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Abstract
Although emotion regulation strategies such as reappraisal and suppression have been widely studied
as ways individuals can self-regulate their emotions, less is known about co-reappraisal and co-
suppression, and their social consequences at both the dyad and individual levels. To address these
knowledge gaps, this study aimed to investigate the relationship between the two aforementioned social
emotion regulation (SER) strategies — co-reappraisal and co-suppression — and relationship satisfaction
in romantic couples, for both couples and the individuals within them. Using a cross-sectional survey
design, 114 U.S. adult romantic couples reported on their habitual SER strategy use and relationship
satisfaction. Using the Griffin and Gonzalez (1995) latent variable model, we decomposed the overall
correlation between each SER strategy and relationship satisfaction into individual and dyad-level
relations. We found that both couples and individuals who co-suppressed more were less satisfied with
their relationship. However, co-reappraisal was not associated with relationship satisfaction at either the
individual or dyad levels. These findings highlight SER as a distinct and meaningful phenomenon in the
emotion regulation literature, as strategies enacted in an interpersonal, dyadic context may yield
different social outcomes than what is expected from self-regulation strategies.

Introduction
When presented with an emotional challenge, we have two options: manage difficult emotions by
ourselves, or seek support from someone else. Research on emotion regulation for the past 20 years has
predominantly focused on the former — the self-regulation of emotion (e.g. Gross, 2014). Yet, in everyday
life, individuals frequently regulate their emotions with help from others (e.g. Coan et al., 2006; Reeck et
al., 2016; Sahi et al., 2021), a process known as social emotion regulation (SER). Consistent with
decades of research in the social support literature, emotion regulation researchers are increasingly
examining how people seek and provide regulatory support (e.g.  Dixon-Gordon, 2018; Liu et al., 2021;
Tran et al., 2024; Zaki & Williams, 2013). 

Despite advances in SER research, limitations remain. First, most extant work focuses on individuals as
the unit of analysis (e.g. Liu et al., 2021; Tamir, 2011; Zaki & Williams, 2013). While individuals are
important to study, dyads are also important to study as their own unit of analysis. In a close
relationship, two individuals create a “coordinated system,” wherein tendencies emerge at the dyad level
that may not be apparent at the individual level (Hudson et al., 2014). Couples can construct a joint
identity (Emery, 2020) and be perceived as a joint unit (Wang et al., 2020), suggesting that dyad-level
phenomena exist and warrant further attention in affective science. Second, discussion of SER
strategies has rarely been integrated with their counterparts in the self-regulation literature (for
exceptions, see Butler & Gross, 2009; Horn et al., 2020; Horn & Maercker, 2016). Comparing self and
social versions of emotion regulation strategies can reveal if and how the latter are qualitatively different
from their self-regulation counterparts. Here, we build upon canonical self-regulation strategies —
reappraisal and suppression (e.g. Gross & John, 2003) — to consider the effects of co-reappraisal and
co-suppression.
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Third, while studies on individual outcomes, such as affect and well-being, are ubiquitous, social
outcomes of social emotion regulation strategies, like relationship satisfaction, are beginning to receive
more attention (English & John, 2013; Tepeli-Temiz & Elsharnouby, 2022; Lemay Jr. et al., 2024; Ruan et
al., 2024). Studying social outcomes is necessary because humans are fundamentally social, and social
outcomes can often be a predictor of future affective reactivity and regulation (e.g. Lin et al., 2024).
Furthermore, individuals often rely on romantic partners to meet their emotion regulation needs (Haase,
2023; Heffernan et al., 2012). How these needs are met in a relationship not only influences individual
outcomes but also outcomes for the dyad. Given longstanding calls to contextualize emotion regulation
and its outcomes (Aldao and Plate, 2018; Doré et al., 2016), we focus our analysis on romantic couples,
co-reappraisal, co-suppression, and relationship satisfaction. Specifically, this paper seeks to address
the question: “How does habitual use of co-reappraisal and co-suppression relate to relationship
satisfaction for both romantic couples and the individuals within them?” 

