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GRycH, JouN H.; SED, MICHAEL; and FINCHAM, FRrank D. Assessing Marital Conflict from the
Child’s Perspective: The Children’s Perception of Interparental Conflict Scale. CHILD DEVELOP-
MENT, 1992, 63, 558-572. Guided by Grych and Fincham’s theoretical framework for investigat-
ing the relation between interparental conflict and child adjustment, a questionnaire was devel-
oped to assess children’s views of several aspects of marital conflict. The Children’s Perception
of Interparental Conflict Scale (CPIC) was initially examined in a sample of 222 9—12-year-old
children, and results were cross-validated in a second sample of 144 similarly aged children.
3 factor analytically derived subscales (Conflict Properties, Threat, Self-Blame) demonstrated
acceptable levels of internal consistency and test-retest reliability. The validity of the Conflict
Properties scale was supported by significant relations with parent reports of conflict and indices
of child adjustment; the Threat and Self-Blame scales correlated with children’s responses to
specific conflict vignettes. The CPIC thus appears to be a promising instrument for assessing
perceived marital conflict, and several issues regarding its interpretation are discussed.

Numerous studies document an associa-
tion between marital conflict and child ad-
justment in both intact and divorced families
(for reviews see Amato & Keith, 1991; Grych
& Fincham, 1990). However, progress in un-
derstanding the specific nature of this associ-
ation has been slow, a circumstance that is
attributable in part to the limited attention
paid to the construct of marital conflict and
its assessment. Specifically, the multidimen-
sional nature of conflict is rarely acknowl-
edged, and measures of marital conflict fail
to distinguish among different forms or di-
mensions of conflict (Fincham & Bradbury,
in press). In addition, children’s exposure to
conflict is usually assessed via parent re-
ports, which may not provide accurate esti-
mates of children’s awareness of conflict.
The present paper therefore introduces the
Children’s Perception of Interparental Con-
flict Scale, a measure that assesses multiple
dimensions of marital conflict and is derived
from a theoretical framework for investigat-
ing the relation between conflict and ad-
justment.

Grych and Fincham (1990) recently of-
fered a framework that outlines characteris-
tics of marital conflict hypothesized to shape
its impact on children. The framework pro-
poses that marital conflict that is hostile or
aggressive, poorly resolved, and concerns
the child represents a destructive form of
conflict that is particularly salient and upset-
ting for children. Research on children’s im-
mediate responses to conflict documents the
adverse effects of anger (Cummings, Zahn-
Waxler, & Radke-Yarrow, 1981), incomplete
resolution (Cummings, Ballard, El-Sheikh,
& Lake, 1991; Cummings, Vogel, Cum-
mings, & El-Sheikh, 1989), and child-related
content (Grych, Seid, & Fincham, 1991) on
children’s responses to specific episodes of
conflict, but less is known about how these
dimensions relate to adjustment problems.
Although several studies have shown that
higher levels of verbal and physical aggres-
sion are related to greater child problems
(e.g., Fantuzzo et al., 1991; Jouriles, Mur-
phy, & O’Leary, 1989), other characteristics
of conflict have received less attention, and
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multiple dimensions rarely have been as-
sessed in the same study.

Because exposure to intense, poorly re-
solved, child-related marital conflict is likely
to represent a significant stressor for chil-
dren, the framework proposes that the fre-
quency of this type of conflict is likely to be
most highly associated with child problems.
In contrast, conflict that is effectively re-
solved with little expression of anger or ag-
gression and does not directly concern the
child is not expected to lead to child adjust-
ment problems. This type of conflict can be
viewed as constructive because it represents
an adaptive way to resolve the disagree-
ments that inevitably arise in life. In sum,
the framework suggests that assessment of
the nature of conflict and not simply its fre-
quency is critical for understanding its rela-
tion to behavioral and emotional problems.

However, the most commonly used
measures of marital conflict do not distin-
guish among different forms or dimensions
of conflict. For example, even though the
O’Leary Porter Scale (Porter & O’Leary,
1980) includes single items assessing verbal
and physical aggression and covers different
topics of conflict, it offers a global score that
reflects the overall frequency of conflict
without providing information about the
type of conflict that occurs. Forehand and
McCombs (1989) recently developed a
parent-report measure of conflict that at-
tempts to assess frequency, intensity, con-
tent, and whether conflict occurs in front of
children, but its psychometric properties are
questionable and it has not yet demonstrated
its utility.

A second fundamental proposition of
Grych and Fincham’s (1990) framework is
that children’s perceptions and understand-
ing of conflict are critical for understanding
its impact on them. This position is consis-
tent with stress and coping theorists who
emphasize the mediating role of individuals’
interpretation of stressful events (e.g., Com-
pas, 1987; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Rutter,
1983) and with findings suggesting that
openly expressed conflict is more closely as-
sociated with child problems than covert
conflict or marital dissatisfaction (Emery &
O’Leary, 1984; Hetherington, Cox, & Cox,
1982; Jenkins & Smith, in press; Rutter et
al., 1974).

It is proposed that when children be-
come aware of conflict they make various ap-
praisals that shape its meaning for them. Qur
use of the term appraisal is consistent with
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its use by Lazarus and Folkman (1984), but
expands their conceptualization by elaborat-
ing the types of cognitions that may occur
when children witness conflict and positing
both affective and cognitive elements of ap-
praisal. Appraisals that are particularly rele-
vant for influencing the impact of conflict on
children are perceived threat, coping effi-
cacy, causal attributions, and ascription of
blame. Children may be threatened by mari-
tal conflict for a number of reasons. For ex-
ample, they may fear that disagreements will
escalate into aggression between parents,
that they will be drawn into the conflict, or
that conflict will lead to separation and di-
vorce. Beliefs in their ability to cope with
the conflict, or efficacy expectations (Ban-
dura, 1982; Compas, 1987), are also impor-
tant. If expectations are high, children are
likely to feel hopeful and to engage in effec-
tive coping behaviors, whereas low efficacy
expectations may result in helplessness and
coping efforts may be diminished. Perceiv-
ing the cause of the conflict as stable is likely
to lead to the expectation of continued inter-
parental conflict, which could result in sad-
ness, anxiety, anger, or feelings of hope-
lessness. Finally, children who blame
themselves for marital conflict may experi-
ence greater shame and distress and may be
more likely to try to intervene in the conflict.

