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Parental Residential and Partnering Transitions as Triggers of Adolescent Romantic Relationships 

Abstract
This study examined if parental residential and partnering transitions (biological parents’ move out of the household, the introduction of a new paternal and maternal intimate partner) could trigger an adolescent’s romantic relationship. Event history analysis on data from a prospective cohort study among Dutch adolescents (N = 1,513) demonstrated that only the initiating of a new intimate relationship by the mother lead to a faster transition to a dating relation for the adolescent. Residing in a stepparent family was linked to higher relationship odds whereas living in a single-parent household was associated with lower odds of starting a romantic relation by the adolescent. The effects did not differ for boys and girls.
Keywords: Adolescence, family structure, event history analysis, marital separation, dating


[bookmark: _GoBack]Recent estimates show that about half of all marriages in the United States end in divorce (Amato, 2010). Although the rates of marital dissolution in most Western European countries,  for example, remain comparatively lower, there has been a steady increase in the past decades (Latten & de Graaf, 2010). A substantial number of relationship dissolutions involve at least one child under the age of 18 (Potter, 2010; de Graaf, 2008) and considerable efforts have been directed towards understanding the effects of divorce on children (Wolfinger, 2005; 2011). The almost exclusive focus on divorce, however, means that there has been relatively less direct research into how broader types of parental residential instability or parent’s own re-partnering behavior can impact adolescent romantic relationships. 
In an era of multiple and unstable relationships, early romantic bonds may be pivotal to our understanding of subsequent success of intimate relations. In line with this claim, research has shown that a continuity exists between adolescent romantic relationships and the timing of subsequent adult union formation (Raley, Crissey, & Muller, 2007), that adolescent experiences within their romantic relationships may form the basis for a multitude of adult experiences, such as inter-partner violence (Gomez, 2011), and that aspects of adolescent dating histories can predict romantic relationship qualities in young adulthood (Madsen & Collins, 2011). Yet, as Cavanagh, Crissey, and Raley (2008: 698) argued: “the antecedents of adolescent romance remain poorly understood”.
A notable exception is the work of Cavanagh and colleagues (2008), who examined how the history of family instability was associated with the likelihood of romantic involvement, the total number of relationships, and their potentially violent nature. They found that as the number of changes in family structure across the early life course increased, the likelihood of currently being involved in a relationship and the total number of ever experienced relations also increased. This cumulative family instability did not affect the probability of being involved in a relationship marked by conflict.
The current study builds upon and extends previous research in four major ways. First, instead of focusing only on parental divorce or aggregated family instability, we examine how specific parent-child co-residential and parental re-partnering events affected adolescents’ propensity to date. Our second and key innovation is that by adopting an event history approach, we are able to move beyond the examination of merely associational relationships, to a causal understanding of how parental transitions impacted adolescent romantic lives. Research in the past has generally focused on establishing an association between, for example, the marital status of the parents (mostly divorce) and the adolescent’s dating experiences. Statements about associations, however, are quite different from causal assertions that are designed to say something about how events are produced or conditioned by other events (Blossfeld & Mills, 2001). Therefore, instead of focusing simply on the association between divorce and  the likelihood that adolescents form a relationship, we focused on the ‘timing’ of these relationships in relation to certain family events. 
A related and third innovation is that by adopting a causal and time-varying approach, we do not only examine the impact of a more general indicator of the number of family changes but can gauge the causal impact of multiple parental transitions directly in relation to changes in adolescent dating behavior. Previous studies that have included parents’ relationship status have done so by only providing a ‘snapshot’ of their status at one point in time. We were able to use detailed dates of both parents’ residential statuses and re-partnering histories, together with the dates of entry and exit of adolescents into romantic relationships. Finally, the majority of previous studies on family affects on adolescent romance have utilized data from the American context. Although this research has provided a vast wealth of information, more universal conclusions about family behavior may be unwarranted due to the unique institutional context of the U.S. (Mills & Taht, 2010). . For example, some research has shown that marked divergence exists between American and Dutch parents’ approach to the question of teenage sexuality (Schalet, 2000). Our work provides an insight into how family effects on adolescent romance might differ in another context, in this case the Western European context of  the Netherlands.

