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I. INTRODUCTION 

In 2017, 194,377 children were born to mothers between the ages of 15 and 19 

(Centers for Disease Control and Prevention [CDC], 2019) and 11 percent of fathers (15-

49 years old) had a child before 20 years of age (CDC, 2017). Although adolescent 

pregnancy rates are declining in the U.S. (Martin et al., 2018), they remain higher than 

other western industrialized countries (Sedgh et al.,2015); thus, adolescent-headed 

households remain a significant family system to study. Embedded in the adolescent-

headed family system are coparenting dyads that include the adolescent mother-father 

(M-F) and adolescent parent-mother figure (hence forward grandmother; P-G) 

coparenting relationships (Derlan et al., 2018; Rhein et al. 1997). The coparenting 

relationship reflects the shared responsibility between parents/or parental figures in their 

childrearing roles (Feinberg, 2003), and these coparenting relationships can include 

coparental conflict (Ahrons, 1981) and involvement (Cabrera et al., 2009). Studying these 

coparental subsystems are important because past research on adolescent parents has 

shown that having positive M-F and P-G coparental relationships are linked to more 

positive parental and child outcomes (Fagan & Lee, 2011; Krishnakumar & Black, 2003; 

Perez-Brena et al., 2015). However, few have studied how these two essential sources of 

coparenting inform one another. For example, one study of adolescent mothers, analyzing 

conflict and communication, noted that M-F coparenting conflict predicted M-G conflict 

over time, but interrelated associations did not exist for communication (Derlan et al., 

2018). A second body of research also suggests that M-G relationship dynamics informed 

the M-F coparenting relationship across a variety of coparenting dimensions, including 

involvement (Fagan et al., 2007; Krishnakumar & Black, 2003). Guided by a family 
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systems perspective (Cox & Paley, 1997), I aim to expand on prior research by assessing 

the interrelationship between Latinx adolescent coparenting subsystems (i.e., mother-

father, parent-grandmother) in the areas of conflict and involvement across two time 

points.  

I focus on Latinx adolescent parents because, in the United States, Latinxs make 

up the largest population of ethnic minority groups (Krogstad, 2020) with individuals of 

Mexican origin representing the largest subgroup of Latinxs (Noe-Bustamante, 2019). 

Adding significance to these trends are the high rates of teen pregnancy among 

adolescents of Mexican origin with a rate of teen pregnancy double (9%) that of the 

national average rate (CDC, 2011). In addition, differences exist among Latinx families 

when compared to the larger U.S. population (Sabogal et al., 1987; Knight et al., 2010) 

due to cultural values and experiences with acculturation that lead to unique 

developmental processes for the family (Garcia Coll et al., 1996). For example, in Latinx 

families, familism is a central cultural value encompassing familial obligations, perceived 

family support, and family as referents (Cupito et al., 2015). Sabogal et al. (1987) noted 

that despite acculturation, these dimensions remained higher than European American 

populations with perceived family support having no change in relation to levels of 

acculturation.  

Family Systems Theory as a Framework for Understanding Adolescent Coparenting 

Dyads 

Family systems theory (Cox & Paley, 1997) allows us to understand the 

adolescent family as a hierarchically organized system made up of interconnected 

subsystems that include the M-F and P-G coparenting dyads. In this context, families are 



 

3 

experiencing reorganizations due to an early transition to parenthood and the addition of 

a new family member, the child’s other parent (Pittman & Colley, 2011). Cox and Paley 

(1997) suggest that these disruptions have a bidirectional influence within and across 

subsystems through family functions and interactions. To explain these processes of 

influence, I consider the spillover hypothesis (Erel & Burman, 1995; Nelson et al., 2009) 

which suggests that behavior patterns in one subsystem transfer to another subsystem 

(Erel & Burman, 1995; Nelson et al., 2009). This hypothesis provides a framework for 

examining how coparenting dynamics in the interparental subsystem (e.g., M-F conflict) 

may inform other aspects of coparenting (e.g., involvement) that impact the parent-child 

subsystem, or how coparenting dynamics within one coparenting subsystem (e.g., M-F 

coparenting conflict) influence the coparenting dynamics of a second coparenting 

subsystem (e.g., P-G coparenting conflict). This theoretical basis informs my primary and 

secondary goals of assessing the interrelationships between Latinx adolescent 

coparenting conflict and involvement (Goal 1) and assessing the interrelationships 

between Latinx adolescent M-F and P-G subsystems (Goal 2) across two time points.  

