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Abstract: Difficulties in coparenting performance reverberate in externalizing problems in adolescents. However, understanding on
the mechanisms mediating this relationship is scarce. Emotion regulation is a possible link between these constructs. This study aims
to test a structural model in which emotional dysregulation mediates coparenting and externalizing problems in adolescents. This is a
quantitative, cross-sectional, and explanatory study. The sample consisted of 229 adolescents aged between 11 and 18, living in inland
cities of Rio Grande do Sul. Structural equation modeling was used to test the empirical validity of the proposed theoretical model.
Results provided evidence for the advance of the study on family relationships and explanatory mechanisms in the development of
externalizing problems. Some domains of emotion deregulation mediate the association between coparenting negative dimensions
and externalizing problems. Direct and indirect relationships between the model variables are analyzed and discussed.
Keywords: behavior disorders, emotional regulation, family relations

Conflito e Triangulação Coparental, Regulação Emocional e Problemas
Externalizantes em Adolescentes: Relações diretas e indiretas
Resumo: Dificuldades no exercício da coparentalidade reverberam em problemas externalizantes em adolescentes. Entretanto, há
escassez no entendimento sobre mecanismos que medeiam essa relação. A regulação emocional apresenta-se como possível ligação
entre esses construtos. O objetivo deste estudo foi testar um modelo estrutural no qual a desregulação emocional é mediadora
entre coparentalidade e problemas externalizantes em adolescentes. Trata-se de estudo com delineamento quantitativo, transversal,
explicativo. Contou com uma amostra de 229 adolescentes entre 11 a 18 anos, residentes no interior do Rio Grande do Sul. Foi utilizada
modelagem de equações estruturais para testar a validade empírica do modelo teórico proposto. Os resultados forneceram evidências
para o avanço do estudo das relações familiares e mecanismos explicativos no desenvolvimento de problemas externalizantes. Alguns
domínios de desregulação emocional são mediadores da associação entre dimensões negativas de coparentalidade e problemas
externalizantes. As relações diretas e indiretas entre as variáveis do modelo são analisadas e discutidas.
Palavras-chave: distúrbios do comportamento, regulação emocional, relações familiares

Conflicto y Triangulación Coparental, Regulación Emocional y Problemas de
Externalización en Adolescentes: Relaciones Directas e Indirectas
Resumen: Las dificultades en la coparentalidad reverberan en problemas de externalización en adolescentes. Sin embargo, existe
una falta de comprensión sobre los mecanismos que median esta relación. La regulación emocional es un posible vínculo entre estos
constructos. El objetivo de este estudio fue probar un modelo estructural en el que la desregulación emocional es mediadora entre la
coparentalidad y los problemas de externalización en adolescentes. Este es un estudio cuantitativo, transversal y explicativo. Cuenta
con una muestra de 229 adolescentes entre 11 y 18 años que viven en el interior de Rio Grande do Sul. Se utilizó el modelo de ecuaciones
estructurales para probar la validez empírica del modelo teórico propuesto. Los resultados proporcionaron evidencia para el avance
del estudio de las relaciones familiares y los mecanismos explicativos en el desarrollo de problemas de externalización. Algunos
dominios de desregulación emocional median la asociación entre las dimensiones negativas de los problemas de coparentalidad y
problemas de externalización. Se analizan y discuten las relaciones directas e indirectas entre las variables del modelo.
Palabras clave: trastornos de la conducta, regulación emocional, relaciones familiares
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After nearly three decades of studies on emotion
regulation and child development, several studies show
deficits in emotion regulation are associated with externalizing
problems in children and adolescents (Aldao, Gee, De Los
Reyes, & Seager, 2016; Gross, 2014; Halligan et al., 2013).
These researches show that difficulties emotion regulation
resulting from impulse control problems reverberate into
risky and impulsive behaviors. They are also a key mechanism
in the emergence of specific forms of antisocial behavior.
For example, systematic review by Aldao et al. (2016)
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found 59 studies investigating the positive association
between difficulties in emotion regulation and externalizing
and internalizing problems in children and adolescents.