Family structure history and adolescent romance
A broader approach that we adopt is the concept of ‘linked lives’, often posited in life course research (Elder, 1985; Elder & Shanahan, 2006). We therefore assume that the life events of a child’s parents has a ‘linked’ or direct effect on the child. It is of course theoretically possible that events are reciprocal (i.e., an adolescent impacts behavior of parents), However, we only examine the impact of parental behavior on their children, which we anticipate is the most prominent effect. In addition to the concept of linked lives, we also use the general framework of the intergenerational transmission of marriage and divorce (Mueller & Pope, 1977; Wolfinger, 2005; 2011). This body of literature has amply demonstrated how parental relational instability can shape experiences with intimate relationships for the next generation in adulthood. Growing up in a context of divorced parents or unstable parental relationships has been shown to impact children’s own adult union formation and dissolution patterns with children from intact families experiencing lower rates of relationship instability than children from non-intact families (Amato, 2010; Martin, Mills, & LeBourdais, 2005; Wolfinger, 2005). Offspring of divorced parents have been found to marry at younger ages and to be more likely to cohabit before marriage (Bumpass, Martin, & Sweet, 1991; Furstenberg & Teitler, 1994). Additionally, experiencing parental relationship dissolution has been shown to be related to children’s subsequent lower commitment to and trust in marriage (Amato & DeBoer, 2001). In line with this, adolescents from single- and cohabiting-parent families have been reported to have lower expectations to marry in adulthood (Manning, Longmore, & Giordano, 2007). With respect to adolescent romantic relationships, the limited research that has been conducted has mostly focused on the fact that adolescents from divorced families are more likely to have (more) dating experience than those from intact families (Heifetz, Connolly, Pepler, & Craig, 2010; Ivanova, Mills, & Veenstra, 2011). Yet, it has previously been noted that divorce is more than just a single event and that it is very likely the changes and experiences surrounding it that are the driving mechanisms behind the previously described effects (Kim, 2011; Potter, 2010). 
Parental transitions and the initiation of a romantic relation in adolescence
Two key transitions that accompany parental relational dissolution and family reordering are a parental move out of the household and the possible subsequent parental re-partnering (Hines, 1997). These can affect the course of adolescents’ lives due to their impact on the parenting practices and parental behaviors that the adolescents are exposed to. For example, single and divorced parents are themselves more likely to engage in romantic relationships and have been shown to hold more permissive sexual attitudes than continuously married parents (Thornton & Camburn, 1987) which could model their children’s openness to dating and sexuality in general (Whitbeck, Simons, & Kao, 1994). In other words, adolescents might be more interested in romantic experiences if they have seen their own parents actively engage in such relations. Therefore, in our work, we examined how the introduction of a new parental romantic partner into the life of the adolescent affected their propensity to initiate a romantic relationship. We considered the effects of new maternal and new paternal partners separately. In the majority of cases, children still stay with their mother after a parental relational dissolution (de Graaf, 2008) and are thus, more readily exposed to her dating behaviors than to their father’s. Thus, we hypothesized that the initiation of a new romantic relationship by either one of the parents would lead to a faster transition to a dating episode by the adolescent but this effect would be stronger in the case of a new maternal than a new paternal partner.
In addition to these possible modeling effects, the transition from a two- to a single-parent family has been associated with lower levels of parental monitoring (Demo & Acock, 1996; Kim, Hetherington, & Reiss, 1999). As the number of adults in the family household decreases at a time when youth enter adolescence and becomes increasingly more interested in dating (Connolly, Craig, Goldberg, & Pepler, 2004), the barriers for adolescents to experiment with romantic relations might also decrease. Parental knowledge of adolescents’ whereabouts and activities has been found to be lower for adolescents who engage in high-risk sexual behaviors than for low-risk takers or abstainers (Siebenbruner, Zimmer-Gembeck, & Egeland, 2007) and low parental monitoring has been associated with an increased likelihood of having experience with dating (Friedlander, Connolly, Pepler, & Craig, 2007). Therefore, in our work, we expected that once a parent left the household, adolescents would make the transition to a romantic relationship faster than before that parental transition.
The Current Study
Our main goal in this work was to test how specific parental transitions triggered romantic relationships in adolescence. Evidence exists that the effect of turbulence within the family on adolescent social development might be moderated by gender. Some researchers have shown that the effects are stronger for one gender over the other, whereas others have found modest or no gender effects (for an overview, see Amato, 2010). Therefore, we also investigated if the hypothesized effects differed by gender. We also controlled for several key child and family characteristics. We considered the family composition and the quality of the family climate before the parental transitions as a control for a potentially stressful home environment which could also be pushing youth to avoid the parental household. We also controlled for adolescent ethnicity and the socio-economic status of the family because of their documented association with family structure history and parenting practices which might be related to adolescent romance (for an overview, see Amato, 2010). 
