1. Introduction

Fathers have been recognized as important cortribtd the social, emotional, and
cognitive development of their childreBqyum and Parke, 19985amb, 1997 Palkovitz,
1997). Although many studies conducted in 1990s haydoesd the patterns as well as
possible causes and consequences of varied forfathef involvement for children’s
well-being, for the most part, few have examinettomes for adolescents. Research on
father involvement and adolescents is only begmtinemerge, and much still needs to
be learned to determine how the quality of fathgpblvement is associated with
outcomes for this age group of childréminb, 1997 Larson and Richards, 1994
Zimmerman et al., 20Q00Surprisingly, even less is known about the e&f@t father
involvement on subpopulations of adolescents sadhase in immigrant families. Such
an omission is surprising given that immigrant yoconstitute one of the fastest growing
child populations in US.

During the 7 years from 1990 to 1997, the numbeahdtiren in immigrant families grew
by 47%, compared to only 7% for children of natbarn parents. Nearly one of every
five American children (first and second-generatias the child of an immigrant by
2000 Harris, 2000Hernandez and Charney, 1998his growth is coupled with unique
needs that differ from those of third-generatioridtbn who have families that have
lived in US for several generatiortddrnandez, 1999

Pertinent to the present study, little is knownwhwow father involvement is associated
with outcomes for immigrant youth. Nor has pricsearch examined how father
involvement varies over time to influence outcorfessuch youth. The issue therefore
that remains unanswered is how father involvemdiuences adolescent behaviors
particularly for those in first and second-genemafiamilies. Clarifying this issue for
teens is important given that adolescence is agef high levels of risk-taking (US
Department of Health and Human Services, 1998).

This study therefore has three objectives: (a)xtrene the influence of father
involvement on adolescent’s transition to risky &&brs in immigrant and native-born
families; (b) to examine whether the effects oh&tinvolvement vary with youth
generational status (first or second-generationjaarth transition to risky behaviors; and
(c) to examine whether the effects of father ineohent interact with intact family status
in predicting transitions to risky behaviors. TlHE®f interest as it may indicate possible
differences in the effects of father involvemeninfiuencing the likelihood of outcomes
for youth in certain groups.

By examining the influence of father involvementtbe likelihood of risky behaviors
among youth from immigrant and third-generationifeas, this study builds upon past
research and extends the knowledge of the fathdrand immigration literature in four
ways.

First, using a nationally representative samplgoofth, from the NLSY 1997-1999, we
explore how father involvement is related to adotes behaviors among a wider



classification of youth than examined in previotgges that have focused exclusively
on US born childrenMarsiglio et al., 2000Parke, 200D Second, we examine whether
father involvement interacts with immigration statn its effects on risky behaviors net
of other individual and contextual factors. We mivegond previous research to
examine outcomes for first and second-generatiothyto explore the process of
assimilation.

Third, we separate out the effects of paternallireroent from the effects of maternal
involvement to understand how and whether fathdhgance adolescents. Few studies of
father involvement have controlled for variationghe level of supportive maternal
behavior.

Fourth, most fatherhood research has used crotisrsaesigns and therefore the
direction of associations between father involvenagrd youth outcomes have been
unclear, providing little evidence of causal relaships between paternal behaviors and
offspring outcomes. The present study adopts atitese approach to examine how
father involvement is associated with yofitkt transition into risk behaviors in both
immigrant and native-born families.

2. Literature review

2.1. The importance of fathers

A growing body of literature suggests that the guaif the father—child relationship is of
central importance to understanding how fatheisieémice child well-beinglamb et al.,
1987 Palkovitz, 1997Parke, 2000Pleck, 199). However, these studies have been
limited in focus, exclusively examining US-born gdes drawn primarily from white
middle-class populationgAarsiglio et al., 2000 Therefore, little, if anything, is known
about the association between father involvemeditoarticomes for children in other
groups, especially those in immigrant families.

Although the mere presence of a father is impoffianéconomic and social reasons,
research has consistently demonstrated that,herfgagresent families, trgpuality of
father—child involvement is more clearly linkedgositive outcomes thaguantity of
involvement Parke, 199F Previous research suggests that various dimensib
paternal behavior, such as spending time with aildproviding emotional support,
giving everyday assistance, monitoring childrerégdvior, and using noncoercive
discipline are conducive to positive outcomes. €hashaviors are considered ideal for
promoting desirable outcomes for childr&a(mrind, 196&ndBaumrind, 1991
Marsiglio et al., 2000Parke and Buriel, 19980utcomes that have been examined
include academic success, lower levels of exterimglibehavior problems, positive
social behaviors, and decreases in internalizioglpms. Children with involved fathers
tend to report fewer behavioral problems at schgr@ater social integration, and
considering future indicators of well-being, mdrgaccess, and supportive social
networks Amato and Booth, 199'Browne and Rife, 199Franz et al., 1991




On the other hand, fathers who do not provide ematisupport, who are overly strict or
overly lenient, and who are uninvolved in the cliliife (authoritarian permissiveand
uninvolved parentingrespectively) have children who are more likeyhave negative
social and emotional outcomeé®aumrind, 199} Given the important role that fathers
can play in the lives of youth, it is hard to imagiwhy their involvement would not
matter for immigrant youth who like other youth atso at risk of adverse outcomes
during adolescence.

2.2. Immigrant youth in context

Much of the current debate on immigrant youth leesi$ed on the process of
assimilation and the extent to which immigrant yoli&ve similar levels of well-being
and outcomes as do children who are native-b@ontés, 199;/Rumbaut, 1996 The
standard model, the “straight line” model, the tsganist” model, and the segmented
assimilation models of assimilation have all besadito explain the differences in well-
being of foreign born youth and native-born youithvioreign parents compared to
those of native-born youth with native-born parents

Immigrant youth face unique challenges and circamts that can lead to closer family
relationships or to family disintegration, resudtiim varied negative risk behaviors
(Harris, 2000Hernandez and Charney, 199@yendecker and Lamb, 199Reardon-
Anderson et al., 2002The process of assimilation is not experiencgddblescents in
native-born families. While adolescence is oftearabterized as a period of turmoil,
with adolescents rebelling from tradition, adulpstvision, and institutional expectations
(Harris, 2000, for immigrant youth this may represent an esgdgctumultuous period
since they may be on a trajectory that is cons@tledégferent” from native-born youth.
Some assimilation theorists argue that as a myngraup becomes more highly
assimilated into American values and customs, cbsnghealth related behaviors as
well as attitudes may occur, shifting toward paiseexperienced by the majority group
(Harris, 2001). While the family, peers, schook tommunity, and the larger society all
play a role in the socialization procef®(nbusch, 1989 for immigrant children, the
formation of close family relationships with a patrenay also help adolescents develop
and prosper.

Furthermore, we suggest that the role of fatherg Imegparticularly significant for
adolescents in immigrant families. Because manyigremt families espouse more
traditional roles for mothers, the involvement atifers may take on greater importance.
In addition, high paternal involvement may indicatpositive family dynamic where
fathers have managed to avoid being marginalizegnared by Americanized offspring.
Also, high father involvement may be critical inygflamily that is experiencing transition
and change. This could be essential, for exampladdressing the process of making a
healthy and successful transition to a new cousatiy a new majority culture.

