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While teen births are on the rise and marriage rates are on the decline, fathers
have become a recent focus. However, there is a dearth of literature on tesh fathe
parentingbehaviors. The current study provided a portrait of Early Head Start teen
fathers’ involvement throughout early childhood and salient influences on that
involvement. This study maximized developmental and life course perspedgtives b
employing a longitudinal analysis (i.e., Latent Growth Curve Modet)ettrgphasized
time-effects.
The majority of teen fathers were involved with children initially, but their
involvement decreased over time. Consistent with extant literature, teers fatie
were prenatally engaged, resident after the birth, and in romantic c@parent

relationships at 14- and 24-months were more involved in their children’s lives

initially. Teen fathers who were in romantic coparental relationships ahd64



months were less likely to decrease their involvement over the course of early
childhood. Surprisingly, age, race, employment, and school status were not
significant influences on father involvement.

Although the present study had its limitations, trends were noted and should
be considered in future studies. Teen fathers are a unique population facing several
challenges to meeting their own developmental needs and enacting theirdigther r
Some conceptual factors shown to be influential for father involvement with adult and
married fathers (i.e., age, employment) do not hold the same meaning and impact
among teen fathers. The conceptual and ultimately practical meaning eidogha
and characteristics must be contextualized within teen fathers’ devel@men
trajectory and ecological settings.

Similarly, examination of teen fathers within a dynamic, longitudinal
framework emphasized the need to address fatherhood in a different way. Previous
studies have examined longitudinal data, but not examined the patterns of
involvement for individual fathers. This different perspective (i.e., persoemeeht
revealed unique patterns for teen fathers. Further analyses will allow nihé&owa
to best intervene with teen fathers.

Teen fathers may be at-risk, but they are involved with their children and can
positively benefit both children and mothers. Head Start and Early Head Stdrt coul
continue to support teen fatherhood through its mission to serve low-income children
andparents; availability from pregnancy through 5-years; and mission to adapt t
needs of the community and family. But without support or intervention, the cycle of

teen of parenthood is perpetuated.
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CHAPTER |: INTRODUCTION

Adolescent pregnancy and parenthood has been a topic of social concern for
several decades (Hayes, 1987; Sidel, 1996). Although teenage birthrates.i.the U
have declined in recent decades (Martin, Hamilton, Sutton, Ventura, Menacker, et al
2003), rates have increased in the past few years (Moore), 200®irths to teens
remain much higher in comparison to other industrialized nations (Alan Guttmacher
Institute, 1999). After decades of research on teen mothers, the risks posed to thei
children and hardships faced by the mothers themselves (Coley & Chase-Lansdale
1998; Furstenberg, 1976; Furstenberg, Brooks-Gunn, & Morgan, 1987),
policymakers, practitioners, and researchers have recently given edegtention to
teen mothers’ partners and teen fathers in efforts to prevent teenaganayegnd
promote positive teen parenting (Fagan, 1999; Fagan & Palm, 2004; Mazza, 2002;
Lane & Clay, 2000; Smith, Buzi, & Weinman, 2002; Weinman, Smith, & Buzi,
2002).

The majority of research on teen fathers examines who is likely to become a
teen father from a risk factor perspective. As such, studies have focused on
delinquency and contextual factors related to social disadvantages. Focenst@ns
who became young fathers were also more likely to engage in high risk sexual
activity, belong to gangs, chronically use drugs, alcohol, and tobacco, and be
involved in serious delinquency when compared to their peers who did not become
fathers (Fagot, Pears, Capaldi, Croshy, & Leve, 1998; Stouthhamer-Loeber & We
1998; Thornberry, Smith, & Howard, 1997). Additionally, compared to nonfather

teens, teen fathers were more likely to be from disadvantaged homes, have poor



academic performance, experience abuse, live in violent neighborhoods, have low
family incomes, and have younger, uneducated parents who had low educational
expectations of them (Fagot et al., 1998; Goodyear, Newcomb, & Allison, 2000;
Stouthhamer-Loeber & Wei, 1998; Thornberry et al., 1997). Thus, research focused
on risk factors provides a description of which teens become fathers. Howeuer, a ris
factor perspective limits our understanding of teen fathers in their [gmrants.
The present study addresses this gap by focusing on teen fathering.