We made use of data from event-history calendars filled out by the participants in a prospective cohort study among Dutch adolescents, the TRacking Adolescent Individual Lives Survey (TRAILS). We focused on the early to mid-adolescent period, a time when youth have some of their first dating experiences. We first tried to replicate as closely as possible the previously mentioned study by Cavanagh and colleagues (2008) by looking into how family structure history and household instability affected adolescent likelihood of having dating experience and the number of these relations. We then extended this approach by using event history analysis and estimating a number of discrete time models (Allison, 1982; Mills, 2011) in order to examine how specific parental transitions triggered adolescent romantic relationships. 
Method
Participants and Procedure
Data were gathered from participants in the TRacking Adolescents’ Individual Lives Survey (TRAILS), a prospective cohort study among adolescents in the general Dutch population. Participants come from five municipalities, including both urban and rural areas, in the North of the Netherlands. Of all children and parents approached for participation in the TRAILS study, 76.0% gave their consent which resulted in an initial sample of 2,230 participants. Non-respondents at baseline were more likely to be boys, came from lower socioeconomic background, and had worse school performance than respondents. A detailed description of the survey’s design, sampling procedures, data collection, measures, and attrition analyses can be found in De Winter et al. (2005) and Huisman et al. (2008). 
This paper used data from the Event History Calendar (EHC) interviews which took place during the third wave of TRAILS (2005 - 2007). A total of 1,513 adolescents filled out the Event History Calendars (67.9% of the initial sample). Compared to participants, nonparticipants were more likely to be boys (χ2 (2,230) = 31.58, p < .05, Cramer's φ2 = .12), came from families with fathers with lower educational attainment (χ2 (1,874) = 37.83, p < .01, Cramer's φ2 = .14), and were older (t (2,228) = 2.40, p < .05, Cohen’s d = .11). The EHC interviews took place in the participants’ homes and were approximately 45 minutes long. The adolescents were asked to recall if certain events, specified by the interviewer, took place in the previous five years (since the beginning of the TRAILS data collection in 2001 – 2002). Of the sample of 1,513 adolescents, 1,442 (95.3%) were observed for the total period of 5 years, with 71 (4.7%) observed only slightly shorter. When the adolescents answered positively to an interviewer’s question (“Have your parents divorced in this period?”, “Have you started a romantic relationship in this period?”), they were asked to mark the months in which the event started and ended on the calendar provided. The average age of the participants at the time of the interview was 16.25 (SD = .67, range 14.80 to 18.13) and the average age at the start of observation was 11.30 (SD = .65, range 9.87 to 13.13).
Measures
Entry into and number of adolescent romantic relationships. The adolescents reported the months when they started and ended new romantic relationships. We used this information (reported at the mean age of 16.25) to represent the start and end dates of dating. As discussed previously, we examined two outcome variables. First, to allow some comparability between our results with Cavanagh et al. (2008), we included a measure of the number of romantic relationships the adolescent experienced in the period covered by the EHC. The maximum number of reported relationships was seven. The dependent variable for the analysis of the transition to a romantic relation was the probability of entry into a romantic relationship during the specified monthly interval (t), conditional on the fact that it did not occur before time t. 
Family structure at the beginning of observation. The family composition at the start of the event history calendar was reported by the adolescents and was combined into three categories. It was not possible to use the extended 8 category model of Cavanagh et al. (2008) due to the sample size. The three categories were: 1) two biological parents (n = 1,187); 2) the combined categories of a biological parent and stepparent (mother and stepfather, n = 101; father and stepmother, n = 14) and two adoptive parents (n = 2); and, 3) the combined categories of single-mother (n = 180), single-father families (n = 22) and surrogate parents (n = 5). We had no information about family composition for two adolescents.
Household instability and parental transitions during observation. For the analysis of the number of romantic relationships, we used the adolescents’ reports of changes in the household composition. This was divided into three categories: 1) no family changes (n = 1,015), 2) a biological parent moved out (n = 121), and finally, 3) a stepparent (n = 33) or stepsibling (n = 14) moved in, combined into one category (n = 47). We did not consider the date of the parental divorce in our work but a performed check showed that over 50% of the adolescent reported divorce dates coincided with the reported date of a biological parent’s move out of the household. It appeared that, at least for our sample, the divorce date captured much more than just the parental legal separation. In the event history models, the parental transitions were measured using the adolescent reported timing (the month in which it occurred) of the following events: 1) one of the biological parents moved out (n = 121); 2) the father had a new romantic partner (n = 115); and, 3) the mother had a new romantic partner (n = 124).
Family assessment device. We used the parent-reported General Functioning scale of the McMaster Family Assessment Device (Epstein, Baldwin, & Bishop, 1983) from the first wave of TRAILS to control for the quality of the family climate. The participating parent indicated how well a number of statements described the family (“We avoid talking about our worries and fears.”, “We cannot rely on each other.”). A low score on the scale indicated a healthy family climate; a high score represented a dysfunctional family climate (range 1 to 4, 12-items, α = .85). Data were available for 1,427 youth. The measure was standardized to M = 0 and SD = 1.
