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Abstract: Co-parenting is the reciprocal effort between two caregivers to raise a child and is important in the mental health of
families. This study aims to describe the adaptation procedures and initial evidence of validity of the Co-parenting Questionnaire
(CQ) for Brazil. The adaptation was carried out according to the stages: translation; synthesis of translated versions; evaluation by
experts and target audience; and reverse translation. To assess its factorial structure, confirmatory factor analyzes were performed
in multifactorial and bi-factorial models in a sample of 590 mothers/fathers aged 21 to 60 years (M = 36.24; SD = 5.88) residing
in 21 states of Brazil. The CQ presented adequate adjustments for a correlated multifactorial solution and for the bifactor model.
Complementary indices indicate that its multifactorial structure is the most adequate. Considering that 90% of the participants are
women, the results show the CQ is a valid instrument for measuring co-parenting in Brazilian women.
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Co-parenting Questionnaire (CQ): Adaptacao e Evidéncias de Validade para o Brasil

Resumo: A coparentalidade ¢ o esfor¢o conjunto entre dois cuidadores para criar uma crianca e ¢ importante na saude mental
das familias. Este estudo teve como objetivo descrever os procedimentos de adaptacdo e evidéncias de validade do Coparenting
Questionnaire (CQ) para o Brasil. A adaptacao foi realizada segundo as etapas: tradugao; sintese das versdes traduzidas; avaliagdo por
juizes experts e publico-alvo; tradugdo reversa. Para avaliar sua estrutura fatorial, analises fatoriais confirmatorias foram realizadas
em modelos multifatoriais e bifatoriais em uma amostra de 590 maes/pais de 21 a 60 anos (M = 36,24; DP = 5,88), residentes em
21 estados do Brasil. O CQ apresentou ajustes adequados para a uma solu¢do multifatorial correlacionada e para o modelo bifactor.
Indices complementares indicam que sua estrutura multifatorial é a mais adequada. Considerando que 90% dos participantes sdo
mulheres os resultados mostram o CQ como um instrumento valido para a mensuragdo da coparentalidade nas mulheres brasileiras.

Palavras-chave: praticas de criacfo infantil, avaliacdo psicologica, validade estatistica, psicometria

Cuestionario de Coparentalidad (CQ): Adaptacion y Evidencia de Validez para Brasil

Resumen: La coparentalidad es el esfuerzo conjunto entre dos cuidadores para criar a un nifio y es importante la salud mental de las
familias. Este articulo busca describir los procedimientos de adaptacion y evidencias de validez del Cuestionario de Coparentalidad
(CQ) para Brasil. La adaptacion se realizo segln las etapas: traduccion; sintesis de versiones traducidas; evaluacion por expertos y
publico objetivo; y traduccion inversa. Para evaluar su estructura factorial, se realizaron analisis factoriales confirmatorios en modelos
multifactoriales y bifactoriales en una muestra de 590 madres/padres de 21 a 60 afios (M = 36,24; DE = 5,88) residentes en 21 estados
brasileros. E1 CQ present6 ajustes adecuados para una solucién multifactorial correlacionada y para el modelo bifactorial. Indices
complementarios indican que su estructura multifactorial es la mas adecuada. Considerando que el 90% de los participantes son
mujeres, los resultados muestran el CQ como valido para medir la coparentalidad en mujeres brasilefias.

Palabras clave: practicas de creacion de los hijos, evaluacion psicologica, validacion estadistica, psicometria
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The way parents raise their children is a topic that has
piqued the interest of many researchers for many decades.
Extensive research has been done to seek to understand
how and with what intensity the upbringing of these parents
(Ruiz-Hernandez et al., 2019), their conjugality (Becker &
Crepaldi, 2019) and the family climate (Leusin et al., 2018)
affect the development of these children. In the way that
it is already commonly agreed in the literature that the
relationship between parents and their children is closely
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correlated with how these children will grow and develop.
However, it was only in the 1980s that co-parenting began
to gain space in psychological research, proving highly
relevant to the understanding of how the relationship between
the parental dyad affects the family (Lamela et al., 2010).

