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Abstract
Associations between Parental and Sibling Family Subsystems
and Adolescent Externalizing and Internalizing Problems

Jennifer Ducharme. Ph.D.
Concordia University. 2002

Family relationships and family functioning have been identified by family
systems. social learning. and attachment theories as important influences on child and
adolescent development and psychopathology. including the development of internalizing
and externalizing problems. Most studies have examined global family constructs in
relation to adolescent adjustment. however. The present study investigated links between
several family dyads (i.e.. mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent. and
marital dyads). their characteristics (i.e.. support. negative interactions/conflict. conflict
resolution) and adolescent internalizing and externalizing problems. The study’s specific
goals were to investigate the relative importance of each family subsystem for the
prediction of adolescent outcomes. including whether the subsystems and their
characteristics differentially predict internalizing and externalizing problems.

Using a short-term longitudinal design. adolescents (f age 13.1 years) initially in
grades 7 and 8 were tested twice one year apart. At both Time 1 (V= 244: 145 girls) and
Time 2 (V' =201: 127 girls). in groups at school. adolescents completed measures of
adjustment and family subsystem relationship characteristics. Participating mothers (A" =
80) completed parallel questionnaires. mailed to them at their homes.

Hierarchical regression analyses revealed that for teens from two-parent families.
low social support in the adolescent-father dyad was uniquely associated with both

il



internalizing and externalizing problems. while for teens from single-mother families, low
social support in the adolescent-sibling dyad was uniquely associated with more of the
same types of adjustment problems. Further. for teens from two-parent families. negative
dvadic interactions were associated with internalizing problems. In addition. for girls from
these families. negative interactions in the mother-adolescent dyad were uniquely
associated with externalizing problems. while for boys. negative interactions in the father-
adolescent dvad were uniquely associated with externalizing problems. In these same
families. parents” infrequent use of collaborative and frequent use of destructive conflict
resolution in their own interact ons together were associated with more internalizing
problems for teens.

These findings highlight the importance of differentiating among adolescent-
mother. adolescent-father. adolescent-sibling and marital dyadic relationships in families.
as a means of evaluating both the unique and joint contributions of family relationships to

adolescent adjustment and psychopathology.
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Associations between Parental and Sibling Family Subsystems
and Adolescent Externalizing and Internalizing Problems

The identification of factors associated with the increased risk of emotional and
behavioural maladjustment among children and adolescents is of clear importance. The
family has been regarded as the primary context for understanding human behaviour and
adjustment by both developmental psychologists and family therapists (Minuchin. 1985).
and has been singled out as of prime importance in the development and maintenance of
psychopathology in childhood and adolescence (Mathijssen. Koot. Verhulst. De Bruyn. &
Oud. 1997). Moreover. poor family relations appear to be a nonspecific risk factor for the
development and course of several psychiatric conditions. While it is widely recognized
that general family functioning affects the emotional adjustment of family members
(Peiser & Heaven. 1996). the present study is concerned with the role of specific (dyadic)
family relationships and their associated characteristics in predicting adolescents’
psyvchological adjustment.

Two approaches. genetic and environmental. typify studies investigating familial
influences on child and adolescent psychopathology. Genetic studies. often in the form of
twin or adoption methodology. concern themselves with genetic and biological influences
on behaviour. Investigations of family environmental risk factors have identified maternal
psychopathology. poverty and associated disadvantages. family dysfunction and
discordant relationships as relevant to psvchopathology in childhood (Cohen & Brook.
1987: Jensen. Bloedau. Degroot. Ussery. & Davis. 1990). The genetic and environmental

distinction may be somewhat arbitrary. however. and overly simplistic by today’s



standards (Zahn-Waxler. 1996). Genetic effects are probabilistic. not deterministic. in
shaping individual differences (Rutter. 1996), which are also clearly influenced by
environmental factors. The current investigation will have as its primary focus family
environmental factors associated with adolescent adjustment. Genetic or heritable traits of
both adolescents and their parents. however. will undoubtedly influence measures of
family environment (Ge et al.. 1996). As such. while the present study will focus on the
environmental factors of dyadic family relationships and their characteristics as potential
predictors of adolescent psychopathology. genetic influences. though not explicitly
measured. must also be recognized as contributing to adolescent outcomes.

According to several theoretical approaches. relationships are seen as important to
individual development. Children are socialized through their participation in close
relationships. the family being the major arena (Maccoby. 1992). In adolescence. family
relationships continue to be viewed as a key context for development (Collins. 1990).
such that adolescent outcomes are often viewed as products of the quality of their familial
relationships (Grotevant. 1998). Recent views of socialization. however. recognize the
bidirectional influences of relationships. such that child and adolescent adjustment is seen
as both a cause of and effect on the quality of marital. parent-child. and sibling
relationships (O"Connor. Hetherington. & Clingempeel. 1997).

Within this relational framework. attachment. social learning. and family systems
theories all highlight the family as an important contributing factor to the development of
personality and psychopathology (Hetherington & Martin. 1986). The social learning

perspective stresses how coercive interactions may be learned and reinforced within the
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context of the family. culminating in aggressive and delinquent behaviors. Attachment
theory highlights the importance of secure dyadic relationships with caregivers in
fostering autonomy. self-esteem and positive psychosocial functioning (Wolkind &
Rutter. 1983). On the other hand. specific forms of adolescent psychopathology have been
found to be associated with different insecure attachment styles (dismissing attachment
associated with externalizing problems. preoccupied attachment associated with
internalizing problems: Rosenstein & Horowitz. 1996). Building on attachment theory.
Davies and Cummings (199+4) have argued that in addition to the parent-child bond.
children's family experiences ( :.g.. marital interactions. parenting practices. relationships
with siblings) influence their sense of emotional security. Children’s experiential history
of family conflict and insecure attachment leads to emotional insecurity. which in turn
promotes adjustment problems (Davies & Cummings. 1994).

Family systems theory also provides a framework for investigating links between
family relationships and adolescent adjustment. According to this view. psychopathology
is reflected as part of a dysfunctional system. rather than as an attribute of an individual
(Hetherington & Martin. 1986). One of the major features of family systems theory is the
premise that while the larger family system should be viewed as an integral and organized
whole. the within-family relationships. or subsystems. are the most important units of
observation and intervention (Minuchin. 1985. 1988: Wagner & Reiss. 1995). Recent
conceptualizations of the familys role in socialization are consistent with family systems
theory in that parent-child. marital and sibling subsystems are all seen as contexts for

socialization (Parke & Buriel. 1998). Moreover. given that relationships within the family
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place constraints on the behaviour and adjustment of its members. problematic or
symptomatic outcomes may best be understood within the social context of the family
system. Further. within the family. relationship systems are central not only in the
development and maintenance of dysfunctional behaviour or psychopathology. but in
treatment and recovery as well (Combrinck-Graham, 1990).

The larger family system is composed of subsystems. including the marital
subsystem. the parent-child subsystem. and the sibling subsystem (Minuchin. 1985): these
smaller family units are arguably interrelated (Cromwell & Peterson. 1983). The family
system perspective implies interdependence among relationships. such that the quality of
one relationship influences and is influenced by other relationships (Gjerde. 1986:
O’Connor et al.. 1997). In fact. insight into the complex patterns of reciprocal influences
between family relationships may be required in order to understand the contribution of
any particular relationship to adolescent development (Lempers & Clark-Lempers. 1992).
Moreover. the way a relationship or subsystem functions in isolation may not necessarily
reflect its operation within the total family system (Gjerde. 1986): instead. relationship
systems may function together to influence psychological well-being during childhood
and adolescence (Gauze. Bukowski. Aquan-Assee, & Sippola. 1996). For example.
children whose experiences within one relationship domain are inadequate may obtain the
provisions that they are lacking within another relationship domain (Gauze et al.. 1996).
On the other hand. negative experiences in several relationships may compound the
negative impact on adolescent’s adjustment.

The role of family factors in child psychopathology points to the need to more



clearly delineate how specific family relationships (subsystems) are associated with
negative psychological outcomes in children and adolescents. It is the aim of the proposed
study to investigate the role of mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent.
and marital family subsystem characteristics. in adolescent psychosocial adjustment.
including externalizing and internalizing problems. Further. given the centrality of
investigating how relationships complement. elaborate. extend. or impede each other in
their respective contributions to adolescents' functioning and development (Lempers &
Clark-Lempers. 1992). the present study aims to examine the way in which these family
subsystems interact in the prediction of adolescent psychopathology.
Family Functioning and Adolescent Adjustment

Several studies have highlighted the importance of family relationship qualities as
predictors of adolescent outcomes (Grotevant. 1998). as adolescents' perceptions of the
family appear to play an important role in shaping their mental health (Peiser & Heaven.
1996). In general. adolescents who have negative perceptions of family functioning or
family environment have more mental health problems. more behaviour problems and
poorer academic performance (Shek. 1997a. b). Further. dysfunctional family
relationships have been found to be associated with both behavioural and depressive
disorders in preadolescents (Puig-Antich et al.. 1993). Characteristics of family
relationships (e.g.. support. conflict) arguably operate as risk or protective factors in the
development of internalizing and externalizing problems (Buysse. 1997). Indeed. the
quality of family relationships have been found to be associated with both internalizing

and externalizing problems in children (Mathijssen. Koot. & Verhulst. 1999).
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General family characteristics such as cohesion. adaptability. and conflict are
important parameters for evaluating family functioning (Prange. Greenbaum, Silver.
Friedman. Kutash. & Duchnowski, 1992) and have been delineated as key family
variables for adolescent development (Noller, 1994; Steinberg. 1990) and adjustment
(e.g.. Farrell & Bamnes. 1993). These processes. in turn define the quality of family
interactions that support and foster security. or alternatively. create estrangement and
disengagement (Baer. 1999). Teens from families that are cohesive, expressive. and
encourage independence are better adjusted. while teens from families that are high in
conflict and control are less well-adjusted (Noller & Callan. 1991). The developmental
tasks of adolescence. notably achieving increased independence. autonomy and sense of
identity. are most effectively accomplished in families that encourage autonomy. exert
low to moderate control. are low in conflict and high in love and support (Noller &
Callan. 1991). The present study will investigate several of these relationship
characteristics and their role in adolescent (mal)adjustment. Specifically. within each of
the family subsystems. characteristics including social support (i.e.. cohesion/closeness).
negative interactions/conflict. and conflict resolution will be examined.

Previous research has demonstrated that family system characteristics such as
cohesion and conflict are linked to teens feelings of self-esteem, sense of self-efficacy
and internalizing problems (e.g.. Smets & Hartup, 1988). Adolescent depression has been
found to be significantly inversely correlated with self-reported family cohesion. family
social support. and satisfaction with family functioning (Barrera & Garrison-Jones,1992:

Cumsille & Epstein. 1994). Similarly. close positive relationships with family members



appear to be related to a reduced likelihood of depression. while low family cohesion is
associated with higher depressive affect among adolescents (Rubin et al.. 1992).

Family relationship factors also appear to be associated with acting-out.
externalizing behavioural problems. and adolescent delinquency. For example. a recent
investigation revealed that high family cohesion and low rigidity were associated with
fewer child problem behaviours (Mathijssen et al.. 1997). In general. positive family
relationships have been found to be negatively related to teen delinquency (Peiser &
Heaven. 1996). with lack of family cohesion coming through as the strongest familial
correlate of adolescent delinquent behaviour (Cashwell & Vacc. 1996). It has been
suggested that adolescents who lack strong family support and communication are more
susceptible to such delinquent behaviours as smoking. drinking. or drugs. dueto a
tendency to rely on the peer group for their main support. which makes them more
vulnerable to peer pressure (Noller & Callan. 1991).

With the association between family factors. family relationship characteristics.
and child and adolescent adjustment well-established. the question then becomes whether
such family characteristics differentially predict teens” behavioural or emotional
outcomes. In an early investigation of this question. in a clinical sample of 60 children
(aged 6 to 11 years) and 60 adolescents (aged 12 to 16 years). internalizing and
externalizing behaviour problems were expected to be differentially associated with
family cohesion and adaptability (Smets & Hartup. 1988). Internalizing problems were
postulated to characterize children from enmeshed (extremely high cohesiveness) or rigid

(extremely low adaptability) families. while families that were discngaged (extremely low



cohesiveness) or chaotic (extremely high adaptability) would be typical of children with
externalizing symptoms. Results revealed. however. that the family situations of
internalizing compared to externalizing children did not differ (Smets & Hartup, 1988).
While the dimensions of cohesion and adaptability were found to be associated with
behaviour problems in children. extreme scores on either characteristic were associated
with greater risk for either behaviour problem. These findings point to the importance of
recognizing that there may be multiple pathways to the development of psychopathology
in children. and in fact. similar family situations may be associated with different
developmental patterns for different children (Hetherington & Martin. 1986). The results
also suggest that an assessment of global family characteristics. or at least the
characteristics of cohesion and adaptability. are inadequate for distinguishing between
externalizing and internalizing problems.

In other studies. these same family relationship characteristics. have. however.
been found to be associated with different adolescent outcomes. For example. in a recent
study of fifth. eighth. and tenth grade adolescents. family cohesion and enmeshment were
found to be differentially associated with internalized and externalized problems (Barber
& Buehler. 1996). The importance of autonomy and independence for adolescent
development would suggest that a controlling. constraining pattern of interaction that
inhibits psychological autonomy (i.e.. enmeshment: Barber & Buehler, 1996; Farrell &
Barnes. 1993) may have particularly detrimental effects. While family cohesion was
negatively associated with both externalizing and internalizing problems. enmeshment

was positively associated particularly with internalizing difficulties. This study provides



evidence for the positive effects of close. supportive family relationships and the
deleterious effects of enmeshed. intrusive relationships.

These findings are consistent with other recent studies that suggest specific
associations between family relationship characteristics and psychological outcomes. For
example. women's recollections of enmeshed. overinvolved father-daughter childhood
relationships have been found to be associated with feelings of depression, anxiety and
low self-esteem (i.e.. internalizing problems; Jacobvitz & Bush. 1996). Further. Kerig
(1995) found that different family structural relationships were related to different
symptoms in a sample of 75 ch:ldren aged 6 to 10 years. Mothers from families classified
as separate (all family members distant from one another) rated their children highest in
externalizing problems. while mothers from detouring families (child excluded from a
cohesive parental subsystem) rated their children highest in intemalizing symptoms
(Kerig. 1993). These findings suggest that different adolescent outcomes may be
differentially predicted depending on the particular relationship characteristic that is
investigated.

In addition to cohesion and adaptability, conflict is another dimension of family
functioning that family systems theory has stressed as important for the development of
psychopathology. Consistent with this idea. according to both attachment and social
learning theories. children are at increased risk for emotional or behavioural problems
when the interpersonal relationships in their environments are characterized by anger and
conflict (Javcox & Repetti. 1993). Past research has indeed demonstrated that adolescent

reports of high family conflict are associated with their feelings of distress and



psychological symptoms. In an investigation of adolescents from intact, divorced. and
blended families. it was found that teens who reported high family conflict. regardless of
parental marital status. also scored higher on a measure of psychological symptomatology
(Borrine. Handal. Brown. & Searight. 1991). Among younger children (4th and 5th
graders). psychological adjustment has also been found to be strongly related to family
conflict. with angry or conflictual family climates having a greater impact on daughters’
emotional well-being than sons (Jaycox & Repetti. 1993). Girls are thought to be more
relationally oriented than boys. and perhaps as a result. are more affected by interpersonal
conflict in their families. For both boys and girls. however. family conflict may lead to
internalizing and externalizing problems through similar mechanisms: exposure to
conflict may operate by (a) increasing emotional distress that manifests itself as
internalizing problems. or (b) increasing externalizing behaviours through modeling
(David. Steele. Forehand. & Armistead. 1996). In fact. while family conflict appears to be
more closely related to externalizing than internalizing disorders. associations with both
have been documented (Hetherington & Martin. 1986).

It is important to recognize that interpersonal conflict is composed of several
interrelated features (e.g.. frequency. intensity. resolution) that may influence its potential
effects (Laursen & Collins. 1994). As such. a sole focus on conflict frequency may
provide a limited understanding of the significance of conflict for adolescents and their
relationships (Laursen & Collins. 1994). Further. while conflict is an inherent part of
normal family functioning. the inability to resolve intra-familial conflict may be

particularly problematic (Sroufe & Fleeson, 1988). Indeed. whether conflict can be
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successfully resolved is a kev aspect of interparental conflict that impacts on children
(Grych & Fincham. 1990: Kerig. 1996). Moreover. it is important to distinguish between
constructive conflict resolution strategies (e.g.. negotiation. problem-solving) and
destructive resolution strategies (e.g.. disengagement, negative verbal behavior). as they
are likelv to be associated with different interpersonal outcomes (Rinaldi & Howe. 1998).
Moreover. recent research suggests that preadolescents’ conflict resolution strategies are
particularly likely to impact the quality of their (sibling) relationships (Rinaldi & Howe.
1998). Given these findings. in addition to investigating the association between social
support and adolescent adjustment. the present study will examine the associations of
conflict (negative interactions) and conflict resolution. and more specifically. positive
(constructive) versus negative (destructive) strategies.

Despite documented associations between general family characteristics and child
and adolescent outcomes. investigators have recently highlighted fundamental flaws in
studving such global constructs as family cohesion or family conflict. First. there is the
question of which specific relationships are being considered when individuals respond to
questions about family characteristics. For example. in a recent study. although the sibling
subsystem was not specifically investigated. many subjects reported that they were
thinking of sibling conflict when responding to items pertaining to family conflict (Jaycox
& Repetti. 1993). In addition to highlighting the need to more carefully investigate sibling
relationships. such findings call attention to the need to consider various relational
subsystems and their characteristics separately as a means of more accurately

characterizing results.
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Similarly. researchers who investigate characteristics such as family cohesion or
adaptability may overlook the possibility that subsystems within the family may vary in
cohesiveness or adaptability (Cole & Jordan, 1989). Substantial variability in conflict.
cohesion. and adaptability between different family subsystems (marital. mother-
adolescent, father-adolescent) have in fact been found (Cole & Jordan. 1989; Cole &
McPherson. 1993). Given that these subsystems have been found to differ from each other
on such relationship dimensions. investigating the family as the unit of analysis. and
ignoring the distinctiveness of its component relationships. may gloss over key family
qualities (Cole & Jordan. 1989) resulting in a loss of important information about family
subsystems (Mathijssen et al.. 1997).

Determining whether family relations are associated with specific types of
psychopathology is inherently difficult given the potential moderating influences of
individual. developmental. and experiential factors (Hetherington & Martin. 1986).
Adolescents typically are members of several family subsystems simultaneously. and may
be best understood within these multiple contexts (Minuchin. 1985). Adolescents'
perceptions of their specific family relationships. rather than global family traits. may
better predict their psychological adjustment. Further. a more detailed understanding of
the role of the family in adolescent psychopathology may emerge by investigating whether
specific family subsystems predict different adolescent outcomes. For example. Cole and
McPherson (1993) found father-adolescent conflict and cohesion to be more strongly
associated with adolescent depression than were mother-adolescent conflict or cohesion.

Thus. mother-adolescent and father-adolescent relationships may contribute differentially



to adolescents’ psychological development (Youniss & Ketterlinus. 1987). and as such.
should be considered separately.

Finally. while distinguishing between specific family subsystems is of importance.
at the same time. dyadic family relationships should not be considered in isolation from
one another (cf. family systems theory). Rather than a set of independent dyads. the family
should be viewed as a collection of intertwining relationships (Steinberg. 1990). For
example. the need to understand the joint contribution of different types of family conflict
(marital. parent-child. sibling) to developmental outcomes appears important (Jaycox &
Repetti. 1993). The present study. therefore. aims to investigate both the individual
contribution of several family subsystems (mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-
adolescent. and marital). and also their joint or additive contributions for the prediction of
adolescent adjustment.

Parent-Adolescent Relationships

Parent-adolescent relationships hold great significance for adolescent adjustment
(Steinberg. 1990). Notwithstanding the fact that teens become more autonomous from
their families of origin (Grotevant. 1998: Steinberg. 1990). and that parent-adolescent
conflict increases during the teen vears. relationships with parents also typically remain
supportive and important (Buysse. 1997). In fact. it is a balance between closeness to
parents coupled with the encouragement of autonomy and independence that is
particularly important for healthy adolescent development (Noller & Callan. 1991).
Adolescent adjustment. in terms of self-esteem. ego identity, and competent peer

interactions has been linked to warm and connected relationships with parents. while



delinquency. depression. and other psychiatric symptoms have been associated with
disruptions in parent-adolescent relationships (DeVet, 1997; Phares & Renk. 1998;
Steinberg. 1990).

Parent-adolescent communication patterns. frequency and resolution of conflict.
and parental punishment and control are among the parent-adolescent relationship factors
associated with adolescent adjustment. psychopathology. and problem behaviours (Noller.
1994). For example. in a recent study of mother. father and adolescent (aged 16 to 19
years) triads. effective communication between adolescents and their mothers and fathers
was inversely associated with psychosocial risk for self-esteem. socialization. and
academic problems (Marta. 1997). Further. ineffective communication (e.g.. unclear
parental demands. expectations and potential consequences) characterize the families of
delinquent children (Rutter & Cox. 1985). Families with more effective communication
tend to have less conflict: both qualities are inversely associated with adolescent
psychopathology and delinquency (Noller & Callan. 1991).

Recent research suggests that positive adjustment in adolescence is related to
parent variables such as closeness. parental monitoring and supervision. consistent and
appropriate discipline. low parent-child conflict. and joint decision making between
parents and adolescents (Bergeron et al.. 2000; Hines. 1997: Prange etal.. 1992). In
studies of parental child rearing styles. positive social and emotional development in
children is associated with authoritative (i.e.. warm and responsive yet firm). not
authoritarian or permissive. parenting (Parke & Buriel, 1998). Authoritative parenting

appears to benefit adolescents by helping them become more self-reliant, independent.
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and competent (Barber & Lyons. 1994). Furthermore. adolescents with authoritative
parents score higher on measures of psychosocial competence and lower on measures of
psychological and behavioural dysfunction than teens from authoritarian. indulgent, or
neglectful homes (Lamborn. Mounts. Steinberg. & Dornbusch. 1991).

Differential associations between authoritarian and permissive parenting styles and
child outcomes suggest that different parent-child relationship characteristics may also
differentially predict adolescent adjustment. For example. authoritarian parents. who are
harsh. demanding. and unresponsive. have been found to have children who feel they have
little control over their environ nent and are fearful of asserting themselves. in turn
resulting in unhappy. neurotic behaviour (Parke & Buriel. 1998). Moreover. a common
correlate of children’s anxiety and withdrawal is parental over-intrusiveness or control
(Hetherington & Martin. 1986). Overinvolved or overprotective parenting. manifested by
intruding on the child’s psychological and physical privacy. actively encouraging
dependency. or restrictively controlling the child’s behaviour. has also been found to be
associated with social phobia. agoraphobia. and generalized anxiety disorder
(Hetherington & Martin. 1986).

In contrast. permissive parents. despite having a reasonably affectionate
relationship with their children. are inconsistent in their monitoring and discipline, and
tend to have children who show uncontrolled, impulsive behavior (Parke & Buriel, 1998).
Indeed. children whose parents are disengaged and who do not monitor and supervise are
at high risk for delinquent behavior (Rutter & Cox. 1985). In addition. parents in families

with an antisocial or delinquent child have been found to be rejecting. harsh. aggressive.



and inconsistent in enforcing rules (Hetherington & Martin. 1986). By extension. in the
present study. adolescents whose parents are unsupportive or distant may be expected to
show high internalizing problems: while those with more lax. disengaged or conflictual
parents may show higher externalizing symptoms.

The majority of past research investigating parent-adolescent relationships has
included only mothers or has failed to distinguish between mothers and fathers. In
general. there has been a lack of systematic investigation concerning fathers' roles in both
normative and psychopathological child and adolescent development (Phares. 1992).
Specifically. there is a need to identify mediators and moderators of paternal influences on
adolescent functioning (Phares. 1996). Nonetheless. although fathers' influence on
children’s psychopathology has been studied less often than maternal influences. research
suggests paternal personality. behaviour. and psychopathology are important. both directly
and indirectly. in both positive and negative ways (Phares. 1992). According to the
normative (nonclinical) developmental literature. overall. fathers appear to influence
children in ways similar to mothers (Lamb. 1997): both parents may also have similar
roles in child psychopathology (Phares. 1992).

In this vein. some argue that differences in mother-child and father-child
interactions. and their implications for child development. may not be as marked as many
theories imply (Collins & Russell, 1991). Results of large-scale studies, for example. have
demonstrated that both maternal and paternal involvement are equally important for the
well-being of both sons and daughters (Wenk. Hardesty. Morgan, & Blair. 1994). Further.

whether the parent is a mother or a father, warmth, nurturance. and closeness have been
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documented to be associated with positive child and adolescent adjustment (Grotevant.
1998: Lamb. 1997).

However. adolescents. rather than perceiving a single relationship with their
parents, have been found to describe two distinct relationships, one with their mothers and
one with their fathers (Youniss & Smollar. 1985). Moreover, several areas have been
identified where fathers and mothers interact with their children differently. For example.
during childhood and adolescence. in contrast to father-child relationships. mother-child
relationships are characterized by more frequent interaction. more time spent together.
and more caregiving (Collins & Russell. 1991: Hosley & Montemayor. 1997:
Montemayor & Brownlee. 1987: Youniss & Smollar. 1985). In addition. mothers have
more responsibility for children then fathers. taking on a comfort-giving role. while
fathers serve a playmate role (Phares. 1996). Adolescents report feeling that their mothers
are more understanding and accepting. while their fathers are more judgmental and less
willing to negotiate (Noller & Callan. 1990).

Sex differences in patterns of family relationships suggest. in fact. that
differentiating between the four parent-adolescent dyadic relationships (i.e.. mother-
daughter. mother-son. father-daughter. father-son) is particularly important (Steinberg.
1987. 1990: Grotevant. 1998). Relative to mothers. fathers generally have emotionally flat
relations and low levels of interaction with their adolescents (Steinberg. 1990). For
example. there appears to be more positive interactions. open communication. intimacy.
and overt conflict between mothers and their adolescent children than between fathers and

adolescents: particularly between mothers and daughters (Hosley & Montemayor, 1997
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Noller. 1994; Noller & Callan. 1991). Father-adolescent relationships, particularly father-
son relationships, are typically characterized by more recreational activities and
interactions associated with instrumental goals (Collins & Russell, 1991). Adolescent
sons and daughters. while relatively similar in their relations with their mothers, have
been found to differ most markedly in their relations with fathers (Lieberman, Doyle. &
Markiewicz. 1999: Youniss & Smollar. 1985). For example. some findings suggest that
fathers are more involved (both behaviourally and affectively) with sons than with
daughters (Harris & Morgan. 1991: Starrels. 1994). And. while adolescents are generally
more emotionally distant from fathers than mothers. daughters in particular are more
distant from fathers than are sons ( Youniss & Smollar. 1985). However, although mothers
and fathers may spend different amounts of time with their children. both fathers’ and
mothers' quality rather than quantity of time is related to their children's adjustment
(Phares. 1996).

Nonetheless. parent gender may also play a role in differentially predicting
adolescents' psychological problems. In a recent meta-analysis. Rothbaum and Weisz
(1994) found that mothers' quality of caregiving was more closely related to the absence
of children’s externalizing behaviour than was fathers’ caregiving. Overall. fathers spend
less time and are less emotionally involved with their adolescents than are mothers and so
may be expected to have a lesser impact on teens (Hosley & Montemayor. 1997). Indeed.
overall. mother-adolescent relationships have been found to be more predictive of
adolescent outcomes than father-adolescent relationships (Hosley & Montemayor. 1997).

There are. however. some areas in which fathers are more influential and/or have unique
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influences on adolescent adjustment. For example. some findings suggest that the father-
child relationship may be particularly important in the academic realm of adolescents’
lives. In a recent study of 70 adolescents (aged 11 to 17 years) and their parents, for
example. paternal (but not maternal) acceptance was found to significantly predict
adolescents' school functioning. a key index of adolescent adjustment (Forehand &
Nousiainen. 1993). Similarly. security of attachment to father was uniquely associated
with 9- to 14-year-olds™ academic self-concept (Doyle. Markiewicz. Brendgen.
Lieberman. & Voss. 2000). Other work suggests fathers” involvement makes a unique
contribution to their children’s social development (Parke & Buriel. 1998). Father-
adolescent relationships may also be particularly influential for adolescents’ substance use
(Hosley & Montemayor. 1997). antisocial behavior (Neighbors. Forehand. & Bau. 1997)
and externalizing problems (Phares. 1997). Poor father-child relationships. defensive and
unsupportive paternal communication. and low levels of paternal supervision have been
found to be strongly associated with adolescent delinquency (Phares. 1997). Among
clinically referred children. paternal characteristics are more consistently related to child
externalizing problems. such as ADHD. conduct disorder. or delinquent behaviour. than
internalizing problems. such as depression. or anxiety (Phares & Compas, 1992). On the
other hand. in nonreferred children and adolescents. paternal factors appear to be related
to both externalizing and internalizing problems (Phares & Compas. 1992).

However. evidence is not conclusive as to whether mother-child or father-child
relationships have greater associations with child problem behaviour; some studies

suggest the father-child dyad has stronger effects, and others that the mother-child dyad is
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more influential. Fathers may have more influence on areas in which they are more
directly involved (e.g.. discipline) or serve as primary role models (e.g., use of alcohol:
Hosley & Montemayor. 1997). In keeping with this view. fathers may have a greater
influence on child externalizing behaviors than mothers because men model more
externalizing behaviour than do women for children to observe (Rothbaum & Weisz.
1994).

As noted earlier. from the perspective of family systems theory. while the father-
child subsystem differs from the mother-child subsystem (Minuchin. 1985). both are
undoubtably important influences on one another and on child adjustment. Attachment
and socialization theories likewise highlight the need to differentiate between parents to
best assess their contributions to adolescent development. Attachment theory. for
example. suggests that a primary attachment figure. typically mother. plays the most
influential role in child development. Social learning theory. on the other hand. argues
that children have a tendency to identify with. and model their behaviour on. their same-
sex parent (Hetherington & Martin. 1986) and thus that the same-sex parent is particularly
influential.

Therefore. relationships with mothers and fathers may be differentially associated
with adolescent adjustment (DeVet. 1997; cf. Allen. Hauser. Bell, & O'Conner. 1994).
Some evidence suggests that the same-sex parent may play a particularly salient role in
the development of children’s social competence (Hetherington & Martin, 1986). In adult
children. qualitative differences in outcomes of father-son. father-daughter. mother-son.

and mother-daughter relationships have been found. such that adults' relationships with
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their same-sex parent are particularly important for the prediction of their own
psychological adjustment. Specifically. the quality of sons' relationships with their fathers.
but not their mothers. was a significant predictor of son'’s psychological distress (Barnett.
Marshall. & Pleck. 1992). In contrast, daughters’ psychological health was found to be
more strongly associated with their relationships with their mothers than their fathers
(Bamnett. Kibria. Baruch. & Pleck. 1991).

In addition to the potentially unique contributions mothers and fathers may make
to adolescent adjustment. differentiating between mother-adolescent and father-adolescent
relationships is important to erable us to examine the protective function of having one
positive parental relationship in the face of a negative one. The worst outcomes for
adolescents (highest internalizing and externalizing problems) are likely to be seen when
they have highly negative relationships with multiple family members. while the best
outcomes would be expected among adolescents with warm, positive relationships with
both parents (particularly in the context of having positive sibling relationships and
parents with a positive marital relationship). It has been suggested that having a positive
relationship with one parent may protect against the adverse effects of a poor relationship
with the other parent (Hetherington & Martin. 1986). Recent research in fact suggests that
a warm father-adolescent relationship within an otherwise conflictual family environment
may buffer an adolescent against developing adjustment problems (O'Connor et al..
1997).

In sum. there are clear differences in terms of mothers™ and fathers™ degree of

involvement. such that mothers interact much more with their adolescents than do fathers



(Parke & Buriel. 1998). As primary caregivers and typically more involved than fathers.
mothers may be more likely to influence their adolescents’ outcomes (cf. Rothbaum &
Weisz. 1994). These differences may in turn hold implications for the influence of each
relationship for the prediction of adolescent outcomes. such that the mother-adolescent
subsystem holds more predictive power than the father-adolescent subsystem. However.
positive relationships with father may contribute additionally. especially for sons.
The Parents’ Marital Relationship

Within the family system. the marital relationship is often regarded as the
comerstone of family life and a key determinant of the quality of the family environment
through its links to other family subsystems (Erel & Burman. 1993). Associations
between marital quality and child adjustment are evident across development. from
infancy through adolescence (Gable. Belsky. & Crnic. 1992). One of the characteristics of
distressed families with problem children is a weak marital alliance (Christensen &
Margolin. 1988). Moreover. marital conflict appears to be a factor that places children and
adolescents at risk for a range of adjustment problems. especially externalizing but also
internalizing emotional problems (Buehler. Krishnakamur. Stone. Anthony. Pemberton.
Gerard. & Barber. 1998: Burman. John. & Margolin, 1987; Davies & Cummings, 1994;
Seiffge-Krenke & Kollmar. 1998). While the association between parental divorce and
children’s externalizing problems has been well-established (Shaw, 1991), links between
marital discord and children’s psychological problems are so well documented that
continuous marital conflict has been argued to be even more damaging to youth than

divorce (David et al.. 1996).
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In addition. with the rise in number of children and adolescents raised in single-
parent households. the influence of family structure on child and adolescent well-being is
one facet of the marital relationship that has increasingly been investigated. Some studies
report that teens from intact (first-marriage) families have fewer adjustment problems
than teens from single-parent (never married or divorced) families (e.g.. Demo & Acock.
1996: Spruijt & de Goede. 1997). However. in a recent review of research on the effects
of single-parent households on child and adolescent well-being. Kleist (1999) concluded
that single and two-parent families are similar in their ability to foster child well-being.
and that family processes (e.g.. parent-adolescent interaction) are more important than
family structure for the prediction of adolescent outcomes. For example. quality of family
life (assessed in terms of level of perceived family conflict) has been found to be related
to the adjustment of teens from intact. blended and single-parent families. whereas
parental marital status was not (Borrine et al.. 1991). Family processes appear to be more
central for the prediction of child outcomes than family structural variables. For example.
a recent meta-analysis demonstrated that the quality of contact. not the quantity. that
children from single-mother families had with their nonresident fathers was associated
with child outcomes (Amato & Gilbreth. 1999). Specifically. while feelings of closeness
to nonresident fathers were negatively associated with children’s internalizing and
externalizing problems. frequency of contact with nonresident fathers was not associated
with child well-being (Amato & Gilbreth. 1999).

Interactions in single parent families. in comparison to two-parent families. have

been reported to be more affectively charged. both in terms of higher levels of
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affection/intimacy and higher levels of conflict (Walker & Hennig. 1997). For example, in
a recent investigation of the effect of family structure on family processes in early
adolescence. Baer (1999) documented that single-parent families were characterized by
more conflict and less cohesion than were intact families. It has also been argued that
family structure influences child adjustment through its impact on family processes
(Simons. Lin. Gordon. Conger. & Lorenz. 1999). Results of a recent study suggest. for
example. that children of divorce are at higher risk for adjustment problems because their
parents engage in less competent parenting and more interparental conflict than do parents
who are married (Simons et al.. 1999). Given that family processes may differ as a
function of family structure. family structure (single versus two-parent families) was
investigated as a potential moderating variable in the present study.

In accounting for the impact of the marital relationship on children’s
developmental outcomes. both direct and indirect mechanisms have been proposed.
Contlicting findings have emerged with regard to whether different mechanisms
differentially predict externalizing and internalizing behaviors. Some findings suggest that
the effect of marital conflict on externalizing behavior is entirely indirect. mediated by the
parent-child relationship. while both direct and indirect effects exist for internalizing
behaviors (Harold. Fincham. Osborne. & Conger. 1997). In contrast, other work indicates
that while the pathway from parents’ marital conflict to adolescent internalizing problems
is indirect. mediated by parenting behavior and the parent-child relationship. the path
between marital conflict and externalizing problems is a direct one (Fauber, Forehand.

Thomas. & Wierson. 1990).



Parental modeling of antagonistic or aggressive behaviors that children observe
and imitate may be the mechanism directly linking marital conflict and child adjustment
(Emery. 1982: Parke & Buriel. 1998). The negative aspects of parents’ unhappy marriages
may rub off on teens. resulting in more undercontrolled, aggressive, and antisocial
behaviours (Seiffge-Krenke & Kollmar. 1998). Externalizing adjustment problems may
be fostered in children’s attempts to distract parents from their marital problems or to
interrupt interparental conflict by disruptive acting-out behaviour (Davies & Cummings.
1994: Katz & Gottman. 1993). Although some findings suggest marital distress predicts
externalizing problems but not internalizing problems (Davies, Dumenci. & Windle.
1999). the latter may nonetheless arise in children from feelings of guilt. self-blame. or
anxiety in response to parents’ marital conflict (Katz & Gottman. 1993).

