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Abstract

Since father absence is associated with adverse outcomes for children, one would expect
greater father involvement to obviate the negative effects of experiencing a single-parent family.
Yet, many studies do not demonstrate that greater father-child interaction has beneficial effects
for children and adolescents. This is because the quality of father involvement may be more
important for children’s wellbeing than the quantity. Using data from the 1997 Panel Study of
Income Dynamics Child Development Supplement, this paper examines how father-child
closeness may mediate the effects of family structure on various social-behavioral outcomes for
children, as well as fathering behaviors that are linked to closeness. I find that father-child
closeness partially “explains” family structure effects, and fathers’ warmth and affection toward
their children is positively associated with closeness.

INTRODUCTION
The association between father absence and children’s outcomes is well-documented;
children who spend time in a single-parent family have greater negative outcomes, on average,
compared to other children, regardless of race, education or parental remarriage (McLanahan and
Sandefur 1994). This finding applies to various outcome measures, but family structure has
particularly notable effects on behavioral outcomes (Dawson 1991; McLanahan 1997). Living in
a single-parent family has been linked to higher levels of both externalizing and internalizing
behavioral problems (see, for example, Dornbusch et al.1985; Stern et al. 1984; Castro et al.
1987; Covey and Tam 1990; Hetherington and Clingempeel 1992).
Despite numerous studies of family structure, the causal pathways by which family
structure affects child and adolescent outcomes have not been fully explicated (Demo and Acock
1996; Wu, Cherlin and Bumpass 1997). In particular, the quality of a child’s relationship with
his or her father may be associated with both family structure and child outcomes and partially
“explain” why differences in wellbeing are observed by family type. Most previous studies have
not directly examined the quality of fathers’ involvement or affective ties with their children.
Instead, researchers have implicitly assumed that a father’s absence from the child’s household
represents his absence from the child’s life altogether.
In this paper, I use data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics, 1997 Child
Development Supplement to examine how father-child closeness may mediate the effects of
family structure on various social-behavioral outcomes for children. Then, I evaluate how
specific aspects of fathers’ involvement in their children’s lives may be linked to perceived
father-child closeness for children in intact families as compared to nonintact families. 1
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PREVIOUS RESEARCH AND HYPOTHESIS
Family structure and children’s behavior.

Family structure has been associated with

both externalizing (aggressive, anti-social or noncompliant) and internalizing (depressive,
anxious or emotionally overcontrolled) behavioral problems among children. These types of
problem behavior have different developmental pathways (Verhulst et al. 1993), and children
with high levels of either type are more likely than other children to have problems later in life
(Harrington et al. 1990; Loeber 1988; Chase-Lansdale et al. 1995). Compared to children living
with two biological parents, children in other family types are more likely to have been
suspended or expelled from school (Dawson 1991), to have demonstrated various other
delinquent behaviors (Dornbusch et al. 1985; Steinberg 1987; Teachman et al. 1998), or to have
higher scores on indices of overall externalizing behavior problems (Hanson, McLanahan and
Thomson 1997; Lindner et al. 1992). Children living in single-mother or mother-stepfather
families display higher scores on measures of overall internalizing behavior problems, as well as
higher levels of depression and anxiety, compared to children in intact families (Hanson et al.
1997; Lindner et al. 1992).
Family structure and father involvement. Family structure has been clearly associated
with father involvement. Fathers who do not live with their children see their children less often,
which decreases the likelihood that father and child will develop a close relationship
(Furstenberg and Harris 1992; Seltzer 1991). Particularly following divorce, fathers are likely to
become less involved with their children over time, especially if they subsequently have
biological, co-resident children with a new partner (Manning and Smock 2000). Although lack
of contact between fathers and children does not necessarily indicate lack of ties, as Furstenberg
and Harris (1992) write, “Relationships with outside fathers are neither prevalent nor
predictable.”
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Father involvement and children’s outcomes. Since father absence is associated with
adverse outcomes for children, one would expect that greater father involvement would obviate
the negative effects of experiencing a single-parent family. Yet, many studies of the frequency
of contact between nonresidential fathers and their children do not demonstrate that greater
father-child interaction has beneficial effects for children and adolescents (Crockett et al. 1993;
Hawkins and Eggebeen 1991; Kandel 1990; Furstenberg et al. 1987; Simons et al. 1994; King
1994a and 1994b). Further, the lack of effects of father-child contact is not moderated by race,
gender, mother’s education, or whether the child was born within or outside of marriage (King
1994b). Several researchers who have found no significant effects of greater father involvement
have suggested that the quality of the father-child relationship may be more important than the
quantity (Amato 1998; King 1994b; Crockett et al. 1993; Simons et al. 1994). This is consistent
with psychological research that has documented clear, beneficial effects of fathering for
children (e.g. Lamb 1997).
Recent sociological research has begun to find that the quality of father involvement is
linked to decreases in externalizing and internalizing behavior problems among children
including delinquency, substance use, anxiety and depression (Amato and Rivera 1999; Harris,
Furstenberg and Marmer 1998; Harris and Marmer 1996; Zimmerman et al. 1995). However,
the observed effects are not consistent across studies. Greater evidence that high-quality father
involvement benefits children has been noted within intact families; it is less apparent that
involvement by nonresidential fathers has positive effects (Amato 1998).

Hypothesis
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I expect that the quality of the father-child relationship (as reported by the primary
caregiver) has a positive effect on children’s outcomes and that the effect of family structure can
be partially “explained” by father-child closeness. While fathers who reside with their children
are more likely to invest time in and provide emotional support to their children, a father’s living
outside the home does not necessarily indicate a lack of involvement or closeness (Zimmerman
et al. 1995). I expect that children who have a close and supportive relationship with their
fathers are less likely to exhibit behavioral problems and more likely to demonstrate positive
behaviors and have higher overall wellbeing.

DATA , VARIABLES AND M ETHODS
Data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), 1997 Child Development
Supplement (CDS) are utilized. The Child Development Supplement was added to the PSID in
1997 in order to provide direct assessments of children’s development and experiences and
detailed information on parental involvement. Information was collected for up to two children
ages 0-12 of PSID respondents. Data were gathered from “primary caregivers” (usually
mothers), “other caregivers” (usually fathers) and absent fathers, as well as teachers and children
themselves (ages 3 and older). For the three categories of parents (primary caregivers, other
caregivers and absent fathers), two separate booklets were administered—a child questionnaire
with questions about children’s wellbeing and parenting, and a household questionnaire
containing questions about household tasks, attitudes, psychological wellbeing and monitoring of
children.
Altogether, the 1997 PSID-CDS includes 3,563 children (from 2,380 households). Each
child in the sample has a completed child questionnaire by the primary caregiver, as this was a
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criterion for inclusion in the CDS sample. About 2,700 children were identified as having an
other caregiver in the home, but for only half of these children was the other caregiver actually
interviewed. Of the total number of children, 1,294 (36 percent) were identified as having an
absent (nonresidential) father (Hofferth et al. 1998). 2 However, response rates among
nonresidential fathers were very low, with 22 percent of all absent fathers having completed a
child and/or household questionnaire. 3
Because the multi-dimensional measures of father involvement—a major strength of the
Child Development Supplement—are self-reported, the low response rate for absent fathers
implies that detailed information on father involvement is disproportionately available for
children living with both of their biological parents (i.e. where the father was an other caregiver).
Also, the absent fathers who did participate in the study represent a highly selective group who
are likely more attached to their children than absent fathers overall. In order to deal with these
issues, the analysis was divided into two parts. First, for the analysis of how father involvement
may mediate family structure effects, I chose to utilize the one measure of father involvement
that is available for all children—the level of closeness in the father-child relationship, as
reported by the primary caregiver. 4 This measure provides an indication of the perceived quality
of the father-child relationship for children across all family structures. Second, I examine how
various dimensions of fathers’ behavior toward and interaction with their children may be linked
to father-child closeness within intact and nonintact family types, recognizing that the fathers in
the nonintact sub-sample are not representative of nonresidential fathers as a whole.