Research suggests that immigrant youth are abfibkth negative and positive
outcomes as a result of both risk and protectigtofa that may exist in their immediate
environmentsHlernandez and Charney, 199&enerational differences, country of




origin differences, and race and ethnic differengesk along with risk and protective
factors to influence outcomes for immigrant you#tehandez and Charney, 1998
Although along several important dimensions, imm@ngrchildren appear to be protected
from negative risks, this advantage tends to dedliith length of time in the US and
from one generation to the negibson and Bhachu, 199H8iarris, 1998&ndHarris,

200Q Hernandez and Charney, 199By the third and later generation, rates of most
behaviors approach or exceed those of US born \adiéescentsHarris, 2000
Hernandez and Charney, 1998

While outcomes for adolescents vary by generatistals, they may also vary
according to country of origin, as well as race atithicity.Kao (2001) for example,
finds that first and second-generation Mexican @sl#nts are similar in grades and in
math test scores, although there is a tendencyrtmamprovement for reading test
scores across generatioks0 (2001)also finds that first and second-generation
adolescents have lower feelings of self-efficacy haigher feelings of alienation from
their school-mates compared with children in nabeen families. Many Hispanic,
Asian, and black groups experience lower self-affjcand feelings of alienation
compared with non-Hispanic whites in native-bormifees. In fact, important differences
in outcomes for youth often emerge, in analysesndjigishing youth by country of origin
and racial and ethnic group, and when controlséaioeconomic status are added. Yet,
and understanding of whether close parent—chiktticglships, particularly paternal
involvement may influence outcomes for immigranatyg has not been previously
examined, despite the various positive and negaskdactors that such youth face.

In addition to differences associated with generatcountry of origin and ethnicity,
additional risk factors may contribute to negatddaviors among immigrant
adolescents. Poverty is a well-documented negasidactor for the healthy
development of immigrant childrerlérnandez and Charney, 1998hildren in
immigrant families are significantly more likely biwe in poverty than third-generation
youth Capps, 2001Reardon-Anderson et al., 2002and if socio-economic status plays
an important role in youth outcomes, then poveidyus may be significantly related to
greater risk behavior®6rtes and Rumbaut, 199& outh in immigrant families are also
more likely to come from larger familieRéardon-Anderson et al., 200%hich can
reduce household resources available to any oia elsiwell as time, attention, and the
monitoring of childrenBlake, 1989Heer, 198% This may potentially have negative
implications for adolescent behaviors.

Children in some immigrant families belong to r&eiad ethnic minorities which may
expose them to peer networks that exert negatfigeimces. Also, belonging to a
minority group may also affect their access noy@aleconomic opportunities, but also
to medical, health, educational, and housing ressuRumbaut, 199/7/Sorenson et al.,
1996. Immigrant youth may also face acculturativesdrassociated with their
adaptation to cultures and different social strreguwhich may result in negative
behavioral outcomeg\(onowitz et al., 1984Portes and Rumbaut, 1996




In addition, all adolescents experience physicdlsotial changes and challenges, such
as puberty, acquisition of greater autonomy, aglapger network, and making decisions
about high-risk behaviors (e.g., smoking, drinkidgjgs, and sexual activitye€cles et

al., 1999. Immigrant youth may find this developmental stagore challenging because
they have to travel between the competing worldb@fdominant culture and the culture
into which they were born. This balancing act ezadIto anxiety and depression, and
more overt behavioral problems such as drug uselalvjuencyKao, 1998 Phelan et
al., 1994.

On the other hand, several protective factors neayesto reduce the likelihood of
negative behaviors in this population of adolessértst, immigrant children are more
likely than youth in US born families to live in dAparent homes—and therefore they are
more likely to have fathers present in their hoifhfésrnandez and Charney, 1998
Reardon-Anderson et al., 20020 the extent that the presence of a fathenportant

for healthy adolescent development, this can sas\e protective factoB(riel and De
Ment, 1997 Vega et al., 1995 While parental influences tend to decrease ddreh

age, parents continue to influence their childrenind) adolescence, and children’s social
behaviors are affected by parent—child interact{@msato and Booth, 1997Parent

child interactions during adolescence often invahanitoring, supervision, and
regulation as children make more of their own dens The presence of a father in the
household provides more family support that caripttdlly foster more positive parent—
child relationships of higher quality, reduced finaionflict, and positive outcomes
(Leyendecker and Lamb, 1999

Youth in immigrant families may also have a deepfyrained sense of being rooted in
their families, and this may serve as a protedaetor (SabogalViarin et al., 198Y.
Although family and familial obligations tend todli@e with time spent in the US,
familial support and extensive contacts tend toaierhigh among some immigrant
groups relative to other US citizens despite aocation Buriel and De Ment, 1997
Kao, 1998 Vega et al., 1995

Immigrant youth who live in a community with a largetwork of family members and
other people from their home country may also rereubstantial personal, social and
economic supports that can ease the process adsa#oit development. The presence of
the extended family network can reduce the diffieglexperienced and serve as a
protective factorBuriel and De Ment, 199 Kao, 1998 Vega et al., 1995 These youth
are likely to have an advantage as they adjusthiiod, attempt to fit into peer groups,
and in general navigate within American cultufei(nhandez and Charney, 1998

In sum, available research indicates that outcdorasnmigrant youth may be
influenced both by risk and protective factors. Famfluences are critical for the
development of children in immigrant families, altlyh research has not explored the
unique influences of fathers on the behaviors ahignant children or how these
influences may differ from third-generation (nativern) families. An understanding of
paternal influences within immigrant families igthfore timely and well-warranted.



3. Research questions and hypotheses

Based on our review of both the fatherhood and ignation literature, we address the
following primary research questions:

3.1. Research question 1

Net of other individual and contextual factors, slé@her involvement predict
delinquency and substance use among adolescegenénal?

Hypothesis.Higher levels of father involvement will be reldt® reduced adolescent
delinquent behavior and substance use among adalssc

3.2. Research question 2

Net of other individual and contextual factorsyauth immigration status associated
with delinquency and substance use?

Hypothesis.First-generation or second-generation adolescénhave a reduced
likelihood of involvement in delinquent behaviorsdasubstance use compared to third-
generation youth.

3.3. Research question 3

Does the influence of father involvement on deleey and substance use among
adolescents, differ for youth who live in intacirfities versus those who do not?
Hypothesis.Youth who live in intact families will have a reckd likelihood of
delinquent behavior and substance use.

3.4. Research question 4

Net of other individual and contextual factors, sitiee influence of father involvement
on delinquency and substance use differ by gea@tstatus for adolescents who live
in intact households versus those who do not?

Hypothesis.Delinquency and substance use outcomes will varyemerational status
for adolescents who live in intact households viathers present versus those who do
not.

3.5. Research question 5

Net of other individual and contextual factors, sitiee influence of father involvement
on delinquency and substance use differ accordirgghder?
Hypothesis.Delinquency and substance use outcomes will diffegenerational status
for male versus female adolescents.

