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Example Syntax

Study 1 
SPSS Syntax for model testing associations between observed emotion regulation and felt security post-conflict, controlling for felt security pre-conflict.

MIXED T3_SAAM_Secure.A  
WITH 
EmotionRegObs_HypoStandard.A_GMC 
EmotionRegObs_HypoStandard.P_GMC 
EmotionRegObs_HyperStandard.A_GMC 
EmotionRegObs_HyperStandard.P_GMC 
EmotionRegObs_Balanced.A_GMC 
EmotionRegObs_Balanced.P_GMC 
gender_A 
T2_SAAM_Secure.A_GMC
/FIXED = 
EmotionRegObs_HypoStandard.A_GMC 
EmotionRegObs_HypoStandard.P_GMC 
EmotionRegObs_HyperStandard.A_GMC 
EmotionRegObs_HyperStandard.P_GMC 
EmotionRegObs_Balanced.A_GMC 
EmotionRegObs_Balanced.P_GMC 
T2_SAAM_Secure.A_GMC
/PRINT = SOLUTION TESTCOV
/REPEATED = gender_A | SUBJECT(dyad_id) COVTYPE(CSH).
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Descriptive Statistics

Table S1. Descriptive statistics and correlations for Study 1.
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	M men
	SD men
	M women
	SD women

	1. Hypo ER
	.18
	-.02
	  -.19*
	-.10
	.01
	.03
	.05
	.01
	3.63
	1.25
	3.83
	1.32

	2. Hyper ER
	.04
	 .20*
	   -.64**
	-.35**
	.15
	.08
	-.23*
	.24**
	2.71
	1.33
	3.57
	1.64

	3. Balanced ER
	  -.19*
	   -.46**
	     .39**
	.29**
	-.20*
	.00
	.21*
	.12
	3.53
	1.01
	3.49
	1.11

	4. Post-conflict Felt Security
	    -.09
	   -.39**
	     .17
	.62**
	-.39**
	-.34**
	.75**
	  .80**
	6.57
	0.67
	6.56
	0.75

	5. Attachment Avoidance
	 .13
	.06
	    -.14
	-.37**
	  .34**
	.36**
	-.52**
	 .48**
	2.00
	0.88
	1.60
	0.66

	6. Attachment Anxiety
	 .05
	.08
	    -.04
	-.24*
	.08
	-.02
	-.40**
	.31**
	2.63
	1.04
	3.47
	1.27

	7. Pre-conflict Felt Security
	-.03
	   -.24**
	     .05
	.83**
	-.43**
	-.17
	.43**
	 .85**
	6.61
	0.55
	6.58
	0.64

	8. Post-recovery Felt Security
	-.06
	  -.27**
	      .12
	.84**
	-.34**
	-.21*
	.81**
	.41**
	6.7
	0.5
	6.70
	0.61


[bookmark: _Hlk129864199]Note: ER = emotion regulation. Correlations for men below the diagonal, for women above the diagonal. Bolded diagonal figures are correlations across men and woman participants. * p < .05. ** p < .01.
Table S2. Descriptive statistics and correlations for Study 2.
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	M men
	SD men
	M women
	SD women

	1. Hypo ER
	.05
	 -.08
	-.43**
	-.15
	-.11
	   -.17*
	.13
	   .19*
	1.89
	0.71
	1.87
	0.68

	2. Hyper ER
	  -.17*
	  -.01
	-.70**
	-.15
	-.14
	-.12
	.01
	  -.17*
	1.51
	0.59
	2.13
	0.93

	3. Balanced ER
	   -.60**
	    -.36**
	   .46**
	     .22**
	.14
	    .17*
	-.11
	-.04
	4.17
	0.69
	4.11
	0.80

	4. Pre-Conflict Felt Security 
	   -.14
	-.09
	.24**
	.12
	    .53**
	   .62**
	-.15
	-.11
	6.55
	0.74
	6.59
	0.66

	5. Post-conflict Felt Security
	   -.02
	-.10
	   .06
	   .50**
	.06
	   .54**
	-.13
	-.10
	6.37
	1.01
	6.16
	1.34

	6. Post-recovery Felt Security
	  .03
	   -.20*
	   .15
	    .44**
	   .32**
	.18*
	-.11
	-.16
	6.68
	0.75
	6.72
	0.59

	7. Attachment Anxiety
	   -.06
	 .16
	  -.09
	  -.42**
	  -.25**
	-.21*
	.03
	.23**
	3.25
	0.91
	3.49
	1.03

	8. Attachment Avoidance
	  .02
	-.13
	  -.02
	.02
	-.03
	.07
	.00
	.04
	3.36
	1.11
	3.53
	1.08


Note: ER = emotion regulation; Respon = responsiveness. Correlations for men below the diagonal, for women above the diagonal. Bolded diagonal figures are correlations for men and women participants.* p < .05. ** p < .01.









Additional Results 

Table S3. Emotion regulation strategies during conflict discussion task predicting felt security post conflict task, while controlling for gender, trait attachment anxiety and avoidance, and the security prime (Study 1). 
	
	Study 1

	Predictor variables
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Intercept
	6.70
	68.59
	<.001
	6.51
	6.90

	Hypo ER actor
	-0.30
	-1.39
	0.166
	-0.07
	0.12

	Hypo ER partner
	-0.02
	-1.01
	0.315
	-0.64
	0.02

	Hyper ER actor
	-0.08
	-3.33
	0.001
	-0.12
	-0.03

	Hyper ER partner
	-0.07
	-3.14
	0.002
	-0.11
	-0.03

	Balanced ER actor
	0.00
	0.04
	0.968
	-0.06
	0.07

	Balanced ER partner
	0.02
	0.67
	0.506
	-0.04
	0.09

	Pre conflict felt security 
	0.76
	13.78
	<.001
	0.65
	0.87

	Gender
	-0.03
	110.06
	0.308
	-0.09
	0.03

	Trait attachment anxiety actor
	-0.02
	174.80
	0.327
	-0.07
	0.03

	Trait attachment anxiety partner
	0.02
	162.24
	0.753
	-0.30
	0.07

	Trait attachment avoidance actor
	-0.03
	-0.94
	0.347
	-0.11
	0.04

	Trait attachment avoidance partner
	-0.06
	-1.61
	0.109
	-0.14
	0.01

	Pre conflict security prime
	-0.09
	0.06
	0.150
	-0.21
	0.03


Dependent variable: Study 1 felt security with partner post conflict task. The security prime was coded 1 = Secure, 2 = Neutral. 
Gender was coded -1 = Women, 1 = Men. 



