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ABSTRACT

In the present research, elements of the int&; family dynamics) and
extra-family (i.e., characteristics of parents'ugzations) contexts were examined
in a longitudinal design as associated, broadlth widividuals' mental health,
relationship quality, and future orientations amdfgxican American families
with adolescent offspring in two separate studiém first study reviewed the
utility of applying dyadic data methods to the istigation of family processes,
explored the strengths three different analyticagphes (i.e., the actor-partner
interdependence model, a two-intercept model, adiference model), and
applied them to the study of marital relationsh{fds= 246 marital dyads). Results
revealed that spouses' marital negativity wasedl&t their own somatic
symptoms, whereas, spouses' somatic symptoms ss&oeiated with both their
own and their partners' marital negativity, witmreovariations by approach. This
study suggested the three analytic approachesgthdesigned to answer slightly
different questions, yielded a similar patternedults with several important
differences. The second study utilized a persomneted approach to identify
family-level patterns of both mothers' and fathelgéctive occupational
characteristics (i.e., self-direction, hazardousditions, physical activity), as
well as the larger sociocultural context of theattggns N = 160 dual-earner
families). Results revealed three distinct occuyeti contextsDifferentiated
High Physical Activitylncongruent andCongruent High Self-DirectiorResults
indicated that families in the Congruent High Sgifection profile had the
highest levels of youth career aspirations, wheredgcational aspirations were



the highest among youth in both the Incongruent@magruent High Self-
Direction profiles. Youth-mother and -father codflas highest in the
Congruent High Self-Direction profile, and youttiHar warmth was highest for
families in the Differentiated High Physical Actiyiprofile. This study suggested
that Mexican American parents work in varied octigoeal contexts, and these
contexts were differentially associated with fam#jationships and youth’s

orientations toward the future.
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INTRODUCTION

Family dynamics as embedded within larger socidl@iitural contexts
are central to individual development, adjustmant mental health (O’Brien,
2005). As Mexican Americans are culturally distirsined for valuing
identification and closeness with family (Cauce &menech-Rodriguez, 2002),
it would be expected that family dynamics are esplgamportant for individuals
in this cultural context. Considering that uniquéteral and economic conditions
shape Mexican American family dynamics and expegsr{McLoyd, 1998) and
that Mexican Americans are a large and growing fadmn that makes up about
66% of Latinos in the US (U.S. Census Bureau, 204 $pecific focus on
Mexican Americans is warranted. The majority oeaash on Mexican American
families is focused on the considerable challernigeyg face (Umarfa-Taylor,
2009), and there is a considerable lack of knowdaggarding the links between
normative family dynamics, larger social structui@sd individual functioning.
The following two studies address these gaps biyeggpinnovative methods to
the study of ecological factors that are associafiéi individual psychosocial
functioning among Mexican American families withosescent offspring.

Scholars direct our attention to the need for hy@ieation of cultural-
ecological perspectives (e.g., Bronfenbrenner, 1&28cia Coll et al., 1996;
Szapocznik & Kurtines, 1993) that recognize lay#rgverlapping contextual
influences that shape functioning over time. Thmsslapping influences are
embedded in nested systems with the most proxigiabbmmediate social
settings (e.g., family) of an individual that aistdlly impacted by larger social

1



structures (e.g., workplaces, cultural patterngnB¥nbrenner, 1989). It is
important to identify features of these contextt foster or interfere with family
dynamics and individual functioning (Bronfenbren&ekorris, 2006).
Furthermore, families include interdependent sulesys (e.g., parent-child,
marital) that influence one another and have ptagsethat go beyond individual
subsystems (Cox & Paley, 2003). Identifying charastics of the subsystems, as
well as characteristics of the family as a wholejahes research on associations
between family dynamics and individual functioni@pnsequently, this
dissertation examined family dynamics (i.e., margationships, parent-child
relationships), extra-family contexts (i.e., famisofiles of occupational
characteristics), and individual functioning (igpouses’ depressive symptoms,
youth’s future orientations) longitudinally in advstudy approach united by
cultural-ecological perspectives (e.g., Bronfenbern1989; Garcia Coll et al.,
1996; Szapocznik & Kurtines, 1993) and family systeheory (Cox & Paley,
2003).

The emphasis of the first study was the interpletyvieen the marital
context and individual functioning among Mexican émgan couples. Theories
of relational interdependency purport multilayenestiprocal, and causal
pathways that connect marital behavior and indi@isiumental health (e.g.,
Huston, 2000; Kelly & Thibaut, 1978). These thesnxeovide a foundation for
other scholars to build on to make specific predict about, for example, the
direction of associations between marital qualitg apouses’ depressive
symptoms. The marital discord model of depresddgath, Sandeen, & O’Leary,
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1990) asserts that marital quality predicts indiaild’ depressive symptoms,
whereas, the stress generation model (Hammen, 59gtpests the opposite. In
Study 1, these competing perspectives inform thstiation of three longitudinal
dyadic statistical models: the actor-partner irgpehdence model (Kenny,
Kashy, & Cook, 2006), a two-intercept model (Werid@002), and a difference
model (Newsom, 2002). Specifically, the recipraasdociations between
spouses’ marital quality and somatic symptoms, @e.indicator of depressive
symptoms) were examined longitudinally, and sp@eseler was tested as a
moderating factor.

The focus of the second study was on links betvieerxtra-familial
context, defined as parents’ objective occupatichatacteristics (e.g., physical
activity, self-directed work), family relationshipsnd youth’s future orientations
over a 5-year period. Two perspectives of work-faihimkages informed this
study. First, this study drew on the premise of isifess theory that stress in one
domain, such as work, may impact another domatt) as relationships at home
(e.g., Bolger, DelLongis, Kessler, & Wethington, 3R8econd, as directed by
Kohn and Schooler’s (1982) work on occupationdtgeeéction (i.e., work
autonomy, complexity, and minimal supervision) a®eaialization agent of
behaviors that are generalized to life away fromnkywparents’ self-directed
occupations may positively influence family relaiships and individual
functioning. To explain the mechanism that linkss work contexts with family
dynamics and functioning, this study broadly dranssocial-cognitive theory
(Bandura, 1986) that purports that social expegsrie.g., parents’ work
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experiences) shape behavioral domains (e.g., pgoerh relationships) and
outcomes (e.g., youth’s future orientations) thiougernal cognitive processes.
The bulk of the work-family literature has primarfbcused on using variable-
oriented approaches to explore the impact of eidghensions of work (either
positive or negative) in isolation from one anotteer compared to person-
centered approaches that allow for the identificatf patterns of different work
characteristics (e.g., Magnusson, 1988). Thusstaidy is one of the first to
utilize a person-centered analytic approach (&ggnusson, 1988) to examining
mother-father profiles of objective occupationahictteristics in their larger
socio-cultural context and associations with payenith relationship quality and
youth'’s future orientations.

This work has the potential to make key contribngito the study of
individual and family functioning over the lifespdfirst, this dissertation
employs an ethnic-homogenous design (Garcia Call €1996) with a sample
that varies in cultural background and socioecorastatus that allows for the
examination of within-group variability among Meait American families on
intra- and extra-familial factors associated withdtioning. Second, few studies
in the family and marital literatures have focusedcouple dynamics or
occupational profiles as linked to individual amenily functioning among
Mexican American families. Third, this work mordljucaptures the complex
nature of associations between family experienndsradividual functioning by
focusing on the family as the unit of study andisthutilizing multiple family
members’ perspectives, as well, as both parenjsttire measures of
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occupational characteristics. Obtaining data frouftiple sources, including self-
reports and objective measures, reduces repogdsy &nd provides a richer
picture of the relationships at hand. Fourth, bykaying rigorous statistical
technigues and a longitudinal design, this distertancreases the depth of
knowledge about Mexican American family procesiegparticular, it offers
insights on the dyadic nature of links between tahniegativity and spousal
somatic symptoms, and the complexities in work-fahmkages for dual-earner
families. In conclusion, this dissertation enhartbescurrent literature on the
study ecological contexts, family dynamics, andvitiial functioning over the
lifespan for Mexican American parents and youthd provides important new

directions for future research.



STUDY 1: ANALYTIC APPROACHES FOR STUDYING MARITAL AD

FAMILY DYNAMICS USING LONGITUDINAL DYADIC DATA

Family relationships are significant for many aspex individual
development and functioning over the life span $R€bllins, & Berscheid,
2000). Scholars who are interested in marital andilfy relationship dynamics
have long recognized the complexity and interdepehdature of these processes
(Hinde, 1979). In this literature, theoretical framworks and models that highlight
the importance of interdependency, such as Hus{@080) social ecology model
of marriage and intimate relationships, encouragearchers to link constructs
simultaneously at the individual- and dyadic-le\&hpirical work highlights that
much is gained from investigating relationship g®ses in this manner; for
example, spouses’ marital discord has deleterigisidual and cross-spouse
associations on depressive symptoms over time @egch, Katz, Kim & Brody,
2003). However, researchers have been challengedgdiyring interdependency,
and there is a paucity of family research usingdyanalytic techniques, as
advances in these techniques are recent. As fwebutpose of this paper was to
be a resource for family researchers by illustgatongitudinal dyadic statistical
approaches that facilitate answering relationshqegss questions using recent
advances in statistical methods (Fincham & BeaBGhQ}p

The goal of this study was to illustrate how londihal dyadic data
analysis techniques can offer important opportasito understand the nature and
functioning of family relationship processes. Sfieally, this paper illustrates
three statistical techniques that incorporate vayynultilevel structural equation
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methods for analyzing dyadic data from relationshgmgitudinally: (a) the
Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM, Kennglet2006), (b) a two-
intercept model (Wendorf, 2002), and (c) a diffeemodel (Newsom, 2002).
This paper begins by identifying the strengthsafretechnique and then
demonstrates their application using data on mastationships and spouses’
somatic symptoms. For simplification purposes, #igly focused on methods for
distinguishablalyads (i.e., members are considered to haveiadisble in the
dyad and are identified by a nonarbitrary variadleh as sex or social role; e.g.,
husbands and wives as distinguished by sex; fonmastapplicable to
exchangeable dyads see Olsen & Kenny, 2006) atshgriudinal panel models
(i.e., two waves of data).

This paper built on other primers on dyadic datayasis (e.g., Maguire
1999; Lyons & Sayer, 2005; Ackerman, Donnellan, &HKy, 2011) by reviewing
three longitudinal dyadic techniques that incorpm@mponents of structural
equation models (SEM) and answer both individuatt dyad-level research
guestions. Scholars in both the family (e.g., C&dknyder, 2005) and
developmental (e.g., Furman & Simon, 2006) literegwitilize dyadic matched-
pairs (i.e., data exists for both members of a figadigns that require taking into
account clustering and nonindependence of obsensatDespite the fact that
dyadic matched-pairs designs present special analyallenges, the application
of techniques presented in this paper offers rebeas opportunities to
understand dyadic phenomena by utilizing appropsdtistical methods for
longitudinal dyadic data that can be implementednyn SEM package. Another
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advantage of longitudinal dyadic statistical tecfueis is that they allow
researchers to move beyond examining, for examglitjonship attributes (e.g.,
love, conflict) as reported by one partner. Thesdiques link individual
attributes of partners (e.g., well-being) and/cadiwttributes (e.g., length of
relationship) to relationship attributes as repbiig both partners to be modeled
at the individual level or the dyad level. Such@aghes are congruent with calls
for the use of sophisticated modeling of dyadi@adatmove past practices that
either ignored or corrected for the nested nattiszares (Fincham & Beach,
2010).
Three Techniques for Analyzing Longitudinal DyadicData

Actor-partner interdependence model (APIM) approach. Within the field
of human development and family studies, by famtiwst common conceptual
and statistical model for dyadic data is the APK#&iiny, 1994; Kenny et al.,
2006), which integrates interdependence theoryeofgnal relationships (Kelly &
Thibaut, 1978) with appropriate statistical techugig for non-independent data.
Specifically, the APIM estimates the mutual inflaerbetween dyad members in
a relationship and assesses dyadic processestivaitde measured with data
from one partner in a dyad. In multilevel terms &PIM includes individual-
level measurement of the independent and deperdgables, and dyad-level
measurement of patterns of influence within thatrehship (Kenny &
Ledermann, 2010). An assumption of the APIM is ti@mtindependence in dyads

is due to the association between a person’s ik variable with the



dependent variable of the partner (partner effectysted for the association on
his or her own dependent variable (actor effect).

The basic APIM can be used to estimate three éifteeissociations: actor,
partner, and influence patterns. All associatioesrepresented as regression
coefficients in the model. The associations betwedividuals’ own behaviors or
traits and their own report of the relationship elegient variable are the actor
effects (e.g., wives’ marital negativity to wivesimatic symptoms). The
associations between individuals’ own behaviorsats and their partners’
report of the relationship dependent variable laeepartner effects (e.g., wives’
marital negativity to husbands’ somatic symptonige patterns of influence
within a relationship are defined as actor-onlytmper-only, couple, or contrast
pattern. The actor-only pattern provides evideceah association between the
independent and dependent variables of interesatbawithin-individual
processes, as compared to the other patternseftextirelationship-based
processes. Specifically, for the actor-only pattamindividual’s independent
variable is linked to his or her own dependentalag but not to his or her
partner’s dependent variable (e.g., wives’ mantgativity to wives’ somatic
symptoms, only). For the partner-only effect, adividual’s independent variable
is linked to his or her partner's dependent vadgdhit not to his or her own
dependent variable (e.g., wives’ marital negatit@yusbands’ somatic
symptoms, only), which may imply a reactionary e at work in the
relationship. For the couple pattern, there aré laator and partner associations
that are statistically significant in predictingetdependent variables (e.g., wives’
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marital negativity to wives’ and husbands’ somagimptoms), and implies an
additive process in the relationship. Lastly, fog tontrast pattern, the partner
and actor associations work in opposite directiémrsexample, an individual’s
dependent variable is positively linked to his er bwn independent variable and
is negatively linked to his or her partner’s indegent variable (e.g., wives’
marital negativity positively linked to wives’ soti@asymptoms and negatively
linked to husbands’ somatic symptoms). This maysesgeither a competitive or
a compensatory process in the relationship.

To apply the APIM technique (see Table 1), threpstre used that
include estimating a series of SEM models to detezrthe actor, partner, and
influence patterns. In all three steps, the inteethelence between dyad members’
data is accounted for by including correlations agithe dyad members’
independent and dependent variables, respecti8tdp. lincludes estimating a
saturated model (i.e., no degrees of freedomndtieé model) where the actar (
= husbands’ marital negativity to husbands’ somsyiroptoms, and, = wives’
marital negativity to wives’ somatic symptoms) gradtner b, = husbands’
marital negativity to wives’ somatic symptonts = wives’ marital negativity to
husbands’ somatic symptoms) effects are freelynedéid across dyad members
(see Figure 1a). This model is used (a) to tedt@requality of means of the
dependent variables (i.e., constraining the me&ig,cdhusbands’ somatic
symptoms, and ¥ wives’ somatic symptoms, to be equal and compgaunrthe
saturated model with a chi-square difference tasi), (b) to determine if the actor
effects are nontrivial as the APIM approach assumesictor effects to be
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substantial (e.g., a simple rule of thumb, standaddregression coefficients >
.10; Kenny & Ledermann, 2010). The actor effectsdi® be nontrivial for thk
parameters (i.e., quantification of patterns olui@hce) to be stable. If the actor
effects are trivial, th& parameter cannot be estimated.

Step 2includes testing for distinguishability betweeradymembers (i.e.,
no husband and wife differences on any of the temntise model; see Figure 1b).
First, a model is estimated by simultaneously fidne two actord;) and two
partner pathsbg) to be equal using liberal alpha of .2 and a hyfiothesis that
the two unstandardized regression coefficientequal. Using a chi-square
difference test, this constrained model is comp#oatie final model from Step 1.
If this model fits better than the model from Sfepghen a model in which all of
the terms in the model are constrained across oyadbers is estimated. This
model is known as the “indistinguishable memberstigl. The indistinguishable
members model includes the following six equalystraints: (a/b) equal means
and variances of the independent variables, (calegtercepts of the dependent
variables, (d) equal error variances, (e) equalrgeths, and (f) equal partner
paths. If this model fits better than the previousdel, then dyad members are
treated as being empirically indistinguishable.

Step 3ncludes estimating the model that includeskiparameterk, k.
see Figure 1c), which equals the partner effegtdivided by the actor effect).
Thek parameter is estimated by using phantom latemtas (i.e., latent
variables without substantive meaning and distwwbdarmsp;, P,; see Figure
1c) to force linear constraints on the model. Thasestraints allow for the
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guantification of the pattern of influence as tlaetper effect divided by the actor
effect, and statistically tests of this patterregsal to 0, 1, or -1. To evaluate
these effects, first two models are estimated terdene if thek parameter should
be constrained across partners. Then, models tnmgaésd constraining thie
parameter to 0, 1, or -1 to determine which infleeepattern applies to the data. If
the model with thé& parameter constrained to 1 fits best, this indg#ie couple
pattern; if =1, the contrast pattern; if O, theoagtattern. Kenny and Ledermann
(2010) do not operationalize the partner-only patte

For researchers interested in examining interdegese] bidirectional
associations, and patterns of influence (e.g., mdsmore influence on whom) in
relationships as guided by, for example, Husto2G0Q) social ecology model of
marriage and social exchange theory (Emerson, 1876)approach to dyadic
data analysis has distinct advantages. First, risatest advantage of the APIM is
the ability to measure and confirm dyadic patterhisfluence within a relational
context. For example, research questions pertatoimgutual influence as
compared to individual influence within couples ¢@nanswered using this
model. Additionally, the APIM can be used in mamalgtic situations, including
time-series, cross-lag, and growth analyses. Qitieantages include the
accessibility, flexibility, and ease of implememat as it can be implemented in
SEM and hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) packages statistical programs
such as SPSS and SAS.