Coparenting Conflict and Involvement 

This study focuses on the frequency of coparenting conflict and involvement 

among dyads. Coparenting conflict is defined as interpersonal disagreement as it relates 

to parenting issues (Ahrons, 1981), and involvement is the engagement of parents and 

coparents in activities with their child (Cabrera et al., 2009). A pattern of equal/high 

involvement and low conflict has been associated with positive coparenting among 

adolescent mothers and grandmothers (Perez-Brena et al., 2015). Moreover, positive M-F 

and M-G coparenting relationships have been associated with adolescent mother’s greater 
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parental efficacy (Krishnakumar & Black, 2003; Oberlander et al., 2007; Umaña -Taylor 

et al., 2013; Zeiders et al., 2015) and wellbeing (Pittman & Colley, 2011), an increase in 

father engagement (Fagan & Lee, 2011), and positive child development (Pittman & 

Colley, 2011).  

When evaluating how coparenting conflict and involvement relate to each other, a 

study with Mexican American families revealed that more coparenting conflict reported 

by fathers decreased their involvement in warmth and literacy activities, but not 

caregiving (Cabrera et al., 2009). In comparison, mothers’ reports of high coparenting 

conflict were associated with less positive and responsive mother-infant interactions 

(Cabrera et al., 2009). Also, evidence of reverse causality between coparenting dynamics 

has been found among samples of mostly non-Hispanic white two-parent families (Fagan 

& Cabrera, 2012; Jia & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011). For instance, a longitudinal study using 

a sample of mostly married (90.3%) biological parents found a positive association 

between father involvement in physical care and coparenting conflict, from 9 months to 

24 and 48 months (Fagan & Cabrera, 2012). However, father’s increased involvement in 

cognitive stimulation was linked to a decrease in coparenting conflict. These results 

suggest reciprocal links of M-F coparenting conflict and involvement, such that high 

conflict is linked to reduced involvement, and high early involvement is linked to a 

subsequent change in the frequency of conflict. However, research on this topic is 

limited, and it has not been explored in P-G subsystems.   

In addition to the adolescent coparenting subsystem, studies have also shown 

grandparents' influence on the M-F coparenting relationship across various coparenting 

dimensions (Fagan et al., 2007; Krishnakumar & Black, 2003; Poblete & Gee, 2018). For 
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example, the level of support from grandparents has been shown to impact M-F 

coparenting quality (e.g., support, undermining) despite the presence of partner support 

(Poblete & Gee, 2018). When grandmothers perceived their relationship with both 

coparents (mother and father) as positive, mothers also perceived their relationship with 

father as positive (Krishnakumar & Black, 2003). These results suggest a spillover effect 

such that the M-G subsystem informs the M-F subsystem (Krishnakumar & Black, 2003; 

Poblete & Gee, 2018). However, Derlan et al. (2018) found that adolescent M-F conflict 

at 10 months and 3 years postpartum predicted adolescent M-G conflict at 2 years and 4 

years postpartum, respectively. Regarding within subsystem associations, high 

communication was associated with low conflict in both dyads, while high conflict was 

associated with low communications only in M-F dyads (Derlan et al., 2018). Taken 

together, these studies suggest the likely presence of bidirectional spillover effects such 

that the coparental interactions between M-F dyads may inform change in the coparental 

interactions between parent-grandparent dyads, and vice versa.  

Current Study 

This study aims to shed light on the processes of coparenting dynamics among 

two adolescent coparenting relationships and elucidate how these dyads are interrelated 

in Latinx families over time. Informed by family systems theory (Cox & Paley, 1997), 

my thesis had two goals. First, I aimed to assess the interrelationships between Latinx 

adolescent coparenting dynamics in the construct of coparenting conflict and involvement 

across two time points, nine months apart. Based on prior research, I hypothesize that 

more frequent conflict will be associated with a later decrease in involvement, and vice 

versa. Second, I aim to assess the interrelationships between coparenting dynamics across 
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Latinx adolescent coparenting subsystems (i.e., mother-father and parent-grandmother 

subsystems). Based on limited research, I hypothesize a bidirectional effect between 

dyads, such that adolescent parents’ reports of coparenting conflict in the M-F dyad at 

Time 1 (T1) will be positively associated with change in adolescent P-G conflict at Time 

2 (T2; a spillover effect), nine months later, and conversely, parents’ reports of 

grandmother involvement will inform change in frequency of parental involvement over 

time.
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II. METHOD 

Procedure  

The current study used data from a larger longitudinal study aimed at assessing 

the effects of an intervention program implementing healthy relationship, coparenting, 

and life skills education with adolescent parents (grant number 90FM0067-02-00). A 

total of 678 pregnant and parenting adolescents were identified across eight high schools 

in the Central Texas area. Schools representing urban and suburban/rural regions were 

selected based on their significant population of pregnant and parenting adolescents. 