Specifically, difficulties in understanding emotions, in
expressing appropriate emotions and ruminative thoughts
associated with increased aggressive behavior, inappropriate
eating behavior, and increased anxiety.
The externalizing disorders label is applied to various
problematic behaviors; it identifies conflicts with others
and the child or adolescent’s non-compliance with expected
behavioral patterns. They relate to aggression, hyperactivity/
impulsivity, social problems and antisocial behavior
(Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001; Achenbach, Ivanova,
Rescorla, Turner, & Althoff, 2016; Mullin & Hinshaw,
2007). Patterns of inattention, impulsivity, and hyperactivity
are statistically associated with aggressiveness and antisocial
behavior in most samples, but important distinctions
are visible. Aggressive acts that occur when the child is
emotionally aroused and defensive reactions to a threat
perceived in the environment are called reactive aggression.
In turn, those that constitute premeditated behaviors, nonprovoked by the environment, usually designed to achieve
personal gain, are called proactive aggression. High
negative reactivity and difficulties in emotion regulation are
associated with reactive but not proactive aggression (Mullin
& Hinshaw, 2007).
Although externalizing problems have traditionally been
conceptualized as difficulties in behavior and cognition,
these conditions are closely linked with emotional processes.
Research has shown that children who constantly exhibit
aggressive and environment reactive behaviors tend to
be less able to understand social signals, which results
in misinterpretation and incorrect processing of social
information (Barros & Silva, 2006; Mullin & Hinshaw, 2007).
However, they are also more likely to feel angry, act
impulsively and have a low level of emotion regulation (Aldao
et al., 2016; Eisenberg et al., 2001). Some children tend to
have forms of reactive aggression to regulate their experience
of certain emotions, such as anger (Mullin & Hinshaw, 2007).
This propensity can occur in children and adolescents
exposed to hostile family models (Barros & Silva, 2006).
Currently, literature provides consistent results indicating that
conflicting family environments and exposure to interparental
hostility generate emotional dysregulation and, consequently,
aggressive and hostile behaviors in the offspring (Davies
& Martin, 2013; Davies, Hentges, et al., 2016; Goulart,
Wagner, Barbosa, & Mosmann, 2015). Parental conflict can
be considered a stressor that increases negative emotions and
makes children employ strategies to regulate their emotions
(Davies & Martin, 2013; Davies, Hentges, et al., 2016; Davies,
Martin, Sturge- Apple, Ripple, & Cicchetti, 2016). One of
the possible strategies is to develop aggressive responses
attempting to restore their emotional security regarding
parental conflict (Davies & Martin, 2013; Davies, Hentges, et
al., 2016; Davies, Martin, Coe, & Cummings, 2016).
Emotional security theory has more than two decades
of empirical research and investigates the implications
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that parental conflict has for the offspring’s mental health.
This theory basic premise is that in an environment of
parental conflict children try to maintain their emotional
security. Attachment theory has a strong influence on this
theory; however, the authors propose that the experience
with parental conflict is different from the parent – child
relationship. Thus, one can understand emotional security
as a product of the child’s past experiences with parental
conflict and as a primary way to guide future responses
when faced with conflict. The effects of emotional
insecurity affect how children regulate their emotions
(Davies & Martin, 2013).
In this evaluation context, studies focusing on the family
influence on emotion regulation during adolescence are rare
(Riediger & Klipker, 2014). Although research advances
with initiatives to understand the complex link between
family and emotion regulation, some authors still point
to the need for progress in this area, given that the family
context involves several interconnected and interdependent
subsystems (Teubert & Pinquart, 2010; Thompson, 2014).
Recent studies on the Brazilian population show that,
among the family subsystems, difficulties in coparenting
influence more the development of psychopathologies
in the offspring than marital and parenting difficulties
(Mosmann, Costa, Silva, & Luz, 2018; Mosmann, Costa,
Einsfeld, Silva, & Koch, 2017).
