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The intergenerational origins of emerging adult dating violence have been explored
through many perspectives, but explanations have failed to account for the influential
roles of multiple members of the family. Structural equation models explored whether the
relationship between exposure to marital discord in adolescence and couple dating
violence in emerging adulthood was mediated by (a) harsh parenting (i.e., maternal and
paternal) in late adolescence and (b) emotional adjustment in emerging adulthood (i.e.,
internalizing and externalizing). Participants included 206 parents and emerging adults
(60% female, Mage = 22.38 years, SD =0.72) recruited when youth were in 7th grade.
Across time, father- and mother-initiated violence predicted more maternal and paternal
harsh parenting, respectively. Earlier maternal harsh behavior predicted later youth
internalizing and externalizing. Mother-adolescent harshness and youth externalizing
mediated the relationship between father’s marital violence and youth dating violence.
Implications of these findings for clinical interventions and policy are discussed.
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With more than 37 percent of women and 29 percent of men reporting some form
of physical violence perpetrated by a romantic partner within their lifetime, there is a
need for prospective investigations into the developmental mechanisms contributing to
intimate partner violence (Birkley & Eckhardt, 2015). The parent-child relationship
provides an important template for children’s competence in later romantic and peer
relationships (Rhoades, Stanley, Markman, & Ragan, 2012). Additionally, marital
violence and conflict are harmful to the parent-adolescent relationship (Erel & Burman,
1995), as well as emerging adult (EA) socioemotional adjustment (Arnett, 2000; Smith,
Knoble, Zerr, Dishion, & Stormshak, 2014; Trudeau, Spoth, Randall, Mason, & Shin,
2012). While the mother-child relationship has received some attention (e.g., Jouriles &
McDonald, 2015), there is limited evidence for the different contributions of multiple
members within the family system. For example, father-child relationships are as
important as mother-child relationships to adolescent psychological adjustment (Amato
& Rivera, 1999; Cookston & Finlay, 2006). In the present study, I explore EA dating
violence as influenced by a developmental cascade beginning with marital and family
discord experienced in early adolescence leading to harsher parenting over time which, in
turn, is linked to emotional maladjustment. The current work is informed by both a
family systems (Bowen, 1978; Rosen, Bartle-Haring, & Stith, 2001) and ecological
perspective (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006).
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Dating violence
Although dating violence is not limited to a specific age group, perpetration and
victimization in emerging adulthood (i.e., age 1 8 -2 5 years) deserve special attention
because coercive conflict tactics often emerge in this developmental stage; without
intervention, these behaviors tend to remain stable or worsen over time and across
relationships (Arnett, 2007; Shortt et al., 2012). Further, rates of dating violence tend to
be high during emerging adulthood, with many individuals operating as both the
perpetrator and the victim (Olsen, Parra, & Bennett, 2009). Therefore, in the current
study, both perpetration and victimization are conceptualized as overall dating violence
experiences rather than separate constructs. Dating violence varies in severity and
includes an array of behaviors categorized into three groups: psychological aggression,
physical aggression, and sexual assault (Birkley & Eckhardt, 2015). Although often
accompanied by other forms of violence, sexual assault is a unique form of intimate
partner violence that does not occur as often as other forms among most couples (Teten,
Hall, & Capaldi, 2006). Conversely, psychological aggression is the most common form
of intimate partner violence and often emerges at some point among most couples
without causing much distress (Shortt, Capaldi, Kim, & Tiberio, 2013). However, among
couples with more coercive patterns of conflict, psychological aggression can worsen and
often lead to physical violence (e.g., hitting, shoving, slapping). Once initiated, the use of
physical violence with an intimate partner becomes a difficult pattern to break (Birkley &
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Eckhardt, 2015). Although all forms of violence have serious implications, physical
violence has the greatest potential for immediate and severe physical harm. Therefore, in
the current study, dating violence is conceptualized as the use of physical violence.
In attempts to understand EA dating violence, prospective and retrospective
studies have focused attention on societal risk factors (e.g., socioeconomic status), family
of origin factors (e.g. parental marital status, parental conflict, parent-child relationship
quality), individual risk factors (e.g., delinquency, substance use, hostility), and cultural
factors (e.g., ethnicity) (Tschann et al., 2009; Lohman, Neppl, Senia, & Schofield, 2013;
Kennedy, Bybee, Sullivan, & Greeson, 2010). From these investigations, exposure to
marital violence and externalizing behaviors have emerged as the most robust
developmental predictors of dating violence (Narayan, Englund, Egeland, 2013; Morris,
Mrug, & Windle, 2015). Despite the breadth of work in this area, most investigations
have been restricted by theory or methodology, including a tendency to focus relatively
exclusively on the mother-child relationship (Birkley & Eckhardt, 2015; Jouriles,
Meuller, Rosenfeld, McDonald, & Dodson, 2012). To better understand dating violence,
intergenerational models would benefit from attending to the interdependent role of both
parents as the primary unit of socialization, as well as to larger social disadvantages that
may influence family processes.
To understand the family processes that explain EA dating violence, I employ a
family systems perspective (Bowen, 1978; Rosen et al., 2001) and draw upon an
ecological perspective (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). Bowen’s (1978) family systems
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theory describes the family as a single unit composed of individual but interconnected
members forming multiple systems (e.g., mother-father, brother-sister, father-child).
Family systems perspective posits that when studying family processes that contribute to
adolescent psychopathology and maladaptive behaviors across the lifespan, attention
must be given to all systems within the family unit. According to family systems theory,
aspects of the interparental relationship can impact the parent-adolescent relationship,
which can impact adolescent socioemotional development (Brock & Kochanska, 2015).
With specific attention to dating violence in emerging adulthood,family systems
perspective emphasizes the differentiation of self, or the ability to balance closeness with
autonomy (Rivera & Fincham, 2015; Rosen et al., 2001). Difficulty with differentiation
contributes to greater emotional reactivity and dating violence. Although family systems
theory is a broad perspective with many applications, it can be an effective framework to
understand intergenerational family processes.
Conceptually related to family systems theory, the ecological systems perspective
attends to individual and family level influences as well as the impact of social
disadvantage associated with ethnicity and socioeconomic status (Bronfenbrenner &
Morris, 2006; Garcia, Manongdo, & Ozechowski, 2013). The ecological framework also
emphasizes the role of gender and economic stress on youth mental health and problem
behaviors (Szapocznik & Coatsworth, 1999). Further, ecological systems perspective is
useful for examining youth adjustment during the transition to emerging adulthood
(Arnett, 2007; Trudeau et al., 2012). Given the combined emphasis on the roles of
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maternal and paternal parenting, family structure, social disadvantages, and
developmental transitions on youth adjustment and interpersonal relationships, both the
family systems and ecological perspectives provide useful frameworks to understand
family process mechanisms that contribute to youth dating violence.
Exposure to Interparental Violence and Conflict
Interparental disputes can vary in severity from a non-violent argument to the use
of physical violence. Non-violent conflict is a normative aspect of the marital relationship
and alone does not have negative implications for parent-child relationships or adolescent
adjustment (Kim, Jackson, Hunter, & Conrad, 2009). However, there is a robust positive
relationship between adolescent exposure to non-violent interparental conflict and issues
with psychological adjustment (e.g., internalizing disorders, externalizing disorders,
substance use; Cummings, El-Sheik, Kouros, & Buckhalt, 2009). Similarly, marital
violence is damaging to the family unit and has long-term implications for the parentadolescent relationship, adolescent and EA emotional adjustment (Jouriles, Rosenfield,
McDonald, & Mueller, 2014), and EA romantic relationships (Jouriles et al., 2012).
Diary and laboratory studies of children’s perceptions of marital conflict found
that children exposed to coercive interparental conflict and marital violence exhibit more
physical aggression compared to children exposed to constructive marital conflict
(Cummings, Goeke-Morey, & Papp, 2004). Similarly, increases in marital discord across
adolescence predict more negative emotionality in adolescents over time (Goeke-Morey,
Papp, & Cummings, 2013). For example, Fosco and Feinberg (2015) found that
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adolescent exposure to interparental conflict in sixth grade had a cascading negative
effect on later perceived self-efficacy, which predicted higher emotional distress and
behavioral problems when adolescents were in tenth grade. It should be noted, however,
that while marital discord is a widely studied family-level risk factor for many negative
outcomes in adolescence and emerging adulthood, research on the influences of
interparental conflict across adolescence and into emerging adulthood has been limited
due to inaccurate measurement, homogeneous samples, and reliance on retrospective
reports (Chung, Flook, & Fuligni, 2009). For example, Cusimano and Riggs (2013) found
that college students’ recollection of interparental conflict during adolescence predicted
attachment security and emotional adjustment during young adulthood. However, the
investigation relied on retrospective reports and failed to account for parent-child
relationships.
Often when parents engage in conflict, children are not present, however, children
are more involved in marital conflict when parents are high in involvement and mutual
psychological aggression (Pendry, Carr, Papp, & Antles, 2013). Further, when these
parents fight in front of their children, their conflict tends to be more focused on the
child. Additionally, adolescents may be exposed to both mother- and father-initiated
violence as well as mutual violence (Bamer & Carney, 2011). Consistent with family
systems theory, the roles (i.e., mother or father) of the parent that perpetrated violence
and the parents victimized by violence have implications for youth emotional adjustment
and dating violence (Dardis Dixon, Edwards, & Turchik, 2015).
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Marital Discord and Harsh Parenting
Harsh parenting is often characterized by the use of physical discipline and
reactive psychological discipline (Lansford et al., 2009). Parental disciplinary tactics can
be a function of parental temperament or can be influenced by characteristics of family
stress (Erel & Burman, 1995). While parent-adolescent psychological aggression is more
common, harsh discipline often occurs during the escalation of conflict and can lead to
physical punishment (Bamer & Carney, 2011). Both physical and psychological
discipline range in severity with parent and child perceptions relying heavily upon
context and frequency. Harsh discipline tends to occur more frequently in families with
economic stress, a history of psychopathology, or interparental violence (Garcia,
Manongdo, & Ozechowski, 2014; Jansen et al., 2012; Jouriles et al., 2012). Similarly,
marital transitions (e.g., divorce, changes in cohabitation status, remarriage) have an
impact on mothers’ use of harsh discipline with children (Beck, Cooper, McLanahan, &
Brooks-Gunn, 2010). Harsh discipline practices tend to occur more with gendercongruent parent-adolescent constellations, meaning fathers tend to use more coercive
parenting with boys whereas mothers tend to use harsh parenting more with girls
(Laursen, Coy, & Collins, 1995). However, parental disciplinary practices and their