The framework discusses these apprais-
als in regard to children’s responses to spe-
cific episodes of conflict, but it is possible
that consistently making certain types of ap-
praisals may lead to adjustment problems.
For example, children who feel very threat-
ened and unable to cope when marital con-
flict occurs may develop anxiety if conflict is
frequent. Children who tend to blame them-
selves could experience deficits in self-
esteem or symptoms of depression. Thus,
appraisals may not only influence children’s
immediate responses to conflict, they may
contribute to the development of emotional
or behavior problems.

Most studies use parent reports to assess
children’s exposure to conflict. However,
parent reports can provide underestimates
because children may be aware of conflict
to which they are not directly exposed. For
example, parents may not realize that their
children overhear disagreements that take
place in another room or after they have
gone to bed. Parent reports also can overesti-
mate children’s awareness of conflict be-
cause parents may define some interactions
as conflictual that are not salient to children,
such as disagreements that are resolved
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quickly and calmly. Consequently, mea-
sures that directly assess children’s percep-
tions of conflict are likely to provide more
accurate estimates of their exposure to con-
flict. Although the only published child-
report measure of marital conflict (Personal
Data Form; Emery & O’Leary, 1982) has ad-
equate psychometric properties, it assesses
only the frequency of conflict and thus does
not capture the nature of the conflict that oc-
curs between parents.

In sum, it is proposed that optimal as-
sessment of marital conflict in research ex-
amining its relation to child adjustment is
provided by child reports of several conflict
dimensions (frequency, intensity, resolu-
tion, and content) and appraisals of conflict
(perceived threat, coping efficacy, self-
blame, and causal stability). Because no ex-
isting measures of conflict assess multiple
aspects of conflict from the child’s view-
point, we developed the Children’s Percep-
tion of the Interparental Conflict Scale
(CPIC). The present study investigates the
reliability and factor structure of the CPIC
in two independent samples of elementary
school children. It also examines its validity
by assessing relations with parent reports of
conflict, indices of child adjustment, and
children’s responses to specific conflict vi-
gnettes.

Method
RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE

The CPIC was first tested on a sample
of 222 (124 boys, 98 girls) fourth- and fifth-
grade children (M = 129 months, SD = 15.6
months). To replicate initial findings, a sec-
ond sample of 114 (52 boys, 62 girls) fifth
graders (M = 131 months, SD = 6.85
months) was later recruited. The children in
both samples were predominantly white and
comprised all children in the fourth- and
fifth-grade classes at three schools who re-
ceived parental consent to participate in our
research (approximately 85% of children).
Children were asked to indicate whether
they lived with two parents (either biologi-
cal or stepparents), one parent, or neither
parent. Those living with one or neither par-
ent were instructed to complete the CPIC
by referring to disagreements that occur be-
tween their parents when they are together
or by recalling past disagreements. Conse-
quently, whether these children are refer-
ring to past or current conflict between sepa-
rated or divorced parents is unknown, and
therefore only data from children indicating

that they lived with two parents (84% of the
sample) were used to assess the psychomet-
ric properties of the CPIC.

Children completed the CPIC, mea-
sures of adjustment, and peer behavior
nominations in their classrooms during the
regular school day. In addition, teachers
completed brief behavior checklists for the
children taking part in the study, and each
teacher received a $5.00 honorarium for do-
ing so.

Questionnaire packets that included
measures of marital conflict and child behav-
ior were sent to parents of the children in
the first sample. These questionnaires were
included as part of a larger study, and par-
ents received $20.00 for their participation
in the study. Forty-six percent of the parents
(97 couples) returned packets completed by
both parents. The average income of the par-
ents was in the $35,000-$40,000 range. The
average age of mothers was 37 years (SD =
4.5) and they averaged 14.6 years of educa-
tion (SD = 2.5). The corresponding figures
for fathers are 38.3 years of age (SD = 4.7)
and 14.9 years of education (SD = 2.9). The
large majority (80% of mothers, 83% of fa-
thers) were in their first marriage. These
couples averaged 16.4 years (SD = 3.7) of
marriage and 2.7 children (SD = .99). Cou-
ples in which one spouse had been married
previously were married an average of 10.7
years (SD = 4.5) and had 2.6 (SD = 1.03)
children. No parent had more than one pre-
vious marriage.

Finally, 2—3 months after completing
the CPIC at their school, a subset of children
(n = 45) from the first sample participated
in individual testing sessions during which
they listened to audiotapes of two actors en-
gaged in conflict. Children were told that the
actors were a married couple who had a
child their age, and were instructed to imag-
ine that the disagreements were taking place
between their own parents. After each vi-
gnette, children responded to a number of
questions regarding what they would think
and how they would feel if the conflict oc-
curred in their own home.

MEASURES

Marital Conflict

Children’s Perception of Interparental
Conflict.—The Children’s Perception of In-
terparental Conflict Scale (CPIC) initially
included four subscales describing dimen-
sions of marital conflict (frequency, inten-
sity, resolution, and content) and four scales



describing children’s reaction to or interpre-
tation of conflict (self-blame, threat, coping
efficacy, and perceived stability of the
causes of conflicts). In addition, two other
factors that may be important for under-
standing the stressfulness of conflict for chil-
dren, its predictability, and the likelihood of
it involving the child (labeled “triangula-
tion”) were constructed.

The development of the CPIC followed
several steps. First, a list of items was gener-
ated to represent each dimension. Several
items for the Frequency subscale were taken
from Emery and O’Leary’s (1982) Personal
Data Form, and the remaining items were
created for this measure. Eight to 10 state-
ments were generated for each of the 10 di-
mensions, resulting in a pool of approxi-
mately 90 items. These items were then
examined by the authors, and those that best
captured the meaning of each dimension (70
items) were retained. Children respond to
each statement on the CPIC by circling
either “True,” “Sort of True,” or “False.”
On each dimension, higher scores reflect in-
creasingly negative forms of conflict or ap-
praisal (e.g., higher scores on the resolution
scale represent poorer resolution and higher
scores on the blame scale reflect greater

self-blame).

This measure was piloted on an inde-
pendent group of 44 fourth and fifth graders.
Although too small to examine the psycho-
metric properties of the scale, this sample
provided initial data on correlations among
the items. The Predictability subscale was
eliminated because the items comprising
this scale were not strongly related to each
other. For the remaining questions, items
proposed to reflect the same dimension were
significantly related and were not highly as-
sociated with items tapping other dimen-
sions. However, several items with low cor-
relations were dropped or rewritten to more
clearly reflect the dimension they were de-
signed to assess. The resulting version of the
CPIC consisted of 51 items on nine sub-
scales (see Appendix for items).

