Supplementary Document 8 
Sensitivity Analyses on the Confounding Role of Current Relationship Status
For young adults in the current study, 271 (valid percent = 86.9%) reported that their parents were currently married. For another 31 participants (valid percent = 9.9%), their parents were divorced or separated. For the last 10 participants (valid percent = 3.2%), their parents were in another relationship status (mostly widowed). 
Given the small number of participants whose parents were no longer together (41 in total, < 100, the minimum sample size for conducting a structural equation model; Kline, 2015), we were not able to investigate the pathways of research interest in this group. 
Instead, we conducted supplementary analyses by investigating the pathways of research interest only among the 271 young adults whose parents were currently married. As seen in Supplementary Tables 15 and 16 (this document), the findings were relatively similar to those based on all 312 participants. 
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Supplementary Table 15 Standardized Pathway Coefficients in the SEM
	
	Money vigilance
	Healthy money management
	Financial well-being
	Life satisfaction

	
	ß
	t
	ß
	t
	ß
	t
	ß
	t

	IPFC- frequency
	.07
	0.93
	.08
	1.08
	-.10
	-1.60
	-.15
	-2.51*

	IPFC- negotiation strategy
	.30
	3.01**
	.17
	1.84
	-.04
	-0.52
	.17
	2.24*

	IPFC- hostility strategy
	.29
	3.13**
	.02
	0.18
	-.07
	-0.85
	.05
	0.71

	IPFC- triangulation strategy
	.08
	1.04
	.11
	1.50
	.14
	2.03*
	.09
	1.37

	Money vigilance
	
	
	
	
	-.24
	-2.26*
	-.19
	-2.20*

	Healthy money management
	
	
	
	
	.22
	2.18*
	.46
	4.65***

	R2
	.11
	
	.15
	
	.29
	
	.36
	


Note. N = 271. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
IPFC = interparental financial conflicts. 



Supplementary Table 16
Unstandardized Results for Indirect Effects Calculated based on 5,000 Bootstrap Resamples
	
	Indirect
Effect
	95% CI

	
	
	Low
	High

	Panel A: IFPC- frequency 
	
	
	

	—> Financial well-being
	
	
	

	              via Money vigilance 
	-.02
	-.12
	.01

	              via Healthy money management
	.02
	-.01
	.12

	—> Life satisfaction
	
	
	

	              via Money vigilance 
	-.02
	-.09
	.01

	              via Healthy money management
	.04
	-.04
	.16

	Panel B: IFPC- negotiation strategy
	
	
	

	—> Financial well-being
	
	
	

	              via Money vigilance 
	-.11
	-.39
	-.002

	              via Healthy money management
	.06
	-.001
	.28

	—> Life satisfaction
	
	
	

	              via Money vigilance 
	-.09
	-.29
	-.003

	              via Healthy money management
	.13
	.000
	.34

	Panel C: IFPC- hostility strategy
	
	
	

	—> Financial well-being
	
	
	

	              via Money vigilance 
	-.11
	-.39
	-.003

	              via Healthy money management
	.003
	-.07
	.12

	—> Life satisfaction
	
	
	

	              via Money vigilance 
	-.09
	-.27
	-.007

	              via Healthy money management
	.005
	-.16
	.14

	Panel D: IFPC- triangulation strategy
	
	
	

	—> Financial well-being
	
	
	

	              via Money vigilance 
	-.03
	-.18
	.02

	              via Healthy money management
	.05
	-.005
	.22

	—> Life satisfaction
	
	
	

	              via Money vigilance 
	-.03
	-.14
	.02

	              via Healthy money management
	.09
	-.02
	.25


Note. N = 217. Bold values are statistically significant at the p < .05 level. 
IPFC = interparental financial conflicts.