Child and family characteristics. The child characteristics included gender, age at the start of observation (standardized to M = 0 and SD = 1 for the analysis on count of relations), and ethnicity. These data were collected in the North of the Netherlands, a region with a relatively homogeneously native Dutch population. In our models we controlled for ethnicity, including a dichotomous variable of whether respondents had a native Dutch (n = 1,342) or other background (Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese, Antillean, Indonesian, other; n = 171). We included a time-varying variable for age, based on the age at start of observation and increasing with each month of observation, in the analysis on the initiation of a relationship. We controlled for family characteristics by including father’s highest educational level. Due to the fact that the Netherlands can be described as adhering to the male breadwinner model (Esping-Andersen, 1990), we included paternal education as a proxy for the family’s socioeconomic status. This measure was combined into three categories: 1) those with low educational levels of elementary or lower tracks of secondary education (n = 373; referred to as “low education” hereafter); 2) higher tracks of secondary education (n = 414; referred to as “middle education”); and, 3) senior vocational education or University education (n = 510; referred to as “high education”). Analyses were also performed with maternal education with no substantial changes to the results.
Analytical strategy
We performed two sets of analyses. First, similarly to Cavanagh et al. (2008), we studied the association between family structure history and instability and the number of adolescent romantic relationships. We used count data hurdle models (Mullahy, 1986) to examine the effects of family structure history and instability on the number of adolescent romantic relationships. The hurdle model is a two-part model. The first part is a binary outcome model, where a zero or a positive outcome is modeled (never dated vs dated at least once) and the second part is a truncated count data model, conditional on a positive outcome from the first model. For ease of interpretation, we discuss the results in the form of percent change in expected count (calculated as (exp(b)-1)*100).
 In the second set of models, we adopted an event history framework and estimated a recurrent event discrete-time event model (Allison, 1982; Mills, 2011). In discrete-time models, the dependent variable is the probability of entering into a romantic relationship during the specified monthly interval (t), conditional on the fact that it did not occur before time t. In other words, the analysis examined the months until entry into a romantic relationship or right-censoring (event did not occur before the end of the observation period). For the transition to first romantic relationship, the risk period was defined as the period between the start of observation until entry into first romantic relationship or right-censoring by the date of the interview. The higher order relationships were represented by the month after dissolution of the previous relationship until entry into the next relationship or right-censoring. We estimated a recurrent event model (Aalen, Borgan, & Gjessing, 2008; Mills, 2011), with recurrent dating events nested within individuals, because adolescents could experience more than one romantic relationship. The multiple dating events for the same adolescent might have been correlated due to the presence of unobserved individual-specific factors that affected the occurrence of each event. Therefore, we estimated a recurrent event discrete-time complementary log-log (cloglog) model with random effects (Aalen, Borgan, & Gjessing, 2008; Steele, 2005; Therneau & Gambsch, 2000). We utilized the cloglog link because we were only able to observe time in grouped (monthly) form.
In all models, paternal educational level was entered as ordered (“cascading”) dummy variables. Each dummy variable shows the amount of change between categories rather than the amount of change between the category of interest and the reference category. The first contrast in the analysis then indicated the effect of having a father with low versus higher-than-low education and the second contrast indicated the effect of having a father with high versus not-high education. For more information, see Walter, Feinstein, and Wells (1987). 
Results
Descriptive analysis
A total of 958 adolescents (63.3% of the EHC sample) reported having had at least one romantic relationship within the observation period. Similar to the results reported by Cavanagh and colleagues (2008), girls were more likely than boys to report dating experience (χ2 (1, N = 1,513) = 16.99, p < .001) and older teens (at beginning of observation) were more likely to report having at least one relationship than younger teens (t(1,391) = -5.09, p < .001, equal variances not assumed). An additionally performed check on the events experienced before the beginning of observation showed that for the majority of adolescents in our sample, the first reported relationship during the EHC was their first relationship in general. The average number of romantic relationships within the observation period was 1.12 (SD = 1.18).
Before turning to our analysis of how family structure history and instability affected adolescent propensity to date and the number of these relationships, we provide an overview of the transitions experienced by the youth in our sample. As illustrated in Table 1, the majority of TRAILS participants came from intact families at the beginning of the data collection (78.5%) and from households which reported a relatively healthy family climate (measured by the Family Assessment Device). The most frequently experienced parental transition was the beginning of a new maternal romantic relationship (8.2% of the cases) and the least reported one was the moving in of a new stepparent / stepsibling into the parental household (3.1% of the cases). 
Number of Adolescent Romantic Relationships