4. Data and methods



4.1. Data

The analysis is based on data from the Nationagltodinal Survey of Youth, 1997
cohort, a nationally representative survey cretetbcument the transition of
adolescents into adulthood. For the present stuelyse data from the initial three rounds
of the survey collected in 1997, 1998, and 199% T®#97-1999 merged parent—child
data include annual father-specific demographiaringtion, as well as child specific
information. One of the strengths of the NLSY iatth is a multi-topic survey that taps
many dimensions of household well-being and costaiany family process measures.
The survey also consists of a fairly large sampkdolescents, which allows us to create
population-specific subsets of youth files, andlg longitudinal, which makes it
possible to track and measure changes in fathehiement as well as the influence of
such involvement on changes in adolescents’ outsawer time. In the initial wave of
the study, both the parent (usually the mother)thacthild were interviewed, and we
use data obtained from both parent and youth replorRounds 2 and 3 only the
adolescent was interviewed. All years of availabfermation for each child are used. In
Round 1 of the survey, data were collected for 8@84th, in Round 2 for 8386 youth,
and in Round 3 for 8209 youth.

4.2. Sample

Our analytical sample includes adolescents in bttt and non-intact families. Five
thousand three hundred and forty-five lived cordimly with both parents during all
three waves of the study and 1897 did not. One taghand thirty-three cases were lost
due to sample attrition between Round 1 and Roufiav® hundred and eighty-seven
youth were excluded due to left-censoring. Thestlgeuth in the sample is age 18 at the
time of observation.

In this sample, each respondent’s experience imeetgd into a series of person-year
observations. Each person year is defined as thedpgetween successive annual
interviews. Individuals will enter the risk setthe time of their first interview and will
contribute exposure to the risk of a risky behawiatil they commit such a behavior or
they are censored by the terminal interview coretligt 1999. Those who had a risky
behavior before the time of the first interviewfileensored) are excluded from these
models.

The dependent variable is a binary variable thdicates whether the first risky behavior
was committed during the interval. The independanibles measure characteristics of
fathers, the family context, etc. at the beginrohghe interval.

Of the total sample of 7242 youth (intact and nataét), 37.6% had their first delinquent
act, and 44.7% experienced their first substanealusing the observation period.

4.3. Dependent variables

4.3.1. Delinquent activity



One of the events of interest is adolescent’s diesinquent activity. We use a
delinquency index comprised of 10 items asked otlyain 1997, 1998, and 1999
interview regarding whether they had ever doneddrfe following: run away; carried a
hand gun; belonged to a gang; purposely damagddstroyed property; stolen
something from a store; stolen something from eesfoerson or house; committed other
property crimes such as fencing, receiving, pogsgss selling stolen property; attacked
someone with the idea of seriously hurting thend so helped sell marijuana (pot,
grass), hashish (hash) or other hard drugs; or &eeated by the police or taken into
custody for illegal or delinquent offence. This re@@ has a range of 0—10. Higher
values indicate more incidents of delinquency. Hygidictive validity has been found
for this index through a significant associatiotmeEen substance use and other
behavioral problem3oore et al., 1999 This measure was dummy coded with all cases
that recorded 0 on the index coded6t(involved in delinquent activjtyand all others
with a value of 1 or more codedib\olved in a delinquent act

4.3.2. Substance use

Our second event of interest is adolescent’s $ubistance use. We use an index
comprising three items. This measure is also basguth reports. Youth were asked
whether they had done any of the following in 198998, and 1999 interview: smoked a
cigarette; had a drink of an alcoholic beveragé; @sed marijuana.

This measure has a range of 0-3. Higher valuesatelmore instances of substance use.
Because this is an index, internal consistencyisapplicable. This measure has been
found to have good predictive validityfore et al., 19909 This measure was dummy
coded. All cases that recorded 0 on the index weded 0 ot involved in substance

usg. All others with a value of 1 or more on this @xdwere coded lir{volved in

substance u3e

4.4. Independent variables
4.4.1. Father involvement

We created a measure of father involvement thatiise varying covariate
operationalized by the use of a scale consistirgpotems that ask about the closeness
and supportiveness between the youth and the regitiather. This measure of father
involvement represents both the quality and quanfithe relationship between the
adolescent and the parent by capturing both theienad and behavioral dimensions of
involvement. The emotional dimension is measureagube youth report of the level of
closeness and warmth of the parent—youth relatipnahd reflects the quality of the
relationship Harris et al., 1998

The following three items are asked of the adoletsabout the father in 1997-1999
interviews and capture the emotional aspect ofdtieer-youth relationship: I think
highly of him; he is a person | want to be likeddmeally enjoy spending time with him.



The responses are scored on a five-point liketeseaging fronmstrongly disagre¢o
strongly agree

The behavioral dimension of parental involvememhéasured using the adolescent’s
report about doing things together and supportipes of communication and
interaction. This dimension of parental involvemssitects the degree of companionship
and supportive behaviors of the parent. The follmithree items were asked of the
adolescent about the father in 1997-1999 interviélosv often does he praise you for
doing well? How often does he criticize you or yalgas? and How often does he help
you do things that are important to you? (revexsded). The responses to these
guestions are scored on a five-point likert scafeging from 0 feve) to 4 @lwaysg.

The scores of the scale are summed resulting uesabnging from 0 to 30, with higher
scores indicating higher levels of father involvermnd hea coefficient of reliability for
the scale with all six items is .82 for fathers {h@’s reports were also obtained for this
scale and the Cronbachidor mothers is .75). Construct validity on thisasere is
determined to be high, and an analysis of predictadidity on this measure also found
that higher levels of father involvement are reddie lower scores on an index of
behavior problemsMoore et al., 1999

4.4.2. Citizenship and immigration status

We classified adolescents into first and secondegion. First-generation youth are
those who are foreign born and who migrated froeir ttountry of birth to US. Children
can automatically become naturalized while underaipe of 18 if both parents become
naturalized; or the child can naturalize himselherself after reaching the age of 18.
These children are represented by dummy varialol@ésccas 1 if they are born outside
the US, and 0 otherwise. Second-generation yoettu& born children who have at least
one foreign-born parent (US born children of forelgprn parents). This is represented
by a dummy variable coded as 1 or O otherwise.réference category is third-
generation youth (native-born) who are US borndehkih of US parents.

4.4.3. Time spent in the US

We also include a covariate that measures theHasfgime spent in the US. This is a
dummy variable coded as less than 10 years or tharel0 years. More than 10 years
spent in the US is the reference category.

4.4.4. Parenting styles

Measures of family context capture both the supy®end structural features of the
family environment. We use the four parenting styleveloped bivlaccoby and Martin
(1983)created by crossing two global dimensions of gargn“demandingness” (e.g.,
strictness), and “responsiveness” (e.g., warmgbpsrt). Authoritative parents are high
on both demandingness and responsiveness; autteripmrents are high on
demandingness and low on responsiveness; indypgeents are low on demandingness




and high on responsiveness; and indifferent-uniealparents are low on
demandingness and responsiveness.

The two items that comprise this measure are askgduth regarding whether the

parent “in general is very supportive, somewhapsuipve, or not very supportive”; and

is “permissive or strict about making sure youwitat you were supposed to do.” The
supportiveness responses were measured on a thirdesgale ranging from very
supportive to not very supportive. The stricthesponses were measured on a two-point
scale ranging from permissive to strict.

Responses of “not very supportive” or “somewhatpsuppve” on the supportiveness
items were recorded @¢n-responsive responses of “very supportive” are recoded 1
(responsive Responses of “strict” on the permissive/strisgigem were recorded 1
(demanding, and responses of “permissive” were recodeaod-{demanding The two
two-level variables are combined to produce a gargstyle variable with four
categories: uninvolved (permissive and not vergamewhat supportive), authoritarian
(strict and not very or somewhat supportive), pssine (permissive and very
supportive), and authoritative (strict and verysugive).