Co-parenting can be defined as the reciprocal and joint
effort between two caregivers to raise and educate a child
(Margolin et al., 2001). The construct began to be researched
in the context of divorced families (Lamela et al., 2010),
where two caregivers had to share the upbringing without
being in a marital relationship or cohabiting, but, due to its
importance, the study of co-parenting began to be expanded
to other family structures. Although the topic is recent,
studies already indicate that the quality of the co-parental
relationship is more determinant in the development of
children than the marital one, besides correlating with
the children’s (De Souza & Crepaldi, 2019; Machado
& Mosmann, 2020; Parry et al, 2020) and parents’
(Williams, 2018) mental health.

In Brazil, studies on co-parenting are still incipient. A
systematic review carried out by Fidelis et al. (2022) about
relationship between conjugality, parenting and co-parenting
found out that, in a total of 24 articles published from 2015
and 2020, only one was Brazilian. Another systematic review
conducted by Souza et al. (2020) about co-parenting, parental
involvement, and parenting practices also enlightened
the gap in the Brazilian literature of co-parenting studies,
once no Brazilian studies were found about the theme.

This is a systematic review study by Molla Cusi
et al. (2020), which concatenated data from international
instruments to assess co-parenting to date. In this study,
the authors identified 26 instruments, divided among the
following target audiences and/or contexts: non-separate
families; conflict and divorce; parental collaboration;
and different family structures. Among the instruments for
non-separated families, the Co-Parenting Questionnaire
(CQ) (Margolin et al., 2001) was identified as a very suitable
instrument to assess couples, since it has good psychometric
indices, both in its original study and in adaptations in other
countries (Pedro & Ribeiro, 2015) and contexts (Barzel &
Reid, 2011). The instrument is supported by a solid and
referenced theory of co-parenting literature (Margolin
et al., 2001), with a well-defined operational definition of
co-parenting. In addition, the instrument is short (14 items),
making it easy for participants to adhere to completing
surveys. Finally, the answers given are based on the behavior
of the respondents’ partners, which decreases the response
bias due to social desirability.

The theory of Margolin et al. (2001) that underpins the
instrument is based on three factors: co-parental cooperation,
triangulation, and co-parental conflict. ~Co-parental
cooperation involves the support and respect between
caregivers regarding their parental roles. This dimension is
characterized by a mutual idea of sharing tasks related to
the children, besides behaviors that reaffirm the partner’s
physical and emotional capacity to deal with the children.
Triangulation, on the other hand, reflects the formation of
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an alliance between a caregiver and the child, excluding the
second caregiver. This type of practice induces the child
to defend or take sides with one of the caregivers during
conflicts, and the child often starts to act as a messenger
between the couple. Finally, co-parental conflict is
characterized by the amount of conflict regarding parental
issues that exists between the two caregivers. This dimension
encompasses the hostility and frequency of discussions
regarding child rearing and family norms, in addition to the
degree of depreciation of the other’s parenting.

Considering the reflection of co-parental relationships
in the development and mental health of families, it is
understood the importance of new research on co-parenting
within the Brazilian reality. In order to enable new advances
and investigations in the area, adaptations of psychometric
instruments suitable to evaluate the construct, such as
the CQ, become relevant. Thus, this study aims to describe
the adaptation procedures and initial evidence of validity
of the Co-parenting Questionnaire (CQ) for Brazil’s context.

This study aims to describe the adaptation procedures
and evidence of validity of the Co-parenting Questionnaire
(CQ) for Brazil.

Method
Participants

Participants in this study were 590 Brazilian mothers and
fathers from 21 Brazilian states, married or in a stable union,
who cohabited with their partners and children. Inclusion
criteria for participation were: (1) being over 18 years old;
(2) having at least one child between six and 12 years old.
And exclusion criteria included: (1) fathers and mothers who
were not engaged in a marital relationship with the other
child’s caregiver; (2) parents who did not live with their child
between six and 12 years of age; and (3) and caregivers that
did not cohabit with their partner.