Table S4. Emotion regulation strategies during conflict discussion task predicting felt security post conflict task: Exploring possible gender differences for hypo-emotion regulation (Study 1). 
	
	Study 1

	Predictor variables
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Intercept
	6.57
	210.92
	<.001
	6.50
	6.63

	Hypo ER actor
	-0.04
	-1.61
	0.108
	-0.08
	0.01

	Hypo ER partner
	-0.03
	-1.49
	0.139
	-0.08
	0.01

	Hyper ER actor
	-0.08
	-3.46
	<.001
	-0.12
	-0.03

	Hyper ER partner
	-0.07
	-3.25
	0.001
	-0.11
	-0.03

	Balanced ER actor
	-0.01
	-0.19
	0.853
	-0.07
	0.06

	Balanced ER partner
	0.03
	0.79
	0.43
	-0.04
	0.09

	Pre conflict felt security 
	0.83
	17.22
	<.001
	0.73
	0.92

	Gender
	-0.01
	-0.23
	0.816
	-0.06
	0.04

	Hypo ER actor * Gender 
	0.01
	0.60
	0.552
	-0.03
	0.06

	Hypo ER partner * Gender 
	0.03
	1.19
	0.236
	-0.02
	0.07


Dependent variable: Study 1 felt security with partner post conflict task. Gender was coded -1 = Women, 1 = Men. 









Table S5. Emotion regulation strategies during conflict discussion task predicting felt security post conflict task: Exploring possible gender differences for hyper-emotion regulation (Study 1). 
	
	Study 1

	Predictor variables
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Intercept
	6.54
	195.25
	<.001
	6.47
	6.60

	Hypo ER actor
	-0.02
	-1.13
	0.258
	-0.07
	0.02

	Hypo ER partner
	-0.02
	-1.08
	0.282
	-0.07
	0.02

	Hyper ER actor
	-0.08
	-3.48
	<.001
	-0.12
	-0.03

	Hyper ER partner
	-0.10
	-4.23
	<.001
	-0.14
	-0.05

	Balanced ER actor
	0.00
	-0.08
	0.935
	-0.07
	0.06

	Balanced ER partner
	0.03
	0.82
	0.412
	-0.04
	0.09

	Pre conflict felt security 
	0.82
	17.33
	<.001
	0.73
	0.92

	Gender
	0.01
	0.20
	0.842
	-0.04
	0.05

	Hyper ER actor * Gender 
	-0.02
	-0.87
	0.384
	-0.05
	0.02

	Hyper ER partner * Gender 
	0.06
	2.84
	0.005
	0.02
	0.09


Dependent variable: Study 1 felt security with partner post conflict task. Gender was coded -1 = Women, 1 = Men. The simple slopes of hyper-emotion regulation_partner X gender were not significant. 








Table S6. Emotion regulation strategies during conflict discussion task predicting felt security post conflict task: Exploring possible gender differences for balanced emotion regulation (Study 1). 
	
	Study 1

	Predictor variables
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Intercept
	6.57
	212.33
	<.001
	6.51
	6.63

	Hypo ER actor
	-0.03
	-1.34
	0.183
	-0.07
	0.01

	Hypo ER partner
	-0.03
	-1.24
	0.216
	-0.07
	0.02

	Hyper ER actor
	-0.08
	-3.28
	0.001
	-0.12
	-0.03

	Hyper ER partner
	-0.07
	-3.36
	<.001
	-0.12
	-0.03

	Balanced ER actor
	0.00
	-0.04
	0.967
	-0.07
	0.06

	Balanced ER partner
	0.02
	0.54
	0.593
	-0.05
	0.08

	Pre conflict felt security 
	0.83
	17.09
	<.001
	0.73
	0.93

	Gender
	0.00
	-0.13
	0.898
	-0.05
	0.05

	Balanced ER actor * Gender 
	0.01
	0.31
	0.754
	-0.05
	0.07

	Balanced ER partner * Gender 
	0.00
	0.09
	0.926
	-0.06
	0.06


Dependent variable: Study 1 felt security with partner post conflict task. Gender was coded -1 = Women, 1 = Men. 









Table S7. Emotion regulation strategies during conflict discussion task predicting felt security post recovery task (Study 1). 
	
	Study 1

	Predictor variables
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Intercept
	6.71
	303.73
	<.001
	6.67
	6.76

	Hypo ER actor
	0.01
	0.52
	0.604
	-0.13
	0.04

	Hypo ER partner
	0.02
	1.01
	       0.316
	-0.02
	0.05

	Hyper ER actor
	0.01
	0.54
	0.593
	-0.03
	0.04

	Hyper ER partner
	0.02
	1.30
	0.197
	-0.01
	0.06

	Balanced ER actor
	-0.03
	-1.00
	0.323
	-0.08
	0.03

	Balanced ER partner
	0.01
	0.19
	0.852
	-0.05
	0.06

	Post conflict felt security 
	0.67
	19.22
	<.001
	0.60
	0.74


Felt security post conflict discussion task entered as a control variable. Dependent variable: Study 1 felt security with partner post recovery task.














Table S8. Emotion regulation strategies during conflict discussion task predicting felt security post conflict task, while controlling for gender, trait attachment anxiety and avoidance (Study 2). 
	
	Study 2

	Predictor variables
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Intercept
	6.26
	99.73
	<.001
	6.14
	6.34

	Hypo ER actor
	-0.20
	-1.58
	0.114
	-0.44
	0.05

	Hypo ER partner
	0.29
	2.32
	0.021
	0.04
	0.53

	Hyper ER actor
	-0.33
	-2.79
	0.006
	-0.57
	-0.10

	Hyper ER partner
	0.03
	0.24
	0.812
	-0.21
	0.26

	Balanced ER actor
	-0.33
	-2.26
	0.025
	-0.61
	-0.04

	Balanced ER partner
	0.17
	1.14
	0.254
	-0.12
	0.46

	Pre conflict felt security 
	0.79
	8.74
	<.001
	0.61
	0.97

	Gender
	0.42
	0.56
	0.578
	-0.11
	0.19

	Trait attachment anxiety actor
	-0.02
	-0.24
	0.809
	-0.15
	0.12

	Trait attachment anxiety partner
	-0.06
	-0.99
	0.322
	-0.19
	0.06

	Trait attachment avoidance actor
	-0.06
	-1.11
	0.269
	-0.17
	0.05

	Trait attachment avoidance partner
	-0.04
	-0.73
	0.464
	-0.15
	0.07


Dependent variable: Study 1 felt security with partner post conflict task. Gender was coded -1 = Women, 1 = Men. 