Our findings from the count data hurdle models revealed that though certain family compositions at the beginning of observation and household transitions had an effect on the likelihood of having dating experience, these did not affect the ultimate number of romantic relationships. Table 2a displays our findings from the first part of the count data hurdle models (the transition from 0, never dated, to 1, had at least one romantic relationship) and Table 2b displays the results from the truncated count data models. None of the tested gender interactions were significant and thus, these were not included in the displayed models. As can be seen in the final model, being a girl increased the likelihood of having dating experience by 51.7% (calculated as exp((.34)-1)*100) and the count of these relationships by 46.8%. Scoring one standard deviation above the mean for age at first observation also increased the odds of dating by 45.8% and the number of relationships by 40.7%. Having a father with high education decreased the odds of having dating experience by 25.7%. With respect to family structure at the beginning of observation, coming from a stepparent family increased the odds of having dating experience by 58.2% compared to coming from an intact family. Of the considered parental transitions, only the move out of a biological parent affected the likelihood of ever having dated, increasing it by 134.9%. With respect to the number of adolescent romantic relations, only coming from a single parent family at the beginning of observation decreased their count by 23.9%. The effect however, was borderline insignificant (p = 0.08). 
The Initiation of a Romantic Relationship in Adolescence
In the second part of our analyses, we examined how specific parental transitions affected adolescents’ odds of initiating a romantic relationship. Our findings are shown in Table 3. None of the tested gender interactions were significant and were thus not considered in the displayed models. The multiplicative effects of a covariate on the odds of initiating a romantic relationship in a given interval can be obtained by exponentiating the coefficient and are also displayed in Table 3 (eB). As expected, the move out of a biological parent from the household increased the odds of starting a relation by 1.32 (see Model 1) but that effect was insignificant when the other parental transitions were added to the model (see Model 3). Contrary to our expectations, the introduction of a new paternal partner in the life of the adolescent did not have a significant effect on the odds of dating. On the other hand, we found the expected effect for a new maternal partner. When all parental transitions were considered in the model, the initiation of a new romantic relationship by the mother increased adolescents’ odds of starting a romantic relationship by 1.79. Both of the considered family compositions at the beginning of observation affected adolescents’ transitioning to romantic relationships. Whereas coming from a stepparent family increased the odds of starting a relationship by 1.30, coming from a single-parent family decreased them by .69 (both compared to coming from an intact family). As can be seen in Model 3, girls had 1.54 higher odds than boys of starting a relationship in any given interval. As adolescents aged, their odds of dating increased by 1.71. Having a father with higher-than-low education decreased the probability of starting a relationship by .84 (p = .06). Coming from a family with a father with high education also decreased the odds of dating by .75 (compared to not having a father with high education). In all models, a significant part of the variance was explained by the variance of the random effects (see Table 3). 
Discussion
In this study, we extended our knowledge of the determinants of adolescent romantic relationships by focusing on how parental transitions could trigger these relations. We were guided by the assertion of life course researchers (Elder, 1985; Elder & Shanahan, 2006) that substantial changes in the lives of parents are bound to affect the transitions in adolescents’ lives. Previous work has shown that cumulative family instability (total number of changes within the parental household) was the strongest predictor of current dating status and the number of these relations when considering the effect of family make-up on dating (Cavanagh, Crissey, & Raley, 2008). In our investigation, we were able to use the detailed timing of both parents’ residential statuses and re-partnering histories and connect these with the dates of entry and exit into romantic relationships for the adolescents. Several noteworthy findings emerged from our work.
Foremost, of the parental transitions of interest (biological parent’s move out of the household and the introduction of new parental partners into the life of the adolescent) only the initiation of a romantic relationship by the mother lead to an increase in the adolescent propensity to date. In contrast, a new paternal partner did not have an effect on the adolescents’ likelihood to engage in a romantic relationship. This is not necessarily a surprising finding in light of the fact that about 85% of Dutch children stay with their mother after parental relationship dissolution (de Graaf, 2008) and are thus, probably exposed more to the mother’s rather than the father’s behaviors. Earlier work has demonstrated how parental behaviors and attitudes can serve as models for adolescents’ sexual behaviors. For example, research has established that the mother’s dating behaviors after a parental marital dissolution were related to their adolescents’ levels of sexual activity (Whitbeck, Simons, & Kao, 1994). Our work also shows that when the mother started a new relationship, the adolescents were themselves more likely to do the same. The precise mechanism behind this finding however, remains unclear. Besides the possible socialization effects which could be at play, it could also be that once the mother initiates a new romantic relationship, she begins to spend less time with her children. This decreased level of parental supervision has been shown to be associated with a higher likelihood of engaging in dating for adolescents (Friedlander, Connolly, Pepler, & Craig, 2007). These accounts of the relationship which we found, however, remain speculative. More detailed prospective information on parenting practices and attitudes both before and after the parental relationship dissolution is necessary in order to clarify the mechanism behind it.