Two-intercept approach. Wendorf (2002) presents a statistical model for
dyadic data developed within a multilevel modelirgmework. Wendorf extends
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a two-intercept model (i.e., each dyad member lseparate regression equation
within the same model to control for the dependearfagbservations; Barnett,
Marshall, Raudenbush, & Brennan, 1993; Raudenl®iE®mnan, & Barnett,
1995) by translating it into a structural equatégproach to examine couple data.
In accord with the two-intercept model, Wendorf'sdel includes an individual-
level model in which each dependent variable (dgspbands’ somatic symptoms,
wives’ somatic symptoms) is represented as a fonaf “true scores” for each
dyad member plus measurement error. This modehdstthe two-intercept
model by incorporating latent factors in a struat@guation measurement model
(i.e., links the measured items that make up thesof husbands’ and wives’
somatic symptoms to create a set of latent fathaisrepresent husbands’ and
wives’ somatic symptoms accounting for error). $amio the two-intercept
model, Wendorf's dyad- or family-level model remets dyad members’ true
scores as dependent variables predicted by a septdnatory variables in a
structural model. This model can also incorporateily-level (e.g., family
poverty) explanatory variables. Nonindependenagbskrvations is captured by
including the correlation between the dependenabbes’ (e.g., husbands’ and
wives’ somatic symptoms) errors.

To apply Wendorf's (2002; see Table 1) approacinalyzing dyadic
data with two steps$Step lincludes estimating an unconditional or measurémen
model that is estimated to confirm the latent fa¢tg husbands’ somatic
symptoms, andg, wives’ somatic symptoms) structure of both dyashthers’
dependent variables (¥- Y14, husbands’ items 1-7 and wives’ items 8-14) and
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measurement errors; (- e1o; see Figure 2a). This model is specified to egema
the measurement model that includes dyad-levelomreffects (e.g., between
dyad varianceys, y»), at the exclusion of predictors and covariaBep 2
includes estimating a conditional or structural eldtiat predicts outcomes (e.qg.,
husbands’ and wives’ somatic symptoms) for eachd diyamber. This prediction
model includes explanatory variablés, husbands’ marital negativiti, wives’
marital negativity), regression coefficienfs ¢ ps; €.9., family poverty to
husbands’ somatic symptoms), and the latent dep¢ndeiablesqf; = husbands’
somatic symptoms, = wives’ somatic symptoms; see Figure 2b). Thislehas
specified to estimate the mean structure (i.e.nme&the somatic symptoms’
items constrained to O to allow the estimatiorhef means of the somatic
symptoms’ factors) and allows correlations betweelependent (e.g., marital
negativity and family poverty) and dependent (esgmatic symptoms) variables,
respectively. One can incorporate a full measurémmexlel for covariates, but
for illustration purposes, a measurement modelwesncorporated; these
variables can either be assumed to be measuredugror (Bryk &
Raudenbush, 1992) or modeled as single indicatentaariables with errors
fixed at alpha to take into account measurement.€fhe independent variables
are correlated with each other.

This approach is particularly useful for researshiterested in both
individual-level and dyad-level predictors of ingival-level dependent variables.
This approach answers questions pertaining to idaal outcomes (e.g., how is
marital negativity associated with husbands’ angea/i somatic symptoms?) in
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the context of the dyad while controlling for withtlyad (dyadic) dependence of
observations (e.g., interdependence or homogen&ityg model is similar to the
APIM approach in that the dependent variables ezdigted at the individual
level from each dyad member’s independent varidduedifferent in that it
includes estimates of measurement erBmilar to the APIM, this model
estimates actor and partner associations (i.a@yithal-level), butdifferentin that
it also includes dyad-level effects (i.e., famigw€l) and incorporates
measurement error into the model as it incorporadéis dyad members’ data
points from matched-pairs designs. This is impdrésmost family researchers’
instruments include some degree of measurement @inach produces bias in
regression coefficients (McDonald, 1999). The SKidraach to this model
offers researchers more information than testirgpthyeses using regression-
based models.

Difference approach. Newsom (2002) extended work on statistical
techniques used for longitudinal analysis of indial growth curves (e.g., Bryk
& Raudenbush, 1987) to propose a statistical mimdl@lyadic data analysis
within the multilevel regression framework. Simitargrowth curve models, this
approach employs the use of intercepts and slapaiotv for tests of multilevel
hypotheses about dyads. Specifically, this mod&¥igdes a test of whether, on
average, there is a difference between dyad menobdise dependent variable
(i.e. intercept parameter) and if this differenegi@s significantly across dyads
(i.e., slope parameter). The difference model Esgere 3) can incorporate
predictors for each member at the individual-lemetlyad-level.
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To apply Newsom’s (2002) approach, there are tepss{see Table 1).
Step lincludes estimating an SEM configured to incluge tatent variables, an
intercept and a slope, along with two indicatorg.(dhusbands’ and wives’
somatic symptoms), and the mean structure is egtéha obtain the average
intercept and slope (see Figure 3a). In this mdtellatent intercept is defined by
fixing the loadings of the two dependent variabiéicators (e.g., husbands’ and
wives’ somatic symptoms) to 1. In the dummy codextieh, the latent slope is
defined by fixing one of the loadings to 0 and diiger to 1, and in the effect
coded model it is defined by fixing the loadings.f»and .5 (i.e., produces a
grand-mean centered solution). It is not possiblestimate variances (i.e.,
random effects) for the intercept and slope sinmaltausly in the difference model
due to identification issues; thus, the slope vengais often constrained to be 0.
Then, separate models are estimated to determihe #lope or intercept variance
(and the covariance between the slope and intgrskptld be fixed to 0. Chi-
square difference tests are used to determine whatel (i.e., slope variance = 0
or intercept variance = 0) fits better. In this aggzh, the average intercept
represents the average score on the dependertledoathe dyad member
coded O (e.g., wives’ somatic symptoms) when a dymmwmaing (0 and 1) scheme
is used, and it represents the grand mean of afiles when effect coding (-.5
and .5) is used. The average slope representsftbeedce between dyad
members on the dependent variable (e.g., somatipteyns). The intercept
variance indicates the standardized between-dyaaitica. The within-dyad
variation is reflected in the error terms constedito be equal for the factor
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indicators.Step 2includes estimating a model with predictors (ehgsbands’ and
wives’ marital negativity) and any covariates (5égure 3b).

This technique is particularly useful for researshiaterested in
examiningdifferences between dyad memb@itsis approach answers very
different substantive questions as compared totier two approaches and
allows flexibility in individual- and dyadic-levejuestions that can be tested. For
example, researchers may be interested in exanmsejpgrate husband and wife
predictors of mean levels of marital negativitythe dyad, as well as, husbands’
and wives’ individual-level marital negativity leige These different substantive
guestions can be tested using different codingmekseFor example, the use of
dummy coding should give similar findings as theMRnd Wendorf's approach
(i.e., estimate the model twice to get estimatetifsbands and wives), whereas
effect coding answers a very different substamuvestion (i.e., grand mean of
the DV) and can be used to test couple-level goestiThus, researchers using
Newsom'’s (2002) model can include both individwealdl and dyad-level
predictors of individual-level and dyad-level degent variables. As Newsom’s
(2002) model is embedded in the SEM framework]atngs for tests of model fit
and comparisons between models, as well as thgratien of other SEM
features, such as growth curve analysis. The éifilee model allows for a flexible
approach to analyzing dyadic data.

Substantive Example: Marital Negativity and SpousésSomatic Symptoms

The above dyadic statistical techniques are ilistt by examining the
reciprocal effects between spouses’ somatic symp{am, an indicator of
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depressive symptoms) and matrital quality longitathin An association between
marital quality (i.e., cognitive, behavioral, ofedtive quality of marriage) and
spouses’ depressive symptoms has been demonstrabedliterature on marital
relationships (Proulx, Helms, & Buehler, 2007). fghkave been two prominent
lines of research on the effects between depresgimptoms and marital quality.
Researchers using the marital discord model ofedsprn (Beach et al., 1990)
found evidence that suggests that marital quadity $strong predictor of positive
and negative well-being concurrently and over t{Peulx et al., 2007). Marital
quality has been found to be lower among people pstychological and health
problems (Kiecolt-Glaser & Newton, 2001; Whisma@0?2) and marital discord
has been linked to the onset of psychological diesrand health conditions (e.qg.,
Overbeek, Vollebergh, de Graaf, Scholte, de Kemgn§els, 2006; Whisman,
Uebelacker, & Bruce, 2006). Alternatively, researshusing the stress generation
model (Hammen, 1991) suggest that increases iredgipe symptoms lead to
decreases in marital quality, and in turn, furihereases in depressive symptoms
(Davila, Bradbury, Cohan, & Tochluk, 1997). Depreesymptoms and marital
dissatisfaction have been found to be associatggitialinally (e.g., Beach et al.,
2003). Thus, the models illustrated in this paperwseful in examining these
individual and dyadic relationship processes.

It is also important to test the links between ta&iquality and spouses’
depressive symptoms for both husbands and wivdeeth a recent meta-analysis
identified gender as moderator of the associateiwéen marital quality and
depressive symptoms (Proulx et al., 2007). For ganthere is evidence that
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marital status(i.e., married or not) has a stronger effect omtatity and health

for men, whereas maritglality has a stronger effect for women (e.g., Loving,
Heffner, Kiecolt-Glaser, Glaser & Malarkey, 2004x8e, Repetti, & Nishina,
2008). There is also a need to explore crossovwectsfbetween spouses’ marital
guality and depressive symptoms (e.g., Beach,e2@03).

As there is a lack of racial and ethnic diversitye@search on marital
processes (e.g., Fincham & Beach, 2010), the dustady contributes by
examining these processes within long-term marsageong Mexican American
families with adolescent offspring. Marital contBmften increase when
adolescents are present in the home (Hatch & Bi)&@004), thus, this period of
childrearing may be an important time to exploreitabnegativity and somatic
symptoms. For illustrative purposes, somatic symmgtavere chosen as an
indicator of depressive symptoms and marital ngggtivas chosen as an
indicator of marital quality. Furthermore, becaasenomic strain has been
associated with marital negativity (e.g., CongeédeE Lorenz, Conger, Simons,
Whitbeck, Huck, & Melby, 1990) and depressive syonmt (e.g., Parke et al.,
2004), family poverty was included as a controliatale.

Method
Participants

Data were drawn from a larger longitudinal studyawhily socialization
and adolescent development in Mexican Americanlfasnf\ = 246; Updegraff,
McHale, Whiteman, Thayer, & Delgado, 2005). Eligitdmilies included those
with a biological mother of Mexican descent, a bgital or long-term adoptive
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father, and two adolescent siblings (i.e., a 7ddgr and at least one older
sibling). Given the study requirements of two-pasdyoth living long-term with
two siblings, families were recruited at a pointerdndivorce would not
necessarily be expected. The family members altbde living together and
fathers were working for pay at least 20 hoursvpegk (given that the larger
study focused on how parental work dynamics retatamily processes).
Although not required for participation, 93% oftfats also were of Mexican
descent. Two-parent families were chosen so tleatdies of both spouses in
family dynamics could be examined.

Participating families were recruited from schaaland around a
southwestern metropolitan area. Letters were ehi856 families. The contact
information of 396 families (21%) was incorrect attempts to find updated
information were unsuccessful, and 146 familie4)l0efused screening for
eligibility. Of those eligible familiesN = 421), 284 families (67%) agreed to
participate, 95 families (23%) refused, and 42 fee®i(10%) were unable to be
reconnected with to determine if they would papi@te. Enroliment of families
ended when home interviews were completed withfadslies, which surpassed
the target sample size of 240 families.

At Time 1 (T1), couples in the study were eithgyalky married ( = 228)
or living in a consensual union as if legally madrip = 18). In Mexico marital
unions commonly referred to as consensual uniansprmmon-law marriages in
the United States, are publically recognized arelVDs (1999) suggested that
unions of couples from these countries be consilemaarriage if the union has
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persisted for at least 5 to 10 years. In this senggouses had been together for
an average of 18.89 yea®{= 4.98). No differences in background
characteristics emerged between the two groupseugiles. In the county from
which the sample was drawn, two-parent Mexican-aédobuseholds were the
most common family type (67.8%) and 18.6% of thfaseilies were living in
poverty (U.S. Census Bureau, 2003), which is coamsisvith the current sample
of which 18.3% met federal poverty guidelines. Hasirepresented a range of
education and income levels, from poverty to umbess, with a median family
income of $40,000 for an average family size oP5members. Spouses
completed an average of 10 years of educatbr (L0.34;SD= 3.74 for wives,
andM = 9.88;SD = 4.37 for husbands) and were 40 years old orageei =
39.00;SD = 4.63 for wives, anW = 41.70;SD= 5.76 for husbands). Most
spouses were born in Mexico and completed intervievSpanish (71% of wives
and husbands), and wives and husbands had livibe idnited States an average
of 12.38 6D = 8.86) and 15.185D = 8.77) years, respectively.

Interviews were conducted five years later withrok&% of the original
families [n = 184; here referred to as Time 2 (T2)]. Those didonot participate:
could not be located(= 43), had moved to Mexico € 2), could not presently
participate or were difficult to contact € 8), or refusedn(= 8). Non-
participating families at T2n(= 62), compared to participating families reported
lower income ¢ = $37,632SD = $28,606 vsM = $59,517SD = $48,395) and
lower maternal educatiob(= 9.48,SD= 3.45 vsM = 10.62,SD= 3.80) at T1.
There were no other differences between T1 andafcpants on demographic
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variables for husbands or wives. At T2, 90% of desgontinued to be either
married (86%) or in a consensual union (4%), arid bA@d a change in status
(separated = 3%; divorced = 6%, and widowed = DidJorced couples were not
remarried at the time of the interview.
Procedures

The same procedures were used at each wave atalkgetion. Trained
bilingual interviewers collected data in separaimh interviews in spouses’
preferred language (either English or Spanish}hAtbeginning of the interview,
interviewers obtained informed consent. Due toalality in reading abilities,
interviewers read questions aloud and entered nsgsdanto a laptop computer.
Home interviews averaged between 2 to 3 hours iatiun. Families were given
a $100 honorarium for the interviews at T1 and $42%2. The University's
Institutional Review Board approved proceduresluidiog the use of consents
and assents (see Appendix A).
Measures

Two translators familiar with the local Spanishléc using the method
outlined by Foster and Martinez (1995) forward aadk translated all measures.
Cronbach’s alphas for all measures were compafabkenglish- and Spanish-
speaking spouses; thus, for efficiency, all alphese reported for the overall
sample.

Background characteristics At T1, spouses reported on household
income, number of adults and children living in beisehold, and number of
years they had been married or together as if gthrA measure of family
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povertywas created by creating a ratio from householdnreand census
poverty thresholds from 2002 and 2003 (as appleabtohorts across time).
High scores indicate relatively greater family vileal

Somatic symptomsSpouses reported on the somatic symptoms subscale
of the Center for Epidemiological Studies Depras$Scale at both T1 and T2
(CES-D; Radloff, 1977). The factor structure oktimeasure has been validated
with a sample of Mexican Americans (Golding & Aneskel, 1989).
Respondents rated the frequency that each of sgweptoms occurred on a 4-
point scale in the past month (IRarely or none of the timd,=Most of the
time). The scale was created by meaning items sepafatetach spouse, with
high scores indicating higher levels of somatic gioms. Cronbach’a = .75 and
.71 atT1and .77 and .78 at T2 for wives and hudbarespectively.

Marital negativity . As an indicator of marital quality, spouses reporn
marital satisfaction negativity at T1 and T2. Thegativity scale of Braiker and
Kelley’s (1979) Relationship Questionnaire was ugegheasure spouses’
feelings of negative (5-items) emotional aspectiiwithe marriage. Participants
answered questions on a 9-point scale with higbaes indicating more
negativity (e.g., “How often do you feel angry esentful towards your
spouse?”). Few measures of marital quality, ineclgdhese subscales, have been
validated in Latino samples, although recent woitk the current sample
demonstrated support for validity of this scalehniexican Americans (Wheeler
et al, 2010). In this sample’'s = .68 and .69 at T1, and .76, and .72 at T2, for
wives’ and husbands’ negativity, respectively.
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Results

The results are organized around each of the dyledacapproaches
illustrated in this paper (see Table 1 for a lissteps and Figures la-1c, 2a-b, and
3a-c for conceptual models). Within each approessylts from the models
predicting T2 husbands’ and wives’ reports of sacrgymptoms from T1
husbands’ and wives’ reports of marital negatiaity detailed first. The results
from the second set of models predicting T2 mani&gativity from T1 somatic
symptoms follow.

Mplus 6.11 (Muthén & Muthén, 2008-2010) was useddtimate all
models from a data set configured in the “repeatedsures” format (i.e., each
record in the data set contained variables witfecght names for both members
of the dyad). Full information maximum likelihooBIML) estimation was used
to adjust for missing data that were assumed tmibsing at random (MAR).
Auxiliary variables (i.e., T1 family poverty andams married, T1 measures of T2
dependent variables, and T2 marital status) waeleded to improve estimation
under conditions of missing data (Enders, 201Q@)ofHnodels that are not
saturated (i.e., models have remaining degreegeflbm) was assessed with the
chi-square statistic, root mean square error ofagmation (RMSEA< .05), the
comparative fit index (CEt .95), and standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR<.08). These particular fit indices are suggesged good combination to
assess the fit of models with small sample sizeg, (¢ < 250; Hu & Bentler,
1999). Correlations and descriptive statisticsalbstudy variables are reported in
Table 2.
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Actor-partner interdependence model (APIM) approach The APIM,
as detailed previously and by Kenny and Lederm@a@p was used to estimate
the associations between (a) T1 marital negatavity T2 somatic symptoms, and
(b) T1 somatic symptoms to T2 marital negativitpri@lations between the
independent variables (e.g., T1 husbands’ and wimastal negativity) and the
errors of the dependent variables (e.g., T2 husbamdl wives’ somatic
symptoms) were included in the models to accounthie interdependence
between husbands’ and wives’ within couples.

