30%

.09

.24

.08

45
ok

.07

.00

.04

22

.29

.07

.06

.04

Note. T1=Time 1; T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3; YQ = Yule’s Q; m = mother; ¢ = child; FU = frown/upset; SD = sad/distressed; NE = neutral affect; SP = smile/positive affect; ES = escalate; DE = de-escalate; AW = avoid/withdraw; AN = analytic remark; CO = conciliatory

remark. E.g., YQ mSDcAW = Yule’s Q for tendency of child to avoid/withdraw in response to maternal expression of sadness/distress.

#p <0.05, **p < 0.01.
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Appendix D

Study 2: Informed Consent Form
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L'INDIVIDU DANS SON MILIEU: Les parents et leurs enfants
Directrices du projet: Dale M. Stack, Ph.D. et Lisa A. Serbin, Ph.D.

Formulaire de consentement

Je, , soussigné(e), autorise les chercheurs du projet L'individu
dans son milien de l'universit¢é Concordia a rencontrer mon enfant,

,a ’école durant la période de classe. Je suis informée que, durant la rencontre a 1’école, mon
enfant sera évalué au niveau de son fonctionnement intellectuel et académique. J’autorise
¢galement les chercheurs a recueillir des informations sur la vie scolaire de mon enfant de la part
de son professeur et a obtenir une copie du dernier bulletin de I’année en cours.

Je consens également a rencontrer les chercheurs de 1’Université Concordia a mon domicile avec
mon enfant afin de compléter divers questionnaires sur son comportement et son tempérament.
J’accepte que mon enfant soit filmé avec moi lors d’une séance incluant un jeu et des discussions
portant sur des résolutions de problémes. J’accepte également que mon enfant soit filmé avec soit
son frére ou sa sceur lors de deux séances de discussion.

Ma participation consiste a remplir et a retourner une série de questionnaires, apres quoi je recevrai
par courrier pour cette série de questionnaires un chéque de $20.00. Concernant la participation de
mon enfant, il recevra un montant total de $45.00 qui lui sera remis de la fagon suivante : un chéque
de $15.00 lui sera remis lors de la rencontre a 1’école et un chéque de $30.00 pour les
questionnaires qu’il a a remplir et a retourner.

Je comprends que toutes les informations que nous fournissons, qu’elles soient écrites, verbales,
enregistrées ou filmées, sont strictement confidentielles et qu’elles ne serviront qu’a des fins de
recherche. Cependant, si aprés évaluation des examens, mon enfant requérait une attention spéciale, les
chercheurs de I’Université Concordia s’engagent a faire le suivi de la rencontre afin de référer les services
nécessaires. Dans toutes les circonstances, je suis assuré(e) que I’anonymat sera conservé. Toutefois,
selon la loi sur la protection de la jeunesse, toute information indiquant de 1’abus physique ou sexuel
devra étre divulguée a I’Office de la protection de la jeunesse.

Dans 1’éventualité ou j’aurais des questions concernant cette recherche, je pourrai m’adresser soit
a Joelle Bélisle-Cuillerier au (514) 848-2424 extension 7547 ou bien au Alessandra Rivizzigno au
(514) 848-2424 extension 2254. De plus, si j’ai des questions au sujet de mes droits et ceux de
mon enfant a titre de participant(e) volontaire ou une plainte a formuler, je peux appeler au bureau
de la recherche de I’Université au (514) 848-2424, poste 7481.

Nom: i Date:
EN LETTRES MOULEES

Signature:
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Study 2: Kappa Coefficients Reflecting Inter-Rater Reliability on the
Conflict Behavior Coding System and the Emotion Behavior Coding System — Adapted

(Enns & Stack, 2007; Ferrar et al., resubmitted)

Sibling Sibling Conflict Mother- Mother-
Behavioral Code Conflict Kappa: Adolescent Adolescent
Kappa: Sibling Child Conflict Conflict
Focal Kappa: Kappa:
Adolescent Mother Adolescent
Conflict Behavior Coding System
Listen .85 .87 .87 .87
Analytic Remarks .76 .80 75 7
Conciliatory 72 7 .76 78
Remarks
Disagreement 81 .79 73 74
Confrontative 75 75 75 N/A*
Remarks
Avoidance/ 76 .83 73 74
Withdrawal Acts
Emotion Behavior Coding System
Smile/Positive (SP) .79 .79 .83 .84
Frown/Upset (FU) 73 75 .83 81
Sad/Distressed (SD) .82 .68 .82 .80
Neutral (NE) 72 74 .79 77

*This behavior did not occur in any of the videos double-coded to assess inter-rater

reliability.
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Appendix F

Study 2: Descriptive statistics for Yule’s Q values of contingencies of interest



Descriptive Statistics for Yule’s Q Values of Contingencies of Interest (Sibling Task)

152

Contingency — Yule’s Q N (% of M SD
sample)

Focal adolescent frown/upset - focal adolescent escalate 21 (91.3%) .29 52
Focal adolescent frown/upset - focal adolescent de-escalate 21 (91.3%) 24 21
Focal adolescent frown/upset > focal adolescent 19 (82.6%) =73 41
avoid/withdraw

Focal adolescent sad/distressed = focal adolescent escalate 12 (52.2%) -.13 .83
Focal adolescent sad/distressed = focal adolescent de- 12 (52.2%) -.04 .50
escalate