Examining teen fathers as parents is important because findings suggest that
teen fathers can provide support to mother and child (Gee & Rhodes, 1999; 2003).
Positive father involvement may help reduce the increased risk of adversertong-te
outcomes that children of teen mothers face due to a poor family environmesg,(Jaff
Caspi, Moffitt, Belsky, & Silva, 2001). Additionally, a body of research supports the
positive influence of nonresident fathers’ parenting on children’s development,
although this research is based largely on adult fathers (Amato, 1998; Amato &
Gilbreth, 1999). Thus, in contrast to the negative image constructed by literature on
the risk factors of teen fatherhood, teen fathers serve an integral roleamihe f
system for their partners and children. However, many young fatbeosie less
involved with their children over time (Lerman, 1993; Marsiglio, Amato, Day, &
Lamb, 2000). Research is needed to determine the factors that pesrdataintain
teen fathers’ positive involvement with their children.

At the same time, parenting must be evaluated within its context. A low-
income family background is a strong risk factor for becoming a teentgédan

Guttmacher Institute, 1999; Thompson, Osteen, & Younger, 2001; Xie, Cairns, &



Cairns, 2001). Moreover, teen parents are at an increased risk of living in poverty
later compared to other parents due to their age, lack of schooling, and competition in
the job market (Marsiglio & Cohan, 1997). Specifically sampling low-inconre tee
fathers provides an opportunity to investigate the parenting mechaop&rating
within a culture of poverty (Super & Harkness, 2002). Findings from studies
examining how low-income teen fathers enact their father role havetanpor
implications for policies directed towards low-income families and teemizare
Additionally, programs and services can be better designed to target th@hlesds
income teen fathers and their families given the specific individual and caaitext
influences on low-income teen fathers’ involvement.
Despite the social relevance and benefit to the family system, thereusity pa
of research with teen fathers. Given the disproportionate number of teen fiathgrs |
in poverty and the public policies that influence low-income parents (Kowaleski-
Jones & Wolfinger, 2006), the lives and behaviors of low-income teen fathers have
particular implications for researchers, practitioners, and policymakkerefore, the
goals of the current study are to:
1) Examine low-income teen fathers’ involvement with their children throughout
early childhood.
2) Examine the influence of individual and contextual characteristics on teen

fathers’ involvement.

Terms of the Current Study

Teen fatherefers to biological fathers aged 19 years and younger.



Accessibilityis a form of father involvement wherein the father is present and
available to the child for a potential interaction, though direct interaction kath t
child is not necessary.

Thecoparental relationshipefers to the relationship between the biological father

and biological mother of a child.

Theoretical and Conceptual Rationale

Despite several decades of investigating the importance of fathers and the
development of numerous father involvement models, the field still lacks aguidi
theory (Cabrera, 2004). Parenting literature and accompanying tleegry (
attachment theory) typically use mothers as the gold standard and tetmpaieh
father behaviors are compared (Doherty, Kouneski, & Erickson, 1998; Parke, 2002;
Roggman, Fitzgerald, Bradley, & Raikes, 2002). Moreover, both fathers’ and
mothers’ parenting behaviors are impacted by a set of overlapping factorachut e
has additional factors that uniquely influence their parenting due to the societal
gender context (Lupton & Barclay, 1997). Because fatherhood is postulated to be
more socially constructed than motherhood (Marsiglio et al., 2000; Lupton &
Barclay, 1997; Palkovitz, 2002), the processes that influence fathers’ parenting
behaviors may be more specific to fathers than general parenting models indicate
Thus, the current study utilizes a framework specific to father involvement.