Three steps were used that included estimatingessaf models to
determine the actor, partner, and pattern of imib@eassociations (see Table 3 for
fit indices and difference tests for each stepgrtitg withStep 1for T2 somatic
symptoms saturated model was estimated. Model 1 was osaet¢rmine if the
actor effects were nontrivial (i.estandardizedegression coefficients > .10),
which they were. Of note, the actor coefficientedw to be nontrivial for the
term (see Figure 1c) to be stable and thus indichiat thek parameter could be
estimated. Model 1 was also used to test for thialgyg of means of the
dependent variables (i.e., constraining the meabe tequal and comparing to the
saturated model with a chi-square difference Metjel 1a). This step is not
relevant to determining actor and partner effdmiis to determine if there are
mean differences on somatic symptoms. The tesjudlgy of somatic symptoms
means across husbands and wives was not statissaalificant, and indicated
that the T2 somatic symptoms means did not diffgriicantly by gender (see
Table 3, Mavs. My).
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Step 2tested for distinguishability between partners. (ipartner
differences on any of the terms in the model).tEsssuggested by Kenny and
Lederman (2010), a model was estimated that indgthaultaneously fixing the
two actor paths to be equal to one another antmb@artner paths to be equal to
one another using a null hypothesis that the twsiandardized regression
coefficients are equal (Model 2). Using a chi-sgudifference test, this
constrained model (i.e., Model 2) was comparethédinal model from Step 1
(i.e., Model 1a in Table 3). In comparing Modelar#l 1a, the chi-square
difference test was not significant indicating thasbands and wives were
indistinguishable on the two actor and two parfeghs (see Table 3,JMs. My,).
As there were no significant differences betweerd&@ and Model 1a, Model 2
was adopted, because it was more parsimoniousnditestep then was to
estimate a model in which all of the terms in thedel were constrained across
partners and is represented as Model 2a in Tal®8el 2a is known as the
“indistinguishable members” model (see Figure Iie indistinguishable
members model included the following six equaliystraints: (a/b) equal means
and variances of the independent variables, (cdlegtercepts of the dependent
variables, (d) equal error variances, (e) equargmths, and (f) equal partner
paths. Next, Model 2a was compared to Model 2 terdgne if the dyad
members can be treated as being empirically imdjaishable. The chi-square
difference test was significant indicating that lbarsds and wives were
distinguishable on one or more of the six paramsetenstrained (see Table 3,
M2aVs. Mp). To investigate where the difference was, eacisitaint not
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previously tested (e.g., equal error variances)nesed. Upon testing each
constraint in Model 2b, husbands and wives wererdened to be
indistinguishable on all parameters except forfthenarital negativity mean as
indicated by the result of the non-significant shisare difference test comparing
Model 2 to Model 2b, in which Model 2b constraireatrything except for the
marital negativity means of husbands and wives Tsdxde 3, Mpvs. M,).

Step 3estimated the model that estimatedkiparameter using Model 2b
as the initial model. The auxiliary command wasus#d in this step as
bootstrapping (i.e., 5000 bootstrapped samples)usad in the estimation of the
k parameters. First, two models were estimated tierihine if the k parameters
should be constrained across partners. Resultslufsguare difference test
indicated that there were no differences by gefatehek parameter (see Table
3; M3avs. Mg), and thus it was constrained in the following misd Second,
models were estimated constraining kigarameter to first O (i.e., actor influence
pattern), then 1 (i.e., couple influence pattetimn -1 (i.e., contrast influence
pattern) to determine which influence pattern laggties to the data. Chi-square
difference tests indicated that the k parameteriadicating the actor pattern,
should be adopted as the final model (see Tallé;8ys. Msa, M3cVS. Mg, Mag
vS. Mgy).

Results suggested that Model 2b was the most optimodel (see Table 3)
and explained a significant amount of variance2rsdmatic symptoms (see
Table 4 and Figure 4). There was a significantrgaéth indicating that spouses’
T1 marital negativity was positively associatednihieir own T2 somatic
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symptoms across both husbands and wives. ResuitsStep 3 indicated that
there was a significant actor dyadic pattern obeisgion between marital
negativity and somatic symptoms (see Table 3, M8HElthus, spouses’ own
marital negativity was significant only for theiwa somatic symptoms over time.
Conversely, spouses’ somatic symptoms were noteded with their partners’
marital negativity.

Turning to T2marital negativity theStep 1chi-square difference test
comparing Model 1 and 1a was not statistically ificemt (see lower half of
Table 3, Mavs. My). This indicated that the T2 marital negativityane did not
differ significantly by gender. The actor effectere also determined to be
nontrivial (see Table 5). The results from the stjirare difference tests froBtep
2 indicated that husbands and wives should notdaged as indistinguishable
(see lower half of Table 3, Ms. M,y). In particular, in comparing Models 2 and
la, the chi-square difference test was signifigasitating that husbands and
wiveswere distinguishablen the two actor and two partner paths. Thus,
husbands and wives were treated as distinguishabl®lodel 1a was the final
model, it was used iStep 3o estimate th& parameter. Results of a chi-square
difference test indicated that there were no diffiees by gender on tke
parameters (see lower half of Table 3,M. Ms), and thus th& parameters were
constrained across husbands and wives in the mddedamining the influence
pattern. Chi-square difference tests resultederk fparameter = 1 (i.e., the couple
pattern) being adopted as the final model (seerdwak of Table 3; MyVvs. Mg,
M3cVS. Maa, M3gVs. Mgy).
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Results suggested that Model 1a was the most dptiodel (see lower
half of Table 3) and explained a significant amoaotariance in husbands’ and
wives’ T2 marital negativity (see Table 5 and Fegb). There were significant
actor paths for husbands and wives indicatinggpatises’ T1 somatic symptoms
were positively associated with their own T2 maniagativity. There was also a
significant partner path for husbands indicatirgf thusbands’ T1 somatic
symptoms were positively associated with wives'mi&rital negativity. Results
from Step 3 suggested a significant partner dypaditern of association between
somatic symptoms and marital negativity (see theetchalf of Table 3, Model
3c¢), indicating that for both husbands and wivestital negativity is associated
with their own and their partners’ somatic symptawsr time.

In summary, spouses’ marital negativity was posliivelated to their
own, but not their partners’, somatic symptoms frears later, with tests for
gender indicating no differences between husbandsvves. Marital negativity
as a precursor to somatic symptoms was an indivlduel process in that there
was not mutual influence among spouses. Furthersporises’ somatic
symptoms were also positively associated with tbein and, for husbands, their
wives’ marital negativity five years later. Husbarahd wives were significantly
different in that wives’ somatic symptoms were associated with their
husbands’ marital negativity and the associatidwben somatic symptoms and
marital negativity was stronger for wives than fiosbands. Somatic symptoms as
a precursor to marital negativity is a dyadic pesce that spouses’ influence
their own and their partners’ marital negativity.
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Two-intercept approach Next, the two-intercept 2-step approach was
used as detailed previously and by Wendorf (200 2stimate the associations
between T1 marital negativity and T2 somatic symmsoas well as the reciprocal
associations (i.e., T1 somatic symptoms predictiagnarital negativity), with
family poverty as a control variable. Starting witie results for T8omatic
symptoms, Stepificluded estimating an unconditional or measurémedel
that confirmed the latent factor structure of bgplouses’ dependent variables and
measurement errors, which were correlated for @anhbetween spouses (e.g.,
wives’ item 1 correlated with husbands’ item 1ptwount for the nested nature
of the data. This model also estimated the measmemodel, as well as the
dyad-level random effects (e.g., between dyad ma€ep at the exclusion of the
predictors and covariates. The unconditional measant model had adequate
fit, X2(81) =106.71p =.04, RMSEA = .04, CFl = .95, SRMR = .08. This rabd
confirmed the structure of the T2 somatic symptéewsors for both spouses.

In Step 2 a conditional (i.e., structural) model was estedahat
predicted T2 somatic symptoms from T1 marital neggtfor each spouse by
estimating a prediction model that included explanavariables, regression
coefficients, and the latent dependent variablag model estimated the mean
structure (i.e., means of the indicators of thediecconstrained to O to allow the
estimation of the means of the factors) and alloaadelations between the
independent and dependent variables, respectiVibig.model also had adequate
fit, ¥°(117) = 159.67p =.01, RMSEA = .04, CFl = .92, SRMR = .07, and
explained significant variation in husbands’ angdeg T2 somatic symptoms
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(see Table 4 and Figure 4). For both husbands areswI'l marital negativity
was positively associated with their own T2 somayimptoms. Additionally,
wives’ T1 marital negativity was positively assdewith husbands’ T2 somatic
symptoms. There were no other significant assaaiati

Moving to T2marital negativity the unconditional measurement model
had adequate fi*(36) = 63.61p < .01, RMSEA = .06, CFIl = .92, SRMR = .11.
To improve model fit, a correlated error betweemis Yo,, and Y11 (See Figure
2a) was estimated for wives as the items had simibeding. The structural
model predicting T2 marital negativity from T1 sdmaymptoms also had
adequate fity?(60) = 92.06p =.01, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .91, SRMR = .09, and
explained significant variation in wives’ T2 matitegativity (see Table 5 and
Figure 5). For wives, but not husbands, T1 sonstioptoms were positively
associated with T2 marital negativity. Additionalhusbands’ T1 somatic
symptoms were positively associated with wives'ni@rital negativity. There
were no other significant associations.

In summary, in predicting marital negativity tansatic symptoms five
years later, husbands’ and wives’ marital negatmwias positively related to their
own somatic symptoms, and in addition, wives’ nahmiegativity also was
associated with their husbands’ somatic symptomsohtrast, in the models
predicting somatic symptoms to later marital neg@ti wives’ somatic
symptoms were related only to their own maritalategty, whereas husbands’

somatic symptoms were associated only with therewiimarital negativity.

31



Difference approach The difference approach was used as detailed
previously and by Newsom (2002) to estimate the@asons between T1
marital negativity and T2 somatic symptoms, anadvbenh T1 somatic symptoms
and T2 marital negativity. I8tep 1Ifor T2 somatic symptoma measurement
model was estimated with two latent variables,re@rcept, and a slope, along
with two indicators (i.e., T2 husbands’ and wivesimatic symptoms); this model
had adequate fig?(1) = .001,p =.978, RMSEA = .00, CFI = 1.00, SRMR = .00.
In this model, the mean structure was estimatexbtain the average intercept
and slope. The latent intercept was defined bygthe loadings of the two
dependent variable indicators to 1. With dyadi@adatmodel with a random
intercept and slope results in 1 too many paramételbe estimated given the
number of covariance elements available, leadingddntification problems. The
model with the slope variance freely estimatedraiticonverge and, thus, the
slope variance and the intercept and slope covaiamre fixed to 0. In the
context of dyadic data, nonsignificant or near aemeance simply indicates there
is little difference among groups on the slopehis case. The measurement
errors on the DVs were constrained across huslkamtigvives. Lastly, effect
coding (i.e., husbands = -.5, wives = .5; grandmeEntered solution) was used
in this illustration to include a couple level \avle in the models. Therefore, the
intercept represented the group mean on T2 sosyatiptoms and the slope
represented the difference between husbands ares wivsomatic symptoms.

Step 2included estimating the structural model predigtime T2 intercept
(i.e., somatic symptoms’ group mean) and slope @iéference between
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husbands’ and wives’ on somatic symptoms) from tidblands’ and wives’
marital negativity. This model also had adequatedl) = .03,p =.87, RMSEA
=.00, CFI = 1.00, SRMR = .01, and explained sigatiit variation in the T2
somatic symptoms intercept (see Table 4 and Fijur€here was significant
within-dyad variation (i.e., residual for husbandad wives’ somatic symptoms),
indicating greater variation within dyads than betw dyads on T2 somatic
symptoms. There was also a significant positive@aton between wives’ T1
marital negativity and the T2 intercept (i.e., stimaymptoms grand mean).
There were no other significant associations.

For T2marital negativity the measurement model had adequatg?{it)
=.06,p =.292, RMSEA = .06, CFIl = .92, SRMR = .11. Thess®tstep was to
include the structural model predicting the T2 iogpt (i.e., marital negativity
group mean) and slope (i.e., difference betweebdnds and wives on marital
negativity) from T1 husbands’ and wives’ somatimgyoms. This model also
had adequate fig?(1) = .13,p =.72, RMSEA = .00, CFI = 1.00, SRMR = .02, and
explained significant variation in the T2 maritalgativity intercept (see Table 5
and Figure 5). There was significant between-, (intercept residual) and within-
dyad variation (i.e., residual for husbands’ andesi marital negativity). For
both husbands and wives, there were significarntipesssociations between T1
somatic symptoms and the T2 intercept (i.e., narggativity grand mean). For
wives, but not for husbands, there was also afsignt positive association
between T1 somatic symptoms and the T2 slope difeeyence between
husbands’ and wives’ marital negativity), indicgtithat as wives’ somatic
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symptoms increased, the difference between huslkambwives on marital
negativity increased, with husbands being highemantal negativity than wives.

In summary, wives’ marital negativity was positivetlated to couple-
level somatic symptoms five years later. Husbaadsg' wives’ somatic symptoms
were also positively related to couple-level méaritgativity five years later.
Furthermore, as wives’ somatic symptoms increasedyverage, the difference
between husbands’ and wives’ marital negativityeased.

Discussion

Scholars who are interested in marital and fanglgtronship dynamics
are often confronted with the challenge of charateg the complex and
interdependent nature of these processes. Agdtestin this paper, a dyadic
approach to data analysis is one way to studyahgptexities in interpersonal
relationships. This study outlined three approatcbelyadic data analysis
specifically for distinguishable members within ftexible SEM framework. In
particular, the actor-partner interdependence m@kelM), the two-intercept,
and difference approaches offer researchers dyadibAic tools to investigate
complex relationship processes that occur betwesmbers of a dyad over time.
This study illuminated variations in model estiratithe types of questions that
can be answered, and other differences among fireaghes, but also illustrated
the complementary nature of the findings that emefgom these approaches. It
may be useful for researchers to use more thamppm®ach as they each
contribute unique information, leading to a greatederstanding of family
processes.
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In the analyses of the associations from maritghtieity to somatic
symptoms, the results of all three analytic appneasuggested that there were
positive associations between spouses’ maritaltivgtysand their somatic
symptoms five years later. In particular, wives'rited negativity was a consistent
predictor of future levels of wives’, husbands’datyadic levels of somatic
symptoms. Thus, this study goes beyond previouk that has primarily
examined associations between spouses’ own manthpsychological
functioning (e.g., Proulx et al., 2007) to highlighe influence of wives’ marital
quality on husbands’ psychological functioning.

For the associations from somatic symptoms totalaregativity five
years later, results of all three analytic appreactuggested that husbands’ and
wives’ somatic symptoms played different roleshait marital negativity. When
wives were depressed, the results suggested ¢ ated wives’ but not
husbands’ marital negativity, and thus, tliéerencein spouses’ marital
negativity was larger five years later. In contrasisbands’ somatic symptoms
predicted the dyads’ average level of marital neggt but not spousal
differences because husbands’ somatic symptomslinkes to higher levels of
both spouses’ marital negativity. This study extepdor research supporting the
direction of effects from marital quality to psydbgical functioning (e.g., Proulx
et al., 2007) by highlighting the importance of exaing these constructs at the
level of the dyad with the use of three dyadic-gabpproaches to reveal the

implications of psychological functioning for fusimarital quality.
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Practical Implications

As illustrated in the current study, all three dgaapproaches were
informative substantively and analytically. Thus, fesearchers interested in
dyadic processes, recommendations highlight thetipedimplications of
applying each analytic approach. First, the thpgg@aches all answer slightly
different dyadic research questions, which reseascbhould consider prior to
choosing one dyadic analytic approach over anothgrarticular, the APIM and
two-intercept approaches both answer researchigongestbout interdependence
as measured by the associations between dyad m&rnmupendent and
dependent variables. Results from these two appesamost closely resembled
one another; for example, with both approacheddmds’ and wives’ marital
negativity were associated with their own somagimgtoms. Thus, hypotheses
regarding individual-level reciprocal associatitmetween dyadic phenomena can
adequately be examined using either the APIM otweintercept approach.

The APIM also answers questions of mutual influesceh as “Who has
more influence on whom?” which the other two modisot answer. For
example, thd& parameter suggested that the association betwestyahds’ and
wives’ T1 marital negativity and T2 somatic symptois an individual-based
process and not mutually influenced, whereas thecgtion between T1 somatic
symptoms and T2 marital negativity is a dyadic pescthat may suggest the
mutual influence of the partners’ somatic sympt@m®ne another’s marital

negativity. For those researchers interested iuatunfluence, the APIM has a
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clear advantage, as the other two approaches aebleoto directly test this type
of hypothesis.

The difference approach answers quite differerdarsh questions
pertaining to dyadic-level phenomena. For exaniplhat is the association
between husbands’ and wives’ marital negativitynvatean levels of somatic
symptoms in the dyad?” As such, results from tpigraach revealed that only
wives’ marital negativity was associated with caifglvel somatic symptoms.
Additionally, the difference approach, as compawméti the other two
approaches, is also useful in answering questegerding differences between
dyad members on phenomena such as marital negativitlustration, results
from this study suggested that increases in wisesiatic symptoms were
associated with increased differences between hdsband wives’ marital
negativity. Thus, researchers interested in exargiphenomena at the level of
the dyad or differences between dyad members a¥éhmore success in
applying the difference approach over the otheregughes.

Second, there were also important implicationsafyplying the
approaches with regard to the specification andhasibn of the analytic models.
lllustrations of the APIM (e.g., Kenny & Ledermar910) and difference (e.qg.,
Newsom, 2002) approaches in the current literatften have not included
measurement error. Measurement error could beslp@®xplanation for
differences in results across models. In partic@itarsomatic symptoms as
related to marital negativity five years later, thieection of results were
consistent across the APIM and two-intercept apgres but the significance
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level of effects varied. Also in the APIM, husbansiamatic symptoms were
positively associated with wives’ marital negatyivhereas in the two-intercept
approach, this association was a trend.