Participants were identified by school partners serving adolescent parents in their 

respective schools. Eligible participants included high school students between the ages 

of 14–19 that were expecting or parenting, and their coparenting partners.  

Recruitment was initiated at the start of the academic school year and included 

passing out folders with a program flyer, parental consent form, and participant assent 

form to identified participants. Students were then asked to return completed recruitment 

forms if they selected to participate. Bilingual staff members followed up in person, or 

through text and calls as needed, and were available to answer questions at school sites. 

Once all forms were returned and participants were enrolled, online survey tools were 

administered in person by trained research assistants using tablets at each high school. 

Snowball sampling techniques were used to identify and recruit adolescent fathers who 

were difficult to identify. Specifically, adolescent mothers were asked to identify the 

other biological parent of their child and asked for their consent to invite these fathers to 

participate in the study. A similar recruitment and consent/assent process were used for 

these additional participants.  
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Adolescent parents completed online surveys at the beginning of the school year 

before intervention (T1) and then again approximately nine months later after two 

semesters of program participation (T2). Participant responses were linked to a personal 

identification number to maintain confidentiality. During the administration of surveys, 

the research assistants reminded participants of their rights as participants and were 

available to answer questions. They also provided one-on-one support to participants with 

literacy and language barriers. Participants were compensated with a $5 gift card for 

completing the T1 survey and a $25 gift card for completing the T2 survey. Student 

retention was 71% from T1 to T2. 

Participants 

For this thesis, only participants who were 20 years of age or younger, and who 

were already parenting at T1 were included in analyses (n = 319). These participants 

were 83.7% (n = 267) Latinx and 71.8% (n = 229) female. The majority were in a 

relationship with the other biological parent (59.9%; n = 191), while around 7% (n = 22) 

were in a relationship with someone else and around 33% were not in a relationship at all. 

Two hundred and nine participants were born in the US (72.1%), and 80 were born 

elsewhere (27.6 %). A majority lived with their mother figure (91.1%; n = 290) and most 

had daily or almost daily contact (65.9%; n = 210) with the other biological parent of the 

infant in a typical month. Most adolescents received the coparenting curriculum as part of 

their participation in the larger program (59.2%; n = 189).  

Measures   

Each measure was translated into Spanish by a team of bilingual individuals 

fluent in both English and Spanish. Any discrepancies between translations were 
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discussed as a team, with the principal investigator making decisions on final translations. 

Continuous measures were normally distributed based on skewness and kurtosis falling 

within the accepted thresholds (+/-2; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Descriptive Statistics 

are presented in Table 1.  

Coparenting conflict. Mothers’ and fathers’ reports of coparental conflict 

(Ahrons, 1981) with their child’s other biological parent and grandmother were assessed 

at T1 and T2 using a 4-item scale to assess the degree of conflict (1=never to 5=always) 

that emerged when coparents discussed parenting issues. More frequent coparenting 

conflict was indicated by higher scores. Responses to the prompt “When you and your 

child’s other parent discuss parenting issues…” included follow-up items: “How often 

does it result in an argument?” and “How often are the conversations stressful and 

tense?”. Cronbach’s alpha for adolescent’ reports of M-F and P-G coparenting conflict 

were .85 and .88 at T1, and .86 and .92 at T2, respectively. 

Parental involvement. Adolescent parents’ perception of parental involvement 

within their coparenting dyads was measured using Cabrera and colleagues’ (2009) 11-

item Parental Involvement Scale. Parents rated the frequency (1=never to 4=often) that 

they, the father, and their mother (the grandmother) engaged in different activities with 

the child within the last month. Activities included reading books to your child, changing 

your child’s diapers, and hugging or carrying your child. Within this thesis, I will use 

parents’ report of the other parents’ involvement, and perceptions of the grandmothers’ 

involvement as indicators of involvement. Cronbach’s alpha for adolescent’ reports of the 

other parents’ involvement and grandmother’s involvement were .94 and .93 at T1, and 

.95 and .93 at T2, respectively. 
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Control Variables. This study includes the following control variables: 

adolescent parent’s age (self-reported, continuous), gender (0=female, 1=male), and 

ethnicity (0=not Hispanic, 1=Hispanic). I also controlled for the frequency of contact 

with the other biological parent within the last month (0=never to 6=daily or almost 

daily) and adolescents’ relationship status (0=no partner or in a relationship with another 

person, 1=in a relationship with the other biological parent). Finally, I controlled for 

adolescents’ who received the coparenting (CP) curriculum versus those who received 

other curriculum/services (0=no CP intervention, 1=CP intervention).  