The marital relationship may indirectly influence children’s adjustment via its
effect on the quality of parenting and the parent-child relationship (Parke & Buriel, 1998).
For example. parents” emotional withdrawal from their children, as a result of their
increasing involvement in their own marital problems. may lead to negative outcomes in
their children (Harold et al.. 1997). In emphasizing that the impact of one relationship on
adjustment is a function of the larger network of family relationships, family systems
theory would argue there are no direct associations between marital conflict and child
outcome: but rather. parent-child and sibling relationships play mediating and moderating
roles (O Connor et al.. 1997). Documented associations between the marital and parent-
child subsystems support the existence of an indirect relationship, with parent-child

relations mediating the link between marital conflict and child adjustment. Parents whose
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marital relationship is supportive and satisfving are believed to be more responsive and
sensitive to the needs of their child (Easterbrooks & Emde, 1988: Erel & Burman. 1995).
On the other hand. marital conflict may reduce parents’ emotional availability and
sensitivity, or lead to a breakdown in disciplinary practices. both of which may threaten
children’s emotional security (Davies & Cummings, 1994). Parents who engage in overnt
marital conflict may also be more likely to engage in more conflictual interactions with
their children and to use more harsh disciplinary practices. both of which are correlates of
delinquency in children (Hetherington & Martin. 1986). Finally. in families with
discordant marriages. it is likely that conflict will spread from the marital subsystem to
other family subsystems. particularly the parent-child dyad (Christensen & Margolin.
1988). In addition to interfering with the mother-child and father-child relationship.
marital discord may interfere with how effective parents are in working together as
caregivers (Parke & Buriel. 1998) by preventing them from establishing a unified alliance
for parenting (Christensen & Margolin. 1988).

Results of a recent meta-analytic review provided clear evidence that the quality
of the marital relationship is positively related to the quality of the parent-child
relationship. thereby providing support for the spillover hypothesis, in which the
behaviour or mood in one subsystem transfers to another (Erel & Burman. 1995). There
are several different mechanisms through which the quality of the marital relationship
may spillover and affect the parent-child relationship. First. negative feelings from the
marriage are expressed toward the child in a process that family systems theory deems

“detouring™ or “scapegoating”. whereby focusing on the child’s problem behavior detracts
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the parents from difficulty in the marital relationship (Erel & Burman, 1995). A social
learning mechanism suggests that dysfunctional and functional marital interactions may
elicit behaviour in children that is similar to the behaviour they observe in their parents.
such as hostility and aggression, or warmth and caring, respectively (Easterbrooks &
Emde. 1998). The socialization mechanism suggests that parents in dysfunctional
marriages use less optimal parenting techniques and less consistent discipline than those
in functional marriages (Easterbrooks & Emde. 1988).

The spillover hypothesis is contrasted with the compensatory hypothesis. in which
individuals seek opposite experiences in one subsystem to compensate for deficits in
another: the compensatory hypothesis suggests a negative association between the marital
and parent-child relationship (Engfer. 1988: Erel & Burman, 1995). Parents whose needs
are not met in their marriage attempt to fulfill them in their relationship with their child:
therefore. a strong investment in the parent-child relationship will occur when there are
deficits in the marital relationship (Easterbrooks & Emde. 1988: Erel & Burman. 19953).
Little support for the compensatory hypothesis has been found. however. or for its
associated idea that positive parent-child relations can buffer the child from negative
effects of marital conflict (Erel & Burman. 1995).

Recent evidence suggests that fathers are more influenced by marriage than
mothers (Gable et al.. 1992) and that the father-child relationship may be more
consistently associated with the quality of the marital relationship than is the mother-child
relationship (Parke & Buriel. 1998). Fathering appears to be particularly sensitive to the

eftects of the marital relationship. with some findings suggesting that the father-daughter
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relationship is particularly vulnerable to the influence of marital discord (Kerig. Cowan,
& Cowan, 1993). Poor marital quality has a more negative impact on father-child
relationships: yet why these relationships are more vulnerable to low marital satisfaction
than are mother-child relationships is not well understood (Cummings & O'Reilly. 1997).
It may be that in the face of marital discord. mothers invest more time and emotional
involvement in their children. while fathers withdraw from both relationships. Indeed.
some findings suggest that women are better at compartmentalizing their spouse and
parent roles. while for men these roles are more fused. and therefore there is less spillover
from the marital to mother-child relationship (Cummings & O"Reilly. 1997)

Whether the mechanism of influence is direct or indirect. and explained by
attachment. social learning. or family systems theory. it is clear that marital discord is
associated with an increased risk of emotional and behavioural disorders in children
(Easterbrooks & Emde. 1988). However. the majority of research on marital discord and
child problems has been correlational in nature and has focussed on latency-aged children
(Fincham & Osborne. 1993). There is also much variability in the magnitude of
association found between marital functioning and child adjustment. Our understanding
of the marital discord-child problem association remains limited as well. as a function of
our global approach to investigating marital functioning and child outcomes (Buehler et
al., 1998) and our failure to more specifically delineate key constructs (Fincham &
Osborne. 1993). A unidimensional focus in earlier studies of marital functioning has made
the identification of specific aspects of marital quality as predictors of child adjustment

difficult (Katz & Gottman. 1993). Several studies suggest that marital conflict is more

28



strongly associated with child adjustment than is marital satisfaction (e.g., Jaycox &
Repetti. 1993).

Recent work also suggests that different styles of marital conflict are differentially
associated with different problem behaviours in adolescents. Overt marital conflict (e.g..
openly hostile affect or behaviour) has been found to be connected to teens' externalizing
problems. while covert marital contlict (e.g.. passive aggressive conflict management) has
been associated with internalizing difficulties (Buehler et al.. 1998). Modeling may
explain the association between overt conflict and youth externalizing problems. as both
may reflect physical or verbal aggression. Covert conflict style and internalizing
behaviours share in common a more passive. indirect or suppressed quality (Buehler et al..
1998).

The wayv in which conflict is resolved may also influence children’s adjustment
(Parke & Buriel. 1998). In fact. specitic conflict resolution strategies used by parents in
their marital relationship have been found to ditferentially predict children’s internalizing
and externalizing behavior (Katz & Gottman. 1993). Parents with mutually hostile styles
of conflict resolution had children who demonstrated more antisocial. acting out
behaviors. while couples with husbands who were angry and emotionally distant in
resolving conflict had children who showed anxiety and social withdrawal (Katz &
Gottman. 1993). Through a process of modeling and observational learning. children may
acquire parents’ negative patterns of negotiating conflict (Katz & Gottman. 1993). which
in turn may emerge as internalizing or externalizing behaviours. In contrast. children who

observe parents” effective contflict resolution may learn constructive lessons for resolving
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their own conflicts with peers or siblings (Davies & Cummings. 1994). These findings
suggest that a more specific delineation of marital conflict and its moderators (e.g..
resolution style) may lead to better prediction of different adolescent outcomes.
Inconsistent findings also exist in regard to the differential impact of marital
conflict on adjustment for boys versus girls. While boys and girls have not been found to
differ in their response to parents’ marital dissolution (Allison & Furstenberg. 1989).
some data suggest that marital discord is more strongly related to behaviour problems in
boys than girls (e.g.. Reid & Crisafulli. 1990). Burman et al. (1987). for example. found
an association between marital problems and child adjustment among boys but not girls.
while Neighbors et al. (1997) similarly found that interparental conflict was related to
voung adult functioning for males but not females. In contrast. however. other findings
seem to suggest female adolescents may be more susceptible to the influence of the family
emotional climate than males (Shek. 1997a). It has been suggested that boy's greater
vulnerability to family risk factors reverses as children reach adolescence. such that
teenage girls from discordant homes are at higher risk than boys for developing
psvchological problems (Davies & Windle. 1997). With respect to the suggestion that
marital conflict affects boys more than girls. one explanation offered for this gender
difference is that parents are more likely to expose their sons than their daughters to
marital conflict (Hetherington & Martin. 1986). It has been argued. however. that the
greater disturbance seen in boys is a function of the fact that boys’ reactions. typically
aggressiveness and conduct problems. are more salient and disruptive than girls™ typical

reactions of anxiety and withdrawal (Davies & Cummings. 1994). In general. rates of



externalizing problems are higher in boys than girls. while internalizing problems are
more common in girls (Zahn-Waxler. 1996). Externalizing and internalizing difficulties
may reflect expressions of male and female stereotypes (Zahn-Waxler. 1996). Thus, males
and females may be predisposed to respond in a gender-specific manner to stressors such
as parents’ marital conflict with externalizing and internalizing problems, respectively
(Easterbrooks & Emde. 1988). Other findings suggest that the intergenerational cross-sex
relationships are especially affected by the parents’ marital relationship. such that mother-
son and father-daughter relationships in particular are influenced by marital quality
(Cummings & O’Reilly. 1997). These gender differences in response to marital conflict
point to the importance of investigating the moderating role of gender on adolescent
outcomes.

In sum. while the significance of marital conflict for children’s development is
well established. the mechanisms through which the marital relationship impacts on
children is less well understood (Davies & Cummings. 1994). It appears. however. that
the marital relationship influences adolescent adjustment both directly and indirectly.
through a spillover mechanism (via parent-adolescent relationship). Thus. in considering
the marital relationship as the cornerstone for family functioning. in addition to assessing
the direct effect of the marital subsystem on adolescents. assessing its indirect influences
on adolescent adjustment via mother- father- and sibling-adolescent relationships is also
warranted.

Sibling Relationships

Despite the increasing recognition that siblings are a crucial part of most children's



social worlds (Furman & Buhrmester. 1983a). the role of the sibling relationship and its
qualities have been the focus of relatively little empirical attention. It is well-established
that relationships with siblings are particularly high in conflict during pre-adolescence and
early adolescence (Buhrmester. 1992: Furman & Buhrmester. 1992). However, sibling
relationships have also been found to be important sources of intimacy, support, and
companionship for teens (Hetherington & Martin. 1986: Lempers & Clark-Lempers.
1992). Moreover. most voung adults. particularly women. report that their siblings are
both close and important people in their lives (e.g.. Pulakos. 1990). As the importance of
sibling relationships has increasingly been recognized. links between the sibling
relationship and other social relationships. and the contributions of sibling relationships to
individual personality. social and cognitive development. are areas that have begun to
receive empirical investigation (Hetherington. 1994).

Sibling relationships may have an influential effect on children’s emotional
security within the family. which in turn affects their adjustment (Davies & Cummings.
1994). Because sibling relationships are linked both to other family relationships and to
the general emotional climate of the family. it is likely that the influence of the sibling
relationship on adjustment depends on other family factors (Dunn, 1988). Cohesion and
expressiveness in the general family environment, for example. have been found to be
positively associated with closeness in young adult siblings' relationships (Pulakos. 1990).
The affective quality of parent-child relationships (for example. positive affect and
prosocial behavior) has also been found to be linked positively with the affective quality

of sibling relationships (Brody. 1998). Positive father-child relationships have been
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shown to be particularly salient in forecasting sibling relationship quality (Brody.
Stoneman. & McCoy. 1994). Negative interparental relationships, and particularly marital
conflict. may undermine sibling relationships, however. Parents who are more negative.
unaffectionate. and unresponsive. have children who are more hostile, unaffectionate, and
negative in their sibling relationships (Hetherington. 1988). Marital unhappiness and
conflict have been found to be associated with more negativity and less positivity in
children’s sibling relationships (Brody. 1998). On the other hand. it has also been
suggested that supportive sibling relationships may serve a positive. protective function
by buffering against conflictua or distant parent-child relationships (Kerig. 1995). A
satisfving sibling relationship may compensate for other problematic relationships by
providing an alternate positive social context. and the opportunity to develop
interpersonal competence. thereby protecting against the development of adjustment
problems (Parke & Buriel. 1998).

While the contribution of sibling relationships to developmental outcomes may be
best understood within the context of other family relationships (Hetherington. 1994),
they have also been increasingly recognized for their contribution to overall family
harmony or disharmony. and to patterns of child development within the family as well
(Brody. 1998). Recent work suggests that sibling relationships are associated with
adjustment and self-esteem in adolescence. for example. In a study of 39 sibling pairs,
differences in the externalizing behaviour of the older siblings (aged 12 to 13 years). and
in both the internalizing and externalizing behaviour of their younger siblings (aged 10

years) were associated with differences in their sibling relationships (Dunn, Slomkowski.
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Beardsall. & Rende. 1994).

The association between positive parent-child relationships and prosocial sibling
relationships are in accordance with both attachment and social learning theories (Brody.
1998). According to attachment theory. children develop internal representations of
relationships based on their experiences with caregivers. that they subsequently use in
other relationships. Thus. sibling relationships will be coloured by the affective quality of
the parent-child relationship. Social learning theory would similarly argue that children
generalize behaviour patterns from their interactions with parents to their sibling
relationships (Brody. 1998). Children whose relationships with parents (or whose parents’
marital relationships) are typified by conflict and unresolved anger. are more likely to
approach their sibling relationships with aggressive. coercive behaviors (Brody. 1998). In
examining the implications of sibling relationships for adolescent outcomes. social
learning theory might suggest that siblings also learn from one another and model
behavior after each other. In this way. siblings may play a role in precipitating and
sustaining one another’s aggressive behaviour (Hetherington & Martin. 1986).
Attachment theory might recognize siblings as potential attachment figures. which in turn
suggests these relationships would hold implications for adolescents’ emotional security
and therefore their adjustment (cf. Davies & Cummings. 1994). Family systems theory
would argue that as one of many dyadic relationships within the overall system. the
sibling relationship. particularly in interaction with other family subsystems, would play a
role in the prediction of adolescent outcomes.

Although it is possible that problematic sibling relationships are an index of more



general disturbance (Dunn. 1992). qualities of sibling relationships. such as conflict.
affection and warmth nonetheless appear to have developmental significance for child and
adolescent adjustment (Dunn et al.. 1994). To the extent that sibling-adolescent conflict is
normative and may in fact enhance interpersonal skills when it is resolved through
discussion and compromise. a balance of support and conflict in the sibling relationship
may promote positive adjustment (Brody. 1998). Sibling relationships characterized by
extreme levels of conflict promote aggressive behavior (Brody. 1998). while those with
extreme levels of support (to the extent of being enmeshed). though rare. are associated
with internalizing symptoms (Hetherington. 1988).
Multiple Family Subsystems

Despite the family systems view that component family dyads are interrelated and
interdependent. much of the research investigating links between family relationships and
child psychopathology has focused on isolated dyads: typically the parent-child or marital
dvad. However. parent-child relations have infrequently been separately examined as
father-child and mother-child relationships. Indeed. the association between father-child
relationships and sibling relationships with child adjustment and psychopathology are
particularly understudied (Hetherington. 1994; Phares. 1992). More typical of research in
this area is the investigation of global family constructs as they are related to outcomes in
childhood or adolescence. Perhaps not surprisingly, these global constructs have typically
failed to differentiate between factors leading to internalizing and externalizing disorders
in adolescence.

Relatively little work has systematically investigated links between several
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specific family subsystems and adolescent adjustment. The concurrent examination of
multiple family subsystems. however, may determine their relative importance in the
prediction of child psychopathology. as well as highlight which dyads are particularly
associated with different types of problem behaviour (Mathijssen, Koot. Verhulst, De
Bruyn. & Oud 1998). A more detailed understanding. and indeed. the power to
differentiate between problem behaviours may emerge from the investigation of specific
relationship characteristics within specific family subsystems.

With the increased recognition that different family dyads are mutually
interdependent. and as such. the family's influence on the child cannot be understood by
investigating only one dvadic relationship (Mathijssen et al.. 1998). some studies
incorporating multiple family subsystems have recently emerged. Puig-Antich et al.
(1993). for example. investigated the family relationships of adolescents with major
depressive disorder. including marital. mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. and sibling-
adolescent relationships. Their results revealed that depressed adolescents had significant
psychosocial impairments in multiple domains: there were relational difficulties in all
types of dyads assessed. However. while eight characteristics of father- and mother-child
relationships were assessed. relationship quality with siblings was examined using only
one item of a semi-structured interview, unfortunately preventing complete dyadic
comparisons. Moreover, the nature of the participants studied (a clinical sample all of
whom had an internalizing disorder) did not lend itself to an investigation of differential
associations between particular family relationships and outcomes such as externalizing

problems.



Other recent studies of multiple dyads. however, have found some differential
prediction from familial dyads to adolescent symptomatology. Mathijssen et al. (1998)
investigated the association between mother-child. father-child. and marital relationships
and child psychopathology in a sample of 137 families with a child aged 9 to 16 years old
referred for outpatient services. The authors found that qualities of both the mother-child
and marital subsystems were associated with child problem behaviour: mother-child
relationships were linked to externalizing problems while marital relationships were
linked to internalizing problems (Mathijssen et al.. 1998).

In contrast. however. others have contributed evidence suggesting associations
between the parent-child relationship. but not the marital relationship, and both
externalizing and internalizing problems (e.g.. Jouriles et al.. 1987). Further. other
findings suggest that not only are parents’ marital relationships associated with child
adjustment problems. they are particularly associated with externalizing problems (e.g..
Reid & Crisafulli. 1990). Perhaps these contflicting findings are a function of the different
qualities or characteristics of the various relationships that were examined. When the
parents’ marital relationship is operationalized in terms of conflict. it appears particularly
associated with externalizing behaviours: when it is operationalized in terms of justice.
recognition. and trust (i.e.. those investigated by Mathijssen et al., 1998). the marital
relation seems more predictive of internalizing problems. Again. these findings point to
the importance of considering multiple relational characteristics simultaneously. as they

may potentially be differentially associated with adolescent outcomes.



The Present Study

The present study employs a short-term. longitudinal design and includes both
parent and child self-report data. The short-term longitudinal design enables the
investigation of the temporal association between family subsystems and adolescent
psychopathology. In addition. parent and child self-report enables the evaluation of both
mothers’ and adolescents™ perspectives on their relationships and allows for comparisons
of their perspectives. However. more detailed information about family subsystem
characteristics was collected at Time 2. when adolescent adjustment was concurrently
evaluated. Thus. the concurrent (Time 2) data is the present study’s major focus.

Despite documented associations of parent-child. marital and (to a lesser extent)
sibling relationships with adolescent adjustment. few studies have simultaneously
examined their relative contribution or investigated how they interact to predict
adolescent outcome. The theoretical model guiding the present study is constructed so that
the contributions of each subsystem (mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-
adolescent. marital). alone and in combination. can be examined as predictors of both
internalizing and externalizing problems. As shown in Figure 1. for each of the four
subsystems. a composite variable. combining positive relationship characteristics in one
model. and negative relationship characteristics in a second model, will be computed so
that overall prediction from the various subsystems can be determined. For the marital
subsystem. both direct links to adolescent outcome. as well as indirect effects through the
mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. and sibling-adolescent subsystems. will be

examined.



The present study will be guided by this overall model and by four main questions,
as follows. First. what is the relative importance of different family subsystems (mother-
adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent, marital) for the prediction of adolescent
adjustment? It is hypothesized that the subsystems within which adolescents are directly
involved (mother- father- and sibling-adolescent relationships) will be direct predictors of
adolescent adjustment. Stronger associations between the mother-child and father-child
relationships and adolescent outcome are thus expected than between the marital
relationship and adolescent outcome. This postulation is based on evidence that the
parents” marital relationship ar.d adolescent adjustment are only indirectly linked through
the influence of the marital relationship on the parent-child relationship (e.g.. Parke &
Buriel. 1998). Therefore. it is predicted that the influence of the marital subsystem will be
indirect via the mother-adolescent and/or father-adolescent subsystems. The father-
adolescent relationship may be particularly influenced by the marital relationship. but is
also expected to play a unique role in adolescent adjustment. Moreover, in considering the
influence of the parent-adolescent relationship. given that mother-adolescent relationships
are typically among the more close. supportive. and conflictual family relationships. and
that teens spend more time interacting with mothers than fathers, it is expected that the
mother-adolescent subsystem will be central to the prediction of adjustment, and will be
more predictive of outcome (i.e.. a larger unique effect) than the father-adolescent
relationship.

The temporal dimension in the present study enables the investigation of whether

characteristics of family relationships precede adolescent adjustment. and whether they



contribute to changes in adjustment over time. Therefore. conflict in the marital. mother-
adolescent. and father-adolescent subsystems at Time 1 will also be used to predict to
adolescent internalizing and externalizing problems at Time 2, controlling for adolescent
behavior at Time 1. Conversely. the present study will assess whether adolescent problem
behaviour at Time | predicts family relationship characteristics at Time 2. Given the
increased recognition that parents and children mutually influence each other (i.e..
bidirectional effects among relationships. Bell. 1968: Lytton. 1982) adolescents’
externalizing or internalizing problems may in fact precede negative family relationship
characteristics. rather than (or in addition to) vice-versa. This notwithstanding. it is
hypothesized that conflict within these family subsystems will precede adolescent
adjustment problems.

The study’s second question asks about the relative importance of different family
system characteristics (e.g.. conflict. support) for the prediction of adolescent adjustment.
A related question is whether the family subsystems characteristics differentially predict
adolescents’ internalizing and externalizing problems. Following attachment and social
learning theories. it is predicted that conflict frequency and destructive conflict resolution
will be associated with externalizing outcomes. while internalizing outcomes may be
more closely associated with (low levels of) positive interactions (e.g.. support.
closeness). For example. family conflict or confrontational exchanges may make
adolescents themselves more conflictual and more likely to behave in an aggressive,
externalizing manner (Turner & Barrett. 1998).

The present investigation”s third question aims to examine the role of parent and
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adolescent gender for the prediction of adolescent adjustment. It is expected that father-
adolescent relationships may be particularly predictive of adolescent externalizing
problems. However. following findings in which teens identify most strongly with their
same-sex parent. it is predicted that mother-adolescent relationship characteristics will be
more strongly associated with daughters' outcomes. whereas father-adolescent
relationship characteristics will be more strongly associated with sons’ outcomes.

The present study s fourth question aims to investigate how the family subsystems
and their characteristics relate to each other and how they interact in predicting adolescent
adjustment. For example. interaction effects or compensatory effects among the various
subsystems will be examined. Following findings of spillover effects between the quality
of marital and parent-child relationships. positive associations between these family
subsystems are expected. According to the family systems approach. for example. conflict
within one subsystem will spill over to other relationships in the system (Cowan et al..
1996).

Finally. lack of a positive relationships (e.g.. with parents or siblings) may be
considered a risk factor for problematic outcomes. Indeed. previous research suggests that
when lack of a positive family relationship is considered a risk factor. children with no
positive relationships have more problem behaviors than those with either one, two. or
three positive relationships (Mathijssen et al.. 1998). Based these findings and on a
cumulative risk model. where the accumulation of risk factors increases the likelihood of
psychopathology (Sameroff & Seifer. 1983). it is anticipated that adolescents with no

positive relationships with parents will show the most adjustment problems. In contrast. a
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positive relationship with one parent may compensate for having a negative relationship
with the other parent. Furthermore. supportive relationships may have the greatest impact
on adolescent adjustment when they occur in the context of an otherwise conflictual
family environment (cf. O'Connor. Hetherington. & Reiss, 1998). Thus, it is also
predicted that the subsystems will interact such that when the marital subsystem is more
negative (i.e.. higher in conflict). the parent-adolescent subsystems or the sibling-
adolescent subsystem might serve protective functions against adolescent adjustment

problems.
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Metnod
Participants

At Time 1. participants were recruited from the grade 7 and 8 students (N = 460)
attending a local Montreal high school. Of these. 246 students and at least one of their
parents (53.5%) consented for the adolescent to participate. 91 (19.8%) declined to
participate and 119 (25.9%) did not return completed consent forms. Four students left the
school in the course of collecting consents. Of these 246 students who consented to
participate. two participants were absent during one or both phases of data collection (and
on subsequent return visits to the school to collect data from absentees). Therefore. the
final Time | sample included 244 adolescents. 145 girls and 99 boys. A age = 13.1 years
(SD = .84). ranging from 11 to 16 years. Approximately one year later. adolescents (most
now in grades 8 and 9) were recontacted and their participation was requested for vear
two of the study. Of the 244 Time 1 participants. 201 adolescents (82% of the Time |
sample) consented to participate at Time 2'.

T-tests were performed to determine whether significant differences on the
variables of interest existed between adolescents who participated at Time 1 only and
adolescents who participated at both Time 1 and Time 2. The two samples did not differ
significantly in terms of the amount of conflict they reported in their relationships with
their mothers or fathers or in their parents’ martial relationship: nor did they differ in selt-

reported externalizing problems. Adolescents who participated at Time 1 only did.

'Of the 43 participants lost to attrition. 28 did not return completed consent forms at Time
2. five refused to participate at Time 2. and ten moved and/or transferred to another
school between Time 1 and Time 2.
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however. report higher levels of internalizing symptoms (M = 10.69. SD = 9.43) than
those participating at both phases of the study (M = 8.25. SD = 6.54). ¢ (240)=2.01,p<
.05.

The primary focus of the present study was on (and thus the majority of statistical
analyses were conducted with) the Time 2 sample. The Time 2 sample (V' = 201)
consisted of 127 girls and 74 boys. with a mean age of 14.0 years (SD = .80). ranging
from 12 to 16 vears. In terms of their ethnic/cultural background. 64.2% of the Time 2
sample endorsed one of the following categories: English Canadian (33.9%). European
(16.9%). French Canadian (4.0"). Latin American (1.5%). African (1.5%). American
(1.5%). Asian (1.5%). and other (3.4%). One percent of the sample did not report their
ethnic background. and 28.8% reported having two. and 6.0% three ethnic backgrounds.
the majority of which included European. English Canadian. and/or French Canadian
backgrounds. Mean socioeconomic status (SES) was 43.31 (SD = 13.17) for mothers and
43.06 (SD = 13.76) for fathers. characteristic of teachers. social workers. personnel clerks
and sales occupations. and comparable to the average SES in the general population.
based on the Blishen. Carroll. and Moore (1987) index of socioeconomic status-.

The majority of participants were from two-parent families (n = 143. 71.1%.
including 16 step-families). Fifty-four participants were from single-parent families (50
living with mom only and four living with dad only). Data was missing for four

participants who did not respond to the question “who lives in your house with you?".

*The Time | sample was comparable to the Time 2 sample in terms of ethnic background
and SES.
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The majority of participating adolescents (n = 178. 88.6%) reported having siblings. In
response to questions about relationships with their closest-in-age sibling. 47.1% (n =84)
participants described relationships with a brother, while 52.8% (n = 94) described
relationships with a sister. The mean age of the sibling teens described was 13.5 years
(median age = 13.0 years. modal age = 16.0 years).

Mothers of adolescents who participated at Time 1 were also invited to take part in
the study®. One hundred and seventy-five mothers (71.7%) agreed to participate. and
received a set of questionnaires. mailed to their homes. approximately seven months after
Time 1 data collection and four months prior to Time 2 data collection. Seven of these
mothers had moved with no forwarding address. thereby leaving 168 potential
participants. Of these. 95 mothers returned completed packages. a 57% response rate. The
adolescents of 15 of these mothers. however. did not participate at Time 2. Therefore.
data was available from a total of 80 mothers whose adolescents also provided complete
data at Time 2. Upon receipt of the completed questionnaire package. mothers were paid
an honorarium of $10.00. Mother-report measures of adolescent adjustment. family
functioning and subsystem characteristics were parallel to adolescents' self-report
measures at Time 2.

T-test comparisons were conducted to determine whether adolescents whose
mothers participated differed significantly on the measures of interest from teens whose

mothers did not participate. The two samples of teens did not differ significantly on any

*Although fathers were also invited to participate. only 37 fathers returned completed
questionnaire packages. too small a number for meaningful analyses.
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measures. including social support or negative interactions in relationships with their
mothers. fathers. or siblings. reports of social support and negative interactions in their
parents” marital relationships. nor on self-reported externalizing or internalizing
problems.

Procedure

Ethical approval of the larger research project (of which the current study was one
part) was obtained from Concordia University’s internal (departmental and university
level) review committees. A public English-language school board in the Montreal area
was then contacted. and approved the project. Administrators from the school that had
participated in a previous project were contacted. sent a description of the research
project. and gave their permission to conduct the study. A meeting was then held with the
schools teachers to discuss the study and to obtain their permission to allow data
collection during class time.

A month prior to data collection. a brief presentation explaining the study was
given to students in their classrooms. Students were then given a letter describing the
project and a consent form. to be completed by both themselves and by their
parent/guardian (see Appendix A). Whether they chose to participate or not. the names of
all students who returned completed consent forms were entered in a draw for movie
passes and music store gift certificates. All participating students also had their names
entered in a draw for a portable compact disc player. Data collection took place in two
phases. conducted approximately two weeks apart. During phase one. adolescents

completed measures of demographic information and family relationships. During phase
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two. they completed adjustment measures. The questionnaires were administered to the
adolescents in their classroom at school (if more than half of the class chose to
participate). or otherwise in groups of about 15 in a separate room. Nonparticipating
students remained in a separate room with their teachers. Each session lasted
approximately 50 minutes.

The procedure followed at Time 2 was the same as at Time 1. That is, a letter
describing the second vear of the study was sent home with the students. and parental and
student consent was again obtained (see Appendix B). Participating students again
completed a series of questionnaires in two sessions (of 50 minutes each) in groups of 15
to 20 at school (see Appendix C for a list of all relevant measures administered).
Adolescent Report: Adolescent Adjustment Measures

The Child Depression Inventory (CDI). The CDI (Kovacs. 1981, 1.985). a 26-item
self-report measure of children’s depressive symptomatology. served as a measure of
adolescents’ self-reported internalizing symptoms at Time | (see Appendix D). Each item
consists of three alternate sentences reflecting different degrees of a symptom. with higher
scores indicating higher levels of depressive symptoms: participants endorsed that which
best described his/her experiences in the past two weeks. For example, participants
endorsed one of the following statements. "I am sad once in a while...or...I am sad many
times...or...I am sad all the time™. The CDI is a frequently used instrument that has been
documented to be both reliable and valid (e.g.. Kazdin, 1981). In the current sample, the
CDI showed good internal consistency (a = .86).

The Self-Report Delinquency Scale (SRD). The SRD (Elliott. Huizinga. &
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Ageton. 1985) served as a measure of adolescents’ externalizing. acting-out behaviours at
Time 1 (see Appendix E). The SRD is a 39-item measure that assesses both the
prevalence and frequency of involvement in delinquent acts. [tems range in severity from
theft under $5. purchasing alcohol as a minor. and vandalism. to breaking and entering
and assault. For example. participants respond “yes™ or “no™ to items such as “Have you
ever purposely damaged or destroyed property (includes vandalism/graffiti) belonging to
vour school or employer?”. The number of “yes™ responses are then summed in order to
compute a delinquency score for each participant: thus. higher scores reflect more
delinquent behaviours. The SRD has been found to be an internally consistent measure of
delinquent behaviour (for the current sample. & = .91). correlating both with official
delinquency rates and parent and teacher reports of delinquent behaviour (Elliott &
Ageton. 1980: Elliott & Huizinga. 1983: Elliott et al.. 1985).

Youth Self-Report (YSR). At Time 2. adolescents” self-reported internalizing and
externalizing problem behaviours were assessed with a modified version (given the low
base rate among community samples. the items on the Thought Problems subscale were
omitted) of the YSR (Achenbach. 1991a: see Appendix F). The YSR is a commonly used
measure of children’s behaviour problems and there is extensive evidence of its reliability
and validity (Achenbach. 1991a). Participants indicate whether a series of internalizing
symptoms (e.g.. I feel lonely™. “[ cry a lot™. “I worry a lot™) and externalizing symptoms
(e.g.. I cut classes or skip school™. I hang around kids who get in trouble™, “T have a hot
temper”) are "not true”, “sometimes true”. or “very true” of them (scored 0. 1, and 2.

respectively). Internalizing problems are measured by summing scores on the withdrawn
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(7 items). somatic complaints (9 items), and anxious/depressed (16 items) subscales.
while externalizing problems are assessed by summing scores on the delinquent
behaviour (11 items) and aggressive behaviour (19 items) subscales. Higher scores reflect
higher problem behaviours. For the current sample, both scales showed good internal
consistency (a = .92 and .91 for internalizing and externalizing. respectively).
Adolescent Report: Family Relationship Measures.

The Family Issues Questionnaire. Administered at Time 1 and again at Time 2,
the family issues questionnaire assessed coercive interactions (i.e.. conflict) between the
adolescent and each parent (3 items for each parent from Metzler. Noell. Biglan. Ary. &
Smolkowski. 1994: e.g.. "My mom/dad and [ have big arguments about little things": see
Appendix G). Participants responded to each question on a 4-point scale ranging from
“never” to “always™: higher scores indicate higher parental coercive interactions. Both
scales showed acceptable internal consistency in the current sample (for conflict with
mom. & =.75 at Time 1 and .85 at Time 2: for conflict with dad. & = .82 at Time | and
.85 at Time 2).

The Children's Perception of Interparental Conflict Scale (CPIC). At Time 1 and
again at Time 2, adolescents completed a modified 12-item version of the CPIC (Grych,
Seid. & Fincham. 1992). a measure of the frequency (e.g.. "I often see my parents
arguing”). intensity (e.g.. "When my parents have an argument. they yell a lot", and
resolution (e.g.. "When my parents have an argument, they usually work it out" -
Reversed) of parents’ marital conflict (See Appendix H). Respondents indicate whether

each statement is “true”. “sort of true™. or “false™: responses are then summed to create a
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composite score of interparental conflict. with higher scores reflecting higher conflict.
The CPIC has good internal consistency (in the current sample, & = .88 at both Time 1
and at Time 2) and has been validated with parental reports of conflict and child
adjustment measures (Grych et al.. 1992).

The Nenvork of Relationships Inventory (NRI). More detailed information about
adolescents' familial relationships was collected via the NRI at Time 2 (see Appendix I).
To assess characteristics and functioning of their dyadic family relationships. adolescents
completed the NRI (Furman & Burhmester. 1985b). modified to refer to their
relationships with their mother. father. and closest-in-age sibling. The NRI was explicitly
designed to make comparisons across relationships (Furman. 1996) and correlates highly
with a more global measure of the quality of family relationships (Creasy & Jarvis. 1989).
The NRI is a 30-item measure that asks adolescents about seven positive features of their
relationships with their mother. father. and closest-in-age sibling. including
companionship. instrumental aid. intimacy. nurturance. affection. admiration. and reliable
alliance (i.e.. a lasting. reliable bond). Respondents are also asked about two negative
features (conflict. antagonism). and the relative power in each relationship. Although
items pertaining to three additional relationship features (communication, disengagement.
and enmeshment) were added to the NRI in the current study. they were subsequently
dropped from analysis as problematic (see Appendix J for a detailed description).
Adolescents rated the extent to which each of the nine features occurred in each
relationship. on a 5-point Likert scale. Higher scores on each subscale reflect higher levels

of each relationship characteristic. Internal consistencies of scale scores are good. with



typical alphas of .80 (Furman & Buhrmester. 1985, 1992). NRI subscale internal
consistencies (alphas) for the current sample, ranging from .74 to .95. are shown in
Appendix K.

Intercorrelations among the adolescent-report NRI subscales referring to the
adolescent-mother. adolescent-father. adolescent-sibling. and marital dyads (see below)
are presented in Appendix L. Given these patterns of correlations. and as suggested by the
authors of the instrument (Furman & Burhmester. 1992). for each dyadic relationship. the
companionship. instrumental aid. intimacy. nurturance. affection. admiration. and reliable
alliance subscales were combined to form a social support dimension. Internal
consistencies (alphas) were .92. .95. and .92 for social support in the adolescent-mother.
-father. and -sibling dyads. respectively. The conflict and antagonism subscales were
combined to form a negative interaction dimension. Internal consistencies (alphas) were
93..92. and .93 for negative interactions in the adolescent-mother. -father. and
-sibling dyads. respectively. The social support and negative interaction subscales were
used in all subsequent analyses.

The Nerwork of Relationships Inventory (NRI) - Marital. As a means of assessing
adolescents' perceptions of the marital dyad. adolescents completed a second version of
the NRI. modified to refer to their parents’ marital relationship (see Appendix M). All but
two of the original NRI subscales were administered (intimacy and admiration were
dropped to shorten the measure). As detailed above. the companionship, instrumental aid.
nurturance=, affection. reliable alliance subscales were combined (the intimacy and

admiration scales were omitted as unavailable) to form a social support composite (& =

W
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.96): the conflict and antagonism subscales were combined to form a negative interactions
composite (@ = .92). The social support and negative interaction subscales were used in
all subsequent analyses.

The Conflicts and Problem-Solving Scale (CPS). At Time 2. adolescents
completed the CPS (Kerig. 1996). modified to assess their use of conflict resolution
strategies within the three target (mother. father. sibling) dyadic relationships (see
Appendix N). For each item. on a 4-point scale ranging from "never" to "often". subjects
indicated how often they used each resolution strategy. The original CPS consisted of 44
items. loading on six factors (Verbal Aggression. Physical Aggression. Collaboration.
Avoidance-Capitulation. Stalemate. and Child Involvement). and was designed to assess
marital (interparental) conflict. The CPS is a reliable measure: internal consistencies of
the conflict strategies subscales range from alphas of .70 to .86. Evidence of convergent
and discriminant validity with other measures of marital conflict and functioning has also
been found (Kerig. 1996).

For the present study. the Physical Aggression and Child Involvement factors were
dropped. The CPS was further reduced to 20 items that were applicable and appropriate to
conflict resolution within each of the three dyads. For each of the four factors. 5 items
that showed high loadings (i.e.. .30 or higher) on their respective factors were included:
Collaboration (e.g.. "“Try to find a solution that meets both of our needs equally”).
Stalemate (e.g.. "Withdraw love or affection”). Avoidance-Capitulation (e.g., "Try to
ignore the problem. avoid talking about it"). and Verbal Aggression (e.g.. "Raise voice,

vell. shout"). Internal consistencies for the all subscales except collaboration. however.
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were somewhat problematic (see Appendix O). Moreover, the pattern of correlations
among the conflict resolution subscales (see Appendix P) provided empirical support for
combining them. As such. the Stalemate. Avoidance-Capitulation. and Verbal Aggression
subscales were combined to form one scale for each dyad, termed Destructive Conflict
Resolution (e = .82. .81. and .76 for adolescent-mother. -father. and -sibling dyads.
respectively). which were used. along with the Collaboration subscales (« = .84. .89, and
.86 for adolescent-mother. -father. and -sibling dyads. respectively). in all subsequent
analyses.