Conversely, the utility of the APIM approach oviee ther two
approaches is that the basic model is much sinbplestimate. By including the
estimation of latent variables and error structuttes two-intercept and difference
approaches are less straightforward in model satdghave more possible
estimation problems. Although for the APIM, wheonporating the estimation
of thek parameter, the estimation process is more contptioaith the inclusion
of the phantom latent variable. Thus, for reseaschencerned about or
encountering estimation problems, the basic APllgraach is simpler than the
other two approaches.

Third, another issue to consider is the level efghenomena of interest.
As presented to date in the literature, the twerogpt and difference approaches
both can expand to include dyad-level predictorg. (éamily income) and,
therefore, are analytically more flexible than AfeIM approach. In contrast, the
APIM approach makes the assumption that nonindepergdin the data between
the dyad members can be explained fully by thenpakffect (i.e., a person’s
independent variable as associated with the depéndgable of the partner),
adjusted for the actor effect (i.e., the assoamatin his or her own dependent
variable) to the exclusion of other explanatoryiatales. Thus, researchers

interested in examining explanations of dyadic petelence beyond the two
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members (e.g., neighborhood context) should consitilezing either the
difference or the two-intercept approach.

The APIM and difference approaches both includempaters that
represent dyad-level dependent (i.e., endogen@ugbles. For example, the
APIM approach incorporates the estimation ofklparameter that quantifies the
amount of mutual influence within a dyadic processdiscussed previously, this
study revealed that the prospective associationdet spouses’ somatic
symptoms to marital negativity seemed to be mwuafluenced by both
partners, whereas for spouses’ marital negativity somatic symptoms, mutual
influence was not apparent. Thus, for those schafterested in mutual
dependence, the APIM approach has an advantagehevether approaches.
Turning to the difference approach, it includesapagters that represent dyadic
levels of the dependent variable as well as tHerdifice between dyad members
on the dependent variable. This approach, as cadparthe other two, in this
study revealed that both husbands’ and wives’ sersgmptoms were associated
with couple-level marital negativity five yearsdat The difference approach is
unique in this regard, and is a powerful approactitfose interested in
differencedetween dyad members. Thus, differences in estmattimately
relate back to the research questions that candwesed by each approach and
should be carefully considered prior to the chaitene approach over the others.
Limitations

As with any analytical method, these three appresetere not without
their limitations. First, to some degree, measurdragor was not addressed fully
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in each of the models as illustrated in this paper discussed previously.
Although, the variables that were used in thisstilation were highly reliable,
measurement error can produce spurious resultigsmuce true associations
between phenomena (McDonald, 1999). Second, iAEiM and two-intercept
models there is the potential for method variandation of the actor effects as
the independent and dependent variables wereeggfts. Many statistical
techniques can be used to adjust for this (seedRoffsMacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003). Furthermore, Van Dulmen and Gq@6y¢0) discuss methods
of incorporating cross-reporter data into dyadialgiic techniques. Third, power
may also be a concern in dyadic models becauseafdnindependence of the
data. As discussed by Ackerman and colleagues J2@hb specifically
examined power in the context of the APIM, therlovg power to detect partner
effects. Researchers using dyadic designs shouwgvbee of the issue of power
and consider using traditional methods to incréaseich as a larger sample size.
Due to the scope of this paper, not all topicsteel@o dyadic longitudinal
data were covered. With respect to dyadic datarahalytic approaches can be
used to answer other research questions aboubredhips. Some of these
approaches correspond with other forms of dyadiinuependence. One
example is modeling data from interchangeable dyaalso known as
exchangeable or indistinguishable dyads (i.e.gtieeno meaningful basis to
assign individuals to certain roles in a dyad, saglsame-sex twins or friends;
e.g., Olsen & Kenny, 2006). These data presentuenifpallenges and can be
analyzed with the APIM approach with slight modifilons, but cannot be easily
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analyzed with the two-intercept or difference aputtes presented here. Another
example, the common fate model, allows for modegjrayp effects (e.g., dyad
members’ shared external factors such as neighbdrgoality) as reflective
constructs (i.e., two dyad members are similamt® another on a measured
variable due to the influence of a shared lateritiate) that are separate from and
can be associated with individual effects (e.gddrenan & Kenny, 2012). Lastly,
the present study followed standard practices fssimg data in longitudinal
models (i.e., use of Full Information Maximum Likedod estimation with
auxiliary variables), but an extended discussiomigiing data in longitudinal
designs was beyond the scope of this paper (seer&r2010).
Conclusion

Researchers interested in dyadic relationships hearey complementary
analytic approaches available to them, each wiir hwn strengths and
weaknesses. Ultimately, the choice of any dyadadydic strategy must be
carefully considered as not every approach workswith every research
guestion or phenomenon being studied. Althougharesers should carefully
consider the pros and cons of the particular ambréizey choose, the application
of dyadic analytic techniques to the study of fgnaihd close relationships will
offer important advances in our understanding @fdily processes that occur in

these contexts.
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STUDY 2: THE ROLE OF MEXICAN AMERICAN FAMILY WORK
CONTEXTS ON PARENT-YOUTH RELATIONSHIPS AND YOUTH
FUTURE ORIENTATIONS

The work context has important implications for thelity of many
aspects of family life (e.g., Perry-Jenkins, RapétiCrouter, 2000). Extant
research suggests that parents’ exposure to wakplanditions is linked to the
quality of parent-youth interactions and youth atipent (e.g., Greenberger,
O’Neil, & Nagel, 1994; Ransford, Crouter, & McHaR008). Some dimensions
of parents’ work characteristics, such as occupatiself-direction (e.qg.,
autonomy, complexity, minimal supervision), ar&éd to positive family
dynamics (e.g., Goodman, Crouter, Lanza, & Cox82@md individual well-
being (e.g., Parcel & Menaghan, 1994). Other dinogss(e.g., work stressors
and pressure) are associated with problematic yasiythamics (e.g., Crouter,
Bumpus, Head, & McHale, 2001) and adjustment (€gputer, Davis,
Updegraff, Delgado, & Fortner, 2006a). Despitedbemonstrated importance of
work-family connections, few studies have invesegathe simultaneous
associations of both positive and negative workattaristics for both mothers
and fathers within diverse family and cultural s (Perry-Jenkins et al.,
2000). The current study sought to address thestations by examining
associations gbatternsof both mothers’ and fathers’ positive and negativ
occupational characteristics with parent-youthtreteships and youth future
orientations among a sample of Mexican American-daener families with two
offspring.
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In the face of changing demographic trends in tBeU.S. Census
Bureau, 2011) very little is known about the impafcMexican American
parents’ work contexts on family and individual &ioning. In particular,
Mexican Americans comprise the majority of the éasgrowing US ethnic-
minority group, a population composed dispropowuiety of working-poor
families (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). Mexican Anaers; of whom 69% are in
the labor force (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011), areepeesented in unskilled labor
positions (Mosisa, 2002) that have stressful emwirents with long hours and
low wages (Crouter et al., 2006a). These work da h are risk factors for
diminished quality of family relationships, and,turn, lower levels of youth
adjustment with primarily European American sami&snger, Rueter, &
Conger, 2000). Yet, there is a paucity of researcpatternsof parents’
occupational characteristics as linked to familgditions that give rise to quality
parent-youth relationships and youth’s future dagons.

Drawing on an ecological framework (BronfenbrenfeZrouter, 1982)
and a person-oriented approach (Magnusson, 1988present study examined
work-family linkages among Mexican American fansliever time. Given that
little is understood about work-family connectiamong Mexican American
families, ethnic-homogeneous designs are useftbijunction with person-
oriented approaches to identify within-group vaoias (Garcia Coll et al., 1996;
McAdoo, 1993). The first goal is to identify prafd of objective occupational
characteristics of both mothers’ and fathers’ jalong three dimensions: self-
direction, hazardous conditions, and physical &gtifhe focus on profiles of
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parental occupational characteristics extends pranable-oriented research that
has examined single dimensions of maternal or palteccupational attributes,
while controlling for other dimensions. Groundecesological (Bronfenbrenner
& Crouter, 1982) and cultural-ecological perspesgiyGarcia Coll et al., 1996;
McAdoo, 1993), the second goal was to examine methaed fathers’
sociocultural correlates (i.e., socioeconomic reses} nativity, years living in the
US, acculturation) of the mother-father occupatigmefiles. The third goal was
to explore the links between the occupational psfin early adolescence with
parent-adolescent relationship quality (i.e., wéaxnmbnflict) and youth future
orientations (i.e., academic, career) in late ext@ace and early adulthood, and
how these associations vary as a function of giddinth order and developmental
status. As elaborated below, the efforts to addiesdatter goal were grounded
in a role stress perspective (e.g., Bolger etl8B9) and social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 1986).
Profiles of Mother-Father Occupational Characterisics

According to an ecological perspective, multiplecnogystems (e.g.,
economic, work) and components of these systerasicitto shape the texture of
daily life within families (Bronfenbrenner & Croutel982). Scholars have
identified parents’ work contexts as an importaacmsystem linked to family
functioning (Belsky, 1984; Bronfenbrenner & Crouyte®82). As research with
Mexican American families has been limited, itigpiortant to identify
dimensions of work beyond status characteristies, @mployed versus not, work
hours) that are salient for these families (Updiég€router, Umafa-Taylor, &
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Cansler, 2007). As recognized in earlier work (Updé et al., 2007), the
occupational characteristics of self-direction,drdpus conditions, and physical
activity are particularly important for Mexican Anigan parents who primarily
work in service, sales, construction, and producgiositions (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2011) that have long hours and low wagesut€r et al., 2006a).
Scholars have noted that the work-family literatoas primarily included
European American mothers (Updegraff et al., 2@®id) either positive or
negative assessments of work while controllingofitker dimensions, with few
studies examining patterns of multiple domainsagupational characteristics
(Perry-Jenkins et al., 2000). In this study, a persriented approach
(Magnusson, 1988) was used to identify profilesaoftiple occupational
characteristics of both parents’ jobs. Applyingeagon-oriented approach to
work-family research allows for the examinatiorpatterns across mothers and
fathers with special attention to how multiple goational components are
interrelated and mutually associated with familggasses (Magnusson, 1988).
Based on prior research on Mexican American parentsipational
characteristics (e.g., Updegraff et al, 2007),asviaypothesized that several
different mother-father patterns would emerge.#s¢ is a paucity of research
on Mexican Americans occupational characteristlos first goal of identifying
distinct family profiles of Mexican American motiséand fathers’ objective
occupational characteristics was exploratory. I Wwgpothesized that similarities
and differences in parents’ occupations would érgame of the patterns that
emerged. For example, when both parents’ jobsnali@ni-skill occupations, high
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levels of physical demands, and low levels of dekction characterize families.
Conversely, as there is much variation within aaligroups as related to
occupations (Nightingale & Fix, 2004), it was exigecthat dimensions such as
self-direction may be most applicable to parentskiled and professional
occupations. Thus, it was hypothesized that a compadtern would emerge in
which both parents were in occupations with highdieection and low to
moderate physical and hazardous demands. Lastisithypothesized that a
differentiated pattern would emerge within famijias not all parents have
similar occupations.

As part of this goal, the objective occupationaifipes were linked to
parents’ subjective job characteristics (i.e., Bpoccupational prestige, and
workplace discrimination). These job experiencesimuportant sources of within-
group variability that may characterize occupatiqurafiles among Mexican
American families (Updegraff et al., 2007). For exde, workplace experiences
with discrimination have been associated with elygdts feelings about their
jobs and job conditions in diverse samples (Hugh&odge, 1997, Roberts,
Swanson, & Murphy, 2004, Sanchez & Brock, 1996jhwlifferent patterns
emerging depending on prior work experiences (Samé&hBrock, 1996). Thus,
work hours, occupational prestige, and discrimoratvere used to describe the
occupational profiles.

The Role of the Family and Cultural Context

Ecological (Bronfenbrenner & Crouter, 1982) andwall-ecological

perspectives (Garcia Coll et al., 1996; McAdoo,3)98ghlight the importance of
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the larger context within which family experien@e embedded. Exploring
cultural variation in family environments provida@sontextualized understanding
of the specific patterns of family occupational @weristics. Scholars have
recommended conceptualizing families’ cultural ecitd as multidimensional
(Gonzales, Fabrett, & Knight, 2009ncluding multiple measures of mothers’ and
fathers’ cultural backgrounds (i.e., socioeconoragources, nativity, years living
in the US, acculturation) to facilitate a more cdete understanding of these
contexts. This approach provides a direct tesowf bulture is associated with
parental occupations in Mexican American familiglative to comparative
designs that make assumptions about ethnic diftesethat may be accounted for
by other factors.

Researchers who study work-family linkages amongibtéas American
families have highlighted the importance of cultirackgrounds. Mexican
American parents who are born in Mexico and arentarrivals to the US, and
thus less acculturated, may have more difficufiireding employment in skilled
and professional positions as immigrants are ogpresented in unskilled labor
positions (Mosisa, 2002). Previous research hasrdented differences in
occupational self-direction, which often charaaesi professional positions.
Spanish-speaking parents report less occupatietfadisection than their
English-speaking counterparts (Updegraff et al0720Based on the limited
research, the associations of socioeconomic ressunativity, number of years
in the US, and acculturation were hypothesizeda®lates of the occupational
profiles.
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Mother-Father Occupational Profiles, Parent-Youth Relationships, and
Youth Future Orientations

Scholars have proposed that parents’ work enviromsrere important
extra-familial contexts that are linked to pareatsh relationships and youth
development (Belsky, 1984; Bronfenbrenner & Crout882). Patterns of
parents’ occupational characteristics are impoandss developmental periods,
but may be particularly salient during adolescebeeing this time, parents and
adolescents begin renegotiating their relationstfiign including changes in
levels of acceptance and patterns of communicg@ofiins, 1990), as well as,
increased conflict (Steinberg, 2001). Moreover,dbeelopmental task of identity
exploration is becoming more salient during ada@ase, and youth are beginning
to consider and formulate aspirations for futurecadional and career plans
(Markus & Wurf, 1987; Nurmi, 1991). Parents andladoents may be
particularly sensitive to both the positive andateg aspects of parents’ work
contexts because of the potentially turbulent reatiirthis developmental period.
Below, the theoretical and empirical links of thegtprns of parents’ occupational
characteristics with parent-youth relationship gudl.e., warmth, conflict) and
youth future orientations (i.e., academic, caraeg)considered, as well as how
these associations vary as a function of siblinthlmrder and developmental
status (late-adolescence and early adulthood).

Parent-youth relationships There are two primary traditions that
connect work to family in the literature: work sal@zation and work stress. First,
the work socialization literature (e.g., Kohn & $oker, 1982; Menaghan &
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Parcel, 1995) is grounded in sociological theotyisTiterature is based on the
premise that occupational characteristics, sudekslirection (i.e., complexity
and low levels of supervision and repetition), shejrkers’ beliefs, values and
world view, which in turn are applied to family messes, such as childrearing,
which then influence children’s social and cogratoevelopment (Parcel &
Menaghan, 1994). For example, mothers who workgobis that were low in
complexity had poorer quality home environmentsittheose who worked in jobs
that were higher in complexity (Menaghan & Par&8R5). Occupational self-
direction has also been linked with higher levélparent-child relationship
guality (Goodman et al., 2008; Menaghan & Parc@®1t Wheeler, Updegraff, &
Crouter, 2011). Second, the work stress literaduagvs from both the clinical
psychology and occupational health fields (Permkies et al, 2000) as it
investigates how work stress affects workers’ bedra\and functioning outside
of the work context. Role stress perspectives,(Bgjger et al., 1989) on the
work-family interface suggest that stressful occigrenl characteristics may
negatively influence parent-youth relationship®tigh the negative influence of
work on parents. In particular, studies have shtvan stressful work conditions,
such as hazardous and physically demanding condjtare negatively associated
with well-being for Latinos (Wheeler et al., 20Zimmerman, Christakis, &
Stoep, 2004) and less warm and conflictual inteéastbetween parents and
adolescents (Galambos, Sears, Almeida, & Kola885]1 Wheeler et al., 2011).
Based on prior literature and theory, the linkssMgetn mother-father occupational
profiles with warmth and conflict in the parent-youelationship were examined.
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In families in which there was a congruent patterparents both working in
occupations characterized by hazards and physéraadds, lower levels of
parent-youth warmth and higher levels of conflierevhypothesized relative to
the other patterns.

Youth future orientations. During adolescence, identity exploration and
preparation for adulthood are important developddasks that include the
formation of aspirations for future education amatkvinvolvement (Nurmi,
1991). There is evidence that parents are a pris@uyce of knowledge and
beliefs about adult roles for adolescents (Bryzmgnkovic, & Reynolds, 2006).
Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) suggesslarents’ work experiences
are a model that adolescents may learn from aratpocate into their own
orientations toward future academic and careersplaarthermore, work contexts
may shape parents’ skills and attitudes that theg apply to the home
environment (Kohn & Schooler, 1982) linking to sai@ation practices of parents
(Bryant et al., 2006) and, in turn, adolescentsirfe goals or orientations toward
education and work involvement. Empirical work be tinks between parents’
work and adolescents’ future orientations has milgpnBocused on parent work
status (i.e., lack of employment, Vandell & Ramarid92; inflexibility,

Galinsky, 2000; long hours, Harvey, 1999; instépilBarling & Mendelson,
1999), rather than on specific occupational charétics or patterns of
characteristics. This research has found negatis With academic and career
aspirations. However, there is also some prelingisapport for links between
parents’ experiences at work and adolescentsudég toward school (Sallinen,
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Kinnunen, & Ronka, 2004). Based on theory and éohiempirical work, it was
hypothesized that mother-father occupational pesfitith high levels of self-
direction would be linked with higher educationatlacareers aspirations.