The Doherty et al. (1998) conceptual model of the influences on responsible
fathering is broadly a systemic, ecological model, which emphasizesdndiyi
relationship, and contextual factors that influence the father-childamresiip (see

Figure 1). All factor domains draw from previous father models (e.g., Landk,Ple

4



Charnov, & Levine, 1987) and fathering research to allow generalizabilgy
fathers, regardless of residential or marital status. Thus, the fatbehagiors of
adolescent fathers could be captured in the Doherty framework.

Doherty et al. (1998) drew concepts from bioecological (Bronfenbrenner,
2005; 1979), systemic (e.g., Sameroff, 1994), and parenting models (e.g., Belsky,
1984) to create their fathering model. The current study could also be informed by
these models. In each alternative model, individual characteristics, traenadh
contextual systems, and dynamic relationships influence how parents behave.
Research across several fields, including psychology, sociology, fanrdpthend
social work, continually support the conclusion that all aforementioned factors are
important for optimal development and relationship maintenance. However,
Doherty’s model is not all-encompassing. There is no mechanism for the
development of father-child relationships over time, nor changes in the factors
impacting the relationship over time. The issue of time and age is of particular
interest when examining teen fathers who are described as enteringdatherh
“early” and “off-time”. For instance, a life-course perspectivel€El 1998) grounds
development and change within time, but does not provide the contextual
explanations for fathering behaviors. In sum, the field lacks a developmental,
dynamic theory of fathering behaviors to explain the emergence and changes in the
father-child relationship over time. Subsequently, | use the Doherty et al. (1998)
model as a rough conceptual framework, but do not seek to empirically test the

model.
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Figure 1. Doherty et al. (1998) Conceptual Model of Influences on Responsible
Fathering

For the current study, tHather-child relationshipaspect of interest is father
involvement. According to Lamb et al. (1985; 1987), father involvement can be
broadly characterized as accessibility, engagement, or respoypsiBititessibility is
defined as the father being present and available to the child for a potential
interaction, though direct interaction with the child is not necessary. In dontras
engagement is defined as the father directly interacting with the child (e.g.,
caregiving, play). Responsibility is defined as the father particgpatisuch tasks as
arranging care for the child, making appointments, and providing financial support.

For example, if the father is making dinner while the child is in the house, the
father is accessible to the child. He may or may not talk or interact (gage&nwith
the child while making dinner, but his presence affords him the opportunity to engage
with the child. Thus, accessibility is a very broad form of involvement, but is

necessary for higher levels of interaction with children. Moreover, acdegsgnot

6



limited to certain types of fathers by residence or coparentabredatp status. Both
resident and nonresident fathers can be accessible to their children piensdtiings
and mediums (e.g., home, playground, school, phone, email). The current study is
limited to accessibility in order to include all fathers, regardlesesaiency and
relationship status. This approach still allows the assessment of variabiiithers’
behaviors.

For the current study, thedividual father factorof interest are age,
residential status after the birth, employment status, and school statusfadiess
are salient characteristics that the father brings to the fathdrrekationship and
impact how he constructs and enacts his father role (Parke, 2002). Heteyogeneit
among teen fathers is specifically examined through father’'s agigemesi
employment, and engagement in school; teen fathers situated in various
circumstances (i.e., younger, resident, employed, and in-school) impact meaolve
and other relationships differently.

Thecoparental relationship factoof interest is coparental relationship status.
Particularly for young fathers, the relationship with the mother of their dnddgly
influences how they view themselves as fathers and how they are involved with their
children (Florsheim, Moore, & Edgington, 2003; Paschal, 2006)incheidual child
factor of interest is gender. Although many child characteristics contribute to the
father-child relationship, child gender is often included in large-scaleadatgses
wherein differences in father involvement are found by child gender (Lamb, 2004).