Both construct and predictive validity have beemnid to be good for these parenting
styles Moore et al., 1999 Each category was dummy-coded wittiHe(parent does use
the parenting stybleand 0 the parent does not use the parenting 3tyero is the
reference category.

4.4.5. Parental monitoring

This time-varying covariate captures the degreganéntal awareness and monitoring of
youth, and was asked of both mothers and fathet99i, 1998, and 1999 interview. The
scale was created using four items with respondedisating how much their parent’s
know about: close friends; close friends’ paremisp you are with when you are not at
home, and who your teachers are and what you ang d@oschool.

The responses to the questions are scored on-pdinelikert scale ranging from 0
(knows nothingto 4 knows everything The responses to the questions were summed,
resulting in a continuous scale with scores ranffioign O to 16. The coefficient of
reliability for the index is .71 for mothers and. .®r fathers. An analysis of predictive
validity for this index found that both mothers dathers who were rated high on
monitoring are also rated as more strict and hadhyaith fewer behavioral problems
(Moore et al., 1999

4.4.6. Father’s individual characteristics

We include variables that capture the employmexttistof the father and is represented
by dummy variables, coded as not employed, if #tleer was not employed at the time
of the interview, and employed (reference categdig also include a variable that



measures father’s educational attainment dummycdtadédess than high school, high
school, and some college and higher (referencgaate

4.4.7. Mother’s individual characteristics

We include measures of mother’s involvement ancemat attitudes, because mothers
determine how involved fathers are likely to behvthieir children l(amb, 1997.

Maternal attitudes play a significant role in urelanding fathers’ involvement and can
independently affect adolescent risky behaviongley and Parke, 1988Spousal
relationships also have the ability to influencéhéa involvement. For example, the
amount of social support a father receives fronspmuse or the amount of gate-keeping
in which a spouse engages can facilitate or suppatiser involvementAllen and
Hawkins, 1999Beitel and Parke, 1998

Mother-specific control variables include a timeyrag covariate of maternal
involvement, maternal monitoring, and maternal pting styles (all three have been
described above for fathers). We also include asomesof the mother’s educational
attainment dummy coded as: less than high schagii,9thool, some college and higher,
with the latter being the reference category.

4.4.8. Mother—father relationship

To control for any confounding effect of the retatship between the parents on
adolescent outcomes, we include a time-varying icateaof the parent—spouse
relationship quality measured by the mother—fataktionship index. The index is
comprised of six items asked of residential pareni997, 1998, and 1999 interview
regarding whether the spouse is: fair and willimgémpromise when there is a
disagreement; scream or yell when he/she is amgylt or criticize ideas; expresses
affection or love; encourage or help do things #ratimportant; blame spouse for
problems. The responses are measured on a fivégmale ranging from never to
always. This measure has a range from 0 to 24.d1ligtores indicate a more positive
marital relationship. The coefficient of reliability for the scale with alx items is. .83
(residential mother’s report of support from thsidential father).

4.4.9. Household-level covariates

We include a measure of intact (father presentigoatsly) versus non-intact (father
absent) family status. This covariate is dummy dabtler O otherwise. The reference
category is non-intact family. We use a proxy measor poverty level indicated by
whether or not the household received AFDC in tfs¢ year of the study. This covariate
is dummy coded 1 or O otherwise. The referencegoayas did not receive AFDC. We
also include one measure that captures househoigasition, measured by the number
of children less than 18 years old co-residenhehiousehold. This measure is time-
constant and measured as a continuous variabihe iartalysis.

4.4.10. Child-level covariates



Age, which captures the duration dependence oéstimated hazard of a first risk
behavior, is measured in years. Age is measureddt annual interview and is treated as
a time varying covariate in the event history regien analyses. We also include dummy
variables that identify the ethnic origin of youRace/ethnicity is defined for all
adolescents, but the measure is used to classify yo third-generation (native-born)
families in aggregate comparison to youth in immargrfamilies. Unfortunately the

NLSY data did not contain detailed measures of/etlericity. While there is substantive
significance potentially related to the identifioat of the ethnic backgrounds of youth,
this cannot be explored in any meaningful way witiie confines of this paper. These
measures identify youth who are non-Hispanic wiifecan American, American
Indian/Eskimo or Aleut, Asian/Pacific Islander, adigpanic. These are coded 1 or 0.
Non-Hispanic whites are the reference category.

44.11. Time

Trends in the risk of first substance use and dakmt activity between 1997 and 1999
are captured by including a continuous variabley&ar of observation. Largely because
respondents can “age” into the sample at any yei@spondent’s age and the year of
observation are not linear functions of one anogthaed thus the effects of both can be
estimatedTable 1summarizes the operationalization of all varialbiesd in the analyses.

Table 1.

Descriptive statistics of variables used in thelyses in the NLSY97, 1997-1999

. Mean or Standard _—
Variable o Description
frequency deviation

Parental involvement

Paternal

Eather involvement 214 585 Six item scale. Scores range from |0
to 30

Paternal monitoring 8.2 395 Four item scale. Scores range from
Oto 16

Father's parenting style

Permissive 26.35% 0.36 Wh_ether father is permissive
(1 =yes)

Authoritarian 23.92% 0.34 Wh_ether father is authoritarian
(1 =yes)

Authoritative 26.50% 0.40 Wh_ether father is authoritative
(1=yes)

Uninvolved 22.85% 0.31 Whether father uninvolved (1 = yes)




, Mean or Standard _
Variable o Description
frequency deviation
Maternal
Mother involvement 2462 5.13 Six item scale. Scores range from
' ' to 30
Maternal monitorin 9.90 323 Four item scale. Scores range fror
g ' ' 0to 16
Mother’s parenting style
Permissive 26.0% 0.43 Whether mother is permissive
' ' (1=yes)
Authoritarian 27.0% 0.34 Whether mother is authoritarian
' ' (1=yes)
Authoritative 27.05% 0.45 Whether mother is authoritative
' ' (1=yes)
Uninvolved 20.0% 0.34 Whether mother is uninvolved
' ' (1=yes)
Immigration status
Third-generation 76.4% 0.42 Third-generation of US parents
' ' (1=yes)
First-generation 11.9% 0.33 Foreign born, emigrated to US
' ' (1=yes)
Second-generation 11.7% 0.016 US born, 1 foreign parent
(1 =yes)
Family status
Intact Eamil 74% (0.73) Lived continuously with both
y ’ parents (1 = yes)
Non-Intact Family 26% (0.26) Did not live continuously with

father (1 = yes)

Time spent in the US




, Mean or Standard _
Variable o Description
frequency deviation

<10 years 88.2% 0.32 Pre_sent in the US <10 years
(1=yes)

>10 years 11.77% 0.32 Pre_sent in the US >10 years
(1=yes)

Father's education

Less than high school 61.4% 0.49 Fat_her less than high school
(1=yes)

High school 22 704 0.42 Fat_her completed high school
(1=yes)

Some college and higher | 15.9% 0.24 Fat_her some college and higher
(1=yes)

Father's employment

Father employed 60.7% 0.48 Father employed (1 = yes)

Father not employed 39.3% 0.36 Father not employed (1 = yes)

Mother’s education

Less than high school | 0.54 0.50 Mother less than high school
(1=yes)