Dependent Variables
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Five dependent variables are used to measure child wellbeing—four measures for
children ages 3 to 13 and one additional measure for school-aged children (ages 5 and older).
Each of the dependent variables is based on reports from the primary caregiver. The first two
measures are from the Behavior Problems Index (BPI). Developed by Nicholas Zill and James
Peterson, the BPI includes 30 measures of child adjustment and behavior problems that children
may have exhibited in the past three months, as reported by the child’s caregiver. In constructing
the BPI, many items were utilized from the Achenbach Behavior Problems Checklist
(Achenbach and Edlebrock 1981) and other well-known child behavior indices. A common
response scale is used for each item (1=not true, 2=sometimes true, 3=often true). Scores for
each of the items are summed, and higher scores indicate a higher level of behavioral problems.
In this paper, two different subscales of the BPI (constructed by the PSID staff using raw scores)
are used—one for externalizing behavior and one for internalizing behavior. For the
externalizing subscale, 16 items are combined (alpha=.86); for the internalizing subscale, 13
items are combined (alpha=.81) (Hofferth et al. 1998).
The third outcome variable measures children’s positive behavior, as reported by the
primary caregiver. The Positive Behavior Scale was developed by Denise Polit for use in the
New Chance Evaluation (Polit 1998). Contrary to many behavioral measures which focus solely
on negative or delinquent behaviors, this instrument lists a series of positive behaviors that
children may have exhibited such as social competence, self-control, obedience/compliance and
persistence. While the original scale consisted of 25 items, an abbreviated scale of 10 items was
used in the CDS. For each item, caregivers rate their child on a scale of 1 (“not at all like child”)
to 5 (“totally like child”), and items are summed into a single measure (alpha=.79).
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The fourth dependent variable reflects children’s overall wellbeing (again, as reported by
primary caregivers). This measure includes eight items that reflect “how things are going in
general” in the child’s life with respect to the following: health, friendships, relationship with
respondent, feelings about self, prospects for the future, relationship with siblings, relationship
with teacher or caregiver, and relationship with other parent. Caregivers can respond on a scale
ranging from 1 (“poor”) to 4 (“excellent”), and items are summed (alpha=.81).
For children in school (ages 5 and higher), an additional more “objective” measure of
children’s school behavior is also used—whether the child has ever been suspended or expelled
from school (as reported by the primary caregiver).

Independent Variables
A major independent variable of interest in this paper is family structure. Family
structure is determined from the primary caregivers’ report about which of the following persons
are living with the child at the time of interview: a) biological or adoptive mother; b) biological
or adoptive father; c) stepmother; d) stepfather; or e) other father-figure. Five categories were
developed as follows based on the individual(s) who are co-resident with the child: (1) lives
with both biological parents; (2) lives with a biological mother and a stepfather or other
(nonbiological) father-figure; 5 (3) lives with a biological father only (and no biological mother or
stepmother); (4) lives with a biological mother only (and no stepfather or other father-figure) and
(5) lives in another family type (primarily in a household with neither biological parent). While
all five categories are shown in the descriptive statistics, the biological-father-only group
contains an insufficient number of cases to be included separately in multivariate analyses;
therefore, cases in this category are put into the “other” category for the regression models.
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A second key independent variable is the quality of father involvement, measured by the
primary caregiver’s report of how close the child feels to his or her biological father. 6 This is
reflected in a single question for which the response choices are 1 (not at all close), 2 (fairly
close), 3 (quite close) and 4 (extremely close). 7
Background characteristics. Various other independent variables that previous research
has found to be important are also included in the analyses. Children’s demographic
characteristics that have been consistently utilized as control variables in previous studies of
family structure and child outcomes include race (white, black, Hispanic and other race), age
(ages 3-5, 6-9 and 10-13), and gender (e.g. Aquilino 1996; Hanson et al. 1997). Being of low
birth weight (less than 5.5 pounds) has been adversely associated with child development
(Korenman et al. 1995).
For mothers, age is inversely associated with social and psychological resources requisite
for positive parenting (Haurin 1992). Greater mastery (internal locus of control) is a
psychological resource that protects individuals against the effects of negative life events and
social strains (Pearlin et al. 1981); mastery is measured using the Pearlin mastery score, derived
from responses to seven items, with higher scores indicating a higher level of mastery (Pearlin
and Schooler 1978). Mothers’ education may affect child outcomes because better-informed
mothers are more likely to provide a wide variety of stimulation and opportunities for their
children (Haurin 1992). Following Korenman et al. (1995), mothers’ education is specified as
three dummy variables for less than 12 years, 12 years, and more than 12 years of education (the
latter is the omitted category in regression models). 8 Mothers who are employed may have less
time available to spend with their children and less energy to invest in parenting (Sampson and
Laub 1993).
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Number of other children is included because the presence of additional children dilutes
the adult attention that children may receive (Coleman 1988, cited in Cooksey 1997). Household
economic status is operationalized as the average family income-to-needs ratio (using 1996
income and poverty thresholds). Income-to-needs ratio is a better measure of a family’s
economic status (than average income) because it adjusts for differences in family size and thus
takes into account economies of scale (Hanson et al. 1997). Dummy variables are created from
the average income-to-needs ratios as follows: less than 1.0 is classified as poor, from 1.0 to
1.85 is classified as near-poor, and higher than 1.85 is categorized as not poor; this approach is
consistent with that used by Korenman et al. (1995) in their analysis of long-term poverty and
child development.

SAMPLE DESCRIPTIVES
Descriptive statistics for the sample are shown in Table 1. When weighted by the child
sampling weight, approximately two-thirds of children lived with both of their biological parents
in 1997, eight percent lived with their biological mother and a nonbiological father (step father or
other father-figure), two percent lived only with their biological father, 21 percent lived only
with their biological mother, and three percent lived in another family situation. Sixty-three
percent of the sample is white, 17 percent black, 13 percent Hispanic and 8 percent of another
race/ethnicity. About half of children in the sample are female, the mean age is 7.7 years, and
seven percent were of low birth weight. For mothers in the sample, the mean age at birth of the
child is 28 years, the mean Pearlin mastery score is 3.14, and the mean education level is 12.8
years of schooling (with four-fifths having completed at least 12 years); sixty-two percent of
mothers were working at the time of the survey. Fifteen percent of children lived with no other
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children in the household, 72 percent with one or two, and 14 percent lived with three or more
other children. With respect to economic status, 19 percent of children lived in poor families, 20
percent were near poor, and 61 percent were classified as not poor.
(Table 1 about here)
Table 2 shows overall means, as well as means by family type, for each of the outcome
measures and for father-child closeness, as reported by the primary caregiver. Significant
differences are noted (with asterisks) for each of the nonintact categories as compared to the
intact category—children who live with both of their biological parents (column 2). The table
shows that externalizing behavior is significantly higher—and overall wellbeing is significantly
lower—in all nonintact groups compared to children in intact families. Internalizing behavior is
higher for children living with biological fathers alone, with biological mothers alone or in
“other” family types, but is not different for children living with biological mothers and
stepfathers, as compared to children living with both biological parents. Positive behavior is
lower for children living with only one parent (either biological mother or father) but is not lower
for children living in stepfamilies or in “other” families. Finally, the proportion of children who
have ever been suspended or expelled is higher for children living in mother-only or “other”
families but is not higher for the other two nonintact groups.
(Table 2 about here)
With respect to father-child closeness, co-residence appears to be strongly associated
with greater levels of closeness. Primary caregivers report that compared to children living with
both biological parents, father-child closeness is significantly lower for all three categories of
children who do not live with their biological fathers—children living in biological motherstepfather families, mother-only families and “other” families. Closeness to father is not
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significantly lower for children who are living with only their biological father, as compared to
children living with both biological parents.