Table S9. Emotion regulation strategies during conflict discussion task predicting felt security post conflict task: Exploring possible gender differences for hypo-emotion regulation (Study 2). 
	
	Study 1

	Predictor variables
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Intercept
	6.26
	98.89
	<.001
	6.14
	6.39

	Hypo ER actor
	-0.20
	-1.59
	0.114
	-0.45
	0.05

	Hypo ER partner
	0.27
	2.15
	0.032
	0.02
	0.52

	Hyper ER actor
	-0.30
	-2.53
	0.012
	-0.54
	-0.07

	Hyper ER partner
	0.03
	0.22
	0.825
	-0.21
	0.26

	Balanced ER actor
	-0.29
	-2.02
	0.044
	-0.57
	-0.01

	Balanced ER partner
	0.17
	1.14
	0.255
	-0.12
	0.45

	Pre conflict felt security 
	0.81
	9.41
	<.001
	0.64
	0.98

	Gender
	0.05
	0.65
	0.515
	-0.10
	0.20

	Hypo ER actor * Gender 
	0.08
	0.89
	0.376
	-0.10
	0.26

	Hypo ER partner * Gender 
	0.03
	0.38
	0.705
	-0.14
	0.21


Dependent variable: Study 1 felt security with partner post conflict task. Gender was coded -1 = Women, 1 = Men. 









Table S10. Emotion regulation strategies during conflict discussion task predicting felt security post conflict task: Exploring possible gender differences for hyper-emotion regulation (Study 2). 
	
	Study 1

	Predictor variables
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Intercept
	6.29
	83.51
	<.001
	6.14
	6.44

	Hypo ER actor
	-0.18
	-1.48
	0.141
	-0.43
	0.06

	Hypo ER partner
	0.29
	2.36
	0.019
	0.05
	0.54

	Hyper ER actor
	-0.31
	-2.59
	0.01
	-0.54
	-0.07

	Hyper ER partner
	0.07
	0.54
	0.591
	-0.19
	0.32

	Balanced ER actor
	-0.31
	-2.15
	0.033
	-0.59
	-0.03

	Balanced ER partner
	0.18
	1.25
	0.212
	-0.10
	0.47

	Pre conflict felt security 
	0.81
	9.39
	<.001
	0.64
	0.98

	Gender
	0.03
	0.44
	0.662
	-0.12
	0.18

	Hyper ER actor * Gender 
	0.04
	0.45
	0.657
	-0.13
	0.20

	Hyper ER partner * Gender 
	-0.04
	-0.45
	0.65
	-0.23
	0.14


Dependent variable: Study 1 felt security with partner post conflict task. Gender was coded -1 = Women, 1 = Men. 









Table S11. Emotion regulation strategies during conflict discussion task predicting felt security post conflict task: Exploring possible gender differences for balanced emotion regulation (Study 2). 
	
	Study 1

	Predictor variables
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Intercept
	6.26
	98.51
	<.001
	6.13
	6.39

	Hypo ER actor
	-0.17
	-1.41
	0.159
	-0.42
	0.07

	Hypo ER partner
	0.28
	2.28
	0.024
	0.04
	0.53

	Hyper ER actor
	-0.29
	-2.36
	0.019
	-0.53
	-0.05

	Hyper ER partner
	0.01
	0.12
	0.906
	-0.22
	0.25

	Balanced ER actor
	-0.29
	-1.98
	0.049
	-0.57
	0.00

	Balanced ER partner
	0.20
	1.35
	0.177
	-0.09
	0.48

	Pre conflict felt security 
	0.81
	9.42
	<.001
	0.64
	0.98

	Gender
	0.06
	0.76
	0.449
	-0.09
	0.21

	Balanced ER actor * Gender 
	-0.05
	-0.50
	0.618
	-0.24
	0.14

	Balanced ER partner * Gender 
	-0.07
	-0.74
	0.459
	-0.27
	0.12


Dependent variable: Study 1 felt security with partner post conflict task. Gender was coded -1 = Women, 1 = Men. 









Table S12. Emotion regulation strategies during conflict discussion task predicting felt security post recovery task (study 2). 
	
	Study 2

	Predictor variables
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Intercept
	6.70
	179.91
	<.001
	6.63
	6.78

	Hypo ER actor
	0.01
	0.12
	0.902
	-0.13
	0.15

	Hypo ER partner
	-0.09
	-1.28
	       0.204
	-0.23
	0.05

	Hyper ER actor
	0.02
	0.24
	0.809
	-0.11
	0.14

	Hyper ER partner
	-0.06
	-0.95
	0.345
	-0.19
	0.07

	Balanced ER actor
	0.07
	0.83
	0.406
	-0.09
	0.23

	Balanced ER partner
	-0.01
	-0.06
	0.955
	-0.16
	0.15

	Post conflict felt security 
	0.24
	8.18
	<.001
	0.18
	0.29


Felt security post conflict discussion task entered as a control variable. Dependent variable: Study 2 felt security with partner post recovery task.




We also conducted models which included the actor and partner main effects for each emotion regulation strategy separately predicting post-conflict or post-recovery felt security. Said another way, these models only included one emotion regulation strategy for the actor and partner. For example, actor balanced emotion regulation and partner balanced emotion regulation predicting post-conflict felt security, whilst controlling for pre-conflict security. The results are discussed below (for a copy of the results, please reach out to the corresponding author): 
Study 1
In the unadjusted model, actor (B = .06, p = .021) and partner balanced emotion regulation (B = .06, p =<.001) was significantly associated with increases in pre-to-post conflict felt security. These, however, were not significant when all three emotion regulation strategies were included in the same model, referred to as the adjusted model. 
The actor’s nor their partner’s hypo-emotion regulation were significantly associated with actor’s pre-to-post conflict changes in felt security in the unadjusted model (actor hypo: B = -.04, p < .098; partner hypo: B = -.04, p = .060). The findings are the same as the adjusted model. 
The actor’s and their partner’s hyper-emotion regulation were significantly associated with post-discussion decreases in felt security in actors. These significant hyper-emotion regulation main effects were the same in the unadjusted (actor hyper: B = -.08, p < .001; partner hyper: B = -.08, p < .001) and adjusted models (see Table 1). 
Neither actor’s nor their partner’s emotion regulation scores were significantly associated with actor’s post-recovery felt security change. This is the same as the main findings using the adjusted model. 
Study 2
No significant effects for balanced emotion and hypo-emotion regulation were found predicting post-conflict security, whilst controlling for pre-conflict security. This is contrary to the main adjusted model, which found significant but unexpected effects emerged for actor’s balanced emotion regulation and partner’s hypo-emotion regulation. 
Actors who displayed scored higher on hyper-emotion regulation experienced significant declines in felt security post-conflict (actor hyper: B = -.16, p < .042). The partner effect, however, was not significant (partner hyper: B = -.02, p = .791). These findings were in line with the main analyses. 
No significant effects emerged in the unadjusted model for Hypothesis 4 (regarding whether the effects of emotion regulation strategy use continued to spiral into post-conflict-to-post-recovery changes in felt security). This was the same as the main findings. 