The role of sibling birth order and developmental tatus. The
associations between parents’ occupational chaistate and both parent-youth
relationship qualities and youth’s future orierdas may differ for older versus
younger adolescents who vary in both thuith position(i.e., older versus
younger) andlevelopmental statyge., middle/late adolescence versus late
adolescence/early adulthood). For at least twooreast was hypothesized that
these associations may be stronger for older eyt siblings as compared to
younger adolescent siblings. First, from a develepta perspective, siblings in
early adulthood are expected to have stronger and olearly formulated
orientations toward the future (Steinberg, Grah@Brien, Woolard, Cauffman,
& Banich, 2009) and, thus, may be more aware ofiaihgenced by parents’
work experiences as they develop their own futunekveand education plans.
Second, research suggests that older siblingskatg to assume additional
household responsibilities and caregiving rolesamspared to younger siblings
(Brody, 1998). To the extent that older siblingsadsume additional burdens
because of parents’ work demands (e.g., physicabdds, hazardous
conditions), parents’ occupational characterigtiesy have implications for the
qualities of the parent-youth relationship in tewhsgower warmth and greater
conflict for older siblings. Of note, the roleshifth position and developmental
status in the implications of work contexts on tielaships and future orientations
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is limited, due to the fact that these two varialdes confounded in cross-
sectional studies (i.e., older siblings are higheank in birth order than younger
siblings); thus, this study explores these linkdgagitudinally. Based on this
theory and literature, stronger and more consistesciations of parents’
occupational profiles with older siblings’ (i.eat¢ adolescents/early adults) future
orientations and relationship quality with paremntse hypothesized as compared
to younger siblings (i.e., middle/late adolescents)

Method
Participants

Data for this study came from an ongoing longitatistudy investigating
the role of gender, culture, and family socialiaatprocesses in the lives of 246
Mexican American families with adolescent siblifgpdegraff et al., 2005).
Given the goals of the larger study, criteria fartipation were as follows: (a)
mothers were of Mexican origin, (b) Y @grader was living in the home and not
learning disabled, (c) an older sibling was livinghe home (in all but two cases,
the older sibling was the next oldest child in taily), (d) biological mothers
and biological or long-term adoptive fathers liachome (all non-biological
fathers were in the home for a minimum of 10 yeasil (e) fathers worked at
least 20 hours/week. Most fathers (93%) also wéhMexican origin.

Families were recruited through junior high schaolve districts and
five parochial schools that served ethnically anduistically diverse
communities in a southwestern metropolitan areao8ls were selected to
represent a range of socioeconomic situations, thétproportion of students
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receiving free/reduced lunch varying from 8% to 82&toss schools. Letters and
brochures describing the study (in both English &pdnish) were sent to 1,856
families, and bilingual staff made follow-up telepte calls to determine

eligibility and interest in participation. Eligibkamilies included 421 families
(23% of the initial rosters and 32% of those whaoenentacted and screened for
eligibility). Of those who were eligible, 284 (67%yreed to participate, 95 (23%)
refused, and 42 (10%) were unreachable, with 2dfilitss completing

interviews. The current sample is a subset of tHesémple and included only
dual-earner families(= 160; both mothers and fathers employed) giveridbes
on patterns of mothers’ and fathers’ occupatiohalacteristics.

At Time 1 (T1), dual-earner families representedraye of
socioeconomic levels from poverty to upper clas) Wl% meeting federal
poverty guidelines. The annual median family incomaes $53,500, which was
comparable to the median dual-earner Mexican-ofaimily income ($49,289) of
the county from which the sample was drawn (U.Si90e Bureau, 2000).
Families had an average of 3.58 childr8D € 1.24). Most parents completed
interviews in Spanish (60%), were born outsidellse(65%), had lived in the US
an average of 13.38D=9.41) and 14.6058D = 8.69) years for mothers and
fathers, respectively. Parents completed an averbig@ years of educatioM(=
10.96;SD = 3.64 for mothers and = 10.47;SD = 4.19 for fathers). The majority
of fathers (62%) and mothers (73%) worked the diéfy. $-athers and mothers
worked an average of 46.68) = 11.62) and 35.9050 = 11.86) hours weekly,
respectively, and had been in their current passtior 7.49 D= 7.04) and 4.03
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(SD=4.95) years, respectively. Mother occupatiomgea in prestige from
dishwasher to teacher, with the modal occupatidmokekeeper, and for fathers,
from car detailer to attorney, with the modal octigns of maintenance and
construction workers. With respect to siblings, yger siblings were 51% female
and 12.71%D= .58) years of age, and older siblings were 48%afe and an
average of 15.685D = 1.62) years of age. Most siblings were bormsm S
(68% of younger siblings and 58% of older siblingsil interviewed in English
(88% of younger siblings and 86% of older siblings)

The second set of interviews, here referred toiae P (T2), were
conducted five years after T1 when younger siblingse 17.70 years ol&D =
.54) and older siblings were 20.69 (SD = 1.65); #8%he families participated
(n=124). Those who did not participate either caudtl be located, had moved to
Mexico, could not presently participate, were diflt to contact, or refused. Non-
participating families at T2n(= 36), compared to participating families, repdrte
lower maternal incomeM = $10,561,SD =$8,800 vsM = $20,833SD =
$18,919), lower maternal educatiavi € 9.68;SD= 3.45 vsM = 11.33;SD=
3.62), lower maternal job prestigé € 32.46;SD= 9.60 vsM = 38.05;SD=
2.36), and more childre®(= 4.06;SD= 1.43 vsM = 3.44;SD= 1.14) at T1.
There were no other differences between particgpantl nonparticipants at T2 on
mothers’ and fathers’ demographic variables. Temantfor differences, SES was

controlled for in all longitudinal models.
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Procedures

Data were collected at T1 and T2 during structumelsome interviews
averaging three hours for parents and two hoursifbings. Bilingual
interviewers conducted interviews separately webhefamily member using
laptops and reading questions aloud due to litevaciations. Families received
$100 and $125 honorariums at T1 and T2, respegtiVéle University’s
Institutional Review Board approved proceduresluidiong the use of consents
and assents (see Appendix A).

Measures

All measures were forward and back translated $gganish and English
by two separate individuals (Foster & Martinez, 899%inal translations were
reviewed by a third native bilingual translatorgdatiscrepancies were resolved by
the research team. Measures of parents’ occupaatinautes and family and
cultural characteristics were collected at T1 aacept-youth relationship quality
and youth future orientations were assessed &atdi2all scales, higher scores
indicate higher levels of the construct.

Occupational characteristics Using data from the Occupational
Information Network (ONet; Peterson et al., 2001), objective measures of
maternal and paternal occupational characterigt@&re constructed from parents’
job descriptions at T1. The et electronic database contains information that
reflects the character of occupations and worlard,allows for the comparison
of attributes and characteristics within and acoxssipations. The database
contains hundreds of descriptors (e.g., knowledigdls, activities, tasks) and
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provides standardized scores on a 100-point skate¢present the degree of
importance of a particular characteristic to arupetion. Descriptors from the
database representing self-direction, hazardouditboms, and physical activity
were used as per a previous validation study ofrtbasures (Crouter, Lanza,
Pirretti, Goodman, & Neebe, 2006b). SixteeMN€x characteristics were
combined to create a measureself-directionthat represents mean occupational
complexity and management (e.g., making decisisnigjng problems). The
hazardous conditionsieasure, which represented mean stressors encetiate
work due to physical hazards, was comprised otkatacteristics (e.g., hazards,
contaminants, or extremes of noise or temperatlitephysical activityneasure
represented mean physical activity at work and eeasprised of five
characteristics (e.g., running, bending, or stagdilmternal consistency was
acceptables’s = .96, .75, and .94 for mothers’ and .94, .8®&] £3 for fathers’
self-direction, hazardous conditions, and physacaivity, respectively.

Work background characteristics. To assesvork background at T1,
parents reported on the number of hours at wolkdgscriptions, and workplace
discrimination. Parents reported on their jobs dpsons by responding to the
following items: “What is your occupation? What gur main tasks and
responsibilities?” Responses were codedfmupational prestigé.e., ratings of
“social standing” of Census occupational categpussg the National Opinion
Research Council (NORC) coding system (Nakao & 3r&894) with a range of
0 (lowest) to 100 (highest). The measurevofkplacediscriminationassessed the
extent that parents experienced discriminationtaasl in the workplace using a
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combination of Hughes and Dodge’s (1997) measuréssttutional
Discrimination and Interpersonal Prejudice in theriplace. These measures
were used to form a single scale from a mean ot higems that has been
validated in in another study with this sample (@eo et al, 2006a). Items (e.g.,
“Mexicans/Mexican Americans get the least deseaddsignments”) were rated
from 1 “strongly disagreeto 4 “strongly agre¢ with Cronbach’su’s = .89 and
.88 for mothers and fathers, respectively.

Sociocultural correlates To assessocioculturalcorrelates at T1, parents
reported on their education in years, income, abhntry (O = Mexico, 1 = US),
number of years in the US, and acculturation |elleé measure damily income
was a composite sum score of each parents’ reptrem own income from
employment and any other income they might recéiMeg transformation was
applied to family income to correct for skew andtiais. Parents’ levels of
acculturationto US Anglo culture were measured with the 30-itREMA I
(Cuéllar, Arnold, & Maldonado, 1995) scale, whidsasses cultural orientations
toward Mexican and Anglo culture independently P& responded to items
about their family and cultural backgrounds usirig@oint scale (1 ot at all 5
= extremely often or almost alwgySample items included “I enjoy Spanish
language TV.” and “I think in English.” The acculftion scale is a linear score
that represents a parent’s score along a contirftarmvery Mexican oriented to
very Anglo oriented by subtracting the Mexican otaion mean from the Anglo
mean. This scale was developed specifically for igBx Americans, has been
used extensively, and has been deemed reliableadidd Cuéllar et al., 1995).
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For the current study, = .89 and .92 for mothers’ and .91 and .91 fdnded’
Mexican and Anglo orientations, respectively.

Parent-youth relationship quality. As indicators of parent-youth
relationship quality, siblings reported on warmtieiptance from and frequency
of conflict with both mothers and fathers at sefgpmints in the interview at T2.
Youth reported on thearmth/acceptancsubscale of the Children’s Report of
Parental Behavior Inventory (Schwarz, Barton-He&rPruzinsky, 1985). Each
item (e.g., “I am able to make ‘child’s name’ féeltter when he/she is upset”)
was rated on a 5-point scale ranging fratnfost neveérto “almost always and
the mean of items was used for the scale scorab@oh’sa’s = .89 and .94 for
younger siblings and .92 and .93 for older siblimgports on mothers and fathers
at T2, respectively. Using an adapted version addsuees by Smetana (1988) and
Harris (1992), youth rated the frequencycofiflict (1 =not at allto 6 =several
times a daywith mothers and fathers over the past year otops (e.g., How
often in the past year have you had disagreemenii$ferences of opinion with
your mom/dad about talking back or being disredp&t). Cronbach’su’'s = .86
and .84 for younger siblings’ mean reports andas@® .84 for older siblings’
mean reports on mothers and fathers at T2, respécti

Youth future orientations. Youth reported on thegducational
aspirationsat T2 by responding to the following item: “Howr faould you like to
go in school?” The response choice was on a canimscale representing the
total number of years of education (e.g., &gh school diploma21 =MD, JD,
DO, DDS, OR Ph.D. Youth also reported on their desired future j@aseer
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aspirationg by responding to the following items: “What kindjob would you
like to have when you are an adult?” at T1 and fikimg about five years from
now, what kind of job would you like to have?” @&.TResponses were coded for
occupational prestige (i.e., ratings of “sociahsliag” of Census occupational
categories) using NORC coding system (Nakao & Tr&884) with a range of 0
(lowest) to 100 (highest).
Results

The results of the latent profile analysis (LPA)&erganized around the
three research goals (see Figures 6-9) for conakbptodels including constructs
from the three goals). The first goal was to idgmrofiles of mothers’ and
fathers’ occupational characteristics using obyectatings of self-direction,
hazardous conditions, and physical activity. Theoad goal was to examine
correlates of mother-father profiles in terms ofgpéis’ sociocultural context (i.e.,
family income, parents’ educational attainmentjviigt years in US,
acculturation). The third goal was to investigadaviprofiles of parents’
occupational characteristics were temporally linf@@arent-youth relationship
quality (i.e., warmth and conflict with mothers dathers) and youth future
orientations (i.e., educational and career aspinaji5-years later, and to test for
nonequivalence across youth birth order (i.e., gauws. older siblings) on these
associations. See Table 6 for means and standaiatidas of all study variables.

LPA is similar to cluster analysis in that it isreethod of finding subtypes
of related cases from multivariate data but basegrobabilistic theory. An
advantage oOEPA as a person-centered approach is that whenadisdnal
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methods of variable-oriented analytic strategissia that the population under
study is homogeneous, LPA enables researcherddotgmpulation
heterogeneityL PA estimates the probability of an individual’s migership in a
profile based on a series of item scores (heremmedtand paternal occupational
self-direction, hazardous conditions, and physacévity). These groups, referred
to as latent profilesare categories of a latent variable, each one afiwtontains
individuals who are similar to each other and défe from individuals in other
groups.The profiles are latent as individuals’ group mershg cannot be
directly observed but is estimated from item scores. Tinesgbal of the current
study was to identify groups of parents who wegdlyi similar on the
continuously measured observed occupational clarsiits,and thusfo

describe different categorical types of occupaticharacteristics associated with
parents’ jobsThe latent profiles reflect different patternschfracteristics that
are important to mothers’ and fathers’ occupati®@ents within a profile show
the same pattern of means pointing to similar pagtef important occupational
characteristics. Between profiles, means can bayhajssimilar, indicating
differentpatternsof important occupational characteristics.

To analytically test the goals of the current stualgeries of LPA (an
extension of latent class analysis with continucargables, also called latent
variable mixture modeling; Collins & Lanza, 2010¢ne estimated utilizing
Mplus 6.11 (Muthén & Muthén, 2008-201®s recommended by Collins and
Lanza (2010), the LPA models were fit in a seriesiodeling steps and
validating procedures. These steps began with plsimodel to explore the
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number and structure of occupational profiles amdkd with the inclusion of
meaningful covariates and distal outcomes to evaliee validity of the classes
First, to determine the best profile solution, umtiional models were estimated
including only the latent profile observed indiast@.e., mothers’ and fathers’
self-direction, physical activity, and hazardousditions). Second, the final
solution was refit to include the identified soaitiaral correlates (i.efamily
income, parents’ educational attainment, natiwigars in the US, and
acculturation levgl Third, to establish predictive validity, mod&lsre estimated
that explored differences in family relationshipsl duture orientations
longitudinally. In all models,a avoid convergence on a local maximum, 500
random sets of starting values, 50 final stagen@p#tions, and 50 iterations in
the initial stage were used (Collins & Lanza, 2010)
Identifying Profiles of Mother-Father Occupational Characteristics

To addres$soal 1,the identification of family-level profiles of T1
mothers’ and fathers’ occupational characterisacseries of five LPAs were
estimatedstarting with the specification of a one-profile deband subsequently
increasing the number of profiles until there wadurther improvement in the
model. These models included maternal and paternal otomaéself-direction,
hazardous conditions, and physical activity as meskindicators of the family-
level occupational latent profiles. Profile indioet were not allowed to correlate
per the local independence assumption of LPA the.)atent profile variable

accounts for all of the associations between theators).
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Model fit determination was evaluated using a nunabéndices of which
the most reliable are information criteria (IC) dikelihood ratio (LR) tests
(Nylund, Asparouhov, & Muthén, 2007; Tofighi & Ende2007; Tein, Coxe, &
Cham, in press). For IC indices, researchers hes@mmended the Bayesian
information criteria (BIC) and the adjusted Bayesiaformation criteria (ABIC);
a decrease in these indices when an additionalg@wmés estimated indicated an
improvement in model fit (Lubke & Muthén, 2005). Wregard to LR tests, the
Lo-Mendell-Rubin log likelihood test (LMR), the adjted LMR, and the
bootstrap likelihood-ratio test (BLRT) were usedigiermine whether a model
with a given numberkj of profiles fit the data significantly better tha simpler
model with one fewer profilek ¢ 1; Tofighi & Enders, 2007). A significant LR
test value indicated that the model in whikgbrofiles were specified was a better
fitting than thek-1 profile model. Lastly, model fit and interpratet of class
solutions were substantively evaluated. The coowii response means (i.e., the
class-specific means of the latent profile indicgt@as compared to the overall
sample means were examined to determine if eash oféered a unique pattern
and was substantively different from other clas$és. distribution of the number
of people in each class was also examined. Clagesmallns may not provide
quality information; this would be grounds for clsotg a previous model
(Lawrence & Zyphur, 2011).

Table 7 presents ICs and LR results for each aisalfdditionally, he
change in BIC and ABIC from a class solution tonlegt was charted in a scree
plot to determine the best class solution visuaylyocating the class number at
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which the change attenuates (see Figure 10; Lawr&rifyphur, 2011)Results
revealed that the 3-profile solution was the mgsinoal solution. In particular, as
the LMR tests were close in significance levelstha 3- and 4-profile solutions
and the change in BIC and ABIC decelerated afeBtprofile solution, it
appeared that the 3-profile solution was the b#std and most parsimonious
model as compared to the 4-profile solution. Furttiee 3-profile solution had
better sample sizes per each profile as comparetd-profile solution and the
3-profile solution made sense substantively, asudised subsequently.
Interpretation of the classes is described in géotien below where more
complete models with covariates and distal outcoms® examined.
Mother-Father Occupational Profiles and Sociocultual Correlates

To addres$s0al 2 investigation of the sociocultural correlateshad LPA
profiles(i.e.,family income, parents’ education, nativity, years inltf& and
acculturation)these variables were included as covariatesaiméxt set of
analyses. The sociocultural correlates were aduléuetthree-profile model. It
should be noted that the latent profile solutionldcshift with the addition of new
variables into the model. Significant changes dtireeindicate an unstable
model or that, possibly, a simpler solution (e2gprofile solution vs. 3-profile
solution) would be more appropriate. Using logiséigression, the categorical
latent profile variable was regressed on the comwotits variables of family
income, parents’ education, years in the US, ag@tibn and the binary nativity
variable (0 = Mexico, 1 = US). This allowed for teeamination of differences on
the sociocultural correlates being associated pritiile membership, for
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example, if those born in the US or Mexico were endeely to be in a certain
occupational profile. All of the models from thisipt forward include the
sociocultural correlates. First, the latent prafigend their structures were
interpreted, and then the covariate results wezsgmted.