FAMILY STRUCTURE, FATHER-C HILD CLOSENESS AND BEHAVIORAL OUTCOMES
Using the full sample of children ages 3 to 13 (n=2,802), a series of nested regression
models are estimated to assess the effects of family structure on each of the behavioral outcome
measures while controlling for an increasing number of independent variables. This approach
has been used in many previous studies of the effects of family structure on outcomes for
children and adolescents—the extent to which family structure effects are sustained or attenuated
is evaluated as additional variables are included in successive models (for example, Cooksey
1997; Hoffmann and Johnson 1998; Hill et al. 1996; McLanahan and Sandefur 1994). Fatherchild closeness is the mediating variable of particular interest in this paper.
Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression is used for the continuous dependent variables
(the two BPI subscales, the positive behavior scale and the measure of overall wellbeing), and
logistic regression is used for the dichotomous dependent variable—whether ever suspended or
expelled from school. Child sampling weights are used, as recommended in the PSID
documentation (PSID 1999). Robust standard errors are estimated to adjust for clustering by
household (because for 799 households, two children are included in the survey).
In order to evaluate the zero-order correlations of family structure with each outcome
measure, the first model includes only the family structure variables; in all models, living with
both biological parents is the omitted category. Because there were an insufficient number of
cases in the biological-father-only category, these cases were put into the “other” category.
Thus, three categories are compared to the intact category—biological mother with step/other
father, biological mother only, and “other” (various situations where the biological mother is not
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present). Also, in model 1, variables are included to control for who responded to the survey as
the primary caregiver, whether the biological mother (omitted category), biological father, or an
individual other than one of the biological parents (most often the case in “other” families).
In the second model, background characteristics for the child and mother that are
considered to be exogenous to family structure are added. These are: child’s race, gender, age,
whether of low birth weight, and mother’s age at birth and educational attainment. By including
these variables, possible spurious effects attributed to family structure in the first model are
reduced (effects of unobserved variables remain). In model 3, three characteristics that are likely
to be endogenous to family structure are included—number of other children in the household,
mother’s employment status and family economic status. In model 4, only one additional
variable is added—closeness to the biological father, as reported by the primary caregiver. This
model facilitates determination of the extent to which the effects of living in a nonintact family
are attenuated by the quality of the father-child relationship. 9
Table 3 presents results for the regression models predicting the externalizing BPI score.
Model 1 shows that children living with a biological mother and stepfather, or with a biological
mother alone have, higher externalizing BPI scores relative to children who live with both of
their biological parents. When exogenous background variables are added in model 2, these
family structure effects decline in magnitude but remain significant at the p<.01 level. Model 2
indicates that the effects of family structure on externalizing behavior are not primarily due to
these other background factors, but have some direct or indirect link with externalizing behavior.
(Again, it is important to note there may be important characteristics that are unobserved.) When
mother’s employment status, number of other children, and family economic status are added in
model 3, only slight declines in the two significant family structure coefficients are observed.
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(Table 3 about here)
Results for model 4 show that the addition of father-child closeness notably decreases the
magnitude of the family structure effects; this indicates that the quality of the father-child
relationship mediates the effects of living in nonintact family types on externalizing behavior.
Both of the family structure coefficients that were significant in model 3 decline by more than 60
percent and are no longer statistically significant. Father-child closeness has a small but highly
significant direct effect on externalizing behavior; for each one-unit increase in closeness, the
average externalizing BPI score declines by approximately 0.7 points (about 12 percent of a
standard deviation on the sample mean).
Results for the internalizing BPI subscale are shown in table 4. Family structure is not as
strongly associated with this outcome as with the externalizing BPI. Model 2 shows that
children in biological-mother-only families have higher internalizing BPI scores. In model 3,
when mother’s employment status, number of other children in the household, and family
economic status are entered, the biological-mother-only coefficient increases slightly. When
father-child closeness is added in model 4, the size of the effect of living with a biological
mother alone declines and becomes marginally significant. Father-child closeness decreases
internalizing behavior among children, with a one-unit increase in closeness reducing the
internalizing BPI by 0.6 points—a small but significant effect.
(Table 4 about here)
Regression estimates for the positive behavior scale are shown in table 5. Results for
model 1 indicate that family structure is correlated with positive behavior; a significant
association is observed for mother-only families and a marginally-significant association for the
“other” family type. Adding the background variables in model 2 actually increases the

13

magnitude and significance of the mother-only effect slightly; this is due to the addition of
mother’s race and mother’s education which are both correlated with single motherhood. In
model 3, little change in effects is observed when family economic status, mother’s employment
and number of other children are added. Adding father closeness in the fourth model yields a
large decline in magnitude for the mother-only effect—the coefficient size declines by twothirds. This again indicates that father closeness serves as an important mediator between family
structure and positive behavior for children living in a mother-only family. Father-child
closeness also has a small but significant effect on positive behavior—for each unit increase in
father closeness, the average positive behavior score increases by 0.08, about one-seventh of a
standard deviation.
(Table 5 about here)
Results for children’s overall wellbeing are shown in Table 6. Model 1 demonstrates that
family structure is significantly linked to all three of the nonintact family types, and model 2
indicates that these effects are largely not spurious. Compared to children living with both
biological parents, those living with a mother and a stepfather, or with a single mother alone,
have significantly lower overall wellbeing, as reported by their primary caregiver. In model 3,
these coefficients decline in magnitude slightly, primarily due to the inclusion of economic
status. Adding father closeness in model 4 results in sizeable reductions in the family structure
coefficients, and none of the three remains statistically significant. The effect of father-child
closeness on overall wellbeing is highly significant; each one-unit increase reduces overall
wellbeing by 0.14 points—about one-third of a mean standard deviation.
(Table 6 about here)
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Logistic regression results for whether the child has ever been suspended or expelled
from school (for children ages 5 and older) are shown in Table 7. Log odds ratios are presented
for each model instead of coefficients for ease of interpretation. Model 1 indicates that family
structure is strongly associated with the likelihood of suspension or expulsion for children living
with only their biological mother; the effect is marginally significant for children in motherstepfather families. The mother-only effect is not entirely spurious as shown by the results for
model 2; children in such families are nearly three times as likely to have been suspended or
expelled as children living with both biological parents. Adding economic status, mother’s
employment status, and number of other children in the household in model 3 yields only a
modest decline in the magnitude of the effect of living in a mother-only family. When fatherchild closeness is added in model 4, moderate declines in magnitude for all family structure
coefficients are observed, and the mother-only effect becomes statistically insignificant. Father
closeness itself has a marginally-significant effect on the likelihood of suspension/expulsion; for
each one-unit increase in closeness, the likelihood of suspension is reduced by about 25 percent.
(Table 7 about here)