The sample ranged in age from 21 to 60 years
(M = 36.24; SD = 5.88). The majority of participants
were female (n = 532; 90.02%), said they were married
(n=1560; 94.91%), and had only one child (n =299; 50.68%).
Among the participants, 44.24% (n = 261) earned more than
eight minimum wages and 44.41% (n = 262) had completed
a graduate degree.

Instruments

The Co-parenting Questionnaire (CQ) is a hetero-
response instrument developed by Margolin et al. (2001)
to assess the perception of fathers and mothers about their
partner’s co-parenting behaviors. It is composed of 14 items
referring to the frequency of their partner’s co-parenting
behaviors, answered on a five-point Likert scale ranging from
“Never” to “Always”. The respondent is asked to think of a
specific child when answering the questions. The instrument
is composed of three factors to assess the positive and



Padilha, A. P., Varas, G. V. V., & Borsa, J. C. (2023). Brazilian Adaptation of Co-parenting Questionnaire.

negative dimensions of co-parenting: (1) co-parenting
cooperation; (2) co-parenting conflict; and (3) triangulation.

The dimension of co-parental cooperation is composed
of five items (from item 1 to item 5) that encompass
behaviors of support and respect for the parental roles
assumed by the parents (e.g., My partner asks my opinion
about matters related to his/her role as a parent.). As for
the triangulation dimension, it is composed of four items
(from item 6 to item 9) that describe behaviors that reflect the
formation of an alliance between one of the caregivers and
the child, excluding the second caregiver “My partner tries to
make our child choose a side when fights occur between us”.
The dimension of co-parental conflict is composed of five
items (from item 10 to item 14) that reflect the amount of
conflict and hostility regarding parental issues, as well as their
frequency “My partner and I have different rules regarding
feeding, house chores, bedtime and school our child’s tasks”.

The internal consistency indices of the original study
(Margolin et al., 2001) were between o = 0.69 and o = 0.84
for the factors (conflict, cooperation and triangulation) and
o = 0.85 and o = 0.87 for the total scale. In the Portuguese
translation and adaptation study (Pedro & Ribeiro, 2015),
the internal consistency indices assumed values between
o = 0.76 and a = 0.88 for the questionnaire factors.
The pediatric study of Barzel and Reid (2011) with fathers
and mothers of children with diabetes also tested the
CQ psychometric properties, obtaining internal consistency
indices between a.=0.78 and o = 0.89.

Procedures

Data collection. The Survey Monkey tool was used and
the questionnaire link was sent by email and published on
social media between March and August 2021, with the Free
and Informed Consent Term (FICT) located on the first page
of the questionnaire.

Data analysis. Since the original version of the CQ
already presents a theoretically based model of co-parenting
and empirical evidence of validity both for the population
of the country of origin (Margolin et al., 2001) and for
other countries (Pedro & Ribeiro, 2015) and realities
(Barzel & Reid, 2011), we tested the factor structure of the
adapted version of the CQ for Brazil. A confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) was conducted, based on the multifactorial
correlational model of co-parenting, proposed by Margolin
et al. (2001). To perform the analysis, 14 items of the scale
were considered and distributed among the three factors
of co-parenting: five items of cooperation, five items
of conflict and four items of triangulation.