I nterpretation of profiles. The 3-solution model was refit to include the
set of sociocultural correlates (i.e., family inagrparents’ educational
attainment, nativity, years in the US, accultunatid' his model closely replicated
the 3-profile solution from the unconditional modste Table 7) and had good
fit, BIC = 7611.98 ABIC= 7472.69; LMR = 132.5f < .05; adjusted LMR =
130.96,p < .05; BLRT = 132.57p < .05;andlatent class probabilities = .97, .95,
.96.

Figure 11 provides a visual illustration of theelat profiles. Table 8
presents the 3-profile solution with means for egaup, mean differences across
the profiles, and within (i.e., family differenckbstween mothers and fathers
within profiles) and between (i.e., gender diffeves across families) profile
gender differences as estimated by Wald Testsdfedeof freedom). A majority
of Mexican American families (49.1%;= 79) had fathers and mothers who
reported high levels of physical activity (PA) amazardous conditions (HC), and
low levels of self-direction (SD) (relative to othrofiles), although fathers were
significantly higher than mothers on self-directenmd hazardous conditions, and
mothers were higher than fathers on physical dgtiybbs that typified this
profile included construction and operations posiifor fathers and cleaning and
food industry positions for mothers. Thus, thisugravas categorized as
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Differentiated High PANext, 28.4%1§ = 44) of families fell into a group that
was characterized by differences in mothers’ attiefa’ work conditions, such
that fathers’ occupations were characterized bigdnidgevels of hazardous
conditions and physical activity, and lower levelself-direction as compared to
mothersTypical positions of fathers in this profile incled occupations in the
janitorial and mechanical industries, and for maghpositions in teaching and
salesFurthermore in comparison to the other profiles frofile was the lowest
on self-direction for fathers but highest for mathet was the highest on
hazardous conditions for fathers but the lowestiiothers; and it was moderate
on physical activity for fathers, but the lowest foothers. Thus, this group was
labeledincongruent Finally, the smallest group to emerge (22.59%;37) was
characterized by congruency between parents irthbgtworked in positions
with the highest levels of self-direction and lotevels of hazardous conditions
and physical activity (as compared to the othefilpg) and parents were not
significantly different on any of these indicatof$wus, this group was categorized
asCongruent High SDFathers in this profile were typically in managemamd
executive positions and mothers were in office aufstriation and accountancy
positions.

Given the profiles did not include indicators ofhwa@lemographics, post-
hoc analyses were conducted examining if in factnqta in the profiles differed
on work hours, occupational prestige, and workpt#serimination. Mplus 6.11
was used to test equality in means across class&s posterior probability-based
multiple imputations (pseudo-class draws) with grde of freedom for the
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pairwise tests. Starting withiork hours results presented in Table 9
demonstrated no differences among the profiles ank Wours. Turning to
occupational prestigagsults revealed that families in the DiffereracaHigh PA
and Incongruenprofiles had lower paternal occupational prestigatfamilies in
the Congruent High SD profile. Results for moth@stupational prestige
revealed that families in the Differentiated High profile had lower maternal
occupational prestige than families in the Congtitigh SD and Incongruent
profiles. Lastly, results foworkplace discriminatiomevealed families in the
Differentiated High PAprofile had higher paternal workplace discriminatiban
families in the Congruent High SD profile. For mexts, families in the
Differentiated High PA profile had higher matermadrkplace discrimination that
both the Incongruent and Congruent High SD praofiles

Examining sociocultural correlates.Next, the links between the
sociocultural correlates and parents’ occupatipnafiles were presented. Three
covariate comparisons were made: (a) the likelihafdaeing in the Differentiated
High PA profile compared to the Congruent High SDfibe, (b) the likelihood of
being in the Incongruent profile compared to the@aent High SD profile, and
(b) the likelihood of being in the Differentiatedgh PA profile compared to the
Incongruent profile. The odds ratios of the asdamia between the sociocultural
correlates and the occupational profiles were iteplor

Table 10 presents the results of the sociocultoaklates analyses.
Beginning withfamily incomeresults indicated that there was a significant
negative family income effect on profile membersinigicating that the odds of
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membership increased with family income for the @aent High SD profile as
compared to the Differentiated High PA and Incoegituprofiles. Turning to
educational attainmenthere was a significant negative associatiopadérnal
educational attainment on membership such thaa@smal education increased
there were greater odds of membership in the Cemgtdigh SD as compared to
the Differentiated High PA profile. There was adssignificant negative
association of fathers’ educational attainment emimership in the Incongruent
as compared to the Congruent High SD profile, iatiing that families with lower
paternal educational attainment were more likelgaan the Incongruent profile.
Formothers there was a significant negative association atermal educational
attainment on membership in the Differentiated Highprofile as compared to
the Congruent High SD profile, indicating that fées with lower maternal
educational attainment were more likely to be m Ehfferentiated High PA
profile. There was also a significant positive asation for maternal education on
membership in the Differentiated High PA profilecasnpared to the Incongruent
profile, indicating that families with lower matedreducational attainment were
more likely to be in the Differentiated High PA fite. For fathers’ and mothers’
nativity, there were no significant differences. Lastly,doculturation there was
a negative association between fathers’ acculamatnd membership in the
Incongruent profile as compared to the Congrueght8D profile, indicating that
families with lower levels of paternal acculturatioere more likely to be in the

Incongruent profile. There were no associationsiaternal acculturation.
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Examining Outcomes: Parent-Youth Relationships and&/outh Future
Orientations

To addres$soal 3 the temporally ordered associations between the T
profiles and T2 parent-youth relationship qualitglg/outh future orientations
were examined. Significant findings provide evidewf the predictive validity of
the profiles. The variation of youth’s reports odternal and paternal relationship
quality (i.e., conflict, warmth) and future orietitans (i.e., academic and career
aspirations) at T2 across the three occupatiordilgs (T1) were examined.
Using Mplus 6.11luthén & Muthén, 2008-2010), the first set of asaly
treated the relationship quality and future origotes variables as outcome
variables in the LPA models. One LPA model waswested for each of the
outcome variables simultaneously for youth’s repoftfather- and mother-youth
relationship quality for warmth and then for cociflirespectively. The outcome
variables’ variances were constrained to be eqeraka the occupational profiles
due to the small sample size and potential estomgtroblems. Due to the nested
nature of the data, errors were correlated withith leetween siblings on reports
of parents (e.g., younger sibling report of mothesrmth correlated with
fathers’ warmth and younger and older siblingsorépof mothers’ warmth). To
test which occupational groups differed in theirameutcome scores, a Wald
Test was conducted on all between-group comparidbsd, to test for the
moderating role of sibling birth order on the asations of profiles with parent-
youth relationships and youth’s future orientaticc@mparisons were conducted
by constraining siblings’ means to be equal acotesss with significant
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differences assessed with a Wald Test. Table 1depte ICs and LMR results for
each analysis. The 3-profile solution remainedhllstmodel (i.e., both means
and proportion of sample in each profile remainedrly identical to Figure 11)
across all outcome models. Below, results wererdestthat pertain to main
effects and interactions involving profile membépsi®ther main effects (e.g.,
sibling differences) were noted in the table butaescribed in the text.

Table 12 presents the results felationship quality including sibling
effects. Starting witvarmth results indicated a significant effect of profile
warmth with fathers. In particular, youth in theffldrentiated High PA profile
reported significantly higher youth-father warmitlan did youth in the
Incongruent profile. Additionally, youth in the Befentiated High PA profile had
significantly higher youth-father warmth than ther@ruent High Self-direction
profile. Tests of nonequivalence revealed no sigguitt birth order effects(,Z(Z) =
1.72, ns. Turning teonflict with parents, results indicated a significant etfief
profile on conflict with parents. Particularly, t@®ngruent High SD profile had
significantly higher youth-father conflict than tBéfferentiated High PA and
Incongruent profiles. Tests of nonequivalence radero significant differences
by birth order for Differentiated High PA?(2) = 3.00, ns, and Incongruept(2)
= 2.51, ns. Additionally, there was a main effefgpifile on youth-mother
conflict. This association was different acrosgisipbirth order*(2) = 7.39p <
.05, indicating that maternal conflict was highesthe Congruent High SD and

Differentiated High PA as compared to the Incongtyeofiles for younger
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siblings, but for older siblings, maternal conflieas highest in the Congruent
High SD as compared to the other two profiles.

Table 13 presents the results for future orientatiGtarting with
educational aspirationgesults indicated significant main effects offpeocon
educational aspirations. Specifically, youth in theongruent and Congruent
High SD profiles had significantly higher educaabaspirations then youth in
the Differentiated High PA profile. Tests of nonaglence revealed that there
were no significant differences across siblingtbotder (Congruent High SD and
Incongruent profilesy?(2) = 4.86,p = .09, and of Differentiated High PA and
Incongruent profilesy?(2) = 4.87 p = .09). Turning taareer aspirationsresults
revealed a profile effect indicating that Congruldigh SD profile included youth
with significantly higher career aspirations as paned to the Differentiated High
PA profile. There were no differences across sifgljp?(2) = 3.10,ns.

In summary, results confirmed the predictive qyalitthe latent
occupational profiles. For relationship qualityrgras’ occupational profiles
predicted youth’s warmth with fathers and confliicth fathers and mothers.
Warmth with fathers was highest for families in Diéferentiated High PA
profile and conflict with fathers was highest i tBongruent High SD profile.
For maternal conflict, these associations weresgatvalent across sibling birth
order, indicating different patterns of linkages $thling-mother conflict with
maternal conflict highest in both the Differentitdigh PA and Congruent High
SD profiles for younger siblings and highest inyatle Congruent High SD
profile for older siblings. The occupational preslwere also linked to youth’s
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future orientations. In particular, educationaliesgpns were highest for families
in both the Incongruent and Congruent High SD pesfiCareer aspirations were
highest for families in the Congruent High SD plefi
Discussion

Studying the nature and correlates of parents’ pational contexts
among Mexican-origin families is important, as thapulation is composed
disproportionately of working poor (U.S. Censusé&au, 2011) in unskilled labor
positions (Mosisa, 2002) whom are at risk for disined quality of family
relationships and adjustment via work-family spibo (Repetti, 1987). As guided
by ecological (Bronfenbrenner & Crouter, 1982) aedson-oriented
(Magnusson, 1988) frameworks, this study contrithuitethe literature on work-
family connections among Mexican American familieseveral ways. First, this
study investigategatternsof mothers’ and fathers’ occupational charactesst
given that little is known about the combinatiorpofitiveand negative work
gualities that serve as a context of family proesssnd individual development
among Mexican American dual-earner families (Upd#gat al., 2007). As such,
this study moves beyond variable-oriented reseaxaimining single dimensions
of maternal or paternal occupational attributeligilight profiles of objective
family-level characteristics along three dimensi@®df-direction, hazardous
conditions, and physical activity. Second, in @erapt to contextualize the
family-level occupational profiles, this study exaed dimensions of families’
sociocultural context - socioeconomic resourcesyityg years living in the US,
acculturation — as profile correlates recognizimg multidimensional nature of
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these cultural contexts (Gonzales et al., 2009ydTto my knowledge, this study
is the first to consider the role of parents’ ocigmal contexts in predicting
youth’s future orientations among Mexican Ameri¢amilies. Though the
construct of positive future orientations has be@tely accepted as a critical
component of successful development among impdwsigouth, it remains
largely ignored by developmental scholars (for ateetion, see Oettingen &
Mayer, 2002).
Patterns of Maternal and Paternal Occupational Chaacteristics

Guided by a person-centered framework within aniethomogenous
design, the current study examined variability agibtexican American
mothers’ and fathers’ occupational characteridigesed on the indicators of self-
direction, hazardous conditions, and physical &@gti¥evidence of three
guantitatively and qualitatively distinct familysel objective occupational
profiles (i.e. Differentiated High Physical ActivityncongruentandCongruent
High Self-Direction highlight the value of identifying work-family omections
that go beyond the individual level (Bronfenbren&eCrouter, 1982; Cox &
Paley, 2003). ThBifferentiated High Physical Activitgrofile emerged as the
most common profile, including nearly half of tleerfilies in this sample. The
prevalence of an occupational profile consistehifjh on hazardous conditions
and physical activity across mothers and fatheirscaes with earlier research on
the work contexts for Mexican American familiegg(elUpdegraff et al., 2007).
Although parents were differentiated on self-dik@ttwvith fathers being
significantly higher than mothers, families withiis profile had the lowest levels
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of self-direction as compared to both the othefil@®for mothers and as
compared to th€ongruent High Self-Directioprofile for fathers. For both
mothers and fathers in this profile, the level bygical activity was higher than in
the other two profiles. Most interesting, thouglaswhat mothers were
significantly higher than fathers on physical aityiwithin the profile. Physically
demanding jobs have been thought to be typicaligidated by men (Jacobs &
Steinberg, 1990), and Mexican American parent®Hes portrayed as assuming
traditional gender roles (Baca Zinn, & Wells, 200@)contrast, this finding
supports work that has purported that in immigfantilies women also assume
physically active jobs (Updegraff et al., 2007) §ibs/ due to the restriction of
available jobs for this population.

As expected, families in this profile had the highevels of workplace
discrimination and the lowest levels of occupatlqrastige as compared to the
other profiles, as well as having lower income thi@Congruent High Self-
Direction profile. Furthermore, families in this profile veedifferentiated on
maternal and paternal education, with paternal &tlut being low for this
profile. Remarkably, for maternal education, fagslin this profile were more
likely to have higher levels of maternal educatisncompared to tHacongruent
profile, whereas, they were more likely to havedovevels than th€ongruent
High Self-Directiorprofile. This was unexpected because occupations
characterized by high levels of hazardous condstemd physical activity do not
require high skills or education of employees (Niigiale & Fix, 2004). This
may be indicative of trends that show that someignants who enter the US
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with sufficient education, nevertheless, work irskitled labor positions
(Nightingale & Fix, 2004). These families in tBé&ferentiated High Physical
Activity profile, with the lowest family income, may needtirers to work.

The second largest profile, thecongruentpattern, was characterized by
the largest differences between parents on hazammditions and physical
activity as compared to the other profiles, witthé&s being higher than mothers.
For self-direction, mothers were significantly héglthan fathers, but the
interparental difference in self-direction was sigiificantly different in the
Incongruentas compared to the other two profiles. Of notenfothers,
occupational prestige was higher and workplaceridiscation was lower than
the Differentiated High Physical Activitgrofile, but for fathers, occupational
prestige was lower and workplace discrimination wgber than th€ongruent
High Self-Directionprofile. This profile revealed substantial varlapiin work
roleswithin families with mothers being in highly self-diredtpositions,
whereas, fathers were in highly physical and harasgositions. Furthermore,
families in thelncongruentprofile were more likely to have lower income and
paternal education and were less acculturatedgaeents in th€ongruent High
Self-Directionprofile. This profile may reflect a finding from previoumk that
Mexican American immigrant men as compared to wohsare a more difficult
time of transitioning out of lower-skill positioriBlau & Kahn, 2007).

In theCongruent High Self-Directioprofile, there was evidence of high
levels of congruence across parents as compatée tather profiles. High levels
of self-direction and low levels of hazardous caindis and physical activity for
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both mothers and fathers characterized this profiseexpected, this profile had
high levels of occupational prestige and low les#lg/orkplace discrimination as
compared to thBifferentiated High Physical Activitgrofile for both mothers
and fathers, and as compared tolttengruentprofile for fathers. This profile
includes predominantly professional workers, a grihat is well represented in
the work-family literature (MacDermid, Roy, & Zvookic, 2005).

Taken together, the three occupational profilesrglidy the utility of
exploring within-group variability. The finding dfiree distinct profiles of
occupational characteristics that vary across sottiaral correlates within
Mexican American families illustrated the needdaamining the significant
variability of work contextsvithin this cultural group. Furthermore, many studies
of work-family dynamics have relied on between-fignabmparisons of primarily
mothers, but these findings point to the valuenobrporating a within-family
component to examine the experiencebaith mothers and fathers. Lastly, the
previous work on work-family connections has relegdvariable-oriented
approaches (Perry-Jenkins et al., 2000), but thedimgs point to the importance
of examining multiple indicators of occupationabchcteristics simultaneously,
as well as identifying potential subpopulation eliéinces.

Occupational Profiles as Linked to Family Relationkips and Youth Future
Orientations

Profiles of mother-father occupational charactmssivere associated with
parent-youth relationship quality, but varied darection of parent gender and
sibling birth order. Both younger and older sibBrrgported the highest level of
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warmth with fathers in thBifferentiated High Physical Activitgrofile as
compared to the other two profiles. This is in casit to the limited previous
work with European American samples that links hdaas conditions and low
levels of self-direction to increased stress amgkloquality parent-child
relationships (e.g., Goodman et al., 2008; Sea@akmbos, 1992). Itis
important to note that within this profile, bothrpats have physically demanding
jobs and are experiencing high levels of discrirtiarg yet only fathers’ levels of
warmth with their children are significantly highes compared to the other
profiles. One possible explanation is that fatimeey be compensating for
mothers who lack energy due to the physically defimannature of their jobs.
Another possible explanation, is that experiendeiserimination may be more
salient for fathers and they may be compensatinigellyg emotionally supportive
of their children. Family may be a source of givingthese fathers. Thus, it is
important for future research to further investeghitrther the associations among
fathers’ occupations, perceptions of discriminatiamd their relationships with
their children.