Coding Schemes
The Observed Emotion Regulation Coding Scheme used in Study 1
This coding schedule is designed to tap into the three different ways that a person expresses their emotion during video-recorded discussions of a current relationship problem. These different ways, reflect the three main categories of emotion regulation (disengagement, aversive cognitive perseveration, and adaptive engagement).
Coding will be conducted separately for each partner. Each partner will be coded for all three categories in one viewing. Overall, the interactions will be viewed two times to provide independent ratings of all three categories – once for the female partner and once for the male partner. In half the couples, female partners will be coded first, and in half the couples, males will be coded first. You will check the couple’s random assignment before coding it. 
The global rating of each category will be rated on a 7-pt scale to globally capture the degree to which each partner exhibits the variety of responses falling within each category. Coders will watch the entire interaction and take into account the frequency, intensity and duration of behaviors associated with each category (low = 1-2, moderate = 3-5, high = 6-7). You can also assign .5. 
Hypo emotion expression (Disengagement)
This category involves suppressed or muted emotional expression when engaging with the partner in the discussion and the problem being discussed more specifically. Low-to-moderate levels of disengagement may involve the person displaying muted emotional expressions that appear incongruent with the situation or the person’s actual feelings. Higher levels of disengagement are likely to also include obvious suppression and concealment of emotions. 

	Hypo emotion expression: Emotional elements of the communication or discussion are muted and person attempts to suppress or conceal his/her emotions, which may manifest as: 
· verbal dialogue that does not match the emotion expressed (e.g., communicating anger or hurt with a flat, affect-free voice tone) or emotion expressed does not seem to fit with actual feelings (versus expressions that ‘feel’ genuine and congruent with actual feelings)
· slow and labored speech or periods of silence in which person appears to be trying to steady themselves, slow down the interaction, or prevent/recover from emotion
· slow and controlled body movements (e.g., holding breath, purposeful deep breaths, slow nod, slow shifts in chair, infrequent blinking) which indicate the person is not breathing, blinking, swallowing, talking and moving as they would normally (i.e., non-consciously, automatically)
· physical indicators that the person is trying to conceal emotion expressions (e.g., holding body back, clasping or sitting on hands, tight closed mouth, biting lips or tongue, covering the mouth, looking away or hiding face) 
NB: be careful to distinguish concealment efforts associated with hypo emotion expression from visible attempts to control emotions that are spilling over or becoming overwhelming, which occur in conjunction with hyper emotional responses (see below)






Hyper emotion expression (Aversive Cognitive Perseveration)
This category involves focusing on, expressing, exaggerating, and pulling emotions from the partner when engaging in the discussion with the partner and the problem being discussed more specifically. Low-to-moderate levels may involve expressing and discussing emotions, including some emotion-based attempts to elicit reassurance from the partner. Higher levels of this type of strategy are also likely to include high levels of negative emotions or exaggerated emotional displays to pull guilt, attention or reassurance from the partner.  
	Hyper emotion expression: Person’s emotions are clear, either directly expressed or visibly conveyed via facial expressions and body language, emotions may appear exaggerated, and person may seem to be trying to pull emotions from their partner. 
· emotion-focused dialogue, including considering how the problem and the partner’s behavior makes the person feel, seeking emotional responses or comfort from the partner, questioning the partner about his/her feelings, and discussion generally imbued with emotional tone
· non-verbal indicators of emotion are obvious and perhaps exaggerated, either purposively (see below) or because the person is overwhelmed by his/her emotions and is having difficultly controlling their emotions and emotional expressions
· person appears to be using emotional expressions (e.g., tears, sulking, making sad face, pouting) or appeals to the partner’s own emotions (e.g., love, guilt, hurt) to influence the partner or obtain reassurance from him/her
· verbal emphasis on words that exaggerate feelings or negative consequences surrounding the issue (e.g., “do you even care?”, “oh my god… please!”, “I really think that…”)



Balanced Emotion (Adaptive Engagement)
This category involves open and self-assured disclosure of emotions. Low-to-moderate levels may include a general open yet warm manner. Higher levels are also likely to involve disclosure of one’s feelings without being overwhelmed by ‘negative’ emotions or ‘negative’ emotions interrupting the flow of the discussion.
	Balanced emotion: Open and self-assured expression and acknowledgement of emotions and feelings without being afraid of conflict or allowing the emotion to take over the interaction. The person is inherently comfortable with their own and their partner’s emotions.
· open expression and acknowledgement of own emotions, without negative emotions overwhelming or disabling the person, dominating or interrupting the flow of the discussion, or interfering with the connection between the couple
· comfortable with each other’s emotions, including not being threatened or phased by the partner’s negative emotions 
· responsive to any negative emotions partner expresses or seems to be feeling, but not overly responsive (i.e., recognizes partner’s emotions, expresses care and provide comfort if needed, but keeps the discussion moving)
· seizing opportunities to understand each other’s negative emotions and feelings, being willing to seek and receive emotional support or comfort, and encourage (but not coerce) the partner to do the same






The Observed Emotion Regulation Coding Scheme used in Study 2
The codes used in this study are the ones highlighted in red and reflect the same as that assessed in Study 1. These codes were embedded within a broader scheme for coding conflict interactions. 