Analytic Plan  

Preliminary analyses included computing means, standard deviations, and 

correlations for the main study variables measured at T1 and T2, and control variables 

measured at T1 (Table 1). I also ran a series of t-tests to examine whether or not 

differences with missing data at T2 were related to TI coparenting and control variables. 

Specifically, a variable noting if data were missing at T2 was used as the DV, and 

adolescent age, race, nativity, parenting status, relationship status, coparental conflict and 

grand/parental involvement at T1 were used as IVs. Results indicated no significant 

differences between participants who did or did not complete T2 surveys, with one 

exception: participant age, T (194.572) = 2.410, p < .05. Older participants (Mage = 

17.25, SD = 1.58) were less likely to participate in T2 surveys compared to younger 

participants (Mage = 16.83, SD = 1.27). Such results suggested data was missing at 

random and, therefore, it was appropriate to use Full Information Maximum Likelihood 

estimation (Baraldi & Enders, 2010), including age as a control, to manage missing data.  

To address my goals, a series of auto-regressive cross lag models (Cole & 
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Maxwell, 2003) in Mplus were used to estimate reciprocal associations between 

coparenting conflict and involvement among M-F dyads and P-G dyads at T1 and T2. 

Model 1 was specified to include autoregressive paths across timepoints for the frequency 

of M-F coparenting conflict, parental involvement, P-G coparenting conflict, and 

grandmother involvement (Figure 1) from T1 to T2, to examine the stability of 

coparenting dynamics over time. Model 2 included cross-lagged paths within a 

coparenting system, such that M-F variables at T1 predicted T2 variables, and a similar 

process was used for P-G coparenting variables (Figure 2). Model 3 included cross-

lagged paths across subsystems were added, such that P-G coparenting variables at T1 

predicted M-F coparenting variables at T2, and vice versa (Figure 3). In addition, 

adolescents’ age, gender, ethnicity, relationship status, contact with other biological 

parent, and coparenting intervention participation was correlated with coparental conflict 

and grand/parental involvement at T1 and were used to predict coparenting variables at 

T2. The results for the within-dyad cross-lags will be used to address Goal 1, and the 

results from the between-dyad cross-lags will address Goal 2 of my thesis.  

The comparative fit index (CFI) and the root mean square error of approximation 

(RMSEA) indices was used to examine overall model fit. The model is considered 

acceptable if CFI is greater than or equal to .95, and the RMSEA is less than or equal to 

0.05 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Log-likelihood difference tests were used to compare model 

fit when building this model. In Mplus, “Type = complex” will be used in the model with 

“Cluster = Family ID” to account for potential nestedness. Two additional follow-up 

analyses were run to assess how these patterns differed for females and males, and for 

students who had some versus no contact with the other biological parent.
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III. RESULTS 

Log-likelihood testing showed that Model 2 significantly improved fit compared 

to Model 1, while Model 3 did not improve fit from Model 2 (See Table 2). Model 2 

resulted in acceptable model fit !2(df=46)=202.675, p <.001; CFI=1.00; RMSEA=0.00 

(90% confidence interval [0.00–0.05]) and thus this model was used to address my 

primary goals.  

Primary Results 

Results for the autoregressive path model (Figure 4) showed significant stability 

over time for both dyads and all variables, such that M-F coparenting conflict at T1 was 

associated with M-F coparenting conflict at T2 and involvement at T1 was associated 

with involvement at T2. In addition, P-G coparenting conflict at T1 was associated with 

P-G conflict at T2 and involvement at T1 was associated with involvement at T2. Results 

for the cross-lag path models (Figure 4) demonstrated one within-dyad cross-lag effect, 

such that grandmother involvement at T1 was associated with a decrease in P-G conflict 

from T1 to T2 (goal 1), and no other within-dyad cross-lags were significant. After 

running the model results, there were no between-dyad cross-lag effects confirming 

Model 3 did not improve model fit as indicated by log-likelihood testing.   