High school 29.2% 0.45 Mther completed high school
(1 =yes)

Some college and higher | 0.07% 0.27 Mo}her some college and higher
(1 =yes)

Family context

Marital relationship 18.35 0.44 tsolxz-gem scale. Scores range from

Children under 18 in home 2.1 1.95 Co-resident children under 18 in th
home

Parents married 72.4 0.43 Parents married (1 = yes)

Parents not married 27.60 0.21 Parents not married (1 = yes)

o



, Mean or Standard _
Variable o Description
frequency deviation
Received AFDC 10.1% 0.29 Household received AFDC at time
Did not receive AFDC 89.9% 0.45 Sr?]léstehdd did not receive AFDC at
Child characteristics
Male youth 51% 0.51 Wh_ether respondent is male
(1=yes)
Female youth 49% 0.49 Wh_ether respondent is female
(1 =yes)
Black 26.5% 0.44 Wh_ether respondent is Black
(1=yes)
White (non-Hispanic) 58.2% 0.48 Wh_ether respondent is White
(1=yes)
American o . _
Indian/Eskimo/Aleut 0.6% 0.08 Whether respondent is A.l. (1 = ye
Asian/Pacific Islander 1.7% 0.13 Wh_ether respondent is Asian
(1=yes)
Hispanic 11.9% 0.32 Wh_ether respondent is Hispanic
(1 =yes)
Child’'s age 14.2% 1.09 Child’'s age in years at tinte
Adolescent outcomes
Delinguency 37.6% 0.48 f|+rslt del. act between tinteand
Substance use 44.7% 0.50 E:SI subs. use between timand
Year 1998.58 1.01 Observation year at tinte
Number of person-year observations
; 9362
(Delinquency)
Number of person-year observations (Substawg%
66
Use)
n 7242




4.5. Analytic strategy

The analysis models the effects of the explanatariables on the timing of first
substance use and first delinquent activity usidgerete time event history analysis
(Allison, 1984 Yamaguchi, 19911 A discrete time model is chosen for severaloeas
First, one of the advantages of these models ighkg allow us to examine how the risk
of experiencing an event changes with age. Se¢bay easily incorporate time-varying
explanatory variables with values that change twe (Allison and Waterman, 2002
Third, this method is useful in the analysis of iepeatable events (i.e., transitions from
one state to another state that occur once for ®agject). Such non-repeatable events
include life events such as first substance udestrdelinquent activity that are our
outcomes of interest. It is important to know abgauith’s first risky behaviors because
previous research suggests that early risk takiadipts persistent delinquency during
the life course, and these cases often accouatlmge proportion of all risky behaviors
(Moffitt, 1993).

Fourth, not only do these models deal with rightsoeing at the time of the first
interview, they also take into account left trunmatof respondents who had a delinquent
act or used substances before the time of tharftestview (1997). These models solve
the truncation problem by allowing the risk perfodindividuals to begin with age at

first interview Guo et al., 200R Discrete time hazard models of this type can be
estimated using logistic regression techniques.

In these models, each respondent’s experiencgmesged into a series of person-year
observations. Each person year is defined as theddgetween successive annual
interviews. The dependent variable is a binaryalde that indicates whether a first act
of substance use or delinquent activity occurraghdithe interval. The independent
variables measure characteristics of fathers, facahtext and other socio-demographic
characteristics at the beginning of the interval.

The derived coefficients are interpreted for tisggnificance and transformed through
exponentiation to yield odds ratios that indicéite thagnitude of the variable’s impact on
the likelihood of the outcome occurring. The resuitthis study are interpreted in terms
of odds ratios. For categorical variables, an odtle greater than one indicates an
increased chance of an outcome occurring; thoseles one signify a decreased chance
of an outcome occurring. An odds ratio of 1 medwas the variable has no effect. For
continuous variables the odds ratio measures thegehin the dependent variable per
unit change in the variable.

The standard errors of the logistic coefficientsdicting youth initiation into risky
behaviors are adjusted using a Huber correctioth®effects of cluster sampling. This
adjustment is implemented in SAS. The possiblegmes of more than one child per
family in the sample violates the assumption tla@heobservation is obtained from its
own cluster. This would have led to a substantmaarestimate of the variance of the
estimated coefficients. The Huber procedure casrietthe likelihood of children being
interrelated within groups. It corrects for theuggment that the errors are



homoscedastic and that observations follow therasdudistribution. The standard errors
of all coefficients are adjusted to account fos ttluster effect. As a validity check, the
models are run with one child randomly selectedfamily. These estimates differed
very little from the models with the Huber correctiand all children present in the
family, which suggests that the concern in theysislabout the use of more than one
child per family is addressed by the Huber corcectModels are built using hierarchical
regression.

We also add two-way interaction terms to the méeceé models. Log-likelihood tests
between the models of direct effects and interaagtiodels are conducted to determine
whether the addition of interaction terms signifita increases predictive power while
controlling for other variables. The log-likelihogthtisticsc = —2(logLo — L;) test the
hypothesis that all coefficients except the intpt@e 0. Tests are done between direct
effect models and models with interaction terms.

5. Results

5.1. Descriptive statistics

Table 1presents descriptive statistics for all varialitethe analysis. These statistics are
based on the complete person-year file and thussept the typical values of the
variables averaged over person years of exposuistgubstance use or first delinquent
activity. The data indicate that 37.6% of youthisk of indulging in delinquency do so
during the observation period, and 44.7% of youtts& of indulging in substance use
do so during the observation period. These yowtloaraverage between 14 and 15 years
old at the time of observation. These youth ared@m@nantly third-generation (76.4%),
and almost similar proportions are first-generafibh 9%), and second-generation
(11.8%). Fifty-one percentage of these youth arkenidne largest percentage of youth
are white non-Hispanic (58.2%), followed by Afrieamericans (26.5%), and Hispanics
(11.9%). Forty-five percent of these youth livantact families (fathers present)
compared with 51 percent in non-intact families.

Table 2shows the means and standard deviations for ttoemes of interest and
selected parental involvement measures for fiestosd, and third-generation youth. For
all of the outcomes, third-generation youth hageeater propensity to engage in risky
behaviors than do first and second-generation yd&daked on the means presented, first
and second-generation youth are less likely to gagasubstance use than native-born
youth—0.44 and 0.45, compared with 0.51 for thieshgration youth. Similarly, first and
second-generation youth are less likely to engagklinquent activity than native-born
youth—0.34 and 0.37, compared with 0.39.

Table 2.

Means of parental involvement and outcome meastfirsts:second, and third-generation youth in the
NLSY97, 1997-1999



Measure First-generation | Second-generation| Third-generation
Father involvement 21.13 21.79 21.50
Paternal monitoring 7.47 7.80 7.86
Paternal parenting style

Uninvolved 0.11 0.09 0.10
Permissive 0.14 0.17 0.16
Authoritarian 0.16 0.22 0.13
Authoritative 0.19 0.23 0.21
Intact Family 0.53 0.48 0.46
Outcomes

Substance use 0.44 0.45 0.51
Delinquency 0.34 0.37 0.39
n 847 862 5533

Note All differences are statistically significanttaep < .001 level.