Coding Instructions
This coding schedule is designed to assess three categories of behavioral and emotional styles that may be evident during couples’ video-recorded discussions of a current relationship problem. Each category involves three different category indicators, which assess engagement in the discussion, approach to problem-solving, and experience and expression of emotion.  
Coding will be conducted separately for each partner, and each strategy. Thus, the interactions will be viewed six times to provide independent ratings of Strategy A, B, C separately for the female partner and the male partner. In half the couples, female partners will be coded first, and in half the couples, males will be coded first.  
Each indicator, and the category overall, will be rated on a 7-pt scales to globally capture the degree to which each individual exhibits the variety of responses falling within each category. Coders will watch the entire interaction and take into account the frequency, intensity and duration of behaviors associated with each category (low = 1-2, moderate = 3-5, high = 6-7). 
Strategy A: Hypo-emotion regulation 

This category involves a lack of engagement with the partner and the problem being discussed, and a passive and dismissing approach to problem-solving that involves superficial, non-intimate disclosures and suppressed emotional expressions. Low-to-moderate levels of strategy A may involve the person simply not being involved or engaged in the discussion, appearing as they care very little about the issues, avoiding conflict or ‘hot’ issues and emotions, discussing the issue in an impersonal manner that lacks depth and ‘skims the surface’, and muted emotional expressions that may appear incongruent with the situation or the person’s actual feelings. Higher levels of strategy A are likely to also include actively deflecting the partner’s attempts to engage, behaviorally and emotionally withdrawing from the partner, and obvious suppression and concealment of emotions. 

	Avoidance/Disengagement: Lack of engagement with the partner and a passive and dismissing approach to the problem, which may involve: 
· avoiding discussing the problem (e.g., diverting attention, hesitating, changing topics, delaying the discussion)
· ignoring/refusing to acknowledge the problem, dismissing its importance, and deflecting the partner’s concerns and attempts to discuss the issue
· conveying little concern about the problem or the partner’s views and feelings
· disengaging from the partner (e.g., no, reduced or glazed eye contact, physical distancing, closing off, withdrawing warmth and affection)
· withdrawing from the discussion (e.g., silent, cold and/or distant)

	Superficial problem-solving: Contributions to the discussion and any problem-solving is superficial, lacks depth, and ‘skims the surface’, such as: 
· superficial contributions that are impersonal and reveal little about the person’s thoughts or feelings (versus meaningful, self-revealing, personal and intimate disclosures) 
· rational discussion of the problem that is information-oriented and logical, but lacks deep reflection and exploration of the issues, causes and solutions or recognition of the person’s (or their partner’s) thoughts and feelings about the issues.

	Hypo emotion expression: Emotional elements of the communication or discussion are muted and person attempts to suppress or conceal his/her emotions, which may manifest as:  
· verbal dialogue that does not match the emotion expressed (e.g., communicating anger or hurt with a flat, affect-free voice tone) or emotion expressed does not seem to fit with actual feelings (versus expressions that ‘feel’ genuine and congruent with actual feelings)
· slow and labored speech or periods of silence in which person appears to be trying to steady themselves, slow down the interaction, or prevent/recover from emotion
· slow and controlled body movements (e.g., holding breath, purposeful deep breaths, slow nod, slow shifts in chair, infrequent blinking) which indicate the person is not breathing, blinking, swallowing, talking and moving as they would normally (i.e., non-consciously, automatically)
· physical indicators that the person is trying to conceal emotion expressions (e.g., holding body back, clasping or sitting on hands, tight closed mouth, biting lips or tongue, covering the mouth, looking away or hiding face)
· NB: be careful to distinguish concealment efforts associated with hypo emotion expression from visible attempts to control emotions that are spilling over or becoming overwhelming, which occur in conjunction with hyper emotional responses (see below)



Strategy B: Hyper-emotion regulation strategy 
This category involves engagement in the discussion and desires/attempts to connect with the partner, but in ways that (a) fixate on and amplify the symptoms, causes, and consequences of the problem rather than solutions to the problem, (b) emphasize the desires and needs of the self, including being heard and cared for by the partner, and (c) focus on, express, exaggerate and pull emotions. Low-to-moderate levels of strategy B may involve reflecting on the existence rather than solutions to the problem, a somewhat pessimistic outlook, focusing on own perspective, and expressing and discussing emotions, including some emotion-based attempts to elicit reassurance from the partner. Higher levels of strategy B are also likely to include high levels of perseveration and inflexible perspective-taking, negatively biased interpretations and expectations, frustrated attempts to ‘make the partner understand’, going round in circles or getting ‘stuck’ on the issue, a sense of helplessness and doom, and high levels of negative emotions or exaggerated emotional displays to pull guilt, attention or reassurance from the partner.   
	Ruminative problem engagement: Discussing the problem in a way that dwells on and amplifies the causes, symptoms and (negative) consequences of the problem and one’s own (negative) thoughts and feelings rather than generating and enacting solutions to the problem. The person is stuck in the problem and maximizes the meaning and severity of the problem.
· [bookmark: _Hlk201867765]remains fixated on the causes and (negative) consequences of the problem, including detailed reflections on what the problem is, why it is a problem and how severe the problem is (rather than generating solutions and considering how to enact solutions)
· perseverating on personal thoughts and feelings, including restating thoughts, feelings and concerns (e.g., expressing the same sentiments repeatedly in different ways), going over the same issues or around in circles (and perhaps conveying that the partner ‘just doesn’t understand’), and not moving forward when partner changes focus or offers solutions
· pessimistic appraisals, such as offering more negative interpretations of the problem and the partner’s response than is justified and expressing more pessimistic expectations regarding potential solutions and the future of the relationship

	Self-focused orientation: Contributions to the discussion and any problem-solving are focused on the self or the self vis-à-vis the relationship, such as: 
· discussions revolve around the person’s own perspective and how the problem affects the self (rather than consequences for the partner)
· evident desire or need for the partner to understand, accept and agree with the person’s own perspective (and little evidence the person is trying to understand or adopt the partner’s)
· verbal/non-verbal attempts to connect with the partner that appear to have self-oriented motivations, such as gaining reassurance and feeling more secure
· may portray self as needing more help, being less capable, worthy or powerful, and experiencing more negative outcomes than the partner (e.g., ‘I’m worse off’) or trying harder, doing more, and placing more importance on the relationship than the partner