impact on adolescents can differ by family culture and ethnicity (Yasui & Dishion, 2007).
For example, ethnic minority status and cultural values specific to Latino families (e.g.,
familismo, respeto) influence family socialization and parenting such that both economic
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and social disadvantage, in concert with an emphasis on family cohesion and respect,
explain the use of disciplinary tactics that may seem harsher if employed within families
of European ancestry.
Despite variability among families, physical discipline tends to decrease when
children enter adolescence, a time when decision-making in the parent-child relationship
becomes more equitable (Laursen, Coy, & Collins, 2005). Similarly, psychological
discipline tends to increase into early adolescence but begins to decline in middle
adolescence. However, cross-sectional evidence has demonstrated that this trend is
reversed among families with high ecological stress (i.e., low socioeconomic status and
ethnic minority status), suggesting that that harsh parenting was higher among families of
adolescents than families of children (Barajas-Gonzalez & Brooks-Gunn, 2014). Along
with the impact of temporal changes, economic indicators, and sociocultural factors,
parental harsh discipline is influenced by antecedents endemic to the interparental
relationship (e.g., interparental hostility).
Among family units with interparental relationships characterized by coercive
conflict tactics, the use of both physical and psychological discipline increases (Lansford,
et al., 2009). According to family systems theory and the spillover hypothesis,
adolescents become engulfed in the discord within the marital relationship (Pendry, Carr,
Papp, & Antles, 2013) and conflict between parents “spills over” into the parent-child
relationship in the form of harsh parenting (Erel & Burman, 1995). For example, a
longitudinal investigation by Fosco, Lippold, and Feinberg (2014) found that increased
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adolescent involvement in interparental conflict during early adolescence increased
parent-child hostility; this relationship did not appear to differ by adolescent gender or
family type (i.e., step or biological).
Intergenerational studies also lend insight into family of origin violence spillover
to EA dating violence. In a three generation study of families, Cui and colleagues (2010)
found that marital violence in the first generation predicted harsh parenting in the second
generation, which, in turn predicted dating violence in the third generation. Similarly, in
an intergenerational study of rural families, mother-adolescent psychological aggression
predicted young adult romantic partner psychological violence (Lohman et al., 2013).
However, the study did not investigate similar pathways to physical dating violence.
These investigations highlight the role of intergenerational processes in marital violence
and harsh parenting spillover while alluding to the differential roles of mother and fathers
on EA dating violence.
Despite the bulk of evidence in support of the spillover hypothesis, less is known
about how non-violent interparental conflict and differentiations in father- and motherinitiated violence contribute to mother- and father-adolescent harsh parenting. Most
research on coercive family process spillover has been focused on the mother-child
relationship (Jouriles & McDonald, 2015), with few studies emphasizing the role of both
mothers and fathers (Rinaldi & Howe, 2003; Capaldi, Pears, Kerr, & Owen, 2007).
Employing cross-lagged autoregressive models, Stevenson and colleagues (2014)
demonstrated that early adolescent exposure to marital conflict predicted both later
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mother-adolescent and father-adolescent relationships. Similarly, a study using daily
diary methods, revealed that parental marital quality positively predicted parent-child
relationship quality and that this relationship did not differ significantly for mother or
father reports (Kouros, Papp, Goeke-Morey, & Cummings (2014). Further, maternal
depressive symptoms increased marital conflict and were linked to increased father
spillover, whereas paternal depression buffered marital conflict and maternal harsh
parenting because mothers would compensate for the father’s lack of involvement.
Therefore, parents may play different roles in the spillover of marital discord into the
parent-adolescent relationship.
Harsh Parenting as Mediator of Marital Discord and Youth Emotional Adjustment
Continuing within the framework of the spillover hypothesis (Erel & Burman,
1995), harsh parenting practices often explain (or partially explain) the relationship
between adolescent exposure to marital discord and issues with psychological adjustment
in the transition to emerging adulthood (e.g., Barajas-Gonzales & Brooks-Gunn, 2014;
Kouros et al., 2012). Cross-sectional research has demonstrated that parent-child conflict
mediates the relationship between children’s exposure to marital conflict and adolescent
psychological maladjustment with no significant differences in reports by mothers and
fathers, ethnic background, or adolescent gender. Additionally, family conflict during late
adolescence contributes to lower subjective well-being, higher aggression, and higher
emotional distress in emerging adulthood (Fosco, Caruthers, & Dishion, 2012). Similarly,
research from across nine countries has demonstrated that rejecting parenting predicts
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increases in adolescent internalizing and externalizing behavior; this relationship did not
differ significantly for mother or father rejecting parenting behavior (Putnick et al.,
2015). When investigated in separate models, parent-child harshness from both mothers
and fathers mediated the relationship between interparental hostility and adolescent
adjustment (Beuhler, Benson, & Gerard, 2006). Therefore, I expect that exposure to non
violent interparental conflict and marital violence during adolescence will predict more
internalizing and externalizing symptoms during emerging adulthood, and that these
relationships will be explained by both mother and father harsh parenting practices.
Emotional Adjustment as a Mediator of Harsh Parenting and Dating Violence
Consistent with family systems perspective, discord in the family of origin can
have a lasting influence on youth emotional adjustment and relationship functioning
(Lucas-Thompson & Hostinar, 2013; Rosen et al., 2001). Although dating violence and
emotional adjustment can be partially explained by trait characteristics of the EA (e.g.,
anger, hostility, psychopathology), evidence suggests that parent-adolescent relationships
can uniquely predict youth adjustment and relationship outcomes (Morris et al., 2015).
Furthermore, family systems perspective posits that as adolescents transition into
emerging adulthood, they attempt to differentiate from the larger family unit in their
behaviors and identity. It is during this transition that youth risks of engaging in
destructive behavior (i.e., dating violence) and experiencing psychological maladjustment
(i.e., internalizing and externalizing) are most prevalent (Dardis et al., 2015; Schulenberg
& Zarrett, 2006). The relationship between marital discord and youth emotional
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adjustment is robust demonstrating that hostile interparental relationships have long-term
negative impacts on youth mental health and psychological adjustment outcomes in
adolescence and emerging adulthood (Beuhler et al., 2014; Tsann et ah, 2009). Similarly,
there is strong evidence for a positive relationship between harsh parenting and
adolescent emotional adjustment (Neppl, Senia, & Donnellan, 2016). However, less
explored is the role of emotional adjustment during the transition to emerging adulthood
and how this explains the relationship between parent-adolescent harshness and youth
dating violence.
Externalizing behaviors (e.g., aggression, hostility) and internalizing symptoms
(e.g., depression, anxiety) are robust predictors of both dating violence perpetration and
victimization in emerging adulthood (Birkley & Eckhardt, 2015). Within the framework
of family systems theory, EA emotional maladjustment is a direct result of harsh
parenting practices and an indirect result of exposure to marital discord (Jouriles &
McDonald, 2015). For example, among a high-risk sample of adolescents and their
parents (i.e., 92 percent exposed to marital violence), Jouriles and colleagues (2013)
found that adolescent dating violence perpetration was predicted by exposure to
interparental violence, and that this relationship was explained by externalizing behavior
and aggression. However, the investigation employed a short-term longitudinal design
(i.e., 6-months), looking at this relationship within a single period of adolescence. In a
similar study, Tschann and colleagues (2009) found that among a sample of Europeanand Mexican-American adolescents, youth involvement in non-violent interparental
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conflict during early adolescence predicted dating violence victimization during late
adolescence and that this relationship was partially explained by adolescent emotional
distress. Although these investigations only explain the relationship between harsh
parenting and emotional adjustment within the confines of adolescence, Trudeau and
colleagues (2012) have outlined many of the same variables as predictors of internalizing
and antisocial behaviors in emerging adulthood. Therefore, an aim in this study is to
establish emotional internalizing symptoms and externalizing behaviors in emerging
adulthood as mediators of the relationship between parent-adolescent harshness and EA
dating violence.
Often manifest through aggressive behaviors, hostility, and anger, externalizing
symptoms are strong predictors of dating violence (Birkley & Eckhardt, 2015; Temcheff
et al., 2008). Although youth externalizing can be a result of myriad indicators, children
raised in families with severe marital violence endorse more positive views of
expressions of aggression and exhibit more externalizing behavior (Jouriles et al., 2014).
Similarly, externalizing behaviors at age 16, along with adolescent-peer conflict, partially
mediated exposure to extreme intimate partner violence in early childhood (i.e., age 0-5
years) and dating violence at age 23 (Narayan, Englund, Carlson, & Egeland, 2013).
Although internalizing is often comorbid with externalizing, the two constructs
are independent indicators of emotional adjustment (Dutton & Karakanta, 2013). Similar
to externalizing, harsh parent-adolescent discipline has implications for youth depressive
and anxiety symptoms (Zarling et al., 2013). Furthermore, internalizing may indirectly
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predict male-to-female dating violence, but not female-to-male dating violence (Kim,
Laurent, Capaldi, & Feingold, 2008). In a meta-analytic review of the effect of anger,
hostility, and internalizing on dating violence, Birkley & Eckhardt (2015) found a
moderate positive association with internalizing symptoms and dating violence. Further,
across all studies sampled, the relationship between emotional adjustment (i.e., anger,
hostility, and internalizing) did not significantly differ by gender, ethnicity, or
socioeconomic status).
Present Study
In the present study, I aimed to establish the extent to which (a) harsh parenting in
late adolescence and (b) emotional maladjustment in emerging adulthood function as
mechanisms that explain the relationship between earlier exposure to interparental
conflict and marital violence in early adolescence with experiences of dating violence in
emerging adulthood. Assuming a family systems perspective, the conceptual model
accounts for the interdependence between mothers’ and fathers’ accounts of marital
violence (see Figure 1). To further pinpoint the mechanisms of intergenerational family
violence spillover, I expected a series of indirect pathways from family processes in early
and late adolescence to EA dating violence experiences. Consistent with family systems
theory (Bowen, 1978), I expected that the relationship between earlier marital discord
during early adolescence and later EA emotional adjustment (i.e., internalizing and
externalizing) would be explained by harsh parenting. Furthermore, I investigated EA
emotional adjustment as mediating the relationship between dating violence in emerging
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adulthood and exposure to harsh parenting in middle adolescence. While exploring the
mechanisms of intergenerational family violence spillover, my model accounted for the
ecological covariates of focal adolescent gender, parental marital status (i.e., stepfather or
biological father present), family income, and ethnicity.