FATHER INVOLVEMENT AND FATHER-C HILD CLOSENESS
Having shown that father-child closeness is associated with each of the five socialbehavioral outcomes and appears to mediate the effects of family structure on the outcomes, I
then examined which aspects of fathers’ involvement with their children may be linked to greater
relational closeness. In other words, to the extent that closeness inherently reflects the quality of
the father-child relationship, what types of fathering behaviors are positively associated with
closeness? In his recent book on fatherhood and child development, Michael Lamb (1997)
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writes, “…the closeness of the father-child-relationship—itself a consequence of sufficiently
extensive and sensitive interactions—is a crucial determinant of the father’s impact on child
development and adjustment.” This implies both that closeness derives from father-child
engagement, and that closeness shapes how father involvement will affect children. Therefore,
investigation of various dimensions of fathering which may be antecedent to father-child
closeness is warranted.
Parenting and Children’s Outcomes. The psychological literature has consistently
demonstrated that two key dimensions of positive (“authoritative”) parenting are important for
children’s outcomes—support and nurturing (or responsiveness), and control and monitoring (or
demandingness) (Baumrind 1968 and 1996; Maccoby and Martin 1983). Because overall gender
differences in parental influences are not large (although the nature of interactions may differ),
fathers’ investments in parenting offer children an important resource that until recently has
received slight attention compared to the consequences of mothering for children (Lamb 1987a
and 1997).
Parents provide important emotional support to children by demonstrating warmth and
affection, encouraging them to talk about their problems and concerns, helping them develop
problem-solving skills and self-efficacy, and counteracting adverse peer influences (Wills 1990).
When children feel loved and cared for by their parents, their emotional security, sense of worth
and self-confidence are increased, and these factors contribute to children’s positive development
(Amato and Gilbreth 1999; Sandler et al. 1989; Wills 1990). Appropriate parental control
includes monitoring children's activities and providing supervision and discipline as needed.
Parents promote young children’s sense of security by imposing and reinforcing limits in a
consistent, contingent manner; as children become older, authoritative parents use direct
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communication and clear reasoning to promote children’s self-regulation and ability to plan
(Baumrind 1996).
To the extent that parental support and control are the two primary dimensions of positive
parenting, we would expect that parental investment in these areas would foster the development
of healthy parent-child relationships. In other words, with respect to this paper, the quality of the
father-child relationship represents an intermediate “outcome” that is endogenous to fathers’
parenting investments (and subsequently linked to children’s outcomes). In order to examine
how fathering behaviors may be associated with the quality of his relationship with his child, I
estimated a series of OLS regression models 10 predicting father-child closeness using seven
measures of father involvement—that reflect parental support and control—and controlling for a
range of background characteristics. 11 Scores for each of the items are from fathers’ self-reports
about their behaviors.
Parental support and nurturing is reflected in three different measures of father
involvement.
Parental warmth and affection is represented by a six-item scale developed by Child
Trends, Inc. for use in the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) observational study
(alpha=.85). Fathers report the frequency in the last month that they have done things such as
hugged the child, expressed love, and spent time doing the child’s favorite activities. Response
choices range from 1 (not in the past month) to 5 (every day).
Household activities done together in the last month reflects a variety of tasks that the
parent and child may have shared, such as washing clothes, doing dishes, going to the store, and
building or repairing something. Fathers can respond from 1 (not in the past month) to 5 (every
day). Factor analysis indicated that all but one item—worked on homework with the child—
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could be combined into an index, so responses were summed across the remaining items
(alpha=.77). While these type of activities may not immediately appear to directly reflect
parental support or nurturing, this measure was highly correlated with the measure of parental
warmth.
Discussion about school is the third measure reflecting fathers’ supportive behavior
toward their children; talking about what children experience in school reflects care and interest
in what is important to the child. Three questions are asked about how often since the beginning
of the school year the parent discussed with the child school activities or events, things the child
studied in class, and the child’s experiences in school (alpha=.77). These questions are only
asked of parents of children enrolled in school; they were modeled after questions used in the
1988 National Education Longitudinal Survey (NELS). Parents can respond 1 (never), 2
(rarely), 3 (occasionally) or 4 (regularly).
Parental control and monitoring is represented by four different measures.
Whether the father knows the child’s close friends by sight and first and last name
indicates the extent to which the father monitors the child’s social relations. Fathers respond
whether they know 1 (none of them), 2 (only a few), 3 (about half), 4 (most of them) or 5 (all of
them).
Whether the father knows who the child is with when not at home is a second indicator of
how actively the father monitors the child’s whereabouts. Response choices are 1 (only rarely),
2 (some of the time), 3 (most of the time) and 4 (all of the time).
Fathers’ participation in school activities is represented by a series of items such as
whether the father volunteered in the classroom, office or library, had a conference with the
teacher, had an informal conversation with the teacher, or attended a school event. Items were
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taken from various educational surveys, including the 1998 NELS, the Early Childhood
Longitudinal Survey and the National Household Education Survey (Hofferth et al. 1998).
Fathers can respond 1 (not in current school year), 2 (once) or 3 (more than once). Factor
analysis of the series of items revealed that the items for whether the father had a conference
with the child’s school principal, made a presentation to the child’s class and met with the school
counselor did not fit with the other items, so these were excluded, and the remaining eight items
were combined into an index (alpha=.79).
Setting limits for children is measured by items indicating the frequency that parents set
limits on, for example, how much time children can watch TV in a day, which programs they can
watch and how late they can stay up at night. Fathers can respond that they do these items 1
(never), 2 (seldom), 3 (sometimes), 4 (often) and 5 (very often). Factor analysis indicated that
one item did not fit with the others—whether parents permit their children to watch TV during
the evening meal, so the eight other items were combined into an index (alpha=.80).
Table 8 shows mean scores on each of the detailed father involvement items for children
living in intact versus nonintact families. The first half of the table shows items that reflect
parental support and nurturing, and the second half presents items that represent parental control
and monitoring. Overall, fathers report that they display a high level of warmth and affection
toward their children, with fathers in intact families reporting slightly higher levels than fathers
in nonintact families; on average, fathers in intact families do each of the items listed (except
spending time doing one of the child’s favorite activities) at least several times a week, and
fathers in nonintact families do each of the items between once and several times a week. The
frequency of fathers’ doing household activities with their children is notably lower for those in
both intact and nonintact families; going to the store, talking about family, and playing sports or
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outdoor activities are done most frequently. On average, fathers talk to their children about
different aspects of school from “occasionally” to “regularly,” with little variance observed; this
could be because the answer choices are quite vague, and high regularity does not necessarily
imply high frequency.
(Table 8 about here)
With respect to the measures categorized as control and monitoring, the average father in
an intact family knows most of his child’s friends, and knows who his child is with most to all of
the time. Fathers in nonintact families know about half of their child’s friends and know who
their child is with most to all of the time. The extent to which fathers set limits varies—fathers
are most likely to set limits on their children’s bedtime; they are least likely to try to control how
their children spend time after school for fathers in intact families, and who children spend time
with for fathers in nonintact families. With respect to school participation, fathers report
relatively low levels of involvement, and for each item, participation by fathers in nonintact
families is lower than that by fathers in intact families. Fathers are least likely to have
volunteered at the child’s school.
Two regression models are estimated for how dimensions of fathers’ involvement are
linked to father-child closeness for children ages 5 and older (this age range is selected so that
the involvement variables for school-aged children can be used). Sampling weights are not used
for these models because information on the involvement variables is gathered across interviews
(i.e. fathers may be primary caregivers, other caregivers or absent fathers). 12 In the first model,
the seven father involvement variables described earlier are included—warmth and affection,
household activities done together in the past month, how many of the child’s friends the father
knows by name and sight, how often the father knows who the child is with, how often the father
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set limits on various behaviors, fathers’ participation in school-related activities, and whether the
father talks to the child about school. In model 2, various background variables are added.
Whether the primary caregiver is the father is included in order to differentiate respondent effects
of fathers reporting differently on closeness compared to mothers (and a very few nonparent
caregivers). Child’s race, age and gender are included as demographic controls. The nature of
father involvement may differ within racial groups, fathers’ interactions with their children likely
varies by child’s age, and fathers’ involvement may differ for boys and girls. Also, an additional
variable is included for whether the child has any physical or mental condition that prevents him
or her from doing the usual childhood activities, attending school or doing regular school work
(coded as yes or no); children with health problems may face limitations in their ability to share
experiences and activities with their fathers. The number of other children in the household is
included because fathers may be less involved with any given child to the extent that other
children in the household compete for his time and resources. Mothers’ education may be
important because social desirability may lead more educated mothers to both encourage greater
father involvement and to report higher levels of father-child closeness; also, because of
homogamy in partnering, mothers’ education is likely similar to fathers’ education. Family
economic status is important because fathers’ involvement, and how involvement is linked to
closeness, may differ between poor and nonpoor families.
Table 9 shows results for the models predicting father-child closeness for children in
intact and nonintact families. For intact families, when the father involvement items are included
alone (model 1), paternal warmth and talking with child about school are significantly and
positively associated with closeness. Each of the other involvement measures has a small and
statistically insignificant effect on closeness. When the control variables are added in model 2,
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the size of the warmth effect increases somewhat due to the inclusion of race; black fathers
display less warmth, on average, than fathers in other racial groups. Each one-unit increase on
the warmth scale is associated with an increase in the average closeness score of 0.25 points
(about one-quarter of a standard deviation on the overall mean). Also, talking with child about
school remains marginally significant.
(Table 9 about here)
Among the background variables, black children are closer (of marginal significance) to
their fathers than white children; this could be because black parents are less likely to marry such
that those who do may be more invested in family and parenting relative to their white
counterparts. Child’s having a health limitation has a marginally-significant effect reducing
father-child closeness.
For children in nonintact families, warmth is a very strong predictor of closeness (model
1). Doing household activities in the last month is linked to reduced closeness, and setting limits
is associated with greater closeness. Participating in school activities has a marginallysignificant positive association with closeness. In the second model, the magnitude of the
warmth coefficient declines slightly but remains highly significant. Doing household activities
becomes marginally significant, and the effects of setting limits and participating in school
activities are no longer significant. Primary caregivers who are fathers report significantly
higher father-child closeness compared to mothers or other caregivers. Father-child closeness is
notably higher for black children and Hispanic children (the latter is marginally significant).
Compared to children whose mothers have more than 12 years of education, those with exactly
12 years report higher father-child closeness. Number of other children in the household has a
marginally-significant positive association with closeness; although not all of the other children
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in the child’s household are necessarily related to the father, it could be that nonresidential
fathers who have multiple children in another household are more likely to remain close and
involved than fathers with only one child. It is striking that poverty is associated with reduced
closeness but only for children in nonintact families. This is consistent with previous literature
that shows that economic stress is associated with less nurturing and consistent, and more harsh
and punitive, parenting (McLoyd 1998; Lempers et al. 1989).