	Hyper emotion expression: Person’s emotions are clear, either directly expressed or visibly conveyed via facial expressions and body language, emotions may appear exaggerated, and person may seem to be trying to pull emotions from their partner.  
· emotion-focused dialogue, including considering how the problem and the partner’s behavior makes the person feel, questioning the partner about his/her feelings, seeking emotional responses or comfort from the partner, and discussion generally imbued with emotional tone
· non-verbal indicators of emotion are obvious and perhaps exaggerated, either purposively (see below) or because the person is overwhelmed by his/her emotions and is having difficultly controlling their emotions and emotional expressions
· person appears to be using emotional expressions (e.g., tears, sulking, making sad face, pouting) or appeals to the partner’s own emotions (e.g., love, guilt, hurt) to influence the partner or obtain reassurance from him/her
· verbal emphasis on words that exaggerate feelings or negative consequences surrounding the issue (e.g., “do you even care?”, “oh my god… please!”, “I really think that…”)








Strategy C: Balanced emotion regulation strategy 
This category involves acknowledging the problem, active efforts to collaboratively make progress towards solving the problem, and open and self-assured disclosure of thoughts, opinions and emotions. Low-to-moderate levels of strategy C may include acknowledgement of the problem, collaborative efforts to solve or deal with the problem, and a general open and warm manner. Higher levels of strategy C are also likely to incorporate efforts to engage in reflection and reappraisal of the problem to accommodate both partners’ views, greater focus on the unit working together to resolve the issue, and disclosing one’s thoughts or feelings without being overwhelmed by ‘negative’ emotions or ‘negative’ emotions interrupting the flow of the discussion. 
	Collaborative engagement: Encouraging an equal platform for the self and partner by accepting joint responsibilities, encouraging the partner’s contribution to the discussion and problem solving, and operating as a ‘relationship team’ including:  
· creating an open and positive environment by displaying positive affect and warmth during the interaction (e.g., maintaining eye contact, open body posture, signaling engagement via active listening and verbal encouragements)
· acknowledging one’s own part in the problem and what s/he can do to change and recognizing the partner’s role and potential actions without blame and acrimony
· accepting, validating and acknowledging the partner’s position and attempting to understand the partners views (regardless of whether the self agrees with the partner)
· approaching solutions to the problem as a team (e.g., ‘we’, ‘us’, ‘our’) and conveying that the couples can withstand and solve the problem together (i.e., ‘we are in it together and we can fix it together’)

	Approach-orientated problem-solving: Constructive and direct efforts to move forward and solve or cope with the problem including: 
· active and constructive efforts to problem-solving, including assessing (but not dwelling on) causes and consequences, offering realistic and achievable solutions, accepting suggestions offered by the partner (i.e., not taking over and solving the problem without the partner’s input), and striving to overcome challenges
· reframing and reappraising problem in ways that reduce any threat or ‘negativity’ the problem may pose and convey the problem can be dealt with/solved (e.g., benign interpretations of the problem, construing as a challenge rather than a vulnerability, seeing the positives in the situation, viewing as an opportunity to strengthen the relationship, recognizing improvements)
· communicating optimistic appraisals of both partner’s ability to deal with the problem and enact solutions and expressing positive expectations about the future of the relationship

	Balanced emotion: Open and self-assured expression and acknowledgement of emotions and feelings without being afraid of conflict or allowing the emotion to take over the interaction. The person is inherently comfortable with their own and their partner’s emotions. 
· open expression and acknowledgement of own emotions, without negative emotions overwhelming or disabling the person, dominating or interrupting the flow of the discussion, or interfering with the connection between the couple
· comfortable with each other’s emotions, including not being threatened or phased by the partner’s negative emotions
· responsive to any negative emotions partner expresses or seems to be feeling, but not overly responsive (i.e., recognizes partner’s emotions, expresses care and provide comfort if needed, but keeps the discussion moving)
· seizing opportunities to understand each other’s negative emotions and feelings, being willing to seek and receive emotional support or comfort, and encourage (but not coerce) the partner to do the same
