The Conflicts and Problem-Solving Scale - Marital (CPS). Adolescents also
responded to a truncated version of the CPS (Kerig. 1996) consisting of eight items
adapted to refer to their parents’ (martial) conflict resolution strategies (sce Appendix Q).
Four items. one for each of the four conflict resolution strategies (Collaboration.
Avoidance-Capitulation. Stalemate. and Verbal Aggression) were modified to refer to
mothers ' conflict resolution within the marital relationship. Four parallel items were
adapted to refer to fathers ' use of contlict resolution strategies within the marital
relationship. The corresponding items were then combined to create two subscales:
Collaboration (& = .72) and. by combining the Stalemate, Avoidance-Capitulation, and
Verbal Aggression items (which were correlated between .38 and .53. ps <.001),
Destructive Conflict Resolution (« = .79).

Mother-Report: Adolescent Adjustment Measures
The Child Behaviour Checklist (CBCL). Participating mothers completed the

CBCL (Achenbach. 1991b). a measure that closely parallels the YSR. and similarly
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provides information about adolescents” internalizing and externalizing behaviours (see
Appendix R) . The CBCL was modified for the present investigation by omitting items on
the Thought Problems subscale. As with the YSR, scores on the Withdrawn. Somatic
Complaints. and Anxious-Depressed subscales are summed and represent Internalizing
problems:; scores on the Aggressive Behaviour and Delinquent Behaviour subscales are
summed and reflect Externalizing problems. Reliability and validity of the CBCL are
well-established (Achenbach. 1991b). In the current sample. both the internalizing (a« =
.86) and externalizing scales (« = .91) showed good internal consistency.
Mother-Report: Family Relationship Measures

The Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI). Participating mothers also
completed the NRI (i.e.. all 10 original subscales plus the three additional subscales that
were created for this study but later dropped: parallel to those administered to
adolescents). modified to refer to their relationship with their adolescent and their spouse
(see Appendix S). That is. they reported on the mother-adolescent and marital dyads.
Mothers also completed a second. shortened varsion of the NRI (companionship.
affection. conflict. and antagonism subscales only) modified to refer to their perceptions
of these features in their adolescent's relationship with his/her closest-in-age sibling and
with his/her father. Internal consistencies for each subscale are shown in Appendix T.
Social support (« = .89. for each of adolescent-mother, -father, and -sibling subscales,
and .97 for the marital subscale) and negative interaction (@ = .88. .90. .95. and .93 for
adolescent-mother. -father. -sibling and marital subscales. respectively) composite

variables were used in all analyses.
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The Conflicts and Problem-Solving Scale (CPS). Participating mothers also
completed the collaboration, avoidance-capitulation, stalemate, and verbal aggression
subscales on the CPS (Kerig. 1996). modified to refer to their use of conflict resolution
strategies with (a) their adolescent and (b) their spouse (i.e.. the mother-adolescent and
marital dvads: see Appendix U). Internal consistencies for each subscale are shown in
Appendix O.

Results
Data Reduction

As previously noted. the primary focus of the present study was on (and thus the
majority of statistical analyses were conducted with) the Time 2 sample. Correlations
between the adolescent-report predictor and criterion variables are presented in Table 1.
Correlations among within subsystem predictors are shown in Tables 2. 3, 4, and 5.
Intercorrelations among the social support and negative interaction relationship
characteristics across the various subsystems are shown in Table 6. Correlations among
the conflict resolution strategies are shown in Table 7. As expected. the correlations
among these characteristics were found to reflect the positive associations across
subsystem qualities. In addition. similar to intercorrelations reported in other studies,
adolescents’ self-reported internalizing and externalizing problems (YSR) were positively

correlated. r = .52, p < .001. a finding reflecting the comorbidity between the two (Zahn-

Waxler. Klimes-Dougan. & Slattery. 2000).



Table |

Intercorrelations among Predictor and Criterion Variables.

Predictor Variables

Criterion Variables

YSR YSR
Internalizing Externalizing
Adolescent-mother, -father, -sibling dvads

Social Support - Mother -.24** -38%*
Social Support - Father -.209** -30%*
Social Support - Sibling -.32%* -26**
Negative Interaction - Mother 36%* S0**
Negative Interaction - Father 28** 35%*
Negative Interaction - Sibling A4 A7*
Conflict - Mother (T1) .18* 37**
Conflict - Mother (T2) 36*%* S50**
Conflict - Father (T1) .09 25**
Conflict - Father (T2) ) bl 20%*
Collaboration - Mother -13° -.20%*
Collaboration - Father -.18* - 34x*
Collaboration - Sibling - 17* -26**
Destructive Conflict Resolution - Mother JT7** A4
Destructive Conflict Resolution - Father 26** 24%*
Destructive Conflict Resolution - Sibling 21* A8*

Note. All variables are from Time 2. unless otherwise specified. YSR = Youth Self-

Report.

'p<.10. *p<.05. **p<.0l.



Table 1 (continued)

Intercorrelations among Predictor and Criterion Variables.

Predictor Variables Criterion Variables
YSR YSR
Internalizing Externalizing
Marital dyad
Social Support - Marital -21* -24%
Negative Interaction - Marital 2% 24**
Conflict - Marital (T1) 15* 20%*
Conflict - Marital (T2) 26%* 0%
Collaboration - Marital - 27** -.18*
Destructive Conflict Resolution - Marital 22 20*

Note. All variables are from Time 2. unless otherwise specified. YSR = Youth Self-
Report.

'n<.10. *p<.05. **p<.0l.



Table 2

Correlations among Mother-Adolescent Subsystem Variables (n = 196).

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Social Support (NRI) - -36%+  -38*%* -46** 60** - 20**
2. Negative Interaction (NRI) - A4 4% -49%*  48**
3. Conflict (T1: FI) - ST+ =34 37
4. Conflict (T2: FI) - -46** 54**
5. Collaborative CR (CPS) - -21%*
6. Destructive CR (CPS) -

Note. All variables are from Time 2. unless otherwise specified. CR = conflict resolution:
NRI = Network of Relationships Inventory: FI = Family Issues: CPS = Conflict and
Problem Solving Scale.

**p < 01,

Table 3

Correlations among Father-Adolescent Subsystem Variables (n = 190).

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Social Support (NRI) - -28%F J35%x _q6** 67 .12
2. Negative Interaction (NRI) - A6** 67** k] LA T A
3. Conflict (T1: FI) - 43%* -26%*  23%*
4. Conflict (T2: FI) - - 44 40%*
5. Collaborative CR (CPS) - -.03

6. Destructive CR (CPS) -

Note. All variables are from Time 2. unless otherwise specified. CR = conflict resolution;
NRI = Network of Relationships Inventory: FI = Family Issues: CPS = Conflict and
Problem Solving Scale.

tp <10, **p < 01.



Table 4

Correlations among Sibling-Adolescent Subsystem Variables (n = 176).

1 2 3 4
1. Social Support (NRI) - - 19%* S5%* -.18*
2. Negative Interaction (NRI) - -.38%* 45+
-25%*

3. Collaborative CR (CPS) -
4. Destructive CR (CPS) -

Note. All variables are from Time 2. unless otherwise specified. CR = conflict resolution:
NRI = Network of Relationships Inventory: CPS = Conflict and Problem Solving Scale.

*p <.05.**p < Ol

Table 5

Correlations among Marital Subsystem 1'ariables (n = 166).

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Social Support (NRI) - -d7**x L 56%* -68*%*  52%* _34**
2. Negative Interaction (NRI) - 67** AL X LA ¥ b
3. Conflict (T1: CPIC) - e & A2
4. Conflict (T2: CPIC) - -59%*% 48+
5. Collaborative CR (CPS) - -2 %*
6. Destructive CR (CPS) -

Note. All variables are from Time 2. unless otherwise specified. CR = conflict resolution:
NRI = Network of Relationships Inventory; CPIC = Children’s Perception of Interparental
Conflict Scale CPS = Conflict and Problem Solving Scale.

*xp < 0l
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Table 6

NRI Social Support and Negative Interactions: Across Subsystem Correlations.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.SS-mother -  .50** .47** 40** -36** .02 -.02 -12
2. SS-father - 35%*  52*+ - 18+  -28** -0l -33**
3. SS-sibling - 28**  -1T7* -.14 - 19** -.18*
4. SS-marital - -30** -.09 -.09 -47**
5. Nl-mother - 34 26** 29%*
6. Nl-father - 5% 42**
- 20

7. Nl-sibling

8. Nl-marital

Note. SS = social support: NI = negative interactions.

*p<.05. **p<.0l.
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Table 7

CPS Conflict Resolution Strategies: Across Subsystem Correlations.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Adol - Mother - 6O 48** 38 LD+ 01 -.08 -20**
Collaborative CR
2. Adol - Father - 46**  50**¢  -21**  -03 -.04 -.16*
Collaborative CR
3. Adol - Sibling - 30**  -.19%* .10 -25*+ - 18*
Collaborative CR
4. Marital - -.09 -.02 -00 e b
Collaborative CR
5. Adol - Mother - 66**  65** 5k
Destructive CR
6. Adol - Father - 63** 0%
Destructive CR

- 33**

7. Adol - Sibling
Destructive CR

8. Marital
Destructive CR

Note. Adol= adolescent: CR = conflict resolution.

*p <.05. **p<.0l.



Preliminary Analyses

Adolescents” self-reported internalizing and externalizing scores (YSR) were
significantly positively skewed and subjected to a square root transformation for analysis.
For ease of comprehension. original means are reported (although significance tests are
based on transformed data). Means and standard deviations for all adolescent-report
predictor and criterion variables are presented separately for male (» = 74) and female (n
= 127) participants in Table 8. T-tests indicated no significant gender differences on
measures of social support. negative interactions. or conflict in adolescent-mother.
adolescent-father. adolescent-s'bling. or marital dyads. However. significant gender
differences were found in adolescents reports of conflict resolution strategies.
Specifically. compared to boys. girls reported more use of collaboration in resolving
conflict with their mothers. r (196) = 1.96. p < .03. with their fathers. ¢ (190) = 2.56. p <
.05. and with their siblings. ¢ (175) = 2.63. p <.01. Girls also reported that their parents
used more collaboration in their resolution of marital conflict. ¢ (173) =2.23. p <.05.
Finally. girls reported having significantly more internalizing adjustment problems on the
YSR than boys. ¢ (197) =3.17. p < .01.

Means and standard deviations of ali adolescent-report predictor and criterion
variables are presented separately for participants from intact (n = 127) and blended (n =
16) families in Table 9. T-tests were conducted to determine whether significant
differences existed between the two groups on any of the variables. Only the social

support from dad. r (139) = 3.31. p <.01. and marital social support. r (140) =2.08. p <

.05. subscales differed significantly. with both being higher in the intact families.



Table 8

Means and Standard Deviations of Time 2 Predictor and Criterion Variables for Males

and Females
Males Females
Variable M SD M SD t

Adolescent -Mother, -Father. -Sibling

Dyads
Social Support - Mother 3.67 0.68 367 078 0.02
Social Support - Father 3.38 0.85 326 090 -0.89
Social Support - Sibling 3.30 0.67 338 084 0.61
Negative Interaction - Mother 246 1.06 250 1.06 0.22
Negative Interaction - Father 2.25 0.94 2,19  1.02 -0.34
Negative Interaction - Sibling 3.27 1.15 320 117 -0.37
Conflict - Mother 0.93 0.85 1.14 089 1.62°
Conflict - Father 0.82 0.86 079 082 -0.18
Collaboration - Mother 1.97 0.69 2,17 067 1.96*
Collaboration - Father 1.71 0.82 202 077 2.56*
Collaboration - Sibling 1.54 0.78 1.86 079  2.63**
Destructive CR - Mother 1.27 0.51 141 055 1.76
Destructive CR - Father 1.18 0.53 1.29 055 1.35
Destructive CR - Sibling 1.45 0.53 1.47 051 0.81]

Marital Dyad
Social Support - Marital 3.27 1.18 358 1.00 1.81
Negative Interaction - Marital 2.28 0.85 219 098 -0.61
Conflict- Marital 1.69 0.47 1.64 048 -0.68
Collaboration-Marital 2.07 0.78 232 067 2.23*
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Table 8 (continued)

Means and Standard Deviations of Time 2 Predictor and Criterion Variables for Males

and Females
Variable Males Females
M SD M SD t

Marital Dyad (continued)

Destructive CR - Marital 1.10 0.69 0.93 0.65 -1.59
Adolescent Adjustment

YSR Internalizing 10.54 7.96 15.18 1090 3.17**

YSR Externalizing 14.19 9.83 14.64 9.68 0.3l

Note. CR = conflict resolution.

**p<.0l. *p<.05. '‘p<.10. "p<.13



Table 9

Means and Standard Deviations of Time 2 Predictor and Criterion Variables for

Adolescents from Intact and Blended Families.

Intact Blended
Variable M SD M SD t
Adolescent - Mother, -Father,
-Sibling Dyads
Social Support - Mother 3.73 0.68 3.60 089 0.67
Social Support - Father 3.49 0.76 2.81 0.88  3.31**
Social Support - Sibling 3.41 0.76 3.14 0.88 1.23
Negative Interaction - Mother 2.34 0.99 2.30 1.13  0.15
Negative Interaction - Father 2.28 0.97 247 1.30 -0.72
Negative Interaction - Sibling 3.31 .11 3.13 123 0.59
Conflict - Mother 1.00 0.90 0.87 0.73  0.56
Conflict - Father 0.84 0.83 1.06 099 -0.94
Collaboration - Mother 2.16 0.65 2.14 0.74  0.08
Collaboration - Father 2.02 0.72 1.77 0.77 1.27
Collaboration - Sibling 1.80 0.77 1.52 0.90 1.33
Destructive CR - Mother 1.41 0.47 1.30 0.51 -0.82
Destructive CR - Father 1.28 0.51 1.32 0.63 -0.31
Destructive CR - Sibling 1.46 0.50 1.58 0.48 -0.89
Marital Dyad
Social Support - Marital 3.76 0.81 3.28 1.12 2.08*
Negative Interaction - Marital 2.13 0.84 2.51 1.14  -1.57
Conflict - Marital 1.55 0.42 1.75 0.59 -1.71"°
Collaboration - Marital 2.35 0.63 2.09 0.82 1.47
Destructive CR - Marital 0.96 0.68 1.09 0.57 -0.73




Table 9 (continued)
Means and Standard Deviations of Time 2 Predictor and Criterion Variables for

Adolescents from Intact and Blended Families.

Intact Blended
Variable M SD M SD t
Adolescent adjustment
YSR Internalizing 12.80 10.11 13.25 944 -0.16
YSR Extemnalizing 13.82 9.63 16.00 794 -0.86

Note. CR = conflict resolution.

**p<.01.*p<.05. 'p<.10.
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Two hierarchical regressions, one with social support and one with negative
interactions were conducted to further investigate the influence of type of two-parent
family (intact or blended) on adolescents’ internalizing problems. In the first regression.
type of two-parent family was entered on step one: social support-mom. social support-
dad. and social support-sibling was entered on step two: and three interaction terms (type
of two-parent farnily by social support-mom. by social support-dad. and by social support-
sibling) were entered at step three. In the second regression. type of two-parent family was
again entered on step one: negative interaction-mom. negative interaction-dad. and
negative interaction-sibling was entered on step two: and three interaction terms (type of
two-parent family by negative interaction-mom. by negative interaction-dad. and by
negative interaction-sibling) were entered at step three. These two regressions were also
conducted with externalizing problems as the dependent variable. In all four of the above
regressions. step one (type of two-parent family) and step three (two-way interactions
between type of two-parent family and social support or negative interactions) never
emerged as statistically significant. Given the results that type of two-parent family (intact
or blended) and interactions involving type of two-parent family were nonsignificant,
participants from blended families were combined with participants from intact families
into one group (adolescents from two-parent families) for all subsequent analyses.

Means and standard deviations of all adolescent-report predictor and criterion

variables are presented separately for participants from two-parent (n = 143) and
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single-mother (n = 50)* families in Table 10. T-tests were conducted to determine
whether significant differences existed between the two family structure groups on any of
the variables. Compared to teens from two-parent families. adolescents from single-
mother families reported significantly less social support from dad. ¢ (180) = -2.95, p <
.01. less use of collaboration as a conflict resolution strategy with dad. r (182) =-2.49.p <
.05. fewer negative interactions with dad. ¢ (180) = -2.05. p <.05, and more negative
interactions with mom. ¢ (188) = 3.62. p < .001.

As the present study has as its focus the simultaneous investigation of the
associations (and potential inte-actions) of several family subsystems (adolescent-mother.
adolescent-father. adolescent-sibling. marital) with adolescent adjustment. analyses were
first conducted with participants from two-parent families with siblings who responded to
questions about their relationships with their mothers and their fathers (n =1 31). Then. in
the interest of investigating differences between single-mother (7 = 50) and two-parent
families (n = 143). participants from both groups were included in analyses evaluating the
associations among mother-adolescent. father-adolescent’. and sibling-adolescent
subsystems with adolescent adjustment.

The present study’s first two questions involved evaluating the relative importance
of the four family subsystem (mother-adolescent, father-adolescent, sibling-adolescent,

and marital) characteristics. for the prediction of (a) adolescent internalizing problems and

*The four father-only single parent families were omitted from analyses as too small a
sample.

*Forty-one of the 50 adolescents from single-mother families responded to questions
about their relationships with their fathers.
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Table 10
Means and Standard Deviations of Time 2 Predictor and Criterion Variables for

Adolescents from Two-Parent and Single-Mother Families.

Two-Parent Single-Mother

Variable M SD M SD t

Adolescent -Mother. -Father,

-Sibling dvads
Social Support - Mother 3.72 0.71 3.62 077 -0.79
Social Support - Father 3.41 0.80 2.96 1.03  -2.95*%*
Social Support - Sibling 3.38 0.78 3.26 084 -0.75
Negative Interaction - Mother 2.33 1.00 2.96 1.12 3.62%**
Negative Interaction - Father 2.30 1.01 1.94 0.88 -2.05*
Negative Interaction - Sibling 3.29 1.12 2.99 1.25  -1.41
Conflict - Mother 0.99 0.88 1.27 091 189!
Conflict - Father 0.87 0.85 0.58 080 -1.96°
Collaboration - Mother 2.16 0.66 1.97 0.71 -1.64
Collaboration - Father 1.99 0.73 1.64 098 -2.49*
Collaboration - Sibling 1.77 0.79 1.55 083 -149
Destructive CR - Mother 1.31 0.50 1.46 0.63 1.65"
Destructive CR - Father 1.28 0.52 1.10 062 -1.84'
Destructive CR - Sibling 1.47 0.49 1.43 0.60 -045

Adolescent Adjustment
YSR Internalizing 12.85 10.01 1530 10.68 145
YSR Externalizing 14.07 9.46 16.12  10.74 127

Note. CR = conflict resolution.

#+4p < 001, **p < .01. *p<.05. 'p<.10.
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(b) adolescent externalizing problems. Also of interest was examining the role of parent
and adolescent gender in these predictions. To address these questions, (a) social support.
(b) negative interactions/conflict. and (c) conflict resolution strategies were evaluated via
hierarchical regression analyses. Comparisons were conducted between the four family
subsystems on each of the above-named relationship characteristics®.
Social Support: Direct Effects of the Adolescent-Mother, -Father, -Sibling, and Marital
Dyads

It was hypothesized that the adolescent-mother and adolescent-father dyads would
show the strongest associations with adolescent outcomes. and that social support within
these dyads would be associated with internalizing problems in particular. A hierarchical
multiple regression analysis was first conducted with social support in each subsystem as
independent variables and adolescent internalizing problems as the dependent variable.
The same analysis was then conducted with externalizing problems as the dependent
variable. For both analyses. sex of adolescent was entered at step one: social support in
the mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent. and marital dyads were
entered at step two: and four interaction terms. created by the product of adolescent sex (0
= female. 1 = male) by each of the four social support variables, were entered at step
three.

Internalizing problems. For the prediction of internalizing problems (n = 131). the

overall regression was signiticant. F (9.121) = 5.15. p <.001 (see also Table 11).

*As shown in Appendix V. the relationship characteristics as predictors were also
compared within each family subsystem.
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Table 11

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Social Support Variables Predicting

Adolescent Internalizing Problems (N = 131).

Variable B SE B B

Step |

Sex -0.77 0.22 -28**
Step 2

Social Support - Mother 0.04 0.18 -.02

Social Support - Father -0.52 0.16 -32%*

Social Support - Sibling -0.24 0.15 -.14

Social Support - Marital 0.08 0.13 -.00
Step 3

Sex X Social Support - Mother  0.20 0.42 28

Sex X Social Support - Father -0.10 0.35 -14

Sex X Social Support - Sibling ~ 0.15 0.32 19

Sex X Social Support - Marital  -0.13 0.28 -.18

Note. R®=.08.p< .01 for Step 1: AR"=.19.p < .01 for Step 2. AR" = .00, ns for Step 3.

**p <.0l.



Adolescent sex emerged as a significant predictor at step one. with girls reporting
significantly more internalizing problems than boys. R =.08.AR =.08. F(1.129) =
11.48. p <. O1. At step two. the social support variables as a block significantly predicted
adolescent internalizing problems. AR™= .19, F (4, 125) = 8.20, p < .001; social support
from father was the only unique predictor (sr* = .06, p < .01). Therefore. as expected.
social support was negatively related to internalizing problems. The sex by social support
interaction terms. entered at step three. did not emerge as statistically significant.

A second hierarchical regression was conducted. without the marital dyad
variables. on participants with siblings from both two-parent and single-mother families
(n = 163: see also Table 12). Sex of adolescent and family structure (single-mother or
two-parent) were entered at step one: social support in each of the mother-adolescent.
father-adolescent. and sibling-adolescent dyads were entered at step two: and three
interaction terms. created by the product of family structure (0 = single-mother. 1 = two-
parent) by each of the social support variables. were entered at step three. Two-way
interactions (adolescent sex by each of the thiee social support variables. and adolescent
sex by family structure) were also investigated. but did not reach statistical significance
and are therefore not reported here.

The overall regression was significant, F (8, 154) = 7.84, p <.001. Adolescent sex
and family structure as a block were significant at step one. R’ =.08. F (2, 160) = 6.88, p <
.01: however. sex was the only unique predictor (girls reporting significantly more
internalizing problems than boys). s = .06. p <. 01. At step two. the social support

variables as a block significantly predicted. AR* = .15. F (3. 157) = 10.75. p < .001; social
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Table 12
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Social Support Variables Predicting

Adolescent Internalizing Problems for Teens from Two-Parent and Single-Mother

Families (N = 163).

Variable B SE B B

Step 1

Sex -0.67 0.20 -25%*

Family Structure -0.45 0.25 -13
Step 2

Social Support - Mother 0.06 0.15 .00

Social Support - Father -0.30 0.12 -.20*

Social Support - Sibling -0.45 0.13 S27%*
Step 3

Family Structure X Social Support - Mother -0.25 0.34 -.30

Family Structure X Social Support - Father -0.62 0.26 =72

Family Structure X Social Support - Sibling 0.68 0.30 .79*

Note. R*=.08. p < .01 for Step 1: AR" = .15, p < .01 for Step 2: AR" = .05. p <.05
for Step 3.

**+p<.01. *p<.05.
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support from adolescents” closest-in-age sibling (sr =06, p <.001) and from fathers (sr
= .06, p <. 05) were unique predictors. The family structure by social support interaction
terms. entered at step three. as a block were also significant AR = .05. F(3.154)=3.84,
p < .05: with family structure by social support from father (sr*= .02, p <.05) and family
structure by social support from sibling (s =.02. p < .01) emerging as unique predictors.

Follow-up regression analyses. with adolescent-mother. adolescent-father, and
adolescent-sibling social support and predicting separately to each sample of adolescents
(i.e.. from two-parent families and single-mother families) were conducted to isolate these
interaction effects. Results rev. aled that low social support from father (B =-.35. sr*=
.08. p < .01) significantly predicted internalizing problems for adolescents from two-
parent families only. R*=.18. F (3. 128) = 9.58. p < .001. replicating findings reported for
that sample alone. In contrast. for adolescents from single-mother families, low social
support from their sibling (f = -.63. sr=33.p <.001) was a significant predictor of
internalizing problems. R* = 34. F (3.27)=4.78.p < Ol

Externalizing problems. For the prediction of externalizing problems from the
social support variables (7 = 131). the overall regression was significant. £ (9. 121) =
4.35, p < .001 (see also Table 13). Step one, (sex of adolescent) did not emerge as
significant, R* =.00. F (1. 129)= 42. ns. At step two, the social support variables as a
block significantly predicted. AR" = .22, F (4, 125) = 9.22, p < .001; social support from
mother (s~ = .03, p < .05) and from father (s = .06, p < .01) both uniquely predicted
adolescents reports of externalizing problems. The sex by social support interaction

terms. entered at step three. did not emerge as statistically significant.
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Table 13

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Social Support Variables Predicting

Adolescent Externalizing Problems (N = 131).

Variable B SEB B

Step 1

Sex -0.14 0.21 -.05
Step 2

Social Support - Mother -0.37 0.17 -.23*

Social Support - Father -0.46 0.14 I R

Social Support - Sibling 0.06 0.14 .04

Social Support - Marital 0.01 0.12 -.00
Step 3

Sex X Social Support - Mother -0.10 0.39 -0.15

Sex X Social Support - Father -0.35 0.32 -0.51

Sex X Social Support - Sibling 0.27 0.30 0.37

Sex X Social Support - Marital 0.24 0.26 0.37

Note. R° = .00. ns for Step 1: AR'=.22. p < .001 for Step 2. AR = .01. ns for Step 3.

*p < .05. **p< 0l
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A second hierarchical regression was conducted. without the marital dyad variables, on
participants from both two-parent and single-mother families (n =163). Sex of adolescent
and family structure (two-parent or single-mother) were entered at step one: social support
in each of the mother-adolescent. father-adolescent, and sibling-adolescent dyads were
entered at step two: and three interaction terms, created by the product of family structure
(0 = single-mother. 1 = two-parent) by each of the social support variables. were entered
at step three. Two-way interactions (adolescent sex by each of the three social support
variables. and adolescent sex by family structure) were also investigated. but did not reach
statistical significance and are therefore not reported here. The overall regression was
significant. F (8. 154) = 6.54. p <.001 (see also Table 14). Step one. adolescent sex and
family structure. was not significant. R* =.01. F (2. 160) = 0.90. ns. At step two. the social
support variables as a block were significant. AR =.15. F(3.157)=9.72. p < .001. with
social support from mother emerging as a unique predictor (sr=.02. p <.05). Once
again. the family structure by social support interaction terms. entered as a block at step
three. were also significant. AR- = .08. F (3. 154) = 6.01, p <.001: with family structure
by social support from father (s~ = .04. p <.01) and family structure by social support
from sibling (s7° = .04. p < .01) emerging as unique predictors.

Follow-up regression analyses. with adolescent-mother. adolescent-father, and
adolescent-sibling social support and predicting separately to each sample of adolescents
(i.e.. from two-parent families and single-mother families) were conducted to explore
these interaction effects. As noted previously. results revealed that low social support

from father (B =-.32. s7° = .07. p < .01) significantly predicted externalizing problems for
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Table 14

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Social Support Variables Predicting

Adolescent Externalizing Problems for Teens from Two-Parent and Single-Mother

Families (N =163).

Variable B SEB B
Step |
Sex -0.16 0.19 -.06
Family Structure -0.25 0.23 -.08
Step 2
Social Support - Mother -0.32 0.15 -20*
Social Support - Father -0.19 0.12 -.14
Social Support - Sibling -0.19 0.12 -13
Step 3
Family Structure X Social Support - Mother -0.24 0.32 -32
Family Structure X Social Support - Father -0.74 0.25 -95%*
Family Structure X Social Support - Sibling 0.80 0.28 1.02%*

Note. R° = .01. ns for Step 1: AR" = .15. p < .01 for Step 2: AR- = .08. p < .01 for Step 3.

++p < 01. *p < .05.
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adolescents from two-parent families only. R® = .22, F (3. 128) = 12.51. p<. 001. In
contrast. for adolescents from single-mother families, low social support from their
closest-in-age sibling (B = -.52. sr* = .23. p < .01) was significantly associated with

externalizing problems. R* = .31. F(3.27) = 4.16, p <.05.

In sum. as hypothesized. social support in the family subsystems significantly
predicted internalizing outcomes. Associations with externalizing problems in
adolescence also emerged. As predicted. the adolescent-mother and adolescent-father
dvads showed strong associations with teen outcomes. however these results were
qualified somewhat. as follows. For teens from two-parent families. low social support in
the adolescent-father dyad was uniquely associated with more internalizing and
externalizing problems. whereas for teens from single-mother families. low social support
in the adolescent-sibling dyad was uniquely associated with more internalizing and
externalizing outcomes. Social support in the adolescent-mother subsystem also
contributed uniquely to externalizing outcomes for teens from two-parent families,
although most of the variance explaining externalizing problems was shared among the
three dyads.

Social Support: Indirect Effects of the Marital Dyad

It was hypothesized that the marital dyad would have an indirect effect on
adolescent outcomes: the influence of the marital subsystem was postulated to be
mediated by the family subsystems within which adolescents were directly involved (i.e..

mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent; see also Figure 1). A series of
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hierarchical regressions were conducted in order to evaluate these indirect effects’.

A given variable is said to function as a mediator if it accounts for the relation
between the predictor and the criterion (Baron & Kenny, 1986). As noted previously, the
conditions necessary to demonstrate mediation were present. That is, marital social
support was significantly correlated with both internalizing and externalizing problems
(see Table 1) and with mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. and sibling-adolescent social
support (see Table 6). which themselves were also associated with both outcomes.

In evaluating the indirect effect of the marital dyad. associations between social
support in the marital dyad and internalizing problems were first established. For the
prediction of internalizing problems. the overall regression was significant. F'(3. 137) =
7.84. p < .001. Sex of adolescent was entered at step one as a control variable and was

significant. R*=.09. F (1. 139) = 13.80. p < .01. Social support in the marital dyad.

entered at step two. added significantly to the prediction of internalizing problems AR’
.06. F(1.138)=9.07. p < .01. For the prediction of externalizing problems. the overall
regression was significant. F (3. 137)=4.38. p < .01. Sex of adolescent was entered at
step one as a control variable but was not significant. R =.00, F(1,139)=0.31, ns.
Social support in the marital dyad. entered at step two, added significantly to the
prediction of externalizing problems, AR = .08. F (1, 138) = 12.62. p <.01.

Two hierarchical regressions were then conducted to investigate the relationship

between marital social support and (a) internalizing and (b) externalizing problems

" Given that the cases to parameter ratio should be at least 10:1 (Kline. 1998). the sample
size (n = 142) was insufficient to test the model (Figure 1: 18 parameters) using
structural equation modelling as was originally planned.
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controlling for the effects of adolescent-mother. adolescent-father. and adolescent-sibling
social support. Sex of adolescent was entered at step one, social support in the adolescent-
mother. adolescent-father. and adolescent-sibling dyads were entered as a block at step
two, and social support in the marital dyad was entered at step three. Interactions between
sex of adolescent and social support in each dyad (mother-adolescent, father-adolescent,
sibling-adolescent. and marital) were entered as a block at step four. but did not reach
significance in either of the following two regressions.

For the prediction of internalizing problems. the overall regression was significant.
F(9.121)=5.15. p <.001. As previously reported. sex of adolescent. entered at step one
as a control variable. was significant R* = .08. F (1. 129) = 11.48. p <.01. As a block,
consistent with analyses conducted previously. social support in the mother-adolescent.
father-adolescent. and sibling-adolescent dyads. entered at step two. added significantly to
the prediction of internalizing outcomes. AR™ =.19. F (3. 126) = 11.01. p <.001. Social
support in the marital dyad. entered at step three, did not add significantly to the
prediction of adolescent internalizing problems. AR =.00. F (1. 125)= .01, ns.

For the prediction of externalizing problems, the overall regression was
significant. F (9. 121) = 4.35. p <.001. As previously reported. sex of adolescent. entered
at step one as a control variable. was not significant R =.00.F(1,129)=0.42,ns. As a
block. consistent with previously reported findings, social support in the mother-
adolescent. father-adolescent. and sibling-adolescent dyads. entered at step two, added
significantly to the prediction of externalizing outcomes. AR =22, F(3.126)=1239.p

< .001. Social support in the marital dyad. entered at step three. did not add significantly
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to the prediction of adolescent externalizing problems, AR = .01. F(1,125)= .57, ns.

In sum. as hypothesized. the association between social support in the marital dyad
and adolescent adjustment outcomes (both internalizing and externalizing problems)
appears to be an indirect one. mediated by social support in the family subsystems within
which the adolescent is more directly involved.

Positive Parental Relationships and Adolescent Adjustment

The present study also aimed to investigate how adolescent adjustment problems
were associated with the number of positive parental relationships teens reported. It was
anticipated that adolescents with no positive parental relationships would show the most
adjustment problems. However. it was also expected that having one or more positive
relationships within the subsystems of interest would have a compensatory effect. For
example. a positive relationship with one parent may compensate for having a negative
relationship with the other parent.

A new variable. representing the number of positive relationships adolescents had
with their parents. was created as follows. For each dyad (mother-adolescent. father-
adolescent). teens were divided into two groups. based on median splits. reflecting high
versus low social support scores on the NRI. For each dyad. teens were considered to have
a positive relationship (i.e.. in the high social support group) when they scored above the
median (Mdn = 3.76 and 3.47 for social support from mother and social support from
father. respectively). A summed score was then created to reflect the number of positive
relationships that the adolescent had: 0 (n=70). 1 (n=37) . or 2(n=175).

A 3 X 2 X2 ANOVA. conducted with the number of positive parent-adolescent
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relationships (two positive relationships. one positive relationship. no positive
relationship). family structure (two-parent or single-mother). and adolescent sex as the
independent variables and adolescents’ internalizing problems as the dependent variable.
revealed a positive association between the number of positive relationships and teens’
internalizing problems. F (2. 182) = 5.50. p < .01. Post-hoc analyses revealed that while
teens with no (M = 14.83. SD = 9.31) or one (M = 16.23. SD = 10.78) positive parental
relationship showed similar levels of internalizing disturbance to one another, they
differed significantly from teens with two positive parental relationships (/= 10.37. 8D =
10.02). Thus. having two positive parental relationships was associated with fewer
internalizing problems. None of the interaction effects reached significance.

A somewhat different pattern emerged. however. when the association between
positive parental relationships and adolescents™ externalizing problems were examined.
As with internalizing problems. a significant association emerged between the number of
positive relationships and externalizing problems. F (2. 183) =7.56, p < .01. Post-hoc
analyses revealed that teens with one (A =13.13, SD = 9.05) or two (M = 10.69. 8D =
8.69) positive parental relationships showed similar levels of disturbance to one another
and diftered significantly from teens with no positive parental relationships (/= 18.57,
SD = 8.76). Thus. contrary to internalizing problems. one positive parental relationship
was associated with a decrease in teens’ externalizing problems. Therefore. the hypothesis
that one positive parental relationship could compensate for a negative relationship with

the other parent was partially supported.



Negative Interactions: Direct Effects of the Adolescent-Mother. -Father, -Sibling, and
Marital Dyads

Having examined the association between a positive relationship characteristic
(social support) and adolescent adjustment. it was then of interest to investigate
associations between a negative relationship characteristic and adolescent outcomes.
Again. it was anticipated that the adolescent-mother and adolescent-father dyads would
show the strongest associations with teen outcomes. Negative interactions within these
dvads (and particularly the adolescent-father dyad) were anticipated to show strong
associations with externalizing problems in particular.

Negative interactions (a composite variable. based on an average of the NRI
subscales conflict and antagonism). served as the negative relationship characteristic for
analysis. This variable was chosen for analysis as it was moderately to highly correlated
with Time | and Time 2 conflict as assessed by The Family Issues and CPIC
questionnaires (see Tables 2. 3. and 5). and was available for each of the subsystems of
interest (mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent, and marital).

Similar to the social support analyses described previously. a hierarchical multiple
regression analysis was first conducted with negative interactions in each subsystem as
independent variables and adolescent internalizing problems as the dependent variable.
The same analysis was then conducted with externalizing problems as the dependent
variable. For both analyses. sex of adolescent was entered at step one; negative
interactions in each of the mother-adolescent, father-adolescent, sibling-adolescent, and

marital dvads were entered at step two; and four interaction terms. created by the product
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of adolescent sex (0 = female. 1 = male) by each of the negative interaction variables,
were entered at step three. Adolescent sex main effects revealed that, as before, girls
reported more internalizing problems than boys. Due to the redundancy of these findings
with previous analyses, these and the family structure main effects, where entered as
control variables. are not repeated here.

Internalizing problems. For the prediction of internalizing problems (n = 131). the
overall regression was significant. F (9.121) = 5.67, p <.001 (see also Table 15). At step
two. although there were no unique predictors. the negative interaction variables as a
block significantly predicted internalizing problems, AR =16, F(4.125)=6.51.p<
.001. The sex by negative interactions interaction terms. entered at step three. were not
statistically significant.

A second hierarchical regression was conducted. without the marital dyad
variables. on participants from both two-parent and single-mother families (1 = 163). Sex
of adolescent and family structure (two-parent or single-mother) were entered at step one:
negative interactions in each of the mother-adolescent. father-adolescent, and sibling-
adolescent dyads were entered at step two: and three interaction terms. created by the
product of family structure (0 = single-mother. 1 = two-parent) by each of the negative
interaction variables, were entered at step three. Two-way interactions (adolescent sex by
each of the three negative interaction variables. and adolescent sex by family structure)
were also investigated. but did not reach statistical significance and are therefore not

reported here.

The overall regression was significant. F (8. 154) = 7.54, p <.001 (see Table 16).

85



Table 15
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Negative Interaction Variables

Predicting Adolescent Internalizing Problems (N = 131).

Variable B SEB B

Step |

Sex -0.77 0.22 -28%*
Step 2

Negative Interaction - Mother 0.17 0.11 A3

Negative Interaction - Father 0.2 0.12 16!