Coparenting is a collaborative involvement of parents
or caregivers aiming at education, training, and decision –
making on their children’s lives (Lamela, Nunes, &
Figueiredo, 2010Marsanić & Kusmić, 2013). Margolin,
Gordis and John (2001) defined dimensions such as conflict,
cooperation and triangulation. Conflict is expressed when
parents disagree on their children’s education, presenting
criticism, sabotage and disunity. Cooperation is the
positive dimension of coparenting and refers to supportive
behavior on the children’s education and respect between
parents. Finally, triangulation concerns one or both parents
involving the child in their conflicts.
The implications of coparenting to adolescence suggest
that difficulties in coparenting involving conflict and
triangulation may lead to internalizing and externalizing
problems in the children (Riina & McHale, 2014). Some
international studies have sought to investigate this
relationship. Buehler and Welsh (2009) investigated how
coparental triangulation may generate internalizing and
externalizing problems in adolescents. The longitudinal
study evaluated 320 U.S. families. Participants were
evaluated annually for four years. The results showed that
triangulation was associated with increased internalization
and externalization problems and difficulty to control
hostility between the couple. They also suggested the social
and relational functioning of adolescents may be negatively
affected by coparental triangulation.
Although several studies identify associations
between externalizing problems and emotion regulation
(Aldao et al., 2016; Coutinho, Ribeiro, Ferreirinha, &
Dias, 2010; Eisenberg et al., 2001; Halligan et al., 2013;
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Mullin & Hinshaw, 2007), the area has some gaps. Investigation
on the relationship between coparenting and the development
of emotion regulation in childhood and adolescence is still
deficient. Notably, adolescence is a crucial stage in the
process of emotion regulation, since it is the moment when
temperament, neurobiological, cognitive, psychological
and social aspects begin to work together and more
independently when compared to childhood (Gross, 2014).
Relevant, but showing incipient results, some studies discuss
possible differences between father and mother exercising
coparenting in this context (Marsanić & Kusmić, 2013). Still,
some studies investigate the effect of age on understanding
family core difficulties, suggesting adolescents might identify
interparental disagreements and resulting emotions more
easily (Davies, Martin, Coe, et al., 2016), highlighting the
need for national studies from this population’s perspective.
Clearly, understanding the processes that link
coparental triangulation and conflict with the development
of emotional and behavioral problems is important for
future research (Schoppe-Sullivan, Weldon, Cook, Davis,
& Buckley, 2009). How this influence occurs still needs to
be clarified. In this sense, difficulties in emotion regulation
are consequences of difficulties in family relationships and
reverberate in emotional and behavioral problems (Davies
& Martin, 2013). Investigations developed so far did not
identify the characteristics of associations, whether direct
or indirect, between the variables. Understanding this data
may show how externalizing problems are developed,
considering that indirect relationships indicate mediating
variables between two constructs (Hair, Black, Babin,
Anderson, & Tatham, 2009).
Focusing on clarifying these associations, this
study aims to test a structural model in which emotion
dysregulation mediates coparenting and externalizing
problems in adolescents. With a quantitative, cross-sectional
and explanatory design, we aimed to test two hypotheses:
(1) difficulties in emotion regulation partially mediate
the relationships between coparenting and externalizing
problems in adolescents; (2) coparenting has a direct impact
on externalizing problems.

Method
Participants
Total sample consisted of 229 adolescents, living in
Rio Grande do Sul, selected by convenience criterion. As
an inclusion criterion, adolescents should live with one of
their biological parents and have caregivers carrying out
the function of father and mother. Adolescents with a single
parent were excluded. The participants’ mean age was 14.56
(SD = 1.97), with a minimum age of 11 and maximum of
18. The number of participants was determined based on the
sample calculation proposed by Hair et al. (2009), considering
the minimum number of 200 samples to calculate structural
equation modeling.

Instruments
Sociodemographic Questionnaire. Consisting of 24
questions on sociodemographic data such as sex, age,
education, city, number of siblings, etc.