Focal adolescent sad/distressed = focal adolescent 11%* (47.8%) -45 77
avoid/withdraw

Sibling child frown/upset = sibling child escalate 21 (91.3%) .29 Sl
Sibling child frown/upset = sibling child de-escalate 21 (91.3%) A2 41
Sibling child frown/upset = sibling child avoid/withdraw 19 (82.6%) -49 .67
Sibling child sad/distressed > sibling child escalate 13 (56.5%) -.36 73
Sibling child sad/distressed = sibling child de-escalate 13 (56.5%) .01 Sl
Sibling child sad/distressed = sibling child avoid/withdraw 11%* (47.8%) -.46 .76
Focal adolescent frown/upset = sibling child escalate 21 (91.3%) .08 .62
Focal adolescent frown/upset = sibling child de-escalate 21 (91.3%) .01 .34
Focal adolescent frown/upset = sibling child avoid/withdraw 19 (82.6%) -.36 .60
Focal adolescent sad/distressed = sibling child escalate 12 (52.2%) -.45 .82
Focal adolescent sad/distressed = sibling child de-escalate 12 (52.2%) .14 41
Focal adolescent sad/distressed = sibling child 11%* (47.8%) -.86 46
avoid/withdraw

Sibling frown/upset = focal adolescent escalate 21 (91.3%) .29 Sl
Sibling frown/upset = focal adolescent de-escalate 21 (91.3%) 12 41
Sibling frown/upset = focal adolescent avoid/withdraw 19 (82.6%) -49 .67
Sibling sad/distressed = focal adolescent escalate 13 (56.5%) -.36 73
Sibling sad/distressed = focal adolescent de-escalate 13 (56.5%) .01 Sl
Sibling sad/distressed = focal child avoid/withdraw 11%* (47.8%) -.46 .76

* Yule’s Q could not be computed for > 50% of the sample; thus, contingencies dropped from

subsequent analyses.
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Descriptive Statistics for Yule’s Q Values of Contingencies of Interest (Mother-Adolescent Task)

Contingency — Yule’s Q N (% of sample) M SD
Adolescent frown/upset = adolescent escalate 30 (93.7%) .26 .64
Adolescent frown/upset = adolescent de-escalate 31 (96.9%) 25 27
Adolescent frown/upset = adolescent avoid/withdraw 22 (68.8%) -73 46
Adolescent sad/distressed = adolescent escalate 30 (93.7%) -.28 1
Adolescent sad/distressed = adolescent de-escalate 31(96.9%) -12 40
Adolescent sad/distressed = adolescent 22 (68.8%) -.07 .82
avoid/withdraw

Mother frown/upset = mother escalate 28 (87.5%) .39 52
Mother frown/upset = mother de-escalate 32 (100%) .19 14
Mother frown/upset 2 mother avoid/withdraw 15* (46.9%) -41 .62
Mother sad/distressed = mother escalate 25 (78.1%) -.56 .54
Mother sad/distressed = mother de-escalate 28 (87.5%) .14 21
Mother sad/distressed = mother avoid/withdraw 14%* (43.8%) -.52 .69
Adolescent frown/upset = mother escalate 28 (87.5%) 24 .64
Adolescent frown/upset 2 mother de-escalate 31 (96.9%) .01 20
Adolescent frown/upset 2 mother avoid/withdraw 15* (46.9%) -.29 .76
Adolescent sad/distressed = mother escalate 27 (84.4%) -37 .61
Adolescent sad/distressed = mother de-escalate 31 (96.9%) A1 .20
Adolescent sad/distressed = mother avoid/withdraw 15* (46.9%) -.07 74
Mother frown/upset = adolescent escalate 31 (96.9%) 32 44
Mother frown/upset = adolescent de-escalate 32 (100%) -.04 32
Mother frown/upset = adolescent avoid/withdraw 22 (68.8%) -42 .55
Mother sad/distressed = adolescent escalate 28 (87.5%) -47 .55
Mother sad/distressed = adolescent de-escalate 28 (87.5%) -.09 40
Mother sad/distressed = adolescent avoid/withdraw 21 (65.6%) -.25 .70

* Yule’s Q could not be computed for > 50% of the sample; thus, contingencies dropped from

subsequent analyses.
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Appendix G

Study 2: List of Variables with Significant Skew (Bakeman & Quera, 2011)
1.Yule’s Q - Mother FU - Mother Escalate
2.Yule’s Q - Focal Adolescent FU - Focal Adolescent Escalate
3.Yule’s Q - Mother FU = Focal Adolescent Escalate
4.Yule’s Q - Sibling FU - Sibling Escalate
5.Yule’s Q - Sibling FU = Focal Adolescent Escalate
6.Yule’s Q - Focal Adolescent SD = Focal Adolescent De-escalate
7.Yule’s Q - Mother FU = Focal Adolescent De-escalate
8.Yule’s Q - Sibling FU > Sibling De-escalate
9.Yule’s Q - Focal Adolescent FU = Focal Adolescent Avoid/Withdraw
10. Yule’s Q - Focal Adolescent SD > Mother De-escalate

11. Yule’s Q - Focal Adolescent SD > Sibling De-escalate