Thecontextual factor®f interest are race/ethnicity and maternal age due to

their indirect impact on father involvement. Racial contexts influence involvement f



all fathers (Marsiglio et al., 2000), however, these contexts may be diypecia
influential for teen fathers because of the disproportionate number of minenty te
fathers (Manlove, Terry-Humen, & lkramullah, 2006), and social expectationsrof te
fathers (Nesmith, Klerman, Oh, & Feinstein, 1997). Moreover, maternal age ma
indirectly impact father involvement through living arrangements due to policy
constraints (Kowaleski-Jones & Wolfinger, 2006), or through maternal grandparent
facilitation or impediment (Cervera, 1991; Dallas, 2004; Dallas & Chen, 1998y Gavi
et al., 2002; Krishnakumar & Black, 2003; Rhein et al., 1997). Nonetheless,
contextual factors shape when and how teen fathers and their children interaet and t
meanings of these behaviors.

Additionally, the current study assesses fathers’ prenatal and birth behavior
The Doherty et al. (1998) model for responsible fathering is centered on men who are
already fathers, or more specifically, is temporally situated tféechild is born.
However, the responsible father definition for the model was based on that of Levine
& Pitt (1997) which includes factors that occur prior to pregnancy: waiting to have a
baby until he is emotionally and financially prepared; and establishing legahipa
when he has a baby. Further, active fathering begins during pregnancy for t@sponsi
fathers “He actively shares with child’s mother in continuing emotional andgalhysi
care of their childfrom pregnancy onward#alics added]” and “He shares with the
child’s mother in the continuing financial support of their childm pregnancy
onwardg]italics added]” (Levine & Pitt, 1997, pp. 36). Thus, how a father supports
the child’s mother during the pregnancy is one of his first behaviors in his father role

and a logical extension of the Doherty model.



Fathers’ behaviors during the pregnancy and birth have also been examined
from sociobiology or behavioral ecology perspectives (Lamb et al., 1987). titrgtec
and providing for the mother also fulfills the father’s social contract to ehssire
child is raised to maturity in good health. A healthy, low-stressed, protected, and
provided for mother increases the odds that the baby will be born healthyalgpeci
for teen mothers (East & Felice, 1996). Thus, fathers’ prenatal and didkibes
may reflect a father's commitment to child and mother (Hoyer, 1998) and how
important fathers feel they are for children’s development (Brown & Besgn1995;
Nicholson, Gist, & Klein, 1983). Early responsibility in the father role or comamtm
to the child and mother could best then be described iasliadual father factor
within Doherty’s fathering conceptual model.

In sum, the present study considers how father (i.e., age, residence after the
birth, employment status, school status, prenatal behaviors, birth behaviogs), chil
(i.e, gender), contextual (i.e., race, mother age), and coparental (i.e, relationship
status) factors influence father involvement. The study constructs areasizeuhn

within the Doherty conceptual model in Figure 2.



Contextual Factors

Race
Mother Age

Father Factors
Age
Residence A fter Birth
Employment Status
School Status
Prenatal Behaviors
Birth Behaviors

Child Factors
Gender

Involv

Coparental
Relationship

Romantic Rel. Status

Mother-Child
Relationship

Mother Factors

Figure 2. Current Study Constructs within Doherty et al. (1998) Fathering
Framework

Father Involvement

Researchers have studied fathers’ involvement with their children faaseve
decades, concluding thabsitivefather involvement is beneficial for children’s
development (Marsiglio et al., 2000; Lewis & Lamb, 2003; Parke, 2002). In general,
fathers are involved in the day to day care of their children though this involvement is
less frequent than mothers’ involvement and decreases with children’s age (Lamb,
1997; 2004, Pleck, 1997). Recent research is showing that fathers, particularly
minority and low-income fathers, are more accessible to their children than
previously believed (Cabrera, Ryan, Shannon, Brooks-Gunn, Vogel, et al., 2004;
Mincy & Oliver, 2003), despite encountering multiple barriers to their involvement

(Nelson, Clampet-Ludquist, & Edin, 2002). Fewer studies have examined how teen
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fathers are involved with their children (Bunting & McAuley, 2004; Coley & Chase-
Lansdale, 1998).