O’Leary-Porter Scale (OPS; Porter &
O’Leary, 1980).—The OPS assesses parents’
perceptions of the frequency with which
marital conflict occurs in front of the target
child. It includes items assessing how often
verbal and physical aggression occur and
how often parents argue over topics such as
discipline and spouses’ personal habits. One
item assesses the frequency with which par-
ents eapress affection toward each other and
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is reverse keyed. Items on the scale are
summed and high scores represent greater
overt marital conflict. The 10-item OPS
has demonstrated good internal consistency
(alpha = .86) and test-retest reliability over
2 weeks (r = .96; Porter & O’Leary, 1980).
In the present sample, husbands’ and wives’
scores on the OPS were significantly corre-
lated (r = .54), and so their ratings were
combined.

Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS; Straus,
1979).—The CTS is an 18-item measure of
verbal and physical aggression between
spouses. Spouses rate how often they and
their partner have engaged in various behav-
iors during disagreements in the past 6
months. The list of behaviors includes exam-
ples of nonaggressive resolution (e.g., “dis-
cussed the issue calmly”), verbal aggression
(“insulted or swore at the other”), and physi-
cal aggression (“pushed, grabbed, or shoved
the other”). The CTS has been widely used
to study aggression in marital conflict and
has demonstrated adequate psychometric
properties (Straus, 1979). Parent ratings on
the CTS were highly associated (r = .86) in
this study and so were combined to provide
a global measure of interparental aggression.

Conflict vignettes.—Each child who
participated in individual testing sessions
heard four disagreements on audiotape that
varied in their intensity and content (child
vs. nonchild related). Children indicated
how distressed, helpless, and ashamed they
would feel if each conflict occurred in their
home by marking scales anchored on either
side by the words “Not at all” and “Very
much.” Distress was a composite variable
formed by combining children’s ratings of
“mad,” “sad,” and “worried” as initial anal-
yses suggested that children’s ratings of
these items represent a general negative af-
fective response rather than distinct quali-
ties of emotion.

Perceived threat was assessed by in-
quiring about two types of beliefs: that the
conflict would escalate, and that the child
would be drawn into the conflict. Children
responded to each statement by checking
“strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” or
“strongly agree.” The four items on the Es-
calation scale demonstrated an alpha of .86.
A sample item from this scale is “the dis-
agreement will get worse.” Three items
comprised the Child Involvement Scale,
which also exhibited an acceptable level of
internal consistency (alpha = .73). An item
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from this scale is “I probably would get
yelled at.”

Children also rated the degree to which
the child was to blame for the conflict by
marking a line anchored by “not the child’s
fault” and “mostly the child’s fault.” Coping
efficacy was assessed with two items. After
asking children how they would respond if
each conflict occurred between their par-
ents, they rated the extent to which their re-
sponse would “help make you feel better”
(emotion-focused coping) and “help the par-
ents end their disagreement” (problem-
focused coping). Children responded to the
coping efficacy items by marking a straight
line as above.

Marital Satisfaction

Marital Adjustment Test (MAT; Locke
& Wallace, 1959).—The MAT is a widely
used measure of marital satisfaction that in-
cludes 15 items assessing various aspects of
marriage. Its psychometric properties are
well established, and it has been shown to
discriminate between nondistressed couples
and those experiencing marital problems
(Locke & Wallace, 1959). As with the OPS
and CTS, husbands’ and wives’ scores were
correlated (r = .54) and a single score repre-
senting marital satisfaction therefore was
formed.

Child Adjustment

In investigating relations between the
CPIC and adjustment we obtained ratings of
child functioning from several sources.
Many studies of the link between conflict
and adjustment have used only a single rater
(usually the child’s mother) to assess the as-
sociation between the two constructs. When
the same individual rates both conflict and
adjustment, the correlation between them
may be inflated due to method variance.
Therefore, we obtained ratings of child ad-
justment from parents, the children’s teacher
and classmates, and the children them-
selves. Including multiple raters also pro-
vides a much broader perspective on chil-
dren’s functioning than can be obtained
from a single individual.

Two broad classes of behavior prob-
lems, internalizing and externalizing, were
assessed. Outside observers (e.g., parents)
tend to be more accurate judges of exter-
nalizing than of internalizing problems
(Achenbach, McConoughy, & Howell,
1987), whereas children are likely to provide
the best assessment of internalizing prob-
lems. Therefore, externalizing behavior was

assessed via parent, teacher, and peer re-
ports. Internalizing behavior was assessed
by these raters as well as the children them-
selves. The questionnaires used to measure
children’s adjustment are listed below.

Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL;
Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983).—Parents
completed two subscales from the CBCL, a
well-validated and widely used measure of
child behavior problems. The Aggression
and Depression subscales were included in
the present study because they were viewed
as most representative of externalizing and
internalizing problems, respectively. On
each scale parents indicate the extent to
which their child exhibits a series of prob-
lem behaviors. The Aggression subscale in-
cludes items such as “gets in many fights”
and the Depression subscale includes items
such as “feels worthless or inferior.” Be-
cause husbands’ and wives’ ratings on these
scales correlated significantly (aggression,
r = .64; depression, r = .50), their ratings
were combined. Both scales demonstrated
adequate reliability in this sample (Aggres-
sion: alpha = .92, .95; Depression: alpha =
.81, .91, for boys and girls, respectively).

Children’s Depression Inventory (CDI;
Kovacs, 1981).—The CDI is a 27-item self-
report measure of depression that was devel-
oped as a downward extension of the Beck
Depression Inventory. For the present
study, one item concerning suicidal
thoughts was omitted after consultation with
the school principals. Each item on the CDI
consists of a set of three statements describ-
ing a symptom of depression. Responses are
scored from 0 to 2, with larger numbers indi-
cating more severe expression of a symptom.
The CDI demonstrates high internal consis-
tency in normal samples (alpha = .94;
Saylor, Finch, Spirito, & Bennett, 1984) but
correlates highly with self-report measures
of other types of internalizing problems
(e.g., anxiety). Consequently, it may best be
viewed as an index of dysphoria or emo-
tional distress.

Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety
Scale (RCMAS; Reynolds & Richmond,
1978).—The RCMAS is an updated version
of the Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale,
which includes 27 items assessing trait anxi-
ety (Casteneda, McCandless, & Palermo,
1956). Children respond to each item by cir-
cling either “yes” or “no,” depending on
whether the statement describes them. The
RCMAS has demonstrated adequate internal
consistency (alpha = .83; Reynolds & Rich-



mond, 1978) and concurrent and construct
validity (Reynolds, 1980; Reynolds & Rich-
mond, 1979). As expected, children’s ratings
of anxiety on the RCMAS were highly corre-
lated with their scores on the CDI (boys,
r = .70; girls, r = .75) and so scores on each
measure were standardized and summed to
form a global index of internalizing
problems.