A less consistent pattern emerges with regard tenpal involvement measures though
all differences are statistically significant. Fatlinvolvement tends to be lowest for
adolescents in first-generation families and higiresecond-generation families, 21.13,
compared with 21.79. Father involvement is notigh im third-generation families
(21.50). Paternal monitoring also tends to be Idwefrst-generation families, and
highest in second- generation families, 7.37, casgavith 7.80. Paternal monitoring is
not as high in third-generation families, as iségond-generation families (7.86). There
is also a great deal of variability with regardprenting styles in the three groups.
Authoritarian parenting is more common in first aetond-generation families than in
native-born families, 0.16 and 0.22, compared Wit8. Authoritative parenting is also
most common in second-generation families, and Eammon in first-generation
families, 0.23 compared with 0.19 in third-genematiamilies.

There is also variability in terms of the preseat#e father in the household across the

three groups. Third-generation youth are leastyflit@have a father present in the
household compared with first-generation youth6@dmpared with 0.53.

5.2. Multivariate analysis



5.2.1. Does father involvement predict youth transéion into substance use and
delinquent activity?

Table 3presents the results of the baseline event historiiple logistic regression
analysis for the risk of first substance use. Bggation estimates only the additive
effects of the explanatory variables on the esth&iazard of first substance use. The
estimates are presented in the form of odds réfimsthe most part, these effects accord
with the hypotheses derived from theory and prsearch.

Table 3.

Odds ratios and Huber corrected standard errongaseline logistic regression analysis of the ¢ffet
father involvement on youth first delinquent adinand first substance use, NLSY97 97-99

Variable First delinquent activity First substance use
Odds ratio SE Odds ratio SE

Father involvement

Father involvement (0.0005) (0.0005)
0.99 0.99

Father monitoring 0.96 (0.007) | 0.97™ (0.006)

(Non-Intact Family)

Intact Famil 0.06 0.05

v 0.81 008 13 (0.05)

Father’s parenting style

(Authoritative)

Uninvolved 1.05 (0.06) 1.10 (0.06)

Permissive 0.99 (0.05) 1.00 (0.05)

Authoritarian (0.05) (0.05)
1.16 1.13

Mother involvement

Mother involvement (0.004) (0.004)
0.99 0.99




Variable First delinquent activity First substance use
Odds ratio SE Odds ratio SE
Mother monitoring 0.94 (0.008) 0.97 (0.007)
Mother’s parenting style
(Authoritative)
Uninvolved (0.06) (0.06)
1.19 1.19
Permissive 1.09 (0.05) 1.10 (0.05)
Authoritarian (0.06) (0.05)
1.15 1.16
Parental relationship 0.99 (0.0006) 0.99 (0.006)
Immigration status
(Third-generation)
. . 0.79
First-generation 0.06 0.06
9 083 (0.06) (0.06)
Second-generation 0.94 (0.15) 0.81 (0.16)
Time spent in the US
(>10 years)
<10 years in the US 1.016 (0.091) 0.99 (0.09)
Father’s education (College plus)
Less than high school 1.01 (0.06) 117 (0.0669)




First delinquent activity

First substance use

Variable

Odds ratio SE Odds ratio SE
High school 0.98 (0.06) (0.0655)

1.15

Father's employment
(Employed)
Father not employed 1.03 (0.04) 1.01 (0.03)
Mother’s education
(College plus)
Less than high school 1.00 (0.06) 0.97 (0.06)
High school 0.93 (0.15) 0.96 (0.05)
Family context
1l\algumber of children under age 0.99 (0.017) 0.89™ (0.01)
Household received AFDC 0.94 (0.09) 1.01 (0.03)
Child characteristics
Race
(Non-Hispanic White)
Black/African American 0.94 (0.05) 0.57™ (0.05)
American Indian/Eskimo/Aleut | 0.98 (0.24) 0.60 (0.24)
Asian/Pacific Islander 0.69 (0.14) 0.48™ (0.15)
Hispanic 1.08 (0.06) 0.97 (0.06)
Sex
(Female)
Male 1.68 (0.04) 1.04 (0.03)
Child’s age 1.13 (0.02) 1127 (0.01)




Variable First delinquent activity First substance use
Odds ratio SE Odds ratio SE
Year 1.70 (0.03) (0.03)
0.90
Log likelihood @f) 8489.1(29)| 9043.4 (29)
No. of person-year observations 9362 8566
No. of persons 7242 7242

Note.Variables in parentheses are omitted/referenagoa.Source.1997-1999 NLSY97.
p<.05.
p<.01.

p <. 001.

The father involvement covariate exerts a signifigafluence on youth risk of first
substance use (although the effects are small)riskef first substance use is lower for
adolescents with fathers with higher levels of éatimvolvement, controlling for other
covariates. Each unit increase in father involveneassociated with a 1% reduction in
substance use. Higher levels of paternal monitaimgreness also significantly reduce
the likelihood of substance use. Each unit incréagaternal monitoring is associated
with a 3% reduction in substance use. Having afathth an authoritarian parenting
style, is also associated with a 13% increaselistance use compared with having an
authoritative father (reference category).

Additional covariates that significantigcreasethe risk of substance use include having
a mother with an uninvolved, permissive or autlaoi@n parenting style compared with a
mother with an authoritative parenting style (refexe group). The risk of first substance
use also increases with age with each yearly iserbaing associated with a 12%
increase in substance use.

Other covariates that significantigducethe likelihood of youth substance use include
living in an intact family compared with living & non-intact family (reference group),
higher levels of maternal involvement and matemaiitoring, a more positive parental
relationship, being a first-generation youth conagaio being third-generation (reference
group), having a larger number of co-resident cbiidunder age 18 in the household, and
being African American, American Indian, or Asiaoihpared with being non-Hispanic



white). The odds ratio for year is less than org significant indicating a nonlinear trend
in the risk of substance use for the whole sample.

Table 3also presents logistic regression results fotrdnasition to first delinquent
activity. Net of the effect of other variables, fia¢her involvement covariate is
significantly associated with a reduced likelihaddlelinquent activity. Each unit
increase in father involvement is associated witf@areduction in delinquency and each
unit increase in paternal monitoring is associatgt a 4% reduction in delinquent
activity. Fathers reported by youth to have an wolved or authoritarian parenting style,
compared to an authoritative parenting style (exfee category), also increase the
likelihood of delinquent activity.

Additional covariates that significantigcreasethe likelihood of delinquent activity
include having a mother with an authoritarian pangnstyle (compared with an
authoritative parenting style). Other covariates tgnificantlydecreasehe likelihood

of delinquent activity include living in an intalemily (compared to a father-absent
family), higher levels of mother involvement andteraal monitoring awareness, being a
first-generation youth (compared to being third-@e@tion), and being Asian (compared
to Non-Hispanic white). The coefficient for yeasignificant and positive indicating a
linear trend in the risk of delinquent activity filve whole sample.

5.2.2. Is youth immigration status associated withelinquency and substance use
among adolescents?

Table 3illustrates that being a first-generation adolesceassociated with a decreased
likelihood of transitioning into first substanceesuset of controls. First-generation
immigrant youth have a 21% reduction in the oddsutifstance use compared with third-
generation youth (reference categoigble 3also shows that being a first-generation
youth is associated with a decreased likelihoadlawfsitioning to first delinquent

activity. First-generation youth have a 17% redurcin the odds of delinquent activity
compared with third-generation youth. The effectsrat significant for second-
generation youth.