Contrary to the negative risk factor perception of teen fathers, findiggest
that most teen fathers embrace their father role and take initiatereatt the role in
their children’s lives (Lerman & Ooms, 1993; Paschal, 2006). During qualitative
interviews, low-income African American teen fathers emphasizednpertance of
establishing and maintaining bonds with their children and wanting to spend more
time with their children, while at the same time contributing financiallijpéofamily
and providing child-care alternatives for the mother (Allen & Doherty, 199%aPDa
& Chen, 1998; Paschal, 2006). Similarly, the majority of African American teen
fathers reported being actively engaged (e.qg., feeding, playing, dresdimgheu
children at least monthly (Rhein, Ginsburg, Schwarz, Pinto-Martin, Zhao, Morgan, et
al., 1997).

In contrast, other findings highlight the dissonance between the teens’ well-
intentioned words and behaviors. Approximately half of teen fathers saw their
children at least once per week (Stouthamer-Loeber & Wei, 1998), whereas 40% of
teen fathers had no contact with children in a sample of low-income white teen
fathers when children were 18- to 24-months-old (Fagot et al., 1998). Thus, extant
findings from qualitative and quantitative studies drawing on small-scalg@esam
provide an inconsistent and incomplete picture of teen fatherhood. Inconsistent
findings may also reflect the prematurity of teen fathers’ transition ithiertaood
who are continuing to develop physically, cognitively, emotionally, and $pcial

(Elder, 1998; Hoyer, 1998; Marsiglio & Cohan, 1997). Moreover, studies conducted
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with teen fathers are predominantly focused on children during infancy and
toddlerhood, assess father involvement at only one point in time, do not control for
children’s ages, and/or do not distinguish between teen fathers and the partners of
teen mothers (i.e., including both adult and teen biological fathers and social fathers)
| address these methodological concerns by examining biological teen’fathers

involvement with their children longitudinally.

Fathers’ Prenatal and Birth Behaviors

Fathers’ involvement with their children may be increased when fathers are
involved during the pregnancy and at the birth. Prenatal and birth behaviors may
include visiting the doctor with their partners during the pregnancy, attending
childbirth classes, providing financial support during the pregnancy, and being
present at the child’s birth (Bronte-Tinkew, Horowitz, Kennedy, & Perper, 2007)
The extant literature provides an inconsistent picture of teen fathers’ pramata
birth behaviors. On one hand, the majority of teen fathers are uninvolved during the
pregnancy and birth, fulfilling the “irresponsible, absent father” stereotypmpared
to nearly all of teen mothers (96%) who expected their partners to attend the birth,
approximately half of teen fathers (57%) expected that they should attend the chil
birth. In fact only 56% of teen fathers reported attending the child’s birth (Rhein et
al., 1997). Dallas and Chen (1998) found that teen fathers did not attend prenatal
classes and some were too embarrassed to attend the birth. Again, the fatherhood role
is being constructed within an individual and contextual setting in which the
adolescent is still maturing despite the transition into a typically amlal(ire.,

parenthood; Neville & Parke, 1997).
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On the other hand, teen fathers express the desire to fulfill their role @s fath
Allen and Doherty (1996) found one aspect of active fathering, “being thererfif mea
being present at the birth of their child. These teen fathers felt a respgnlthe
child rather than to the child’s mother. The authors suggested that teen fatbiees’ de
to “be there” and ensure the child’s well-being may translate into popiveatal
behaviors and support.