For the CFA, the diagonally leading least squares
(DLWS) estimation method was used, which is considered
ideal for samples with categorical data (DiStefano et al., 2019).
The absolute fit index was the chi-square over the degrees
of freedom (y*gl) and the parsimonious fit index was the
square root-mean-square approximation index (RMSEA).
The comparative fit indices used were the Tucker-Lewis (7L1)
along with the comparative fit index (CFI). The choice for these

adjustments was based on their popular use and satisfactory
performance in psychometric articles in the area (Shi &
Maydeu-Olivares, 2020). According to the literature (Xia &
Yang, 2019), a less than 0.06 RMSEA index indicates a good
fit, between 0.06 and 0.08 a reasonable fit, between 0.08 and
0.10 an inadequate fit, and above 0.10 a lack of fit. To evaluate
the CFI and TLI indexes as adequate, the values should be
greater or close to 0.90 or 0.95 (Wang & Wang, 2019).

Correlations were performed among the factors of the
co-parenting instrument to assess similarity with the results
found by the original study by Margolin et al. (2001).
The Mann-Whitney test was performed to evaluate the
normality of the data and it was found that the sample was
not normally distributed. Thus, as suggested in the literature,
Spearman’s non-parametric correlation test was used to evaluate
the correlations between the three factors of the instrument.
In addition, the Omega  coefficient (McDonald, 1999) was
used to evaluate the factors’ internal consistency, considering
values between 0.70 and 0.90 as adequate.

In order to complement the analysis and assess the model’s
dimensionality, as suggested by Rodriguez et al. (2016),
a bi-factor analysis was performed. This analysis aims to
assess whether the instrument is mostly one-dimensional,
i.e., whether it is better to use an overall co-parenting score
composed of the sum of all items, or whether the instrument is
strictly multidimensional, as suggested in the original three-
factor model of the CQ. To test these models, studies suggest
the use of specific fit indices for bi-factor analyses. In this
study, general explained common variance (ECV), specific
explained common variance (ECV-I), hierarchical omega (oH
and ohs) and the percentage of uncontaminated correlations
(PUC) were used. Since bi-factor models tend to have better fit
indices (}*(df), RMSEA, CFI, and TLI) due to their modeling,
these specific indices are extremely determinant for the
interpretation of these models (Flores-Kanter et al., 2018).
The ECV is a one-dimensionality index that looks at the
proportion of item covariance that is explained by the overall
dimension and indices above 0.85, supporting the possibility
that the model can be explained by a one-dimensional.
The PUC is also a the one-dimensionality index that
informs the percentage of correlations uncontaminated
by the multidimensionality of the model (Reise et al., 2013)
and indexes above 0.70 also corroborate the one-dimensionality
of the scale. The ECV-I, in turn, is an index that reflects the
common variation explained by the overall factor of each
item, and values greater than 0.80 are expected to indicate
a significant influence. Finally, the hierarchical omega of
the items (whs) was used to evaluate the variance of each
of the items’ specific factors, expecting values greater
than 0.30 to support an influence. The overall hierarchical
omega (wH) evaluates the total variance explained by the
overall factor, considering values above 0.70 to suggest
the one-dimensionality (Reise et al., 2013).

The AFC, correlation, and McDonald’s omega analyses
were performed in the JASP program, version 0.14.1.0 for
Windows, and the bi-factor model analysis was performed
using the Mplus program, version 7.11 for Windows,
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and its indices were calculated using the Dominguez-Lara
and Rodriguez (2017) Bi-factor Indices Module.

Ethical Considerations

The project was approved by the Ethics Committee
(No. 4.681.728, - CAAE No. 40608120.3.0000.5282) and
all research followed the recommendations of Resolutions
466/2012 and 510/2016 of the Ministry of Health.

Results
Translation and adaptation process

After contacting the authors of the original instrument
and obtaining their authorization, the process of translation
and adaptation of the CQ for the Brazilian context began.
This process was based on the guidelines of the International Test
Commission (ITC, 2017) and the manual by Borsa et al. (2012)
and was carried out in five stages: (1) translation; (2) synthesis
of the translated versions; (3) evaluation by expert judges;
(4) evaluation by the target audience; and (5) back translation.
First, three independent translators translated the original
instrument in English into Brazilian Portuguese. Then, these
three versions were evaluated according to their semantic,
idiomatic and conceptual equivalence with the original items in
order to prepare a synthesis of the translations. This translated