The Coparenting Inventory for Parents and Adolescents
(CI-PA, Teubert & Pinquart, 2011). The scale evaluates both
parents and adolescents’ perspective on the phenomenon. It
is composed of three parts: the coparenting dyad, mother’s
contributions, and father’s contributions; each with three
subscales (cooperation, conflict, and triangulation) with
four items each. It has questions such as “My mother is
stricter than my father.” In this study, we only used the part
that evaluates the adolescents’ perspective in relation to
coparenting. Items are scored on a Likert scale from 0 to 4,
in which 0 = definitely not and 4 = definitely. CI-PA, in
English, was not translated into Portuguese. We translated
and Back Translated it for this study. Three bilingual
translators compared their versions of the scale to identify
discrepancies in translations, then translated into the source
language and compared it with the original document to
verify accuracy. Cronbach’s alpha were 0.75 for mother
coparental conflict, 0.83 for mother coparental triangulation,
0.77 for father coparental conflict, 0.89 for father coparental
triangulation, 0.71 for family coparental conflict, and
finally 0.81 for family coparental triangulation. Evidence
of validity for the Brazilian population is described in an
article submitted for publication.
Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale DERS (Gratz &
Roemer, 2004, translated by Coutinho et al., 2010). The scale
assesses typical levels of difficulties in emotion regulation.
It was elaborated by (Gratz & Roemer, 2004) and has six
domains: (1) nonacceptance of emotional responses; (2)
difficulty engaging in goal – directed behavior; (3) impulse
control difficulties; (4) limited access to emotion regulation
strategies; (5) lack of emotional awareness; (6) lack of
emotional clarity. Coutinho et al. (2010) translated it and
Veloso, Gouveia and Dinis (2011) validated it for Portugal.
The scale was adapted to Brazilian Portuguese and to the
adolescent public. It contains 36 items on a 5 – point Likert
scale (1 = “it almost never applies to me” to 5 = “it almost
always applies to me”), with items such as: “I am aware of
my feelings.” In the original study, the scale revealed high
internal consistency values (α = 0.93), good test-retest fidelity
(rs = 0.88) and adequate construct and predictive validity.
Cronbach’s alpha value of the dimensions found for this
study was 0.82 for nonacceptance of emotional responses,
0.83 for limited access to emotion regulation strategies, 0.85
for impulse control difficulties, 0.73 for difficulty engaging
in goal – directed behavior, 0.78 for lack of emotional
awareness, and 0.63 for lack of emotional clarity.
Youth Self-Report Inventory for youth aged from 11
to 18 (YSR, Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001). Achenbach
developed it and Bordin et al. (2013) validated it to use in
Brazil. YSR consists of eight scales of behavioral problems.
In this study, we used the classification in levels, specifically
using the classification in externalizing problems,
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which covers the Rule Breaking and Aggressive Behavior
scales, with items such as: “I do not respect the rules of my
house, school or other places.” The answers are organized on
a 3 – point Likert scale in which 0 = not true and 2 = always
true. This study obtained Cronbach’s alpha of 0.75 for Rule
Breaking and 0.84 for Aggressive Behavior.
Antisocial Behavior Scale- ABS (Grangeiro, 2014).
The scale was developed in Brazil to evaluate antisocial
behaviors. It is composed of 36 assertions that verify the
frequency of participation in situations such as: “Participate
in gang fights,” based on five – point Likert – type answers:
0 = never done and 4 = already done six or more times. The
scale is divided into two dimensions: Mild Antisocial and
Severe Antisocial, obtaining in the original study Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.87 and 0.88 respectively. In this study, Cronbach’s
alpha values for the scale were 0.88 for Mild Antisocial and
0.66 for Severe Antisocial.
Procedure
Data collection. Data was collected individually and
collectively in public and private schools in Rio Grande
do Sul. A total of 306 adolescents were invited by referrals
from the research team and four schools from inland cities
of Rio Grande do Sul state were selected by convenience.
In the collection in schools, the coordination team of each
school was contacted to present the objectives of the study.
We invited students to participate in the study and informed
that their participation was voluntary. Students received an
informed consent form (ICF) that should be signed by their
parents or guardians, and adolescents signed an informed
consent form for minors. Afterwards, the instruments were
administered collectively in the groups with two researchers
in each classroom. The individual collection took place at
the participating adolescents’ residence with a researcher.
Only the adolescents whose parents signed the informed
consent form participated in the study. The instruments
administration lasted around 90 minutes.