DISCUSSION
This analysis extends prior research by examining the extent to which father-child
closeness mediates the relationship between family structure and child behavior, and by
evaluating aspects of father involvement that may be positively linked to father-child closeness.
Findings from the regression analyses predicting children’s behavioral outcomes show a similar
pattern—father absence initially has large and significant negative effects on children’ behavior,
as consistent with previous research. Compared to children living with both biological parents,
children living in either of the three nonintact family types experience significantly higher levels
of behavioral problems on at least one of the five outcome measures. The family type that
appears to be most detrimental for children’s behavior is the mother-only category; controlling
for exogenous variables, children living in these family types score significantly higher on all
five outcome measures. The mother-stepfather family type also has some negative effects—
scores for children in this family type are significantly higher for two of the five outcome
measures. Scores for children in “other” families are only significantly worse for one outcome
(overall wellbeing); the lack of significant family structure effects may reflect that this group
represents heterogeneous family experiences.
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Contrary to previous studies that have found persistent effects of family structure on child
and child behavior (e.g. Dawson 1991; Parcel and Menaghan 1994; Hoffmann and Johnson
1998), this research finds that after controlling for a wide range of factors, including father-child
closeness, family structure is no longer shown to directly affect behavioral outcomes (beyond a
marginally-significant effect of biological-mother-only family on the internalizing BPI). Thus,
the models used in this analysis essentially “explain” how family structure affects child behavior.
Family structure does significantly affect behavioral outcomes, and these effects are largely not
spurious, as evidenced by the fact that only modest declines in the family structure coefficients
are noted when exogenous controls are entered. However, family structure appears to affect
behavioral outcomes for children mostly indirectly.
The results provide strong support for the role of father-child closeness in mediating the
effects of family structure on child behavior. 13 For all outcomes examined, the family structure
effects notably decline in magnitude when father-child closeness is entered into the equations;
many decrease in size such that they cross the line of statistical significance. 14 Stated simply,
findings from this paper indicate that part of the reason children living in nonintact families are
disadvantaged is that they are less likely to have a high-quality relationship with their fathers
than children living with both biological parents. This is not surprising given that proximity
fosters more frequent and regular interaction which facilitates the development of close
relationships.
What cannot be determined is whether nonintact family types cause lower father-child
closeness or whether both are caused by a third factor, such as fathers’ poor relational skills,
mental health problems, or substance abuse. Hetherington (1979) finds that among divorced
families, there is little continuity in father-child interaction before and after the family separated
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(closeness may either increase or decrease), indicating that the link between family structure and
father closeness/involvement is not necessarily straightforward. Also, it cannot be
unambiguously ascertained that greater father-child closeness necessarily causes improved
behavioral outcomes because they may co-vary with another variable, such as shared genes or
various characteristics of a stable, positive home environment that are not included in these
analyses. Therefore, the conclusion that increased father-child closeness benefits children must
be tempered with the caveat that this may not be true for all children; greater connection to
fathers who have socio-emotional or other problems may in fact be detrimental to children’s
wellbeing.
The analysis of various dimensions of father involvement and father-child closeness
highlights that fathers’ behavior has an important link to the quality of relationship that they may
develop with their children. While few of the other measures of fathers’ involvement matter for
closeness after background variables are included, fathers who display high levels of warmth and
affection have closer relationships with their children, on average, regardless of whether they are
in intact or nonintact families. Also, for children in intact families, talking about school with
their father is positively linked to closeness. The negative association between doing household
activities and closeness is puzzling; this may reflect the fact that different respondents are
reporting on the two measures (mothers on closeness and fathers on activities), and to the extent
that household activities with the child are done at the father’s home, the mother may not be
aware of such and hence may not “count” such interactions in her assessment of closeness.
Overall, fathers’ supportive/nurturing behavior appears to have an important association
with the quality of the father-child relationship, while behavior that demonstrates
monitoring/control does not seem to have similar effects. It is important to note that a father’s
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display of warm and affectionate behavior may inherently reflect his personality and demeanor
in ways that, say, participating in certain shared activities does not. Research on the
determinants of fathering indicates that father’s personal characteristics, social-contextual
influences and child characteristics all influence fathers’ involvement with their children (Belsky
1984 and 1990) and that fathers’ personal characteristics may be most predictive (Woodworth
1996). It would be useful to further explore the extent to which supportive fathering behaviors
(such as warmth and affection) are synonymous with or contingent upon certain personal
characteristics of the father, or whether these types of behaviors can facilitate greater affective
ties between fathers and children more generally.

