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BaCkground Data Measures and Ana|yS|S = S OgIStII\c;Iodeegljr:Lesi/Il((jjgelozr l\:gdel3 Model 4 Model 5
* Intimate partner violence (IPV): Young adults « Toledo Adolescent Relationships Study * Dependent Variable: Any IPV at Wave 5 P—" . OR —___CF oR OR
: ) ) ) elationship Uncertainty 1.68*** 1.22%*
report high amounts of IPV perpetration and * Focal variables measured at Wave 5 (2012) * Independent Variables: Parenting Complexity
victimization during this period of the life course  Controls at Wave 5 and Wave 1 « Relationship uncertainty: 3 items about the No children (ref) . .

« History of IPV: Individual’s history of IPV, partner’s « Average age at Wave 5 is 25 years uncertainty of the future of the relationship Only shared children 1.607 0.84
history of IPV, and parent’s history of IPV are known - Respondents must report on current or most » Parenting complexity g‘:}:‘;enzrzgecdhi‘:;;?en 2or oo
predictors of IPV recent dating, cohabiting, or marital * Infidelity: reports of any infidelity in the Contested Domains | |

« Contested domains: Domains including infidelity relationship relationship Any cheating 5 4ok 1.9+
and financial concerns are associated with IPV * n=889  Financial concerns: how often couple fights Financial concerns 2.127 2.027

: : : _ : 0 - History of IPV

* Relationship uncertainty: Uncertainty about the * 22% of the sample report any IPV about money issues (1-5) Respondent previous 1PV a1 eas

future of a relationship may be associated with IPV | | | | * Respondent history of IPV at Wave 1 Parent's IPV L gos 1 go
L : Figure 1. Relationship Uncertainty by IPV , : , _ - -

 Parenthood complexity: Some evidence that 5 00 « Parent’s history of IPV Partner’s previous IPV 1.75* 103
parenthood complexity (e.g. unshared children) is | * Partner’s history of IPV et relatiomaie daration | C! € gender, race, employment stats, relafionship status.
associated with decrease in relationship quality and 4.00 « Sociodemographic and relationship controls " p<10*p<.05 #p<.01 *p<00L
an increase in 1PV 3.00 5 2 2.84 Source: Toledo Adolescent Relationships Study

2.00 . . .
o Results Conclusions and Future Directions
Current StUdy No IPV Any [PV . _
Figure 3. Odds Ratios of Zero-Order Logistic Flndlngs.
Prior studies have examined each of these variables Figure 2. Distribution of Parenting Complexity in Regression for Any IPV . _Re_lati_onship un_certainty, unshared childre_n,
separately, however examining these indicators Sample Relationship uncertainty 1,534 infidelity, flnanc:|,a| concerns, respondent history of
together provides useful insight for prevention Only shared children = 1.19 IEV, and parent’s history of IPV are associated
strategies as to which may act as potential risk for Some shared children 2.61 with current reports of IPV. |
- | Only not shared children 1.64*  Areas of contested domains (cheating and
partner violence. No Children Ay cheati e _ _ |
_ _”IYC eating 4.05 financial concerns) add more to the model fit.
Inancial concerns 2.32%** : : :

- Controlling for other known covariates of IPV, is " Only Shared Respondents history of IPV L 86+ Implications: | |
relationship uncertainty, parenting complexity, Some Shared Parent's history of PV 5 O * While each of the areas are associated with IPV,
contested domains, or history of IPV more strongly Nore Shared Partner's history of IPV 1,93+ practitioners should note that the very real
associated with current reports of IPV? . , ; . . domains of conflict including |nf|_deI|ty and financial

concerns are key to understanding IPV.
Source: Toledo Adolescent Relationships Study Source: Toledo Adolescent Relationships Study
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