Negative Interaction - Sibling 0.16 0.10 d4°

Negative Interaction - Marital 0.14 0.14 .09
Step 3

Sex X Negative Interaction - Mother  -0.29 0.28 =27

Sex X Negative Interaction - Father 0.64 0.28 .61

Sex X Negative Interaction - Sibling  -0.44 0.21 -.60

Sex X Negative Interaction - Marital  -0.03 0.31 -.03

Note. R°= .08, p< .01 for Step 1: AR" = .16, p < .01 for Step 2: AR" = .03, ns for Step 3.
‘p<.10. **p < .01
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Table 16
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Negative Interaction Variables
Predicting Adolescent Internalizing Problems for Teens from Two-Parent and Single-

Mother Families (N = 163).

Variable B SEB B

Step 1

Sex -0.67  0.20 -25%*

Family Structure -0.45 0.25 -.13
Step 2

Negative Interaction - Mother 0.28 0.09 23%*

Negative Interaction - Father 0.30 0.10 23%*

Negative Interaction - Sibling 0.06 0.08 .05
Step 3

Family Structure X Negative Interaction - Mother ~ -0.27 0.21 -27

Family Structure X Negative Interaction - Father -0.30 0.26 -.30

Family Structure X Negative Interaction - Sibling 0.31 0.19 .39

Note. R*=.07. p < .01. for Step 1: AR* =.17. p < .01. for Step 2; AR" = .03. ns for Step 3.

**p < .01.
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At step two. the negative interaction variables as a block significantly predicted
internalizing problems. AR = .17. F (3. 157) = 12.04, p <.001. Both adolescent-mother
negative interactions (s~ =.04, p <.01) and adolescent-father negative interactions (s =
.04. p < .01) uniquely predicted adolescents” internalizing problems. The family structure
by negative interactions interaction terms. entered at step three. were not statistically
significant.

Externalizing problems. For the prediction of externalizing problems from the
negative interaction variables (1 = 131). the overall regression was significant, (9. 121)
=7.07. p <.001 (see also Table 17). At step two. the negative interaction variables as a
block significantly predicted. AR™ = .28. F (4. 125) = 12.17. p <.001; negative
interactions in adolescents’ relationships with mother (s~ = .06, p <.01) and with father
(s =.03. p <.05) both uniquely predicted adolescents’ reports of externalizing problems.
The sex by negative interactions interaction terms. entered at step three. were also
statistically significant. AR" = .06. F (4. 121) = 2.85. p < .05. with sex by negative
interactions with mother (s = .03. p <.05) and sex by negative interactions with father
(s¥*=.03. p < .05) emerging as unique predictors accounting for almost all of the block
variance.

Follow-up regression analyses, with adolescent-mother, adolescent-father,
adolescent-sibling. and marital negative interactions. predicting separately to girls and
bovs. were conducted to isolate these interaction effects. Results revealed that negative
interactions with mother (B = .43. 7" = .13. p <.001) significantly and uniquely predicted

externalizing problems for girls only. R* = .37, F (4, 80) = 12.22, p < .001. In contrast, for
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Table 17

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Negative Interaction Variables

Predicting Adolescent Externalizing Problems (N = 131).

Variable B SEB B

Step |

Sex -0.14 0.21 -.05
Step 2

Negative Interaction - Mother 0.36 0.10 J1**

Negative Interaction - Father 0.24 0.11 21

Negative Interaction - Sibling 0.03 0.08 .03

Negative Interaction - Marital 0.14 0.12 .10
Step 3

Sex X Negative [nteraction - Mother ~ -0.64 0.24 -.64**

Sex X Negative Interaction - Father 0.63 0.24 .66*

Sex X Negative Interaction - Sibling ~ 0.19 0.18 -.29

Sex X Negative Interaction - Marital ~ -0.07 0.27 -.07

Note. R° = .00. ns for Step 1: AR°=.28.p < .001 for Step 2. AR’ = .06. p < .05 for Step 3.

*p < .05 **p < 0l
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boys. only negative interactions with father (B = .57. sr=.17, p < .01) was a significant
predictor of externalizing problems. R* = .28, F (4, 41) =4.00, p <.01. These findings
offer some support for the prediction that mother-adolescent relationship characteristics
are uniquely associated with daughters’ outcomes, whereas father-adolescent relationship
characteristics are uniquely associated with sons’ outcomes.

A second hierarchical regression was conducted with participants from both two-
parent and single-mother families (n = 163): the overall regression was significant. F (8.
154) =9.62. p < .001 (see also Table 18). Negative interactions in each of the adolescent-
mother. adolescent-father. and adolescent-sibling dyads. entered at as a block at step two.
were significant. AR" = .28. F (3. 157) = 20.89. p < .001: negative interactions in
adolescents’ relationships with mother (B = .40. sr" = .12, p <.001) and with father (§ =
21. s/ =.03. p <.01) both uniquely predicted adolescents’ reports of externalizing
problems. The three interaction terms (negative interactions in each dyad by family
structure). entered at step three. were not statistically significant. AR = 01.F(3,154)=
0.54. ns. In a separate regression. two way interactions (adolescent sex by negative
interactions each of the three dvads and adolescent sex family structure) were also
investigated. but were not statistically significant.

In sum. negative interactions in the family subsystems of interest were
significantly associated with adolescent internalizing and externalizing problems. When
teens from both single-mother and two-parent families were considered, negative
interactions in both the mother-adolescent and father-adolescent dyads were unique

predictors of internalizing outcomes. When externalizing problems among teens from
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Table 18

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Negative Interaction Variables

Predicting Adolescent Externalizing Problems for Teens from Two-parent and Single-

Mother Families (N =163).

Variable B SE B B

Step 1

Sex -0.16 0.19 -.06

Family Structure -0.25 0.23 -.08
Step 2

Negative Interaction - Mother 0.45 0.08 40**

Negative Interaction - Father 0.25 0.08 21%*

Negative Interaction - Sibling 0.02 0.07 .02
Step 3

Family Structure X Negative Interaction - Mother  -0.26 0.19 -28

Family Structure X Negative Interaction - Father 0.19 0.23 21

Family Structure X Negative Interaction - Sibling ~ 0.10 0.17 .14

Note. R° = 01. ns for Step 1: AR

s4p < 0L.
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two-parent families were considered. a different pattern emerged. one which was
moderated by parent and adolescent gender. For adolescent boys, negative interactions
with their fathers. and for adolescent girls, negative interactions with their mothers, were
uniquely associated with externalizing outcomes.

Negative Interactions: Indirect effects of the Marital Dyad

As previously noted. it was hypothesized that the marital dyad would have an
indirect effect on adolescent outcomes: the influence of the marital subsystem was
postulated to be mediated by the family subsystems within which adolescents were
directly involved (i.e.. mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent: see also
Figure 1). As with social support. the conditions necessary to demonstrate mediation were
present with negative interactions as well. That is. negative interactions in the marital
dyad were significantly correlated with both internalizing and externalizing problems
(Table 1) and with negative interactions in the mother-adolescent. father-adolescent, and
sibling-adolescent dyads (Table 6). which themselves were correlated with both
outcomes.

In evaluating the indirect effect of the marital dyad. associations between negative
interactions in the marital dvad and internalizing problems were first established. Sex of
adolescent was entered at step one as a control variable, however, due to redundancy with
previously reported findings. sex main effects will not be repeated here. For the prediction
of internalizing problems. the overall regression was significant, F (3, 137) =8.51. p <
.001. Negative interactions in the marital dyad. entered at step two, added significantly to

the prediction of internalizing problems, AR = .06. F (1. 138) = 10.92, p <.01. For the
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prediction of externalizing problems. the overall regression was also significant, F (3,
137) = 5.30. p < .01. Negative interactions in the marital dyad. entered at step two. added
significantly to the prediction of externalizing problems, AR =.10. F(1,138)=1543.p
<.0l.

Two hierarchical regressions were then conducted to investigate the relationship
between marital negative interactions and (a) internalizing and (b) externalizing problems
controlling for the effects of adolescent-mother. adolescent-father. and adolescent-sibling
negative interactions. Sex of adolescent was entered at step one. negative interactions in
the adolescent-mother. adolesc :nt-father. and adolescent-sibling dyads were entered as a
block at step two. and negative interactions in the marital dyad was entered at step three.
Interactions between sex of adolescent and negative interactions in each dyad (mother-
adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent. and marital) were entered as a block at
step four.

For the prediction of internalizing problems. the overall regression was significant.
F(9.121)=5.67. p <.001. As a block. consistent with findings reported previously.
negative interactions in the mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. and sibling-adolescent
dyads. entered at step two. added significantly to the prediction of internalizing outcomes.
AR’= .15. F(3.126) = 8.35. p < .001. Negative interactions in the marital dyad. entered at
step three. did not add significantly to the prediction of adolescent internalizing problems
AR’ =.01. F (1. 125) = 1.00. ns. nor did the interaction terms entered as a block at step
four.

For the prediction of externalizing problems. the overall regression was



significant. F (9. 121) = 7.07. p < .001. As a block. negative interactions in the mother-
adolescent. father-adolescent. and sibling-adolescent dyads, entered at step two, added
significantly to the prediction of externalizing outcomes, AR = 27.F(3.126)=1571.p
<.001. Negative interactions in the marital dyad. entered at step three. did not add
significantly to the prediction of adolescent externalizing problems AR’ = 01. F(1.125)
= 1.41. ns. As previously reported (see above), the adolescent sex by negative interactions
interaction terms. entered at step four. were also significant. AR = .06. F(4.121)=2.85.
p<.05.

In sum. as hypothesized. the association between negative interactions in the
marital dvad and adolescent adjustment outcomes (both internalizing and externalizing
problems) appears to be an indirect one. mediated by negative interactions in the family
subsystems within which the adolescent is more directly involved.

Direction of Influence: Longitudinal Analysis of Adjustment as a Function of Dyadic
Conflict

The present study s longitudinal component (Time 1 and Time 2 measurement of
mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. and marital conflict) afforded the opportunity to
further investigate the direction of effects among conflict in these dyads and adolescent
adjustment. For the conflict analyses that follow, at both Time 1 and 2. conflict in the
mother-adolescent and father-adolescent dyvads were assessed with the Family [ssues
Questionnaire. while conflict in the marital dyad was measured with the CPIC. As noted
previously. conflict in all three dyads. as assessed by these instruments. was moderately to

highly correlated with the negative interactions in each subsystem as assessed by the NRI
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(see Tabies 2. 3. and 5).

The conflict measures available at both Time 1 and Time 2 enabled the
investigation of whether characteristics of family relationships contribute to changes in
adolescent adjustment over time. Thus, conflict in the marital, mother-adolescent, and
father-adolescent subsystems at Time | were used to predict to adolescent outcomes at
Time 2. controlling for internalizing and externalizing problems at Time 1. It was
anticipated that Time 1 dyadic conflict would continue to predict adolescent adjustment
outcomes at Time 2. However. given that parents and children mutually influence each
other (i.e.. that there are bidirectional effects among relationships). another possibility is
that adolescents’ externalizing or internalizing problems may in fact exacerbate negative
family relationship characteristics cver time. In order to evaluate this possibility. whether
adolescent problem behaviour at Time 1 predicted dyadic family conflict at Time 2.
controlling for dyadic family conflict at Time 1. was also investigated.

Internalizing problems. First. for the prediction of adolescent internalizing
problems at Time 2, a hierarchical multiple regression was conducted (n = 138) and was
significant. F (8. 127) = 11.61. p < .001 (see also Table 19). Sex of adolescent and
adolescent depression (as assessed with the CDI at Time 1), entered on step one. were
significant predictors of internalizing problems at Time 2, R = 40, F (2, 133) =45.41,p
<.001. Contrary to the prediction. Time 1 adolescent-mother, adolescent-father. and
marital conflict. entered as a block at step two, did not, however. significantly add to the
prediction of Time 2 internalizing problems as measured by the YSR, AR =.00. F (3,

130) = 0.17. ns. nor did the adolescent sex by conflict interactions. entered at step three,
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Table 19

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Time 1 Conflict Variables Predicting

Time 2 Adolescent Internalizing Problems (N = 136).

Variable B SE B B

Step |

Sex -0.68 0.18 -25%*

Time 1 Depression (CDI) 2.78 0.33 S6**
Step 2

Adolescent - Mother Conflict -0.03 0.13 -.02

Adolescent - Father Conflict -0.03 0.12 .01

Marital Conflict 0.15 0.23 .05
Step 3

Sex X Adolescent - Mother Conflict -0.28 0.18 -.36

Sex X Adolescent - Father Conflict 0.01 0.23 .01

Sex X Marital Conflict 0.31 0.45 19

Note. R° = 40. p <.001 for Step 1: AR" = .00. ns for Step 2. AR" = .01. ns for Step 3.

#+p < 001,
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AR’ = .01. F (3. 127) = 1.04. ns".

To further examine the temporal association and direction of effects among
conflict in the three family subsystems and adolescent adjustment, Time 1 internalizing
problems were used to predict to conflict in the three dyads as assessed at Time 2
(approximately one year later). Sex of adolescent. and Time 1 adolescent-mother.
adolescent-father. and mother-father conflict were entered at step one: adolescent
internalizing problems at Time 1 were entered at step two. This analysis was conducted
three times. predicting to: (a) adolescent-mother conflict at Time 2. (b) adolescent-father
conflict at Time 2 (subjected to square-root transformation due to significant positive
skew). and (c¢) marital conflict at Time 2.

As might be expected. conflict in family subsystems at Time 1 predicted conflict
in family subsystems at Time 2. The block of conflict variables entered at step one. for all
three regressions. emerged as significant (R = 40. F (4. 134)=22.83.p < .001 for
adolescent-mother conflict. R* = .33. F (4. 134) = 16.89. p < .001 for adolescent-father
conflict. R° = .51. F (4. 133) = 34.88. p <.001 for marital conflict). Internalizing problems
at Time 1. entered on the second step. was a significant predictor only for Time 2
adolescent-mother conflict. AR” = .03. F (1. 133) = 7.39, p < .01. Thus, adolescent
depression at Time 1 predicted conflict with mother a year later, but it did not predict later

conflict with fathers nor conflict in adolescents” parents’ marital relationship.

‘It is. however. noteworthy that when Time 1 depression (CDI) was not entered into the
regression equation. as a block. conflict in the mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. and
marital dyads. as assessed at Time 1. did significantly predict adolescents’ internalizing
problems at Time 2, AR" = .08. F (3, 131) = 4.11, p< .01
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Externalizing problems. A hierarchical regression analysis, conducted with Time 1
conflict predicting externalizing problems at Time 2. was also significant F'(8, 127) =
10.29. p < .001 (see also Table 20). Step one, sex of adolescent and adolescent
delinquency (as assessed by the SRD at Timel), were significant predictors of
adolescents” Time 2 externalizing problems. R* = .29. F (2, 133) = 26.85, p <.001. The
block of variables entered at step two. conflict in the mother-adolescent. father-
adolescent. and marital dvads. as assessed at Time 1. were also significant predictors. AR
= .09. F(3.130) = 6.46. p < .001. with adolescent-mother conflict (B =.23. s = .04.p <
.01) emerging as a unique predictor of adolescents’ externalizing problems at Time 2. The
sex by conflict interactions. entered at step three. were not statistically significant.

In order to further examine the temporal association and direction of effects
among conflict in the three family subsystems and adolescent adjustment. Time 1
externalizing problems (delinquency) were used to predict to conflict in the three dyads as
assessed approximately one vear later. at Time 2. Sex of adolescent. and Time 1
adolescent-mother. adolescent-father. and marital conflict were entered at step one;
adolescent delinquency at Time | was entered at step two. This analysis was conducted
three times. predicting to: (a) adolescent-mother conflict at Time 2. (b) adolescent-father
conflict at Time 2. and (c) marital conflict at Time 2. As previously reported for
internalizing problems. conflict in family subsystems at Time 1 predicted conflict in
family subsystems at Time 2 (see above). Delinquency at Time 1. entered on the second
step. did not emerge as significant in regressions predicting to (a) Time 2 adolescent-

mother conflict. (b) Time 2 adolescent-father conflict, nor for (c) Time 2 marital conflict.
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Table 20

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Time I Conflict Variables Predicting

Time 2 Adolescent Externalizing Problems (N = 138).

Variable B SEB B

Step 1

Sex -0.29 0.18 -12

Time | Delinquency (SRD) 0.10 0.01 53
Step 2

Adolescent - Mother Conflict 0.36 0.12 23*

Adolescent - Father Conflic. 0.19 0.11 13

Marital Conflict 0.09 0.21 .03
Step 3

Sex X Adolescent - Mother Contlict -0.27 0.17 -.38

Sex X Adolescent - Father Contlict 0.07 0.22 .04

Sex X Marital Conflict -0.10 0.43 .07

Note. R* = 28. p < .001 for Step 1: AR = .09. p <.001 for Step 2. AR* = .01, ns for Step 3.

+xp < 001 *p < O1.
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Thus, adolescent delinquency at Time 1 was not found to predict adolescent conflict with
mother. father. nor in the parents’ marital relationship one year later at Time 2.

In sum. the hypothesis was partially supported, as Time 1 conflict was found to
predict Time 2 externalizing. but not internalizing, problems. However, with the
exception of adolescent-mother conflict, which was found to be temporally preceded by
adolescent internalizing problems as assessed one year earlier. teen internalizing problems
did not predict later conflict in the adolescent-father nor marital dyads. Further. teen
delinquency did not predict conflict in any of the family dyads as assessed one year later.
Taken together. these findings suggest that rather than teen problem behavior leading to
increased dyadic family conflict. for the most part, dyadic family conflict leads to teen
adjustment problems.

Collaborative Conflict Resolution

It was hypothesized that collaborative and destructive conflict resolution strategies
within the adolescent-mother and adolescent-father dyads would show the strongest
associations with adolescent adjustment. Sex of adolescent and family structure. entered
at step one as control variables. are redundant with previously reported findings and are
therefore not repeated here.

Internalizing problems. For the prediction of internalizing problems from the
collaboration conflict resolution strategy (1 = 134). the overall regression was significant.
F(9.124)=4.75. p <.001 (see also Table 21). Use of collaboration as a strategy for
conflict resolution in each of the family subsystems (adolescent-mother. adolescent-father.

adolescent-sibling. and marital) were entered at step two. The second step. as a block.
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Table 21
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Collaborative Conflict Resolution

Predicting Adolescent Internalizing Problems (N = 134).

Variable B SE B B

Step 1

Sex -0.81 0.22 -.30**
Step 2

Adolescent - Mother Collaboration 0.30 0.24 .15

Adolescent - Father Collaboration -0.40 0.22 -23¢

Adolescent - Sibling Collaboration -0.15 0.16 -.09

Marital Collaboration -0.45 0.17 -.23*
Step 3

Sex X Collaboration - Mother 0.96 0.55 77

Sex X Collaboration - Father -0.86 0.50 -.65

Sex X Collaboration - Sibling 0.24 0.32 .16

Sex X Collaboration - Marital 0.55 0.36 47

Note. R° = .09. p < .01 for Step 1: AR" =.12. p < .01 for Step 2: AR’ = .04. ns for Step 3.

tp<.10. *p<.05. **p<.0l.
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added significantly to the prediction of adolescents’ internalizing problems. AR =12, F
(4. 128) = 4.99. p < .01. with low collaboration in the marital dyad emerging as uniquely
associated (P = -.23. s* = .04. p < .05). The adolescent sex by collaboration in each
subsystem interaction terms. entered at step three, were not statistically significant.

A second hierarchical regression was conducted. without the marital dyad
variables. on participants from both two-parent and single-mother families (7 =166). Sex
of adolescent and family structure (single-mother or two-parent) were entered at step one:
collaboration in each of the mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. and sibling-adolescent
dyads were entered at step two: and three interaction terms. created by the product of
family structure (0 = single-mother. | = two-parent) by each of the collaboration
variables. were entered at step three. Two-way interactions (adolescent sex by
collaboration in each of the three dvads and adolescent sex by family structure) were also
investigated but were not significant and are therefore not reported here. The overall
regression was significant. (8. 157) =3.92. p <.001 (see also Table 22). At step two.
the collaboration variables as a block significantly predicted internalizing problems. AR’
= 07. F (3. 160) = 4.38. p < .01. with low collaboration with father emerging as a unique
predictor (B = -.20. sr* = .02. p <.05). The family structure by collaboration interaction
terms. entered at step three. were not statistically significant.

Externalizing problems. The overall regression predicting from collaborative
conflict resolution to adolescents’ externalizing problems (n = 134) was also significant,
F(9.124) = 4.40. p < .001 (see also Table 23). Collaboration in the adolescent-mother.

adolescent-father. adolescent-sibling. and marital dyads. entered as a block at step two
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Table 22
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Collaborative Conflict Resolution
Predicting Adolescent Internalizing Problems for Teens from Two-Parent and Single-

Mother Families (N=166).

Variable B SE B p

Step |

Sex -0.67 0.20 -24%+

Family Structure -0.54 0.25 -.16*
Step 2

Adolescent - Mother Collaboration 0.12 0.19 .06

Adolescent - Father Coilaboration -0.33 0.16 -.20*

Adolescent - Sibling Collaboration -0.26 0.14 -.16"
Step 3

Family Structure X Collaboration - Mother ~ -0.14 0.42 A1

Family Structure X Collaboration - Father -0.41 0.33 -.32

Family Structure X Collaboration - Sibling 0.39 0.35 29

Note. R° = 08. p < .01 for Step 1: AR"= .07, p < .01 for Step 2: AR" = .01. ns for Step 3.

‘p<.10.*p<.05.**p < .0l



Table 23

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Collaborative Conflict Resolution

Predicting Adolescent Externalizing Problems (N = 134).

Variable B SE B p

Step 1

Sex -0.19 0.21 -.07
Step 2

Adolescent - Mother Collaboration -0.10 0.23 -.05

Adolescent - Father Collaboration -0.55 0.21 -.33*

Adolescent - Sibling Collaboration 0.03 0.15 -.02

Marital Collaboration -0.11 0.16 -.06
Step 3

Sex X Collaboration - Mother 1.32 0.51 1.16*

Sex X Collaboration - Father -1.11 0.46 -.92*

Sex X Collaboration - Sibling 0.41 0.29 .30

Sex X Collaboration - Marital -0.13 0.33 -12

Note. R° = .00. ns for Step 1: AR = .17. p < .001 for Step 2: AR" = .06. p <.05 for Step 3.

*p < .05.
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were significant predictors, AR = .17. F (4, 128) = 6.78. p <.001. with collaboration in
adolescent-father dyad emerging as a unique predictor (f = -.33, sr = .04, p < .05). The
adolescent sex by collaboration in each subsystem interaction terms, entered as block at
step three. were also statistically significant, AR* = .06, F (4, 124) = 2.55. p <.05. At step
three. the adolescent sex by collaboration with mother (B = 1.16, sr* = .03, p <.05) and
the adolescent sex by collaboration with father (B =-.92, sr* = .03. p < .05) both
contributed uniquely to the prediction of externalizing problems.

Follow-up regression analyses. with adolescent-mother. adolescent-father.
adolescent-sibling. and marital collaboration and predicting separately to girls and boys
were conducted to explore these interaction effects. Results revealed that while the
collaboration variables as a block were significant for girls. R = .21, F (4.81)=5.68. p <
.001. there were no unique predictors. Collaboration as a block was also significant for
boys. with collaboration with father (B = -.80. sr"=.17. p < .01) uniquely predicting
externalizing problems. R* = .26. F (4. 43) = 3.89.p <.01.

A second hierarchical regression was conducted. without the marital dyad
variables, on participants from both two-parent and single-mother families (n =166). Sex
of adolescent and family structure (single-mother or two-parent) were entered at step one:
collaboration in each of the mother-adolescent, father-adolescent. and sibling-adolescent
dyads were entered at step two: and three interaction terms. created by the product of
family structure (0 = single-mother. | = two-parent) by each of the collaboration
variables. were entered at step three. In a separate regression. two-way interactions

between adolescent sex and collaboration within the three dyads were also found to be

105



significant. replicating findings for the sample of teens from two-parent families. Three-
way interactions (adolescent sex by family structure by collaboration in each of the three
dyads) were investigated but were not statistically significant.

The overall regression predicting to externalizing problems was significant, F (8,
157) = 4.53. p < .001 (see also Table 24). At step two. the collaborative conflict resolution
variables as a block significantly predicted. AR* = .14, F (3, 160) = 8.67. p <.001, and
collaboration with father uniquely predicted. p = -.20, sr"=.02. p <.05. The family
structure by collaboration interaction terms. entered at step three were not statistically
significant.

[n sum. collaborative conflict resolution in the family dyads of interest
significantly predicted adolescent internalizing problems. In addition. for teens from two-
parent families. collaborative conflict resolution in their parents’ marital relationship was
uniquely and negatively associated with internalizing outcomes. Collaborative conflict
resolution in the family dvads of interest as a block also significantly predicted
externalizing problems among teens from both single-mother and two parent families. For
boys from two-parent families. collaborative conflict resolution with their fathers was
uniquely and negatively associated with externalizing outcomes.

Destructive Conflict Resolution

As previously reported, given the pattern of correlations among the conflict
resolution subscales (see Appendix P). the stalemate. avoidance-capitulation. and verbal
aggression subscales were combined to form. for each dyad. a scale termed destructive

conflict resolution. This was relatively interrelated with collaboration (see Tables 2-5).
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Table 24
Simmary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Collaborative C onflict Resolution

Predicting Adolescent Externalizing Problems for Teens from Two-Parent and Single-

Mother Families (N=166).

Variable B SEB B

Step 1

Sex -0.17 0.19 -.07

Family Marital Status -0.34 0.25 -.11
Step 2

Adolescent - Mother Collaboration -0.20 0.17 -11

Adolescent - Father Collaboration -0.31 0.15 -.20*

Adolescent - Sibling Collaboration -0.20 0.13 -.13
Step 3

Marital Status X Collaboration - Mother -0.12 0.18 -.10

Marital Status X Collaboration - Father ~ -0.57 0.30 -48

Marital Status X Collaboration - Sibling ~ 0.64 0.31 .53

Note. R = .01. ns for Step 1: AR" = .14. p <.001 for Step 2; AR’ =.03. ns for Step 3.

*p <.035.
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It was hypothesized that destructive conflict resolution would be particularly strongly
associated with teen externalizing problems.

Internalizing problems. A series of hierarchical regressions were conducted using
destructive conflict resolution in the family dyads of interest as predictors. The overall
regression predicting to internalizing problems (n = 134) was significant, F'(9, 124) =
4.03, p < .001 (see also Table 25). Destructive conflict resolution in the adolescent-
mother. adolescent-father. adolescent-sibling. and marital subsystems were entered at step
two and as a block were significant. AR" = .12, F (4. 128) =4.98. p < .01. with the
destructive strategy in the marital dyad making a unique prediction ( = .19. sr=.03.p<
.05). The third step. consisting of the adolescent sex by destructive conflict resolution
interaction terms. was not statistically significant.

A second hierarchical regression was conducted. without the marital dyad
variables. on participants from both two-parent and single-mother families (n =165). Sex
of adolescent and family structure (single-mother or two-parent) were entered at step one;,
destructive conflict resolution in each of the mother-adolescent. father-adolescent, and
sibling-adolescent dyads were entered at step two: and three interaction terms, created by
the product of family structure (0 = single-mother, 1 = two-parent) by each of the
destructive conflict resolution variables, were entered at step three. Two-way interactions
(adolescent sex by each of the three destructive conflict resolution variables, and
adolescent sex by family structure) were also investigated. but did not reach statistical
significance and are therefore not reported here.

The overall regression was significant. F (8. 156) = 5.48. p <.001 (see Table 26).
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Table 25
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Destructive Conflict Resolution (CR)

Predicting Adolescent Internalizing Problems (N = 134).

Variable B SEB B

Step 1

Sex -0.81 0.22 -.30%*
Step 2

Adolescent - Mother Destructive CR~ 0.33 0.35 A3

Adolescent - Father Destructive CR 0.02 0.35 .00

Adolescent - Sibling Destructive CR ~ 0.30 0.29 1

Marital Destructive CR 0.37 0.16 19*
Step 3

Sex X Destructive CR - Mother -0.04 0.89 -.02

Sex X Destructive CR - Father -0.43 0.90 =21

Sex X Destructive CR - Sibling -0.01 0.60 -.01

Sex X Destructive CR - Marital 0.48 0.35 24

Note. R* = .09.p < .01 for Step 1: AR =.12. p <.01 for Step 2: AR = .01. ns for Step 3.

*p<.05. **p< 0l
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Table 26

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Destructive Conflict Resolution (CR)

Predicting Adolescent Internalizing Problems for Teens from Two-Parent and Single-

Mother Families (N = 163).

Variable B SEB p

Step |

Sex -0.67 0.20 =24

Family Structure -0.54 0.25 -.16*
Step 2

Adolescent - Mother Destructive CR 0.66 0.27 27

Adolescent - Father Destructive CR 0.21 0.25 .08

Adolescent - Sibling Destructive CR 0.05 0.25 -.02
Step 3

Family Structure X Destructive CR - Mother -0.89 0.60 -.46

Family Structure X Destructive CR - Father -0.55 0.52 -.29

Family Structure X Destructive CR - Sibling 1.49 0.58 97

Note. R° = .08. p < .01 for Step 1: AR" =.10. p < .01 for Step 2: AR" = .03. ns for Step 3.

*p < .05. **p < 01.
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At step two, the destructive conflict resolution variables as a block significantly predicted
internalizing problems. AR" = .10. F (3. 159) = 6.54, p < .001, with destructive conflict
resolution in the adolescent-mother relationship emerging as a unique predictor (f = .27,
s =.03. p <.05). but only partially accounting for this effect. The family structure by
destructive conflict resolution interaction terms, entered at step three. were not
statistically significant.

Externalizing problems. The overall regression predicting from the destructive
conflict resolution strategy to adolescents’ externalizing problems (n = 134) was also
significant. F (9. 124) = 3.37.y < .01 (see also Table 27). Destructive conflict resolution
in each of the adolescent-mother. adolescent-father. adolescent-sibling. and marital dyads.
entered as a block at step two. were significant predictors, AR* =.18. F (4. 128) =7.41.
p < .001. with destructive conflict resolution in the adolescent-mother dyad emerging as a
unique predictor (B = .44. i~ = .06. p < .01). The adolescent sex by destructive conflict
resolution in each subsystem interaction terms. entered as block at step three. were not
statistically significant.

The overall regression predicting to externalizing problems when teens from both
two-parent and single-mother families were included in the analysis (7 = 165) was also
significant. F (8. 156) = 6.38. p < .001 (see also Table 28). Destructive conflict resolution
in each of the adolescent-mother. adolescent-father. and adolescent-sibling dyads, entered
as a block at step two. was significant. AR™ = .22, F (3. 159) = 15.23. p <.001, with
destructive conflict resolution in the adolescent-mother dvad (B =.57. s~ = .14, p <.001)

emerging a as unique predictor. The family structure by destructive conflict resolution
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Table 27
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Destructive Conflict Resolution (CR)

Predicting Adolescent Externalizing Problems (N = 134).

Variable B SEB B

Step 1

Sex -0.19 0.21 -.07
Step 2

Adolescent - Mother Destructive CR ~ 1.02 0.33 44**

Adolescent - Father Destructive CR 0.04 0.32 02

Adolescent - Sibling Destructive CR  -0.32 0.27 -13

Marital Destructive CR 0.18 0.15 .10
Step 3

Sex X Destructive CR - Mother -0.52 0.82 -28

Sex X Destructive CR - Father 0.36 0.84 19

Sex X Destructive CR - Sibling 0.19 0.56 12

Sex X Destructive CR - Marital 0.06 0.32 -.03

Note. R° = .00. ns for Step 1: AR* = .18, p <.001 for Step 2: AR" = .00. ns for Step 3.

**p < .0l.



Table 28
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Destructive Conflict Resolution (CR)

Predicting Adolescent Externalizing Problems for Teens from Two-Parent and Single-

Mother Families (N =163).

Variable B SEB B

Step 1

Sex -0.18 0.19 -.06

Family Structure -0.32 0.24 -.11
Step 2

Adolescent - Mother Destructive CR 1.31 0.24 ST**

Adolescent - Father Destructive CR 0.01 0.22 .00

Adolescent - Sibling Destructive CR -0.44 0.22 -.18"
Step 3

Family Structure X Destructive CR - Mother  -0.71 0.54 -.40

Family Structure X Destructive CR - Father -0.04 0.47 -.02

Family Structure X Destructive CR - Sibling 0.68 0.53 41

Note. R° = .01. ns for Step 1: AR* = .22, p < .001 for Step 2; AR = .01. ns for Step 3.
p P

tp <.10. **p < .01,



interaction terms. entered at step three, were not statistically significant. Two-way
interactions (adolescent sex by each of the three destructive conflict resolution variables.
and adolescent sex by family structure) were also investigated, but were not found to
reach statistical significance.

In sum. for teens from both two-parent and single-mother families, destructive
conflict resolution was positively associated with both internalizing and externalizing
outcomes. Although with two-parent families. it was destructive conflict resolution in the
marital dyad that made a unique contribution. this did not account for all of the variance
in the amount of destructive conflict resolution in the family as a whole. Rather. mother-
adolescent destructive conflict resolution was also large. though not significant. and when
all families were included and the marital dyad omitted. it was the adolescent-mother
dvad that made a unique contribution. It was however. only for externalizing problems did
this account for more than 50% of the variance attributed to destructive conflict resolution
in the family overall.

Interactions among Family Subsystems

Next. a series of analyses were conducted to investigate whether adolescent
adjustment problems could be better predicted by interactions among the various
subsystems. [t was anticipated that the subsystems would interact such that when the
marital subsystem was more negative, the parent-adolescent subsystems or the sibling-
adolescent subsystem (when high in social support) might serve protective functions
against adolescent adjustment problems.

First. two hierarchical regressions (one predicting to internalizing problems, the
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second predicting to externalizing problems) were conducted to investigate potential
interactions between the parent-adolescent and marital subsystems. For participants from
two-parent families. sex of adolescent and negative interactions in the marital dyad were
entered at step one: adolescent-mother and adolescent-father social support were entered
at step two. At step three. two interaction terms were entered: the product of negative
interactions in the marital dvad (a) by adolescent-mother social support and (b) by
adolescent-father social support.

For the prediction of internalizing problems (n = 139). the overall regression was
significant. F (6. 132)=9.79. p <.001 (see also Table 29). The variables entered at step
one (negative interactions in the marital dyad. and sex of adolescent). were significant
predictors. R = .18. F (2. 136) = 14.94. p < .001. Consistent with results from previous
analyses. social support in the mother-adolescent and father-adolescent dyads, entered at
step two. added significantly to the prediction. AR" = .11. F (2. 134) = 10.54. p <.001.
Contrary to the prediction. the marital dyad by adolescent-mother and adolescent-father
dyad interaction terms. entered as a block at step three, were not statistically significant.
AR = .02. F(2.132) = 1.57. ns.

Parallel findings emerged for the prediction of externalizing problems: the overall
regression was significant. F (6. 132) = 8.36. p <.001 (see Table 29). Adolescent sex and
negative interactions in the marital dyad. entered at step one. were significant predictors,
R =.11. F (2. 136) = 8.96. p < .001. Social support in the mother-adolescent and father-
adolescent dyads. entered at step two, added significantly to the prediction. AR’ = .15, F

(2. 134) = 14.39. p < .001. Once again. however. the marital dyad by adolescent-mother

-
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Table 29
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Relationship Characteristics in the

Marital and Parent-Adolescent Dyads Predicting Adolescent Adjustment Problems

(N = 139).
Internalizing Problems  Externalizing Problems
Variable B SEB B B SEB B

Step |

Sex 092 021  -34* -0.24 0.20 -.09

Negative Interactions-Marital 041  0.11 8% 0.45 0.11 33
Step 2

Social Support - Mother -020 0.15 -0.11 -0.38 0.14 -.23*

Social Support - Father -045  0.14  -28** 035 0.13 -24*
Step 3

Negative Interactions-Marital
X Social Support - Mother oog 0.15 22 0.03 0.14 .08
Negative Interactions-Marital

X Social Support - Father 0.18 0.12 42 0.07 0.11 A7

Note. For internalizing problems. R = .18. p <.001 for Step 1: AR* = .11. p < .001 for
Step 2: AR’ = .02. ns for Step 3. For externalizing problems, R* =11, p <.001 for Step 1:
AR’ = .15, p <.001 for Step 2: AR" = .00. ns for Step 3.

tp <.10. *p < .05. **p < Ol.
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and adolescent-father dyad interaction terms, entered as a block at step three, were not
statistically significant.

Two hierarchical regressions (one predicting to internalizing problems, the second
predicting to externalizing problems) were next conducted to investigate potential
interactions between the social support in the adolescent-sibling dyad and negative
interactions in the marital dyvad. Adolescent sex and negative interactions in the marital
dyad were entered at step one: adolescent-sibling social support was entered at step two.
At step three. the interaction term (the product of negative interactions in the marital dvad
by adolescent-sibling social su.»port) was entered.

For the prediction of internalizing problems, the overall regression was significant,
F (4.127) = 11.34. p <.001 (see also Table 30). Adolescent sex and negative interactions
in the marital dyad. entered at step one. were. as before. significant predictors. R =14 F
(2.129)=11.95. p < .001. Social support in the sibling-adolescent dyad. entered at step
two. added significantly to the prediction. AR- = .07. F (1. 128)=11.91. p <.001. The
marital dyad by sibling-adolescent dyad interaction term. entered at step three. was also
statistically significant. AR" = .04. F (1. 127) = 6.06. p < .05.