Wave 1

Wave 3

Wave 4

Wave 5

Figure 1. Conceptual model of marital discord spillover from early adolescence to
dating violence in emerging adulthood. Wave 1 is early adolescence, Wave 3 is late
adolescence, and Waves 4 and 5 are emerging adulthood. Ethnicity, adolescent gender,
family type, and Wave 1 household income are covariates which are regressed on all
endogenous variables; there paths are omitted for parsimony. Direction of predicted
paths is indicated by +.
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Method
Participants and Procedure
The sample consisted of youth and their families (N = 392) from the Parents and
Youth Study, a dual-site cohort sequential longitudinal study of fathering during
adolescence and emerging adulthood within European- and Mexican-American families
in which the co-resident father was either a biological parent or a stepfather (Schenck et
ah, 2009). Participants in these analyses indicated they were currently in a romantic
relationship (

n= 154) or had been in a romantic relationship that lasted a minimum of

three months within a year of the interview (

n= 52) at the fina

The 206 participants in these analyses did not significantly differ from the larger sample
by family ethnicity (%2 [1] = 2.256,

p = .133) or father type (%2 [1] = 0.160,

however, significantly more females (
(X 2

[1]

=

n= 123) were in the relationsh

10.228,p = . 002).

Participants included the target adolescent recruited during 7th grade (

= 12.89

years, 60 percent girls), their mother, and their co-resident father or stepfather. Including
the initial assessment, families were sampled at five times: when focal adolescents were
in 9th grade (Wave 2; Mage = 14.41 years,
16.04 years, SD = 0.55 years), at approximately age 20.16 years (SD

SD = 0.67 years), in 11
0.68; Wave 4),

and at approximately age 22.38 years (SD = 0.72; Wave 5). At Wave 1, the average ages
of mothers and fathers, was 38.29 years (SD = 6.87) and 41.01 years (SD = 7.44),
respectively. Wave 2 data were omitted from the current study. In approximately 43
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percent of the families, biological parents were divorced and there was a stepfather who
had been cohabitating with the mother for at least a year; legal marriage was not selection
requirement. About half of the participants (46%) were from Mexican-American families.
All participants were fluent in either Spanish or English and completed the survey in their
language of preference (6% Spanish). Average income at Wave 1 was $71,903

=

$47,881), however, income was significantly lower among families not selected (M=
$59,909,

SD = $46,218; /[391] = -2.521). At Wave 4, 74% of focal youth were living

with their parents on a permanent basis. Although data on focal youths’ living situation
were unavailable at Wave 5, some form of daily contact with fathers and mothers was
maintained for 39% and 59% of the sample, respectively.
Data were collected from families in Arizona and California and participants were
recruited using postcard surveys. In Arizona, bilingual employees of the school
distributed the postcard surveys in the 7th grade classrooms during the Spring semester
and following Fall semester. After determining eligibility, school recruiters randomly
selected families to contact and sent brochures with information about the study. In
compliance with state and local regulations, participants in California were recruited
using information provided by the individual school districts. In one school district,
parents were contacted using emergency contact directories. The other school district
provided the research team with school enrollment data and family contact information.
Families at both sites were offered $120 compensation (i.e., $40 for mothers, $40 for
adolescents, and $40 for fathers/stepfathers) for participating in the survey.
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Aside from Wave 2 when data were collected using phone interviews, researchers
conducted semi-structured interviews with the participants. The protocol differed in each
state such that families in Arizona were interviewed in their home, whereas in California
participants were asked to drive to a university research laboratory to complete the
interview. Items with sensitive information were administered in self-report paper-pencil
format. Measures and interview items were translated into Spanish and back-translated
for validation. Interviewers of Spanish-speaking participants could proficiently read,
speak, and write in Spanish. Throughout the study, researchers kept in contact with
participants via postcards and mailers. For participants who had moved out of state at
Wave 5, phone interviews were conducted.
Attrition. As expected in longitudinal studies, participants dropped out of the
study over time. At Wave 5, 62% of fathers, 74% of mothers, and 70% of focal
adolescents were retained. Among fathers, we lost significantly more from MexicanAmerican families (

n= 66) than European-American families (n = 82), x ( l ) = 3.91,/

.049. Furthermore, 49% of stepfathers dropped out of the study by Wave 5. Similarly,
32% of mothers from stepfather families dropped out leaving significantly more mothers
from intact families, x (1) ~ 7.947,/? = .005. There were significantly less focal youth
retained from Mexican-American families (

n= 127) than Euro

= 151), x (1) = 4.118, /? = .047. Moreover, 65% of focal youth from stepfamilies were
retained leaving significantly more adolescents from intact families in the study at Wave

19

2
5, x (1) = 5.432,/? = .026. Families retained had more income and less marital discord at
Wave 1 than families that dropped out.
Measures
Interparental conflict. At Wave 1, parents and adolescents responded to a 16item version of the Child’s Perception of Interparental Conflict Scale (CPIC; Grych, Seid,
& Fincham, 1992) to indicate the target adolescent’s exposure to marital conflict. Parent
versions of the CPIC were modified to reflect parents’ perceptions of their adolescent’s
involvement in marital conflict. Item responses ranged from 1

) to 3 {true) with

higher scores indicating more adolescent exposure to conflict. Sample items include
“when my parents had a disagreement they discussed it quietly” and “when my parents
argued they usually made up soon after the argument”. In the current study, we used
adolescent, mother, and father/stepfather reports (see Appendix A for items for each
possible respondent). The abbreviated version of the CPIC demonstrated adequate
reliability with the current sample for all reporters (Mother: a = .82, Father/stepfather a =
.81, Adolescent: a = .83).
Marital violence. The frequency of mothers’ and fathers’ interparental violence
victimization and perpetration at Wave 1 was measured using collapsed versions of the
physical assault and injury subscales of the CTS2 (Straus et al., 1996). Mother’s
victimization was measured by computing the mean of mother’s responses on the
physical assault and injury items. The two items demonstrated adequate reliability due to
their moderate positive correlation (r = .53,/? < .001). Mother’sperpetration was
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computed from the mothers’ responses to how frequently they physically assaulted and
injured their partners. The mean-derived score of the two items demonstrated adequate
reliability as indicated by a moderate positive correlation (r = .51,/? < .001).
Father ’s/stepfather’s perpetration and victimization was computed using the same
method as mentioned for mothers. Father’s/stepfather’s mean-derived scores
demonstrated poor reliability for reports of victimization (r = .43,/? < .001) and adequate
reliability for reports of perpetration (r = .57,/? < .001).
Consistent with family systems perspective, latent variables of mothers’ and
father’s marital violence victimization were formed using both mother and father reports.
Mother’s marital violence victimization was formed from mother reports of victimization
and father reports of perpetration. Similarly, the fathers’ marital violence victimization
was computed from fathers’ reports of being victimized and mother reports of
perpetration.
Harsh parenting. At Wave 3, participants reported parents’ use of psychological
aggression and physical assault directed toward the target adolescent. Parents and
adolescents completed abbreviated versions of the psychological aggression and physical
assault subscales from the Conflict Tactics Scale - Parent-Child Version (CTS-PC;
Straus et al., 1998). The psychological aggression items were collapsed into the following
two items:
Item 1. In the past year, how often did your (father/stepfather OR mother) shout
at, yell at, scream at, swear at or curse at you?
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Item 2. How often did your (father/stepfather OR mother) call you dumb or lazy
or some other name like that, or say he would send you away or kick you out of
the house?
The physical aggression items were collapsed into the following two items:
Item 3: In the past year, how often did you push or shove [CHILD’S NAME] or
threaten to hurt (him/her)?
Item 4: In the past year, how often did you hit, slap or strike [CHILD’S NAME]?
Responses ranged from 0 (never happened) to 7 (

than 20 times this year) with

higher scores indicating more parent-adolescent psychological aggression or physical
aggression. The mean of the two items for each subscale were computed to derive the
psychological aggression and physical aggression scores. Consistent with a family
systems perspective, we used mother and father/stepfather reports on their own
psychological aggression and physical aggression with the target adolescent, and
adolescent reports on the psychological aggression and physical aggression directed
toward them from both their mothers and fathers/stepfathers.
The items were significantly correlated for mother report on self (PA: r = .436,/?
< .001; PHA: r = .670,
PHA:

p .<001), father/stepfather report on self (PA: r = .525,.001;

r= .363, p < .001), adolescent report on father/stepfather (PA: r = .572,<.001;

PHA: r = .486,/? < .001), and adolescent report on mother (PA: r = .657,/? <.001; PHA: r
= .430,/? < .001) demonstrating modest evidence for reliability. As these composites
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were intended as effects indicators used to form latent variables, their low reliability was
of minor concern.
Emerging adult emotional adjustment. At Wave 4, EA emotional adjustment
was measured using the externalizing and internalizing subscales of the Adult Self Report
(ASR; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2003). The internalizing subscale measures somatic
symptoms, withdrawn behaviors, and anxious-depressive symptoms. The externalizing
subscale measures aggressive behavior, rule-breaking behavior, and attention problems.
The ASR was designed to measure a range of domains related to psychological
adjustment for adults between the ages of 18-59 years. The ASR measures a range of
psychological indices of adjustment. In addition, the ASR has been normed on both
clinically referred samples and non-clinical samples. The ASR was designed for adults to
report on their own psychological adjustment. The ASR was administered to the focal
EAs in an interview format.
Although raw (i.e., sum) scores and percentile scores can be derived on the ASR,
I used the standardized T scores of the internalizing and externalizing subscales because
they are normed and more interpretable than raw scores. For example, a mean score is 50
and one standard deviation is 10. Respondents were prompted to indicate how much each
item is true of their behavior in the past six months. Response options range from 0 (
true) to 2 ( verytrue or often true) with higher scores indicating more internalizing and
externalizing symptom among EAs.
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Dating violence. At Wave 5, emerging adults (focal adolescents) reported their
dating violence experiences (i.e., both perpetration and victimization) based on the
frequency of physical assault and subsequent

that had occurred in the relationship.