Furthermore, older siblings reported the highestlkeof conflict with
fathers and mothers in ti@ongruent High Self-Directioas compared to the
other two profiles. For younger siblings, conflicas also highest in the
Congruent High Self-Directioprofile, but differed only from thencongruent
profile. The families in the Congruent High Selfr&stion profile were the most
acculturated group. Thus, these results may refldtaral differences in valuing
the negotiation of autonomy within these familibjch can lead to increased

76



conflict (e.g., Phinney, Kim-Jo, Osorio, & Vilhjabdottir, 2005). Additionally, as
this is the group of parents who were in highly-giglected positions, their
experiences at work may be spilling over to theifiadomain, leading to the
fostering of more independence and decision-madils for their children
(Kohn & Schooler, 1982), who then argue more whirt parents. It would be
important for future work to examine the interplfyculture and occupation on
family dynamics.

Profiles of mother-father occupational charactmssivere associated with
youth’s future orientations. Specifically, youngerd older siblings had the
highest levels of educational aspirations and adt@ings had the highest levels
of career aspirations in ti@ngruent High Self-Directioprofile. These findings
are consistent with the previous theoretical wbek tinks parents’ experiences at
work with adolescents’ aspirations for the futuBey@nt et al., 2006), and
highlight the importance of parents’ occupatioraitexts for youth’s developing
orientations toward the future.

These results have potentially important implicagidor well-being of
Mexican American youth. The Congruent High Selfedtion profile was
associated with less warmth and more conflict betwgarents and youth
(relative to the other two profiles), but also regleducational and occupational
aspirations. Thus, when parents work in highly-déetcted and prestigious
positions and have more socioeconomic resourcere #ppear to be both
benefits and disadvantages for youth. Consistetht rgsearch on acculturation
and family dynamics, which proposes that youth&daacculturation relative to
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parents is associated with more problematic fanalgtionships (e.g., more
conflict, less cohesion, Birman, 2006), youth ia @ongruent High Self-
Direction profile described the lowest levels ahfr-youth warmth and the
highest levels of parent-youth conflict. These yoalso had the highest levels of
educational and career aspirations, in accord witk-family literature with
primarily European American families that suggeisét parents who work in
highly self-directed positions have positive spMer effects on the youth
functioning (Perry-Jenkins et al., 2000).

Further, families in the Differentiated High Phyaiéctivity profile held
typical working class occupations with both parentsighly physical and
hazardous positions with low levels of prestige eme@me and high levels of
discrimination. In contrast with previous work ttneats found deleterious effects
of these types of work positions and environment$amily functioning (e.qg.,
Conger et al., 2000), these families have highltegkfather-youth warmth and
low levels of parent-youth conflict. Thus, this wa@ontext may be protective via
positive family dynamics. On the other hand, yautthis profile had the lowest
levels of educational and career aspirations, ng, tmay be disadvantaged in
their future educational and occupational attainimen

Lastly, the Incongruent profile seemed to typifgditional working class
immigrant families as fathers had the lowest leeélacculturation and fathers
and mothers held gender-typed positions (e.g.efatas mechanics and mothers
as teachers). Consistent with the literature onigrant families (Gonzales et al.,
2009), these families had the lowest levels of payeuth conflict, and high
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levels of youth educational and career aspiratiand,thus, this work context
may be lead to protective benefits in terms of farfuinctioning and youth’s
future aspirations. For fathers this was in comtwath previous work that found
deleterious effects of hazardous, physically agesitions, although this work
has been largely anecdotal (Hovey & Magafa, 2008)ith mothers (Sears &
Galambos, 1992). This work highlights the impoc&anf examining both
mothers’ and fathers’ work contexts as an exanonatif just mothers’ or fathers’
work may have led to different conclusions aboutkafamily spillover. Further,
these findings highlight the importance of morenmuea investigations of
understudied parental work contexts and youth’'sational/economic and
psychological well-being to understand work-fandgnnections.
Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions

This study’s strengths included the ethnic-homogsnmultilevel,
person-oriented, and multidimensional design. Camebng these strengths is the
prospective exploration of work-family processesoagMexican American
parents and children, a population whose streragthsastly understudied
(Umafa-Taylor, 2009). This sample of primarily norfpssional couples
contributes important diversity to a literature doated by studies of
professional, middle-class workers and their fasiliMacDermid et al., 2005).
Second, by including multiple family members (iragthers, fathers, young and
older siblings), the results provide us with richidormation on the linkages
between work and family contexts, as well as hgitting between- and within-
family processes. Theetween-familylifferences (e.g., occupational profiles
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differentially associated with family income) fuethhighlight the variability
within the Mexican American population on work-fayrinkages, whereas,
within-family differences (e.g., occupational profiles differaly associated with
maternal conflict for young and older siblings)wrattention to possible non-
shared factors that contribute to different experés of members of the same
family (e.g., Dunn & Plomin, 1990). Third, the usfea longitudinal person-
oriented analytic strategy has the advantage ofighray specific information
about the potential differences in family procedsepopulation subgroups. LPA
is an excellent tool for extracting typologies teaemplify variability within a
group and move beyond single-variable conceptuaizsa of work-family
linkages. Fourth, this study included multiple dimsi®ns of occupational
characteristics, parent-youth relationships, andglys future orientations to
capture the complex nature of associations betywasmts’ occupational
contexts and family functioning. Much of the prawsaesearch on work-family
connections has examined only negativ@ositive dimensions of work and
family, but few have included both (Perry-Jenkihale 2000).

Despite the contributions, there are importanttitions to consider. First,
this study focused on a specific Mexican Americapyation: dual-earner two-
parent families with two adolescent offspring frtme US Southwest.
Replications of the findings should include Mexidamerican families from
different geographic locations or with differentfidy and work structures to
foster the generalization of findings to other swlogs of this population. Second,
the nature of the sample was such that over 75pam@ts were born in Mexico
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and were interviewed in Spanish; thus, it was mssfble to disentangle effects of
parents’ acculturation and nativity. It will be ioyant for future work to pay
attention to generational status and languageimuseldition to, acculturation and
nativity, and the roles they play in the availapibf work opportunities and, thus,
how they shape family experiences.
Conclusion

This investigation provided compelling evidenceparents’ occupational
characteristics as being a significant componeth@fvork context that have
important implications for family relationships ayouth’s development. The
current study examined patterns of important octopal characteristics of
parents’ work as associated with aspects of thesaltural context and parent-
youth relationship quality and future orientatidasolder and younger siblings.
Such findings help illustrate how a significantrextamilial context related to
distinct dimensions of family and individual furmting. The fact that families
within the occupational profiles showed differengepaternal warmth, maternal
and paternal conflict, and youth’s future orierdas illustrates how important
parental occupational contexts are for youth edmcat and economic, as well as,
psychological well-being. As such, these findingghlight the need for
increasingly sophisticated research questionsramalvative analytic approaches
as applied to the examination of the complex cotimes between work-family

processes within different social ecologies.
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DISSERTATION CONCLUSION

My dissertation focused on salient ecological cetstas related to
psychosocial functioning for Mexican American fagsl Drawing from three
theoretical frameworks (i.e., ecological, persontesed, and family systems’
theory), | investigated associations between marégativity and spouses’
depressive symptoms and identified salient pared@lpational profiles
important for Mexican American parent-youth relasbips and youth’s future
orientations. These studies add to the curremttiiee by providing examples of
innovative methodological tools and ethnic-homogendesigns to increase our
understanding Mexican American individual and fgnpitocesses. Further, these
studies contribute to our understanding of thedib&tween social contexts with

individual mental health, relationship quality, ar@uth adjustment and the roles

My dissertation used innovative analytic technigaed methodology in
trying to understand normative Mexican Americanvidal and family
functioning. There is a considerable lack of knalge regarding the links
between normative family dynamics, larger socialgtres, and individual
functioning among Mexican-American families. Studilustrated three dyadic
data analytic strategies and identified linkagesvben husbands’ and wives’
marital negativity and somatic symptoms longitutlingstudy 2 used a person-
centered analytic strategy (i.e., LPA) to identifyique patterns of parental

occupational characteristics in Mexican Americamifies and determine how
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these patterns related to parent-youth relationgbgity and late
adolescents’/early adults’ academic and careeragpis, prospectively.

Another important contribution was the ethnic-homgous design.
Given the growth of the Latino population in the Bi&l that, Mexican Americans
make up the largest subgroup of this population Qg¢8sus Bureau, 2011); it is
crucial to investigate theariability within this population. By focusing only on
families of Mexican descent, | was able to accdettize variability that exists
within this growing US population. In Study 2, migdings revealed three
different occupational contexts of Mexican Amerigarents that varied in terms
of family income, both parents’ educational attagmt) occupational prestige, and
workplace discrimination, and fathers’ acculturatievels. By including
sociocultural correlates (e.g., acculturation)turdges of family processes, it was
possible to see the variability that exists wittiia population of Mexican
American families.

These two studies contribute to our understandingdividual and family
functioning in complex ways as depicted by assmriatwith parent gender and
sibling birth order. With respect to marital proses and individual mental health,
Study 1 results revealed similarity in process agept gender in that marital
negativity as a precursor to spouses’ somatic symgidid not vary by gender,
and there was not mutual influence among husbardswives’ marital
negativity on their spouses’ somatic symptoms. l@nather hand, results for
somatic symptoms as a precursor to marital neggatnghlighted different
associations by gender (e.g., husbands’ somatipteyns were related to wives’
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marital negativity only). Furthermore, Study 2 Hights work-family
connections varying by parental gender. For exantipéerole of work on
mothers’ relationships with youth was most impatrfan the domain of conflict,
whereas for fathers, it was important for both wirand conflict. Lastly, Study 2
also highlights the importance of examining fangifpcesses across multiple
members of the family and in particular by sibllsigh order. For example,
results revealed differences across occupationdilgs in mothers’ conflict with
older siblings only. By including both parents @and siblings from the same
family, it was possible to determine if differemspects of family and individual
functioning mattered for mothers versus fathers@ddr versus younger siblings.
The process of investigatingthin-family variability provides a window into the
processes underlying family and individual funcir@nof the growing US

population of Mexican American youth and their fhes.
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Table 1
Analytic Steps of Three Approaches to Modeling yBata

Steps Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Diffezenc Two-Intercept
1 Estimate a saturated model and determin&stimate a Estimate a measurement
if actor effects are nontrivial (i.e., measurement model with an intercept

standardized regression coefficients > .10nodel with the  (i.e., average DV score
DVs and without for either the couple or
IVs. the dyad member coded
0) and slope (i.e.,
difference on the DV).

la Test for equality of DV means by Estimate two models,
constraining means to be equal. Us¢ a constraining the slope
difference test to determine the best fitting and the intercept
model (i.e., model 1 or 1a). variance to 0. Usexf

difference test to
determine the best

fitting model.
2 Test for distinguishability between Estimate a Estimate a structural
partners (i.e., partner differences on any structural model model predicting the
terms in model). predicting DVs. intercept and slope.

2a Estimate a model constraining the actor
and partner effects to be equal,
respectively. Use ;@2 difference test to
determine if this or the Step 1 model fits
better.

2b If Model 2a fits better than the final model
from Step 1, estimate a model with the
following six equality constraints: (a/b)
equal means and variances of the 1Vs, (c)
equal intercepts of the DVs, (d) equal error
variances, (e) equal actor effects, and (f)
equal partner effects. Use(%difference
test to determine the best fitting model
(i.e., Model 2a or 2b).

3 Estimate a model freely estimatikg
parameters. Then estimate a model With
parameters constrained across dyad
members. Use g difference test to
determine the best fitting model.

3a Use the final model from Step 3. Estimate
three models withk parameter(s)
constrained to first O, then 1, then -1. Use
the 95% CI of th& parameter to identify
the pattern of influence.

Note.DV = dependent variable; IV = independent varialle= confidence interval.
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Table 2

Correlations and Descriptive Statistics for Studydriables (N = 246 Dyads)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Time 1
1. Poverty - -01 -18 -04 11 .08 -03 -04 .09 -10
2. Yrs married - -.09 -09 -10 -09 -11 -13.07- -.08
3.HSS - 26 29 21 47 11 .09 .28
4, W SS - A3 39 35 46 .05 .33
5. H MN - 33 25 12 43 24
6. W MN - 25 34 12 51
Time 2
7.HSS - 22 271 25
8. WSS - 01 .27
9. HMN - 35
10. W MN -
M 233 1752 179 1.83 397 443 175 177 3.10 04.1
SD 204 534 51 56 1.63 169 .59 58 1.85 1.79

Note.H = husbands, W = wives, SS = somatic symptoms,=Mharital
negativity.
p < .05.
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Table 3
APIM Technique: Chi-Square Difference Tests of &kbodels for Predicting T2 Somatic Symptoms andtdMadNegativity

Model ¥* (df) CFl RMSEA SRMR Model Ay
Comparison

Somatic Symptoms
Model 1: fully saturated model ¥*(0) = .00
Model 1a: means constrained v¥(1) = .03 1.00 .00 01 Mvs.M;  Ay%1)=.03
Model 2: actor/partner effects constrained ¥’(3) = 3.01 1.00 .00 03 Ms. M, Ay*2)=2.98
Model 2a: indistinguishable x4(6) = 17.14 .69 .09 05 Myvs.M, A¥%3)=14.13
Model 2b: indistinguishable (MN means freed) y*(5) = 3.52 1.00 .00 04 Mvs.M, Ay*2)=.51
Model 3:ks unconstrained ¥’(4) = 3.67 1.00 .00 .04
Model 3aks constrained ¥’(5) = 3.71 1.00 .00 04 Mvs. My  Ay%(1)=.04
Model 3b:k =0 ¥*(6) = 5.72 1.00 .00 05 Mvs. My, Ay%1)=2.01
Model 3ck=1 ¥’(6) = 8.01 .93 .04 05 Mvs. Mg, Ay*(1)=4.30
Model 3d:k = -1 x%(6) = 25.83 29 12 A2 Mgvs. Mg, AYY(1)=22.11

Marital Negativity
Model 1: fully saturated model ¥*(0) = .00
Model 1a: means constrained v’(1) = 1.94 .98 .06 04 Mvs.M; Ay¥(1)=1.94
Model 2: actor/partner effects constrained ¥4(3) = 28.00 .33 18 09 Ms. M, Ay%2)=26.06
Model 3:ks unconstrained v¥(1) = 3.92 .92 A1 .05
Model 3aks constrained ¥’(2) = 4.15 .94 .07 05 Mvs.M;  AyY(1)=.24
Model 3bk = 0 Y¥(3) = 11.92 76 A1 07  Myvs. Mg, AY(1)=7.77
Model 3c:k = 1 v*(3) = 4.59 20 .05 06  Mvs. Mg, AyY1) =.44
Model 3d:k = -1 vA(3) = 46.21 .00 24 16 Mgvs. Mg, Ay%(1) = 42.06

Note.N = 246 dyads. Bolded text indicates the adopted mode

"p<.05.
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Table 4

Parameter Estimates for Models Predicting Spous@sSomatic Symptoms (N = 246 Dyads)

APIM Two-Intercept Difference
Parameter Unstandardized (SE) S Unstandardized (SE) S Unatdimbd (SE) S
Path Coefficients
T1HMN- T2 H SS (actor) .10.02) 27 .06(.03) .20
T1W MN- T2 W SS (actor) .1@.02) .27 .12(.03) .39
T1H MN- T2 W SS (partner) .03.02) .10 .01 (.03) .03
T1 W MN - T2 H SS (partner) .03.02) .10 .06(.03) .20
T1 poverty ratio> T2 H SS -.02 (.02) -.08
T1 poverty ratio> T2 W SS -.02 (.02) -.07
T1 H MN - intercept .04t (.02) 21
T1 W MN - intercept .09 (.02) 56
T1 H MN - slopé -.06 (.04) -.89
T1 W MN - slopé .05 (.04) .84
Means and intercepts
T2HSS 1.22(.11) 2.06  1.20(.14) 2.54
T2 W SS 1.22(.11) 2.06  1.22(.15) 2.37
T1HMN 3.97 (.11) 2.39  3.97(.10) 2.44  3.97(.10) 2.44
T1W MN 4.43 (.11) 2.67  4.43(.11) 2.61  4.43(.11) 2.62
Intercept 1.20 (.10) 4.31
Slopé .03 (.18) -31
Variances and covariances
Residual for T2 H SS 31 (.03) .90 .20(.03) .89 .26(.03) 77
Residual for T2 W SS 31 (.03) .90 .22(.03) .84 .26(.03) 75
Residual for intercept .04 (.03) .56
Covariance of residuals .0603) 16 .05(.02) 22
Covariance T1 H and W MN 9119) .33 91(.19) .33 91(.19) .33
RFT2HSS .10(.03) .11 (.05) .22 (.09)
RET2 W SS .10(.03) .16 (06) .25 (.08)
Feintercept 44 (.17)
k .31, 95% CI[-.06, 1.09]

Note.S = standardized H = husbands, W = wives. MN Stalaregativity, SS = somatic symptomSS grand meanSS difference.

'n<.10."p < .05.