In order to isolate these interaction effects, a median split (Mdn = 2.00) was
performed on the negative interactions variable and two groups were formed: a high
negative marital interactions group (i.e.. those scoring above the median, n = 63) and a
low negative marital interactions group (i.e., those scoring at or below the median, n =
69). Follow-up regression analyses. with adolescent-sibling social support predicting

separately to adolescents from (a) families with high negative marital interactions and (b)
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Table 30
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Relationship Characteristics in the

Marital and Sibling-Adolescent Dyads Predicting Adolescent Adjustment Problems

(N =132
Internalizing Problems  Externalizing Problems
Variable B SEB B B SEB B

Step 1

Sex -0.88 022 -32*+ .0.28 0.20 -.11

Negative Interactions - Marital 040 0.12 25%* 047 0.11 33**
Step 2

Social Support - Sibling 045 013 -27+* 027 0.2 - 17*
Step 3

Negative Interactions - Marital X

Social Support - Sibling 0.42 0.17  .99* 0.06 0.16 0.16

Note. For internalizing problems. R* = .15. p <.001 for Step 1: AR"=.07. p < .01 for Step
2: AR* = .04. p < .05 for Step 3. For externalizing problems. R* =.11. p <.01 for Step I;
AR = .03. p < .05 for Step 2: AR = .00. ns for Step 3.

*p < .03. **p < .0l
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families with low negative marital interactions, were then conducted. Contrary to the
expectation that social support in the sibling-adolescent dyad would serve a protective
function when the marital relationship was particularly negative, results revealed that low
sibling social support (B = -.32. sr" =.10. p <.01) was associated with higher internalizing
problems only for adolescents from families with low negative marital interactions, R’ =
10. F(1,67)=7.87.p<.0l.

For the prediction of externalizing problems, the overall regression was
significant. F (4. 127) = 5.49. p < .001 (see also Table 30). Adolescent sex and negative
interactions in the marital dvad. entered at step one. were significant predictors, R* = .11,
F(2.129) = 8.49. p < .001. Social support in the sibling-adolescent dyad. entered at step
two, was also significant. AR* = .03. F (1. 128) = 4.53. p < .05. The marital dyad by
sibling-adolescent dyad interaction term. entered at step three. was not statistically
significant.

Predictions of Adolescent Adjustment Problems as Reported by Mother

Correlations between parallel variables reported by mothers and adolescents are
presented in Table 31. In order to replicate/validate the adolescent self-report data, all
analyses presented previously were repeated using mothers’ reports of adolescent
internalizing and externalizing problems as dependent variables, for the sample of
adolescents whose mothers participated in the study. When adolescents’ reports of family
relationship variables at Time 2 were used as predictors of mothers" reports of adolescent
adjustment problems (30 analyses). no statistically significant effects were found. A

somewhat different picture emerged. however. when teens’ from two-parent families
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Table 31

Intercorrelations among Adolescent-Report and Mother-Report Variables

Variable Correlation
Social Support
Adolescent - Mother Social Support 27*
Adolescent - Father Social Support .16
Adolescent - Sibling Social Support 32%
Marital Social Support 62**
Negative Interaction
Adolescent - Mother Negative Interaction 27+
Adolescent - Father Negative Interaction 28*
Adolescent - Sibling Negative Interaction 30*
Marital Negative Interaction .68**
Conflict Resolution
Adolescent - Mother Collaboration A7
Marital Collaboration .10
Adolescent - Mother Destructive conflict resolution 10
Marital Destructive conflict resolution A2
Adjustment
Internalizing problems (Time 1) A7
Internalizing problems (Time 2) 35%*
Externalizing problems (Time 1) 29%*
Externalizing problems (Time 2) 19°

‘p<.10. *p <.05. **p < .0L



reports of family relationship variables at Time 1 were used as predictors (4 analyses).

For the prediction of mother reported internalizing problems (CBCL), a
hierarchical multiple regression was conducted with adolescents from two-parent families
(n = 54) and was significant. F (8. 45) = 2.35, p < .05 (see Table 32). Sex of adolescent
and adolescent depression (as assessed with the CDI at Time 1), entered on step one, were
significant predictors of mother-reported internalizing problems. RI=.12,FQR.5)=
3.42. p <.05. Time 1 adolescent-mother. adolescent-father. and marital conflict. entered
as a block at step two. significantly added to the prediction of internalizing problems as
measured by the CBCL. AR" = .14. F (3. 48) = 3.04. p <.05. with teens’ reports of Time 1
conflict in the marital dyad emerging as a unique predictor (§ = .29, sr=.07.p<.05).
The adolescent sex by conflict interactions. entered at step three. were not statistically
significant.

A second hierarchical multiple regression. predicting mother-reported adolescent
internalizing problems (CBCL) conducted with teens from both single-mother and two-
parent families (7 = 73) was also significant, F (6. 66) = 2.63. p <.05. Sex of adolescent
and adolescent depression (as assessed with the CDI at Time 1). entered on step one, were
significant predictors of mother-reported internalizing problems. R =.13.F(2.70)=
5.36. p <.01. However. with conflict in the marital dyad dropped, Time 1 adolescent-
mother and adolescent-father conflict. entered as a block at step two, did not significantly
added to the prediction of internalizing problems as measured by the CBCL, AR = .04 F
(2.68) =0.52. ns.

A hierarchical regression analysis was then conducted with adolescent-reported
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Table 32
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Time 1 Conflict Variables Predicting

Mothers’ Reports of Adolescent Internalizing Problems (N = 54).

Variable B SEB B

Step |

Sex -2.57 1.61 -21

Time 1 Depression (CDI) 542 3.16 23¢
Step 2

Adolescent - Mother Conflict 1.28 0.95 18

Adolescent - Father Conflict -1.91 0.96 -27°

Marital Conflict 3.57 1.66 .29%
Step 3

Sex X Adolescent - Mother Conflict -2.22 1.82 -.61

Sex X Adolescent - Father Conflict 2211 2.09 -.26

Sex X Marital Conflict 3.45 3.40 Sl

Note. R° = .12.p < .03 for Step 1: AR* = .14.p < .05 for Step 2. AR" =.03. ns for Step 3.

'p<.10.*p<.05.



Time 1 conflict predicting to mother-reported adolescent externalizing problems among
teens from two-parent families (7 = 52). Sex of adolescent and adolescent delinquency (as
assessed with the SRD at Time 1) was entered at step one. Time | mother-adolescent.
father-adolescent. and marital conflict were entered at step two. and adolescent sex by
conflict interactions were entered at step three. The results of this analysis were not
statistically significant’.

A second hierarchical multiple regression. predicting mother-reported adolescent
externalizing problems (CBCL) conducted with teens from both single-mother and two-
parent families (n = 73) was. h~wever. significant. F (6. 66) = 3.22.p < .01 (see Table
33). Sex of adolescent and adolescent delinquency (as assessed with the SRD at Time 1),
entered on step one. were signiticant predictors of mother-reported externalizing
problems. R- = .08. F (2. 70) = 3.23. p < .05. Further, with conflict in the marital dyad
dropped. Time 1 adolescent-mother and adolescent-father conflict. entered as a block at
step two. significantly added to the prediction of externalizing problems as measured by
the CBCL. AR=.12. F (2. 68)=5.11. p < .01, with teens" reports of Time 1 conflict with
mother emerging as a unique predictor (f =.32. s~ =.09. p <.01). The adolescent sex by

conflict interactions. entered at step three. were not statistically significant.

°It is. however. noteworthy that when Time 1 delinquency (SRD) was not entered into the
regression equation. as a block. conflict in the mother-adolescent, father-adolescent. and
marital dyads. as assessed at Time 1. did significantly predict adolescents” externalizing
problems as reported by mother. AR" =.17. F (3. 49) = 3.51, p < .05.
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Table 33
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Time I Conflict Variables Predicting

Mothers’ Reports of Adolescent Externalizing Problems (N = 73).

Variable B SEB p

Step |

Sex 0.06 0.24 .03

Time 1 Delinquency (SRD) 0.04 0.01 28*
Step 2

Adolescent - Mother Conflict 0.42 0.15 32

Adolescent - Father Conflict 0.13 0.14 .10
Step 3

Sex X Adolescent - Mother Conflict -0.18 0.21 -29

Sex X Adolescent - Father Conflict -0.33 0.27 -22

Note. R* = .08.p < .05 for Step 1: AR*=.12.p<.01 for Step 2. AR" = .02. ns for Step 3.

*p<.05.**p< .0l



Discussion

The present study investigated the associations between multiple family
subsystems (marital. mother-adolescent. father-adolescent, and sibling adolescent dyads)
and adolescent internalizing and externalizing problems. Within these family dyads.
relational characteristics of interest included social support, negative interactions/conflict.
and (collaborative and destructive) conflict resolution. By virtue of its focus on the
component family subsystems. the results of the present study contribute a detailed
understanding of the role of family relationships for adolescent (mal)adjustment. Further,
concurrent examination of these four family relationships provides relevant information
concerning which dyad has the largest associations with which adolescent problem
behavior (Mathijssen et al.. 1998).

To address the study s central questions. the relative importance of the four family
subsystem (mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent. and marital)
characteristics (social support. negative interactions/conflict. and conflict resolution) in
adolescent internalizing and externalizing problems were evaluated by a series of
hierarchical regressions. The potential moderating influence of adolescent gender and
family structure (i.e.. two-parent and single-mother families) were also evaluated. The
study's main findings. discussed in more detail below, revealed that both internalizing and
externalizing problems among adolescents were associated with the family subsystem
characteristics (social support. negative interactions/conflict. and conflict resolution), with

adolescent gender and family structure qualifying some findings.



Gender and Family Structure Differences

Analyses revealed few gender differences in the relational characteristics assessed.
Girls did. however, report using more collaboration than did boys, as a (constructive)
strategy to resolve conflict with their mothers, fathers, and siblings. Compared to boys,
girls also reported that their parents used more collaboration to resolve conflict in the
marital dvad. Females may see their relationships as more central to their lives then do
males (Slavin & Rainer. 1990). and. as they are more relationally oriented than boys, girls
may be more sensitive to the quality of family relationships (Sheeber. Hops. Alpert,
Davis. & Andrews. 1997) and therefore more attuned to the use of such strategies. In line
with these findings. compared to sons. daughters have been found to more often intervene
in family conflicts. assuming a peace-keeping role (Vuchinich, Emery. & Cassidy. 1988).
Finally. girls reported more internalizing symptoms on the YSR than did boys, a finding
consistent with the well-documented gender difference in adolescent psychopathology
(e.g.. Lamborn et al.. 1991: Zahn-Waxler et al.. 2000).

In terms of family structure differences. compared to teens from blended (step)
families. those from intact families reported more social support in their relationships
with their fathers and in their parents’ marital relationship. However. consistent with other
research demonstrating that step- and non-step-families exhibit relatively similar patterns
of affective relations (e.g.. O'Connor et al..1998). no other differences on the variables of
interest were found.

Not surprisingly. likely owing to the fact that they have less contact with their

fathers. adolescents from single-mother families reported less social support. less
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collaborative conflict resolution. and fewer negative interactions with their fathers than
did teens from two-parent families. Consistent with previous findings in which single-
parent families evidence greater conflict and negativity than two-parent families (Baer.
1999; Walker & Hennig, 1997). teens from single-mother households also reported more
negative interactions with their mothers. These higher conflict levels may stem from the
stresses associated with single parenting (e.g.. lower family income) and/or the lack of a
second parent to assist with discipline and control (Walker & Hennig. 1997).

Consistent with research suggesting that family processes (e.g.. social support.
level of conflict) have greater effects on child adjustment than does family structure
(Cumsille & Epstein. 1994: Kleist. 1999). adolescents from single-mother and two-parent
families did not differ in terms of their self-reported internalizing and externalizing
problems. The results also suggest that in general. family relationship characteristics are
related to adolescent adjustment in similar ways across single and intact families (cf.
Barber & Lyons. 1994). These similarities notwithstanding. as discussed in further detail
below. some differences did emerge in terms of the specitic family process variables
associated with adjustment for teens from different family structures.

Social Support

For adolescents from two-parent families, social support (i.e., social support in
each of the mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent. and marital dyads,
taken together) was significantly negatively associated with internalizing problems. Teens
reporting more internalizing problems view these dyadic family relationships as a whole

as less close and supportive, a result consistent with the more general finding that
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adolescents with less family support report more depressive symptoms (Slavin & Rainer,
1990). Teens’ perceived social support from fathers was uniquely associated with
internalizing outcomes. This finding is consistent with previous work in which teens’
satisfaction with the supportiveness of their fathers was found to be uniquely associated
with depressive symptoms in adolescent inpatients (Barrera & Garrison-Jones. 1992). Past
research has also identified father-adolescent cohesion as being more strongly associated
with adolescent depression than mother-adolescent cohesion (Cole & McPherson. 1993).
As found in this as well as in previous studies. fathers’ supportiveness. because of its
lower level of occurrence in the adolescent-father relationship (in comparison to the
adolescent-mother relationship). may have an increased impact on teens when it is present
(Barrera & Garrisen-Jones. 1992: Forehand & Nousiainen. 1993).

When teens from single-mother and two-parent families were compared, social
support in the adolescent-father subsystem continued to show significant associations
with internalizing outcomes for teens from two-parent families. However. for teens from
single-mother families. low social support in the adolescent-sibling dyad was a uniquely
and significantly associated with the same outcome. Thus. the adolescent-sibling
relationship appears to play a particularly salient role in the lives of teens who do not live
with their fathers.

For adolescents from two-parent families. social support within the four dyads of
interest together were significantly associated with adolescent externalizing problems.
Social support from mother and from father each made unique contributions to

externalizing problems. together accounting for about half of the joint effect. These
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findings are consistent with the results of a recent meta-analysis, whereby both mothers’
and fathers’ caregiving was associated with the absence of child externalizing problems
(Rothbaum & Weisz. 1994). When teens from both family structures were considered.
social support from mothers. fathers. and siblings together predicted externalizing
problems. However. for teens from two-parent families, social support from father. and
for teens from single-mother families. social support from siblings. were uniquely
associated with externalizing problems.

Sibling relationships have been increasingly recognized for their contributions to
adolescent adjustment (Brody. 1998). While the present study’s findings provide further
evidence of such a contribution. they more specifically reflect the important role that
sibling relations play in the lives of adolescents from single-mother families. Sibling
relationships appear to be associated with psychosocial adjustment problems when the
balance between support and conflict is heavily weighted toward conflict (Brody. 1998).
Although conflict among siblings is more common when they are from disharmonious
homes. children growing up in such environments have fewer adjustment problems if they
have relatively supportive sibling relationships (Dunn. 1992). It has been suggested that
siblings from families who have experienced marital transitions may be more likely to
turn to each other for support as they may view relationships with adults as unstable and
untrustworthy (Hetherington. 1988). Thus. when sibling support is lacking, it may have
particularly detrimental effects on adolescent outcomes, as the results of the present study

suggest.

In sum. the present study’s findings are in line with research demonstrating that in
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adults under stress. social support decreases the likelihood of adjustment difficulties
and/or developing psychopathology (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Slavin & Rainer, 1990). and
in which children with high levels of social support have fewer emotional and behavioural
problems than those with low levels of social support (Jenkins, 1992). Consistent with
previous findings documenting an association between family support and adolescent
depression and delinquency (Windle. 1992) the results of the present study suggest that
having supportive familial relationships is associated specifically with fewer internalizing
and externalizing adjustment problems in adolescents.

In evaluating the association between number of positive parental relationships
and adolescent adjustment. teens with two positive parental relationships reported
significantly fewer internalizing problems than did teens with a positive parental
relationship with one parent or with neither parent. A somewhat different pattern emerged
when externalizing problems were considered: in support of the hypothesis, teens with no
positive parental relationships reported significantly more externalizing problems than did
teens with either one or two positive parental relationships. Thus. while having a positive
relationship with both their mother and their father was associated with fewer
internalizing problems in teens. having a positive relationship with either parent appeared
to make a significant difference in the amount of externalizing problems teens reported.
Overall. these results are consistent with the well-documented finding that warm and
authoritative parenting is negatively associated with psychopathology and positively

associated with psychosocial adjustment (e.g.. Lambom et al.. 1991).



Negative Interactions

Notwithstanding the fact that conflict among teens and their family members is a
normal and regular part of adolescence (Collins & Repinski, 1994), consistent with
previous research suggesting a positive association between family conflict and
adolescent depression and conduct problems (e.g.. Formoso, Gonzales. & Aiken, 2000)
associations between conflict and antagonism (i.e., negative interactions) and adolescent
adjustment problems were found in the present study. For adolescents from two-parent
families. overall negative interactions (the combined contribution of adolescent-mother.
adolescent-father. adolescent-sibling and marital negative interactions) were significantly
associated with internalizing problems. No unique contributions of specific dyads were
found. When teens from single-mother and two-parent families were considered together.
negative interactions continued to be associated with internalizing problems. with
negative interactions in the adolescent-mother and adolescent-father dyads each emerging
as small but important predictors. The lack of a unique contribution of the marital dyad is
consistent with past research in which only conflict in the parent-child relationship. and
not the marital relationship. was predictive of adolescent depression (Forehand. Brody.
Slotkin. Fauber. McCombs. & Long. 1988).

In terms of externalizing problems in teens from two-parent families, negative
interactions in the adolescent-mother. adolescent-father. adolescent-sibling. and marital
dyads were jointly associated with externalizing outcomes; negative interactions with
mothers and with fathers plaved a unique role. These findings were qualified by a

significant interaction with adolescent sex. such that negative interactions with mother



were uniquely associated with externalizing problems for girls only, while negative
interactions with father were uniquely associated with externalizing problems for boys
only. Perhaps because adolescents identify more with their same-sex than their opposite-
sex parent (Starrels. 1994), conflict within these same-sex familial relationships is
particularly important for the prediction of teens’ adjustment problems.

When adolescents from both family structures were considered. negative
interactions in the adolescent-mother and adolescent-father dyads remained uniquely
associated with externalizing problems. although the mother-daughter. father-son finding
was not replicated. Perhaps in single-mother homes. mothers play as an important role for
their sons as they do for their daughters.

Taken together. these results are consistent with the well-documented association
between parent-adolescent conflict and teen psychopathology (e.g.. Noller. 1994). They
are in line with findings in which teens’ reports of support and communication with both
mothers and fathers were inversely related to adolescent psychosocial risk (Marta. 1997).
In contrast to literature suggesting that teens” relationships with mothers and fathers
differentially contribute to psychological development (Youniss & Ketterlinus. 1987).
however, characteristics of the mother-adolescent and father-adolescent relationship were
found to have similar associations with adolescent adjustment in the present study.
Although some minor differences in terms of the unique contributions of the
characteristics emerged. it appears as though the joint contribution of these relationship
characteristics. in both dyadic relationships. hold similar implications for adolescent

adjustment.



Social Support and Negative Interactions: Indirect Effects of the Marital Dyad

Neither social support nor negative interactions in the marital dyad made unique
contributions to the prediction of teen outcomes as assessed in the present study. While
this is in contrast with studies demonstrating a direct effect of marital conflict on
adolescent adjustment (e.g.. Turner & Barrett, 1998), the association between marital
discord and child adjustment problems has in fact been found to be weaker when
community (non-clinic) samples are used (e.g.. Emery & O’Leary. 1984). Overall family
conflict has been found to be a stronger correlate of child adjustment than marital conflict
(Jaycox & Repetti. 1993). Other studies have likewise documented that for the prediction
of child adjustment. the quality of the marital relationship did not make a unique
contribution over and above that of the parent-child relationship (Burman et al.. 1987).

That the association between problems in the marital relationship and adolescent
adjustment disappeared once problems in the parent-adolescent relationship were
statistically controlled. suggests that the marital relationship is particularly important for
understanding parenting. as it influences the emotional tone of the parent-child
relationship (Harold et al.. 1997: Simons et al., 1999). In line with the results of the
present study. the parent-adolescent relationship has been found to mediate the effect of
marital conflict on teen internalizing (Cole & McPherson. 1993) and externalizing
problems (Harold et al., 1997). Positive marital adjustment has been documented to
facilitate sensitive parenting. which in turn holds implications for adolescent adjustment
(Easterbrooks & Emde. 1988). In a similar vein. in the present study, social support in

parents” marital relationship indirectly impacted teen adjustment via its association with



the perceived social support in adolescent-mother. -father. and -sibling dyads.

Similarly. the influence of negative interactions in the marital dyad on adolescent
adjustment was also an indirect one. mediated by the negative interactions in teens’ other
family relationships. In support of the “spillover hypothesis™, whereby the emotions and
tensions arising from negative marital interactions are then carried over into parent-child
interactions (Erel & Burman.1995; Krishnakumar & Buehler. 2000). the present study’s
findings suggest that it is the impact of marital conflict expression on parenting practices
that in turn. affects adolescent adjustment (cf. Krishnakumar & Buehler. 2000).
Collaborative and Destructive Conflict Resolution

For teens from two-parent families. collaborative conflict resolution in the mother-
adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent. and marital dyads were jointly
associated with internalizing problems: low collaboration in the marital dyad was
uniquely associated with this adjustment outcome. Similar findings emerged when teens
from single-mother and two-parent families were considered together. however. low
collaborative conflict resolution with father emerged as a small but unique predictor of
internalizing problems.

For teens from two-parent families, destructive conflict resolution in the family
subsystems (mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent, marital) were
together jointly associated with internalizing problems: high destructive conflict
resolution in the marital dvad was uniquely associated. When teens from single-mother
and two-parent families were considered together. destructive conflict resolution overall

continued to be significantly associated: high destructive conflict resolution with mother



emerged as a small but unique predictor of internalizing problems.

In sum. both collaborative and destructive conflict resolution in the four dyads of
interest were jointly associated with adolescent internalizing problems. For teens from
two-parent families. both collaborative and destructive conflict resolution in the marital
dyad made small but unique contributions to this outcome. These findings highlight the
importance of investigating resolution in addition to the frequency of marital conflict. as
the degree to which interparental conflict is resolved is an important aspect that influences
child and adolescent adjustment (Kerig. 1996: Grych & Fincham. 1990). Beyond the ways
in which parents engage in conflict. the manner in which their marital conflict is resolved
has increasingly been recognized as having consequences for their children (e.g.. Katz &
Gottman. 1993). For example. the successful resolution of marital conflict provides
positive models for problem solving for children that in turn leads to increased social
competence (Fincham & Osborne. 1993). Moreover. conflict that is not resolved
satisfactorily likely upsets youth more than conflicts that are successfully resolved (Grych
& Fincham. 1990).

For teens from two-parent families. overall collaborative conflict resolution in the
mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent, marital subsystems was also
associated with externalizing problems. For boys only, low collaboration in the
adolescent-father dyad was uniquely associated with externalizing problems. Fathers have
been found to be more involved with their sons than their daughters (Starrels, 1994),
which may in part explain their unique role in the prediction of boys™ externalizing

problems. However. when teens from single-mother and two-parent families were



considered together. while collaboration overall continued to significantly predict. low
collaborative conflict resolution with father emerged as a small but unique predictor of
externalizing problems for both boys and girls. Perhaps in single-mother families, non-
custodial fathers spend smaller yet equal amounts of time (and thus have a similar
influence) with their sons and daughters.

For teens from two-parent families, overall destructive conflict resolution in the
mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. sibling-adolescent, and marital subsystems were
significantly associated with externalizing problems: high destructive conflict resolution
in the mother-adolescent dvad was uniquely associated. When teens from single-mother
and two-parent families were considered together. the same pattern of findings emerged.
These results are in agreement with the postulation that verbally aggressive conflict
resolution strategies used by teens and their mothers may be a nonspecific risk factor in
the etiology or maintenance of adolescent psychopathology (Kashani. Burbach. &
Rosenberg. 1988). Given that the destructive conflict resolution in the adolescent-mother
dyad accounted uniquely for only a small portion of the variance. these findings also
suggest that the conflict resolution strategies used in other family dyads also warrant
consideration for the prediction of adolescent externalizing outcomes.

Protective Interactions among Family Subsystems

Having a supportive parent-adolescent relationship has been found to maintain
teens” sense of security. thereby buffering the stress associated with marital conflict and
reducing its impact (Turner & Barrett. 1998). However, in the present study. contrary to

the hypothesis. positive parent-adolescent relationships did not appear to compensate for



the parents’ negative marital relationship. These findings are in line with other studies in
which no significant interaction between the quality of the parent-child relationship
(mother and father) and the marital relationship has been found (e.g.. Jenkins, 1992).
Irrespective of whether parents’ marriages were harmonious or disharmonious. parent-
child relationships were equally important predictors of children’s adjustment (Jenkins.
1992).

It was anticipated that supportive sibling relationships would be most strongly
related to teens” adjustment (i.e.. act in a compensatory way) in families with high marital
disharmony. a finding documented in previous studies (e.g.. Jenkins. 1992). Family
systems theorists argue that the effect of an individual relationship on adolescent
outcomes is moderated by the broader network of relationships in which it is embedded
(O"Connor et al.. 1998). Results of the present study. in which the quality of the sibling-
adolescent and the parents” marital relationship interacted to predict teen internalizing
problems are in agreement with this idea. However. the direction of results was opposite
to the prediction. Only for adolescents who perceived their parents’ marital relationship as
being lower in negative interactions was social support from siblings negatively
associated with internalizing problems. Social support in the sibling-adolescent dyad did
not predict teen internalizing outcomes for those whose parents’ marriage was
characterized as being high in negative interactions. These findings are in line with the
suggestion that marital conflict may undermine sibling relationships (Davies &
Cummings. 1994).

Thus. although these findings are not in accord with the family systems tenet that



the sibling relations may play compensatory or exacerbating roles in the link between
marital conflict and adolescent adjustment (O’ Connor et al., 1998), it may be that the
compensatory effect of sibling relations is most commonly found in extreme groups rather
than nonclinical populations (Dunn, 1992). The present study’s findings highlight the
importance of investigating component family dyads within the larger network of family
relationships in order to more fully understand the association between family
relationships and adolescent adjustment.
Directionality of Conflict Effects

Conflict in the mother-adolescent. father-adolescent. and marital dyads was
assessed longitudinally. affording the opportunity to investigate the direction of effects
among conflict in these dyads and adolescent adjustment. as well as whether conflict
contributes to changes in adjustment over time. It has been highlighted that conflictual
parent-adolescent relations may precede adolescent adjustment problems. or. the reverse
may be true. in that adolescent adjustment problems may precede difficulties in parent-
adolescent relationships (e.g.. teens who are disruptive or depressed may elicit conflict
from parents: Neiderhiser. Reiss. Hetherington, & Plomin. 1999); the present study’s
findings support the former. That is. the temporal dimension incorporated into the present
study indeed suggests that for the most part. family conflict does precede child adjustment
problems (cf. Fincham & Osborne. 1993).

In examining whether Time 1 family conflict temporally preceded adolescent
adjustment problems at Time 2. results revealed that conflict in the adolescent-mother,

adolescent-father. and marital dvads jointly predicted teens’ internalizing problems. With



appropriate controls. however (Time 1 internalizing problems on the CDI). teens’ Time 1
reports of conflict within these three dyads no longer significantly predicted their
internalizing problems at Time 2.

Nonetheless. evidence supporting the reverse (adjustment problems preceding
conflict) was also for the most part not found. In further examining the direction of effects
among conflict in the three family subsystems and adolescent adjustment, analyses were
undertaken to evaluate whether internalizing problems at Time | significantly predicted
Time 2 conflict in (a) the mother- adolescent, (b) the father-adolescent, and (c) the marital
dyads. With appropriate controls (adolescent sex and Time 1 mother-adolescent. father-
adolescent and marital conflict). although adolescent internalizing problems at Time 1
significantly predicted mother-adolescent conflict as assessed at Time 2. internalizing
problems did not predict (i.e. precede) father-adolescent nor marital conflict at Time 2.
Thus. adolescent depression at Time 1 did not predict later conflict with fathers nor did it
predict conflict in adolescents” parents’ marital relationship (although it did predict
conflict with mother) a vear later. These nonsignificant findings. coupled with the
previously reported results in which overall negative interactions (i.e.. Time 2
antagonism/conflict) were found to jointly predict Time 2 internalizing problems. provide
support for the notion that for most forms of family conflict, the conflict precedes
adolescent internalizing problems (depression, anxiety, withdrawal), and suggest that
conflict within adolescent-father and marital relationships are antecedent to, rather than
merely correlated with. internalizing problems (cf. Duggal. Carlson, Sroufe, & Egeland,

2001). Moreover. they are consistent with findings in which less supportive and more
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conflictual family environments were predictive of adolescent depression one year later,
whereas the converse was not found (i.e., adolescent depression was not predictive of
deterioration in family relationships one year later; Sheeber et al.. 1997).

With appropriate controls (adolescent sex and Time 1 delinquency), teens’ Time 1
reports of conflict with mother. with father. and in their parents’ marital relationship
significantly predicted adolescents™ externalizing problems at Time 2. Thus. even after
controlling for adolescent delinquency at Time 1. conflict in teens” familial relationships
continued to significantly predict their externalizing problems one year later.

In examining the direction of effects among conflict in the three family
subsvstems and adolescent adjustment. after controlling for adolescent sex and Time 1
mother-adolescent. father-adolescent and marital conflict. adolescent externalizing
problems at Time 1 did not significantly predict conflict in any of the three subsystems as
assessed at Time 2. Thus. adolescent delinquency at Time 1 was not found to predict
adolescent conflict with mother. father. nor in the parents’ marital relationship one year
later at Time 2. These findings support the theoretical postulation that family conflict
leads to adolescent acting out. as opposed to the teens” acting out behaviour leading to
heightened family conflict. Thus. the present findings extend those set forth by Sheeber et
al. (1997). in that as disruptions in family relationships did not appear reactive to teen
internalizing symptoms. family relationship disruptions also do not appear reactive to
teens” externalizing behavior.

Cross-Informant Validity of Findings

For the sub-sample of adolescents whose mothers agreed to participate in the
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study. attempts were made to validate the study’s findings using these mothers as
informants. However. in analyses using Time 2 adolescent reports of family relationships
as independent variables and mothers™ reports of adolescent adjustment problems as
dependent variables. no significant findings emerged. The dramatic reduction in sample
size (i.e.. the n available for analysis was reduced to about one-third of the original sample
(n = 50) when the sample included teens from two-parent families with complete self-
report data on their relationships with mother. father, and sibling and whose mothers
participated) may partially explain why no significant effects (nor nonsignificant trends)
emerged in analyses conducted using mothers’ reports of adolescent adjustment. That is.
the relatively small parent sample may have resulted in reduced power to evaluate effects.

Another potential explanation for the failure to replicate findings from the
adolescent-report data is a function of the timing between when the data from mothers
was collected (between November 1999 and January 2000) and data from the adolescents
was collected (Time I: March 1999. Time 2: April 2000). The only significant findings
that emerged with the mother-report data was that (adolescent-reported) family conflict,
as assessed at Time 1. predicted maternal reports of adolescents’ internalizing and
externalizing problems. This is consistent with the suggestion that family conflict
temporally precedes adolescent adjustment problems. Perhaps the life circumstances,
family relationship characteristics and/or adjustment of the adolescents as reported by the
participating mothers were more similar to that reported by the teens at Time 1 of the
study.

In terms of the agreement between mothers’ and adolescents” ratings of adolescent
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problem behaviours. the present study’s findings are consistent with previous research
that has documented correlations in the .20 to .30 range among different informants (e.g..
Achenbach. McConaughy. & Howell. 1987). In the present study. adolescent-parent
agreement was found to be higher for internalizing than externalizing symptomatology, a
finding that has been documented elsewhere as well (e.g.. Seiffge-Krenke & Kollmar,
1998). This higher agreement may partially explain why the cross-informant analyses
emerged as significant only for the prediction of internalizing problems.

The failure to find cross-informant effects does not necessarily invalidate the
present studys findings. Adolescents may be particularly important informants of
problems hidden from parents’ view (Seiffge-Krenke & Kollmar. 1998). either as a
function of the fact that they are internal feeling states or symptoms (i.e.. internalizing
problems) or aggressive or delinquent behaviours (i.e.. externalizing problems) that teens
may tend to more actively hide from parents. Moreover. adolescents have access to the
whole array of their own behaviours in multiple settings. and are more aware of their
internal feelings than are other informants (Buehler et al.. 1998). Finally. maternal
perceptions of their children’s problem behaviour may be more a reflection of their (the
mothers’) own adjustment. rather than the child’s true level of difficulties (Seiffge-Krenke
& Kollmar. 1998).

Limitations

Before concluding. the following limitations of the current study should be noted.
In terms of the sibling relationships investigated. the present study did not examine

sibship constellation variables (i.e.. birth order, age-spacing between siblings. child and
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sibling gender: Buhrmester. 1992). as doing so would likely have resulted in groups too
small for meaningful analysis. As a result. the present study’s findings reflect the
relationship between teens and their “closest-in-age” sibling, and may or may not extend
across the above constellation variables. For example, same-sex sibling pairs report
greater companionship. affection. and intimacy than do opposite-sex siblings
(Buhrmester. 1992). which in turn may hold different implications for adolescent
adjustment. Nonetheless. employing closest-in-age siblings for sibling comparisons is a
commonly used strategy in sibling research (e.g.. Hetherington. 1988), and represents an
important first step in evaluating the influence of the sibling relationship for adolescent
outcomes.

A second potential limitation of the present study concerns the fact that the
findings are primarily based on data from a single source. adolescent self-report. When
information on the variables of interest is collected from a single source. the reporter’s
response set or level of social desirability may increase the correlation between relevant
variables. thereby creating a method variance bias (Erel & Burman. 1995). For example, a
negative halo effect. whereby adolescents in conflictual family relationships also perceive
that they are more poorly adjusted. is possible (cf. Emery & O’Leary, 1984). Nonetheless.
the importance of utilizing adolescent self-report should be recognized, in light of
previous work demonstrating child reports of adjustment problems (Seiffge-Krenke &
Kollmar. 1998) and marital conflict (Grych et al.. 1992) may be more relevant than
parental reports, as they represent a better estimate of what the adolescent is aware of and

observes (Buehler et al.. 1998). Moreover, the importance of studying family relationships
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as they are experienced from the child’s perspective (given that it is the child’s
perceptions of the family that likely contributes to their adjustment) has been highlighted
by several investigators (e.g.. Grych & Fincham, 1990; Kerig, 1995).

The present study focused on the environmental factors of dyadic family
relationships and their characteristics as potential predictors of adolescent
psychopathology. Genetic influences. though not explicitly measured. must also be
recognized as contributing to adolescent outcomes. The present study was predicated on
the notion that the association between family relationship characteristics and adolescent
adjustment is such that the family dyad characteristics affect teen outcomes. While the
longitudinal component of the study provided support for this notion. other explanations
must also be considered. The direction of effects may run the other way as well. such that
more well-adjusted adolescents elicit more supportive and less conflictual relationships
with family members (cf. Amato & Gilbreth. 1999). or that teens with adjustment
problems have more difticulty reaching out and forming close relationships with family
members because of their disturbance (Jenkins, 1992). In the present study. the short-term
longitudinal assessment of family conflict suggested. for example. that teens’ depressive
symptoms predicted conflict with their mothers one year later. Thus, as Hartup and
Laursen (1999) have pointed out. while relationships affect the kinds of individuals we
become. the kinds of individuals we are also affects the relationships we establish and
construct.

Conclusions

In conclusion. consistent with the hypothesis, the dyadic relationships within
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which teens were directly involved (i.e.. adolescent-mother. adolescent-father, and
adolescent-sibling) were indeed associated with both internalizing and externalizing
outcomes. While these dyads (as well as the marital dyad, for teens from two-parent
families) accounted for most of the association with adjustment outcomes. unique aspects
of certain dvads were also independently important. In terms of social support, the
adolescent-father and adolescent-sibling dvads were uniquely associated with teens’
internalizing problems. while the adolescent-mother and adolescent-father dyads were
uniquely associated with teens’ externalizing problems. Negative interactions in the
mother-adolescent and father-adolescent dyads were also uniquely associated with both
internalizing and externalizing problems; this finding provided partial support for the
prediction that the mother-adolescent relationship would be more important (i.e., show a
larger unique effect) than the father-adolescent relationship. Finally. findings involving
both social support and negative interactions were also in support of the hypothesis that
the marital relationship would indirectly influence adolescent adjustment (both
internalizing and externalizing outcomes) via the mother-adolescent and father-adolescent
subsystems.

The current study s findings are in line with the large body of literature that argues
that family functioning plays an important role in the onset and maintenance of
psychopathology (e.g.. Hetherington & Martin, 1986). Among depressed adolescents, for
example. problems in multiple family relationships (i.e., with mothers, fathers. siblings
and the martial relationship) have been documented (e.g.. Puig-Antich et al., 1993). In the

present study. links between the family relationship characteristics of interest (social
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support, negative interactions/conflict, and conflict resolution) and adolescent
internalizing and externalizing problems were established. Contrary to the prediction (the
study’s second question), these characteristics, however, did not clearly differentiate
between internalizing and externalizing problems. although some subtle differences were
found. These findings are consistent with those reported by Smets and Hartup (1988) who
did not find significant differences in family cohesion and adaptability among the families
of internalizing children and the families of externalizing children. and of those reported
by Prange et al. (1992). who found low parent-adolescent cohesion to be associated with
both internalizing and externalizing problems. Similarly. contrary to the hypothesis. the
general measure of negative interactions employed in the present study did not distinguish
among adolescent adjustment problems. Perhaps marital (and other forms of family)
conflict is only associated with externalizing disorders (as opposed to internalizing
disorders) when the conflict is more physically aggressive in nature, through children
learning through modelling aggressive ways of coping with conflict (Fincham & Osborne.
1993).

In terms of the role of parent and adolescent gender in predicting teen adjustment,
there were also few findings to suggest that associations between family relationship
characteristics and teen adjustment problems were stronger for girls than for boys. As in
other studies (e.g.. Cohen & Brook. 1987). family risk factors appeared to operate
similarly for boys and girls. Moreover, contrary to the hypothesis, the father-adolescent
relationship did not appear to be particularly associated with teen externalizing problems.