The physical assault and injury subscales of the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS2;
Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996) were collapsed into four items (see
Appendix A). The physical assault subscale - which assessed both severe and minor
assault - was collapsed to form one overall assault response that asked about multiple
types of physical assault. Similarly, the injury subscale, which assessed both severe and
minor injuries, was collapsed to form one question that assessed injury that resulted from
a physical assault by a romantic partner. For each item, interviewers asked that
participants indicate how often they engaged in the behaviors and how often their
partners engaged in the behaviors. Responses ranged from 0 (never happened) to 7 (
than 20 times this year) with higher scores indicating more frequent physical assault or
injury. Although the four items demonstrated adequate reliability as a composite measure
(a = .75) and because the items were collapsed from multiple items, each individual item
was used as a separate indicator to form a latent variable of overall dating violence.
Analytic strategy
The overall conceptual model was analyzed using structural equation models. The
analyses are presented in three steps. First, descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
among study variables are presented. Second, a measurement model of latent variables
was estimated using confirmatory factor analysis. Third, the structural paths, including
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indirect paths, of the measurement model were estimated with outcome variables
regressed on all control variables. All models were estimated using full information
maximum likelihood (Enders, 2010). This missing data approach provides parameter
estimates for data missing at random or missing completely at random (McDonald & Ho,
2002). Structural models were estimated with fixed effects (Kline, 2005). Model fit
indices used were the standard chi-square index of statistical fit, the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA), the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), the
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and the standard root mean residual (SRMR). A CFI > .90,
TLI > .90, and RMSEA or SRMR < .080 was considered acceptable fit (e.g., Narayan et
al., 2014); good model fit is indicated by a non-significant chi-square, RMSEA < .06,
CFI > .95, TLI > .95, SRMR < .80, but there is no clear standard for interpretation of
these indices (Hu & Bentler, 1999). To correct for non-normality in the endogenous
variables, I used bootstrapped standard errors in Mplus on all structural models (Preacher
& Hayes, 2008).
Results
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
Data were analyzed using Mplus version 7.7 (Muthen & Muthen, 2012) and SPSS
version 21 (IBM, 2012). Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations of study
variables are presented in Table 1. Emerging adult reports of dating violence were low,
with 79% reporting never being injured by a partner, 79% reporting never injuring a
partner, 88% reporting never being hospitalized for an injury from a partner, and 89%
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reporting never injuring their partner to the point of hospitalization. Consistent with a
non-clinical sample, reports of parent-child psychological and physical aggression were
low. Similarly, parent reports indicated low incidences of marital violence. Adolescent,
mother, and father reports of non-violent interparental conflict were normally distributed.
For most of the study variables there were no significant mean differences by
adolescent gender, family type, and ethnicity. Variables on which groups significantly
differed are discussed below. More information on group differences is available upon
request. Compared to participants currently in a relationship, participants that had
recently been in a relationship did not significantly differ on any study variables. Wave 1
household income was higher among European-American (M = $89,072.15,
$54,078.01) families than Mexican-American families (M= $51,446.81, SD =
$26,375.99; t [165.721] = 6.435,/? < .001;

d =0.88), however,

with the census tract data for these families (Schenck et al., 2009). Mother, father, and
adolescent reports on the CPICS were significantly higher among Mexican-American
families than European-American families. Moreover, adolescent reports of interparental
conflict were higher among stepfamilies (M = 27.88, SD = 6.32) than intact-families (M =
25.49, SD = 5.79; t [204] = 2.825, p = 005; d = 0.39), but the effect was moderate.
Mother’s marital violence perpetration was higher among stepfamilies (M = 1.16, SD =
0.41) than intact families (M = 1.06, SD =0.23; t [133.162] = 2.186,/? = .031;

0.30).

At wave 3, adolescent-reported mother child physical aggression was higher among girls
(M = 1.47, SD = 0.84) than boys (M = 1.24, SD = 0.57; t [182.898] = 2.236,/? = .027; d =
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0.32). At Wave 4, internalizing was significantly greater among girls {M= 54.27,
10.94) than boys (M= 50.33,SD = 8.43;

=
t[181] - 2.574,

.011;

EAs from stepfamilies (M = 59.08, SD = 12.44) reported more externalizing than those
from intact families (M = 54.50, SD - 9.62;

t[181] = 2.803,/?

internalizing (M= 54.66, SD = 9.99) than intact families (M= 51.41, SD = 10.10; [181]
= 2.141,/? = .034; d = 0.32).
As demonstrated in the correlation matrix (see Table 1), most variables
demonstrated weak to moderate positive relationships with each other. Specifically, all
dating violence variables had moderate positive intercorrelations. Further, the item about
violence perpetration was significantly related to all marital violence indicators, both
emotional adjustment indicators, and all indicators of parent-child physical aggression.
All dating violence items were significantly related to all marital violence indicators.
Youth emotional adjustment indicators demonstrated a strong positive correlation.
Moreover, EA internalizing was significantly related to adolescent reports of motheradolescent indicators of harsh parenting. Most indicators of harsh parenting were
significantly correlated. All intercorrelations among mother, father, and adolescent
reports of non-violent interparental conflict at Wave 1 were positive and significant.
Similarly, all indicators of marital violence were significantly related to all indicators of
non-violent interparental conflict.
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Table 1
Summary o f Intercorrelations, Means, and Standard D eviations f o r Scores on a ll Study Variables
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1. DV1
2. DV2

.57c

3. DV3

.38°

.37c

4. DV4

.34°

.60°

.70c

5. EA INT

.01

.24b

.10

. 18a

6. EA EXT

.10

.34a

.07

.18a

.63c

7. Mother Report M om ’s
PA

.12

.15

.08

.17b

.07

.13

8. Adol. report M om ’s PA

.19a

.20b

.06

.02

.18a

.20

.36c

9. Mother report M om ’s
PHA

.18a

.12

.15

.20a

.15

.13

.41°

.31°

10. Adol. report M om ’s
PHA

.07

.23b

.08

.16a

.17a

.28

.36c

.51c

.37c

-.02

.07

.04

.02

-.08

-.01

.32°

.07

.10

.14

.06

.07

.03

.03

.10

.17

.25b

.60c

.11

.30c

-.04

,20a

.09

.10

.03

11. Father report Father’s
PA
12. Adol. report Father’s PA

-.01

.05

-.13

.20a

.05

.04

.09a

.18°

.29c

.24b

.15

.44°

.04

.16a

.05

.10

.14

.12

.11

.16a

.06

.06

16. Mother Report CPIC

.03

.08

.01

.08

.10

.07

.23b

.18a

.18a

.15

17. Father Report CPIC

.08

.18a

.07

.18b

.08

.10

.09

.16a

.05

.17a

18. Mother MV
Victimization

.26c

.48c

.19a

.37c

.10

.17

.20a

.07

.16a

.25a

19. Mother MV Perpetration

.16a

.33°

.14

.28°

.14

.15

.20a

.04

.18a

.17a

20. Father MV
Victimization

.26°

.26c

.16a

.28c

.09

.11

.08

.17a

.14

.17a

21. Father MV Perpetration

.29c

.26c

.20b

.31°

.12

.11

.11

.16a

.21b

.16a

13. Father report Father’s
PHA

.06

14. Adol. report Father’s
PHA

.07

15. Adolescent report CPIC

-.01

M

1.30

1.28

1.09

1.07

52.82

56.50

2.73

3.10

1.31

1.38

SD

0.89

0.82

0.52

0.40

10.23

11.09

1.37

1.79

0.61

0.75

1-4
1-4
1-5
30-84
32-94
1-4
1-7
1-7
1-7
1-6
Actual Range
1-7
1-7
0-100
1-7
1-7
1-7
0-100
1-7
1-7
1-7
Possible Range
N ote. EA = Emerging Adult. Adol. = Adolescent. DV = Dating V iolence. INT = Externalizing. EXT =
Externalizing. PA = Psychological aggression. PHA = Physical Aggression. CPIC = Child Perception o f
Interparental Conflict. MV = Marital Violence. ap < .05. hp < .01. cp < .001
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Table 1 continued.
Summary o f Intercorrelations, Means, and Standard Deviations fo r Scores on a ll Study Variables
Variable

11

11. Father report Father’s
PA
12. Adol. report Father’s PA

.31c

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

13. Father report Father’s
PHA

.29c

.22b

14. Adol. report Father’s
PHA
15. Adolescent report CPIC

.16

.33c

.20a

.13

.27°

.07

.23b

16. Mother Report CPIC

.15

.28°

.14

.21b

.45c

17. Father Report CPIC

.19a

.18a

.06

.11

.40°

.65c

18. Mother MV
Victimization

.12

.16a

.18a

.37c

.28c

.43c

.35°

19. Mother MV Perpetration

.23b

.19a

.07

.22b

.33c

.47°

.38c

.71c

20. Father MV
Victimization

.13

.07

-.02

.07

.28c

.32c

.43c

.35°

.48c

21. Father MV Perpetration

.06

.08

.09

.05

.26c

.27c

.46c

.37c

.31°

M

2.42

2.94

1.13

1.14

26.57

24.48

23.98

1.11

1.10

1.12

1.10

SD

1.36

1.72

0.41

0.41

6.12

5.56

5.30

0.37

0.33

0.38

0.35

Actual Range

1-7

1-7

1-4

1-4

16-45

16-41

16-42

1-4

1-3

1-4

1-4

Possible Range

1-7

1-7

1-7

1-7

16-48

16-48

16-48

1-7

1-7

1-7

1-7

.65°

Note. EA = Emerging Adult. Adol. = Adolescent. DV = Dating V iolence. INT = Externalizing. EXT =
Externalizing. PA = Psychological aggression. PHA = Physical Aggression. CP1C = Child Perception o f
Interparental Conflict. MV = Marital Violence. ap < .05. bp < .01. cp < .001.
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Measurement Model
The first step in assessing the measurement model was to ensure the six latent
constructs (i.e., Wave 5 EA dating IPV, Wave 3 mother’s harsh parenting, Wave 3
father/stepfather’s harsh parenting, Wave 1 mother marital violence victimization, Wave
1 father/stepfather marital violence, Wave 1 adolescent exposure to interparental conflict)
fit the data well (x2 [124] = 178.546, p = .001; RMSEA = .046; CFI = .958; TLI = .942;
SRMR = .056). All factor loadings were significant (p < .001) and greater than .35
(Jackson, Gillaspy, & Purc-Stephenson, 2009). Figure 2 demonstrates the measurement
structure, factor loadings, bivariate correlations between latent variables, error variances,
and covariances among error terms. Only error terms of indicators within reporters and
within waves of measurement were covaried.
Due to the multiple group memberships held by participants in this sample, I
conducted a series of multi-group confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) on the latent
variables at each wave of measurement to determine whether the measurement model
differed by ethnicity (i.e., European- or Mexican-American), family status (i.e.,
biological or step-father present), or by adolescent gender. At each wave model fit was
significantly worse when the latent variables were separated by any of the betweensubjects variables suggesting a one-group model was preferred. Next, I conducted multi
group CFAs on the overall measurement model. First, model fit was adequate when it
was separated by ethnicity, (x2 [274] = 385.107,/? > .001; RMSEA = .063; CFI = .924;
TLI = .905; SRMR = .107). However, chi-square difference tests between the one-group
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2

and multiple group models indicated overall model fit was significantly worse (Ax [150]
= 206.561,

p = .002). Second, when separated by family status, model fit was poor among

all fit indices (x2 [274] = 441.096, p > .001; RMSEA = .077; CFI = .889; TLI = .861;
SRMR = .108) and was significantly worse than the original model (Ax [150] = 262.55,
< .001). Third, results indicated poor model fit when grouped by adolescent gender (x
[274] = 424.806,

p .<001; RMSEA = .073; CFI = .907; TLI = .884; SRMR = .117) and

significantly worse than the original model, (Ax2[150] = 246.350,/? < .001). These results
suggest that the structural model should be estimated using a one-group model.
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Figure 2. Confirmatory factor analysis measurement model. Standardized parameter
estimates shown. Note. CPIC = Child Perception of Interparental Conflict scale; PA =
Parent-adolescent psychological aggression; PHA = Parent-adolescent physical assault;
DV = dating violence. ***