Table 1
Fit Indices of the CQ Multifactor and Bi-Factor Model

synthesis was then evaluated by two independent judges
specialized in parenting and psychological assessment.
After this step, the version with minor modifications by the
judges was presented to 11 mothers and fathers of children and
adolescents in individual interviews, where they were invited
to state their understanding of what each item was expressing.
From the evaluation of the target audience, the final version of
the CQ was submitted for reverse translation into the original
language by a fourth independent translator. This version was
presented to the scale’s author and its semantic and grammatical
meaning was considered equivalent to the original version.

Initial evidence of validity

The confirmatory factor analysis of the instrument,
performed using the diagonally weighted least squares
(DWLS) estimation method, showed an adequate fit to the
data of fathers and mothers in the Brazilian sample, with the
following indexes: ¥*(74) = 139.37; p < .001; CFI = 0.986;
TLI = 0.982; RMSEA 90% CI = 0.039 (0.029 - 0.049);
SRMR = 0.059 (Table 1). According to the model fit indices,
it can be stated that the Brazilian adaptation of the CQ presented
a psychometric structure similar to the three-factor multifactor
model originally proposed by the authors (Figure 1). All 14
scale items presented factor weights statistically different
from zero (A # 0; z > 1.96; p < .001) and factor loadings
between 0.539 and 0.790, as shown in more detail in Table 2.

Comparative Fit Index

©Q Model 2(df) v/df RMSEA (90% C.1.) CFI TLI
Correlated multifactor model 139.36 (74) 1.88 0.039 (0.029-0.049) 0.986 0.982
Model Bi-factor 143.41 (60) 2.39 0.049 (0.038-0.059) 0.990 0.985

Note. y* = chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = comparative fit index, 7LI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square error

of approximation; C./ = confidence interval.

Figure 1
Correlated CQ and factor weights Multifactor Model
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Table 2
Factorial Loadings of the CQ Multifactor Model
Factors ftems Factorial Error
My partner... Load
CQ1l tells me many things about our son/daughter. 0.744 0.038
Co-parental CQ2 informs me a?bout what happened to our son/daughter during the day. 0.716 0.044
Cooperation CQ3  says good things about me to our son/daughter. 0.790 0.039
CQ4  asks my opinion on issues related to your role as a parent. 0.714 0.047
CQ5  shares the responsibility of disciplining our son / daughter with me. 0.698 0.044
Q 0.85
CQ6  says cruel or offensive things about me in front of our son/daughter. 0.743 0.046
Triangulation CQ7 uses our son/daughter to get to me in some way. 0.735 0.052
CQ8 tries to make our son/daughter choose a side when arguments occur between us. 0.620 0.046
CQY9 Sends messages through our son/daughter instead of talking directly to me. 0.539 0.034
Q 0.769
CQI0 and I have different rules regarding feeding, housework, bedtime, and schoolwork 0.596 0.048
for our son/daughter.
. cQll gnd I hgve fiiffe.rent expectations of how our son / daughter will act 0.655 0.041
Co-parental conflict 1n certain situations.
CQIl12 argues with me about issues related to our son/daughter. 0.724 0.040
CQI13 supports my decisions about our son/daughter’s discipline.? -0.693 0.043
CQ14 weakens my role as a mother/father. 0.729 0.044
Q 0.783

Note. Estimation method: diagonally leading least squares (DLWS); CQ = Co-parenting Questionnaire; Q = McDonald’s Omega. ® This item

must be inverted to get the correct factor score.

In order to investigate the associations between the three
factors of co-parenting, correlation analyses were performed
between each pair of factors and the co-variances between
the factors in the model were evaluated. All pairs of factors

Table 3
Correlations and Co-Variances Among CQ Factors

showed statistically significant correlations similar to the
indices found by Margolin et al. (2001), between -0.418
and 0.528, corroborating their high covariance, as better
described in Table 3.