LIMITATIONS
This research faces a number of limitations.
Reciprocal Causation. Family relationships are highly interdependent and reciprocal in
nature, so we would expect children’s behavior and wellbeing to influence parents’ behavior and
wellbeing, as well as vice versa (Demo and Acock 1996). However, one study that directly
examined how early childhood behaviors affect parenting (Sampson and Laub 1993) found that
while child conduct and temperamental problems affected subsequent parent control and
discipline, children’s behavior did not have an effect on the affective dimension of parenting; the
emotional bond between parents and children (the aspect of parenting reflected in the closeness
measures used in this paper) appears to be relatively independent of child effects. Adequate data
are not available to directly test reciprocal effects in this paper, and the findings should be
evaluated with the recognition that they may be affected by this limitation.
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Contemporaneous measures. Because the data used in these analyses are cross-sectional,
causal relationships cannot be inferred; only correlations can be observed. It would be useful to
have historical information on family structure, father-child closeness and fathering behaviors.
At the same time, it is likely that father-child closeness develops over time, so any current
assessment of the relationship between fathers and children inherently reflects the history and
development of that relationship.
Unobserved heterogeneity. Individuals with certain characteristics likely “select”
themselves into particular family types (Demo and Acock 1996). Observed differences between
persons in differing family circumstances may reflect pre-existing differences more than they
demonstrate causal effects of family experiences themselves. In particular for this research, it is
important to note that unobserved characteristics (e.g. commitment to family, religiosity, etc.)
may predict both family structure and father-child closeness. Therefore, additional caution is
warranted in inferring causal relationships.
Reporting by caregivers. Another limitation is that the measures of children’s behaviors are
based on caregivers’ reports, which means that they reflect perceptions of children’s behavior
instead of objective measurements of children’s actual behavior. Although first-hand measures
of children’s behavior would be useful, research demonstrates that mothers (who are
predominately the primary caregivers) do provide valid and reliable assessments about their
children’s behavior (Bird et al. 1992; Richters 1992). Also, using mothers’ (since they are 94
percent of primary caregivers) reports of father-child closeness represents only one perspective
on the quality of that relationship. Particularly for nonresident fathers, mothers’ and children’s
reports of closeness may reflect different underlying dimensions of the construct (Smith and
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Morgan 1994). In future research, it would be useful to conduct similar analyses using
children’s or fathers’ reports about closeness.
Finally, because family structure, father-child closeness and children’s outcome measures
are all reported by the same individual (the primary caregiver), findings on how father-child
closeness mediates family structure effects may be affected by shared method variance (Amato
1998). It would be useful to replicate these results for outcome measures reported by children
themselves or another individual in the child’s life. Shared method variance is less of a problem
with respect to the analyses of how fathers’ involvement is linked to father-child closeness
because the father involvement items are reported by fathers themselves.
Absent father sub-sample. Because of the low response rate for absent fathers, detailed
measures of father involvement were available for only a fraction of all absent fathers. These
fathers are likely a selective group who are more attached to their children than are
nonresidential fathers as a whole. Therefore, the estimates for how fathering behaviors are
linked to father-child closeness may be biased.

CONCLUSION AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
This stud y adds to the existing literature by demonstrating the importance of the quality
of the father-child relationship in understanding how family structure affects children’s
wellbeing. Children in intact families are much more likely to have a close relationship with
their father than children in nonintact families, and a close father-child relationship is associated
with improved child outcomes. Also, some aspects of fathers’ behavior toward their children
(particularly demonstrating warmth and affection) are associated with the quality of relationship
that develops between them. It is possible that the detrimental effects of nonintact families could
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be obviated by the maintenance of a close father-child relationship, implying that nonresidential
fathers should be encouraged to maintain close ties with their children. At the same time and as
previously noted, given the cross-sectional nature of these data, it is not possible to say that
family structure causes reduced closeness. It could be that family break-up and lack of closeness
are both affected by other characteristics of fathers.
This research raises several questions for additional research. Because there were not a
sufficient number of father-only families available in the data set, it was not possible to examine
nonintact father-headed families separately. To the extent that father-child closeness mediates
the detrimental effect of family structure for children who do not live with their fathers, it would
be interesting to evaluate whether the same is also true for mother-child closeness for children
who do not live with their mothers. Descriptive analyses (not shown) point to a comparable
pattern, that mother-child closeness is significantly lower in father-only families, while fatherchild closeness in such families remains high. The extent to which mother-child closeness may
mediate absent-mother effects would shed light on the extent to which gender affects the
consequences of parental involvement or lack of involvement.
This study also raises questions about how to characterize a high-quality relationship
between parents and children. Fathers’ warmth and affection is strongly associated with fatherchild closeness, while shared activities and monitoring behaviors are not. It could be that
closeness per se reflects only one dimension of a strong and healthy father-child relationship;
other dimensions could include items such as mutual respect and trust, or the ability to
communicate effectively with one another. Further research is warranted on the dimensions of
positive father-child relationships and which behaviors by fathers may promote the development
of strong affective ties with their children.
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ENDNOTES

1

Throughout the paper, I use the term “intact” to signify two-parent families where both the

biological mother and biological father live with the child and “nonintact” to represent all family
types other than families with two residential biological parents. These terms are used because
they are parsimonious and consistent with much previous research but are not intended to imply
any value judgement.
2

This figure does not include the 137 cases where the father was in jail, deceased, nonsample or

foreign (Hofferth et al. 1998).
3

Low response rates are attributable to the primary caregiver’s refusal to provide contact

information, inability to locate fathers for whom contact information was available, and refusals
from fathers themselves once they were contacted (Hofferth et al. 1998).
4

For 94 percent of the children in the sample, the biological mother is the primary caregiver, for

3 percent their biological father fulfills this role, and for 3 percent an individual who is neither
their mother or father serves as their primary caregiver.
5

Families with a mother and stepfather, and families with a mother and other father-figure, were

combined in order to preserve a sufficient number of cases in the group. While ideally these two
family types would be analyzed separately, descriptive analysis indicated that the two groups
were similar. No significant differences in means between the two groups were found for all of
the child outcome measures, for father-child closeness, and for various demographic
characteristics. While this group includes both step and other father-figures, for simplicity, this
family type is referred to as the “mother-stepfather” category throughout the paper.
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6

Closeness to stepfathers is not analyzed in this paper; this is an important area for further

research.
7

Research has shown that it is important to control for mother involvement in order to

differentiate the unique contributions of fathers (Amato 1994 and 1998; Harris et al. 1998).
Because the focus of this paper is how father-child closeness mediates family structure effects,
mother-child closeness is not included here. In analyses not shown, mother-child closeness was
found to be very high across all family types where the mother is co-resident, and thus closeness
to mother does not operate as a mediator of family structure effects. Mother-child and fatherchild closeness are only modestly correlated (Pearson’s r=.149, p<.01).
8

Missing values on mothers’ education and the Pearlin mastery score are imputed, and two

additional dummy variables to indicate that these variables were imputed are included in all
regression equations (but not shown in tables).
9

Whether family structure effects are observed is sensitive to when variables are entered into the

models (Biblarz and Raftery 1999), and adding father-child closeness after all other background
variables have been included represents a conservative approach to whether father-child
closeness does, in fact, mediate family structure effects.
10

I also created a dichotomy for a high versus low level of closeness and estimated logistic

regression models. The substantive results were similar to those presented for the OLS models.
11

While some of the items more clearly fall into one of the two dimensions (i.e. warmth and

affection likely reflects parental support, and setting limits is one aspect of parental control), it
was not inherently obvious how all of the measures should be categorized. The categorization
used in this paper reflects one possible approach using these measures but is not intended as
definitive.
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12

Through consultation with the PSID staff, it was determined that weights created for different

questionnaires (i.e. primary caregiver, other caregiver and absent father) could not be combined.
13

Mother-child closeness was also examined (results not shown). Mother-child closeness does

not significantly vary by family type and, thus, does not mediate family structure effects. Also,
mother-child closeness does not negate the mediating role of father-child closeness, regardless of
whether it is entered into the regression models before or after father-child closeness.
14

In addition, models were estimated predicting each of the behavioral outcomes with all of the

independent variables included except father-child closeness (results not shown). For all of the
outcomes, removing father-child closeness from the equations after all variables have been
entered causes the magnitude of the family structure effects to increase, providing further
evidence that father-child closeness serves as an important intervening mechanism between
family structure and behavioral outcomes.