Table 5
Parameter Estimates for Models Predicting T2 Mdriagativity (N = 246 Dyads)

TOT

APIM Two-Intercept Difference
Parameter Unstandardized (SE) S Unstandardized (SE) S Unatdimbd (SE) S
Path coefficients
T1 H SS> T2 H MN (actor) .58(.23) 18 45(.23) 17
T1W SS> T2 W MN (actor) .83(.23) 27 .86(.22) 34
T1 H SS> T2 W MN (partner) .61(.23) 18 .62(.23) 22
T1 W SS> T2 H MN (partner) .40(.28) 14 24 (.24) A1
T1 Poverty ratio> T2 H MN .08 (.06) 13
T1 Poverty ratio> T2 W MN -.05 (.05) -.07
T1 H SS> intercept 57 (.21) 31
T1 W SS> intercept .52 (.20) 31
T1 H SS> slopé 40 (.32) .39
T1 W SS slopé 77 (.32) .82
Means and intercepts
T2 HMN 1.66 (.43) 1.03  1.74(.56) 1.35
T2 W MN 1.66 (.43) 96  1.19(.54) .85
T1HSS 1.79(.03) 3.53  1.79(.03) 3.53  1.79(.03) 3.53
T1WSS 1.83(.04) 3.29  1.83(.04) 3.29  1.83(.04) 3.29
Intercept 1.89 (.45) 2.05
Slopé -1.30 (.71) -2.49
Variances and covariances
Residual for T2 H MN 2.43.29) 93 1.54(.28) 94  1.85(.22) 73
Residual for T2 W MN 2.55.29) .87  1.55(.26) 79  1.85(.22) .56
Residual for intercept .65 (.22) .76
Covariance of residuals 5621) 22 .37(.18) 24
Covariance T1 H and W SS .0702) 26 .07(.02) 26 .08(.02) 27
R T2 H MN .07 (.03) .06 (.04) .27.08)
RET2 W MN .13 (.04) .22.(.07) .38 (.07)
Feintercept 24 (11)
k .55, 95% CI[.19, 1.99]

i\lote.S = standardized. H = husbands, W = wives. MN #talanegativity, SS = somatic symptombIN grand mear:MN Difference.
p<.10. p<.05.



Table 6

Descriptive Statistics for Study 2 Variables (N691Families)

Fathers Mothers
Variable Time M SD M SD
Indicators of latent profile
Self-direction T1 49.36 10.13 46.80 11.65
Hazardous conditions T1 44.93 18.0525.93 12.50
Physical activity T1 58.77 18.97 55.20 22.24
Work demographics
Work hours T1 46.64 11.62 3590 11.86
Occupational prestige T1 38.32 10.3936.77 11.99
Workplace discrimination T1 2.44 .59 2.36 .64
Sociocultural correlates
Family income T1 4.70 .26 4.70 .26
Educational attainment T1 10.47 4.18 10.96 3.63
Nativity T1 .35 A7 .34 A7
Years in US T1 24.46 15.61 22.64  15.14
Acculturatior T1 -73 1.53 -.92 1.49
Outcomes
Warmth with parent
Younger siblings T2 3.47 1.06 3.84 91
Older siblings T2 3.43 1.03 4.08 .80
Conflict with parent
Younger siblings T2 2.09 .70 2.33 g7
Older siblings T2 2.00 g7 2.06 .82
Younger Siblings  Older Siblings
Educational aspirations T2 16.11 2.52 16.02 2.24
Career aspirations T2 53.44 14.2952.89 12.46

Note T1 = time 1, T2 = time 2. Nativity: 0 = Mexico,=lUS."A difference score
created by subtracting Mexican from Anglo Oriertas.

102



Table 7

Model Fit Indices for Latent Profile Analyses (NL60 Families)

Profiles BIC ABIC LMR Adjusted LMR  BLRT Class assigent
probabilities

1 7931.15 7893.16 - - - -

2 772435 7664.20 24231 235.69 242.33 .97, .98

3 7655.78  7573.47  104.10 101.25 104.106 .91, .96, .96

4 7619.82  7515.35 71.49 69.53 71.49 .94, .99, .95, .93

5 7618.63  7492.00 36.72 35.71 36.7289, .95, .96, .98, .99

Note.AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesianformation criterion;
ABIC = sample-size adjusted Bayesian informatiatedon; LMR = Lo-
Mendell-Rubin, BLRT = bootstrap likelihood-raticsteBolded text indicates the

optimal solution.
p < .05.
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Table 8

LPA Conditional Response Means across Profile fwist

Profiles
Differentiated High  Incongruent Congruent High
Occupational PA SD
characteristic (n=79) (n=44) (n=37)
M M M

Self-direction

Father 47.66 45.04, 58.6Q,

Mother 39.79 53.14 54.00

F-M difference 7.87 -8.09 4.60t1
Hazardous conditions

Father 52.05 51.314 21.38

Mother 33.97 18.9G, 17.5%

F-M difference 18.08" 3241 3.8%
Physical activity

Father 67.38 64.623 32.66

Mother 73.94 39.89 33.78

F-M difference -6.56 24.73 " -1.12,

Note.PA = physical activity, SD = self-direction; F-Mfather compared to
mother within profile. Means in the same row thatndt share subscripts are
significantly different from one another@k .05.

"p<.05.
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Table 9

Work Demographics Means across Profile Solutions

Profiles
Differentiated High PA Incongruent Congruent High SD
(n=79) (n=37)

Work demographic M (n=44) M
Work hours .

Father 45.61 46.34 49.23

Mother 34.20) 37.73 37.29
Occupational prestige

Father 34.56 36.44, 48.6

Mother 28.4]1 43.5% 46.64,
Workplace discrimination

Father 2.55 2.44, 2.1§8

Mother 2.52 2.1, 2.25

Note.PA = physical activity, SD = self-direction. Meanghe same row that do
not share subscripts are significantly differeotirone another gt< .05.
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Table 10

Three-Class Model with the Sociocultural CorreladssCovariates

DPA vs. CSD IN vs. CSD DPA vs. IN

Sociocultural Logit Odds Logit Odds  Logit Odds
correlates ratio ratio ratio
Family income -5.06 .01 -3.74 .02 1.33 3.76
Educational attainment

Fathers -31 73 -.36 .70 -.05 .95

Mothers -.45 63 -15 .86 31 74
Years in US

Fathers .06 1.06 .04 1.04 -.02 .98

Mothers -.13 .88 .02 1.02 15 1.16
Nativity

Fathers .04 1.04 -21 .81 -.25 .78

Mothers 2.70 14.85 -.53 .59 -3.22 .04
Acculturation

Fathers -1.23 .29 -1.14 32 .08 1.09

Mothers -.30 74 .50 1.65 .80 2.23

Note.DPA = differentiated high physical activity, CSDcengruent high self-

direction, IN = incongruent
'p<.10.p<.05."p<.01.
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Table 11

Model Fit Indices for Latent Profile Analyses indéicting Outcomes

Models BIC ABIC LMR  Adjusted BLRT Class
LMR Assignment
Probabilities

Covariate 7611.9¢ 7472.6¢ 13257 130.9¢ 132.57 .97, .95, .9
Warmtt 8708.0( 8480.0° 161.05 159.7 161.07 .98, .95, .9
Conflict 8398.2° 8170.3: 160.8¢ 159.5¢  160.8¢ .98, .97, .9

Educationa  8644.5: 8470.4: 135.4% 134.0¢ 135.4F¢ .97, .95, .9
aspirations
Careel 9247.1. 9073.0: 135.47 134.0{ 135.47 .97, .94, .9

aspirations

Note.N = 160. T1 =time 1, T2 = time 2; AIC = Akaike imfoation criterion,
BIC = Bayesian information criterion, ABIC = samydize adjusted Bayesian
information criterion, LMR = Lo-Mendell-Rubin, BLR¥ bootstrap likelihood-
ratio test.

'n<.10.p< .05.
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Table 12

Latent Profile on Relationship Quality at Time 2€N.60 Families)

DPA IN CsD
Dependent variables M M M
Warmth model
Warmth with fathers
Younger siblings 3.87 3.15 3.61p
Older siblings 4.14 3.50, 3.4%
Difference -2 -.36, 14,
Warmth with mothers
Younger siblings 4.Q1 3.9%, 3.92,
Older siblings 4.06 4.36, 4.05
Difference -.05 -45" -13,
Conflict model
Conflict with fathers
Younger siblings 2.04 2.0% 2.2Q,
Older siblings 1.75 1.84, 2.34,
Difference .29 16, -.14,
Conflict with mothers
Younger siblings 2.23 2.0§ 2.5%,
Older siblings 1.79 1.93 2.4,
Difference AL 15, 11,

Note.Conflict estimated in one model and warmth in aaotBDPA =

differentiated high physical activity, IN = incongmt, CSD = congruent high
self-direction. Means in the same row that do hares subscripts are significantly
different from one another pt< .05. Asterisks represent a significant sibling
difference for the dependent variable of intereghiw a column.
'p<.10.p<.05."p<.01."" p<.001.
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Table 13

Latent Profile on Future Orientations at Time 2£N.60 Families)

DPA IN CSD

Dependent variables M M M
Educational aspirations’ model

Younger siblings 15.Z3 15.82 17.45

Older siblings 15.32 17.03 17.14,

Difference 41 -1.20 30,
Career aspirations’ model

Younger siblings 51.24 54.3Q, 52.68

Older siblings 52.45 53.44, 58.2§

Difference -1.22 87 -5.6Q/

Note.Estimated in two separate models. DPA = differeatidigh physical
activity, IN = incongruent, CSD = congruent higlfsirection. Means in the
same row that do not share subscripts are signtficdifferent from one another
atp < .05. Asterisks represent a significant siblinigedence for the dependent

variable of interest within a column.
'n<.10.p<.05."p<.01.
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Time 1 Time 2

leusbands’ a1 Y1Husbands‘ T
Marital Somatic E;
Negativity Symptom:
by
X 2Wives' Y 2Wives’
Marital =) Somatic
Negativity Symptoms

Figure 1a Step 1 of the actor-partner interdependence m&aglirated model
where all paths are freely estimated. Paths derastagdanda, represent actor
effects, and; andb, represent partner effects. Step 1a: constrain snefy,
and Y, to be equal. X X,, Y, and Y; are measured variablds. andE, denote
errors.
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Time 1 Time 2

Y 1Husbands’
Somatic [ C E,

Symptom:

X1Husbands’ a

Marital

Negativity \

by

by
X 2Wives’ a Y 2Wives’
1
Marital Somatic < C
Negativity Symptoms

Figure 1h Step 2: Indistinguishable model of the actoriparinterdependence
model. Step 2a: constrain partner and actor paths equal. Step 2b: add six
equality constraints. Paths with the same labele#ate equality constraints. For
simplicity, the IV mean and variance constraints ot pictured. X X, Y4, and
Y, are measured variablds,. andE, denote errors.
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Time 1 Time 2

X 1Husbands’ Y 1Husbands’

a1
Marital Vi Somatic < 1 E;

Negativity \ N kl Symptom:

X 2Wives’ Y 2Wives’
Marital & Somatic < 1
Negativity Symptoms

Figure 1c Step 3: The full actor-partner interdependencdeho’, X», Y1, and
Y, are measured variables. Phantom varialfleandP,, were used to estimale
andk,. E; andE; denote errors. Paths denotechasepresent actor effects and
paths denoted ds represent partner effects.
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Figure 2a Step 1: The two-intercept measurement model. Tithe 2. h =
husbands, w = wives. To simplify the figure, theamstructure and fixed values
are not presented.
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Figure 2b Step 2: The two-intercept structural equation eho@l = time 1; T2 =
time 2. h = husbands, w = wives. Marital negatiahd family poverty are
pictured as being measured variables as model&dewidr. To simplify the

figure, covariance among the independent variakibesmean structure, and fixed
values are not presented.
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Y 1Husbands’
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Somatic
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Figure 3a Step 1: the difference approach measurement modellettera
indicates that the error variances are fixed agsle@lope values above are for the
effect-coded model. The intercept represents teeage score for the dyad on the
dependent variable (e.g., somatic symptoms). Toeslepresents the difference
between husbands and wives.
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leusbands’ Y1Husbands‘ <« a
Marital Mo Somatic
Negativity (l nte rcept) Symptom
X 2Wives’ Y2Wives’ a
Marital Somatic <
Negativity Symptoms

Figure 3h Step 2: the difference approach structural eqonatiodel. The lettea
indicates that the error variances are fixed agsle@lope values above are for the
effect-coded model. The intercept represents teeage score for the dyad on the
dependent variable (e.g., somatic symptoms). Toeslepresents the difference
between husbands and wives.
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Time 1 Time 2
4a.
XlHusbands’ YlHusbands’
Marital Negativity 31 Somatic Sympton
Xawives' Marital 31 Y 2wives' Somatic
Negativity Symptoms
4b. Family
Husbands
Poverty v -.08 Somatic
.07 Symptoms
Husbands
Marital .2C
Negativity < 0z
: 2C Somatic
Wives’ / 3g Symptoms
Marital )
Negativity —
4c.

X 1Husbands’
Marital Negativity

X 2Wives’
Marital Negativity

" YlHusbands'

Somatic Sympton

Y2Wives’ Somatic
Symptoms

Figure 4 Somatic symptoms results across three approa¢dhesActor-partner interdependence
approach; 4b = two-intercept approach; 4c = diffeesapproach. For simplification, only

standardized path coefficients are preserifed..10."p < .05.

117




Time 1 Time 2

5a. .
XlHusbands’ . YlHusbands'
Somatic Sympton .55 Marital Negativity
. P,
X2Wives’ Somatic 55

Symptoms

Y2Wives’ Marital

Negativity
> Family Husbands
Povert u
overty N~ —— 18 Marital
-.07 Negativity
Husbands’
Somatic AT
Symptoms i
.22
Wives’
: 11 Marital
gy)%ilsti,c / 34 Negativity
Symptoms —
5c.
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Figure 5 Marital negativity results across three approacbea = Actor-partner interdependence
approach; 5b = two-intercept approach; 5c¢ = difieesapproach. To simplify the figure, only
standardized path coefficients are preserifed..10."p < .05.

118



Profile Indicators

T1 T1 T1 T1 T1 T1
Fathers’ Mothers’ Fathers’ Mothers’ Fathers’ Mothers’
Self- Self- Hazardous Hazardous Physical Physical
Direction Direction Conditions Conditions Activity Activity

Sociocultura

Correlates

1 Dependent Variables

Family Income
T2
YS-Mother
T1
Fathers’ Wwarmth

Educatiol \

1 Occupational -
Motherss > Characteristics YS-Father
Educatiol Warmtt

T1

Fathers’ Years
inUS T2
OS-Mother
Warmtt
T1 A
Mothers’ Years
inUS
T2
OS-Father
T1
Fathers’ Warmth
Nativity

T1

Mothers’
Nativity

T1 T1

Fathers’ Mothers’
Acculturatior Acculturatior

Figure 6 Conceptual latent profile model across the sgmls depicting parent-youth warmth.

YS = younger sibling, OS = older sibling. T2 = TildeThere were separate models for each goal:
Goal 1: identifying latent profiles; Goal 2: socdidttiral correlates of latent profiles; Goal 3: lite
profiles as associated with adolescent-parent waamé nonequivalence across siblings.
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Profile Indicators

T1 T1 T1 T1 T1 T1
Fathers’ Mothers’ Fathers’ Mothers’ Fathers’ Mothers’
Self- Self- Hazardous Hazardous Physical Physical
Direction Direction Conditions Conditions Activity Activity

Sociocultura

Correlates
E .IT} Dependent Variables
amily Income
T2
T1 YS-Mother
Fathers’ Conflict
Educatiol \
- Occupational
Mothers’ — Characteristics T2
Educatiol YS-Father
Conflict
T1
Fathers’ Years
in US T2
OS-Mother
T Conflict
Mothers’ Years
inUS
T2
T1 OS-Father
Fathers’ Conflict
Nativity
T1
Mothers’
Nativity
T1
Fa:—hlers’ Mothers’
Acculturatior Acculturatior

Figure 7. Conceptual latent profile model across the symbls depicting parent-youth conflict.

YS = younger sibling, OS = older sibling. T2 = TildeThere were separate models for each goal:
Goal 1: identifying latent profiles; Goal 2: socidttiral correlates of latent profiles; Goal 3: lste
profiles as associated with adolescent-parent iobrihd nonequivalence across siblings.
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Profile Indicators

T1 T1 T1 T1 T1 T1
Fathers’ Mothers’ Fathers’ Mothers’ Fathers’ Mothers’
Self- Self- Hazardous Hazardous Physical Physical
Direction Direction Conditions Conditions Activity Activity

Sociocultura
Correlates

Dependent Variables

T1
Family Income

T2
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Fathers’
Educatiol

/ Aspirations
Occupational

T1 ..
) Characteristics T2
Mothers OS Educational

Educatiol Aspirations

L/

T1
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inUS

T1
Mothers’ Years
inUS

T1
Fathers’
Nativity

T1
Mothers’
Nativity

T1
Mothers’
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T1
Fathers’
Acculturatior

Figure 8 Conceptual latent profile model across the symbls depicting youth’s educational
aspirations. YS = younger sibling, OS = older si@pliT2 = Time 2. There were separate models
for each goal: Goal 1: identifying latent profilé3pal 2: sociocultural correlates of latent prdfijle
Goal 3: latent profiles as associated with eduoatiaspirations and nonequivalence across
siblings.
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Profile Indicators

T1 T1 T1 T1 T1 T1
Fathers’ Mothers’ Fathers’ Mothers’ Fathers’ Mothers’
Self- Self- Hazardous Hazardous Physical Physical
Direction Direction Conditions Conditions Activity Activity
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Correlates

Dependent Variables

T1
Family Income

T2
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T1
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Fathers’
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Occupational
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T1 T1
Fathers’ Mothers’
Acculturatior Acculturatior

Figure 9 Conceptual latent profile model across the symbls depicting youth’s career
aspirations. YS = younger sibling, OS = older sipliT2 = Time 2. There were separate models
for each goal: Goal 1: identifying latent profiléapal 2: sociocultural correlates of latent prdfijle
Goal 3: latent profiles as associated with carepirations and nonequivalence across siblings.
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Figure 10.Change in BIC/ABIC scree plot. Change in BIC (Bsige information
criterion) and ABIC (adjusted Bayesian informatmiterion) from a profile
solution to the next to determine the optimal peodolution.
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Figure 11 Class-specific profiles of means for the 3-psofiblution.
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Committee Action: Renewal
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