Factors Co-parental Cooperation Triangulation Co-parental conflict
Co-parental Cooperation Co-varlanf:e 1

Spearman’s p
Triangulation Co-variance -0.517* |

Spearman’s p -0.418*

Co-variance -0.609* 0.761*

Co-parental conflict ,
Spearman’s p

Note. p = Spearman’s rho; CQ = Co-parenting Questionnaire;*p < 0.001.

Since the CQ factors showed high correlation, a bi-factor
analysis was performed to better ascertain the dimensionality
of the model, as recommended by Reise et al. (2013). The fit
indices of the bi-factor model, found by the weighted least
squares mean and variance adjusted (WLSMV) estimation
method, were: ¥*(60) = 143.41; p < 0.001; CFI = 0.990;
TLI = 0.985; RMSEA 90% CI = 0.049 (0.038 - 0.059),
presented in Table 1.

Finally, the bi-factor fit indices were evaluated to assess
the dimensionality of the CQ. The ECV, an index used to
assess the proportion of the common variance of the overall
factor in the model, was 0.618. The ECV-I indices, which

indicate whether variation in the responses of an item can
be attributed to variation in the overall dimension, assume
values between 0.209 and 0.99, with nine items below
0.80, suggesting that these items do not reflect the overall
dimension. The PUC index, which represents the percentage
of covariance that only reflects the general factor, was 0.714.
The oH index, used to indicate the proportion of variance
to the general factor, was 0.155, and the whs indices, used
to indicate the proportion of variance corresponding to
a subscale after controlling for the variance attributed to
the general factor, were: 0.486 for cooperation; 0.320 for
triangulation; and 0.179 for conflict.
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Discussion

Co-parenting is a new construct that began to be
studied in the 1980s (Lamela et al., 2010) and has been
shown to be a more determinant variable for the mental
health of family members than the quality of the marital
relationship (Feinberg et al., 2012). Although the construct
is relatively new in psychology, theoretical perspectives
have been developing rapidly and psychometric instruments
to assess co-parenting are increasingly needed to advance
research in the field.

One of the theoretical models of co-parenting that
has become firmly established in the literature is the one
proposed by Margolin et al. (2001), which assesses the
operational dimension of co-parenting in three factors
(cooperation, triangulation and conflict). The model was a
fertile source for renowned contemporary authors in the field
of co-parenting and continues to be widely used. In addition,
the CQ, an instrument developed based on the theory,
showed satisfactory psychometric properties in the original
research, as in the version adapted for Portugal (Pedro &
Ribeiro, 2015) and in the version adapted for parents of
children with diabetes (Barzel & Reid, 2011). Thus, this study
seeks to contribute to the adaptation and validation of the CQ
for the Brazilian population, increasing the small collection
of psychometric instruments to assess co-parenting in
the country and facilitating the implementation of research
on this construct in the country.

In order to begin the process of adaptation and translation
by means of the indicated by Borsa et al. (2012) for cross-
cultural adaptations of psychometric instruments, with prior
authorization from the authors of the instrument. After the
translators returned the versions of the instruments and
feedback was offered by the expert judges and the target
audience, items were identified that needed to be reworded,
both to better approximate cultural terms (e.g. “My spouses
shares the burden of discipline.”; “My partner shares the
responsibility of disciplining our child with me.”, and for
better understanding of the participants (e.g. original item:
“My spouse uses this child to get back at me.” - adapted
item: “My partner/my spouse uses our child(ren) to target
me in some way.”) . In addition, a modification was made
to include other relationship types and make the instrument
more inclusive and audience-friendly (e.g. original items:
“My spouse...” - adapted items: “My partner...”).