Gender Moderation 

As a follow up to my primary analyses, I assessed whether gender moderated the 

hypothesized associations. First, I ran similar models as above (Model 1-3), but I 

separated the models by gender. Then I built up the model by comparing the log-

likelihood model fit for Model 1 to Model 2, and Model 2 to Model 3. Model 3 (Figure 5) 

was the best fitting model suggesting that when the model was separated by gender, the 
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model that accounts for between- and within-dyad associations fit the data best. Next, 

path coefficients were tested one at a time by comparing the fit of the resulting 

unconstrained model with a model where a specific path was constrained to be equal 

across genders. Moderation was evident when the constrained model did not show a 

significant improvement in model fit, as evidence by a non-significant Chi-square test 

(Kline, 1998).  

The final model notes that the stability effects for M-F conflict at T1 to T2, and 

parental involvement from T1 to T2 remained significant for females and males; 

however, the stability paths for P-G coparenting conflict from T1 to T2 and grandmother 

involvement from T1 to T2 were only significant for females but not males (Figure 5). 

The single within-dyad cross-lag between grandmother involvement at T1 and P-G 

conflict at T2 was only significant for females. Two significant cross-lag effects emerged 

for M-F coparenting conflict at T2. The cross-lag coefficient from P-G coparenting 

conflict at T1 to M-F coparenting conflict at T2 was moderated by gender, with a 

negative association for males and non-significant association for females. A second 

cross-lag coefficient from grandmother involvement at T1 to M-F coparenting conflict at 

T2 was also moderated by gender with a negative association for males and a non-

significant association for females. 

Sensitivity Analysis 

I ran an alternate model excluding participants that reported no contact with 

biological parent. In this additional model, the results remained stable, suggesting it was 

appropriate to keep participants who had no contact with the biological parent in the 

model.
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IV. DISCUSSION 

Adolescent pregnancies remain high among Latinx families (CDC, 2011), and 

given the developmental context, adolescent parents are engaged in multiple coparenting 

relationships that include the child’s other parent and their own parents (Derlan et al., 

2018; Rhein et al., 1997). The quality of these relationships has implications for parenting 

outcomes and child development (Fagan & Lee, 2011; Pittman & Colley, 2011; Zeiders 

et al., 2015). The present study used longitudinal data and included father and mother 

reports to assess the interrelationships between coparenting dynamics and adolescent 

coparenting dyads. When examining stability, my primary results indicated consistency 

of parents’ reports of coparenting conflict and involvement over a 9-month period within 

both coparenting dyads. The stability of parents’ reports emphasizes the value for early 

intervention that addresses maladaptive characteristics. In addition to stability effects, 

only one within-dyad effect resulted, and no between-dyad effects emerged; however, 

gender moderation may have masked important associations. In this section, I will 

discuss findings in terms of associations among coparenting constructs, adolescent 

coparenting dyads, and the moderating role of gender. 

Coparenting Conflict and Involvement  

My study was guided by a family systems perspective, which views the family 

system as a unit of interconnected subsystems (Cox & Paley, 1997), and the spillover 

hypothesis to explain the transfer of behavior patterns from one subsystem to another 

subsystem (Erel & Burman, 1995; Nelson et al., 2009). Literature on M-F dyad 

coparenting dynamics suggests reciprocal links between coparenting conflict and 

involvement, such that a high frequency in one coparenting dynamic predicts changes in 
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the frequency of another coparenting dynamic over time (Cabrera et al., 2009; Fagan & 

Cabrera, 2012). Based on this theoretical framework and research, my first goal was to 

evaluate coparenting processes among Latinx adolescent parent families by focusing on 

the association between coparenting conflict and involvement over time. I hypothesized 

that a higher degree of conflict would predict a decrease in the frequency of involvement 

at Time 2, and that high involvement at T1 would predict changes in conflict at T2. My 

results partially support this hypothesis because the only cross-lag effect to emerge 

indicated a high frequency of involvement predicted a decrease in the degree of conflict 

within the parent-grandmother dyad. It is possible the current study did not demonstrate a 

link between parental involvement and M-F conflict because I did not examine 

involvement subscales, as has been done in previous work.  Past research using parents’ 

reports of fathers’ involvement in specific activities showed that, in particular, fathers’ 

increased involvement in cognitive stimulation predicted a decrease in coparenting 

conflict (Fagan & Cabrera, 2012). Yet this research also showed that increased 

involvement in physical care predicted an increase in coparenting conflict (Fagan & 

Cabrera, 2012). Due to these nuanced differences of involvement, future research should 

consider evaluating involvement subscales separately.  