Pre-Registration Deviations
For Study 1, analyses testing H1-3 were conducted prior to pre-registration but included in a pre-registration along with pre-registered Hypothesis 4. For Study 2, all hypotheses were pre-registered before the dataset was obtained and before conducting any analyses on these data. The pre-registration for both studies can be found at https://osf.io/kbhea. All pre-registered hypotheses are tested in the current manuscript, excluding one. In Study 2, it was proposed that perceived responsiveness would moderate the association between the emotion regulation strategies and felt security. We have chosen to remove this hypothesis from the main paper, but for transparency, we report this analysis in the supplementary materials. We made this decision when we determined, at the time of analysis, that these studies did not include rigorous enough measurement of responsiveness to fully evaluate the potential moderating effect and detracted from the main aims of this paper. We expand on this below. Other deviations from the pre-registration were made primarily to increase consistency between Study 1 and Study 2 and make Study 2 more of a direct replication of Study 1. These deviations are as follows:
1. Study 2’s dependent variable was assessed with one item instead of two. We realized that our study rationale centered around how safe and secure individuals felt with their partner and not their relationship. Thus, the item “To what extent do you feel safe and secure in your relationship” was excluded from the analyses. This also made the measurement of felt security more similar across the two studies. The base models for study 2 were initially run with the two-item dependent variable before we realized this issue. The results were largely consistent across the two-item felt security dependent variable and the one-item felt security dependent variable, with one exception (hypo actor with felt security was no longer significant in the on-item version).
2. We originally proposed to test the effects of felt security on both self-rated and observer-rated emotion regulation in Study 2. Prior research found weak associations between observer-rated and self-rated emotion regulation (Low et al., 2019). Given that we wanted to replicate Study 1’s findings, we only focused on observer ratings of emotion regulation for Study 2. We did not run models using self-ratings of emotion regulation. 
3. We originally planned to assess the effects of emotion regulation during conflict resolution on felt security following multiple follow up tasks included in Study 2 (i.e., a video review task, a play task). To align more closely with Study 1’s methods for replication, we only focused on felt security post conflict recovery for Study 2 when testing our Broaden-and-Build hypothesis. We, therefore, did not report on the models using felt security following later tasks. Given that we found no significant effects for post-recovery, we also felt it was no longer applicable to test felt security following tasks that occurred even later in the laboratory session. 
Perceived Responsiveness as a Moderator for Study 2: A Pre-registered Hypothesis
Our pre-registration included an additional research question for Study 2: Do actor’s perceptions of their partner’s responsiveness toward them moderate the association between either actor’s or their partner’s emotion regulation strategies and actor’s degree of felt security? Felt security is also contingent on the degree to which the attachment figure (i.e., romantic partner) is perceived to be responsive (i.e., understanding, validating, and respecting) of one’s needs, goals, and perspectives along with being warm, caring, and affectionate (Collins & Ford, 2010; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). Perceived partner responsiveness is known to predict several important individual (e.g., positive mood) and relationship (e.g., intimacy and trust; Reis & Gable, 2015) outcomes. The acceptance, validation, and closeness that people experience with a more responsive partner sets the stage for enhanced felt security (Arriaga et al., 2018; Murray et al., 2006; Reis & Gable, 2015). Higher levels of perceived partner responsiveness should therefore: (a) further enhance felt security among actors and partners who display balanced emotion regulation strategies, and (b) protect against decreases in actor’s and partner’s felt security if one or both of them display either hyper-emotion or hypo-emotion regulation strategies. 
Upon reflection, we chose to remove this section from the main paper and solely report it in the supplementary section. While writing this paper, the team of authors had in depth discussions regarding a) when responsiveness should be assessed, and b) how responsiveness should be measured to test this type of moderation effect. For example, would we expect that higher general, global perceptions of partner responsiveness would buffer individuals from the effects of partners’ hyper- and hypo-emotion regulation during the discussion, or would the partner’s responsiveness in that specific interaction be more predictive? Does it matter more whether the partner is enacting responsive behaviors (e.g., asking questions, making validating statements, using affectionate touch), or if the partner is perceived as responsive regardless of behavior? Upon deeper reflection, we also considered whether responsiveness is a mechanism (and we touch on this possibility in the discussion). We are planning follow-up work unpacking these competing and alternative hypotheses, but these datasets did not include all the necessary measures to evaluate these questions at this time. Furthermore, the complexity of the responsiveness research question detracted from the major conclusions of this paper.  However, for transparency, we did test one of the pre-registered hypothesis and we report the related data analyses, findings, and interpretations below. 
To test Hypothesis 5 regarding the possible moderating effects of perceived partner responsiveness, the APIM models used to test Hypotheses 1-4 were rerun, adding actor perceived partner responsiveness and its interaction with each of the three emotion regulation strategies. All predictors were grand mean centered. Given the number of parameters required to estimate the interactions, we ran three APIM models examining the possible moderation of perceived partner responsiveness on each emotion regulation strategy (individually) predicting actor’s post-conflict felt security. These models were the same as the adjusted base model described above, but also included actor’s and partner’s perceptions of each other’s responsiveness as a main effect and the interaction between each emotion regulation strategy (balanced, hypo, and hyper) and actor’s perceptions of partner responsiveness. One model included the interactions between actor’s and partner’s hypo-emotion regulation and actor’s perceived partner responsiveness, another model included the interactions between actor’s and partner’s hyper-emotion regulation and actor’s perceived partner responsiveness, and a third model included the interactions between actor’s and partner’s balanced emotion regulation and actor’s perceived partner responsiveness.
Partner Perceived Responsiveness. Partner perceived responsiveness was measured with one item asking participants “At the end of this discussion, to what extent do you feel understood/validated/cared for by your partner?” The item had a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (a great deal).
No significant interactions between emotion regulation strategies and actor’s perceptions of their partner’s responsiveness predicting changes in actor’s felt security pre-to-post conflict (see Table 5). However, three significant interaction effects emerged in models predicting pre-to-post changes in felt security during the recovery task: actor hypo-emotion regulation by actor perceived partner responsiveness, actor hyper-emotion regulation by actor perceived partner responsiveness, and actor balanced-emotion regulation by actor perceived partner responsiveness (see Table 6). Yet, decomposing this interaction revealed that none of the simple slopes were significant. We provide slopes of one interaction that revealed a marginally significant simple slope to illustrate (see Figure below: actor’s balanced emotion regulation was marginally positively associated with post-recovery felt security when perceived partner responsiveness was low (-1SD) (est = 0.19, SE = 0.10, p = .052), but not when perceived partner responsiveness was high (+1SD) (est = -.08, SE = 0.10, p = .434)).
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Given that decomposing three significant interactions involving partners’ responsiveness revealed non-significant slopes, we conclude there is little support for Hypothesis 5. Future research untangling felt security and perceived responsiveness using both objective and subjective assessments is warranted. 











Table S13. Descriptive statistics and correlations for Study 2.
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	M men
	SD men
	M women
	SD women

	1. Hypo ER
	.05
	 -.08
	-.43**
	-.08
	-.15
	-.11
	   -.17*
	.13
	    .19*
	1.89
	0.71
	1.87
	0.68

	2. Hyper ER
	  -.17*
	  -.01
	-.70**
	    -.32**
	-.15
	-.14
	-.12
	.01
	  -.17*
	1.51
	0.59
	2.13
	0.93

	3. Balanced ER
	   -.60**
	    -.36**
	   .46**
	     .34**
	     .22**
	.14
	    .17*
	-.11
	-.04
	4.17
	0.69
	4.11
	0.80

	4. Respon post-conflict
	  .00
	    -.31**
	.29**
	.44**
	    .32**
	    .48**
	    .40**
	-.15
	-.04
	5.94
	1.24
	5.80
	1.28

	5. Pre-Conflict Felt Security 
	   -.14
	-.09
	.24**
	    .38**
	.12
	    .53**
	   .62**
	-.15
	-.11
	6.55
	0.74
	6.59
	0.66

	6. Post-conflict Felt Security
	   -.02
	-.10
	   .06
	    .60**
	    .50**
	.06
	   .54**
	-.13
	-.10
	6.37
	1.01
	6.16
	1.34

	7. Post-recovery Felt Security
	   .03
	   -.20*
	   .15
	   .28**
	    .44**
	   .32**
	.18*
	-.11
	-.16
	6.68
	0.75
	6.72
	0.59

	8. Attachment Anxiety
	   -.06
	 .16
	  -.09
	  -.22**
	  -.42**
	  -.25**
	-.21*
	.03
	.23**
	3.25
	0.91
	3.49
	1.03

	9. Attachment Avoidance
	  .02
	-.13
	  -.02
	.03
	.02
	-.03
	.07
	.00
	.04
	3.36
	1.11
	3.53
	1.08


Note: ER = emotion regulation; Respon = responsiveness. Correlations for men below the diagonal, for women above the diagonal. Bolded diagonal figures are correlations for men and women participants.* p < .05. ** p < .01.