32

REFERENCES

Achenbach, R.M. and C.S. Edlebrock. 1981. “Behavioral Problems and Competencies Reported
by Parents of Normal and Disturbed Children Aged Four through Sixteen.” Monograph
of the Society for Research in Child Development 46(1), Serial No. 188.
Amato, Paul R. 1994. “Father-Child Relations, Mother-Child Relations, and Offspring
Psychological Well-Being in Early Adulthood.” Journal of Marriage and the Family
56:1031-1042.
Amato, Paul R. 1998. “More Than Money? Men’s Contributions to Their Children’s Lives,” in
Men in Families: When Do They Get Involved? What Difference Does It Make?, edited
by Alan Booth and Ann C. Crouter. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Amato, Paul R. and Joan G. Gilbreth. 1999. “Nonresident Fathers and Children’s Well-Being:
A Meta-Analysis.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 61:557-573.
Amato, Paul R. and Fernando Rivera. 1999. “Paternal Involvement and Children’s Behavior
Problems.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 61:372-384.
Aquilino, William S. 1996. “The Life Course of Children Born to Unmarried Mothers:
Childhood Living Arrangements and Young Adult Outcomes.” Journal of Marriage and
the Family 58:293-310.
Barnes, Grace M., Michael P. Farrell and Michael Windle. 1990. “Parent-Adolescent
Interactions in the Development of Alcohol Abuse and Other Deviant Behaviors,” in
Parent-Adolescent Relationships, edited by Brian K. Barber and Boyd C. Rollins.
Lanham, MD: University Press of America.
Baumrind, Diana. 1968. Authoritarian versus Authoritative Parental Control. Adolescence
3:255-272.
Baumrind, Diana. 1996. “The Discipline Controversy Revisited.” Family Relations 45:405414.
Belsky, Jay. 1984. “The Determinants of Parenting: A Process Model.” Child Development
55:83-96.
Belsky, Jay. 1990. “Parental and Nonparental Child Care and Children’s Socioemotional
Development: A Decade in Review.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 52:885-903.
Biblarz, Timothy J. and Adrian E. Raftery. 1999. “Family Structure, Educational Attainment,
and Socioeconomic Success: Rethinking the ‘Pathology of Matriarchy.’” American
Journal of Sociology 105(2):321-365.

33

Bird, Hector R., Madelyn S. Gould and Beatriz Staghezza. 1992. “Aggregating Data from
Multiple Informants in Child Psychiatry Epidemiological Research.” Journal of the
American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry 31:78-85.
Castro, F.G., E. Maddahian, M.D. Newcomb and P.M. Bentler. 1987. “A Multivariate Model of
the Determinants of Cigarette Smoking among Children.” Journal of Health and Social
Behavior 28:273-289.
Chase-Lansdale, P. Lindsay, Andrew J. Cherlin and Kathleen E. Kiernan. 1995. “The LongTerm Effects of Parental Divorce on the Mental Health of Young Adults: A
Developmental Perspective.” Child Development 66:1614-1634.
Cooksey, Elizabeth C. 1997. “Consequences of Young Mothers’ Marital Histories for
Children’s Cognitive Development.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 59:245-261.
Covey, Lirio S. and Debbie Tam. 1990. “Depressive Mood, the Single-Parent Home, and
Adolescent Cigarette Smoking.” American Journal of Public Health 80(11):1330-1333.
Crockett, Lisa J., David J. Eggebeen and Alan J. Hawkins. 1993. “Father’s Presence and Young
Children’s Behavioral and Cognitive Adjustment.” Journal of Family Issues 14(3):355377.
Dawson, Deborah A. 1991. “Family Structure and Children’s Health and Well-Being: Data
from the 1988 National Health Interview Survey on Child Health.” Journal of Marriage
and the Family 53:573-584.
Demo, David H. and Alan C. Acock. 1996. “Family Structure, Family Process, and Adolescent
Well-Being.” Journal of Research on Adolescence 6(4):457-488.
Dornbusch, S.M., J.M. Carlsmith, S.J. Bushwall, P.L. Ritter, H. Leiderman, A.H. Hastorf and
R.T. Gross. 1985. “Single Parents, Extended Households, and the Control of Children.”
Child Development 45:326-341.
Furstenberg, Frank F., Jr. 1996. “Intergenerational Transmission of Fathering Roles in At-Risk
Families.” (Mimeo.) Paper presented at the NICHD Family and Child Well-Being
Network’s Conference on Father Involvement, October 10-11, 1996.
Furstenberg, Frank F., Jr. and Kathleen M. Harris. 1992. “The Disappearing American Father?
Divorce and the Waning Significance of Biological Parenthood,” in The Changing
American Family: Sociological and Demographic Perspectives, edited by S. J. South and
S. E. Tolnay. Boulder, CO: Westview.
Furstenberg, Frank F., Jr., S. Philip Morgan, and Paul D. Allison. 1987. “Paternal Participation
and Children’s Well-Being.” American Sociological Review 52:695-701.

34

Hanson, Thomas, Sara McLanahan and Elizabeth Thomson. 1997. “Economic Resources,
Parental Practices and Children’s Well-Being,” in Consequences of Growing Up Poor,
edited by Greg Duncan and Jeanne Brooks-Gunn. New York, Russell Sage Foundation.
Harrington, Richard, Hazel Fudge, Michael Rutter, Andrew Pickles, and Jonathan Hill. 1990.
“Adult Outcomes of Childhood and Adolescent Depression.” Archives of General
Psychiatry 47:465-473.
Harris, Kathleen Mullan, Frank F. Furstenberg, Jr. and Jeremy K. Marmer. 1998. “Paternal
Involvement with Children in Intact Families: The Influence of Fathers over the Life
Course.” Demography 53(2):201-216.
Harris, Kathleen Mullan and Jeremy K. Marmer. 1996. “Poverty, Paternal Involvement, and
Adolescent Well-Being.” Journal of Family Issues 17(5):614-640.
Harris, K.M. and S.P. Morgan. 1991. “Fathers, Sons and Daughters: Differential Paternal
Involvement in Parenting.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 53:531-544.
Haurin, R. Jean. 1992. “Patterns of Childhood Residence and the Relationship to Young Adult
Outcomes.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 54:846-860.
Hawkins, Alan J. and David J. Eggebeen. 1991. “Are Fathers Fungible?: Patterns of Coresident
Adult Men in Maritally Disrupted Families and Young Children’s Well-Being.” Journal
of Marriage and the Family 53:958-972.
Hetherington, E. Mavis and W. Glenn Clingempeel. 1992. “Coping with Marital Transitions: A
Family Systems Perspective.” Monographs of the Society for Research in Child
Development 57(2-3), Serial No. 227.
Hill, Martha S., Wei-Jun Yeung and Greg J. Duncan. 1996. “Parental Family Structure Across
Childhood and Young Adulthood Behaviors.” (Unpublished paper).
Hofferth, Sandra L., Pamela E. Davis-Kean, Jean Davis and Jonathan Finkelstein. 1998. The
Child Development Supplement to the Panel Study of Income Dynamics: 1997 User
Guide. Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research. Ann Arbor: The
University of Michigan. (Located at http://www.isr.umich.edu/src/childdevelopment/usergd.html.)
Hoffmann, John P. and Robert A. Johnson. 1998. “A National Portrait of Family Structure and
Drug Use.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 60:633-645.
Holden, George W. 1997. Parents and the Dynamics of Child Rearing. Boulder, CO:
Westview Press.
Kandel, Denise B. 1990. “Parenting Styles, Drug Use, and Children’s Adjustment in Families
of Young Adults.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 52:183-196.
35