Data analysis. Data analysis consisted in descriptive
calculations and bivariate correlations. To evaluate the
hypothesis that difficulties in emotion regulation is a mediating
variable between coparenting and externalizing problems in
adolescents, we used structural equation modeling (SEM).
The estimation method used was Maximum Likelihood of
probability with AMOS software. Also, we tested whether
coparenting has a direct impact on externalizing problems.
Three latent variables composed the model:
Coparenting (exogenous), Difficulty in Emotion Regulation
(endogenous), and Externalizing Problems (endogenous).
The model variables were composed according to Byrne
(2010). To measure coparenting, the following measures
were analyzed: mother triangulation; father triangulation;
family triangulation; father coparental conflict, mother
coparental conflict; family coparental conflict; father
coparental cooperation; family coparental cooperation, and
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mother coparental cooperation. Similarly, for the latent
variable Difficulty in Emotion Regulation, the following
measures were analyzed: difficulty in accepting emotions,
difficulty in employing emotional management strategies,
difficulty in emotional clarity, difficulty in emotional
awareness, difficulty in reaching goals, and difficulty in
controlling impulses for emotion regulation. To analyze the
externalizing problems, they were added to the dimensions
of Rule Breaking and Aggressive Behavior of the Youth
Self-Report Inventory (YSR) and to the dimensions of Mild
Antisocial Behavior and Severe Antisocial Behavior of the
Antisocial Behavior Scale.
The adequacy analysis of the structural equation model
was performed using the main adjustment measures: chi-square
(X²); root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA);
normed fit index (NFI); comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker
Lewis index (TLI). To adjust the model, the RMSEA value
was less than 0.08. For NFI, CFI, and TLI, values higher than
0.9 were considered satisfactory (Hair et al., 2009).
Ethical Considerations
This project is approved under number 14/152 of the
Research Ethics Committee of the Universidade do Vale
do Rio dos Sinos, according to Resolution 466/12 of the
Brazilian National Health Council, which regulates research
with human beings in Brazil. We assured for the adolescents
the confidentiality of all information, that participation was
voluntary and that they could abandon the research at any time.

Results
Initially, data on descriptive statistics were analyzed.
The sample consisted of 115 boys (50.4%) and 113 girls
(49.6%). Most adolescents were in nuclear families (73.8%,
n = 169), and the 26.2% left correspond to separated and
remarried families. Of these, 7.4% (n = 17) of fathers and
9.6% (n = 22) of mothers are currently in new unions.
Regarding the adolescents’ education, 45% (n = 103)
were attending elementary school, 54.6% (n = 125), high
school and only 0.4% (n = 1), higher education. Also, 90.4%
of the adolescents were enrolled in public schools, 3% in
private schools, and 6.6% did not give this information.
Regarding psychological treatment, 85.6% never
performed any kind of follow-up or psychological treatment.
However, among the 14% who said they had psychological
follow-up, the mean treatment time was five months. Currently,
only one adolescent is reportedly undergoing treatment.
Table 1 shows correlations between the model variables.
The proposed structural model was based on the hypothesis
that difficulties in emotion regulation partially mediate the
relationships between coparenting and externalizing problems
in adolescents. Also, we tested the hypothesis that coparenting
directly impacts externalizing problems.
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A structural model encompasses the specification of
the structural relations between the constructs, i.e., whether
they are related or not. Following the steps proposed by Hair
et al. (2009) to construct a structural model, we first tested a
measurement model with all variables that presented inadequate
adjustment with insufficient indices: χ² = 629, p = 0.000, χ²/df =
3.38, RMSEA = 0.11, CFI = 0.750, TLI = 0.713, NFI = 0.700.
The following variables did not present significant associations,
therefore were excluded from the model: Family Coparental
Cooperation (β = 0.806, p > 0.22), Mother Coparental Conflict
(β = −0.093, p > 0.29), Father Coparental Cooperation
(β = −0.860, p > 0.08), Mother Coparental Cooperation
(β = −0.195, p > 0.14), Family Coparental Conflict (β = 0.890,
p > 0.25), and Emotional Awareness (β = 0.310, p > 0.29). We
adjusted the covariance between Mild Antisocial Behavior and
Severe Antisocial Behavior, between father coparental conflict

and mother coparental triangulation, between Rule Breaking and
Severe Antisocial Behavior, between Aggressive Behavior and
Mild Antisocial Behavior, and between father coparental conflict
and family coparental triangulation. The final measurement
model obtained the following indices: χ² = 122.97, p = 0.000,
χ²/df = 2.15, RMSEA = 0.80, CFI = 0.943, TLI = 0.922,
NFI = 0.901.