< .001. ** p <.01.
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Structural Model. First, Wave 3 mother’s harsh parenting and father’s harsh
parenting were predicted by Wave 1 non-violent interparental conflict, mother’s use of
marital violence, father’s marital violence, and income. Second, mother’s harsh parenting
and father’s harsh parenting at Wave 3 were regressed on EA externalizing and
internalizing at Wave 4. Third, both EA externalizing and internalizing at Wave 4 were
regressed on EA dating violence at Wave 5. The unconstrained model had an adequate fit
with the data, (x2 [226] = 340.913,/? < .001; RMSEA = .050; CFI = .919; TLI = .895;
SRMR = .080). However, the standardized parameter estimate for father’s marital
violence on mother’s harsh parenting (

b= 1.032,/? = .010) indicated

(see Kline, 2005). Therefore, I applied equality constraints to the path from father’s
marital violence to mother’s harsh parenting and the path from mother’s marital violence
to father’s harsh parenting. Model fit was not significantly worse in the constrained
model (Ax [4] = 7.39,/? = .117). Furthermore, in the constrained model, all standardized
parameter estimates were within the range of -1 and 1, fixing the issue of
multicollinearity between mother and father reports.
Standardized structural pathways are displayed in Figure 2. Contrary to my
hypotheses, interparental conflict at Wave 1 did not significantly predict either mother’s
(b = - .044,/? = .843) or father’s later harsh parenting ( = .077,

= .729). Results

confirmed the hypothesis that father’s marital violence at Wave 1 significantly predicted
mother’s harsh parenting at Wave 3. Thus, the more fathers were violent with the
adolescent’s mother at Wave 1, the more often mothers used harsh parenting with the
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adolescent at Wave 3. Similarly, more use of marital violence by mothers at Wave 1
significantly predicted harsher parenting by fathers at Wave 3. Additionally, mother’s
harsh parenting at Wave 3 significantly predicted both EA externalizing and internalizing
symptoms at Wave 4. Father’s harsh parenting failed to significantly predict either
indicator of EA emotional adjustment. Externalizing at Wave 4 significantly predicted
more dating violence in Wave 5.
The statistical influence of all covariates (i.e., youth gender, Wave 1 household
income, family type, and ethnicity) was controlled by regressing them on the endogenous
variables (Gunzler, Chen, Wu, & Zhang, 2013). There was a trending positive
relationship between focal youth gender and dating violence indicating that dating
violence was higher among girls than boys. Similarly, results demonstrated girls had
higher Wave 4 internalizing than boys. A trending positive relationship between family
type and mother’s harsh parenting indicated that mother’s harsh parenting was more
frequent in stepfamilies than intact families. Fathers from families with lower household
income at Wave 1 used significantly harsher parenting. Ethnicity did not significantly
predict either mother or father harsh parenting.
After testing for main effects, I estimated the hypothesized indirect pathways
from all exogenous variables to EA dating violence based on methods reviewed by
Schreiber and colleagues (2006). The indirect pathways from all Wave 1 variables to
Wave 4 variables were tested via Wave 3 variables. There were no significant indirect
pathways from either nonviolent interparental conflict or mother’s marital violence to any
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endogenous variables (i.e. EA internalizing, externalizing, dating violence). No
significant indirect pathways from Wave 1 household income to any endogenous variable
emerged. Results indicated a trending positive indirect pathway from father’s marital
violence at Wave 1 to EA externalizing at Wave 4 via mother’s harsh parenting at Wave
3 (standardized indirect coefficient = .139

,p = .051). Similarly, there w

indirect positive pathway from father’s marital violence to EA internalizing at Wave 4
via mother’s harsh parenting at Wave 3 (standardized indirect coefficient = .109,/? =
.071).
Next, I tested indirect pathways from harsh parenting (i.e., mother’s and father’s)
at Wave 3 to EA dating violence at Wave 5 via EA emotional adjustment at Wave 4 (i.e.,
internalizing and externalizing). There was a significant positive indirect pathway from
mother’s harsh parenting at Wave 3 to dating violence at Wave 5 explained by
externalizing at Wave 4 (standardized indirect coefficient = . 185,/? = .004). The pathway
from mother’s harsh parenting to dating violence was not significant via EA
internalizing. Conversely, the pathway from father’s harsh parenting to dating violence
was not significant via either externalizing (standardized indirect coefficient = .073 ,/? =
.217)

or internalizing (standardized indirect coefficient = -. 005,/? = .658).
Finally, I investigated the sum of indirect pathways from household income,

father’s marital violence, and mother’s marital violence at Wave 1 to EA dating violence.
In these data, there was a positive significant indirect path from father’s marital violence
at Wave 1 to EA dating violence at Wave 5 via EA externalizing at Wave 4 (standardized
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indirect coefficient = .087,

p = .047). However, the same indirect pathway was not

significant when explained by EA internalizing (standardized indirect coefficient = -.010,
p = .485). The indirect pathway from mother’s marital violence to EA dating violence
was not significant via EA externalizing (standardized indirect coefficient = .047, p =
.245) or internalizing (standardized indirect coefficient = -.005,/? = .560).
Wave 1

Wave 3

Wave 4

Wave 5

Figure 2. Analytical model of marital discord spillover from early adolescence to
dating violence in emerging adulthood. Standardized parameter estimates shown for
direct pathways; indirect pathways not shown. Note. ***/?< .001.
.05.

f p <.10.

01. * p <
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Discussion
An intergenerational process appears to be involved in the transmission of
violence to youth dating violence from family of origin conflict (Jouriles et al., 2012;
Morris et al., 2015; Lohman et al., 2013; Narayan et al., 2014), however, the separate
influences of mothers and fathers remains unclear. This is the first study to examine
mechanisms in both adolescence and emerging adulthood that help explain the
relationship between family of origin discord and dating violence. Similarly, this is the
first study to examine the differential pathways (i.e., maternal and paternal behaviors)
from marital violence in early adolescence to dating violence in emerging adulthood. I
focused on physical dating violence during emerging adulthood because it is during this
transitional period that psychopathology and maladaptive behaviors are most prevalent
(Schulenberg & Zarret, 2006). Further, once initiated, physical violence often becomes
more severe and stable (Shortt et al., 2012). Therefore, understanding family
characteristics in early adolescence that contribute to EA dating violence is essential to
prevention and intervention programs at appropriate periods in development.
Consistent with the main research aim, there was evidence for a cascading effect
from father’s marital violence at Wave 1 to EA dating violence at Wave 5 as explained
by mother-adolescent harsh parenting at Wave 3 and EA externalizing at Wave 4.
Therefore, it appears that youth are at risk for dating violence perpetration or
victimization in emerging adulthood when fathers use violence with mothers due to the
impact on the mother-adolescent relationship and later youth externalizing behaviors.
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The directional hypotheses posed to address the research aim demonstrated mixed
results. First, my primary hypothesis that family discord at Wave 1 was predictive of
mother- and father-adolescent harsh parenting at Wave 3 was partially confirmed. In
specific, my findings demonstrated that father’s marital violence predicted motheradolescent harshness and that mother’s marital violence predicted father-adolescent
harshness. Moreover, income had a negative influence on harsh parenting for fathers but
not for mothers. These findings were consistent with family systems theory (Bowen,
1978), the spillover hypothesis (Erel & Burman, 1995), and the ecological perspective
(Bronfenbrenner & Moris, 2006). However, contrary to my hypothesis, non-violent
interparental did not predict either mother- or father-adolescent harsh parenting. Despite
evidence that exposure to non-violent interparental is predictive of harsh parenting
(Beuhler & Gerard, 2013), adolescent and EA emotional adjustment (Trudeau et al.,
2012), and EA dating violence (Tsann et al., 2009), the findings in this study offer
evidence that marital violence accounts for the variance in interparental conflict.
Therefore, marital violence may be more detrimental to the parent-adolescent
relationship, EA emotional adjustment, and EA romantic relationships than more
common forms of marital conflict (McNeal & Amato, 1998; El-Sheikh, Cummings,
Kouros, Elmore-Staton, & Buckhalt, 2008).
Second, the model partially confirmed my hypothesis that Wave 3 harsh parenting
(i.e., mother- and father-adolescent) would significantly predict focal youth externalizing
and internalizing in emerging adulthood (Wave 4). Specifically, only mother-adolescent
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parenting predicted EA internalizing symptoms and externalizing behaviors, which is
consistent with previous findings (Beuhler et ah, 2006). Whereas Lohman and colleagues
(2013) found that only mother-adolescent psychological aggression predicted dating
violence in young adulthood (i.e., age 25 years), the current model demonstrated that
both mother-adolescent psychological and physical aggression predicted EA dating
violence. That father’s harsh parenting failed to predict youth emotional adjustment was
contrary to my hypotheses, considering the evidence for the influence of fathering on
youth socioemotional development (Amato & Rivera, 1999). These findings are
inconsistent with models presented by Beuhler and Gerard (2013) which demonstrated
that paternal harshness mediated the relationship between interparental hostility and
adolescent externalizing. However, this discrepancy could due to the additive effect of
paternal harsh parenting in the current model, whereas Beuhler and colleagues (2006)
investigated this mechanism with separate models for mothers and fathers. Although
there was shared variance between mother and father harsh parenting in predicting
adolescent adjustment, no unique variance was accounted for by father harshness in the
current model. Alternatively, among fathers, positive dimensions of parenting (e.g.,
warmth) may have more influence on youth emotional adjustment than harshness (MillerGraff, Cater, Howell, & Graham-Bermann, 2016). Similarly, despite the detrimental
impact of mother-adolescent harshness on later youth emotional adjustment, it is possible
that maternal warmth may reduce maladjustment through either an additive or interactive
effect.