Adolescent Coparenting Dyads 

My second goal was also informed by the family systems perspective and the 

limited research on coparenting subsystems, suggesting bidirectional spillover effects 

between parents’ reports of coparenting dynamics across two subsystems (Derlan et al., 

2018; Krishnakumar & Black, 2003). I aimed to assess this aspect of coparenting 

processes by testing for a spillover effect, and I hypothesized that parents’ reports of 
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coparenting conflict in the M-F dyad would predict reports of conflict in the P-G dyad, 

and vice versa, and that parents’ reports of parental involvement would predict reports of 

grandmother involvement, and vice versa. The hypothesized model where both genders 

were included did not result in any cross-lag associations between dyads. This contradicts 

a past study conducted by Derlan and colleagues (2018), which found that mothers’ 

report of high M-F coparenting conflict predicted high P-G conflict over time, supporting 

a spillover effect. This study analyzed how coparenting conflict and communication were 

related, while my thesis analyzed conflict and involvement. The difference in results may 

be linked to how these different coparenting dynamics inform each other over time. Also, 

Derlan et al. (2018) focused on mothers’ reports to examine coparenting dynamics among 

dyads, and to build off this study, my thesis incorporated fathers’ reports with mothers’ 

reports. How these different sources of coparenting inform each other is another 

explanation for the absence of cross-lag associations and suggest the possible role of 

gender in moderating the hypothesized associations.  

Moderating Role of Gender 

To further understand why my initial hypotheses were not supported by the data 

and contradicted past research, I decided to test for possible gender moderation. Such an 

approach was appropriate since the majority of existing research has only used adolescent 

mother reports, and their relationship dynamics may differ to fathers’ reports. Also, this 

strategy was in line with the family systems perspective which suggests subsystems are 

defined by boundaries of patterns and rules that guide behavior within and across 

subsystems (Cox & Paley, 1997). An aspect relevant to this idea is the prominence of 

gender socialization within Latinx families (Cupito, 2015; Raffaelli & Ontai, 2004). For 
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example, Raffaelli and Ontai (2004) found parents’ gender role attitudes, as reported by 

their adult children, were associated with differential gender socialization behaviors and 

experiences (i.e., household activities, socialization of gender-typed behavior, freedom to 

pursue social activities and gain access to privileges), which included females reporting 

more limits than males. Further, findings revealed that participants' stereotypical gender 

behaviors were encouraged by their same-sex parent than their cross-sex parent (Raffaelli 

& Ontai, 2004). These variations in gender align with other research demonstrating 

gender plays a role in areas such as decisional autonomy (Perez-Brena, 2012), familism 

(Cupito, 2015), and coparenting (Lindsey, 2018) among Latinx family systems. It is 

possible that gender could also play a role in coparenting dynamics.  

Informed by the literature on gender socialization, I tested for gender moderation 

to assess the possibility of concealed associations. Indeed, evidence of significant 

moderation by gender emerged, implying variation in the processes by which adolescent 

mothers’ and fathers’ reports of coparenting dynamics with coparents were associated. 

All main stability effects remained significant for mothers, reflecting past research with 

mothers and grandmothers that has found stability effects over five years (Derlan et al., 

2018). In contrast, fathers’ reports of coparenting dynamics remained stable only within 

the M-F dyad, pointing to a possibility that within the father-grandmother (F-G) dyad, 

fathers’ experiences are more malleable. However, this idea is speculative since the F-G 

dyad is not as well defined as the M-G dyad within the literature. Another possibility for 

this result is the lack of power to detect associations due to the small male sample size. 

Despite differences, findings of mutual stability across genders further underscore the 

need for early intervention. 
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Furthermore, the single within P-G dyad cross-lag path remained significant for 

mothers such that mothers’ report of more grandmother involvement predicted less 

conflict with grandmother at T2. More frequent grandmother involvement could be 

indicative of the adolescent mother’s acceptance of grandmother’s participation in 

childrearing and likewise may be more receptive of their judgment when discussing 

issues regarding the child, leading to a decrease in coparental conflict. These findings 

support research on the M-G dyad, which has found a pattern of equal or high 

involvement and low conflict associated with positive coparenting (Perez-Brena et al., 

2015).  