Our second key finding relates to the effect of the family composition at the beginning of observation (single-parent, stepparent, and two biological parents families) on adolescent propensity to date. We found that coming from a stepparent family increased the adolescent odds of initiating a romantic relation. On one hand, this effect can be seen as support for previous findings that cumulative family instability was a strong predictor of being currently involved in a romantic relationship (e.g., Cavanagh et al., 2008). Adolescents in stepparent families are likely to have experienced their biological parents’ relationship dissolution, the initiation of a new romantic relationship by one or both of the parents, and the entry of a stepparent into the household. Being exposed to such multiple transitions plays an important role in shaping the adolescent lives (Amato, 2000; Crosnoe & Cavanagh, 2010). On the other hand, it could be the quality of the stepparent-adolescent relationship which drives the effect which we found. For example, previous work has found that in the cases when boys perceived the relationship with their stepfather to be close and caring, they were less likely to engage in sexual activity (Manning, Holtzman, & Kapinus, 2007). Though we included a measure of the quality of the family climate in our work and it did not have an effect, we were not able to directly assess the stepparent-adolescent relationship which future work can address.
Our other notable finding related to the effect of family composition was that adolescents from single-parent households were less likely to initiate romantic relationships. This result is particularly interesting in light of findings that residing in a single-parent family is associated with higher likelihood of being currently involved in a dating relationship and the number of these relations for adolescents (e.g., Cavanagh et al., 2008), greater odds of early cohabitation for young adults (Ryan, Franzetta, Schelar, & Manlove, 2009), and increased risk of teenage pregnancy (Teachman, 2004) to mention just a few. Our finding likely points to the decidedly different institutional contexts in which Dutch single-parent families are embedded. Dutch single-parent households are protected by governmental regulations and benefit substantially from various family income and tax measures (Lok, 2009). Additionally, only a very small percentage of single-parents in the Netherlands work full-time or use any sort of day-care services (Portegijs, Cloïn, Ooms, & Eggink, 2006). In comparison, about half of all custodial parents in the United States work full-time, year-round (Grall, 2009). In other words, less Dutch single-parents spend substantial amounts of time engaged in the labor market and thus, away from their maturing adolescents. As previously mentioned, parental control and knowledge of the adolescent’s whereabouts are strong predictors of adolescent dating status (Friedlander et al., 2007). At the same time, our findings showed that the transition from a two- to a single-parent family (i.e., a biological parent’s move out of the household) was associated with higher likelihood of having at least some dating experience. These results, however, are not necessarily contradictory. We assessed the family composition (single-parent, stepparent, and two biological parents) at the beginning of observation; in other words, this was the family’s status quo at the time the adolescents came into our study and was thus, the result of possible changes experienced before adolescence. In contrast, the parental residential transitions (e.g., the biological parent’s move out of the household) were observed in the five year period starting with the entry into adolescence. Previous work has already established that stressors which are experienced during transitional periods such as the entry into adolescence can have stronger effects on adjustment than if they are experienced at another time (Graber & Brooks-Gunn, 1996). This difference in the timing of the parental transitions could account for the effects which we found.
Despite the interesting findings of this study, there are certain limitations that we should address. In our work we did not find any significant gender interactions. On one hand side, it could be that the low number of adolescents from non-intact families (especially the very few single-father families) and the low number of parental transitions in our sample did not allow for gender differences to be detected. Yet, it should also be kept in mind that previous investigations have reported mixed findings about possible gender differences in the effect of parental relational instability, with a substantial number reporting little or no differentiation (for an overview, see Amato, 2010). Thus, the fact that we found that girls and boys experience household transitions in a similar way was not necessarily surprising. Furthermore, with respect to the few single-father households, our sample was rather representative of the Dutch context in which the majority of adolescents in single-parent families reside in single-mother homes (de Graaf, 2008). Another specificity of our work is the limited 5-year observation period. This impeded us from investigating the effects of cumulative family instability from birth until at least early adolescence which is a strong predictor of various aspects of adolescent functioning (Amato, 2000; Cavangh et al, 2008; Crosnoe & Cavanagh, 2010). Still, we believe that we were able to capture a crucial transitional period (i.e., the entry into adolescence) when youth might be even more susceptible to the effects of family instability. Despite the fact that we established a clear causal link between parental transitions and the initiation of a dating relation in adolescence, we were unable to make any conclusion about how adolescents experience these romantic relationships. We did not find evidence of an association between family structure, parental transitions, and the count of dating relations but it remains to future investigations to establish how adolescents fare in romantic relations initiated after a substantial parental transition. 
Despite certain limitations, this study makes an important contribution to the study of family events and adolescent romantic relationships by establishing a clear causal link between parental and adolescent transitions. This confirms life-course researchers’ assertion of “linked lives” – important changes in parents’ lives are bound to have a ripple effect on the life-courses of their adolescents. It remains to be seen whether the fact that the initiation of those romantic relationships was affected by a parental transition will also have an effect on how the adolescent functions in these bonds.
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Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics of Variables Used for Count Data Hurdle Models and Event History Analysis
	Variables
	N (% of EHC sample)
	M (SD)