In sum, youth immigration status is associated wettuced risky behaviors, but only for
first-generation adolescents. These effects aosdhdthe hypotheses derived from
theory and prior research.

5.2.3. Does the influence of father involvement atelinquency and substance use
outcomes among adolescents differ for youth who kvin intact families versus those
who do not?

To examine this relationship, we include a two-wegraction term between the father
involvement predictor and intact/non-intact fanstyucture (father involvement x intact
family structure). The results ifable 4indicate that this interaction term was significan
for both the substance use and the delinquencymgcThese findings suggest that net
of other individual and contextual factors, thduehce of father involvement on




substance use outcomes among adolescents is fargeuth who live in intact families
compared with youth who do not live in intact faesl

Table 4.

Odds ratios and Huber corrected standard errolisiteraction effect logistic regression analysishaf
effects of father involvement and intact familytagon youth first delinquent activity and firstostance
use, NLSY97 1997-1999

Variable First delinquent activity | First substance use
Odds ratio SE Odds ratio | SE

Father involvement
Father involvement 0.99 (0.001) |0.98 (0.002)
(Non-Intact Family)
Intact Family 0.98 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01)
(Father Involvement Non-Intact Family)

. (0.01) (0.01)
Father Involvement Intact Family 0.98 0.97
Log likelihood @f) 8488.9 (30) 9039.9 (30)
No. of person-year observations 9362 8566
No. of persons 7242 7242
"“p<.001.
“p<.01.

Note.Variables in parentheses are omitted/referenagoay.Source.1997-1999 NLSY97.

p < .05.

5.2.4. Does the influence of father involvement atelinquency and substance use
outcomes differ by generational status for adolesoés who live in intact households
versus those who do not?

To examine this relationship, we include a two-wegraction term between the
generation status predictor and intact family streec(generation status x intact family



structure). Neither of these interaction terms sigaificant for either the delinquency or
substance use outcome, and so models are notedporthe tables. In sum, net of other
individual and contextual factors, youth generastatus does not interact with intact
family structure differences to predict involvemé@ntelinquent activity or substance use
among adolescents.

5.2.5. Does the influence of father involvement atelinquency and substance use
differ for adolescents according to gender?

To examine this relationship, we include a two-wagraction term between the father
involvement predictor and gender of the adoles(fatiter involvement x gendef)able

5 indicates that both of these interaction termsveggnificant for the delinquency and
substance use outcomes. In sum, net of other oheviand contextual factors, father
involvement does interact with gender to prediffiedences in delinquent activity and
substance use among male and female adolescetitstwinger effects for sons than for
daughters.

Table 5.

Odds ratios and Huber corrected standard erroligiteraction effect logistic regression analysishaf
effects of father involvement and gender on youst flelinquent activity and first substance useSM97
1997-1999

Variable First substance use First delinquent activity
Odds ratio SE Odds ratio SE

Father involvement

Father involvement (0.001) (0.001)
0.99 0.98

(Female)

Male Youth (0.13) (0.16)
1.51 1.40

(Father Involvement Female)

(0.06) (0.01)

Father Involvement Male 0.99 0.98

Log likelihood €f) 9027.9 (30) 8475.6 (30)

No. of person-year observations | 9362 8566




Variable First substance use First delinquent activity
Odds ratio SE Odds ratio SE
No. of persons 7242 7242

Note.Variables in parentheses are omitted/referen@agoag; Source 1997-1999 NLSY97.
p<.05.
p<.01.

p <.001.

6. Discussion and conclusion

This analysis began with the premise that fatheslirement has a significant influence
on adolescent risk behaviors (above and beyondenatiiolvement) in this case, youth
delinquency and substance use. We further hypatbeshat first and second-generation
youth would have a decreased likelihood of engagingk behaviors compared to third-
generation youth. We also hypothesized that fathelvement interacts with youth
immigration status to predict delinquent behavamd substance use. In addition, we
hypothesized that youth who live in intact familieish fathers present will have a
reduced likelihood of delinquent behavior and saibs¢ use, and the association between
father involvement and delinquency and substaneeutcomes will vary by
generational status for adolescents who live iadnbhouseholds with fathers present
versus those who do not. We also hypothesizedsaiciation between father
involvement and delinquency and substance use matwvill differ by generational
status for male vs. female adolescents. Our arabiggport some of these hypotheses,
but not all.

First, consistent with our initial hypothesis, fathnvolvement is associated with less
risky behavior among adolescents, above and bety@neffects of mother’s

involvement. More specifically, we found that higlevels of father involvement predict
a decreased risk of transitioning into delinquestidviors and substance use, as
compared to lower levels of father involvement.sTi@sult remains consistent even after
controlling for various aspects of mother involvermeéemmigration covariates, other
father and mother characteristics, family and hbakklevel characteristics, and child
level characteristics. The effects of father ineshent are modest, but are consistently
significant. We interpret this as meaning thatéashmatter, but there are many other
important components of a youth’s life that matser well.



Also consistent with our hypothesis, we found thatimmigrant status of the youth
predicts a reduced likelihood of transition intskrbehaviors. More specifically, above
and beyond the effects of mother and father involet, youth who are first-generation
are at a reduced risk of engaging in both substasee@nd delinquent activity than youth
who are third-generation. A plausible explanationthis finding is the way that parents
who are immigrants socialize their children. Theimdation literature finds, for

example, that more assimilated immigrant parentg snaialize their children differently
from non-assimilated parentsgo, 200). Previous research also shows that the length of
time that immigrant mothers have been in the UBasest predictor of youth reading
test scores, whereas immigrant father educatioméeas found to be the best predictor of
children’s math test scoreG@nzales et al., 20Q0Hurtado et al., 1999 These findings
suggest that becoming assimilated into Americatuoeihas implications for youth
outcomes that are influenced by length of time pauwéntal resources.

We also hypothesized that youth who live in infaatilies with fathers present will have
a reduced likelihood of delinquent behavior andssaice use compared with youth who
do not. The tests of two-way interaction modelsedthat the influence of father
involvement on substance use outcomes among adatsss larger when youth live in
intact families with fathers present.

Third, and not consistent with our hypothesis,tdsts of two-way interaction models did
not reveal that father involvement interacts witlugh immigration status to predict
delinquency and substance use outcomes. Fourthypathesized that the association
between father involvement and delinquency andtanbe use outcomes will vary by
generational status for adolescents who live iadnbouseholds versus those who do not.
The tests of two-way interaction terms between geion status and intact family
structure were not significant. Finally, the hypeglzed association between father
involvement and delinquency and substance use mgediffering by adolescents who
are male vs. female was significant, with effeatgér for sons than for daughters.

Our finding that father involvement matters is detent with previous research on father
involvement which shows that father child relatiloips are influential for child outcomes
(Lamb, 1997 Harris et al., 1998Marsiglio et al., 200 Father involvement must be
viewed in the context of a network of mutually mtependent relationships within the
family, with fathers influencing these children @avice versa), both directly and
indirectly, as well as other significant membersh&fir social ecologies. The father—child
relationship has also been found in previous resear affect children’s behaviors
outside the family as well as other outcomes sgciicademic success, externalizing
behaviors, and social behavio@afson and Parke, 199%8arke, 1996Parke and Buriel,
1998. These associations between paternal behavidrsféspring outcomes have
tended to be on average, moderate rather than kndewne also find that in this case
these effects are modest.