Present Research
Co-reappraisal is defined as an individual changing a situation’s meaning with another person to alter its
emotional impact (Horn, 2022; Horn & Maercker, 2016). While co-reappraisal can vary within a dyad in its
directionality (i.e., one person leading the reappraisal vs. joint meaning-making), the focus of co-
reappraisal in this paper is an individual’s sense of a shift in perspective on a situation, achieved through
talking to a close other. It is built on canonical definitions of self-reappraisal, where an individual
reframes the meaning of an emotional experience in order to change its affective potency for
themselves (Gross 1998, 2002; Ochsner et al. 2012). While habitual use of reappraisal is associated with
better well-being overall (Aldao et al., 2010; Aldao & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2012; Webb et al., 2012), it
remains unknown whether habitual use of co-reappraisal is beneficial, specifically for a romantic couple’s
relationship satisfaction. On one hand, co-reappraisal could be positively associated with relationship
satisfaction because reframing negative emotional events together can convey perceived partner
responsiveness to an individual’s needs for support (Butler et al., 2003; Kardum et al., 2021; Reis et al.,
2004). On the other hand, co-reappraisal could be negatively associated with relationship satisfaction: in
some cases, reappraisal undermines the role of negative emotions in motivating problem-solving actions
(Ford et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2023; Troy et al., 2013). Furthermore, co-reappraisal may signal to the partner
that negative emotions are not acceptable (Gottman, 2011; Zhao et al., 2026), and thus reduce trust in a
partner as a responsive and reliable support-provider.

Co-suppression, on the other hand, is the inhibition of one’s emotional expression due to the lack of
belief in one’s partner to be an effective social regulator (Horn, 2022). Our definition of co-suppression
builds upon expressive suppression in the self-regulation literature (Gross & Levenson, 1993) and in
social contexts (English & John, 2013). While studies have generally found that suppression fails to
provide subjective relief from negative emotions (Gross et al., 2006), the effects of co-suppression on
relationship satisfaction at both the individual and dyad level are not yet well-established (Dworakowski
et al., 2022). Co-suppression could lead to decreased relationship satisfaction, as co-suppression
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prevents the communication of emotions and responsiveness to partners’ needs, which are important
for resolving conflict (Sasaki et al., 2022; Zaki et al., 2008). However, co-suppression could also benefit
relationship satisfaction, given recent research suggesting that suppression could be effective when
used flexibly while coping with stressful events (Aldao et al., 2015; Westphal et al., 2010).

Thus far, there are competing hypotheses about the nature of the relationship between co-
reappraisal/co-suppression and relationship satisfaction. If we view social emotion regulation strategies
as qualitatively the same as their self-regulation counterparts, then we would expect that greater
habitual use of co-reappraisal is associated with greater relationship satisfaction. Similarly, greater
habitual use of co-suppression would be associated with lower relationship satisfaction. If social
emotion regulation strategies are qualitatively different from their self-regulation counterparts, then we
would expect that co-reappraisal is not associated — or even negatively associated — with relationship
satisfaction. Similarly, greater habitual co-suppression would not be — or even be positively associated
with — relationship satisfaction.

These hypotheses can be detailed by decomposing their associations into individual and dyad-level
effects. Put differently, we can ask: do couples who habitually engage in co-reappraisal report greater
relationship satisfaction? We can also ask: Does the individual who engages more in co-reappraisal
(relative to their partner) report more relationship satisfaction? Couple and individual-level effects do not
always parallel each other (Griffin & Gonzalez, 1995), and set the stage for parsing fine-grained
mechanisms of social emotion regulation strategy use. For example, if co-reappraisal use is driven by
individuals, then we can expect that partners who engage more in co-reappraisal (relative to their
partner) will report more relationship satisfaction. Additionally, if co-reappraisal use reflects an emergent
norm between partners, then we can expect that couples who co-reappraise more will also report more
relationship satisfaction. Similarly, if co-suppression use is driven by individuals, then we can expect that
individuals who engage more in co-suppression (relative to their partner) will report less relationship
satisfaction. If co-suppression use also reflects a joint process between partners, then we can also
expect that couples who co-suppress more will also report less relationship satisfaction.

Taken together, we reiterate our four hypotheses. First, we hypothesized that greater co-suppression at
the dyad level will be associated with less relationship satisfaction; second, at the individual level, that
the partner who co-suppresses more will report lower relationship satisfaction relative to their partner.
Third, that greater use of co-reappraisal at the dyad level will be associated with more relationship
satisfaction; finally, that the partner who co-reappraises more will report higher relationship satisfaction
relative to their partner.

