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Corrigendum 

Corrigendum to “A meta-analysis on interparental conflict, parenting, and 
child adjustment in divorced families: Examining mediation using 
meta-analytic structural equation models” [Clinical Psychology Review 79 
(2020) 101861] 

Rianne van Dijk a,b,*, Inge E. van der Valk b, Maja Deković a, Susan Branje b 

a Department of Clinical Child & Family Studies, Utrecht University, the Netherlands 
b Department of Youth & Family, Utrecht University, the Netherlands 

The authors regret that the published version of the above article 
(van Dijk et al., 2020) contained some minor errors in the Results section 
due to an error in aggregating the correlations of the same study samples 
for the meta-analytic structural equation models (MASEM). The error 
mostly concerned very small rounding differences in the third number 
after the decimal for some of the fit indices, path estimations, and 
confidence intervals (i.e., in Tables 3 and 4, Fig. 2, and Sections 3.3.1 
and 3.3.3). These numbers have been adjusted in the corrected docu
ment stored at https://www.researchgate.net/publication/341207943 
_A_meta-analysis_on_interparental_conflict_parenting_and_child_adjust 
ment_in_divorced_families_Examining_mediation_using_meta-analyti 
c_structural_equation_models 

All previously stated conclusions still held, with one exception: For 
the indirect effect of parent-child relationship quality we reported no 
significant mediation with a confidence interval just containing zero 
[95% CI − 0.0004, 0.020], but after rectification the interval did not 
contain zero anymore [95% CI 0.003, 0.022] and, hence, was statisti
cally significant. Therefore, the following corrections need to be made to 
the texts referring to the mediating role of parent-child relationship 
quality:  

1. In the abstract, the statement: “Second, parental support, hostility, 
structuring, intrusiveness, and role diffusion indeed served as 
mediating mechanisms underlying the persistent link between 
interparental conflict and children’s internalizing and externalizing 
problems. This was not true for dyadic parent-child processes.” 
should be replaced with: “Second, parental support, hostility, 
structuring, intrusiveness, parent-child relationship quality, and role 
diffusion indeed served as mediating mechanisms underlying the 
persistent link between interparental conflict and children’s inter
nalizing and externalizing problems. This was not true for parent- 
child conflict.”  

2. In Section 3.3.3, the statement: “Parent-child relationship quality 
also did not mediate the relation between interparental conflict and 
internalizing problems (β = 0.010, 95% CI [− 0.000, 0.020]), but it 
did mediate the relation between interparental conflict and exter
nalizing problems (β = 0.022, 95% CI [0.008, 0.039]).” should read: 
“…, whereas parent-child relationship quality mediated the relation 
both between interparental conflict and internalizing problems (β =
0.012, 95% CI [0.003, 0.022]), and between interparental conflict 
and externalizing problems (β = 0.022, 95% CI [0.008, 0.039]).”  

3. Also in Section 3.3.3, the statement: “In addition, the link between 
parent-child relationship quality and child internalizing problems 
was insignificant as well.” should be deleted.  

4. In Section 4.2, the statement: “More specifically, lower levels of 
parental support and parental structuring, as well as increased levels 
of parental hostility, intrusive parenting, and role diffusion processes 
mediated the link between interparental conflict and child adjust
ment.” should be replaced with: “More specifically, lower levels of 
parental support, parental structuring, and parent-child relationship 
quality as well as increased levels of parental hostility, intrusive 
parenting, and role diffusion processes, mediated the link between 
interparental conflict and child adjustment.” 

5. Also in Section 4.2, the statement: “In contrast, parent-child rela
tionship quality only mediated the association between interparental 
conflict and internalizing problems, and parent-child conflict did not 
act as an mediating mechanism for internalizing nor externalizing 
problems, as there was no direct effect from interparental conflict to 
parent-child conflict.” should be replaced with: “In contrast, parent- 
child conflict did not act as an mediating mechanism for internal
izing nor externalizing problems, as there was no direct effect from 
interparental conflict to parent-child conflict.”  

6. The slightly changed values in some of the textual results, Tables, 
and Figures, are depicted below. 

DOI of original article: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2020.101861. 
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In Section 3.3.1, the numbers should be: “More specifically, parental 
hostility showed stronger associations with child internalizing (β =
0.235, 95% CI [0.164, 0.306]) and externalizing problems (β = 0.241 
95% CI [0.180, 0.302]), when compared to parental support and child 
internalizing (β = − 0.051, 95% CI [− 0.091, − 0.011]) and externalizing 
problems (β = − 0.074, 95% CI [− 0.125, − 0.024]). As for the indirect 
effects, results indicate that the relation between interparental conflict 
and internalizing problems was partly mediated both by parental sup
port (β = 0.007, 95% CI [0.001, 0.012]) and parental hostility (β =
0.038, 95% CI [0.018, 0.063]). For externalizing problems, the effect of 
interparental conflict was also partly mediated by both parental support 

(β = 0.010, 95% CI [0.003, 0.018]) and parental hostility (β = 0.039, 
95% CI [0.019, 0.064]).” 

In Section 3.3.3, the numbers should be: “Based on the Likelihood- 
ratio difference tests, as well as comparison of the 95% CI’s, results 
showed that parent-child conflict was more strongly related to inter
nalizing problems (β = 0.231, 95% CI [0.162, 0.300]) when compared to 
parent-child relationship quality (β = − 0.078, 95% CI [− 0.135, 
− 0.021]).” And: “…, whereas parent-child relationship quality medi
ated the relation both between interparental conflict and internalizing 
problems (β = 0.012, 95% CI [0.003, 0.022]), …”. 
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Fig. 2. Four mediation models with different parenting behaviors as mediators. 
Notes. ***p < .001 **p < .01 *p < .05. Correlations between children’s internalizing and externalizing problems varied from r = 0.318 to 0.358 in the different 
models. Values between the brackets represent the number of effect sizes that were available for that path after aggregating similar associations from the 
same sample. 

Table 3 
Goodness-of-fit indices for the separate mediation models.   

χ2 N df p-value CFI RMSEA 95% CI for RMSEA 

Model 
Acceptance 42.13 20,644 2 <0.001 0.953 0.031 [0.023, 0.040] 
Control 51.47 16,115 2 <0.001 0.924 0.039 [0.030, 0.049] 
P-C  

relationship 
33.52 20,202 2 <0.001 0.959 0.028 [0.020, 0.037] 

Role diffusion 28.82 15,691 2 <0.001 0.949 0.029 [0.020, 0.039] 

Note. Although the χ2-value is relatively large and significant for each of the models (i.e., indicating poor model fit), we consider the models to fit the data adequately 
based on the other fit indices, as the χ2-value and its significance are highly sensitive to sample size (e.g., Vandenberg, 2006). 

Table 4 
Likelihood-ratio test statistics for the different models.  

Model Δχ2 Δdf p-value 
Acceptance    

Constraint A: Support & hostility > Int. 13.56 1 <0.001 
Constraint B: Support & hostility > Ext. 11.79 1 <0.001 

Control    
Constraint A: Structuring & intrusiveness > Int. 0.10 1 0.747 
Constraint B: Structuring & intrusiveness > Ext. 0.01 1 0.977 

P-C relationship model    
Constraint A: P-C quality & P-C conflict > Int. 6.53 1 0.011 
Constraint B: P-C quality & P-C conflict > Ext. 0.10 1 0.747  
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