Children’s behavior in school.—Chil-
dren’s behavior in school was assessed with
teacher ratings and peer behavior nomina-
tions. Teachers completed a 10-item check-
list that assessed the frequency with which
children exhibited a variety of behaviors.
Behaviors were rated on seven-point scales
ranging from “Almost Always” to “Never”
and included representative examples of ex-
ternalizing (e.g., “starts fights,” “bullies
other children”) and internalizing (“is timid
and hangs back,” “is nervous”) behavior.
Peer behavior nominations were used to as-
sess a similar set of behaviors. Children in
each class indicated which of their class-
mates tended to engage in behaviors such as
“who starts fights” (externalizing) and “who
is timid and hangs back” (interalizing).
Both teacher and peer ratings were standard-
ized within classrooms.

In order to form more succinct measures
of children’s behavior in the school context,
principal components analyses were per-
formed on the teacher-rated and peer-rated
items to determine if these items could be
adequately represented by a smaller number
of dimensions. Two principal components
with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were ex-
tracted that together accounted for 61.2% of
the variance in boys’ scores and 60% of girls’
scores. Most of the items loaded on these
two components, which are clearly identifi-
able as internalizing and externalizing prob-
lems. The items on each dimension were
unit-weighted and then summed to create
composite variables. Each item included on
the composite scale loaded at least .50 on its
respective component and loaded less than
.30 on the other component. The eight-item
externalizing composite, which included
teacher and peer ratings of behavior such as
“starts fights” and “is bossy,” demonstrated
high internal consistency (for boys, alpha =
.90; for girls, alpha = .89). As is typically
the case, internalizing behaviors were more
difficult to measure reliably. The internaliz-
ing composite, which consisted of peer and
teacher ratings of “is timid and hangs back”
and teacher ratings of “is nervous” and
“seems unhappy or sad” (included only on
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boys’ composite), demonstrated a lower
level of internal consistency (alpha = .65
and .69 for boys and girls, respectively). Sup-
port for the concurrent validity of these mea-
sures was provided by correlations between
the externalizing composite and parents’ rat-
ings of aggression on the CBCL (for boys, r
= 49; for girls, r = .31) and between the
internalizing composite and parents’ ratings
of depression on the CBCL (r = .38, 49, for
boys and girls, respectively). These correla-
tions are comparable to those generally
found between teacher and parent ratings of
child behavior (see Achenbach et al., 1987).

Results

We first present data concerning the
reliability and intercorrelation of the nine
CPIC scales and then examine their factor
structure. The reliability and validity of sub-
scales formed on the basis of factor analyses
will then be examined and relations be-
tween measures of conflict and adjustment
presented.

Analyses of Initial Scales

The internal consistency of each of the
nine initial scales was assessed by comput-
ing coefficient alpha. Because of low item-
total correlations, one item was dropped
from each of three scales (Triangulation, Sta-
bility, and Content). As Table 1 shows, most
of the scales demonstrated an acceptable
level of internal consistency, a finding that
was replicated in the second sample. Thus,
the items designed to reflect a common di-
mension appear to hang together across
samples.

Table 2 lists the correlations among the
CPIC scales. As expected, the scales were
associated with each other, and some scales
(e.g., Frequency and Intensity) were fairly
highly correlated. High intercorrelations be-
tween scales may indicate that they do not
represent distinct dimensions or that certain
dimensions reflect common underlying con-
structs. To examine the possibility that the
scales could be adequately represented by a
smaller number of dimensions, the data
were examined with factor analysis.

Factor Analyses

The scales representing each dimension
were used as the variables in the factor anal-
ysis because they appear to provide reliable
measures of the dimensions and because the
sample size is not large enough to provide
adequate estimation if individual items are
used (see Nunnally, 1978). The factor analy-
sis conducted on the first sample was explor-
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TABLE 1

INTERNAL CONsISTENCY (Coefficient Alpha) oF
CPIC ScALES

Sample 1 Sample 2
Intensity ...ococcieniinnieen .82 .80
Frequency ........cccee. .70 .68
Resolution ........cccucee. .83 .82
Threat ....ccoocvvvvvvviereinne .82 .83
Coping Efficacy . .69 .65
Blame ....cocooeiiieenannnns 61 .69
Content ......ccccccevrnnnnn. 74 .82
Stability ....ccccveiviiienn. .65 .64
Triangulation .............. 71 .62

atory, as no hypotheses were advanced con-
cerning the number of factors that might
underlie the scale. Confirmatory factor anal-
ysis then was used for the second sample
in an attempt to cross-validate the solution
obtained from the first sample. For each
analysis, factors were extracted using the
generalized least squares (GLS) method.
Like maximum likelihood estimation, GLS
provides a significance test for the fit of the
factor solution, but in contrast to maximum
likelihood it does not require the stringent
assumption that the data have a multivariate
normal distribution. After factor extraction,
an oblique rotation (Oblimin) was used be-
cause it is likely that factors representing dif-
ferent aspects of marital conflict are related.

Decisions regarding the number of fac-
tors to extract from a factor analysis are
guided by theoretical as well as statistical
considerations; in fact, given the absence of
definitive statistical criteria for model selec-
tion, the theoretical meaning of the factors

plays a predominant role in determining the
“best” solution (see Johnson & Wichern,
1988; Muller & Kim, 1978). In the present
case, x2 goodness-of-fit tests did not provide
a basis for deciding how many factors to re-
tain. One [x%(27) = 109.37, p < .001], two
[x%(19) = 60.50, p < .001], and three [x%(12)
= 27.37, p < .01] factor solutions provided
an increasingly better fit to the data, but
none were accepted at conventional levels
of significance. However, other criteria indi-
cate that a three-factor model provides the
most satisfactory solution.

Extraction of three factors resulted in
retention of a factor with an eigenvalue
slightly lower than 1.0, but this solution ac-
counted for a greater percentage of variance
and was conceptually more meaningful than
one- or two-factor solutions. A primary goal
of this study is to distinguish between vari-
ous aspects of conflict, and the three-factor
solution separates description of the charac-
teristics of conflict (e.g., intensity) from chil-
dren’s appraisals (e.g., perceived threat). In
contrast, the two-factor solution placed all
variables except Content and Blame on a
single factor, the interpretation of which is
less clear. The factor pattern matrix from the
three-factor model is presented in Table 3.
Variables were retained on a factor if their
weights on the factor were at least .30.