Method
This study was part of a larger dyadic study (He et al., 2026) with a daily diary component. We only
report the measures and procedures related to this study in this paper.
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Recruitment and Participants
This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board (Approval Code: IRB-AAAU0758). We
recruited 114 adult romantic residing in the United States who were above the age of 21 at the time of
their recruitment for the study. Of those 114 couples, 97 were complete, wherein both partners’ data was
available, and 17 incomplete, wherein only one partner’s data was available (n = 211). We conducted our
analyses on the 97 complete dyads. The sample primarily consisted of young adult (Mage = 33.7 years,

SDage= 11.8 years) heterosexual (87.6% Man-Woman, 2.1% Man-Man, 6.2% Woman-Woman and 4.1%
Other) couples who have been in a relationship for at least 6 months (M = 7.63 years, SD = 8.40 years).
Recruitment was done through Recruitme, Facebook, Craigslist, Reddit, Instagram, university mailing
lists, and posters around New York City. We recruited 119 couples, allowing for up to 20% attrition, to
obtain 80% power to detect a small to medium-sized effect in within-person estimates for the dyadic
daily diary component of the study (He et al., 2026; Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013), which is not the focus of
this paper. Although there is scant existing work demonstrating the effect size to be estimated for our
specific research question, we estimate that we have 80% power to detect medium-sized between-
person effects based on statistical guidelines and related empirical studies (Giner-Sorolla et al., 2024,
Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013) for a sample of 238 participants.

Procedure
Participants answered an individual difference survey on Qualtrics about their use of SER strategies with
their romantic partner and their relationship satisfaction. Recruitment and data collection began in
January 2023 and concluded by June 2023.

Measures

Social Emotion Regulation Strategies
In the Interpersonal Emotion Regulation Scale for Close Relationships (IER-CR) (Horn, 2022), every item
is rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (Applies not at all) to 4 (Applies fully); the results
are scored by averaging the ratings for each subscale. The subscales of interest in the IER-CR were co-
reappraisal and co-suppression. To illustrate these subscales, which all begin with the clause “When I am
in a bad mood, or something is burdening me…,” an item measuring co-suppression is “…I act like nothing
is going on because people close to me can’t help me improve my mood;” an item measuring co-
reappraisal is “…I talk to a person close to me so that we can together get a new perspective of things.”
Our measures co-reappraisal (α = .85) and co-suppression (α = .74) were reliable in our sample and have
previously demonstrated high internal and external validity (Horn, 2022).

Relationship Satisfaction
Page 5/19



The Generic Measure of Relationship Satisfaction Scale (RAS) (Hendrick, 1988) is measured on a 5-point
Likert scale, ranging from 1 (low satisfaction) to 5 (high satisfaction); there are 7 items, wherein items 4
and 7 are reverse scored, and the final score is calculated through averaging the ratings. Example items
are “How well does your partner meet your needs?”, or “How good is your relationship compared to
most?” Our measure RAS was reliable (α = .87) and has high internal and external validity (Hendrick,
1988).

Data Analysis
Data was analyzed using the dplyr, ggplot2, devtools and dyadr (Garcia & Kenny, 2019) packages in R
(version 4.3.3).

Test of Distinguishability
Distinguishability refers to whether the two members of a dyad possess a distinctive characteristic that
can differentiate them in a manner that is relevant to the research question (Kenny & Ledermann, 2010;
Peugh et al., 2013). Heterosexual couples are treated in the literature as de facto distinguishable dyads
— and same-sex couples as indistinguishable — on the basis of gender differences (Kenny et al., 2006;
Peugh et al., 2013). However, in some heterosexual dyads, gender may have no statistically significant
distinguishing effect, deeming it more appropriate to treat the dyad members as indistinguishable
(Kenny & Cook, 1999; Ledermann & Kenny, 2017).

We therefore wanted to empirically test the distinguishability of the data to determine the most
appropriate dyad-level analysis model specification for our data. Additionally, for inclusivity purposes, we
wanted to keep the non-heteronormative couples in our dataset (2.1% Man-Man, 6.2% Woman-Woman
and 4.1% Other) (McGorray et al., 2023).