King, Valerie. 1994a. “Nonresident Father Involvement and Child Well-Being: Can Dads Make
a Difference?” Journal of Family Issues 15(1):78-96.
King, Valerie. 1994b. “Variation in the Consequences of Nonresident Father Involvement for
Children’s Well-Being.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 56:963-972.
Korenman, Sanders, Jane E. Miller and John E. Sjaastad. 1995. “Long-term Poverty and Child
Development in the United States: Results from the NLSY.” Children and Youth
Services Review 17:127-155.
Lamb, Michael E. 1987a. “Fathers and Child Development: An Integrative Overview,” in The
Role of the Father in Child Development, edited by Michael E. Lamb. New York: John
Wiley & Sons.
Lamb, Michael E. 1987b. “Introduction: The Emergent American Father” in The Father’s
Role: Cross-Cultural Perspectives, edited by Michael E. Lamb. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.
Lamb, Michael E. 1997. “Fathers and Child Development: An Introductory Overview and
Guide,” in The Role of the Father in Child Development, Third Edition, edited by
Michael E. Lamb. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
Lempers, Jacques D., Dania Clark-Lempers and Ronald L. Simons. 1989. “Economic Hardship,
Parenting, and Distress in Adolescence.” Child Development 60:25-39.
Linder, Marjorie S., Margaret Stanley Hagan and Jeanne Cavanaugh Brown. 1992. “The
Adjustment of Children in Nondivorced, Divorced Single-Mother, and Remarried
Families,” in Coping with Marital Transitions, Monographs of the Society for Research
in Child Development 57(2-3), edited by E. Mavis Hetherington and W. Glenn
Clingempeel.
Loeber, Rolf. 1988. “Natural Histories of Conduct Problems, Delinquency, and Associated
Substance Use.” Advances in Clinical Child Psychology 11:73-124.
Maccoby, E.E. and J. Martin. 1983. “Socialization in the Context of the Family: Parent-Child
Interaction,” in Handbook of Child Psychology, Vol. 4: Socialization, Personality and
Social Development, edited by E. Mavis Hetherington. New York: Wiley.
Manning, Wendy D. and Pamela J. Smock. 2000. “’Swapping’ Families: Serial Parenting and
Economic Support for Children.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 62:111-122.
Marsiglio, William. 1995. “Fatherhood Scholarship: An Overview and Agenda for the Future,”
in Fatherhood: Contemporary Theory, Research, and Social Policy, edited by William
Marsiglio. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

36

McLanahan, Sara S. 1997. “Parent Absence or Poverty: Which Matters More?” in
Consequences of Growing Up Poor, edited by Greg Duncan and Jeanne Brooks-Gunn.
New York, Russell Sage Foundation.
McLanahan, Sara and Gary Sandefur. 1994. Growing Up with a Single Parent: What Hurts,
What Helps. Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press.
McLeod, Jane D. and Michael J. Shanahan. 1996. “Trajectories of Poverty and Children’s
Mental Health.” Journal of Health and Social Behavior 37:207-220.
McLoyd, Vonnie C. 1998. “Socioeconomic Disadvantage and Child Development.” American
Psychologist 53(2):185-204.
Panel Study of Income Dynamics. 1999. Description of the 1997 PSID Child Supplement
Weights (October 27, 1999). Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan.
http://www.isr.umich.edu/src/child-development/weightsdoc.html.
Parcel, Toby L. and Elizabeth G. Menaghan. 1988. “Measuring Behavioral Problems in a Large
Cross Sectional Survey: Reliability and Validity for Children of the NLS Youth.”
(Mimeo.) Center for Human Resource Research. The Ohio State University.
Parcel, Toby L. and Elizabeth G. Menaghan. 1994. “Early Parental Work, Family Social
Capital, and Early Childhood Outcomes.” American Journal of Sociology 4:972-1009.
Pearlin, L., M. Lieberman, E. Menaghan and J. Mullan. 1981. “The Stress Process.” Journal of
Health and Social Behavior 22:337-356.
Pearlin, L. and C. Schooler. 1978. “The Structure of Coping.” Journal of Health and Social
Behavior 19:2-21.
Polit, D. 1998. The Positive Behavior Scale. Saratoga Springs, NY: Humanalysis.
Richters, John E. 1992. “Depressed Mothers as Informants about Their Children: A Critical
Review of the Evidence for Distortion.” Psychological Bulletin 112:485-499.
Sampson, Robert J. and John H. Laub. 1993. Crime in the Making: Pathways and Turning
Points through Life. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Sandler, I.N., P. Miller, J. Short and S. A. Wolchik. 1989. “Social Support as a Protective
Factor for Children in Stress,” in Children’s Social Networks and Social Supports, edited
by D. Belle. New York: Wiley.
Seltzer, Judith A. 1991. “Relationships between Fathers and Children Who Live Apart: The
Father's Role after Separation.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 53:79-101.

37

Simons, Ronald L., Les B. Whitbeck, Jay Beaman and Rand D. Conger. 1994. "The Impact of
Mothers' Parenting, Involvement by Nonresidential Fathers, and Parental Conflict on the
Adjustment of Adolescent Children." Journal of Marriage and the Family 56:356-374.
Smith, Herbert L. and S. Philip Morgan. 1994. “Children’s Closeness to Father as Reported by
Mothers, Sons and Daughters: Evaluating Subjective Assessments with the Rasch
Model.” Journal of Family Issues 15(1):3-29.
Snarey, John. 1993. How Fathers Care for the Next Generation. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.
Steinberg, L. 1987. “Single Parents, Stepparents, and the Susceptibility of Children to
Antisocial Peer Pressure.” Child Development 58:269-275.
Stern, M., J.E. Northman and M.R. Van Slyck. 1984. “Father Absence and Adolescent Problem
Behaviors: Alcohol Consumption, Drug Use, and Sexual Activity.” Adolescence
19:301-312.
Teachman, Jay, Randal Day, Kathleen Pasch, Karen Carver and Vaughn Call. 1998. “Sibling
Resemblance in Behavioral and Cognitive Outcomes: The Role of Father Presence.”
Journal of Marriage and the Family 60:835-848.
Thomson, Elizabeth, Thomas L. Hanson and Sara S. McLanahan. 1994. “Family Structure and
Child Well-Being: Economic Resources vs. Parental Behaviors.” Social Forces
73(1):221-242.
Thompson, Linda and Alexis J. Walker. 1989. “Gender in Families: Women and Men in
Marriage, Work, and Parenthood.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 51:845-871.
Verhulst, Frank C., Mart L.J.M. Eussen, Guy F.M.G. Berden, Jannie Sanders-Woudstra, and Jan
van der Ende. 1993. “Pathways of Problem Behaviors from Childhood to Adolescence.”
Journal of American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry 32:388-96.
Wills, T. A. 1990. “Social Support and the Family,” in Emotions and the Family, edited by E.
Blechman. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Woodworth, Sharon, Jay Belsky and Keith Crnic. 1996. “The Determinants of Fathering During
the Second and Third Years of Life: A Developmental Analysis.” Journal o f Marriage
and the Family 58:679-692.
Wu, Lawrence L., Andrew J. Cherlin and Larry L. Bumpass. 1997. “Family Structure, Early
Sexual Behavior, and Premarital Births.” University of Wisconsin-Madison, Institute for
Research on Poverty, Discussion Paper No. 1125-97.

38

Zimmerman, Marc A., Deborah A. Salem, and Kenneth I. Maton. 1995. “Family Structure and
Psychosocial Correlates among Urban African-American Adolescent Males.” Child
Development 66:1598-1613.

39