A three-factor solution then was tested
with confirmatory factor analysis on the sec-
ond sample, and the fit of this model was
compared to one- and two-factor models.
These tests indicate that the three-factor
model was consistent with the data [x%(12)
= 19.77, p > .05], whereas the one- [x%27)
= 66.17, p < .001] and two-factor [x*(19) =
38.32, p < .01] models again were rejected.

TABLE 2

CORRELATIONS AMONG CPIC SUBSCALES

Freq Int. Res. Threat Cope Cont. Bla. Tri. Stab.
Frequency .68 61 44 .36 43 .39 45 48
Intensity ....... .62 .67 46 43 34 .39 .49 .50
Resolution . .58 61 .37 44 40 41 49 .58
Threat ....ccovvevererneae 41 .38 38 55 .24 .29 .57 .30
Coping Efficacy ...... 37 41 .39 .58 .20 24 46 27
Content ....ccoooveennne 40 .25 35 35 .28 .63 41 .52
Self-Blame ...... .30 23 .36 .30 .32 .70 35 .36
Triangulation ... 44 .38 43 .55 41 .56 .59 .55
Stability ..ccvereiene 40 .18 A8 27 18 .38 43 A7

NoTe.—Sample 1 correlations are presented above the diagonal; Sample 2 correlations are printed below the

diagonal.
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TABLE 3
FACTOR PATTERN MATRIX FROM FACTOR ANALYSES OF CPIC
SAMPLE 1 SAMPLE 2
SUBSCALE I 11 I 1 11 III

Intensity ...cccocrervennene -.09 .09 82 .02 -.14 91
Resolution .01 04 85 -.01 15 70
Frequency 07 .09 .68 .05 .10 .68
Threat ..ccooevvereenen. .02 94 12 1.03 -.02 -.07
Coping Efficacy ...... .04 .56 16 A48 .06 .19
Self-Blame .............. .54 .09 -.13 -.04 93 -.08
Content .....cccceeeeeennn 1.04 —.02 .06 .03 79 -.02
Triangulation .......... .16 50 -.21 29 53 .09
Stability ...coeerrerene .26 -.03 .56 -.01 49 .16
% of variance .......... 50.40 13.00 9.20 47.80 14.20 10.70
Eigenvalue .............. 4.54 1.17 .83 4.30 1.27 97
Total variance: ........ 72.6% 72.7%

NoTe.—Weights larger than .30 are underscored.

The factor pattern matrix from the analysis
with the second sample also is presented in

Table 3.

As Table 3 shows, results of the factor
analyses for the two samples were very simi-
lar but not identical. Although the analyses
produced three comparable factors, the vari-
ables loading on each factor were slightly
different across samples. Seven of the nine
subscales showed clear and consistent load-
ings across the two samples. In each sample,
the Frequency, Intensity, and Resolution
subscales loaded highly on the same factor,
providing support for the proposal that these
dimensions together define a destructive
form of marital conflict. It was predicted that
child-related content also would define de-
structive conflict, but content was not associ-
ated with the other dimensions. Threat and
Coping Efficacy consistently loaded on the
same factor, suggesting that the degree to
which children feel threatened by conflict is
linked to their perceived ability to cope with
the conflict. The Content of conflict (child-
related vs. nonchild related) loaded on the
same factor as Self-Blame in both samples;
thus, the tendency for children to blame
themselves for marital conflict was associ-
ated with the degree to which the topic of
conflict concerned them.

Two subscales, Stability and Triangula-
tion, were not as consistent in their loadings
across the two samples. In the first sample,
Stability loaded on the Frequency/Inten-
sity/Resolution factor, but in the second it

loaded on the Content/Self-Blame factor.
Triangulation loaded on the Threat/Coping
factor in the first sample and on the Self-
Blame/Content factor in the second sample.
Because Stability and Triangulation did not
load consistently on a particular component,
they were not included in the CPIC scales
derived from the factor analyses. After drop-
ping these two dimensions, the remaining
scales were refactored and the dimensions
comprising the three factors did not change.
The inconsistent loading of the Stability
subscale may be a product of its reliability,
which was the lowest among the subscales
across samples. The Triangulation subscale,
on the other hand, may be meaningfully as-
sociated with both Self-Blame/Content and
Threat/Coping Efficacy. In future data col-
lections these scales will be revised and re-
examined in order to better understand how
they relate to the other dimensions.

Analyses of Derived CPIC Scales

Three scales (labeled “Conflict Proper-
ties,” “Threat,” and “Self-Blame”) were
formed for the CPIC by unit weighting and
then summing the scores on the dimensions
loading on each of the three factors. Unit
weights were used rather than factor scores
because they are not sample specific and
therefore are likely to be more robust across
samples (Cohen, 1990). These scales were
moderately associated, with correlations
ranging from .31 to .52 across the two sam-
ples. We now turn to consider evidence per-
taining to their reliability and validity.
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Reliability.—The reliability of the three
scales was assessed by two methods: inter-
nal consistency and test-retest. Coefficient
alpha was computed, and each scale demon-
strated good internal consistency across sam-
ples, with all but one value greater than .80
(coefficient alphas for Sample 1 and Sample
2, respectively, were: Conflict Properties,
.90 and .89; Threat, .83 and .83; Self-Blame,
.78 and .84). Thus, each scale exceeds the
lower level (.70) of internal consistency
recommended for research use (Nunnally,
1978). Test-retest correlations over 2 weeks
obtained for a subset of children from Sam-
ple 2 (n = 44) indicate that these scales also
have an acceptable level of stability (Con-
flict Properties = .70; Threat = .68; Self-
Blame = .76).

Validity.—The validity of this measure
first was examined by comparing scores on
the three CPIC scales with established
parent-rated measures of marital conflict
(OPS; Porter & O’Leary, 1980) and inter-
spousal aggression (Conflict Tactics Scale;
Straus, 1979). Because different raters (par-
ents vs. children) are involved, correlations
between the measures were not expected to
be very high. As the parent-reported mea-
sures assess the frequency and intensity of
marital discord, the CPIC scale describing

frequency, intensity, and resolution (“Con-
flict Properties”) should be most strongly as-
sociated with the parent measures. This was
found to be the case. This scale was signifi-
cantly related to the OPS [r(81) = .30] and
the Conflict Tactics Scale [#(78) = .39],
whereas the Threat [OPS: r(85) = .06; CTS:
r(83) = .26] and Self-Blame [OPS: ~{86) =
.08; CTS: r(84) = .10] were not consistently
associated with these measures.