Using maximum likelihood estimation, we fit our data into a distinguishable model that included gender
main effects, interactions, and heterogeneous variances against an indistinguishable model that
constrained parameters to equality across partners using a likelihood ratio test. The test was non-
significant for both co-reappraisal (χ²(4) = 5.11, p = .28) and co-suppression (χ²(4) = 4.10, p = .39),
meaning that treating gender as a distinguishing variable did not significantly improve model fit.

We thus failed to reject the null hypothesis that the co-suppression and co-reappraisal scores on the IER-
CR (Horn, 2022) for women and men would have the same mean, variance, and distribution (Gonzalez &
Griffin, 1997), suggesting that we can treat our entire sample as indistinguishable dyads.

Analysis of Individual and Dyad-Level Data
Having verified the indistinguishability of the dyads, we based our analysis on the Griffin and Gonzalez
(1995) model on correlational analysis of dyad-level data, treating dyads as indistinguishable. We used
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the Griffin and Gonzalez (1995) model to decompose the overall correlation between SER strategies and
relationship satisfaction into individual and dyad-level relations.

To address our hypotheses about dyad-level effects, we computed latent dyadic correlation rd, one for
co-reappraisal and another for co-suppression. To address our hypotheses about individual-level effects,
we computed latent individual correlation ri, one for co-reappraisal and another for co-suppression. We
present how we calculated these latent correlations below.

The decomposition is made possible by coding each variable in a pairwise fashion so that the values for
variables X and X’ (and Y and Y’) are identical except for order, where the X-columns represent each
individual’s IER-CR score, and the Y-columns represent each RAS score (Table 1). Each partner is thus
represented in each column, resolving the problem with indistinguishable dyads wherein there would
otherwise be no meaningful way to assign one member to a specific column.

Table 1
Representation of the pairwise data setup for IER-CR scores
and RAS scores. The first subscript represents the dyad, and

the second subscript represents the individual. Categorization
of individuals as 1 or 2 is arbitrary, given the

indistinguishability of the dyads. RAS = Relationship
Satisfaction; IER-CR: Co-reappraisal or Co-suppression.

Dyad # Variable

IER-CR (X) IER-CR’ (X’) RAS (Y) RAS’ (Y’)

1 IER-CR11

IER-CR12

IER-CR12

IER-CR11

RAS11

RAS12

RAS12

RAS11

2 IER-CR21

IER-CR22

IER-CR22

IER-CR21

RAS21

RAS22

RAS22

RAS21

3 IER-CR31

IER-CR32

IER-CR32

IER-CR31

RAS31

RAS32

RAS32

RAS31

4 IER-CR41

IER-CR42

IER-CR42

IER-CR41

RAS41

RAS42

RAS42

RAS41

After each dyad is laid out in a pairwise manner, the Griffin & Gonzalez (1995) model computes the
following correlations: overall (rxy), intraclass (rxx' and ryy'), cross-intraclass (rxy'), individual (ri), and dyadic
(rd) (Table 2).

In this paper, we computed the overall correlation rxy by taking the Pearson product-moment correlation
between each individual’s score on the IER-CR and their score in the RAS. The overall correlation rxy
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answers the following question: “Are co-reappraisal/co-suppression and relationship satisfaction
related?”

The two intraclass correlations rxx’ and ryy’ represent the covariance of dyad members in terms of SER
and relationship satisfaction, respectively, and were also computed with the Pearson correlation. The
intraclass correlations rxx’ and ryy’ answer the following question: “Do partners resemble each other on
co-reappraisal, co-suppression, and relationship satisfaction?”

The cross-intraclass correlation, or rxy’ is the correlation between an individual’s score on the IER-CR and

their partner’s score on the RAS. With rxy’, we sought to answer the following question: “Are dyads in
which both members who co-reappraise/co-suppress more also dyads in which both members are more
satisfied with their relationship?"

From these four correlations rxy, rxx', ryy', and rxy', we computed latent dyadic correlation rd,and latent
individual correlation ri. These correlations come from the assumption that the variance of an observed
variable arise from two latent sources: (1) a dyadic component that represents the portion of that
variable shared between the dyad (rd), and (2) an individual component representing the portion that is
unshared and unique to the individual (ri) (Griffin & Gonzalez, 1995).