To test the factor structure of the CQ model for the
Brazilian sample, AFCs were performed on a multifactor
model equal to the one empirically and theoretically
supported by the original authors (Margolin et al., 2001) and
then on a bi-factor model. The choice of also performing
abi-factor model was supported by the high common variance
between the three factors of the multifactor model, which
could suggest the existence of a one-dimensional dimension
of the instrument (Reise et al., 2013). In addition, the
influence of an overall co-parenting factor and its sub-factors
(cooperation, triangulation, and conflict) were assessed
simultaneously. The correlations performed between the
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three factors supported the hypothesis that co-parenting
might be measured by both positive (cooperation) and
negative (triangulation and conflict) items, suggesting the
possibility of an overall co-parenting score.

Both the multifactor model and the bi-factor model
showed very satisfactory fit indices. Although the
goodness-of-fit of the bi-factor model was only slightly
higher than that of the CQ multifactor model, it is understood
in the literature that these models have a tendency to obtain
higher fit rates when compared to hierarchical models.
Thus, it becomes necessary to evaluate other adjustment
indexes for the comparison of the two models. When
evaluating the one-dimensional dimension of the instrument,
although the ECV and PUC indexes are close to the ideal
cut-off point, the extremely low wH (smaller than the whs
of the subscales) disqualifies the instrument as essentially
one-dimensional (Reise et al., 2013). However, the ECV-I
values show that 11 of the 14 items can be explained by the
overall factor, although only three items are above the value
to be considered strictly one-dimensional.

From the findings found in the bi-factor model, it is
understood that the CQ instrument has some one-dimensional
character. However, because its adjustment indexes
do not reach sufficient values to evaluate it as strictly
one-dimensional, it is suggested the cautious use of a
total score of co-parenting in the CQ. Finding divergences
in empirical data using the multidimensional and one-
dimensional scores of the instrument, it is recommended to
choose the specific scores of the cooperation, triangulation,
and conflict factors, as originally proposed by the theory
of Margolin et al. (2001).

It is concluded, therefore, that the CQ instrument
adapted for Brazil has satisfactory psychometric qualities
to be applied in the country. From the bi-factor analysis,
it can be concluded that the model structure that best fits
the data is the multifactor three-factor model (Figure 1),
as originally exposed by Margolin et al. (2001). Although the
results of the bi-factor analysis do not support the hypothesis
that the instrument is strictly one-dimensional, some indices
found can be taken as evidence for the use also of a cautious
overall scoring of the instrument.

In conclusion, the aim of this study was to describe the
procedures carried out for the adaptation to the Brazilian
context, as well as to present the initial evidence of validity
of the CQ for Brazil. The results of the analyses contributed
to those found in the original study (Margolin et al., 2001),
providing data that contribute to the authors’ hypothesis that
there are three factors that make up co-parenting: co-parental
cooperation, triangulation and co-parental conflict. Both the
correlated multifactor model and the bi-factor model showed
satisfactory fits; however, the complementary fit indices
encourage the use of an overall CQ score in a cautious
manner, since the multidimensionality of the model is proven.
The CQ is a short instrument, easy to apply collectively and
individually, and can be used in surveys remotely (online).
One of its main advantages is that it is based on the partner’s
behavior, which reduces the social desirability bias of the
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response. Its adaptation for Brazil fills a gap in studies about
co-parenting, providing Brazilian researchers with an ideal
instrument for couples. It is also important to mention that
even though the concept of co-parenting includes equally
women and men (mothers and fathers), our sample was
formed mainly by mothers, preventing proving the invariance
of the measure between the genders and making it difficult
to conclude that there is sufficient evidence of instrument
validity for men.

As for the limitations, this study’s greatest limitation
lies in the fact that 90% of the sample is made up
of women, making it impossible to prove the invariance
of the measurement between the participants’ genders.
It is important to emphasize that this study represents
only the first stages of the CQ validation process, and new
studies are needed to search for other validity evidence
for the Brazilian context. Thus, it is recommended
that future research be directed to seek new evidence
of wvalidity for Brazil, considering samples made up of
a more balanced number between men and women and the
country’s contextual clippings.
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