	Number of romantic relations during observation
	
	
	

	0
	555 (36.7 %)
	
	

	1
	493 (32.6 %)
	
	

	2
	293 (19.4 %)
	
	

	3
	110 (7.3 %)
	
	

	4
	33 (2.2 %)
	
	

	5
	20 (1.3 %)
	
	

	6
	8 (0.5 %)
	
	

	7
	1 (0.1 %)
	
	

	Family instability & transitions during observation
	
	
	

	Biological parent moved out
	121 (8.0 %)
	
	

	Stepparent / stepsibling moved in
	47 (3.1 %)
	
	

	First new paternal partner
	115 (7.6 %)
	
	

	First new maternal partner
	124 (8.2 %)
	
	

	Family structure at beginning of observation
	
	
	

	Two biological parents
	1,187 (78.5 %)
	
	

	Biological and stepparent
	117 (7.7 %)
	
	

	Single parent
	207 (13.7 %)
	
	

	Child and family characteristics
	
	
	

	Female
	830 (54.9 %)
	
	

	Age at start of observation
	
	11.30 (.65)

	Age at interview
	
	16.25 (.67)

	Non-Dutch ethnicity
	171 (11.3 %)
	
	

	Father elementary / lower secondary education (low)
	373 (24.7 %)
	
	

	Father higher secondary education (middle)
	414 (27.4 %)
	
	

	Father senior vocational / University (high)
	510 (33.7 %)
	
	

	Family assessment device (range 1 - 4)
	
	1.76 (.36)
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Table 2a
Summary of Count Data Hurdle Model Predicting the Probability of Having Any Adolescent Romantic Relationship Experience (Zero Hurdle Portion; N = 1,243)
	
	Model 1
	
	Model 2
	
	Model 3

	
	B
	robust SE
	OR
	
	B
	robust SE
	OR
	
	B
	robust SE
	OR

	Household instability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Biological parent moved out
	
	
	
	
	1.25***
	.30
	3.48
	
	1.30***
	.30
	3.66

	Stepparent / stepsibling in
	
	
	
	
	-.14
	.48
	.87
	
	.01
	.51
	1.01

	No family instability (ref)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Family structure at beginning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Stepparent family
	.37
	.23
	1.45
	
	
	
	
	
	.46*
	.23
	1.58

	Single-parent family
	-.27
	.27
	.76
	
	
	
	
	
	-.38
	.27
	.69

	Two biological parents (ref)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Child & family characteristics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female (ref = male)
	.34**
	.12
	1.41
	
	.34**
	.12
	1.41
	
	.34**
	.12
	1.41

	Age at beginning
	.23***
	.06
	1.26
	
	.22***
	.06
	1.25
	
	.22***
	.06
	1.25

	Non-Dutch ethnicity
	.01
	.22
	1.01
	
	.04
	.22
	1.04
	
	.01
	.22
	1.01

	Father middle & high ed (vs. low)
	-.29†
	.16
	.75
	
	-.25
	.16
	.78
	
	-.27
	.16
	.76

	Father high ed (vs. low & middle)
	-.38**
	.14
	.69
	
	-.39**
	.14
	.68
	
	-.36*
	.14
	.70

	Family assessment device
	.05
	.06
	1.06
	
	.03
	.06
	1.03
	
	.03
	.06
	1.03

	Constant
	.56***
	.14
	
	
	.47***
	.14
	
	
	.46***
	.14
	

	χ2
	45.09
	
	
	
	61.86
	
	
	
	62.29
	
	

	df
	8
	
	
	
	8
	
	
	
	10
	
	


Note: OR = Odds Ratio.
†p < .10. *p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001.