The validity of the subscales also was
assessed by examining whether children’s
perceptions of conflict were related to their
adjustment. Correlations were computed be-
tween the CPIC subscales and the indices
of internalizing and externalizing problems
obtained on the children in Sample 1. Table
4 shows that the Conflict Properties scale of
the CPIC is significantly related to most of
the measures of adjustment for boys and
girls. As expected, greater exposure to more
frequent, intense, and poorly resolved con-
flict was correlated with higher levels of par-
ent and teacher/peer reported externalizing
problems and with child reports of inter-
nalizing problems. This scale also is posi-
tively correlated with teacher/peer ratings of
internalizing behavior for boys, but nega-
tively correlated with these reports for girls.
Children’s perceptions of conflict were not

TABLE 4

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES OF MARITAL CONFLICT AND CHILD ADJUSTMENT

Properties Threat Self-Blame OPS MAT CTS
Boys:
Externalizing:
CBCL-AGR ...... .30* .19 17 .03 -.10 17
SCHL-EXT ...... .20* .04 16% -.14 .30* .04
Internalizing:
CBCL-DEP ...... .10 .18 .10 .39* —-.22" 257
CDI-ANX ......... .49* .50* 57* .09 07 11
SCHL-INT ....... .18* 13* AT 12 -.19 25%
Girls:
Externalizing:
CBCL-AGR ...... .26* 15 .03 .32* -.16 .34*
SCHL-EXT ...... 27* .13 .06 .20 —.28* .32*
Internalizing:
CBCL-DEP ...... .16 .08 11 .08 .01 .04
CDI-ANX ......... 31* 41* .32* .01 13 .10
SCHL-INT ....... —.23* 07 .04 .04 .09 -.20*

NoTe.—CBCL-AGR = Aggression subscale from Child Behavior Checklist, CBCL-DEP = Depression subscale
from Child Behavior Checklist, SCHL-EXT = teacher/peer report of externalizing behavior, SCHL-INT = teacher/
peer report of internalizing behavior, CDI-ANX = child report of internalizing problems.

*p<.10.
*p < .05



correlated with parents’ reports of depres-
sion on the CBCL.

Relations between adjustment and par-
ent reports of conflict and marital satisfaction
also were assessed in order to compare these
measures with the CPIC. Table 4 indicates
that child perceptions of frequent, intense,
and poorly resolved conflict were signifi-
cantly related to more measures of child
adjustment than parent reports of conflict
or marital satisfaction. Whereas the Conflict
Properties scale of the CPIC was signifi-
cantly correlated with four of five adjustment
measures for boys and for girls, the OPS and
MAT each correlated significantly with only
one of five indices for each gender and the
CTS correlated with a total of three mea-
sures. Parent reports of greater overt conflict
were significantly correlated with parent re-
ports of internalizing problems in boys and
externalizing problems in girls, and higher
marital satisfaction was associated with
teacher/peer reports of greater externalizing
behavior in boys and less externalizing be-
havior for girls. Finally, parent reports of
greater aggression were significantly related
to teacher/peer reports of greater internaliz-
ing problems in boys and both parent and
teacher/peer reports of greater externalizing
problems in girls.

The Threat and Self-Blame subscales of
the CPIC were not as consistently related to
adjustment indices as ratings of the conflict
dimensions. Both boys” and girls” rating of
the degree to which they felt threatened by
and unable to cope effectively with conflict
were significantly associated with self-report
of greater internalizing problems. Children’s
ratings of the degree to which the topic of
marital conflict concerned them and to
which they blamed themselves for conflict
were associated with higher scores on self
reports of internalizing problems for both
boys and girls and on teacher/peer reports
of internalizing problems for boys.

The finding that children’s ratings of
Threat and Self-Blame consistently pre-
dicted only child reports of internalizing
problems raises the question of whether
these associations are due to method vari-
ance. In other words, rather than reflecting
a meaningful relation between appraisals
and internalizing problems, the associations
could arise because a single rater was used
to assess each variable. To examine this
question, regression analyses were con-
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ducted in which the three CPIC scales were
used to predict children’s reports of inter-
nalizing problems. If the correlations are
due to method variance, the individual
CPIC scales would not be expected to con-
tribute uniquely to the prediction of inter-
nalizing problems.

These regressions showed that the three
CPIC scales accounted for 43% of the vari-
ance in boys’ scores (p < .01) and 21% of
the variance in girls’ scores (p < .01). More
important, after controlling for the other
scales, both Threat (boys: ¢t = 3.10, p < .01;
girls: t = 2.66, p < .01) and Blame (boys: ¢
= 4.16, p < .01; girls: ¢t = 2.08, p < .05)
accounted for unique variance in boys” and
girls” reports of internalizing problems. In
contrast, children’s descriptions of the fre-
quency, intensity, and resolution of conflict
did not significantly predict internalizing
problems (boys: t = 1.20, p > .05; girls: ¢t =
.66, p > .05) after controlling for children’s
appraisals of Threat and Blame. These anal-
yses suggest that the relations of internaliz-
ing problems with Threat and Blame do not
simply reflect method variance.

Finally, validity also was assessed by
examining relations between children’s
scores on the three CPIC scales and their
responses to taped vignettes of marital con-
flict. The validity of the CPIC would be sup-
ported by (a) significant correlations be-
tween the Threat scale and children’s report
of negative affect, threat, and coping efficacy
in response to the vignettes and (b) a sig-
nificant association between the Self-Blame
scale and children’s rating of the degree to
which the child is seen as at fault for the
conflicts. As responses to individual dis-
agreements are not as relevant for establish-
ing the validity of the Conflict Properties
scale, no predictions were made concerning
this scale.

Children’s responses to the conflict
vignettes were summed across the four
disagreements, and correlations then were
computed between each response and the
three CPIC scales. As predicted, higher
scores on the CPIC threat scale were sig-
nificantly related with greater helplessness
[r(44) = .38, p < .05], greater fear of child
involvement in the conflict [r(44) = .29, p <
.05], and with lower confidence that chil-
dren could help the parents resolve the con-
flict [r{44) = —.30, p < .05] or help them-
selves feel better [r(44) = —.30, p < .05].
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Correlations with shame [r(44) = .25], fear
of escalation [r(44) = .22], and child fault
[r(44) = .25] were marginally significant (p
< .10). The CPIC Self-Blame scale corre-
lated significantly with the degree to which
the child was perceived as at fault for the
conflict vignettes [{44) = .32, p < .05]. Fi-
nally, scores on the Conflict Properties scale
were not significantly correlated with any of
the responses to the vignettes but were mar-
ginally associated with ratings of child fault
[r(44) = .25, p < .10].