Table S14. Interaction of emotion regulation during the conflict discussion task and perceptions of partner responsiveness predicting felt security levels post-conflict discussion (Study 2).

	
	Hypo * Responsiveness
	Hyper * Responsiveness
	Balanced * Responsiveness

	Predictor variables
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Intercept
	6.26
	113.96
	<.001
	6.15
	6.37
	6.24
	107.59
	<.001
	6.13
	6.36
	6.22
	107.86
	<.001
	6.11
	6.34

	Hypo ER actor
	-0.28
	-2.68
	0.01
	-0.49
	-0.08
	-0.28
	-2.61
	0.01
	-0.49
	-0.07
	-0.27
	-2.56
	0.01
	-0.48
	-0.06

	Hypo ER partner
	0.28
	2.65
	0.01
	0.07
	0.49
	0.29
	2.72
	0.01
	0.08
	0.50
	0.31
	2.94
	0.00
	0.10
	0.52

	Hyper ER actor
	-0.18
	-1.88
	0.06
	-0.38
	0.01
	-0.19
	-1.87
	0.06
	-0.38
	0.01
	-0.20
	-2.08
	0.04
	-0.40
	-0.01

	Hyper ER partner
	0.17
	1.74
	0.08
	-0.02
	0.36
	0.17
	1.74
	0.08
	-0.02
	0.36
	0.17
	1.81
	0.07
	-0.02
	0.36

	Balanced ER actor
	-0.41
	-3.38
	<.001
	-0.65
	-0.17
	-0.40
	-3.23
	0.00
	-0.64
	-0.15
	-0.40
	-3.34
	<.001
	-0.64
	-0.17

	Balanced ER partner
	0.16
	1.28
	0.20
	-0.09
	0.40
	0.17
	1.35
	0.18
	-0.08
	0.41
	0.18
	1.43
	0.15
	-0.07
	0.42

	Responsiveness actor
	0.44
	8.55
	<.001
	0.34
	0.54
	0.45
	8.62
	<.001
	0.35
	0.56
	0.45
	8.83
	<.001
	0.35
	0.56

	Responsiveness partner
	-0.04
	-0.81
	0.42
	-0.13
	0.06
	-0.03
	-0.57
	0.57
	-0.13
	0.07
	-0.01
	-0.24
	0.81
	-0.11
	0.09

	Em Reg actor*Respons actor
	-0.03
	-0.44
	0.66
	-0.14
	0.09
	-0.03
	-0.72
	0.47
	-0.12
	0.06
	0.09
	1.40
	0.16
	-0.04
	0.22

	Em Reg partner*Respons actor
	-0.06
	-0.97
	0.33
	-0.19
	0.06
	-0.05
	-0.98
	0.33
	-0.14
	0.05
	0.05
	0.78
	0.44
	-0.07
	0.17

	Felt security baseline
	0.56
	6.99
	<.001
	0.40
	0.71
	0.56
	6.89
	<.001
	0.40
	0.71
	0.56
	7.08
	<.001
	0.41
	0.72


Em Reg * Respons = Interaction term for emotion regulation strategy actor/partner specified in columns (Hypo, Hyper, and Balanced) * actor responsiveness. Dependent variable: felt security with partner post-conflict discussion. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.30j0zll]Table S15. Interaction of emotion regulation during the conflict discussion task and perceptions of partner responsiveness predicting felt security levels post-recovery task (Study 2)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.1fob9te]
	[bookmark: _heading=h.3znysh7]Hypo * Responsiveness
	Hyper * Responsiveness
	Balanced * Responsiveness

	Predictor variables
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Intercept
	6.71
	178.57
	<.001
	6.64
	6.79
	6.73
	173.94
	<.001
	6.65
	6.81
	6.73
	173.70
	<.001
	6.66
	6.81

	Hypo ER actor
	0.00
	-0.02
	0.986
	-0.14
	0.14
	-0.01
	-0.13
	0.899
	-0.15
	0.13
	-0.01
	-0.07
	0.944
	-0.14
	0.13

	Hypo ER partner
	-0.09
	-1.28
	0.203
	-0.23
	0.05
	-0.10
	-1.39
	0.165
	-0.24
	0.04
	-0.11
	-1.51
	0.131
	-0.25
	0.03

	Hyper ER actor
	0.03
	0.41
	0.681
	-0.10
	0.15
	0.04
	0.60
	0.55
	-0.09
	0.17
	0.05
	0.70
	0.486
	-0.08
	0.17

	Hyper ER partner
	-0.05
	-0.72
	0.473
	-0.18
	0.08
	-0.03
	-0.48
	0.631
	-0.16
	0.10
	-0.04
	-0.63
	0.531
	-0.17
	0.09

	Balanced ER actor
	0.06
	0.74
	0.459
	-0.10
	0.22
	0.05
	0.60
	0.548
	-0.11
	0.21
	0.06
	0.70
	0.484
	-0.10
	0.22

	Balanced ER partner
	-0.02
	-0.22
	0.823
	-0.18
	0.14
	-0.01
	-0.12
	0.908
	-0.17
	0.15
	-0.01
	-0.13
	0.899
	-0.17
	0.15

	Responsiveness actor
	0.06
	1.72
	0.088
	-0.01
	0.13
	0.04
	0.98
	0.328
	-0.04
	0.12
	0.04
	1.01
	0.314
	-0.04
	0.11

	Responsiveness partner
	0.00
	-0.02
	0.988
	-0.06
	0.06
	-0.01
	-0.30
	0.761
	-0.08
	0.06
	-0.01
	-0.41
	0.682
	-0.08
	0.05

	Em Reg actor*Respons actor
	0.10
	2.46
	0.015
	0.02
	0.19
	0.05
	1.85
	0.066
	0.00
	0.11
	-0.11
	-2.58
	0.011
	-0.19
	-0.03

	Em Reg partner*Respons actor
	0.03
	0.83
	0.409
	-0.04
	0.10
	0.05
	1.50
	0.135
	-0.02
	0.11
	0.01
	0.28
	0.778
	-0.07
	0.09

	Felt security post conflict 
	0.21
	6.22
	<.001
	0.14
	0.27
	0.21
	6.18
	<.001
	0.14
	0.28
	0.22
	6.36
	<.001
	0.15
	0.28


Em Reg * Respons = Interaction term for emotion regulation strategy actor/partner specified in columns (Hypo, Hyper, and Balanced) * actor responsiveness. Dependent variable: felt security with partner post-     recovery task. 
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