That characteristics of teens” relationships with their fathers were associated with both
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externalizing and internalizing problems is consistent with the literature reviewed by
Phares and Compas (1992). in which paternal factors were associated with both
externalizing and internalizing disorders in nonreferred children (as opposed to clinical
samples, where paternal factors are more strongly associated with externalizing
problems).

Partial support was. however. found for the hypothesis that parent and adolescent
gender moderate the associations between family relationship characteristics and
adolescent well-being. Based on traditional gender role socialization. that father-son and
mother-daughter relationships may be expected to hold special significance for boys” and
girls’ adjustment. respectively. The only finding in support of this notion was that
negative interactions in the mother-daughter dyad played a unique role in girls’
externalizing problems. whereas negative interactions in the father-son dyad played a
unique role in boys™ externalizing problems. Thus. for the most part. relationships with
fathers and mothers are equally important for the adjustment of both daughters and sons
(cf. Wenk et al.. 1994).

There are clinical implications stemming from this work that warrant
consideration. In general. the results of this study point to the importance of focussing on
family relationships in intervention or prevention strategies for children and adolescents
(cf. Jenkins & Keating. 1998). For example. interventions designed to increase familial
social support and decrease negative interactions may be effective in reducing adolescent
internalizing and externalizing symptoms. More specifically, clinicians working with

teens in single-mother families in particular may want to consider the adolescent-sibling
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relationship as an aspect of the family system with which to intervene. The supportive
quality of the sibling relationship may be a particularly important one, and increasing the
felt support may serve a protective function for teens. Second, assessing the potential for
change within both the adolescent-mother and adolescent-father subsystems may be
fruitful (cf. Jenkins. 1992) when a teen presents for therapy. as intervening within either
of these relationships may be beneficial given that characteristics of both appear to be
associated with teen outcomes.

Third. indirectly through its effect on the parent-adolescent relationship. the
marital relationship carries imrlications for teens’ adjustment problems. As such,
clinicians may want to consider an assessment of the marital relationship as well as
parent-adolescent relationships when a teen presents with emotional or behavioural
difficulties. Further. therapists working with couples whose marital relationship is
characterized by negative interactions or lacking in support should also be aware of the
potential risk this holds for their (the couples’) children. Therapists may need to address
the effects of a conflictual marital relationships in individual work with the adolescent.
marital therapy with the couple. or in family therapy with the broader family system.

Finally. in terms of directions for future research. employing clinical samples may
be beneficial in order to investigate the association between dyadic family relationships
and adjustment outcomes among teens with more severe psychopathology or clinical
diagnoses. Relatedly. perhaps investigating outcomes that are more specific than those
employed in the present study (e.g.. anxiety or depressive disorders as opposed to

internalizing problems: conduct disorder instead of externalizing problems) would lead to
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more definitive conclusions about the associations between dyadic relationship
characteristics and teen adjustment. Similarly, due to poor psychometric properties of the
measures employed. the present study was unable to examine the potential role of
enmeshment and disengagement in teen outcomes; these and other relationship
characteristics (e.g.. power and control) may contribute to adolescent adjustment and
warrant future consideration. Although the present study made a beginning contribution.
future investigations that employ longer-term longitudinal designs would also allow for
more definitive conclusions to be drawn in regard to causal directions between dyadic
relationship characteristics and adolescent adjustment. Finally. future research on
adolescent family relationships should continue to differentiate among adolescent-mother.
adolescent-father. adolescent-sibling and marital dyadic relationships. as a means of
evaluating both their unique and joint contributions to adolescent adjustment, and in tun
potentially holding implications for the prevention of. and intervention with. teen

psychopathology.
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5 Concordia

CNIVERSITY

Centre for Research in Human Development

Department of Psvchology
tel: (£14) 848-7360
fax: (514) 828-2815

JHS-YR1

March. 1996

Dear Parent(s) and Student.

We are writing to ask for vour participat:on in a study of adolescents’ relationships and
emotional arnd behavioural adjusiment. This study concems changes with age in adolescents”
relationships. the degres to which children’s relationstugs are similar to. or different from thex
parents’ relationshugs. and the contribution of the faruly and fmendship factors to adolescents’
relationshups and acjusimen:.

We are asking pe. mission for vou. the student. to complete questionnaires at school.
The questionrarres ask stuuc'xts about their relationstups with pareats and friends. their
perceptions of famgy funcioning, the ways they cope with stress. and their emotional md

behavioural adjustment re.g.. mood. involvement in rule breaking activities, substance ar'd
sexual behavicur . These questionnawes have been used extensively in research with mol nes

and deal with protisms that adolescants often "ac* The questionnaires will take about 1.3 hou:"
to complete in total. Students will complete L & guesticnanaires, at times which are convenient
for the teacher. during class ume. Parucipat uul be voluntary. and by written consen:. Of
course no student s 2ver forced to participate and all answers ars confidential. Because it s
imrortant to undersiand changss over tume. sLLd:"::' wil be aprroached agan in ore vear. and
agan the next year. to comeiete simular questiornnaras. However. there is no obligation t
continuz2.

We are also asxw "g parents to complete similar questionnaires atout ther relatonsiiss.
self perceptions. and family {unctionng. thes vear oniy. The questionnaires will be matied to vou in
the early fall to complete at vour conventence. and will take about one hour of vour ime.

We would lixe as many mothers and fathers 2s cossibie to partictpate. Litile is known
about the role of fathers in children’s social develepment: hence {athers’ participation is very
important. However. if only one parent can participate, your help is still very important. [n
return for participation. each parent will receive S10 for his/her time. We will be pleased to send
vou a surmnmary of the group results of the study when completed.

This project is funded by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.
and is concemned with how adolescents’ relationships change with age, and what helps them have
good relationships with friends, romantic partners. and family members. This work is importan:
because good relationships foster the child's sense of well-being and school achievement. We also
believe that this research will be helpful for understanding how adolescents cope with various

7130 Sherzrzaxe Siresr \ast
Montzea. Juezes =33 'FE




challenges they face. and for developing effective intervention programs for adolescents (and their
families) who are experiencing difficulties.

We hope that both students and their parents will consent to participate in this project. as
your help is important to us. Please complete the enclosed consent form and return it to your
French teacher. We would like to know vour decision even if vou do not agree to

All students returning the form (whether the answer is ves or no) will have their
names entered in a draw. Students returning forms will be eligible for a raffle to win: Cineplex
Odeon movie passes, Laser Quest Passes. or HMYV gift certificates!!

If you have any questions or would like further information before vou decide about

participating, please do not hesitate to call one of us at the numbers below. We look forward to
hearing from vou.

Sincerely,

Anna-Beth Dovle, PR.D. DorOt W Markiewicz, Ph.D.
Profcssor of Psvcholog Asscciate Professor of Appliad Human
(848-7338 Sciznce and Psychology
828-22680
fl /*\/*./G’_///;’-' ':‘5:5/,»7.’/' , < _ . -
/' e - - e T T
s -—
Jennifer Ducharma. M.A. Stezhame Margejese., MLA.
Ph.D. Candidatz P

. D. Candidate
(84S-7360) . 18487360



Centre for Research in Human Development

Concordia . s, Depammentof sychology
UNIVERSITY

Consent Form To Participate in Research

March 1999 (JHS-YR1)

Student’s Name

School Grade

French Teacher's name/class:

Check as many as apply:

/W2 agres to the student’s participation in the Relaticnships and Well-being study cenductad
by Drs. A.B. Dopl2 and D. Markiewicz. (Student and one parsnt piease sign below .

- [. the student’s parent. agras tc participate. i Please sign below .

- My spouse also agre2s 1o parnsipare. (Please sign baiow
T wish to be callec 1o discuss the projact.

- I'dcnet agras 1o any of the above.

IF YOU AGREE TO PARTICIPATE. please complete the followine:

L'We have been informed that the purpese of the research is o studv students” reiationsiups with peers and famuly. ther
adjustment and well-being. Parucication will invelve 1.3 heurs of students” urme. and. if parents consent. | heur of their
time. completing questionnaires atcut {niendshics and family ralationshizs. ways of dealing with stress. self-perceptions.
and emoticnal and behavicral acjustment. L'We undersiand that all informanen wiil be confidanual to the research team and
identified cnly by number. and that general restlts may be putlished. L'We uncdersiand that 'we may withdraw my/our
censent and may discontinue participailen at any time.

Parent(s) Name!s}

Address

City & Postal Code. Phone Number

Mother’s Signature (if applicable.

Father's Signature (if appiicacie

Student’s Signature Date

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM TO YOUR FRENCH TEACHER AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.
7037 Shertraowe Streer JNest
Mcrueal Queses HaZ “RE
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Concordia

UNIVERSITY

Centre for Research in Human Development

Department of Psychology
tef. (513) 838-7560 fax: (513) 838-281%

JHS-YRZ2

February, 2000

Dear Student.

Last April. as you may remember. we began part one of The Relationships and Well-Being
Project at vour school. We are now writing to ask permission for vou. the student. to

participate in the second phase of our study on adolescent relationships and emotional and
behavioural adjustment.

Taking part in the study will involve completing questionnaires during class time at school. at
times convenient for the teacher. Just like last vear. the questionnaires will take abeut | *2 hours
(two separate class periods. two weeks apart) to complete. The questionnaires are a tot like the
ones vou completed last vear, and asx about vour relattonships with garents and frends, your
view of famuly functioning. the ways vou deal with siress. and how vou fee! and behave (2.2..
mocd. breaking rules. drug use. and sex..

We rzally appreciate that you tock part in our stucy last vear. We need vour participation again
thus vear because we neec to understand changes in vour relationsaips and adjustment over ume.

Those students who choose to participate this vear will be entered in THE GRAND-PRIZE
draw for a SONY DISCMAN!!!

iease complete the enclesed consent form. take it home to have on2 of vour parents sign it. and
return it o your French teacher as soen as possibiz. We need to Xnew your decision even if vou
do not agree to participate. All students returning the form (whether the answer is ves or no)
will have their names entered in a draw and w:i! be eligible for a ratfie o win Cineplex
Odeon movie passes or HMV gift certificates!!

If vou have any questions fe=! fYes to ask or call one of us at the aumbers below.

Thark vou.
——
Jenn fer Ducharme, M.A.. Anna-Beth Dovle. Ph.D. Dorothv Markiewicz. Ph.D.
Ph.D. Candidare Professor of Psvchology Associate Professor of
(848-7360) (848-7338) Psvchology and Applied
Human Sciences
(848-2268)
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Centre for Research in Human Development

* Department of Psychology

OnCOr 1a tel: (54 348-7560 fax: (5]<) 848-283%
UNIVERSITY

Consent Form To Participate in Research

February 2000 (JHS-YR?)

Student’s Name:

Student's Date of Birth: Age:

School: LCCHS  Grade: French Teacher's name/class:

Check where applicable:

We agres 10 the student’s participation :n the Relatonships and Well-teing stuév conducted
by Jennifer Ducharme. Dr. Anna Beth Dovle. and Dr. Dorothy Markiewicz.
(Student and parent please sign below .

—_ Befors we agrez to the student’s parucizaticn. piease call to discuss the project.
Please indicate name and phone number

We do not agre= to the student’s parcizaton.

IF YOU AGREE TO THE STUDENT'S PARTICIPATION. please complete the following:

We have been informed that the purpose of the research is to study students’ relationshizs with peers and
family, their adjustment and well-being. Participation wiil invoive 1 %2 hours of studeats” class ume.
completing questionnaires about friendships and famuiv relationships. ways of dealing with siress. seif-
perceptions, and emotional and behavioral adjustment. We understand that all informatien will be confidential
to the research team ard :dentified only bv number. and that general results may be published. We understand

that the student may withdraw consentand may discortnue participation at any time.

Student’s Signature:

Parent’s Signature Date

Parent(s) Name(s)

Address

City & Postal Code Phone Number

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM TO YOUR FRENCH TEACHER AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.

7137 Sherarcone Stureet West
Manrreai JQuetec a8 RS
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Time | Measures:

General Information

Child Depression Inventory (CDI)
Self-Report Delinquency Scale (SRD)

Family Issues Questionnaire

Children's Perception of Interparental Conflict Scale (CPIC)

Time 2 Measures

Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI)
Conflict and Problem Solving Scale (CPS)
Network of Relationships Inventory - Marital
Conflict and Problem Solving Scale - Marital

Youth Self Report (YSR)

Mother-report Measures
Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI)
Conflict and Problem Solving Scale (CPS)

Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL)
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. E FEELINGS AND IDEAS (CDI) IS

15528 Please do not mark in this area

l 7

i -

People sometimes have different feelings and ideas. This form lists feelings and ideas in groups.
From each group, pick one sentence that describes you best for the past two weeks. There are no
right or wrong answers. Just pick the sentence that best describes the way you have been recently.
Put an [ in the box next to your answer. ’

Here is an example of how this form works. Try it. Putan [ next to the sentence
that describes you best.

Example:

C Iread books all the time
T Iread books once in a while
C Inever read books

REMEMBER, PICK OUT THE SENTENCES THAT DESCRIBE YOUR FEELINGS AND IDEAS
IN THE PAST TWO WEEKS.

I am sad once in a while.
[am sad many times.
[ am sad all the me.

Ch o

12

Nothing will ever werk cut for me.
[am not sure if things wiil wark out fer me.

non

Things will work out for me O K.

(VY

[ do most things O.X.
[ do many things wrong

10l

[ do evervthing wreng.

[ have fun in many things.
[ have fun in some things.
Nothing is fun at all.

Orna

w

[ am bad all the time.
I am bad many times.

a0on

[ am bad once in a while.

O

[ think about bad things happening to me once in a while.
[ worry that bad things will happen to me.

aooan

[ am sure that terrible things will happen to me.

15528
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-~

mnaon

[ hate myself.
[ do not like myself.
[ like myself.

IHS

_—
Please do not marh in this area

nona

All bad things are my fault.
Many bad things are my fault.
Bad things are not usually my fault.

0

(e n

[ feel like crying everyday.
I feef like crying many davs.
[ feel like crying once in a while.

crn

Things bother me all the time.
Trings bother me many times.
Things bother me once in a while.

M1

! like being with pecple.
[ do not like being with peopie mary imes.
[ do not want to be with people at all.

rrern

{ cannot make up my mind abcut thungs.

It is hard to make up mv mind atcut things.

I make up my mind abou: thungs easily.

=
(PF)

et

Tock O.K.
There are scme bad things atcut m¥ locks.

ficok ugly.

—
e

ey

! have to push mvself all the fme tc do my scheel work.
I have to push myself many times tc do my scheel work.

Deing school work is not a big pretblem.

RINR

i

[ have trouble sleeping every night.
[ have trouble sleeping many nights.
! sleep pretty well.

16.

R

Mmirt

I am tdred once in a while.
{ am tred manv days.
[ am tired all the time.




18628

Oogao

Most davs I do not feel like eating.
Many days I do not feel like eating.
[ eat pretty well.

_~
3
tn

Please do nat marh 1n this area

18.

oo

I do not worry about aches and pains.
I worry about aches and pains many times.
[ worry about aches and pains all the time.

19.

aonoao

I do not feel alone.
[ feel alone many times.
[ feel alone all the time.

nnoan

I never have fun at school.
[ have fun at school cnly once in a whule.
[ have fun at school many times.

0noao

[ have pienty of friends.
[ have some friends but [ wish [ had mcre.
[ do not have any friends.

Mmoo

My school work is alnght.

My schocel work is not as goed as beferz.

I do very badly in sublects [ used to be gocd in.

<4
2

!

omnin

[ can never be as geed as other kids.
I can be as gcod as other kids if [ wanz i,
[ am just as geod as other kids.

0ooan

Nobody really loves me.
[ am not sure if anvbod loves me.
I am sure that somebedy loves me.

ooano

[ usually do whatl am told.
[ do not do what [ am told most times.
I never do what [ am told.

ona

[ get along with pecpie.
[ get into fights many tmes.
I get into fights all the time.

15328
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8967 l l 1

This section asks about different behaviours that teenagers are sometimes involved in. Your answers
are very important to us: we want to know what really happens for people vour age so please answer
all questions honestly. Remember, ALL YOUR ANSWERS ARE CONFIDENTIAL.

For each question,

. First indicate whether or not vou have ever done what is described ( X YES or NO).

¢  Then, if vou answer YES, indicate how many times in the last vear vou have done each behaviour.
o If vou answer NO, skip tc the next question.

Have you ever ...?

1. Purposely damaged or destroyed property (includes vandalism/graffiti) .
belonging to your parents or other family members? ZYes TNo
If "YES", how manv times in the iast vear? If "NO", siip to the next queston.
Co C1 E2 O3 Z+4 T3 Te T 28 9 10 Zit Zi Tliormore
If 13 or more times. how often?
Z 2.3 times per month Z 1 ¢r more bmes per week
2. Purposely damaged or destroved property (includes vandalism/graffiti) .
belonging to your school or emplover? —Yes _No
If "YES", how many dmes i the last vear? If "NO", skip tc the next quesgon.
-0 C1 Z: 3 T4+ T5 e ZT Z§ 98 C1w0 I ZiI Zliormore
If 13 or more times, how cften?
Z 2-3 oames per menth T 1or more tmes per week
3. Purposely damaged or destroyed other property (includes vandalism/graffiti) _ .
that did not belong to vou, not counting family, school, or work property? =Yes _ No
If "YES", hew many tmes in the last vear? If "NO", skup tc the next question.
Zo C1 C2 C3 Z4+ T35 Te CT Cs C9 C1o T Z12 D13ormore
If 13 or more times, how often?
5 2-3 imes per month T 1 or more times per week
1. Stolen or tried to steal a motor vehicle such as a car or motorcycle? CYes G No
If "YES", how many times in the last year?
—0 O G2 C3 C4+ ©5 Ceé CF Z¢ [C9 Cio Ou ©C12 OCil3ormore

If 13 or more times, how often?

C 2-3 imes per month T 1 or more times per week
8987
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gee”

5. Stolen or tried to steal something worth more than $50.00? CYes T No

If "YES", how many times in the last year?

o0 C1 O2 O3 04 O35 DOe ©OT €8 T9 [Ci1e C11 Q12 O13ormore
If 15 or more times, how often?

0O 2-3 times per month T 1 or more times per week

6. Knowingly bought, sold or held stolen goods or tried to do any of these things? T Yes DO No

If "YES", how many times in the last year?

—

Co £1 O ©C3 0O T3 Ce CT & T9 Cuy Cu C12 Cl3ormore

If 13 or more times, how often?

T 2-3 times per month T 1 cr more tmes per week

7. Purposely set fire to a building, car, or other property ortried todoso> T Yes T No

If "YES", how many times in the last vear’

-—0 —_— —_— - —
p— -—- —- -—

L

- —
—_t —

wus

o~
-—

- Z 12 Z13ormcre

—_——

If 13 or more times, how ctten”
Z 2-3 tmes per menth Z 1 or mcre tmes per week

8. Carried a hidden weapon other than a plain pocket knife? ZYes T No

If "YES", how manyv tmes in the last vear’

Zo T i 3 - T Cw I iz

e —it —1i2 — 13 crmere

S .o~

]
]
I
[£4]

If 15 or more times, hcw orten”

Z I-3dmes per menth T 1 or mere times per week

9. Stolen or tried to steal things worth $5.00 ar less? T"Yes T No
If "YES", how many imes in the last ve3r’

—q 1 C2 C3 T4 3 Cs ©TT T8 9 Cuw On C12 C13crmoere
If 13 or more times, how often?

G 2-3 tdmes per month T 1 or more times per week

10. Attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting that person? OYes O No
If "YES", how many times in the last vear?
Co 1 C2 O3 0O+ T3 GDe OF T8 Ce Cuw Ou 012 Ci3ormore
If 13 or more times, hcw often?

C 2-3 times per month D 1 or more times per week

8cav
. Joiv E -
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11. Been involved in gang fights? [T Yes O No
If "YES", how many times in the last year?
00 01 C2 ©3 04 0Os5 Ce 7 0Os8 TJ9 OO0 1

C12
If 13 or more times, how often?

C 13 or more

2 2-3 times per month

12. Used checks illegally or used phony money to pay for something

0031 or more times per week
(includes intentional overdrafts)?

CYes O No
If "YES", how many times in the last year’
Co 0O1 C2 O3 04 C5 Do

—

(]

o8 0§09 Jw i Cc12

Z 12 or more
If 13 or more times, how often”

Z 2-3 times per month

Z 1 or mere times per week
13. Sold marijuana or hashish (weed, pot, grass, hash)?

Yes < No
If "YES", how many times in the last vear”
¢ i1 Z2 T3 L+ T3 . ZT T3 C¢

Z10 — i C T 13 or more

[y

13 or more times. how citen’

fmes per mcnth Z 1 crmere ames per week

If "YES", how many times

5
'y
i
o
"
a
(3]
b
1
s

Zo 1 Z2

-—

2

s s oz Cu

If 15 or more times. hcw crten’

-~

Z 13 sr more

Z 2-3 dmes per menth Z 1 or mere times per week

15. Stolen money or other things from vour parents or other members of vour family?

“Yes T No
If "YES", how mary times in the last vear?
Do 1 C2 C3 Cs T CTe 7 B8 [C% C1w0 =11 C 12 [C13o0rmore
If 13 or more times, how often?

T3 2-3 times per month C 1 or more times per week

16. Stolen money, goods, or property from school or from the place where you work?

CTYes ONo
If "YES", how many times in the last vear?
Co Ci1 2 T3 C+ s Cse T s Ce C1w0

—

c11 12
If 13 or more times, how often?

—
[

5 13 cr more

2-3 imes per month 3 1 or more times per week

8587
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17. Hit or threatened to hit one of your parents? T Yes C No
If "YES", how many times in the last yvear?
Qe 0O1 O2 B3 C4 T3 Ce 07 Os8s 9 QCO1w 211 C12 Cl3ormore
If 13 or more times, how often?

C 2-3 times per month O 1 or more times per week

18. Hit or threatened to hit your teacher, your supervisor or another employee? “Yes T No
If "YES", how many times in the last year?
cCo O1 T2 C3 Cs O35 0Ce C7 O8 §9 G100 St T2 CTl13ormore
If 13 or more times, how often?

T 2-3 times per month T 1 or mcre times per week

19. Hit or threatened to hit anyone else (e.g., friends, strangers)? ZYes T No
If "YES", how many times in the last vear?
-y 1 Z2 Z3 D4 Z3 e T Zs 9 1w 1t —:2 T iicrmore
If 13 or more times. how cften’

T 2.3 times per month Z 1or mere omes par week

20. Been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public place (disorderiy conduct)? T Yes I No

If "YES", how many tmes i the last vear?

-0 v ZI 23

-_—- _— - -— —_——

]
)
11

(P

Ze i —:2 Z1il3crmore
If 13 or more times. how often’

Z 2-3 imes per men:h T 1 or mere omes per week

21. Sold hard drugs such as cocaine, LSD (acid), heroin (or others)? ZYes T No

If "YES", how many tmes tn the last vear?

cCo Ot c: T3 T4 5 Ts T g Coe D10 Zn T”12 T 13crmore
If 13 or more times, how often?

1
T 2-3 imes per month O 1 or mcre times per week

22. Tried to cheat someone by selling them something that was worthless .
or not what you said it was? CYes ONo

If "YES", how manv times in the last vear?
Ce O Co2 O3 O+ O35 Ce 7 ©s gCe L On 012 T 13crmere
If 13 or more times, how often?

{J 2-3 Emes per month 1 or more mes per week

. doi”
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23. Taken a vehicle for a ride or drive without the owner's permission? T Yes T No

If "YES”, how many times in the last year?
00 O1 C2 03 0O¢ O35 O CTC7 Cs g9 Ci1wo On 12 13 or more
If 13 or more times, how often?

{0 2-3 imes per month 1 or more times per week

24. Bought liquor as aminor? SYes O No

If "YES", how many times in the last year?

Coc Cr C2 O3 BG4 B5 Ce CT Cs 0O9 C10 Cu

(1

12 C13ormore

If 13 or more times. how often?

C 2.3 &mes per menth T 1 or more tmes per wesk
25. Used force or "strong arm” methods to get money or things from people? “Yes T No
If "YES", how many times in the last vear”
-0 Tr 2 I3 oy O3 Zs T s e Z1t Zit Z12 Cliormore
If 13 or more times. how orten’
Z 2-3 tmes per menth Z 1 or more times per week
26. Avoided paving for such things as movies, bus or metro rides, and food? “Yes T No

If "YES", how many &mes n the last vear?

.—C —- —_— —_ C-'- — = '—-c —_—
—_— — - - [S—— -— —

—_— - —

3 —~q 1 — 11 -

—_— — . —_— s

2 T ilormere

If 15 or more times. how orten’

Z I-3omes per menth Z 1 cr mcre tmes per week
27. Been drunk in a public place? T Yes Z No-
If "YES", hew many Emes in the last vear?
Zo0 1 2 B3 C4 5 e 22T & 9 1w Cu Ci1z2 Cil3ormore

If 15 or more times, how often?

—

C 2-3 dmes per month 7 1 or more times per week

28. Stolen or tried to steal things worth between $5.00 and $50.00? TYes ONo

If "YES", how many ames in the last vear?

Co o1 C: O3 O+ 05 Os CT OS5 C9 D10 OGN 12 Gliormore
If 13 or more times, how often?
= 2-3 Emes per menth 01 or more times per week

8587
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29. Broken into or tried to break into a building (including an abandoned .
building) or vehicle to steal something or just to look around? OYes CNo

If "YES", how many times in the last vear?

0o 0O1 0O2 O3 0O4 O3 Ce C7 O8 19 0O 11 C12 Cl3eormore

If 13 or more times, how often?

O 2-3 times per month 01 or more imes per week

30. Begged for money or things from strangers? O Yes 0O No
If "YES”, how many times in the last vear?

Co O1 O2 T3 C4 B5 e 7 s O9 C1mw dOunn 12 Z 13 or more

If 13 or more times, how often?

~ A

Z 2-3 imes per month C 1 or more times per weak
31. Failed to return extra change that a cashier gave vou by mistake? TYes T No
If "YES", how many times in the st vear’
-o D1 2. C3 Z4 D3 s ZT TS e D1 Tt Tz Zilcrmere
If 13 or more times, how often’
Z 2.3 imes per menth Z 1 or more himes per wesk
32. Used or tried to use credit cards without the owner's permission? “Yes Z No
If "YES". how many times in the last vear®
Z0 1 T T3 T4 Z3 Te ZT Zs 9 T 1t Z1z Z1liormere

If 15 or more times, how orten’

- a2

Z 2-3 times per month T 1 or more tmes per week
33. Made obscene telephone calls (such as calling someone and saying dirty things)? CYes = No
If "YES", how many times in the last ye3r”
Co C1 C2 T3 C4 T3 Ce Z- Cs C9 Cw S Zi12 Zl3ormore
If 13 or more times, how orten’
Z 2-3 times per month C 1 or more tmes per week
34. Snatched someone's purse or wallet or picked someone’s pocket? TOYes [ONo

If "YES", how many times in the last vear?
Co O1 O2 O3 T4 Cs Ce T s D9 Ll COu 12 T 13 cr more
If 13 or more times, how often’

T 2-3 imes per month T 1 or more times per week

ESET
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35. Used money or funds entrusted to your care for some purpose other than .
that intended (embezzled money)? CYes [INo
If "YES", how many times in the last year?
Co Ot O2 O3 0O+ Cs O OF S8 G9 D10 Ol J12 Zl3ormore

If 13 or more times, how often?

G 2-3 times per month C 1 or more times per week

36. Ganged up with friends, and used force or intimidation to get money or i

things from people (taxing)? CYes CTNo

If "YES", how many tumes in the last vear?

Co O1 ©2 O3 Cs+ T35 Ce C- T8 0O9 G100 CO11 212 ZTl3ormore
- If 13 or mare times, how often’

T 2-3 ttmes per month Z 1 or more mes per week

37. Been stopped by the police for questioning? CYes T No

If "YES", how many tmes in the last vear?

—p —1 T2 =3 T+ 5 5 T Z§% 9% Ziw it iz Zilcrmere
If 13 or more times, how cften’
T -3 ames per month T 1 crmore smes per week
35. Been arrested? T Yes T No
If "YES". how many ames in the last vear]
-2 01 2 —3: Z: I3 s T Zs s i it I _ilcrmore

If 13 or more times. heow often”

-

u
sl

gmes per ment T 1crmore ames per week

If "Yes", what were vou charged with?

39. Been expelled from school> T Yes [ No
If "YES", how many times in the last year?
co pO1 C2 O3 O+ C©>5 Oe6e 7 s C¢e Ciwo Cu 212 13 or more
If 13 or more times, how often?

T 2-3 imes per menth 1 or more dmes per week
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YOUTH SELF-REPORT

Please do not mark tn this area .

|2

Please fill out this form to reflect your views, even if other people might not agree.

L. Please list the sports you most like to take
part in. For exampie: swimrung, baseball.

skating, skate boarding, bike nding, fishing.

Compared to others of your age,
about how much time do you
spend in each?

etc.
—_ Less Than Average More Than
= Nene Average Average
. -z C =
o 0z -
< - an -

Compared to others of your age,
how well do you do each one?

Betow Average Abgve

Average Average
c G i
= c g
- C 3

1. Please list ynur favorite hobbies. activities,
and games, other than sporss. for exampie.
cards. beoks. manc. autss. cras

inciude bstering o radic or

Compared to others of vour 2
about how rmuch time do

t
an

not spend in each?

Less TNan  Average Mcre Than

Compared to others of vour age,
how weil do vou do each one?

Selow Average Atcve

— None Average Avenage Average Average
a. - - - - =
¢ - = Z - = -
[I. Please list any organizariorns, clubs, teams. ar Compared @
cups you deiong ta: how achv
r2;

~ Nen Less Average cre

— Ncne Acuve Acive

a. = - -

[d

IV. Please list any jobs or chores you have.

For example: paper reute, babvsiting, making

Compared o others of your age,
how well do vou caTy them out?

bed, working in stere. ee. (Inciude both paid

and unpaid ;obs and cheres.

Selcw Averaga Above
C Noze Average Average
a. = = C
b = - =
< c - C

. Copymight 198, TAL acnendacn U 3 Lermoane 0 5 Troepe St
=ERe

Burtingran, VT 2H3t
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V. 1. About how many close friends do vou have? T~ None C1 TC2or3 — 4 or more
(Do not include brothers and sisters)

2. About how many times a week do vou do things with any
friends outside of regular school hours? C Lessthan1 Z1lor2 [ 3ormore
(Do not include brothers and sisters)

V1 Compared to others of vour age, how well do vou:
Wserse About Betler
the same
a. - - - Z I hace no trothers or sisters
k. Z -
c -
é. - Z -
VII. 1. Performance in academ:c subrezs.
3 r3 Setaw Average AZove
Average Average
2. Saence . _ - — _
ther academuc sul- _ _ — _
jects. For exampie 2, —
computer courses,
fore:gn language, ‘ ; - - C
business. Cc not
inciude gyvm. shog. — — — C
dnversed., e 4 = -

Sl -
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Please do not mark tn this area .

Below is a list of items that describe kids. For each item that describes you now or within the past 6 months, please
respond by making an X in the appropriate box, as follows:

Make an X in the box labelled 2 if the item is very true or often true of vou. Make an X in the box labelled 1 if the
item is somewhat or sometimes true of vou. If the item is not true of vou, make an X in the box labelled 0.

0 =Not True

o

1.

(]
~

_ =, -
e _1 Zz2 4

R B =
—eo -1 =z -
Ze Tt Ze 3
e 1T 3
Zo 1z G
Te Tt 22 1
Z0 2 T2 1
S0 1Tz s
o Tt T 4

M
"
e
i

N
"~
—
[+ 1

M
9

[
7l

9
G

[ act tco voung fcr my age
largusaict

T ey

Ttrag

I have Toutbie rrncenrazng or pavin

atentcn

un

feel torfused srinaicg

LTV 2Ct

L am mean to sthers

- .
T o - R e bl
TSt getalctilatienien

-

i destov

cwntungs

I destrev thungs Reicnging i cthers
[ d:sobey my parens

[ disobey atschee!

[

cnt getaierg with other xids

0.

Idantlee

semedung [sher

[

..
“e

=
—_

0

(=)

rey

1 = Somewhat or Sometimes True

"
~n

[E]

[¥]

"

s

)

(3]

(3]

(2]

(3]

2 = Very True or Often True

-~
-

[ am jealous of others

[ ac: afraid of certan amuzals. situatons,
or places, other than schcc! ‘descnbey:

ETetetold

lam afraid of going 2

arraid | mught dunk orde

lam
cmethung tad

s
{feer that ! have 2 be perfec:
ane ioves me

{fe2ithatn

L feel that athers are Sui iz get:

teel werthiess or

-

s kids whe getn

Toubie

i act without stopping i thunk

: would rather be aicne than with others
[ Lie or cheat

[ am nervous or tense

[ have nughtmares

fam netliked by other aids
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3gees

0= Not True 1 = Somewhat or Sometimes True 2 =Very True or Often True

)

32 Isetfires

Zo J1

8]

[ am too fearfui or anxious

N
n
l(:;;
)
)
(]

Te D1 I show off or clown

[feeldizzy
Co Tt C2 3%, [feeltoo gule Zo 2t T2 33 lamshy

32 [steaj at Fome

Ce

€l

i fee! overzred ; - -

[_
-
(2]
4
C

; R . N R ¢ : her than b
1. Physicai protlems without Rnown =0 =1 2 3¢ Isteal from places cther than home

medical cause:

— ., L —e "1 T2 s P S A,
Co 12 1. Aches cr ramns not headaches: -t - 2 s tamstusvemn
Zo 1 C 5 Headaches —_—y =, = PN : i , ‘s
—_¥Ztr —: 33 My mocds or feelings thange suddenly
o T1 T2 - Nausea fesl sita
—_ —_ 3 Ty T -
Zo Tt 2 2 ProTlemsiwin shas cesambe =3 -t S¥ . amsusTioious
—1Z Z: =2 Iswear orouse Sirm lansuace
—_ — — 8 "¢ —on At T elymn amEree hetem cegals
o -1 2 2 Rashes or oer 5piD SITTLeDs e T - SAR QTCUD ALURg mses.
—o Zt ¢ ¢ Stomach aches or TamTs —_— =, = - .
31 v 2 =2 lfalxes zmuch
Zo Z1 Z: 3 Vimumeg rowrgur
—s -t 2z 23 ltease :thers 2ot
Zo T T2 12
—_t Z Z: 4. shave akctiamper
=0 -1 _: 3 M oschoclweris zess
N - =2, {ihreaten 10 [urt pesrie
Zo 21 T +. lam peoriv ccordinated or dumer
-3 - 2 2=, D zutclasses srsiip schocl
Co 1t Tt 43 Dwould rather te wath sider nids han
Wl s T swen 3ce < T Z2 2T I Zanthave muchaner—
Wit xids TV Iwn age — — — T LaSn i have mulnene
Coe Z1 C: 42, [ weuid rather te with vounger a:ds Ze Tt T2 =3, lamunharov, sad, er decressed
than with xids mv cwn age
—0 1 2 ¢%. lam lcuder than cther kids
—_ - i -
Co T1 2 17 lrefusetolh
—0 1t 2 72, T use alcchol or drugs for nonmed:cal

To C1

(1

: 5. [runawav from home purpcses (descnibe:

Co =1 C

[ X)
e
0

i scream aict

co Tt 52 32, [am secrenve or keep thungs tc musely — =, — . L,
- - g5 fe & -0t 2 1. lkeep from getung mvoived with

others

()
@)
0l

[ am self-conscious or eastiv
emtarrassed

)
W}

v C2 T o lwommvale
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- I FAMILY ISSUES

62054

Please do not mark in this area .

| |1

The following questions ask about the rules some families have at home. Please read each question carefully
and X the box which best describes your experience. Tell us about the parents you currently or most

recently live(d) with.

0 1 2 3
Not Somewhat Very Extremely
Important Important Important Important
{ I
* 1. How important is it to your parents to know where you are’ Cs - mE a:
. 2. How important is it to your parents to know who your friends are? Q- Ch mE =R
0 1 2 3
Never Sometimes  Several Times Often
3. Do vour parents purush vou by slapping or hitung vou? s - T C»
4. Do vour parents purush ¥ou by not leseng vou do things vou - —_ - -
would like to do? - - = =
3. Do vour parents purush vou by arguing’ my - Z C:
6. Do vour parents punish you by saying vcu cause them disTass’ = = = c:
7. Do vour parents punish you by cailing vou names’ = - c C:
0 1 2 3
Never Sometimes Often Always
8. In the course of a day, how often do your parents actually xnow Cs o C nf
where you are?
9. How often would vour parents know who vou are with when you —
: - : : Co c: C a»
. are away from home?
i . -
. 10. How often do your parents follow through with a punishment .
\ - . . . . G- . as
; after you're told to stop doing something but you don't stee?
| 11. When you are punished, how often does the punishment work? O o c (M)
" 12. When you do something that your parents like or approve of, Co C: o O:

how often do they ignore it or not say anvthing abeut it




. FAMILY ISSUES cont'd
ﬂ Please do not mark in this area .

§2054
0 1 2 3
Never Sometimes Often Always
13. How often do you know how to reach vour parents if they're out> . [ C O: 0
é 14. How often do you talk to your parents about daily plans? Co 0: 0O: mp]
15. When [ get a good grade, my parents praise me. . o C» 0O: O
16. When [ get a poor grade, my parents encourage me to trv harder. Cs C: O g
- 17. My parents spend time just talking with me. Co C: g c»
18 My family does something fun together. c- c = Gs
19. My mom and [ have big arguments about little thungs. Z= Z = e
20. M+ mom and [ get angry with each other at least three imes 2 week.  T» s ”: g
21. When myv mom and [ talk, it is frustrating Z: Z: Z: Cs
22. [ can court on my mom to help me cut. if [ have seme kind of - - — o
protiem. - = -
23. My mem heips me with my scheciwerk, if there is something ! -, -, - o
den't understand. - = -
24. My dad and [ have big arguments atout littie things. —: Z Z: Cs
25. My dad and [ get angry with each cther at least three tmes a wesx. Zo = C: oo
25. When mv dad and [ talk, it is frusradng. = - = =
27, I can count on my father to help me out, if [ have some kind of ~, - —. O
problem. . - - -
28. My father helps me with my scheciwork, if there is semething I — - - O
don't understand. - - -

tJ
143
(]
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. FAMILY DISAGREEMENTS .