Figure 1 presents the path diagram results of the structural
model. The model standardized regression coefficients show
that the magnitude of prediction of difficulties in coparenting
exercise to difficulties in emotion regulation is moderate
(β = 0.41; p < 0.001), which also moderately impacts in
externalizing problems in adolescents (β = 0.44; p < 0.001).
The direct path between coparental conflict and triangulation
and externalizing problems remained, but with weak impact
(β = 0.14; p < 0.001).
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Figure 1. Final structural model.
Mediation eases the relationship between two constructs
and requires significant correlation between the three
constructs individually. According to (Hair et al., 2009), we
should perform some analyses to verify the extent of the
model mediating effect. The first step is to verify individually
whether the direct effect between the latent constructs was
significant. Thus, impact occurred between: Coparenting
negative dimensions for Externalizing Problems (β = 0.31;
p < 0.001); Coparenting negative dimensions for Difficulties
in Emotion Regulation (β = 0.42; p < 0.001); and Difficulties
in Emotion Regulation and Externalizing Problems (β = 0.46;
p < 0.001). Subsequently, the relationship between the
variables was analyzed. The relationship between Coparenting
negative dimensions and Externalizing Problems reduced
the effect when the latent variable Difficulties in Emotion
Regulation was included in the model. This indicates partial
mediation of Emotion Regulation, since the direct relationship
remained significant, although it was reduced from (β = 0.31;
p < 0.001) to (β = 0.14; p < 0.001) (Hair et al., 2009).
The original theoretical model assumed two hypotheses:
(1) that Difficulties in Emotion Regulation partially mediated
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the relationships between Coparenting and Externalizing
Problems. Additionally, it also assumed the hypothesis (2) in
which a path directly connected Coparenting and Externalizing
Problems, thus characterizing a partial mediation. The
hypotheses were confirmed, indicating the existence of direct
and indirect paths between the constructs. The existence
of indirect path is consistent with mediation. Thus, a partial
mediation of Difficulties in Emotion Regulation confirmingly
exists between Coparenting and Externalizing Problems in
this study. Finally, it is emphasized that only the negative
dimensions of Coparenting—Coparental Triangulation and
Conflict—remained significant in the empirical model.

Discussion
Overall, the final results highlight the importance of
examining the processes of coparental triangulation and
conflict and the impact they have on the development of
externalizing problems in adolescents. This association is
consistently supported by previous studies (Davies & Martin,
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2013; Riina & McHale, 2014; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2009).
Also, the model results indicate that emotion regulation is
a mediating variable between coparental triangulation and
conflict and externalizing problems.
In this sense, the model proves the character of partial
mediation, confirming hypothesis 1. To understand this finding
is possible by considering the emotional security theory, which
postulates that when children notice a threat in the environment,
they have difficulties managing their emotions, which is
perceived in the moderate to high results of difficulties in
emotion regulation (Davies & Martin, 2013). As a result, they
tend to respond reactively, which is proven when considering
the impact of the problem dimensions of controlling impulsive
behavior (β = 0.80; p < 0.001) and limited access to emotion
regulation strategies (β = 0.87; p < 0.001), resulting in aggressive
behaviors and defensive reactions (Mullin & Hinshaw, 2007).
Additionally, the model confirmed hypothesis 2 and we
verified that the direct path between coparental triangulation
and conflict and externalizing problems remained significant
in the model, corroborating previous studies (Davies,
Hentges, et al., 2016; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2009).
However, notably, these studies also considered mediating
variables between coparenting and externalizing problems,
such as adaptive family structure.