Discussion

Development of the Children’s Percep-
tion of Interparental Conflict Scale was
guided by Grych and Fincham’s (1990)
cognitive-contextual framework, which pro-
poses that certain dimensions of conflict (fre-
quency, intensity, and resolution) are most
closely related to child adjustment prob-
lems. The framework also emphasizes the
importance of children’s perceptions and in-
terpretations of conflict in understanding its
relation with child adjustment. By assessing
several characteristics of conflict from the
child’s perspective, the CPIC addresses lim-
itations of prior measures of marital conflict,

Three scales were derived for the CPIC
through factor analysis. High scores on the
first scale reflect conflict that occurs often,
involves higher levels of hostility and ag-
gression, and is poorly resolved. The second
scale indicates the degree to which children
feel threatened and able to cope when mari-
tal conflict occurs. The third scale assesses
the frequency of child-related conflict and
the degree to which children blame them-
selves for marital conflict. The internal con-
sistency of each scale was well above that
recommended for research instruments, and
test-retest correlations indicated that scale
scores were reasonably stable over 2 weeks.
The validity of the Conflict Properties scale
was supported by significant correlations
with parent-reported measures of marital
conflict and interparental aggression. Evi-
dence of the validity of the Threat and Self-
Blame scales was provided by significant,
theoretically predicted associations with
children’s responses to several conflict vi-
gnettes assessed 2-3 months later.

Perhaps most important, significant rela-
tions were found between child perceptions
of conflict and their adjustment: children re-
porting higher levels of frequent, intense,
and poorly resolved conflict between their
parents evidenced higher levels of both in-
ternalizing and externalizing problems. It is

particularly notable that significant relations
with the CPIC were found across raters of
adjustment. Previous research using parents
to rate both conflict and adjustment may
have produced inflated estimates of the asso-
ciation between the variables due to method
variance. The present results involving the
OPS reflect this possibility, as parent reports
of conflict correlated significantly only with
parent ratings of adjustment. However, the
child reports of conflict were significantly re-
lated to judgments of adjustment by parents,
teachers, and peers, providing greater con-
fidence in the robustness of the relation be-
tween children’s perceptions of conflict and
adjustment problems. Although most of the
differences between the correlations gener-
ated by the child-report CPIC and parent-
report OPS were not significantly different,
the CPIC was a more consistent predictor of
children’s adjustment. The importance of a
viable tool for assessing children’s percep-
tions is emphasized by the need to study the
child’s perspective in order to gain a more
complete understanding of the association
between marital conflict and child adjust-
ment.

It also is noteworthy that the same gen-
eral pattern of results was found for boys and
girls. This finding is consistent with research
showing that, in contrast to research on mari-
tal satisfaction, sex differences are not appar-
ent in the relation between overt marital
conflict and child adjustment. The only dif-
ference in the pattern of correlations for boys
and girls is that higher levels of conflict were
related to teacher/peer reports of greater in-
ternalizing problems in boys but lower lev-
els of internalizing problems in girls.

In contrast to their description of char-
acteristics of parental conflict, children’s
reports of threat and self-blame were not
strongly related to adjustment. The only ex-
ception to this pattern was a positive associa-
tion between appraisals of threat and blame
and children’s self-report of internalizing
problems. Consistent with Grych and Fin-
cham’s (1990) cognitive-contextual frame-
work, this finding suggests that children who
feel threatened and unable to cope with con-
flict and blame themselves for its occurrence
may be likely to exhibit problems such as
anxiety and depression. If appraisals of
threat and blame mediate the association be-
tween exposure to conflict and internalizing
problems, then it would be expected that the
relation between the Conflict Properties
scale and child reports of internalizing prob-
lems would decrease significantly once the
Threat and Self-Blame scales were entered



into the equation, while Threat and Self-
Blame remain significantly associated with
internalizing problems (see Baron & Kenny,
1986). Results of regression analyses on
boys’ and girls’ reports of internalizing prob-
lems support a mediational model in that
Conflict Properties did not significantly pre-
dict internalizing problems once Threat and
Self-Blame were controlled, but the Threat
and Self-Blame scales each significantly pre-
dicted child internalizing problems after
accounting for the effects of the other
two scales. This suggests that the relation
between marital conflict and internalizing
problems depends on the degree to which
children feel threatened and blame them-
selves when conflict occurs, rather than ex-
posure to conflict per se.

A number of issues arise regarding the
interpretation of the CPIC. The first is that
the significant relation between internaliz-
ing problems and the Threat and Self-Blame
scales may be due to method variance. The
finding that neither parent nor teacher/peer
measures of internalizing problems were
consistently related to these appraisals sup-
ports this possibility. However, as outside
observers, parents, teachers, and peers are
likely to be poorer raters of internalizing
problems than of externalizing behaviors,
particularly when these problems are at a
subclinical level. With the possible excep-
tion of clinical interviews, children’s self-
report of depression and anxiety is likely to
be the most valid measure of internalizing
problems. Further, the regression analyses
showing that Threat and Blame, but not
Conflict Properties, uniquely ’predicted in-
ternalizing problems casts some doubt on
this explanation. It still could be argued that
these findings are due to similarity in the
content of the conflict and internalizing mea-
sures (i.e., children who endorse items rep-
resenting greater threat and self-blame in
the context of marital conflict may also en-
dorse items reflecting greater anxiety and
self-denigration on general measures of
anxiety and depression). Unfortunately, the
present data cannot be used to distinguish
between these alternatives. In future stud-
ies, clinical interviews or child reports of
both externalizing and internalizing prob-
lems should be obtained to examine
whether their appraisals predict both self-
report measures of adjustment or only inter-
nalizing problems.

A second issue is whether children are
able to provide valid descriptions of conflict
that are distinct from their subjective re-
sponse to the conflict. For example, children
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who feel very threatened when their parents
fight may report that conflict is also very fre-
quent, intense, poorly resolved, and so on,
regardless of its actual properties. Several
pieces of evidence suggest that the CPIC
does not simply measure a general response
to interparental conflict. First, factor analy-
ses indicate that a one-factor solution does
not fit the data and that a three-factor solu-
tion is preferable. Second, when three sub-
scales are formed by summing the dimen-
sions loading on each factor, the correlations
between these subscales are not so high as
to suggest that the scales are measuring the
same construct (r’s ranged from .31 to .32).
Third, differential relations between the
CPIC subscales and outcome measures (e.g.,
a stronger relation of adjustment with Con-
flict Properties than with Threat) suggest
that the scales are measuring somewhat dif-
ferent phenomena. Consequently, it seems
unlikely that the three CPIC subscales are
redundant, and so combining all of the items
into a single scale is likely to blur important
distinctions between them.