Although mostly documented with adult samples, fathers’ participation in
prenatal and birth behaviors increases the likelihood of later involvement with
children, supporting the notion that involvement before the birth indicatessather
interest and commitment to their children (Brown & Eisenberg, 1995; Nicholson et
al., 1983). For instance, fathers who attended birth preparation classes were mor
likely to be present at the birth, be involved with caretaking of 3 to 5-month-old
infants, and report they could accurately interpret their infants’ cueel(BeRarke,
1998; Grossman & Volker, 1984). Similarly, among resident fathers in a national
sample, participating in prenatal activities increased the likelihood ofiaigethe
birth and engaging with the infant at 9-months, however, teen fathers weikdbss |
than older fathers to participate in prenatal and birth activities (BronteeWiet al.,
2007). Among low-income fathers, prenatal and birth behaviors were assodthted w
later paternal presence for both adult (Shannon, Cabrera, Tamis-LeMoratal® L
2005) and teen fathers (Tarkow, Cabrera, & Shannon, 2005). Prenatal behaviors were
associated with fathers’ accessibility when children were 24- and 36-srolath
extending previous findings past infancy. Extant data reveal that prenatatthnd bi

behaviors may be a particularly important early means of promoting father
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involvement over time at a variable level. No studies track whether prenatal
participation increases an individual father’s likelihood of later involvement, a
person-centered approach. Additionally, there is a dearth of research thate=sxa

the prenatal and birth behaviors of adolescent fathers. | examine the inftdience
prenatal and birth behaviors on teen father involvement from infancy through early

childhood from a person-centered perspective.

Influences on Father Involvement

In addition to prenatal and birth behaviors, father involvement is consistently
influenced by a range of individual and contextual factors (Lamb, 2004; Tamis-
LeMonda & Cabrera, 2002), directly and indirectly (Parke, 2002). More
appropriately, it should be stated that individual and contextual factors transictiona
relate to father involvement over time, such that any factor is influencing argl be
influenced by father involvement at a given time. This transactional priocess
impacts how individual and contextual factors influence and are influencethbky fa
involvement at another time (Sameroff & Mackenzie, 2003). For simplicity, the
literature refers to directionality in the association between theswdaand father
involvement even though few studies can claim such. To follow existing patterns,

individual and contextual factors are discussed as influencing father invalizeme

Individual Factors: Father Age, Residence after Birth, Father EmploymenisStat

Father School Status, and Child Gender

Individual parent characteristics are an important indicator for father

involvement. Age is a demographic characteristic typically includeduseazf its
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approximation for life status (Elder, 1998). Overall, older fathers are moreva@uvol

with their children because they are more established in terms of carders a
relationships (Lamb, 2000; 2004; Parke, 2002). However, the opposite holds true
when examining age effects among teen fathers. Although being older waléctopre

of pregnancy and teen fatherhood (Goodyear et al., 2000; Spingarn & DuRant, 1996;
Stouthamer-Loeber & Wei, 1998), teen fathers who were younger and emploged wer
more likely to be involved than their counterparts (Danziger & Radin, 1990; Gavin,
Black, Minor, Abel, Papas, & Bentley, 2002; Rhein et al., 1997). The pattern in teen
samples may be related to the limited age range (e.g., 16 to 24 yearsihaathee

wider range in other parenting studies (e.g., 18 to 40 years).

Highlighting the importance of the social context in determining fathers’
involvement, other findings support that the determinants of father involvement are
different for resident and nonresident fathers (e.g., Shannon, Tamis-LeMonda,
London, & Cabrera, 2002). Despite the positive influence of nonresident fathers on
children’s development (Amato & Gilbreth, 1999), nonresident fathers are at risk of
low involvement with their children (Marsiglio et al., 2000; Stewart, 1999).