39

Third, the current results partially confirmed the hypothesis that EA emotional
adjustment at Wave 4 would significantly predict EA dating violence at Wave 5.
Although externalizing emerged as a robust predictor, internalizing symptoms had almost
no influence on dating violence. This result is contrary to previous findings that EA
dating violence perpetration is strongly associated with internalizing symptoms (Birkley
& Eckhardt, 2015), especially in females (Dardis et al., 2015). Similarly, and consistent
with my findings, Dardis and colleagues (2015) found that trait anger and hostility was a
robust predictor of female dating violence perpetration. That dating violence was higher
among females in our model was a surprising finding but consistent with other
investigations of EA dating violence (Lohman et al., 2013). Further, that EA
externalizing mediated the relationship between maternal harsh parenting and EA dating
violence is novel contribution to intergenerational models of family violence. While
previous work has demonstrated this effect in adolescence (Jouriles et al., 2012), to my
knowledge no study has investigated externalizing in emerging adulthood as a mediator
of mother-adolescent harshness and youth dating violence. These findings suggest that
although previous studies have demonstrated internalizing symptoms have implications
for adolescent dating violence, externalizing appears to be a more robust explanation for
dating violence during the transition to emerging adulthood. Although behaviors that
comprise externalizing (i.e., anger and hostility) should only have a moderate effect
similar to that of internalizing, the form of dating violence measured was more severe
than other forms and the influence of anger and hostility tends to increase with the
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severity of dating violence (Birkely & Eckhardt, 2015). It is likely that with less severe
types of dating violence, such as psychological aggression, internalizing symptoms would
have a larger influence on youth dating violence.
In general, the findings suggest father-perpetrated marital violence in early
adolescence is a serious risk-factor for later experiences of dating violence when youth
enter adulthood. The findings do not ignore the negative impact of mother-perpetrated
violence to the family system and youth emotional well-being, because, in the model,
mother-perpetrated violence predicted later harsher parenting from fathers but it did not
set in place a trajectory for youth dating violence experiences. Interpretation of these
findings should be given prudence because it can be construed that mothers are
responsible for youth emotional adjustment and dating violence, but it is the father’s use
of violence that sets in place the path toward youth dating violence by impacting the
mother-adolescent relationship. Although, lacking the more nuanced processes (e.g.
attributions) by which the adolescents’ developmental path from experiences of family
violence to later experiences of dating violence, the findings from the current model help
demonstrate the separate but interdependent roles of parents in the socialization of
violence over the course of adolescence and into adulthood.
Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions
Although many studies of the intergenerational transmission of family violence
have separated dating violence into perpetration and victimization variables (Narayan et
al., 2014; Narayan et al., 2013), I chose to investigate these two constructs
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simultaneously as one latent variable of dating violence (Lohman et al., 2013). Moreover,
combining victimization and perpetration was consistent with evidence suggesting a
moderate bidirectional relationship in dating violence among emerging adults (Olsen et
al., 2009; Carney & Barner, 2012). The adequate reliability of the four dating violence
items and the acceptable model fit of the dating violence latent variable provided further
support for the measuring both perpetration and victimization as two dimensions of the
same construct.
The study’s multi-agent design had many benefits. Specifically, the design
reduced shared method variance (Gardner, Dishion, & Connell, 2008), allowed for study
of constructs looking at systems within the family, provided more accurate
representations of family processes, and was consistent with a family systems perspective
(Bowen, 1978, Rosen et al., 2001). Consistent with an ecological perspective
(Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006), the model accounted for the influence ethnicity,
parental marital status, and household income. Similarly, recognizing the role of gender
in dating violence, emotional adjustment, and the parent-child relationship, the model
controlled for the influence gender. Further, the longitudinal design alleviated many of
the issues inherent to previous cross-sectional studies of this nature (e.g., cohort effects,
change across time).
While the measurement model fit data well by all standards, the study model
demonstrated adequate fit by some standards (i.e., RMSEA, TLI, SRMR) but not by other
standards (i.e., x2, TLI; Hu & Bentler, 1999). The large and significant chi-square value

42

is likely a function of the sample size (Schreiber et al., 2012). However, the sample size
was small relative to the amount of parameters estimated, possibly explaining the low
CFI and TLI values (Hu & Bentler, 1998). Although the model fit was not within the
proposed range of acceptance, the findings of the study still are worth consideration.
Despite providing evidence that family discord in early adolescence is predictive
of EA dating violence through maternal harsh parenting and EA externalizing, this study
was not without limitations. Of greatest concern is non-normal distribution of the marital
violence and dating violence variables. Unless participants were from a clinical or highrisk sample, violent behaviors are infrequent in the general population (Birkley &
Eckhardt, 2015). This concern was mitigated because, as opposed to measured indicators,
latent variables tend to be more robust to non-normality (Schreiber et al., 2012). Another
concern was the use of shortened or collapsed versions of measures for non-violent
interparental conflict, marital violence, parent-adolescent harshness, and youth dating
violence. Using fewer items can reduce the amount of variance around a measured score.
Additionally, modifying measures from their original construction can change the
function of the measure. However, the current versions of the measures used in this study
have been used in previous PAYS studies and have demonstrated adequate reliability and
validity (e.g. Stevenson et al., 2014). Furthermore, due to the large amount of measures
used in longitudinal studies, it is not uncommon to used shortened versions of validated
measures (e.g., Morris et al., 2015). Future studies may benefit from using complete
measures.
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Methodological considerations for future studies have been previously mentioned
(e.g., including more dimensions of parenting), but my findings also present opportunities
for conceptual changes that would benefit future investigations. In light of the findings in
the current study and findings from similar models, future studies may still benefit from
family systems and ecological approaches that incorporate both mothers and fathers in
the models and attend to indicators of social disadvantage. However, it may be beneficial
to investigate dimensions of parenting or youth adjustment that may buffer youth dating
violence from early experiences of marital discord. Specifically, future studies could
benefit from looking at dimensions of parental warmth as a protective factor and whether
that effect differs by mother or father. Additionally, parsing out how marital violence
contributes to harsh parenting differentially for mothers and fathers, merits further
investigation. With respect to youth protective factors, future studies may benefit from
looking at supportive peer relationships (Narayan et al., 2014), prosocial behaviors, and
effortful control (Kanacri, Pastorelli, Eisenberg, Zuffiano, & Caprara, 2013) as buffers
against dating violence in emerging adulthood. Although protective factors against dating
violence should be considered in future studies, sample characteristics also deserve more
attention in future studies.
Samples are often homogeneous or not representative in most studies of the
intergenerational transition of family violence (e.g., Lohman et al., 2013). Although the
current study included equal representation of both Mexican- and European-American
families, the general population is much more diverse. Therefore, future studies would
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benefit from representative samples that include participants from different racial/ethnic
backgrounds, socioeconomic statuses, and geographical region. Specifically using nested
models might allow researchers to examine cultural differences and similarities as well as
interactions between different levels of group membership (e.g., European-American and
stepfamily). Moreover, future studies might benefit from including both high-risk (e.g.,
involved injustice system, clinically-referred) and non-clinical samples to draw
comparisons between these two groups (e.g., Jouriles et al., 2012). Additionally, to
remain consistent with a family systems perspective future studies could benefit from
including siblings because they may contribute to the dynamics of the family unit. Taken
together, there are many correlates and predictors of dating violence (Birkley & Ecknardt,
2015; Dardis et al., 2015) but in attempts to maintain parsimony, future models of
intergenerational processes of family violence should attend to specific mechanisms that
relate to a specific theory.
Conclusions and Policy Implications
Overall, this prospective longitudinal investigation of the intergenerational transmission
of family violence was successful in clarifying the temporal mechanisms that explain the
relationship between marital violence exposure in early adolescence and dating violence
in emerging adulthood, yet failed to establish a significant influence for fathers. As
demonstrated in the study, there was a cascading pathway from marital violence in early
adolescence to EA dating violence through maternal harsh parenting in late adolescence
and externalizing behavior during the transition to emerging adulthood. Researchers
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should consider these aspects of the interparental relationship, the parent-adolescent
relationship, and youth emotional adjustment when designing intervention and prevention
programs. Furthermore, federal, state, and local policymakers should consider these
findings with respect to laws surrounding women’s protection from marital violence. The
quality of the interparental relationship has serious implications for parent-adolescent
interactions and youth emotional adjustment. Although both fathers and mothers play
crucial roles in youth socioemotional development, it is clear from this study that threats
to the mother-adolescent role have lasting implications for youth emotional adjustment
and subsequent functioning in romantic relationships.

46

References
Achenbach, T. M., & Rescorla, L. A. (2003). Manual for ASEBA Adult Forms &
Profiles. Burlington, VT: University of Vermont, Research Center for Children,
Youth, & Families.
Amato, P. R., & Rivera, F. (1999). Paternal involvement and children's behavior
problems. Journal O f Marriage &

i61(2), 375-384.
am
F

Arnett, J. J. (2000). Emerging adulthood: A theory of development from the late teens
through the twenties. American Psychologist, 55(5), 469-480. doi:10.1037/0003066X.55.5.469
Arnett, J. J. (2007). Emerging adulthood: What is it, and what is it good for?. Child
Development Perspectives, 1(2), 68-73. doi: 10.1111/j.1750-8606.2007.00016.x
Barajas-Gonzalez, R. G., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2014). Income, neighborhood stressors, and
harsh parenting: Test of moderation by ethnicity, age, and gender. Journal O f
Family Psychology, 28(6), 855-866. doi:10.1037/a0038242
Bamer, J. R., & Carney, M. M. (2011). Interventions for intimate partner violence: A
historical review. Journal O f Family Violence, 26(3), 235-244.
doi: 10.1007/s 10896-011-9359-3
Beck, A. N., Cooper, C. E., McLanahan, S., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2010). Partnership
transitions and maternal parenting. Journal O f Marriage And Family, 72(2), 219233. doi:10.111 l/j,1741-3737.2010.00695.x

47

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological
Bulletin,1
207(), 38-246. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238
Birkley, E. L., & Eckhardt, C. I. (2015). Anger, hostility, internalizing negative emotions,
and intimate partner violence perpetration: A meta-analytic review. Clinical
Psychology Review, J740-56. doi:10.1016/j.cpr.2015.01.002
Bowen, M. (1978) Family therapy in clinical practice. New York: Aronson.
Brock, R. L., & Kochanska, G. (2015). Decline in the quality of family relationships
predicts escalation in children’s internalizing symptoms from middle to late
childhood.