A third, related issue regarding the
CPIC concerns the most meaningful way to
organize the various dimensions. If the
CPIC is not measuring a single factor, how
many scales should be used to represent
children’s perceptions of conflict? One solu-
tion is to keep the nine dimensions separate,
as they were intended to tap conceptually
distinct phenomena. The potential problem
with this approach is that dimensions that
are strongly related may reflect the same
construct and by analyzing each separately
there is a risk of repeating the same basic
finding and drawing misleading conclusions
about each dimension. Although there may
be some circumstances in which a particular
dimension is of special interest and is inves-
tigated separately, the results of factor analy-
ses on both samples indicate that the dimen-
sions can be meaningfully summarized with
three subscales.

A final issue to consider is whether di-
mensions that are strongly associated are re-
lated because children cannot distinguish
between them or because the phenomena
captured by the dimensions actually covary.
A salient example of this issue is the high
correlation among ratings of frequency, in-
tensity, and resolution. Although the data
collected from the children do not indicate
whether they distinguish between these di-
mensions, data collected from parents are
relevant to this issue. As an adjunct to the
study, parents completed questionnaires as-
sessing the frequency, intensity, and reso-
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lution of marital conflict. Like the child
ratings, parent ratings of these dimensions
were significantly correlated (r’s ranged
from .46 to .57), suggesting that these dimen-
sions of conflict tend to be related. That is,
couples who engage in more aggressive or
hostile conflict also tend to be poorer at re-
solving disagreements and have them more
frequently. Whether other highly related di-
mensions on the CPIC are not distinguished
by children or are distinguished but actually
covary cannot be addressed with the present
data.

The data reported above were obtained
with 10-12-year-old children from two-
parent families, and generalizability to other
populations should not be assumed. The lan-
guage on the CPIC makes it appropriate for
use with children from third grade through
junior high school, but children’s percep-
tions and interpretations of marital conflict
are likely to change with age, and conse-
quently the reliability, validity, and factor
structure of the CPIC may differ across de-
velopmental levels. The CPIC also can be
used with children from separated or di-
vorced families, but in this case the referent
for the questions (i.e., current or past con-
flict) should be made explicit in the instruc-
tions.

In sum, the CPIC appears to provide re-
liable and valid assessment of children’s
perceptions and interpretations of conflict
and offers some advantages over existing
measures of overt marital conflict. It assesses
particular dimensions of marital conflict pro-
posed to lead to child adjustment problems
and obtains children’s perspective on the
degree of conflict to which they are exposed.
It may be particularly valuable for use in
studies in which only parent ratings of child
adjustment are obtained because employing
parent reports of conflict may inflate the re-
lation between conflict and adjustment. The
utility of the CPIC ultimately will be de-
cided by its ability to account for variance in
child adjustment, but at present it appears to
be a promising measure of children’s expo-
sure to conflict.

Appendix

Family Disagreements

I live with ___ both my mom and my dad
____ only one of my parents
___ another relative {e.g., grand-
mother, aunt)
In every family there are times when the par-
ents don’t get along. When their parents argue or

disagree, kids can feel a lot of different ways. We
would like to know what kind of feelings you have
when your parents have arguments or disagree-
ments.

If your parents don’t live together in the same
house with you, think about times that they are
together when they don’t agree or about times
when both of your parents lived in the same
house, when you answer these questions.

T = True
ST = Sort of True
F = False

Frequency

1.* I never see my parents arguing or disagreeing
10. They may not think I know it, but my parents
argue or disagree a lot

16. My parents are often mean to each other even
when I'm around

20. I often see my parents arguing

29.* My parents hardly ever argue

37. My parents often nag and complain about each
other around the house

Intensity

5. My parents get really mad when they argue
14.* When my parents have a disagreement they
discuss it quietly

24. When my parents have an argument they say
mean things to each other

33. When my parents have an argument they yell
a lot

38.* My parents hardly ever yell when they have
a disagreement

40. My parents have broken or thrown things dur-
ing an argument

45. My parents have pushed or shoved each other
during an argument

Resolution

2.* When my parents have an argument they usu-
ally work it out

11. Even after my parents stop arguing they stay
mad at each other

21.* When my parents disagree about something,
they usually come up with a solution

30.* When my parents argue they usually make
up right away

41.* After my parents stop arguing, they are
friendly toward each other

48. My parents still act mean after they have had
an argument

Content

3. My parents often get into arguments about
things I do at school

22. My parents’ arguments are usually about
something I did

31. My parents usually argue or disagree because
of things that I do

39. My parents often get into arguments when I
do something wrong

Perceived Threat

7. I get scared when my parents argue

17. When my parents argue I worry about what
will happen to me



26. When my parents argue I'm afraid that some-
thing bad will happen

35. When my parents argue I worry that one of
them will get hurt

42. When my parents argue I'm afraid that they
will yell at me too

47. When my parents argue I worry that they
might get divorced

Coping Efficacy

6.* When my parents argue I can do something to
make myself feel better

15. I don’t know what to do when my parents have
arguments

25.* When my parents argue or disagree I can usu-
ally help make things better

34. When my parents argue there’s nothing I can
do to stop them

46. When my parents argue or disagree there’s
nothing I can do to make myself feel better

51. When my parents argue they don’t listen to
anything I say

Self-Blame

9.* I'm not to blame when my parents have argu-
ments

19. It’s usually my fault when my parents argue
28. Even if they don’t say it, I know I'm to blame
when my parents argue

43. My parents blame me when they have argu-
ments

50.* Usually it’s not my fault when my parents
have arguments

Triangulation

8. 1 feel caught in the middle when my parents
argue

18.* 1 don’t feel like I have to take sides when my
parents have a disagreement

27. My mom wants me to be on her side when she
and my dad argue

36. 1 feel like I have to take sides when my parents
have a disagreement

44. My dad wants me to be on his side when he
and my mom argue

Stability

13. My parents have arguments because they are
not happy together

23. The reasons my parents argue never change
32. My parents argue because they don’t really
love each other

49. My parents have arguments because they
don’t know how to get along

NoTe.—Items marked with an asterisk should be re-
verse scored. Items 4, 12, and 18 are not listed because
they were omitted from the final version of the CPIC,
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