Of note, two significant between-dyad cross-lag paths emerged for males and 

none for females. Results revealed that fathers’ reports of the father-grandmother 

coparenting relationship predicted changes in fathers’ reports of the mother-father 

coparenting relationship over time. Specifically, results showed that for adolescent 

fathers, their reports of a higher degree of conflict with grandmother and their reports of a 

higher frequency of grandmother involvement predicted a decrease in the degree of 

conflict with mother.  

To explain the negative association between father-grandmother conflict and 

mother-father conflict, I consider the compensatory hypothesis. The compensatory 

hypothesis has been used by family systems theorists as a contrast to the spillover 

hypothesis. It suggests that an individual dissatisfied within one subsystem compensates 

for deficiencies within another subsystem (Erel & Burman, 1995; Nelson et al., 2009). It 

is possible that fathers compensated for the high conflict in their father-grandmother 

coparenting relationship by decreasing conflict in their mother-father coparenting 
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relationship. This finding might also indicate an acculturation gap between parent and 

adolescent which can lead to disagreements when discussing parenting and childrearing 

issues. That is, fathers’ parenting expectations might align more with mothers’ than 

grandmothers’ expectations. Considering fathers’ reports of conflict have been associated 

with a decrease in involvement (Cabrera et al., 2009), future studies should examine how 

a difference in acculturation levels between coparents may impact expectations and 

consequently the degree of conflict among coparenting dyads.    

Regarding the second cross-lag path for males, the outcome is consistent with a 

spillover effect such that fathers’ reports of a higher frequency of grandmother 

involvement was associated with a lower degree of M-F conflict at T2. It could be that 

higher grandmother involvement could reduce the pressures on the father, thus reducing 

stress and leading to less conflict with the child’s biological mother. More research is 

needed to understand the F-G dyad within the coparenting family system.   

Overall, the associations that were moderated by gender highlight the F-G 

coparenting relationship as an essential subsystem influencing other subsystems. 

Specifically, fathers’ reports are sensitive to grandmothers’ role and have implications for 

the adolescent coparenting relationship. Likewise, associations suggest grandmothers are 

a critical source of support and significantly influence the various adolescent parent 

family subsystems. In all cross-lag paths, adolescents' reports of coparenting constructs 

with grandmother were linked to conflict at Time 2. That is, grandmothers likely play a 

significant role in the degree of conflict within the mother-grandmother dyad and the 

mother-father dyad. These results support previous work showing that the level of 

support from grandparents’ impact M-F coparenting quality (e.g., support, undermining; 
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Poblete & Gee, 2018) and highlight the importance of considering grandmothers’ role 

when addressing mother-father coparenting conflict.  

Limitations and Future Directions  

In addition to strengths, this study has limitations that can provide directions for 

future research. First, due to the sample population being primarily Latinx, results are not 

considered generalizable to other U.S. populations, and future research should try to 

replicate this work to see how patterns may vary in different samples. Also affecting 

generalizability is the fact that there were a limited number of fathers (n=90) in the study 

compared to the number of mothers (n=229). This poses a problem when trying to 

capture nuanced and gendered coparenting dynamics and will require future researchers 

to obtain more even sample sizes. Although this study added to research by including 

fathers’ reports which address an understudied population, it did not include 

grandmothers’ reports. Little is known of the F-G subsystem and measuring 

grandparents’ perspectives on their coparenting relationship with their adolescent son 

would provide a more comprehensive understanding of this relationship. Forthcoming 

studies should not limit work to these identified coparents, and studies would be 

strengthened by assessing other family members as well (e.g., grandfathers, aunts, 

uncles).
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V. CONCLUSION 

Despite its limitations, the current study contributes to coparenting research by 

examining within-family coparenting processes among adolescent parents and their 

coparents over time. It builds on previous work by including fathers’ reports in addition 

to mothers’ reports. It also contributes to the coparenting literature by introducing an 

additional subsystem, the F-G subsystem. In addition, this study explored the role of 

gender, and as a result, highlighted coparenting processes that differed by parents’ 

gender, which is important to consider among cultural contexts that reinforce gendered 

roles. The current study is among the first to assess coparenting relationship qualities 

within and across two separate dyads, and the only study to focus on involvement in 

addition to coparenting conflict in its design. Given that coparenting dynamics in the 

father-grandmother dyad predicted coparenting dynamics within the mother-father dyad, 

findings underscore that a critical subsystem to examine involves adolescent fathers and 

their mothers because this relationship has implications for other subsystems within the 

family. Finally, these outcomes support opportunities for interventions to extend their 

services to additional significant coparents and meet the needs of families transitioning to 

parenthood as a unit.