JournalO f Abnormal Child Psychology, 43(7), 1295-1308.

doi: 10.1007/sl 0802-015-0008-9
Bronfenbrenner, U., & Morris, P. A. (2006). The Bioecological Model of Human
Development. In R. M. Lemer, W. Damon, R. M. Lemer, W. Damon
(Eds.), Handbook o f child psychology (6th ed): Vol 1, Theoretical models o f
human development (pp. 793-828). Hoboken, NJ, US: John Wiley & Sons Inc.
Buehler, C., Benson, M. J., & Gerard, J. M. (2006). Interparental Hostility and Early
Adolescent Problem Behavior: The Mediating Role of Specific Aspects of
Parenting Journal O f Research On Adolescence, 16(2), 265-292.
doi: 10.1111/j. 1532-7795.2006.00132.x
Buehler, C., & Gerard, J. M. (2013). Cumulative family risk predicts increases in
adjustment difficulties across early adolescence. Journal O f Youth And
Adolescence, 42(6), 905-920. doi:10.1007/sl0964-012-9806-3

48

Capaldi, D. M., Pears, K. C., Kerr, D. R., & Owen, L. D. (2008). Intergenerational and
partner influences on fathers' negative discipline. Journal O f Abnormal Child
Psychology,36(3), 347-358. doi:10.1007/sl0802-007-9182-8
Carney, M. M., & Barner, J. R. (2012). Prevalence of partner abuse: Rates of emotional
abuse and control. Partner Abuse, 3(3), 286-335. doi: 10.1891/1946-6560.3.3.286
Chung, G. H., Flook, L., & Fuligni, A. J. (2009). Daily family conflict and emotional
distress among adolescents from Latin American, Asian, and European
backgrounds

. DevelopmentalPsychology,45(5), 1406-1415.

doi:10.1037/a0014163
Conger, R. D., Cui, M., Bryant, C. M., & Elder, G. H. (2001). Competence in early adult
romantic relationships: A developmental perspective on family influences.
Prevention & Treatment, 4(1), doi: 10.1037/1522-3736.4.1.41 la
Cookston, J. T., & Finlay, A. K. (2006). Father Involvement and Adolescent Adjustment:
Longitudinal Findings from Add Health. Fathering, 4(2), 137-158.
doi: 10.3149/fth.0402.137
Cui, M., Durtschi, J. A., Donnellan, M. B., Lorenz, F. O., & Conger, R. D. (2010).
Intergenerational transmission of relationship aggression: A prospective
longitudinal study

.JournalofFamily Psychology,

24(6), 688-697.

doi: 10.1037/a0021675
Cummings, E. M., El-Sheikh, M., Kouros, C. D., & Buckhalt, J. A. (2009). Children and
violence: The role of children’s regulation in the marital aggression-child

49

adjustment link. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 72(1), 3-15.
doi: 10.1007/s 10567-009-0042-7
Cummings, E. M., Goeke-Morey, M. C., & Papp, L. M. (2004). Everyday Marital
Conflict and Child Aggression. Journal o f Abnormal Child Psychology, 32(2),
191 -202. doi: 10.1023/B:JACP.0000019770.13216.be
Cusimano, A. M., & Riggs, S. A. (2013). Perceptions of interparental conflict, romantic
attachment, and psychological distress in college students. Couple and Family
Psychology: Research and Practice, 2(1), 45-59. doi: 10.1037/a0031657
Dardis, C. M., Dixon, K. J., Edwards, K. M., & Turchik, J. A. (2015). An examination of
the factors related to dating violence perpetration among young men and women
and associated theoretical explanations: A review of the literature. Trauma,
Violence, & Abuse, 16(2), 136-152. doi: 10.1177/1524838013517559
Dutton, D. G., & Karakanta, C. (2013). Depression as a risk marker for aggression: A
critical review. Aggression And Violent Behavior, 18(2), 310-319.
doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2012.12.002
El-Sheikh, M., Cummings, E. M., Kouros, C. D., Elmore-Staton, L., & Buckhalt, J.
(2008). Marital psychological and physical aggression and children's mental and
physical health: Direct, mediated, and moderated effects. Journal O f Consulting
And Clinical Psychology, 76(1), 138-148. doi:10.1037/0022-006X.76.1.138
Enders, C. K. (2010). Applied missing data analysis. New York, NY, US: Guilford Press.
Erel, O., & Burman, B. (1995). Interrelatedness of marital relations and parent-child

50

relations: A meta-analytic review. Psychological Bulletin,

1), 108-132.

doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.118.1.108
Fosco, G. M., Caruthers, A. S., & Dishion, T. J. (2012). A six-year predictive test of
adolescent family relationship quality and effortful control pathways to emerging
adult social and emotional health. Journal o f Family Psychology, 26(4), 565-575.
doi: 10.1037/a0028873
Fosco, G. M., Lippold, M., & Feinberg, M. E. (2014). Interparental boundary problems,
parent-adolescent hostility, and adolescent-parent hostility: A family process
model for adolescent aggression problems. Couple and Family Psychology:
Research And Practice, 3(3), 141-155. doi:10.1037/cfp0000025
Fosco, G. M., & Feinberg, M. E. (2015). Cascading effects of interparental conflict in
adolescence: Linking threat appraisals, self-efficacy, and adjustment.
Development and Psychopathology, 27(1), 239-252.
doi: 10.1017/S0954579414000704
Garcia, J. R., Manongdo, J. A., & Ozechowski, T. J. (2014). Depression symptoms
among Mexican American youth: Paternal parenting in the context of maternal
parenting, economic stress, and youth gender. Cultural Diversity And Ethnic
Minority Psychology, 20(1), 27-36. doi:10.1037/a0033350
Gardner, T. W., Dishion, T. J., & Connell, A. M. (2008). Adolescent self-regulation as
resilience: Resistance to antisocial behavior within the deviant peer
context. Journal o f Abnormal Child Psychology, 36(2), 273-284.

51

doi: 10.1007/s 10802-007-9176-6
Goeke-Morey, M. C., Papp, L. M., & Cummings, E. M. (2013). Changes in marital
conflict and youths' responses across childhood and adolescence: A test of
sensitization. Development and Psychopathology, 25(1), 241-251.
doi: 10.1017/S0954579412000995
Grych, J. H., Seid, M., & Fincham, F. D. (1992). Assessing marital conflict from the
child's perspective: The children's perception of interparental conflict scale. Child
Development,

63,558-572.

Gunzler, D., Chen, T., Wu, P., & Zhang, H. (2013). Introduction to mediation analysis
with structural equation modeling. Shanghai Archives O f Psychiatry, 25(6), 390394.
Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1998). Fit indices in covariance structure modeling: Sensitivity
to underparameterized model misspecification. Psychological Methods, 5(4), 424453. doi: 10.1037/1082-989X.3.4.424
Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure
analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation
Modeling, 6(1), 1-55. doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118
IBM Corp. Released 2012. IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 21.0. Armonk,
NY: IBM Corp.
Jouriles, E. N., & McDonald, R. (2015). Intimate partner violence, coercive control, and
child adjustment problems. Journal O f Interpersonal Violence, 30(3), 459-474.

52

doi: 10.1177/0886260514535099
Jouriles, E. N., Mueller, V., Rosenfield, D., McDonald, R., & Dodson, M. C. (2012).
Teens' experiences of harsh parenting and exposure to severe intimate partner
violence: Adding insult to injury in predicting teen dating violence. Psychology
OfV
iolence,2(2), 125-138. doi:10.1037/a0027264
Jouriles, E. N., Rosenfield, D., McDonald, R., Kleinsasser, A. L., & Dodson, M. C.
(2013). Explicit beliefs about aggression, implicit knowledge structures, and teen
dating violence. Journal O f Abnormal Child Psychology, 41(5), 789-799.
doi: 10.1007/s 10802-013-9717-0
Jouriles, E. N., Rosenfield, D., McDonald, R., & Mueller, V. (2014). Child involvement
in interparental conflict and child adjustment problems: A longitudinal study of
violent families. Journal O f Abnormal Child Psychology, 42(5), 693-704.
doi: 10.1007/s 10802-013-9821 -1
Kanacri, B. L., Pastorelli, C., Eisenberg, N., Zuffiano, A., & Caprara, G. V. (2013). The
development of prosociality from adolescence to early adulthood: The role of
effortful control. Journal O f Personality, 81(3), 302-312. doi: 10.1111/jopy. 12001
Lansford, J. E., Criss, M. M., Dodge, K. A., Shaw, D. S., Pettit, G. S., & Bates, J. E.
(2009). Trajectories of physical discipline: Early childhood antecedents and
developmental outcomes. Child Development, 80(5), 1385-1402.
doi: 10.1111 /j. 1467-8624.2009.01340.x
Laursen, B., Coy, K. C., & Collins, W. A. (1998). Reconsidering changes in parent-child

53

conflict across adolescence: A meta-analysis. Child Development, 69(3), 817-832.
doi:10.2307/l 132206
Lohman, B. J., Neppl, T. K., Senia, J. M., & Schofield, T. J. (2013). Understanding
adolescent and family influences on intimate partner psychological violence
during emerging adulthood and adulthood. Journal o f Youth and Adolescence,
42(4), 500-517. doi:10.1007/sl0964-013-9923-7
Lucas-Thompson, R. G., & Hostinar, C. E. (2013). Family income and appraisals of
parental conflict as predictors of psychological adjustment and diurnal cortisol in
emerging adulthood. Journal o f Family Psychology, 27(5), 784-794.
doi: 10.1037/a0034373
Jackson, D. L., Gillaspy, J. J., & Purc-Stephenson, R. (2009). Reporting practices in
confirmatory factor analysis: An overview and some
recommendations. Psychological Methods,

1), 6-23. doi: 10.1037/a0014694

Kennedy, A. C., Bybee, D., Sullivan, C. M., & Greeson, M. (2010). The impact of family
and community violence on children’s depression trajectories: Examining the
interactions of violence exposure, family social support, and gender. Journal O f
Family Psychology, 24(2), 197-207. doi:10.1037/a0018787
Kim, K. L., Jackson, Y., Hunter, H. L., & Conrad, S. M. (2009). Interparental conflict
and adolescent dating relationships: The role of perceived threat and self-blame
appraisals

. Journal o f InterpersonalViolence, 24(5), 844-865.

doi: 10.1177/0886260508317187

54

Kim, H. K., Laurent, H. K., Capaldi, D. M., & Feingold, A. (2008). Men's aggression
toward women: A 10-year panel study. Journal O f Marriage And Family, 70(5),
1169-1187. doi: 10.111 l/j.l741-3737.2008.00558.x
Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and practice o f structural equation modeling (2nd ed.).
New York, NY, US: Guilford Press.
Kouros, C. D., Papp, L. M., Goeke-Morey, M. C., & Cummings, E. M. (2014). Spillover
between marital quality and parent-child relationship quality: Parental depressive
symptoms as moderators. Journal O f Family Psychology, 28(3), 315-325.
doi: 10.1037/a0036804
McDonald, R. P., & Ho, M. R. (2002). Principles and practice in reporting structural
equation analyses. Psychological Methods, 7(1), 64-82. doi:10.1037/1082989X.7.1.64
McNeal, C., & Amato, P. R. (1998). Parents' marital violence: Long-term consequences
for children. Journal O f Family Issues, 19(2), 123-139.
doi: 10.1177/019251398019002001
Miller-Graff, L. E., Cater, A. K., Howell, K. H., & Graham-Bermann, S. A. (2016).
Parent-child warmth as a potential mediator of childhood exposure to intimate
partner violence and positive adulthood functioning. Anxiety, Stress & Coping: An
International Journal,29(3), 259-273. doi: 10.1080/10615806.2015.1028030
Morris, A. M., Mrug, S., & Windle, M. (2015). From family violence to dating violence:
Testing a dual pathway model. Journal O f Youth And Adolescence, 44(9), 1819-

