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¢ Cohesive family relationship
+ Alliance with one parent

+ Disengaged from both parents
¢ (Buchanan & Waizenhofer, 2001)
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+ To examine the associations between different family
patterns and adolescent friendship quality

* In the high conflict family, youths are more likely to ally with father if
youths have conflict with their mothers

 Different from the formation of alliance with mother

Note. Bolded within profile item means are the scores that higher than the overall item means. "M” represents mother, “F” represents father.

Table 2. Predictors for Profiles of Different Family Relationship Patterns
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Interparental property are predictors for profiles of
triadic family relationship patterns.
Aim 3: Triadic Family Relationship Patterns -

Adolescent Friendship Quality
 Hypothesis:

adolescents who are in the cohesive triadic family
relationship pattern would have higher relationship
guality in terms of more validation and caring, less
conflict and better resolution, more companionship
and recreation, and more intimate exchange.
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« Highlight the function of closeness with father on involvement and
. . activities with peers
| *Conflict Resolution** P
CO>DI, AF>AB, CO>AB  Intimate Exchange: cohesive & alliance with father > ambivalent
* Feeling ambivalent to intimate family members is harmful for youths
. C . hi 4R fon* to purely trust and be willing to share with others in their interpersonal
ompanionsnip and recrealion relationship outside of family
AF>DI, AF>AB
| ‘sLimitation and Future Direction
: ‘Intimate Exchange- 1. Cross-sectional design = Longitudinal data

Companionship and AF>AB. CO>AB

Recreation
Alliance with mother

Validation and Caring Conflict Resolution Intimate Exchange

2. Only youth-report = Multi-informant assessments
3. A sample of 326 college students - A larger more representative sample
4. Only late adolescence - Expand to other developmental stages

m Disengaged ® Ambivalent m Alliance with father m Cohesive

Note. DI: disengaged; AB: ambivalent; AE: alliance with father; AM: alliance with mother; CO: cohesive.
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