Please do nat mark in this area

I

! |
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In every family, there are times when parents (or step-parents) don't get along. We would like to know about the
kinds of arguments your parents have. Tell us about the parents (step-parents) you currently or most recently
live(d) with. If there is only one parent in the home, think about times that your parents are together when they
don't agree, or when your parents lived in the same house.

Please indicate whether the statements are "True” (T), "Sort of True" (ST), or "False” (F), by putting an [X in the
appropriate box.

Sort of

True True False

1. When my parents have an argument thev usually work it out. C- Cw T
2. Thev may not think [ know it, but my parents argue cr disagre= a lct. = Cs T
3. Even after mv parents stop arguing they stay mad at each other. == T Cr
1. When my parents have a disagreement, thev discuss it quietly. Cr O Cr
3. My parents are often mean to each cther 2ven when I m arcunc. O Co Cr
6. L often see mv parents arguing. [ T~ Cr
7. When mv parents have an argument. they sav mean things to each cther. = s T
8. My parents hardly ever argue. Z- Z oy
¢ When my garents argue, they usually maxe up ight away. e s T
10. When my parents have an argument, thev vell aiet. T T Cr
11. My parents have brcken or thrown thmngs during an argument. Gr C= Or
12, After my parents stop arguing, they are friendly toward each other. - ar O Oe
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Appendix |

Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI)
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NETWORK OF RELATIONSHIPS INVENTORY (NRI)

Please do not mark in this area

| 2

These questions ask about your relationships with each of the following people:

1) your Mom (or Stepmom)
2) your Dad (or Stepdad)

St

sister)

3) your closest in age sibling (orother or

If voudon't have a mom/stepmom, X this box —=>_

If vou don't have a dad /stepdad, X this tox —>_

If vou have no brothers or sisters, X this bex —>

Please te!l us about vour cleses

L

s}

a. Howcid s veur

t. [s thus sibiin

ua

a

this a step-sitling”  ZTYes I No

Remember to thirk about this sibling when answarn

and leave the "mom® items blank.
anc leave the "dad" items blank.

and leave the "sibling” items blank.

cthe

Please answer each cof the foilowing questcns by making an X in the appropriate COX.
Sometimes the answers for diferent people mar b2 the same; sometimes they mav be dirferent.
1. How much free tme dc vou stend with thus persen 3 How zuch oes ms sersen teach vou how to do things
that you dcr tknew?
Little or Scme- Very Extremely The e or Some- Very Extremely The
None wrat Muen Mucn Mese None what Much Mucn Most
Mom | _: s Cs C:s Mom g O g Cs Os
Dad ot = T T Cs Dad Tt 2 Cs Cs mE;
Sibling C: T: Cs T Cs Sitling C: G: Cs G s
2. How much do vou and this perscn get upset with or 4 How much do you and this person get on each other's

mad at each other?
Litleor  Some- Very  Extremely The
None what Mucn Much Mcst
Mem R T s T Cs
Dad IR Z: ) O Cs
Sibling C: = C: T o

- ey

nerves’

e or Some- Very Extremely The

None what Mucn Mucn Most
Mem O O: C: Os Os
Dad C: O: C» Os s
Sitling O C: Cs O Cs




Please do not mark in this area .

5154¢€

5. How much do vou talk to this person about everytiung’ 11. How much do vou play around and have fun with this
person?
Littte or Some- Very  Extremety The Littte or Some- Very Extremely The
Nane what Mucn Much Maos: None wnat Mucn Much Mast
Mom C: C: g g Cs Mem T Ot Cs T Os
Dad C: Z: s C« Os Dad C1 O: o =P Cs
Sibiing s Z: s O Cs Sibitng C: O Cs s s
6. How much do vou heir this perscn with things he/she 12 How much do vou and this person disagree and
can't do by him/ herself? - quarrei?
Litde or Scme- ary Sriremely The Littte or Some- Very Exremely The
None wrat M Muzh Mos: Ncre what Mucn YMucn Most
Mom C: —: s Z (S Mom C: Z: Cs T s
Dad = = Z: — = Dad = Z: g s T
Siblng Z: _: ¢ — T Sichrg Z: —: T =E s
7. How much does 12 How much doss this persen help vou figure cutor fix
things”
Lite or Szre- The Litte cr Some- Very Extremety The
None w~rat these None what Mues fAuch Mos:
Mem o Z: Z: Mo = Z: T s Cs
Dad T Z: —: s Z: Dad Z: Z: = T Cs
Siviling _: Z: Z: s Z: Sibiing Z: Z: iy T 3
& Hew much does thes persen Testvou Lhe woure 74 How much do veu and thus persen getanncyed with
adrured and respecei’” gach sthars behavier?
Luecr Scrre- va Sxremesy Tre Utle or Some. Very Exwemeiy The
Ncre anat ! sucr Mest Nzne wnal tusn Much tdcst
Mem o _: = v T Moz Z: ~: g s Cs
Dad = _: ~: T g Dad Z: Z: T s s
Sitling C: Z: Z: l Z: Siking g _: T —s Cs
& Who tells the cther persen what it Iz maore orten, vou 13, How much do veu share veur secrets and pnvate
or this perser? . feelings with this person”
She/meaimes:  Shehe Atct tokan cc lalmest Litde or Some- Very Exremely The
always does  cften ctes the same always 30 Ncne what Mucn Much Most
Moz a: C: s T Cs Mem c: C: Ty Ts  Os
Dad Ch 2 s .y Cs Lad IR cC: Ca T Cs
Sibling G C: C» s Gs Sioling mp C: O T Cs
10. How sure are vcu that this relatcrship will last ne 16. How much de vou protect and lock out for this person?
matter wha?
Little cr Some- very Extremety The Litdle cr Some- very Excremely The
Naore what Muzh Musr Mest Nore whiat Much Wuch Mast
Mom C: o g T Cs \Mom T C: Cs T+ Os
Dad C: Z: = T Cs Dad C: C: C» O Os
Sibling C: °: T T Cs Sitling C: C: Cs = Cs

em - ~a03
. 1=3-vR2 -or s



17. How much does this person really care about you?

Little or Some- Very  Extremely The

None what Muzn Much Most
Mom Cs C: g T Zs
Dad c: O: ©C» C¢ T
Sibiing C: G- Cs = s

Please do not mark in this area .

23. How often dces this person help vou when vou need to

get something done?

Lte or Scrre- Very Extremety The
Nene whnat Mucn Much Most
Mom T 0: (g Cs s
Dad —: C: T O Cs
Siclin — G: 0 G $
[} -

18. How much does this persen treat vou like vou re geed 24 How much do you and this person hassle or nag one
at many thungs’ another? -
Little or Scme- Very Extremery The Lreor Some- Very Extremety The
Ncre what Muzn Much Mest Nene wnat Much Muen Mest
Mem C: e -y " s Mom _: C: =g O O
Dad T = g T s Dad = C: s T Cs
Sibiing = o o -y s Sipiing - = -y -l oy
19, Between vou and thus perscn, who tends to T the 302 23 Hew much de vou talk to this person about things that
n this relazonship? vou dent wans others to xnow’
She/he 2:mcst She'he Atout tofen 33 aimes: Llecr Scrre- Very Exwemeiy The
always 20es  cften cces ne same ways 32 Nere wnat Muzh Muzh Most
Mo o Z T ) s Mem - . gy s O
Dad Y —: s s s Dac - —: g s O
Sidlirg - c: - Zs s Sitkng Z: Z: g Z s
23, How sure are vou thatveur relagenstup wil last 2z How much 3 vou tahe cars of dus persen’
; B]
L.tle or cme- Jery Sxremery Tre e Scrre- very Extremel; The
Nene wrat tiuen ush Aost Nene Luth Mucn Muzn Mes
Moz T = Moz =t I: I T+ T
Dad _ Z: Z Z Z: 2ad Z: Z: s i T
Siting e _: g ) —s Sipbre - = = -, -
21, How cften de yeou 2o places and de enjcyable fungs 27 Haw much do2s thus person have a strong fesiing of
with this persen’ : afecoon Jlove or liking) toeward vou?
Lttecr Some- Very Extremely The Leor Some. Very Extremeiy The
Ncne what Mucn Much Nzst Ncne wnat Muzn Mucn Mest
Mem cC: c: C» Ce s Mom = C: o =g T
Dad C: C: Cs s s Dad R —: Cs Cs Cs
Sibiing C: c: Cs C: s Sibling O C: e O C:
28

27 How much do vou and thus person argue with each

other?
Ltveor Some- Very Extremely The
Ncre what Much Muzn Mzse
Mo e Z: T T Ts
Dad C: _: P! O s
Sitling = Z: c O s

(]
s

. How much does this person like or approve cf the

things you d2’

‘e or Some- Very Extreme'y The

Nene what Much Muzh Mase
Mem T C: Cs T 5
Dad R = T T D

Sitling —: C: ) K Cs




51648

29. In your reladonshup with this perscn, whe tends to take

charge and decide what should be dene?

Shethealmest  Shethe Abcut | often g lalmest
always co

Os

always does  often coes the same
Mem C: G 0 =)
Dad O: O: Cs T
Sibing C: G s c

W
owm

C

—

Please da not mark in this area .

How much do you and this person find 1t hard to get

away from each other?

Litdle or Some- Very
None whnat Much

Mom g C:
Dad

Sibling

—_
—J

=
"
-

=

C:

Extremely The
Much Most

T Os
s Os
Y] Cs

How sure are vou that vour relatership will conanus

in the years to come?

)

,0‘

FHow tmportant 15 it for you and thus perscn to express

your opiicns to one another?

Lizte or Scme- Very  Extremesy The Litte or Scme- Very Extremety The

None what tMucn Muck Most None wnat Much Much Mest
Mem Iy C: s g Zs Mom ut T: T = Os
Dad = Z: s s s Dad _ —: s T T
- —. - — - e - - - - —
Sitiing -1 = - - -5 Sibiing i —: — —s s
How much dees this persen alicw veu tc sahe martin 37 How aften dc vou know where this perscn s all the
famiiy decsions concermung voursel” otorl R

Litde zr Scme- Very Sxemery The e ar Scre- ver; Extremery The

Nore what Muzn Mucn Most Ncne wrat Mucn Muych Mest
Moz _: —: T s _s NMem —: —: s =y s
Dad —: —: g s s Cad = = g s T

—: = e Z s Siting —: —: T ) s

=

Sow much doss this person encourage VU S QIve
vourideas and cprucns avan f thew mught disagres
witecr Scme- Ver; The
Nzne wrat taen oSt
‘ - _ _ —.
Mcem - ot H -
Cad £ = = Z =
Sibiing = = = -y T

(Pl

[74]

Eeow duricuir s it for veu and thus persen tc take 4m

awav Tom one ancther”

wear Scre. ver,
Nore wRat fAucs
Nexm —: _: T
Dad _: T s
Sitlng —: ~: s

Sxvemey The
Muzn Most
Zs Zs
T s
T Zs

How orten ds yeu and this perscn discuss protlems
and feel geed about the soiutens’

Lite cr Scme- Very  Extremely The

Nene what Mucn Mucn Mese
Mom _- . Cs s s
Dad C: C: T iy s
Sibling T C: T Cs Cs

Feow cren do vou and this persen ¢

ome nght Jutand

sav Zungs instead cf hintng at them”

Litlecr Same- Very
Ncre wna Mucn
Mo Ot C: Cs
Dad T o T
Sibiing C: _: Os

Extremety The

Much Mes?
Ca Os
T Ts
4 s

(V2]
e

How difficult is it to keep mack of things this parson
does?

Ltte cr Scme- Very  Extrermely The

Nene wnrat Much fMucn Most
Mom Ct C: Cs s T
Dad e
Sibiing Cx _: Cs T o

(5]

o

How often de vou and this person check with each

other when making decisicns?

Littte cr Scme- Very
Necne wr.at Muzn

Mom C: O Ty
Dad C: — s
Sibling —: C: c»

Extremely The

Muen Mcst
s Os
s Os

T OCs




41

How much do you feel pressured to spend mest free
time together with this person?
Litle or

Some- The

Please do not mark in this area -

approval before making decisions?

. How often are you expected to have thus person'’s

Very  Extremely Littie or Some- Very  Extramely The
Naone what Much Much Most None what Much Much Most
Mom O O- 0Os Cs Cs Mom O: C: O: Oe Os
Dad g a: Os e Cs Dad T g C» Ce Os
Sibling C: C: Cs =y Cs Sibling C: O: m O Os
42. How much do vou and th:s person encourage each 47. If you are in trouble, how much does this person
other to say what vou really mean? become too involved?
Uttle or Some- Very Extremely The Little or Scme- Very Extramety The
Nene what Much Much Most Ncne what Much Much Mcs?
Mem C: _: s g Cs Mom T T =g ) Cs
Dad C: _: g =g s Dad o —: = s Os
Sibling C: C: s s s Sibling = = g s Os
13. How independent de vou feal from this persern’” 4S. How often dees this person ignors vou ¥ vou say
scmething’
Ltlecr Scme- Nery Sxremely The Lite or Some. Very Exiremely The
Nane what Mucn Mucn Mest Nane wnat Much Much Most
Moz C: _: ! s s \om C: ~: CH iy O
Dad = —: s — s Cad : T ) ) Cs
Sibling C: C: —3 s s Sitling i) =: = : Os
41 How much do veou feel guity if you want o spend 1¢ Eventhough veu may mean well how often do veu and
scm2 nme alene Som this perscn’ thus zerson inoude soc much mite 2ach cther s Sves’
Liecr Scme- Very The Le cr Scme- Very Exverrey The
Ncre wrat Muc deset None whrat Myzn Mucn Mos?
Mo _: —: ) s s Voo - = =t s =
Dad C: —: = _y T Dad = T C: . Cs
Sitling C: : T s T Sicing ! —: s T Cs
43. When vou and this persen exprass 30, How difficuls s it for vou to be vourself around this
often do vou consider each others feelings’ persen?
Litde or Some- Very Exwremely The Lirte or Scme- Very Extremety The
None what Mucn fMuch Mcs: Ngne what Much Much Most
Mom C: C: Cs Cs Cs Mom O: o O T Os
Dad [y o s o Cs Dad C: 0: s T Cis
Sitling C: _: Cs T Cs Sibing O O T = Cs

- (35 % )

(Y]}
[
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Appendix J
Deleted Subscales

(Communication. Disengagement. Enmeshment)



Appendix J

Three additional subscales (enmeshment, disengagement. and communication)
were added to the original NRI and administered in the same format. ltems on these
subscales were taken from the Family Functioning Scales (FFS: Bloom. 1985). the Family
Assessment Device (FAD: Epstein. Baldwin. & Bishop, 1983) and The Family
Functioning in Adolescence Questionnaire (FFAQ; Roelofse & Middleton. 1985).
Enmeshment (6 items: e.g.. "Even though you may mean well. how often do you and this
person intrude too much into each other's lives?"). disengagement (5 items: e.g.. "How
often do you know where this person is all the time?"). and communication (6 items: €.¢..
"How important is it for you and this person to express your opinions to one another?"
were assessed in each dyad.

In terms of the enmeshment and disengagement subscales. items stemmed
primarily from the FFS (Bloom. 1985). The original FFS (Bloom. 1985) is a 75-item
measure. assessing 15 family functioning dimensions. and based on an amalgamation of
four other self-report measures of whole-family functioning. For the present study. four
items from the enmeshment and five items from the disengagement subscales were
modified from asking about the family in general (FFS) to be dyad-specific for the present
study. Two items from the aftfective involvement subscale on the FAD (Epstein et al.,
1983) were likewise modified to be dyad-specific and were added to the enmeshment
subscale. The communication subscale was made up of items from the communication
subscales of the FAD (Epstein et al.. 1983; 1 item), and the FFAQ (Roelofse &

Middleton. 1983; 3 items) as well as the expressiveness subscale on the FFS (Bloom,

209



1985: 2 items). These items were similarly modified. from their original general-family
wording, to assess each dyadic relationship (adolescent-mother. adolescent-father,
adolescent-sibling. and mother-father (marital) subsystems).

Examination of subscale internal consistencies and intercorrelations (see
Appendix L). cast serious doubt on the reliability and validity of the enmeshment and
disengagement subscales. The enmeshment subscales. for example. were found to
positively correlate more highly with the NRI social support component subscales (¢.g..
companionship) then with the negative interaction component subscales. Thus the validity
of the subscale is questionable. as the enmeshment subscales are not tapping the negative
relationship characteristic they were conceptually intended to measure. Moreover. the
alphas for the enmeshment-mom. -dad. -sibling. and -marital subscales were .52, .53, .60.
and .67 respectively (poor to adequate). while the alphas for the disengagement subscales
were even lower (.27. .55..27. and .50 for the disengagement-mom. -dad. -sibling. and -
marital subscales. respectively). Therefore. given the questionable validity and reliability
of the enmeshment and disengagement subscales. they were dropped from further
analysts.

Examination of the communication subscales revealed that the internal
consistencies were quite good (a/phas = .84. .82, .78, and .80 for the communication-
mom -dad. -sibling. and -marital subscales. respectively) the communication subscales
were highly correlated with the other positive relationship characteristics already assessed

by the NRI. Thus. for the sake of parsimony. they were dropped from further analysis.



Appendix K

Internal Consistencies for (Adolescent-report) NRI Subscales



Table K1

Internal Consistencies for (Adolescent-report) NRI Subscales

Subscale Alpha
Mother Father Sibling

Companionship 17 .82 .83
Conflict .90 .86 .86
Instrumental Aid .79 .88 .81
Antagonism .87 .84 .87
Intimacy .90 .88 .89
Nurturance 74 .79 74
Affection 81 91 .88
Admiration .78 .80 .76
Relative Power .79 .70 .83
Reliable Alliance .78 .87 .82
Social Support® 92 .95 .92
Negative Interaction” .93 92 .93

Note. *A composite scale. based on the average of the companionship. instrumental aid.
intimacy. nurturance. affection. admiration. and reliable alliance scores. A composite
scale. based on the average of scores on the conflict and antagonism subscales.

9
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Appendix L

Intercorrelations among NRI Subscales
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Appendix M

The Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI) - Marital



RI (M d Dad
- E N ( om an 2 ) Please do not mark in this area -

42027 I l 2

The following questions ask about your Mom and Dad's relationship. Tell us about the parents
or stepparents who live(d) together with you currently or most recently. Please answer each of the
following questions by making an X in the appropriate box.

If vou don't have parents or stepparents who live(d) together with vou, & this box —> [
and go to the next questionnaire.

1 2 3 4 5

Little or Somewhat Very Much  Extremely  The Most

None Much
1. How much fres time do vour mom and dad spend - - - - ~
toeethar? - - -’ = =
2. How much do vour mem and dad g2t upser o7 mal al - - - - —
each other’ - = - = s
3. How mush do vour mem and dad teach each cther - - - — -
.. v . o, = _: ] s e
how to de thungs they don't knew? =’
1. How much 3¢ vour mam and dad gaten 2ach cthers _ —- - _ -
. 4 —: —: — -y s
necves’ [
3 Hew much de vour mem and dad help each other with —. —. _- _ -
things thev san t &2 oy themseivas” = = =’ - -*
é. Eow must do vour mom and dad lae or love 2ach - — _ _ _
. - ‘ - - -1 -t =5
cther?
- How swr2 ara vou thar wour mem and cdad's —_ _ —_ —_ —_
. s C - _: _: s ey s
reladenshor will fast nc maner what.
8. How much do veur mem and Zad rpiav arcund and —- _ -, — o
‘ LR — _: - [y ]

have fur together?

8. How much do vour mom and dad disagres and

¢ quarrel”

!

110. How much do vour mem and dad help each other ' - C: ~; oo .
figure cut or fix things? - = -

'11. How much do vour mom and dad gst anncyed with - —_ — -, -

: 5 : £ : - = -

each other's behavior? =

{12. How much de your mem and dad protect and lock cut o - ~, —. —

. for each cther? ) = - = =

|

11 . s cA1e ] JER | e

113. How much de your mom and dad really care abou: o o Cs o s

; each othe:?

E

. i -4



other when making decisions?

42227
1 2 3 4 5
Littleor Somewhat Very Much Extremely  The Most
None Much
1 Y
114. How sure are vou that vour mecm and dad’s - - c l
. . . . . J e i o 3
relationship will last in spite of fights’ ' Ce Qs
i
'15. How often do vour mom and cad go places and dc - _ - - ;
H 3 L2 i3 . s
! enjovable things tcgether? = ) e i
116. How much do vour mom and dad argue with each — —_ —
3 T C: Cs K] oS !
other? = 5
i17. How much do vour mcm and dad help eack cthar - - - _
. - - - ) ] ™
when they need to get scmething dene? -
'18. How much do vour mem and iad hassie or nag cne _- - _ _ _
—_" [ 3 o 'BE]
a:xc:her? -
19. How much do vour mcm and dad tane care ¢ 2ach - _ _ - -
-t = o ¢ s
other? =
20. Eow much do veur mem and dad have a stong fesling - —_ _ - -
.. . . . - — i -1 ¢ s
of asfecden (love =r iking) toward each other?
~1. Hew sue ars vou that vour mem ans dad's — - _ _ -
. . P . - - — — — =
reladjonship will continue in the yeass 10 loms:
22, Hew often dc vour mom ans Zdad discuss ther - - . - _
i . . . - - = = s =
croblems together and fes! good atout tne SQILUIITS.
3. How difficuit is it for vour mem and 4ad to ke2p Tack - - _ - —~
RS * -— - s 3 s
of the things that 2ach a2’
23 How much do vour mem and dad fnd it hard t© g2t - - - —- —
) - Z: s ]
away from each other? : =
'25. How important is it for veur mem and dad to exgress —. - — -, —
-— — — — =
their opinions to each other?
i26. How often do your mom and daé know where the — —_ —
! R o, I - Cs T Os
other is all the gme:
‘97 How difficult is it for your mem and dad to take Hme —_ - -
: . = = oy T Os
away from one another?
i 28. How cften do your mem and dad ccme right out and —_ — _
i C: T s Cs
! say things to each other 1nstead of hintng at them? - =
1
129. How often do your and dad check with each _
129. How often do your mem d o a: oF O Os
1
1

.
n

9
1o
o

s




1 2 3 4 5

Little or Somewhat Verv Much Extremely  The Most
None Much
.30. Eow much do your mom and dad fee! pressured to o - -, —_ a
: . . - : 2 c T s
! spend mest of their free time together?
| !
i31. How often do vour mom and dad encourage each other ' . — —-
- s |y C: L = Cs
i tosay what they really mean?
'22. How indeperdent are veur mom and dad from each —_ - —_
C: : —a T Os
| other? - = -
'33. Hoew much de vour mem and dad fes! guilty if thev — —_ - —_ -
: — = = = =
want to spend scme time alcne from one another?
'34. When vour mom and dad express their opiricns. how - - -, - —_
. . H .. ‘s —" e — =y Ts
oftan do thev consider each cthers reslings!
'35 How often ara vour mom and dad expected tc have —_ - - - —_
. - — - - R o=}
each others a:::c':al befcra maxing decisicns?
3¢. If cne cf vour parents is it Toubie, how much dees th2 - _ - - -,
3 - -t —
other beccms tce invelved? - -
37 How ofter dc vour mem and dad ignore each cther i - _ - -, —
they say somathung’ - - - - -
38. Even though thev may mean well, how often do your - - -, - .
- - . . . - — — : — — ¢ —
parenss inTuds 1o mudh inte each cther's lives?
1 2 3 1 5
My Moz My Mom About My Dad My Dad
almos* alwavs often the same often aimost alway
. does does does does
39, Whe teils ths cther person what @ do mcre - _ - - ~
often, vour mcm: ¢r your dad’” - - - - -
'30. Between vour mom and vour dad, who tends to =. —. - - .
be the BOSS in the relationship? - - -
'xl In your mom and dad's relationship with cne
another, who ténds to take charge and decid c: C: cs s Cs
i whatshould te done?
2. How happy is your mom in her relatonship with yeur dad?
O Exwemeiv Urhappy C Scmewhat Unkapr = Harey T Verr HEappy T Perfecty Happy
43. How happy is vour dad in his relagenship with vour mem?
O Sxwemeiv Unharoy T ScmewhatUnhary T Ve Hazry 0 Perfecty Harpx

- THS-YRZ

1w
«Q

-~
88
—

o

42227




Appendix N

Conflict and Problem Solving Scale



- E CONFELICTS AND PROBLEM-SOLVING SCALE

Please do not mark in thus area

e

8074

All family members disagree once in 2 while. We would like to know how vou deal with conflict in your
relationship with your mom, your dad, and your closest in age sibling (brother or sister).

The following questions describe various sategies you may use to deal with cenflict with your mom, your
dad and your sibling. Please indicate how often YOU use each strategv, by making an X in the box which
best correspends to your situation.

( If vou have no brothers or sisters, X this box —> _ and leave the 'sibiing" items blark.)

When dealing with conflict with your mom, dad, or sibling, how often do YOUL:

1. Talk it out with th2 cther person. 3 Comprezuse, mes: the sther half way, 'spli 2 differenca”.
Meons T Never ~ Rareiv T Somenmes — QCtten \Mem ~ Never  Rareiv — Samehmes T Often
Dad. T Never T Rarely  _ Somenmes T Qiten Dad. T Never T Rarely [ Somenmes — Qfien
Sitling”  Z Newer  _ Rarely T Semenmes  _ Ctren Siting T Never T Rareiy  _ Sometmes — Otfzen

2. Lister to the other s point of wiew. 6. Give i 10 tha cther 5 viewpoint o estape argument
Mem. T Never  Rarsiy  _ Somenmes T Citen Mo T Never  _ Rareiv Someumes — Often
Dad. T Never  _ Rarely  __ Somenzes T Cfuen Cal. T Never  _ Rareiv [ Somenmes T Ctren
Sibiing: T Neves — Rarely — Sgmenmes T Ctften Siting Z Never T Rarely  _ Somenimes . Oftea

3. Trv to reascn with the other. T Trvtcignore the proviem, avaid aking aboutit.

Mem: T Never  _ Rareiy — Somenmes T QOsten Moz T Never  _ Rarely T Somenmes T Ofeea
Dad. T Never L Rarely  _ Sometimes [ Often Dad T Never [ Rarely T Sometimes — Often
Siblingg T Never T Rarely [T Sometimes [ Often Sipling: T Never = Rarely C Sometizmes C Often
4. Try to find a solution that meets both of our needs equally. | §.Change the sublect.
Mem: T Never [ Rarely [T Sometimes [ Often Mom: T Never O Rarely  [C Sometimes C Oftea
Dad: T Never T Rarely [T Sometimes . Often Dad: T Never L Rarely [ Somerimes T Often
Sitling: T Never T Rarely T Sometizes . Often Sioiing: T Never T Rarely C Somerimes C Oiten
g S < 3 - g )
8074
. =aYRe v m l

T afl

3]
(3]
(9]
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Please do not mark in this area .

When dealing with conflict with your mom, dad, or sibling, how often do YOU:

9. Clam up, hoid in feelings.

15. Insist on my point of view.

Mom: C Never T Rarelr 0 Sometimes C often Mom: T Never JRarely [ Sometimes [ Often

Dad: C Never T Rarely [ Somenmes [ Cften Dad: T Never T Rarely [ Sometimes  [J Often

Sibling: T Never T Rarely T Sometimes T Often Sibling: T Never T Rareiy [ Sometimes {J Often
10. Leave the room. 16. Rarse voice, vell, shcut

Mom: T Never T Rareiy Somenmes T Often Mexu T Never T Rareir T Somenmes L Often

Dad: T Never _ Rareiv T Somenmes T Qften Dac: T Never T Rarelr T Sometimes T often

Sibiing: T Never T Rareiv  _ Somenmes L Often Sitling:  Z Never  Z Rareiv _ Somenmes i Often
11.Cv 17 Imearrupt den't Listen to the cther

Mo Z Never T Rareiv  Somenmes  _ Crten Mem Z Never T Rareiv _ Sometimes  r Often

Dad T Never Rare:s Z somenmes Qtten Dad: T Rareiy T Somenmes J Often

Sibiing: T Never T Raseiv — Scmenmes T Céten Siting Never  _ Rareiv _ Sometimes Z Otten
12 Sulk, refuse ol mve the silent Teamien:t 18 Bercmesarcaszo

Mo Z Never — Rareiv Z Somenmes — Citen Me= _ Never Z Rares: — Somenmes T Oitea

Cad: Z Never T Rareiv — Sometimes — Crten Zad. — Never _ Rareiv T Somenmes — Often

Sibling: T Never T Rareiv  _ Somenmes - izen Sibiings T Never T Rareiv T Somenmes T Often
13. Complain, bickar without really geteng a:;}m'here. 1€ Name-zall curse, insuit

Mom: T Never  Z Rarely T Somenmes  OQften Mom T Never  Z Rarely J Somezimes O Often

Dad: C Never T Rarely : Sometimes T Often Dad: T Never T Rarely (J Sometimes [ Often

Sibling: = Never.

Z Rarelvy [T Somertimes

Sibiing: [0 Never T Rarelx

(] Sometimes [ Often

1+ Enlist friends or familv to support my own pomnt of view.

Mom: C Never
Cac: C Never

Sibﬁ:‘.g: C Never

_ Rarely — Sometimes Z Qften

T Rarelvy  _ Sometimes

T Often

N

T Sometimes T Osten

Rarely

20. Withédraw leve or affecson.

O Never [T Rareiy

T Never O Rarely

—

Sibﬁ_’lgt T Never ) Rareiy

—

[T Sometimes [ Often

0 Ofter:

] Some=izes

7] Sometimes [ Often

T4




Appendix O

Internal Consistencies for CPS Subscales



Table O

Internal Consistencies for CPS Subscales

Subscale Alpha
Adolescent-report Mother-report
mother father sibling  adolescent spouse

Collaboration .84 .89 .86 .65 .82
Avoidance-

Capitulation .62 .60 55 13 77
Stalemate .56 .60 54 .67 .62
Verbal Aggression 75 .76 .76 72 72
Destructive

Conflict .82 81 .76 .84 .86
Resolution®

Note. *A composite scale, based on the average of the avoidance-capitulation. stalemate.
and verbal aggression subscales.

n = 196 adolescents. 80 mothers.



Appendix P

Intercorrelations among (Adolescent-Report) CPS Subscales
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Appendix Q

Conflict and Problem Solving Scale - Marital
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- PARENTS' CONFLICTS AND PROBLEM SOLVING SCALE

2757 Please do not mark in this area

| |2

The following questions describe strategies that your parents may use in dealing with conflict.
Indicate how often they use each strategy by makingan X in the box below each question.

I vour parents (or step-parents) have never lived together with vou, X this box —>
and go to the next questionnaire.

This first set of questions asks about how vour MOM deals with conflicts with vour dad.

When dealing with conflict with your dad, how often does your MOM:

1. Listen or talk it cut: &v to compromise cr find 2 fair selunen.

Z Never Z Rareiv C Somezmss Z Otten

2. Give ini, 1gnore the probiem, avoid miking about:t or leave tha recm.
Z Never Z Raraly Z Somezmas Z Otfen

(913
0
‘m
[
£
o

ve 'the silant Teatment’ Jompiatn or JICRer witncut gemn

= Never Z Rarsiv T Scmezmas Z Creen

& jpgesle mw irpmeweions sarvetn mese igegmim.y
2, INSULT ST IMIEITUDY Wil IUl LUsiening

......... terins.
Z Nevar Z Rara! Z Scmenmss — Qren

This next set of questions asks about how vour DAD deals with conflicts with vour mom.

When dealing with conflict with your mom. how often does your DAD:

1. Listen or ik it cut v to compromise or find 2 f2ir soizten.

O Never O Rarelv C Scmetmes T Otten

2. Give in, ignore the problem, avoid talking abcutitor leave the room.

C Never T Rarely C Some=es O Often

(92

.Cry, sulk, give "the silent treamnent’; complain er ticker without getdng anvwhere.

C Never C Rarely C Somezmxes G Otten

4. Yell, become sarcastic, insu!® or interrupt without iistening.

O Never C Rarely C Somezmes C Otten
2767

[2%)
L
[



Appendix R

Child Behavior Checklist



Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL)

Please do not mark in this area

NN

Marking an X in the appropriate box(es), please fill out this form to reflect your view of
your child's behavior even if other people might not agree.

1. Please list the sports vour child most iikes to Compared to others of the same Compared to others of the same
take part in. For examrie: swimmung, tasezall, age, about how much time does age, how well does he/she do
skating, skate boarding, tike nding, fisung, he/she spend on each? each one?
et

—_ . Dont Less Than Average More Thar Dent Setow Average Abave
— Ncre Know Average Average Knaw Average Average
a c = = T Cc - © G
b. c = - Z C = = =
3 - - = C T © = C

II. Please list vour child's faverite hobb:zs. Compared to others of the same Compared to others of the same
activities, and games, other than sports. age. about how much fdme does age. how well does he/she do
Fer example: smamps. doils. Pocks, prans, mars. he;she spend an each? each one?
cars, singing, ets. (To not inciude rasd  or T

Scat  Less Than  Average Mcre Thar Cent Beiow Average Adcve

T Ncrne Krew  Average Average Krow  Average Average
- - - — - —
a. — —_ - - - — —
e - - - - - - - =
3 - - = - - = ¢c

1. Please list any organizaticns, clubs, teams. cr
goups vour child belongs to.

Compared to others of the same
age, how aczive is he'she in each?

T N iane Cene .ess Avenage Mzre
- Krsw Azuie Acuve
2 - - - Z
“ - - -
< = - Z -
IV. Please list any jobs or chores your child has. Compared t0 others of the same
- —- --- Fer exampie: paper roure, batysitang, masmng age, how weil does he'she carry
bed, working i store, etz. (Inslude posir caid them out?
and unpaid jobs and cheres
Cent Beicw Average Above
T None acw  Average Average
2 = © C© G
k. - = - -
‘ c = C =z -
V. 1. About how many close friends does vour child have’  None C1 “2o0r3 T 4 or more

[

(Do not inciude brothers and sisters)

About how many times a week does vour child do things

with any friends outside of regular school hours?

(Do not include brothers and sisters)

A2l

[3S]
(9]
[RS]




Please do not mark in this area .

V1. Compared to others of his/her age. how well does your child:
Worse About Bettar
Average
a. Get alcng with tus/her brothers and sisters® ] C = G Has no brothers or sisters
b. Get aleng with other kids? = C C
¢. Behave with hus/her parents” = a ]
d. Plav and work alone? = O C
VII. 1. Performance in academic subjects. Z Does not attend school because
Putan X :none box for eaci subrect that cinld takes. Falng  Below  Average  Abdve
y y Average Average
a. Reading, Enghish. or Language Ars Z Z = =
b Thstory or Scaal Studies = Z = —

"
tl
Ll

¢. Anthmenceor Mazh

1)

1
i)
)

]
1)

bl
1}

(%

2. Deoes vour ciild receive special remedial services Z No ZYes —kund of services. class, of school:
or attenc a spec:al class or spec:al schocl”

3. Has veur chiid repeated any grades’ T No tes -grades and reasons:

4. Has vour child had any academic or other T No T Yes - please descibe:
problems in school?
Wher did these problems start? |
“vear mornth
by i
—_— -— ' : !
Have these problems ended? ~No  Yes —when? { i R B
year month
Does vour child have any iliness or disability (either phvsical or mental)? T Ne T Yes —please describe:
L ) ! y
What concerns vou most about vour child?
_r
. Please describe the best things about your chiid:
L




32147

Please do not mazk in this area .

Below is a list of items that describe children and vouth. For each item that describes vour child now or within
the past 6 months, please respond by making an X in the approprate box, as follows:

Make an X in the box labelled "2" if the item is very true or often true of vour child. Make an X in the bex
labelled “1" if the item is somewhat or sometimes true of vour child. If the item is not true of vour child, make an
X in the box labelled "0". Please answer all iterms as well as vou <can, even if some do not seem to apply to vour

chiid.

0 = Not True (as far as you know)

Do Z1 2 e
—o T1 T2 hl
e T 22 3
—e 1z !
e "1 T2 :
e Z1 Ze 2
—o 1t 22 A
—o Zt Z2 B
—0o —_t1t 2 :
A T 4 T a .-
—e Zt1 2 o
—o " 2 Pl
00 "1 Z2 b3

1
rl
-

@]
()
f

1
0
W)

le

D

1.

[
i

]
]
3

Acts toc voung for ks herage

Argues a et

atencIn

ncanTal. lantrav I

Cantsitszilrastess srive

2raiane

Disovecien: at home

Discbedien: at sches
sthar kids

Dcesn't seerm o fael guilty after

mustehaving

1
(4

9
LI
4

©

©

«©

[+

1 = Somewhat or Sometimes True

(3]

~

[

X3

3

X

s

'

s

"

~

3

e
Yol

-~

[ ¥ ]
e

L

w
G

']

1)
[

= Very True or Often True

Eastyv jealcus

Fears certa:n animals, situas

other than schoo! (CES»..C

ns. or places,

"
"
"
H
&
]
n
©n
7]
"
w
o
3
]
3
Il
1
]
®
3
.