Table 2b
Summary of Count Data Hurdle Model Predicting the Number of Adolescent Romantic Relationships for Dating Adolescents (Count Portion; N = 1,243)
	
	Model 1
	
	Model 2
	
	Model 3

	
	B
	robust SE
	
	B
	robust SE
	
	B
	robust SE

	Household instability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Biological parent moved out
	
	
	
	-.07
	.15
	
	-.04
	.15

	Stepparent / stepsibling in
	
	
	
	.11
	.25
	
	.27
	.26

	No family instability (ref)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Family structure at beginning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Stepparent family
	.05
	.12
	
	
	
	
	.04
	.12

	Single-parent family
	-.38
	.24
	
	
	
	
	-.43†
	.24

	Two biological parents (ref)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Child & family characteristics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female (ref = male)
	.24**
	.09
	
	.25**
	.09
	
	.24**
	.09

	Age at beginning
	.10**
	.04
	
	.10**
	.04
	
	.10**
	.04

	Non-Dutch ethnicity
	.18
	.13
	
	.20
	.13
	
	.19
	.13

	Father middle & high ed (vs. low)
	-.08
	.10
	
	-.08
	.10
	
	-.08
	.10

	Father high ed (vs. low & middle)
	-.09
	.10
	
	-.10
	.10
	
	-.10
	.10

	Family assessment device
	-.03
	.04
	
	-.03
	.04
	
	-.03
	.04

	Constant
	.11
	.10
	
	.10
	.10
	
	.11
	.10

	χ2
	45.09
	
	
	61.86
	
	
	62.69
	

	df
	8
	
	
	8
	
	
	10
	


Note: †p < .10. *p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001.

Table 3
Summary of Complementary Log-log Model Predicting the Likelihood of Initiating an Adolescent Romantic Relationship (N = 67,226 episodes)
	
	Model 1
	
	Model 2
	
	Model 3

	
	B
	SE B
	eB
	
	B
	SE B
	eB
	
	B
	SE B
	eB

	Household instability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Biological parent moved out
	.28*
	.14
	1.32
	
	
	
	
	
	-.03
	.17
	.97

	New paternal partner
	
	
	
	
	.25
	.19
	1.29
	
	.26
	.20
	1.30

	New maternal partner
	
	
	
	
	.57***
	.17
	1.76
	
	.58**
	.18
	1.79

	No family instability (ref)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Family structure at beginning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Stepparent family
	.26*
	.12
	1.30
	
	.26*
	.12
	1.30
	
	.26*
	.12
	1.30

	Single-parent family
	-.27†
	.15
	.77
	
	-.37*
	.16
	.69
	
	-.37*
	.16
	.69

	Two biological parents (ref)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Child & family characteristics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female (ref = male)
	.43***
	.08
	1.54
	
	.43***
	.08
	1.54
	
	.43***
	.08
	1.54

	Age (time-varying)
	.54***
	.02
	1.72
	
	.54***
	.02
	1.71
	
	.54***
	.02
	1.71

	Non-Dutch ethnicity
	.09
	.12
	1.09
	
	.10
	.12
	1.10
	
	.10
	.12
	1.10

	Father middle & high ed (vs. low)
	-.17†
	.09
	.85
	
	-.17†
	.09
	.84
	
	-.17†
	.09
	.84

	Father high ed (vs. low & middle)
	-.30***
	.09
	.74
	
	-.29***
	.09
	.75
	
	-.29***
	.09
	.75

	Family assessment device
	.00
	.04
	1.00
	
	.00
	.04
	1.00
	
	.00
	.04
	1.00

	Constant
	-11.85***
	.33
	
	
	-11.79***
	.33
	
	
	-11.79***
	.33
	

	Log likelihood
	-6133.94
	
	
	
	-6126.92
	
	
	
	-6126.90
	
	

	ln σ2 (SE)
	-.47
	.12
	
	
	-.48
	.12
	
	
	-.47
	.12
	

	σu (SE)
	.79
	.05
	
	
	.79
	.05
	
	
	.79
	.05
	

	ρ (SE)
	.28***
	.02
	
	
	.27***
	.02
	
	
	.27***
	.02
	


Note: †p < .10. *p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001.