This study also examined the effects of father ivexment among immigrant youth.
Little is known, overall, about immigrant youth,cheven less about father involvement
in this population, but our findings are consisterth previous work that shows that



immigrant youth engage in fewer risky behaviorsitttard-generation youttHarris,
2000. One explanation for this is the “protective tatthat exists in immigrant
families.Harris (2000)as shown that this protective factor is largelgdd on the
cultural orientation of immigrant families that geuth to the family values and
traditions of their own ethnic origins, therebywiog the process of assimilation into the
dominant culture. Thus first and second-generatarth are more likely to live in
households that retain traditional cultures thdtdsiand protect immigrant youth from
readily adopting the behaviors of the native-baspydation. Our findings suggest that
first-generation youth are less likely to engagesky behaviors.

Youth in immigrant families also have a deeply aiged sense of being rooted in their
families, which may serve as a protective fact@igt engaging in risky behaviors
(Buriel and De Ment, 199'Kao, 1998 Vega et al., 1995 Although family and familial
obligations tend to decline over time in the USnifaal support and extensive contacts
tend to remain high among immigrant youth relatvether US citizens despite
acculturation.

An important correlate of the social and economgti Wweing of children is the presence
of both parents in the householifsen, 2001 Our finding that youth who live in intact
families with fathers present have a reduced higgd of delinquent behavior and
substance use compared with youth who do not, esigggathe importance of having a
father present in the household especially aspliepto immigrant youth. To the extent
that the presence of a father is common in immigfiamilies and important for healthy
adolescent development and positive outcomescéniserve as a protective factor for
such youthBuriel and De Ment, 199%ega et al., 1995

In addition, immigrant children who live in a comnity with a large network of family
members and other people from their home countny lmeareceiving substantial
personal, social, and economic supports, includésgurces that ease the adaptation
process, and possibly lead to more positive behavomtcomesHernandez and
Charney, 1998 Our finding that the substance use and delinqgentcomes vary
according to gender are consistent with prior nesean parenting. Some prior studies
have found that boys are at greater risk than gfresxternalizing behaviors and conduct
problems Loeber and Hay, 1997These differences may be because the family
processes associated with problem behaviors diffeyender l(oeber and Stouthamer-
Loeber, 1998 Research also done on fathers indicates tHagfmtire more involved
with boys than with girls and that fathers may paggrls and boys somewhat differently.
This can have different implications for adolesaaucomes by gendetdmb, 1997.
Gender differences should not be ignored in examgithe propensity to engage in risky
behaviors among adolescents.

The results of our study, however, only providdiprmary evidence of how father
involvement works in immigrant and native-born fhes and there are some important
limitations of this study that should be notedsEithese data did not capture country of
origin variations. Clearly, caution is warrantedan differences that may exist among
outcomes for youth by country of origin, and thisreubstantial heterogeneity that is



masked by using gross categories like first, secand third-generation to describe
immigrant youth. It is very possible that there @a€eiations in outcomes for youth that
may vary by country of origin, and these effectymisappear when all immigrant
children are grouped into larger groups of firal a@cond-generation. Nationality
reflects the enduring influence of immigrant modéscorporation, with this influence
being much stronger among some groups than otRerte6 and Rumbaut, 2001
Country of origin differences may herald differeonstellations of advantages and
disadvantages for different groups of youth. Somar pesearch indicates that the most
advantaged in terms of the likelihood of living vlioth parents are the
Filipinos/Laotians/Cambodians, and Vietnamese.l@mother hand, some first and
second-generation Haitian and Jamaican childree hasomparatively low percentage

living with both parentsJensen, 2001

In addition, this analysis does not examine therattion between father involvement
and immigration status from a particular countryogin. Unfortunately, the data used
did not allow us to conduct such subgroup analy$dsis were possible, we would
expect that youth from different regions of the Manight have different risk outcomes
based on the level and quality of father and maitiheslvement.

Third, this research did not take into consideratiee cultural differences in parenting
among immigrant groups that are likely to influecklescent outcomes. An emerging
body of research suggests that cultural differesbesild be an essential area of
investigation. Chiu et al., 1992Feldman et al., 1992There is evidence of differences
in some socialization practices across diverseggdtnight et al., 1994Phinney and
Chavira, 1995 This diversity that exists in family functionirmgnd parenting, coupled
with the diversity in regard to family structuregether have pervasive implications for
adolescent development. Families, in their stragcturd function, influence virtually all
facets of the youth’s psychological and social fioméng. This influence may be
associated with both positive and negative charatits of adolescent behavior and
development. Although family influences are not ¢iy source of problems in
adolescence, they covary with these other sourncafacting the incidence of problem
behavior; at the same time family of origin inflees can protect youth from the
occurrence of problem behaviots(ner et al., 1998 Thus, the conclusions regarding
the influence of father involvement on adolescesttaviors in immigrant families must
be viewed as first steps toward acquiring morenitafe knowledge.

Fourth, we used rudimentary measures of immigratatus. The NLSY only provides a
crude measure of immigration status that is basedrether or not the respondent was
born in the US, or outside of the US. Measurementlpms may also exist in the
operationalization of the father involvement measés mentioned, there is an ongoing
fatherhood initiative to create valid and reliableasures of father involveme@dbrera
et al., 200% In the meantime, researchers are left with negsilnat might not capture
all relevant components of father involvement fibcaltural groups. We also used a
liberal measure of substance use, one in whichdrglcohol was included. A more
conservative measure that restricts the definbfosubstance use to more extreme
behavior might result in more powerful effects.




In addition, our data did not contain variabled #ilbbwed us to measure the possible
negative influences of parents. There is alsoyikelbe some under-reporting of
substance use and delinquent activity among adeéscalthough reporting by
adolescents is likely to be more reliable and védeh reports provided by parents
(Harris et al., 1998

Despite these limitations however, this study repngs a first step in evaluating how
father involvement influences outcomes for a lagyeup of adolescents than has been
previously studied. First, using an event histoayrfework, we conducted a longitudinal
analysis of the effects of father involvement ontyorisk behaviors. Previous studies
have used cross-sectional designs and cannotttras& changes over time. Second,
using a discrete time logistic analysis, we accdonthe potential effects of censoring
and time-dependent covariates (time-varying exptagazariables), and therefore the
timing of events on our outcomes of interest.

Third, this study is also one of the few to measioth the quality of fathers’ and
mothers’ involvement with children using nationaigpresentative data. Our attempts to
capture dimensions of quality remind us that batality and quantity of paternal
involvement are essential for good parenting. Tdreceptualization of involvement as a
combination of several components provides a stfiarmgework for understanding how
fathers can influence their children. Results iatkathat work aimed at improving the
measurement and collection of father involvemetd danationally representative
surveys and across a wide variety of subpopulai®ngll-warranted.

Continued efforts to collect more detailed datacoltural differences in parenting styles
among various immigrant groups would have a laiffer to the field. Many variables
contribute to differences and variations in pamgnamong immigrant groups: country of
origin, economics, education level, dual incomejifa structure, urban or rural
residencies, and religious beliefs. The documeoraif these diverse culturally
structured environments is important to understandh outcomes in immigrant
families. The beliefs and values underpinning fgraitions provide a foundation that
can foster positive outcomes for youth. Such adation is already being recognized for
immigrant groupsl{ucas, 1990 Future research that continues to address thateal
differences is well-warranted.
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