‘n
0
LR
i’
']
b
1
v
1
"
12
1
0
:

...... 2 custs gethum ‘her

Ces teased a ot

F.x:‘gs areund with others who gaetin
Tourie

[mpuisive or acss witheur theriung
Wouis rather be alone than with others

Lving or cheaang

Nervous. highstrung, or tense

Nervous movements or twitchung
(describel:
Nightmares




o v
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0 = Not True (as far as vou know)

Co 01 C2
Oc C1 d2

do

]

Co

rl

gdo G2

1)

Zo Tt 22
o 1 Z2
D¢ T1 22
:O :1 f::
T T 2
—e —1 2
—0¢ T+ C:z
—¢ "1 T2
—ae Z1 2

N
N

|
o

1
"

"~

IT]

in

"

o n

Co

N n

Co

|

Oe

1 Cl
n o n

(d
N

3é. Not liked by cther x:ds

w

v
(72

»
N

e
o

e
Jor)

I
T

Fe

Tee fearfui or arxious

Feels too guiisy
Overared

Overwaight

Physizal probiems

medical cause:

2. AzRas orsawms mo?stomash or headazhes

1 = Somewhat or Sometimes True

2.

JCITSINCTL WENN

Refuses tc talk

Runs away from horme
Screams a iot
Sezrenve, keers thungs
Seli-cons

CUS Or €asl.

Sess fires

Zo Tt T2 5

Joe Ot T2 32

Co Ot C2 36

Ze Jt T2 5T

ZoCt1 Z2 5

o122 3

without knoun Co It T2 6

: —o T T2 ol

i A B ¢

= sarrecied b 312+ 2 X

- TR B o~

Zo)oZ Z:t s

Z3 T 2 -

Zec T+ 22 5T

9 Zt ¢ )

. . Zo 2t 2t w
xads

; Zo "¢t Zz o«

Co T Z2 oot

' —o Tt T2 73

o self Co "1 2 -y

smtarrasses Ce Ot 2 73

To T T2 v

2
[e3
4o

9
| 98]
(& ]

A=

Ql

0

©

wn

[

o

Please do not mark in thus area .

2 = Very True or Often True

Showing cff or clowrung
Shy or trud

Stares biankly

Steals at heme

Steais gutaids the home

Stutbemn, sullen, or irntatie
Sudden changes ;1 mcod or feekings
Sukksale:

Suspiciou

Sweaning or stsigne language
Talxs tce much

TRasesa st

Crusualy lzud

Uses aicanoi or drugs for nenmedical
purposes (descrite):

Vandaiism

Withdrawr, doesn't gerinvoived with
others

Warstes
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Network of Relationships Inventory (Mother-Report)
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NETWORK OF RELATIONSHIPS INVENTORY (NRI)

Please do not mark in this area

The following questions ask about your relationship with your child and with your

spouse/partner.

Please answer each of the following questions for each person, by making an X in the appropriate
box. Sometimes the answers for both people may be the same; sometimes they may be different.

Hew much free zme do vou spend with this person?

& How much de vou help this person with things he “she
can't de by him/ hersei?

LUttlecr  Scme- Very  Extremely  The Litlecr  Scme- Very Exvemely  The
hene wrat fuch Mucn Mzs: None what Much Much Mest
Child —: —: s s Z: Chuid _: Z: g g s
Spouse = Z: s Z: _: Spcuse g Z: g T Cs
2 How much 30 vou and this person ter usser with or T At ek deac thee mar like or love veu”
R ch do vou and this perscn gerugpsatwithcr T How much dees this parsor like or love veu
mac at each other”
Litte or Scme- Very Sxiramely The Lte or Scrme- Very Extremety The
Nene wrat Much Muen Mest Nere what Mucn Mucn Mes:
Chuzd _ Z: s s s Culd Z: —: - Z Cs
Spouse _: Z: —: s Z: Srcuse Z: Z: S T Cs
3. How much does s persen reach wou how 1o 3o thungs ¢ How much dees this parsen eatyou Lre voure
that vou dentanow’ admiured and resgectai”
LiZesr  Scrme- Very  Ixemesy  Trne Lzlesr  Seme- ver;  Esveme;  The
Nene wras fAuza tuen Ncre wrat nusn Mucn Mese
Child —: - e Z: Chud =z Z: = g T
Spouse = Z: O g Z: Sccuse _: Z: s s =
1. Hew much e veu and this person getan 2ach others S Who tells the other persen what tc 42 mere often, you

nerves? .
Litde er Scme- Very  Exvemely The
None wrat tAuch Mucn Most
Chiid —: C: O T Cs
Spouse - Z: T T s

or tus persen?

Shehe aimest  She:he About | often dc | atmost

always dces  often coes the same always ¢o
Chiid O _: Cs s Cs
Socuse mE! C: Cs s Cs

How much de vou talk to this person about evervtaing’

Lie ar Some- Very Extremety The

R Ncne what Muzn Much Most
Chiid —: C: T ) s
Spouse g C: s s "

v
]

10. How sure are vou that this relatienship wil fast ne
matter what?

Litle or Saome- Very Extreme!y The

None what Mucen Mucn Mos:
Child O: C: s T =
Spouse e T Inp! T Cs

e




B )

60125

11. How much do vou play around and have fun with ths

person?
Li%le or Some- Very Extremely The
Ncne what Much Much Most
Chiid T e Ds O« Cs
Spouse Ct O: Os Cs Cs

Please do not mark in thus area .

18 How much does this person treat vou like you're good
at many things’

Liie or Some- Very Extremely The
None what Much Much Most

Child C: G- T T Os
C: s O« s

Spouse G:

12. How much do you and this person disagree and

quarrel?
Litte or Some- Very Extremely The
Nere what Much Much Mest
Child C: O: o T Cs
Spouse - C: I o T s

19. Between vecu and this person, who tends to be the BOSS
in this relaticnshup?

She/he aimast  She/te About loften g | atmost
always dces  often does the same always ce
Child C O: s s Cs
Spouse O = p my s
I3 — - - —

2

13. How much deas this person heip vou figure out or fix
things?

-C. How sure are vou that vour relaenship will lastin
spute cf fights?

Little or Scme- Very Extreme.y The Littecr Scme- Very Extremei, The
Ncne ‘wnhat Mucn Muen Mas: Nene wrat Muen Muzh st
Chuld c: _: — -y s Chiid —: —: T ) s
Spouse _: —: g s g Spouse _ —: s ) T
14, How much de yeu and this person ge: anncved with 21, How orten do vou ge placas and do enjovabie tungs
each other s behavior’? with this persen?
Lslecr Scme- Yery Exveme:y The Lteor Scre- Very Exremely Tre
Nene wnat Muzn Mocn “est Ncne wnat Sluzh Musn Mcst
Cruid = —: g s Z: Chud = —-: ) ) s
Spouse - Z: - - T Srouse = = g s s
13, Hoew much de veu shars vour secres and private 22 Hew much do vou and thus persen argue with ealn
feelings with thus persen” other”
Lizlecr Some- Very Extremely The e cr Some- Very Exuremery The
None wnat Mugn Muzn Mes: Nare wnat Muzn Much thest
Child g —: g s T Cruid - = T g s
Spouse g —: s ] = Spcuse e —: s ) s
16. How much dec veu pretect and look out icr this person I3 How ormen does this persen help vou when vou need ©
: get scmeting dene” o o
Litle or Some- Very Exuemery  The Litte or Some- Very Extremely “te
None wnat Muzh Mucn Mes: Ncre what Much Muzn Mast
Chuid = C: O -y o Cruld C: _: Cs Cs s
Spouse T C: o s Cs Spouse C: C: Cas T _s
17. How much does this person really care about vou? 24, How much do you and thes persen hassle or nag one
another?
Litleor  Some- Very  Extremely  The Litleor  Some- Very  Extremely  The
Ncne what Much Much Most Ncre what Mucn Muchk Mcse
Child 01 _= Cs T C: Chuld C: C: s Cs s
Spouse O: T T T Cs Spouse C: C: -y C: s




How much de you talk to this person about things that
you don't want cthers to know?

Litte or Some- Very Extremely The

None what Muzch Much Most
Chiid 0 T O T Cs
Spouse O C: =y T Os

Please do not mark in this area .

Hew much do you enccurage this person to give therr
ideas and optnions even if you might disagree?

Littie or Some. Very Extremely The

None what Much Much Mcst
Chuid T C: s Cs s
Spouse Ot GC: mg) C Os

26. How much do you take care of this person’?

Ligie or Scme- Very Exremely The

None what Much Muzn Mest
Child G: C: O T Cs
Spouse O: c: T - s

Q)
(V3]

How often do vou and this person discuss prodiems
and feel good abcut the solutions?

Littie or Scme- Very Exremety The

None what Much Mucn Mest
Child - C: Cs T s
Spouse Tt C: =g T Os

-

27, How much does this person have a song feeling of
affection (love or likung) toward vou’

Litle cr Scme- Very Exremery The

None wnat ptucn Mush Mese
Chuld T —: s T -
Spcuse = - T ) i

2]

How difficult is it to kaep track ¢f things thus person
does?

Liieor  Scme. Very  Extremer;  The

Nene wnat Muzn Much Mest
Cruid T Z: s s )
Soouse —: o s —. =y

28, How much does this cers
things vou do’
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Q
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n

Lite zr Scrme. Very The

None what Mas Mest
Cruid s Z: - s
Spouse = ~: s -y =

(YY)
(Y1}

Hew much do vou and tus persen find 1 hard to get
way from each cther?

Lzecr Serre. Very Sxtremety The

Nene wnat Muzn Muzh Mcst

Cnud [ ~: g s e
Spouse Z: = ) = -

2. In vour reladensiup with thus perscrn, whc tends to

take charge and decide what should T2 2one’

She:he aimest  Sre:he About ichen co faimest

always does  o'ten dces the same aways 3z
Childé _: —: ) ) -
Spouse _: —: T —: =

»
R

How mmportant s it Icr vou and this persen i axgress

veour cpurucns to one ancther’

Q

Liec” Scme- Very Sxremely Tre

Nane wRat Mucn Muce Mcs:
Cruid —: = Z: ) T
Scouse = o T T s

30. Hew sure are you that veur relagenshey wiil continue
in the vears to ccme?

Little or Scme- Very Sxemely The

None what Much fMuch Mcs:
Child O: T Os Cs Cs
Spouse C: G- Cs T Cs

(V2]

Hew often do vou knew where thus persen is all the
tme?

Little or Scme- Very Extremety Tre

Ncne what Muzn Mucna Mes:
Chuid T 0: Os T Ts
Spouse Tt C: T Cs Os

(¥2]
"

How much does this person take part in famiiy
decisions concerning him, herself?

Litte or Scme- Very Extremety The

None wnat Much Mush Mest
Child D s 0s oy O
Spouse C» _: s Cs Cs

How difficult is it for you and this persen to t2ke tme
away from one ancther?

Littde or Scme- Very Extremety The

Nene whnat Muzn Mucn Mcst
Chuld D 1 : 2 n: 3 : 3 E s
Spouse a: C: Ce T s
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3¢. How often do vou and this persen come nght outand 43 When vou and this person express vour opinicrs, how
say things instead of hinting at them? often do vou consider each other's feelings?

Litle or Some- Very Extremely The Li%is or Some- Very Extremely The
None what Mucr Muzh Most None what Much Much Mest

Child Z [ (g =y Z Child C: —: C» Cs Cs
Spcuse C: O Cs C Os Spouse G e Os G Os

40. How often do vou and this persen check vath each 46. How often are you expected to have this person's
other when mak:ng decisions’ approval before making decisions?

Little or Some- Very  Extremely The Litle or Scme- Very  Extremeiy The

None what Mucn fuch Maos: Ncne wnat Much Much taos:
Child & C: s T s Crid ng C: C» O Cs
Spouse C- _: T ) T Spousa T —: T ) Cs
27 Haw much do van feal nressured 1o sTand mast free = e in =ouble. how much does t reon
41. How much do vou feel pressurad ©o sT2RA TnistiTe? 47 f vou are tn wouble. how much does thus perscn
tme togathar with thus persen’ become toc wmvclved”
Litte < Scme- Very The Litte or Scme- Very Exremely The
Nere wnat s tlese Ncne what Muen Mucn *Acs:
Chud —: —: s T Cridd T —: g T s
Spcuse - —: —: s _ Spouss ¢ —: ~: s Cs
32 Hew much do vou and this persen 2nolurage ealn 33 How crten dess this persen igncre vou f vou say
other to sav what veu really mean” scmething’
Littie 2° Scme- Very xtremre.y Lecr Scre- vVery Sxremely The
Nene what Nigzr Muzn Nene wrat stuen Muen Mos?
Chuid —: —: ~: s T il = Z: s s —
Sccuse = T T s - Socuse ~: —: g s s
43 How mdependant So vou fesl from s parsan’ 18 Zven theugh vou mav mean well how often do vou and
this person ingude foC much w0 2ach cthers Lves?
wtte 3 Scme- very Sxreme.y The Littte ar Scme- Very Exwermely The
Ncne whnat tuen Bun thast Ncre wrat Muzn fAuen Mcs:
Chud _ - —: s = Crid - ~: s -y s
Soouse - —- g ! T Srouse —: —: —s _s s
" +: How much do vou fesl guilty f you wang ¢ spand 21 How difficultis i for vou te be vourself around dus
some Hme alene fTom fus persen’ sersen’
Littecr  Some- Very Exremely  The Limlear  Scme- Ver; Exwemey  The
Nene what Much Muzn Mest None what Mucn Mycn Most

Child _: C: T Cs s Chiid C: = o T« Os

— — -_—

Spouse C: L

— — — -—

—

s

3 H)

o
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Srcuse C- C-
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- E Spouse and Slbhng NRI Tlease do not mark n this area
i u

12683 ; ’ I !

We would like to know about your child's relationship with his/ her other family members.

These questions ask about:
1. your child's relationship with your partner/spouse (the parent/stepparent
with whom vour child lives).

2. your child's relationship with his, her closest in age sibling (brother or sister).

—

If vour child has no brothers or sisters, X this box —=> = and leave the "sibling" items biank.

a. How old is vour child s closest in age trother or sistar” ! vears oid
b. Istussitinga  Zirother  or  Tsser
¢ lsthusaster-siting”  TYes T No

Please answer each of tha folowing

1. How much free zme Ioes vour chid spend wih s 3 How much does tus persen Lhe orlove vour childl
perscn?
Littlecr Scme Very Extrereiy The Ltte or Some- very Extremety The
Noas wrat Muzn Muzn Mcs: | Ncne what Muen Mucn Mest
YcurSpouse Z: _: s - WourSpouse = ) —y) s
This Sibling _: = s s Trus Sibing == 1 - s

2. How much de your chl
or mad ateach other’

d and this person ge: upset with

4. How much do vour child and this perscr ge: cn each
other's nerves’

Little or Scme-

None whnat

Your Spouse = Z:
This Sibling g Z:

Very
Much

Ca

Extremety The Littte or Some- Very Extremely The
Much pest Nene what Mucn Much Mest
= Cs Your Spouse C: Cs s o
s s This Sibling T C: ) ) s

8}
.
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5. Eow much does vour child play around and have fun
with this person?

The
Most

Some-
what

Little or
None

Very
Mucn

Extremety
Muzn

Your Spouse D1 C: s ) Cs

This Sibiing 5= C-: -

Please do not mark i this area .

9. How cften does vour child go places and do enjovable
things with this person?

Little or Some- Very Extremeiy The

None what Much Much Maost
Your Spouse Tt g ds T Os
This Sibling Tt O: = T s

6. How much do vour child and this perscn disagree and
guarre!l?

10. How much do vour chuid and this persen argue with

each other”

"

Littte or Same- Very Extremery The e cr Some- Very Exremety The
None what tuch Musn Mcs: icne wrat Muzn ftush Most
Ycur Spouse —: —: g s = tour S;cuse —: Z: - s T
Thu Siting T - = — —: Trus Shbng T Z: = Zs Zs
T How much dces this perscnreally carg aTrurviuT 11 Hew much Z22s thus persen have a soong fasling of
chud” affecacn [iove or lkang; toward vour ot
Litte or Some- Jery Exverey The wtte ar Scme- Very Extremeny The
Ncne wrat fAucn 1o Most Nene what tuch uzs Mest
tourSpouse Tt —: - = - YourSpeuse I = O - -,
Treg Silsim s —. . ' - - This Shine - - g s ]
s Siblngy — - - — s
2. Hew much do vour chuid and thus persen zarannovad 12 How much deo vour chiid and this parsen hassie or nag
rs

with each cthe shavicr”

[N

Lizie cr Some- Very The
None wnas fAucn Ncst
Ycur Spouse T O ] T T

Thus Sibling i

o
4
18]

"
12
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L.tte or Some- Very Extremeiy The
None wnas Muzh Musn Mest
YourSpouse Dt s g T O
e Qi -— - — —_ -
Ths Sidiing Tt = (N = -
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Appendix T

Internal Consistencies for (Mother-Report) NRI Subscales



Table T

Internal Consistencies for (Mother-Report) NRI Subscales

Subscale Alpha
mother- marital father- sibling-
adolescent adolescent  adolescent

Companionship .78 .86 .87 .88
Conflict .78 .89 .80 91
Instrumental Aid 52 72

Antagonism .79 .80 81 .92
Intimacy 1 90

Nurturance 64 .80

Affection .86 .96 .93 .88
Admiration .79 .89

Relative Power 82 .39

Reliable Alliance .83 97

Social Support .89 97° 89° 89°
Negative Interaction .88° 93¢ .90° .95¢

Note. *A composite scale. based on the average of the companionship. instrumental aid.
intimacy. nurturance. affection. admiration. and reliable alliance scores. A composite
scale. based on the average of the companionship and affection subscales. A composite
scale. based on the average of scores on the conflict and antagonism subscales.
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Appendix U

Conflicts and Problem Solving Scale (Mother-Report)
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CONFLICTS AND PROBLEM-SOLVING SCALE

Please do not mark in tlus area
RN

All family members disagree once in a while. WWe would like to know how you deal with conflict in your
relationship with your child and with your spouse.

The following questions descrite various strategies vou may use to deal with conflict with your child and with
your spouse. Please indicate how often YOU use each siategy, by making an X in the box which best
corresponds to vour situaton.

When dealing with conflict with vour child or spouse, how often do YOL:

1. Talk it out with the cther persen. £ Trv te ©ind a solumen tha: meets both of our needs equaliy
Chuic: T Never - Rarsiy — Somenmes — Often Cruls. — Never  — Rarelv Sometimes _ Oiten
Spcuser T Never — Rarei — Scmerimes  Otten Spousz® Newer  _ Rareiv T Sometimes = Often

2. Exprass thoughts and leslings cpeniy T Werkroutwath the haip of 2 scunseler. a therapist, a fmend.
Crid: T Never  _ Rarsly T Scmenmmes  _ Qften Crulé: — Never _ Rarelr T Sometumes — Often
Sccuser [ Never T Rarelv — Somenmes — Qiten Spcuse T Never  Z Rarelv T Somenimes — Often

3 Liszen tc the cthers pome o vigw 3. Compromise, mest the 2ther hali way, “sput the dirference’
Chuid: " Never T Rarelr T Somenmmes ~ Citen Chld — Never  _ Rareiv T Somenmes T Qiten
Spouse: [ Never T Rareiy  _ Somenmes  _ Often Spous2: T Never T Rarely  __ Sametimes Z Often

_Trv to undars@and what the other is r22lv fe2ing S Trv to smoacth thungs cver
Chuld: = Never  _ Rareiy T Sometimes ~ Otten Chajc: T Never  _ Rarely  _ Somerimes T Often
Spouse: [ Never  _ Rarely  _ Sometimes i Qften Spouse: T Never T Rarelv T Sometimes — Ofter

3. Trv to reascn with the other. 10. Give In tc the other s viewpoint to escape argument.
Child: [ Never T Rarely  _ Sometimes T Otten Chilc: I Never T Rareiv [ Sometimes Z Otten
Spouse: T Never Z Rasely ™ Somesimes T Qtten SFOILSEZ 3 Never T Rarely C Sometimes " Often

22383
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Please do not mark n this area .

When dealing with conflict with your child or spouse, how often do YOU:

11. Accept the blame, apologtze.

Chud: O Never [ Rarely [ Sometimes

Spouse: [T Never [ Rarely [ Sometimes

Z Often

T Often

18. Crv.

Chiid: T Never [C Rarely T Sometimes

Spouse: T Never T Sometimes

C Rarely

g often

O Often

12. Placate. humor, indulge the other.

- Sulk, refuse to talk. give the "silent treatment’.

Child: " Never I Rarely [T Sometimes  (_ Often Child: T Never [T Rareiy T Sometimes O Often
Spouse: [T Never [T Rareiv [ Sometimes  _ Often Speusa: T Never [ Rarely T Sometimes C Often
13. Try to ignere the prodlem. aveld talhing abeur:t. 22 Compiam, bizker witheut really getting anvwhare.

. 9

Chidé _ Never — Rareiw — Samenmes ~ Qizen Cruid ~ Never — Rareiv ~ Somesimes C Often

Spcuse Never  _ Rareiv  _ Somesmes T Qiten Spcusa. T Never — Rarely T Sometimes C Often
14. Change the sulject 11 Tnilst friends or family tS SUDTTII Y OWT POINIOL view,

Chuid. T Neter _ Rarely T Somenmes  _ Oiten Child T Never T Rareiv  _ Sometimes T Often

Spouse: T Never T Rareix — Somestimes  _ Otten Spouser T Never T Rarei: ~ Sometimes T Often
13 Clam zp. held @nresiings 2 msistonmy owT pomnt of vigh

Chd T Never  _ Rareiv  Somenmes  Oftexn Chid Never ~ Rarelv ~ Sometumes — Often

Spouse: T Never Rareir  _ Scmetimes  _ Otften Srcusa. T Never  _ Rarely ~ Sometimes T Otten
15. Leave the room 4 23 Trvto convincs the other of my wan of thinking.

Chilé: " Never  (_ Rareiv  _ Sometimes  _ Often Cuid T Never  Rareiv  _ Sometimes O often

Spouse: [T Never [T Rarely - [ Sometimes  {_ Oftez Spouse: [T Never [ Rarely [ Sometimes O Oftea
17. Storm out of the house. 24 Raise voice, vell. shout.

Chiid: T Never: T Rareiv [ Sometimes T Often Chulc: T Never [C Rarely T Sometimes O Often

Spouse: [0 Never  [C Rarely [T Sometimes T Often Spousa: " Never [ Rareir Sometimes [ Often

(]
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When dealing with conflict with your child or spouse, how often do YOU:

23. Interrupt/den't listen to the other. 32. Throw objects, slam docrs, break things.
Child: T Never T Rarely [ Sometimes  _ Often Child: T Never T Rarely ] Sometimes T Often
Spouse: [ Never [ Rarely Sometimes [ Often Spouse: (O Never I Rarely [J Sometimes (T Osten
25. Beccme sarcastc. 33. Throw scmething.
Chuid: TiNever  _ Rarely T Sometimes  Often Child: T Never [T Rarely  [J Somenmes T Often
Spouse: T Never  Rarely [ Somesimes T Oiten Spouse: T Never T Rarely  [J Somesmes — Often
27 Make accusanerns 34, Threaten phvsical harm to other
Chid: ~ Never — Rareiv _ Somenmes — Cften Chuc. " Never _ Rareiv T Somesimes  Often
Spcuse: T Never T Rarsly  _ Somenmes — Citen Spcuse: Never  _ Rareiv T Somenmes T Often
28 Name-call curse. msuit 32 Push. pull shove. grat cther persen
Chid Z Never  _ Rareiv _ Somenzes — Cien Chud T Never  _ Rareiv _ Somenmes ~ Often
Spousar Z Never — Rareiv — Scmenmes — Qiten Sccusa T Never — Rareiv _ Somenmes — Often
28, Sav or de somethung o hurrthe cmars fealngs 3z Slap cther sersan
Chds: T Newver  _ Rareivy  _ Somenmss — Crten Crid T Never  _ Rarsiv _ Somenzmes
Spcuse: T Never — Rarelv T Somenmes — Cren 5;:’.15?. — Never — Rareiy Z Somenmes
30. Threaten ‘c end relatconsiip ' 3T Harm sell
Child. T~ Never  Rarely " Somenmes — Often Chic. — Never — Rarely T Somenmes Z Often
Spouse: T Never T Rarely T Scmetimes T Otten Spouse: T Never Rareiy  [J Sometimes C Often
31. Withdraw love or affecton. 38. Others (please specify):
Chuld. T Never T Rarely [ Somefimes T Citen Chilc: T Never i Rarely [0 Somenmes . Oiten
Spouse: 5 Never T Rarely T Sometizmes Z Ofen Spouse: Z Never I Rarely [T Somenmes T Oiten

4
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Appendix V

Within-Subsystem Analyses
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Within-Subsystem Comparisons: The Adolescent-Mother Dyad

To evaluate the association between the various relationship characteristics within
each family subsystem and adolescent externalizing and internalizing problems, a series
of hierarchical regressions were conducted, as follows. Sex of adolescent was entered at
step one; social support. negative interactions, and the two conflict resolution strategies
(collaboration and destructive conflict resolution) in the mother-adolescent dyad were
entered at step two: and four interaction terms, created by the product of adolescent sex (0
= female. 1 = male) by each of the relationship characteristic variables. were entered at
step three. Main effects of adolescent sex are redundant with previous analyses and are
therefore not repeated here.

Internalizing problems. For the prediction of internalizing problems (n = 194). the
overall regression was significant. F (9. 184) = 7.09. p <.001 (see also Table V1). The
block of relationship characteristics. entered at step two. added significantly to the
prediction, AR = .20. F (4. 188) = 12.37. p <.001. At step two. consistent with
previously reported findings. three relationship characteristics in the mother-adolescent
dyad contributed uniquely to the prediction of adolescent internalizing problems: social
support (B = -.18. s = .02. p < .05). negative interactions (B =.25. s = .04, p <.01). and
the destructive conflict resolution strategy. (B = .22, sr* = .04, p < .01). The adolescent sex
by relationship characteristic interaction terms, entered as a block at step three. were not

statistically significant.



Table V1

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Relationship Characteristics in the

Adolescent-Mother Dyad Predicting Adolescent Adjustment Problems (N = 185).

Internalizing Externalizing Problems
Problems
Variable B SEB B B SEB P
Step |
Sex -0.62 0.19 -22%*  .0.08 0.18 -.03
Step 2
Social Support - Mother -0.32 0.14 -18*  -0.38 0.12  -23**
Negative Interactions - Mother 0.31 0.10 25%* 035 0.08 e
Collaborative CR - Mother -0.26 0.16 A3 0.11 0.14 .06
Destructive CR - Mother 0.56 0.17 22%* 059 0.14 Q7%
Step 3
Sex X Social Support - Mother -0.13 030 -.18 -0.53 0.25 -.80
Sex X Negative Interactions - Mother  0.24  0.20 24 -0.18 0.17 -.20
Sex X Collaborative CR - Mother 0.38 0.34 .30 0.46 0.28 .39
Sex X Destructive CR - Mother 0.06 0.37 -.03 0.47 0.32 .26

Nore. CR = Conflict Resolution.

For internalizing problems. R* = .03. p < .01 for Step 1; AR’

.20, p <.001 for Step 2.

AR’ = .00. ns for Step 3. For externalizing problems. R’ = .00, ns for Step 1; AR" = .35,

p <.001 for Step 2: AR" =.02. ns for Step 3.

*p <.05.**p < .0l.
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Externalizing problems. For the prediction of externalizing problems (n = 194),
the overall regression was significant. F (9. 184) = 12.53. p <.001 (see also Table V1).
The block of relationship characteristics, entered at step two, added significantly to the
prediction. AR = .35, F (4. 188) = 25.64, p <.001. At step two, three relationship
characteristics in the mother-adolescent dyad contributed uniquely to the prediction of
adolescent externalizing problems: social support (f = -.23. 5 =.03, p < .01). negative
interactions (B = .31. s~ = .06. p <.001). and the destructive conflict resolution strategy
(B =.27.s =.06. p <.001). The adolescent sex by relationship characteristic interaction
terms. entered as a block at step three. were not statistically significant.

In sum. mother-adolescent relationship characteristics significantly predicted
adolescent internalizing and externalizing problems. Moreover. the social support.
negative interactions. and destructive conflict resolution relationship characteristics all
uniquely added to the prediction of each outcome. However. their shared contribution
accounted for more than 50% of the variance accounted for by the mother-adolescent
dyad relationship characteristics in both outcomes.

Within-Subsystem Comparisons: The Adolescent-Father Dyad

The relationship characteristics of the adolescent-father subsystem were examined
via hierarchical regression. Sex of adolescent was entered at step one: social support,
negative interactions. and the two conflict resolution strategies (collaboration and
destructive conflict resolution) in the father-adolescent dyad were entered at step two; and

four interaction terms. created by the product of adolescent sex (0 = female. 1 = male) by

[RS)
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each of the relationship characteristic variables, were entered at step three.

Internalizing problems. For the prediction of internalizing problems (n = 185), the
overall regression was significant, F (9. 175) = 5.84, p <.001 (see also Table V2). The
block of relationship characteristics, entered at step two, added significantly to the
prediction, AR" = .15, F (4, 179) = 8.80, p < .001. At step two. the destructive conflict
resolution strategy (§ = .18. s~ = .02. p < .05) and social support (f = -.23. sr=.03,p<
.05) in the father-adolescent dyad contributed uniquely to the prediction of adolescent
internalizing problems. The adolescent sex by relationship characteristic interaction terms.
entered as a block at step three, were not statistically significant.

Externalizing problems. For the prediction of externalizing problems (rn = 185).
the overall regression was significant. F (9. 175) =5.79. p <.001 (see also Table V2). The
block of relationship characteristics. entered at step two. added significantly to the
prediction. AR” = .20. F (4. 179) = 11.80. p < .001. At step two. three relationship
characteristics in the father-adolescent dyad contributed uniquely to the prediction of
adolescent externalizing problems: negative interactions (f = .17. s~ = .02, p <.05), and
the collaborative (B = .15. s = .02. p < .05) and destructive (f = .15. s = .02, p < .05)
conflict resolution strategies. The adolescent sex by relationship characteristic interaction
terms. entered as a block at step three. were not statistically significant.

In sum. relationship characteristics in the adolescent-father dyad as a block
significantly predicted adolescent internalizing and externalizing problems. For the

prediction of both outcomes. most of the variance was shared among the four relationship

[0S
(9]
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Table V2
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Relationship Characteristics in the

Adolescent-Father Dyad Predicting Adolescent Adjustment Problems (N = 185).

Internalizing Externalizing Problems
Problems
Variable B SEB B B SEB B

Step 1

Sex -068 0.19 -25** -0.14 0.I18 -.06
Step 2

Social Support - Father 034 0.13 -23* 012 0.12 -.09

Negative Interactions - Father 0.16 0.11 42 0.20 0.10 A7*

Collaborative CR - Father 001 0.15 .00 -0.30 0.14 -.20*

Destructive CR - Father 043 0.19 18* 034 0.17 5%
Step 3

Sex X Social Support - Father -0.26 029 -33 045 026 -.63

Sex X Negative Interactions - Father ~ 0.34  0.25 31 -0.07 0.22 -.07

Sex X Collaborative CR - Father 023 032 16 0.07 0.29 .06

Sex X Destructive CR - Father 031 042 -.15 -0.07 038 .03

Note. CR = Conflict Resolution.

For internalizing problems. R- = .06, p <.01 for Step 1: AR’ =.15. p <.001 for Step 2;
AR’ = 01. ns for Step 3. For externalizing problems. R- = .00, ns for Step 1; AR = .20,
p <.001 for Step 2: AR"= .01. ns for Step 3.

*p <.05.¥*p < .01.

9
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characteristics. However. less social support and more destructive conflict resolution
uniquely predicted internalizing problems, while more negative interactions and
destructive conflict resolution. and less collaborative conflict resolution. uniquely
predicted externalizing problems.
Within-Subsystem Comparisons: The Adolescent-Sibling Dyad

The relationship characteristics of the adolescent-sibling subsystem were also
examined via hierarchical regressions. Sex of adolescent was entered at step one: social
support. negative interactions. and the two conflict resolution strategies (collaboration and
destructive conflict resolution) in the adolescent-sibling dyad were entered at step two;
and four interaction terms. created by the product of adolescent sex (0 = female. 1 = male)
by each of the relationship characteristic variables. were entered at step three.

Internalizing problems. For the prediction of internalizing problems (n = 175). the
overall regression was significant. F (9. 165) = 4.49. p < .001 (see also Table V3). The
block of relationship characteristics. entered at step two. added significantly to the
prediction. AR = .13, F (4. 169) = 6.89. p < .001. At step two. low social support PB=
-.30. s = .06. p < .001) in the adolescent-sibling dyad contributed uniquely to the
prediction of adolescent internalizing problems. The adolescent sex by relationship
characteristic interaction terms. entered as a block at step three. were not statistically
significant.

Externalizing problems. For the prediction of externalizing problems (n = 175).

the overall regression was significant. F (9, 165) = 2.75, p < .01 (see also Table V3).
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Table V3
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Relationship Characteristics in the

Adolescent-Sibling Dyad Predicting Adolescent Adjustment Problems (N = 175).

Internalizing Problems  Externalizing Problems

Variable B SEB B B SEB B

Step |

Sex 062 020 -23** -016 018 -.06
Step 2

Social Support - Sibling -0.50 014 -30*+ -022 0.13 -.I5°

Negative Interactions - Sibling 0.03 0.09 .03 0.03 0.08 .03

Collaborative CR - Sibling -0.08 0.14 .00 024 0.14 -16'

Destructive CR - Sibling 033 0.19 A3 022 0.18 .09
Step 3

Sex X Social Support - Sibling 0.27 0.30 34 0.0 0.28 01

Sex X Negative Interactions - Sibling  -0.21  0.19  -27 -009 o0.18 -.14

Sex X Collaborative CR - Sibling 0.1t 030  -.07 033 0.28 24

Sex X Destructive CR - Sibling 035 041 .20 044 038 28

Note. CR = Conflict Resolution.

For internalizing problems. R* =.03. p < .01 for Step 1; AR* = .13. p < .001 for Step 2;
AR’ = .01. ns for Step 3. For externalizing problems, R” = .00, ns for Step 1:AR* = .11, p
< .01 for Step 2: AR" = .01. ns for Step 3.

‘p<.10. **p < .0l.
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Although there were no unique predictors. the block of relationship characteristics.
entered at step two, added significantly to the prediction of externalizing problems. AR =
.11, F (4. 169) = 5.24, p < .01. The adolescent sex by relationship characteristic
interaction terms, entered as a block at step three, were not statistically significant. In
sum. the block of relationship characteristics (i.e., less social support and collaborative
conflict resolution. more negative interactions and destructive conflict resolution) in the
adolescent-sibling dvad significantly predicted more internalizing and externalizing
problems.

Within-Subsystem Comparisons: The Marital Dyad

The relationship characteristics of the marital subsystem were examined via
hierarchical regressions for the sub-sample of adolescents from two-parent families (7 =
140). Sex of adolescent was entered at step one: social support. negative interactions. and
the two conflict resolution strategies (collaboration and destructive conflict resolution) in
the marital dvad were entered at step two: and four interaction terms, created by the
product of adolescent sex (0 = female. 1 = male) by each of the relationship characteristic
variables. were entered at step three.

Internalizing problems. For the prediction of internalizing problems (n = 140), the
overall regression was significant. F (9. 130)=6.15.p <.001 (see Table V4). The block of
relationship characteristics. entered at step two, added significantly to the prediction, AR
=15, F (4. 134) = 6.85. p < .001. At step two, the collaboration (B = -.20, sr=.03,p<

.05) and destructive (B = .21. s~ = .03, p <.05) conflict resolution strategies in the marital
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Table V4
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Relationship Characteristics in the

Marital Dyad Predicting Adolescent Adjustment Problems (N = [40).

Internalizing Externalizing
Problems Problems
Variable B SEB B B SEB B
Step |
Sex -0.86 022 -31** -0.18 0.21 -.07
Step 2
Social Support - Marital -0.04 014  -03 -0.17  0.14 -12
Negative Interactions - Marital 0.12  0.15 07 029 0.14 91
Collaborative CR - Marital -0.41 0.18 -.20* -0.12  0.18 -.07
Destructive CR - Marital 042 0.17 21* 022  0.16 12
Step 3
Sex X Social Support - Marital -0.45 029 -.62 -0.12 030 -.18
Sex X Negative Interactions - Marital 0.1+ 0.31 A3 0.02 052 02
Sex X Collaborative CR - Marital 096 0.37 .82 003 0.37 .04
Sex X Destructive CR - Marital 027 034 34 0.01 0.34 .00

Note. CR = Conflict Resolution

For internalizing problems. R* = .09. p <.001 for Step 1: AR" = .15. p <.001 for Step 2;
AR’ = .04. ns for Step 3. For externalizing problems. R° = .00, ns for Step 1; AR” = .15,p
< .01 for Step 2: AR™= .00. ns for Step 3.

‘p<.10.*p<.05. **p< .0l



dyad contributed uniquely to the prediction of adolescent internalizing problems. The
adolescent sex by relationship characteristic interaction terms, entered as a block at step
three. were not statistically significant.

Externalizing problems. For the prediction of externalizing problems (n = 140),
the overall regression was significant. F (9, 130) = 2.80, p <.01 (see Table V4). The
block of relationship characteristics. entered at step two, added significantly to the
prediction. AR* = .15. F (4. 134) =6.21. p <.001. At step two, there was a nonsignificant
trend for negative interactions in the marital dyad (§ = .19. sr=.02. p < .06) to contribute
uniquely to the prediction of adolescent externalizing problems. The adolescent sex by
relationship characteristic interaction terms, entered as a block at step three. were not
statistically significant.

In sum. the block of relationship characteristics in the marital dyad significantly
predicted both adolescent internalizing and externalizing problems, with both
collaborative and destructive conflict resolution strategies adding uniquely to the

prediction of internalizing problems.
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