APPENDIX SECTION 

Table 1. Descriptives of T1 and T2 Coparenting (CP) Between Mother-Father (MF) and Parent-Grandparent (PG) and Control 
Variables 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Age T1 — 

2. Ethnicity T1 .02 — 

3. Gender T1 .26 -.06 — 

4. Relationship Status T1 .09 .11 .22 — 
5. Contact with Other Bio
Parent T1 .15 .01 .21 .57 — 

6. CP Intervention T1 -.25 .12 -.36 -.05 -.09 — 

7. CP Conflict with MF T1 -.02 -.03 -.03 -.23 -.12 .07 — 

8. CP Conflict with MF T2 -.15 -.06 -.24 -.20 -.16 .01 .40 — 

9. CP Conflict with PG T1 -.11 -.07 -.03 -.15 -.16 .06 .40 .11 — 

10.CP Conflict with PG T2 -.14 -.11 -.13 -.20 -.20 .08 .17 .22 .48 — 

11. Parental Involvement T1 .19 -.05 .41 .41 .48 -.17 -.17 -.27 -.23 -.16 — 

12. Parental Involvement T2 .11 .01 .45 .35 .26 -.12 -.19 -.50 -.17 -.19 .58 — 

13. Grandmother Involvement T1 -.04 -.05 -.21 -.16 -.07 -.02 -.08 .11 -.04 -.12 .01 -.04 — 

14. Grandmother Involvement T2 -.07 -.07 -.14 -.04 -.00 -.05 -.14 -.10 -.14 -.12 .02 .18 .40 — 

M 16.98 0.84 0.28 0.60 4.64 0.59 2.15 2.14 1.79 1.84 3.04 3.13 3.09 3.08 

(SD) (1.40) (0.37) (0.45) (0.49) (2.24) (0.49) (0.86) (0.88) (0.87) (0.97) (0.88) (0.83) (0.74) (0.76) 
Note. Ethnicity was coded as 0 = other, 1= Hispanic. Gender was coded as 0=Female, 1=Male. Relationship status was coded as 0= 
not in relationship with biological parent, 1= in relationship with biological parent. T1=Time 1; T2=Time 2; *p< .05, **p < .01, *** p 
< .001 
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Figure 1. Conceptual model for autoregressive paths within mother-father and parent-grandmother dyads in conflict and involvement (Model 1). 
Note. T1=Time 1; T2=Time 2. M-F=Mother-Father. P-G=Parent-Grandmother. CP=Coparenting. Control variables used to predict T1 and T2 
variables as indicated by arrows.
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Figure 2. Conceptual model including cross-lag paths within mother-father and parent-grandmother dyads (Model 2).  
Note. T1=Time 1; T2=Time 2. M-F=Mother-Father. P-G=Parent-Grandmother. CP=Coparenting. For clarity arrows from control variables to 
variables were omitted. 
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Figure 3. Conceptual model including cross-lag paths across mother-father and parent-grandmother dyads (Model 3).  
Note. T1=Time 1; T2=Time 2. M-F= Mother-Father. P-G= Parent-Grandmother. CP=Coparenting. For clarity arrows from control variables to 
variables were omitted. 
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Table 2. Log Likelihood Model Caparisons 

log likelihood 
-2 X log

likelihood
# Model 

Paths diff Log diff DF p-value
Model 1 -3899.313 7798.626 4 
Model 2 -3894.411 7788.822 8 9.804 4 0.04 
Model 3 -3891.302 7782.604 16 6.218 8 0.62 
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                 .45***

.53***

Figure 4. Final model with significant estimates. 
Note. T1=Time 1; T2=Time 2. M-F= Mother-Father. P-G= Parent-Grandmother. CP=Coparenting. *p< .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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           .39***(.49*) 

 
 

Figure 5. Gender moderation model. 
Note. Estimates for females are outside of the parentheses (estimates for the males are inside of the parentheses). Dashed lines indicate significant 
moderation. T1=Time 1; T2=Time 2. M-F= Mother-Father. P-G= Parent-Grandmother. CP=Coparenting. *p< .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.  
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