55

1835. doi: 10.1007/s 10964-015-0328-7
Muthen, L.K. and Muthen, B.O. (1998-2012). Mplus User’s Guide. Seventh Edition. Los
Angeles, CA: Muthen & Muthen
Narayan, A. J., Englund, M. M., Carlson, E. A., & Egeland, B. (2014). Adolescent
conflict as a developmental process in the prospective pathway from exposure to
interparental violence to dating violence. Journal O f Abnormal Child
P s y c h o l o g y ,42(2), 239-250. doi:10.1007/sl0802-013-9782-4
Narayan, A. J., Englund, M. M., & Egeland, B. (2013). Developmental timing and
continuity of exposure to interparental violence and externalizing behavior as
prospective predictors of dating violence. Development And
Psychopathology, 25(4), 973-990. doi:10.1017/S095457941300031X
Neppl, T. K., Senia, J. M., & Donnellan, M. B. (2016). Effects of economic hardship:
Testing the family stress model over time. Journal O f Family Psychology,

1),

12-21. doi: 10.1037/fam0000168
Olsen, J. P., Parra, G. R., & Bennett, S. A. (2010). Predicting violence in romantic
relationships during adolescence and emerging adulthood: A critical review of the
mechanisms by which familial and peer influences operate. Clinical Psychology
Review, 30(4), 411-422. doi: 10.1016/j.cpr.2010.02.002
Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for
assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior
Research Methods, 40(3), 879-891. doi:10.3758/BRM.40.3.879

56

Pendry, P., Carr, A. M., Papp, L. M., & Antles, J. (2013). Child presence during
psychologically aggressive interparental conflict: Implications for internalizing
and externalizing behavior. Family Relations: An Interdisciplinary Journal o f
Applied Family Studies, 62(5), 755-767. doi:10.1111/fare.12033
Putnick, D. L., Bornstein, M. H., Lansford, J. E., Malone, P. S., Pastorelli, C., Skinner, A.
T., & ... Oburu, P. (2015). Perceived mother and father acceptance - rejection
predict four unique aspects of child adjustment across nine countries. Journal o f
Child Psychology And Psychiatry, 56(8), 923-932. doi: 10.1111/jcpp. 12366
Rinaldi, C. M., & Howe, N. (2003). Perceptions of Constructive and Destructive Conflict
Within and Across Family Subsystems. Infant and Child Development, 12(5),
441-459. doi:10.1002/icd.324
Rhoades, G. K., Stanley, S. M., Markman, H. J., & Ragan, E. P. (2012). Parents' marital
status, conflict, and role modeling: Links with adult romantic relationship quality.
Journal o f Divorce & Remarriage, 53(5), 348-367.
doi: 10.1080/10502556.2012.675838
Rivera, P. M., & Fincham, F. (2015). Forgiveness as a mediator of the intergenerational
transmission of violence. Journal O f Interpersonal Violence, 30(6), 895-910.
doi:10.1177/0886260514539765
Rosen, K. H., Bartle-Haring, S., & Stith, S. M. (2001). Using Bowen theory to enhance
understanding of the intergenerational transmission of dating violence. Journal O f
Family Issues, 22(1), 124-142. doi:10.1177/019251301022001006

57

Schenck, C. E., Braver, S. L., Wolchik, S. A., Saenz, D., Cookston, J. T., & Fabricius, W.
V. (2009). Relations between mattering to step- and non-residential fathers and
adolescent mental health. Fathering: A Journal O f Theory, Research, And
Practice About Men As Fathers, 7(1), 70-90. doi:10.3149/fth.0701.70
Schulenberg, J. E., & Zarrett, N. R. (2006). Mental Health During Emerging Adulthood:
Continuity and Discontinuity in Courses, Causes, and Functions. In J. J. Arnett, J.
L. Tanner, J. J. Arnett, J. L. Tanner (Eds.), Emerging adults in America: Coming
o f age in the 21st century (pp. 135-172). Washington, DC, US: American
Psychological Association. doi:10.1037/11381-006
Shortt, J. W., Capaldi, D. M., Kim, H. K., & Tiberio, S. S. (2013). The interplay between
interpersonal stress and psychological intimate partner violence over time for
young at-risk couples. Journal O f Youth And Adolescence, 42(4), 619-632.
doi: 10.1007/s 10964-013-9911 -y
Shortt, J. W., Capaldi, D. M., Kim, H. K., Kerr, D. R., Owen, L. D., & Feingold, A.
(2012). Stability of intimate partner violence by men across 12 years in young
adulthood: Effects of relationship transitions. Prevention Science, 13(4), 360-369.
doi: 10.1007/s 11121-011 -0202-0
Schreiber, J. B., Stage, F. K., King, J., Nora, A., & Barlow, E. A. (2006). Reporting
Structural Equation Modeling and Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results: A
Review. The Journal O f Educational Research, 99(6), 323-337.
doi:10.3200/JOER.99.6.323-338

58

Smith, J. D., Knoble, N. B., Zerr, A. A., Dishion, T. J., & Stormshak, E. A. (2014).
Family check-up effects across diverse ethnic groups: Reducing early-adolescence
antisocial behavior by reducing family conflict. Journal O f Clinical Child And
Adolescent Psychology, 43(3), 400-414. doi:10.1080/15374416.2014.888670
Stevenson, M. M., Fabricius, W. V., Cookston, J. T., Parke, R. D., Coltrane, S., Braver,
S. L., & Saenz, D. S. (2014). Marital problems, maternal gatekeeping attitudes,
and father-child relationships in adolescence. Developmental Psychology, 50(4),
1208-1218. doi: 10.1037/a0035327
Straus, M. A., Hamby, S. L., Boney-McCoy, S., & Sugarman, D. B. (1996). The revised
Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS2): Development and preliminary psychometric
data. Journal O f Family Issues, 17(3), 283-316.
doi: 10.1177/019251396017003001
Straus, M.A., Hamby, S.L., Finkelhor, D., Moore, D.W., & Runyan, D. (1998).
Identification of child maltreatment with the parent-child conflict tactics scales:
Development and psychometric data for a national sample of American parents.
ChildAbuse & Neglect, 22(4), 249-270.
Szapocznik, J., & Coatsworth, J. D. (1999). An ecodevelopmental framework for
organizing the influences on drug abuse: A developmental model of risk and
protection. In M. D. Glantz, C. R. Hartel, M. D. Glantz, C. R. Hartel (Eds.), Drug
abuse: Origins & interventions (pp. 331-366). Washington, DC, US: American
Psychological Association, doi: 10.1037/10341-014

59

Temcheff, C. E., Serbin, L. A., Martin-Storey, A., Stack, D. M., Hodgins, S., Ledingham,
J., & Schwartzman, A. E. (2008). Continuity and pathways from aggression in
childhood to family violence in adulthood: A 30-year longitudinal study. Journal
O f Family Violence,23(4), 231-242. doi:10.1007/sl0896-007-9147-2
Teten, A. L., Hall, G. N., & Capaldi, D. M. (2009). Use of coercive sexual tactics across
10 years in at-risk young men: Developmental patterns and co-occurring
problematic dating behaviors. Archives O f Sexual Behavior, 38(4), 574-582.
doi: 10.1007/sl 0508-007-9309-6
Trudeau, L., Spoth, R., Randall, G. K., Mason, W. A., & Shin, C. (2012). Internalizing
symptoms: Effects of a preventive intervention on developmental pathways from
early adolescence to young adulthood. Journal o f Youth and Adolescence, 41(6),
788-801. doi: 10.1007/s 10964-011 -9735-6
Tschann, J. M., Pasch, L. A., Flores, E., VanOss Marin, B., Baisch, E. M., &
Wibbelsman, C. J. (2009). Nonviolent aspects of interparental conflict and dating
violence among adolescents. Journal o f Family Issues, 30(3), 295-319.
doi: 10.1177/0192513X08325010
Yasui, M., & Dishion, T. J. (2007). The ethnic context of child and adolescent problem
behavior: Implications for child and family interventions. Clinical Child And
Family Psychology Review, 10(2), 137-179. doi: 10.1007/s 10567-007-0021-9
Zarling, A. L., Taber-Thomas, S., Murray, A., Knuston, J. F., Lawrence, E., Valles, N., &
... Bank, L. (2013). Internalizing and externalizing symptoms in young children

60

exposed to intimate partner violence: Examining intervening processes. Journal
O f Family Psychology, 27(6), 945-955. doi:10.1037/a0034804

61

Appendix A
Wave 5 Dating Violence Items in English and Spanish
Variable

English

Spanish

DV1

In the past year, how many times
did you have a fight with
[ROMANTIC PARTNER] where
(he/she) did any of the following
things: shoved, slapped, punched,
kicked, bit, choked you, threw
things at you, or any other
physical act like this?

En el ultimo ano, ^cuantas veces
tuviste una pelea con [ROMANTIC
PARTNER] donde (el/ella) hizo
alguna de las siguientes cosas: te
empujo, abofeteo, pego, pateo,
mordio, te ahorco, te avento cosas a
ti, o hizo cualquier otro acto fisico
como esto?

DV2

In the past year, how many times
did you have a fight with
[ROMANTIC PARTNER] where
YOU did any of the following
things: shoved, slapped, punched,
kicked, bit, choked (him/her),
threw things at (him/her), or any
other physical act like this?

En el ultimo ano, ^cuantas veces
tuviste una pelea con [ROMANTIC
PARTNER] donde TU hiciste
alguna de las siguientes cosas: lo(a)
empujaste,abofeteaste, pegaste,
pateaste, mordiste, ahorcaste, le
aventaste cosas a (el/ella), o le
hiciste cualquier otro acto fisico
como esto?

DV3

In the past year, how many times
did you have a fight with
[ROMANTIC PARTNER] where
YOU WERE HURT (for
example, bleeding or seriously
bruised)?

En el ultimo ano, ^cuantas veces
tuviste una pelea con [ROMANTIC
PARTNER] donde TU FUISTE
STIMADO(A) (por ejemplo,
sangraste, o fuiste moreteado(a)
seriamente)?

DV4

In the past year, how many times
did you have a fight with
[ROMANTIC PARTNER] where
(HE/SHE) WAS HURT (for
example, bleeding or seriously
bruised)?

En el ultimo ano, ^cuantas veces
tuviste una pelea con [ROMANTIC
PARTNER] donde (EL/ELLA) FUE
LASTIMADO(A) (por ejemplo,
sangro, o fue moreteado(a)
seriamente)?