Results
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Couples and Individuals who Co-Suppressed More were
Less Satisfied with Their Relationship
Here, we hypothesized that higher co-suppression would be associated with lower relationship
satisfaction at both the individual and the dyad level. Intraclass correlation for co-suppression (rxx’ ) was
.26 and significant (p < .05), indicating that partners resembled each other in their use of co-suppression.
As predicted, overall correlation (rxy = − .38, p < .001) was negative and significant. Cross-intraclass
correlation (rxy’ = − .25, p < .01) was also negative and significant, indicating that the dyad member who

reported greater co-suppression was also likely to be the dyad member who reported lower relationship
satisfaction. Latent dyadic correlation (rd = − .64, p < .001) was also negative and significant, suggesting
that couples who co-suppressed more also jointly reported lower relationship satisfaction. This
suggests that the combined use of co-suppression within couples exerts a unique negative impact on
their relationship satisfaction, above and beyond individual use. Furthermore, latent individual correlation
(ri = − .24, p < .05) was negative and significant. These results suggest that the partner who co-
suppressed more reported lower relationship satisfaction, thus reflecting an additive between-person,
within-couple effect of co-suppression on relationship satisfaction.

Co-Reappraisal Scores in Individuals and Couples did not
Predict Relationship Satisfaction
Here, we hypothesized that higher co-reappraisal within couples would be associated with greater
relationship satisfaction at both the individual and dyad level. Intraclass correlation for co-reappraisal
(rxx’) was .39 and significant (p < .001), indicating that partners resembled each other in their use of co-
reappraisal. However, overall correlation (rxy= .13, p = .09), cross-intraclass correlation (rxy’ = .09, p = .27),
individual correlation (ri = .09, p = .36) and dyadic correlation (rd = .18, p = .09) yielded nonsignificant
results, suggesting that couples who co-reappraised more frequently were not more satisfied with their
relationship than couples who co-reappraised less frequently. This suggests that the combined use of
co-reappraisal within a typical couple is not associated with relationship satisfaction. Furthermore,
compared to their partner, the individual who engaged more frequently in co-reappraisal did not report
greater relationship satisfaction. This suggests that there are no additive, between-person effects in the
use of co-reappraisal on relationship satisfaction.

Discussion
The goal of this study was to examine the relationship between the use of social emotion regulation
strategies and relationship satisfaction across couples and the individuals within them. We focused on
co-reappraisal and co-suppression to determine if social emotion regulation strategies are qualitatively
different from their widely-studied self-regulation counterparts, reappraisal and suppression (Aldao &
Nolen-Hoeksema, 2012; Campbell-Sills et al., 2006; Dryman & Heimberg, 2018; Gross & John, 2003).
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Additionally, we focused on relationship satisfaction given the importance of social outcomes and their
interdependence with emotional outcomes (e.g. DiGiovanni & Ochsner, 2024).

To address our question, we chose the Griffin and Gonzalez (1995) model to derive, from an overall
correlation, the separate dyad and individual-level effects of co-reappraisal and co-suppression on
relationship satisfaction. To carry out such a decomposition would bring to light the contribution of each
level of analysis to the overall correlation, and test whether dyad-level and individual-level effects could
be in opposing directions (e.g., a person who co-reappraises more than their partner may be more
satisfied in their relationship, but a couple that reappraises more might not be necessarily happier than
other couples).

We have four main takeaways: First, couples who co-suppressed more tended to be less satisfied with
their relationship. Second, individuals who co-suppressed more (relative to their partner) were also less
satisfied with their relationship. Third, there was no association between how much couples co-
reappraised and their relationship satisfaction. Finally, there was no association between how much
individuals co-reappraised (relative to their partner) and their relationship satisfaction.