Low impact between latent variables and high levels of
dimensions of difficulty in emotion regulation may indicate
other variables develop externalizing problems. It also
explains the direct route between coparental triangulation and
conflict and externalizing problems. Literature points out that
emotional reactivity, brain maturational factors, physiological
processes, insecure attachment, temperament, reading and
information process deficits, and empathy deficits may cause
externalizing problems (Barros & Silva, 2006; Davies, Martin,
Coe, et al., 2016; Gross, 2014; Mullin & Hinshaw, 2007;
Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2009). Halligan et al. (2013) indicated
externalizing behaviors may associate with poor vagal
regulation and with difficulties in emotion regulation. These
studies results point to a multiplicity of variables involved in
developing externalizing behaviors, which may imply lower
levels of impact among the latent variables of this study.
Analysis of the negative dimensions of coparenting found
high impact for coparental triangulation (father, mother, and
family member). Buehler and Welsh (2009) corroborated this
result finding associations between coparental triangulation
and antisocial behaviors in adolescents. However, the metaanalysis by Teubert and Pinquart (2010), which analyzed
coparenting and children adjustment, found that coparental
triangulation has traditionally been associated with
internalizing problems. From a developmental point of view,
age may moderate the impact of coparenting dimensions
on healthy offspring development. Thus, considering
maturational capacity and the ability to understand processes
that occur in the family nucleus, deducibly, the perception
and sensitivity to the impact of coparental triangulation
increases in adolescence (Davies, Hentges, et al., 2016).
Thus, coparental triangulation is notably important in
this model. Father coparental triangulation had the highest

impact on coparenting (β = 0.74; p < 0.001), together with
mother coparental triangulation (β = 0.60; p < 0.001). This
indicates that in the context of externalizing problems both
father and mother are perceived to actively act negatively
in the coparental context (Lamela et al., 2010; Marsanić
& Kusmić, 2013). The hypothesis is that the expression of
triangulation is more explicit in this family environment,
so that speculatively, parents impose on their children the
choice to support one parent against the other, as well as
they ostensibly place their children at the center of their
coparental and marital conflicts.
Severe antisocial behaviors had the lowest impact in
externalizing problems (β = 0.45; p < 0.001). According to
(Halligan et al., 2013; Mullin & Hinshaw, 2007), difficulties
in finding adaptive strategies to regulate emotions may play a
minor role in the practice of proactive externalizing behaviors.
This dimension involves ingenious and covert behaviors,
such as lying and manipulating. Children and adolescents
with high levels of antisocial behavior may lack emotion and
exhibit propensity for serious conduct problems, as well as
a lower level of emotional reactivity, thus explaining its low
impact in the model (Mullin & Hinshaw, 2007).
This study presented some limitations. Firstly, the scope
of the study has a cross-sectional approach, so longitudinal
studies can confirm the mediation and outcome proposed
here. Regarding the mediation hypothesis, not measuring
the significance of indirect effects with the bootstrap
procedure—used to test mediation relationships between
variables—is another study limitation.
Still, notably, authors who study emotion regulation
(Mullin & Hinshaw, 2007) analyze problems related to impulse
control, focus of attention and hyperactivity separately from
antisocial behaviors and aggressiveness. In this sense, this
study is also limited by essentially assessing problems related
to aggressive behaviors and non-compliance with expected
behavioral patterns, identified with the dimension of aggressive
behavior, YSR rule breaking and mild antisocial behavior and
severe antisocial behavior from ABS. Further research aimed
at assessing characteristics of specific disorders, such as
attention deficit and hyperactivity, should focus on variables
not focused in this study, such as attention.
Evidence shows the development of externalizing
problems has a multifactorial origin, which explains both
direct and indirect links between multiple variables. In this
context, emotion regulation and difficulties in the exercise
of coparenting are processes that influence the expression
of these behaviors to a greater or lesser extent. Recognizing
the ways in which each of these factors interfere with the
formation and maintenance of aggressiveness enables
intervention and prevention of healthier ways to deal with
adversity, especially with family. In this sense, future
treatment and prevention proposals are necessary for families
that consider this study variables aiming at coparental
relationships with higher levels of support and cooperation
and lower levels of conflict and especially triangulation,
assuming the consequent reduction of behavioral and social
problems and increased welfare in adolescents.
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