Our results on co-reappraisal suggest that social emotion regulation strategies might be qualitatively
different from their self-regulation counterparts. These differences may be explained by the social nature
of co-reappraisal — we asked participants whether they talk to another close individual to get a new
perspective on things. When an external regulator is added to the mix, the outcomes for both the
individual and the dyad become more uncertain, in that the IER-CR (Horn, 2022) captures only an attempt
at co-reappraisal and not necessarily the eventual occurrence of reappraisal. Additionally, reappraisal
could be more warranted or convincing when it comes from the self, and not so much when it comes
from another. The success of a certain SER strategy is contingent on perceived support and belief in its
efficacy (Williams et al, 2018). If an individual believes that SER — in our case, co-reappraisal — is
unhelpful, it may lead them to construe support negatively (Bolger & Amarel, 2007; Gleason et al., 2003).
With the addition of a social dimension, co-reappraisal may not provide the same consistent effects as
self-reappraisal, which may explain why it did not predict relationship satisfaction in our sample.

We thus find novel evidence for the fit of the SER strategies of co-reappraisal and co-suppression in the
context of a romantic relationship. We show that while the negative association of co-suppression and
relationship satisfaction aligns with the literature that deems suppression as a self-regulation method
that has negative implications for romantic relationships (Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017; Impett et al., 2012;
Vater & Schröder-Abé, 2015), the positive social outcomes of reappraisal as a self-regulation strategy do
not necessarily carry over once employed interpersonally in a romantic relationship, as co-reappraisal.

Inevitably, our study comes with limitations. First, the distribution of relationship satisfaction was
significantly skewed — most couples were satisfied with their relationship (see Online Resource 1). This
may affect the generalizability of our results, as couples with low relationship satisfaction in our study
are still relatively satisfied couples in the population. Future research could recruit couples with low
relationship satisfaction (e.g. couples in clinics). Moreover, our study adopted a cross-sectional design
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and cannot draw any causal claims about the directionality of the association between SER and
relationship satisfaction.

This study thus examines how individuals who employ each SER strategy compare to their partner in
terms of relationship satisfaction, and how couples who tend towards a certain SER strategy compare to
other couples in terms of relationship satisfaction. Our findings suggest that a) adopting a dyadic
approach to studying SER reveals its complexity and thus future research must study SER in the context
of the individual and the relationship b) assessing the effectiveness of a SER strategy needs to account
for the type of SER strategy and its social outcomes and c) co-suppression could be a promising target
in further therapeutic interventions to increase relationship satisfaction.
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Figures

Figure 1

Overview of the study, with study design, measures, and analysis
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Figure 2

A latent variable model separating individual-level and dyad-level effects of co-suppression and
relationship satisfaction. Grey circles represent unique variance for each variable, wherein both co-
suppression and co-suppression’ (and relationship satisfaction and relationship satisfaction’) represent
every dyad member in a pairwise fashion (see Method and Table 1). The correlations represented are
overall (rxy), intraclass (rxx' and ryy'), cross-intraclass (rxy'), individual (ri), and dyadic (rd), each assigned its

own color, with “x” representing the co-suppression variable and “y” representing the relationship
satisfaction variable. All coefficients shown are standardized and obtain statistical significance at the
.05 level, where * is p < .05; ** is p < .01; *** is p < .001. Dashed arrows indicate no significant correlation,
and solid arrows indicate a significant correlation; the strength of the significance, corresponding to
number of asterisks, is denoted by the thickness of the box around each correlation.  Created with Adobe
Illustrator.
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Figure 3

A latent variable model separating individual-level and dyad-level effects of co-reappraisal and
relationship satisfaction. Grey circles represent unique variance for each variable, wherein both co-
reappraisal and co-reappraisal’ (and relationship satisfaction and relationship satisfaction’) represent
every dyad member in a pairwise fashion (see Method and Table 1). The correlations represented are
overall (rxy), intraclass (rxx' and ryy'), cross-intraclass (rxy'), individual (ri), and dyadic (rd), each assigned its

own color, with “x” representing the co-reappraisal variable and “y” representing the relationship
satisfaction variable. All coefficients shown are standardized and obtain statistical significance at the
.05 level, where * is p < .05; ** is p < .01; *** is p < .001. Dashed arrows indicate no significant correlation,
and solid arrows indicate a significant correlation; the strength of the significance, corresponding to
number of asterisks, is denoted by the thickness of the box around each correlation. Dashed borders
around boxes indicate no significant correlation. Created with Adobe Illustrator.
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