Public policies may discourage low-income fathers from living with their
children so that mothers continue to receive state or federal benefitsréCabre
Brooks-Gunn, Moore, West, Boller, et al., 2002; Cabrera & Peters, 2000; Cabrera,
Tamis-LeMonda, Bradley, Hofferth, & Lamb, 2000). Similarly, teen parémtslies
may also discourage fathers from living with their children or create\walcome
environment (Cervera, 1991). Among low-income nonresident fathers, recent

findings have revealed heterogeneity in fathers’ involvement patternsstance,
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some fathers remain consistently available to their toddlers over timeashahers
are not available (Cabrera et al., 2004). Other fathers tend to move in and out of their
children’s lives (Eggebeen, 2002), perhaps reflecting the complex personal and social
lives that low-income fathers lead (Roy, 2006). Although residing with children
increases the opportunity for father involvement, the influence of residencyrfor tee
fathers remains unclear. Fewer studies have examined residency irglugtincteen
fathers. Father residency is included to examine influences on teen father
involvement.

Although both work and school take time away from directly engaging and
caregiving for children, fathers’ employment status and education hasteoilgi
shown associations with father involvement (Parke, 2002). Being employed has been
positively associated with various aspects of father involvement (e.gssdubty,
nurturance, childcare, financial support) for young fathers with low-income teen
mothers (Danziger & Radin, 1990; Gavin et al., 2002). Moreover, attaining
employment is important for fathers for actualizing an aspect of ther faile (i.e.,
provider) and in turn facilitating coparental interactions (e.g., Chambers, &cl8mi
Wilson, 2006). Education is related to that process by enabling the procurement of
secure jobs and the establishment of a career path. However, teen fatheetezbmpl
less education than nonfathers (Pirog-Good, 1995). At the same time, teen fathers
expressed the desire and expectation to complete more schooling (Pirog-Good, 1996),
but school participation has not been examined in association with father
involvement. Both employment and school status are included as influences on teen

fathers’ involvement.
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The contribution of the child to the father-child relationship is not to be
neglected (Bell, 1971; 1976). Child age is important for eliciting interactitmntine
father, thus this interaction varies with developmental and maturationay.abilit
Simultaneously, children of different ages require varying levels ohfzdre
monitoring, direct care, and management. The current study includes child age in the
longitudinal study design. Additionally, child gender can elicit differénéisponses
from parents (Leaper, 2002). Reviews support that fathers spend more time and are
more likely to be involved with boys than girls (Pleck, 1997), however, this finding is
not consistently documented. At the same time, low-income fathers who were
married at the time of the child’s birth were more likely to continue living tingir
child one year later if they had a son than if they had a daughter (Lundberg,
McLanahan, & Rose, 2007). Thus, a child’s gender may influence fathers’ behaviors
in several ways. No studies with teen fathers have found an effect of child.dende

include child gender to explore potential gender effects.

Contextual Factors: Race, Mother Age, and Coparental Relationship

Recent data (Taylor, Funk, & Clark, 2007) and ethnographic research (Edin &
Kefalas, 2005) have suggested that attitudes and norms about nonmarital and teen
pregnancy may vary by age, socioeconomic status, race, ethnicity, grolseli
attendance. Subgroups hold varying social norms of transitioning to parenthood,
which in turn influences how social institutions, communities, families, and
individuals behave, which in turn impacts father involvement. The contextual factors,
race and mother age, shape when and how teen fathers interact with tencmd

the meanings of these behaviors. They provide a physical space or sguidbsthe
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relationship to occur and a lens through which the relationship is perceived and
interpreted. To be clear, the measured contextual factors of the current study
indirectly influence fathering through other constructs, which were not measure

Racial/ethnic backgrounds create varying contexts of familial, comypunit
and societal expectations and norms for men and fathers. These differences are
heightened for teens. First, there are racial differences in becomgrppteand a
teen parent. The prevalence of teen pregnancy was higher among Africacakmeri
(9.1%) and Hispanic high school students (6.4%) compared to White students (2.3%)
in 2003 (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2004). Second, after becoming
teen parents, families hold different values depending on race. In Hispanic
communities, teen fathers were respected as men, encouraged to fulfill theandut
regarded as virile (Sullivan, 1993). Contrastingly, in African American conies,
teen fathers were expected to stay in school, both families helped with the baby, and
the teen father was regarded more as a child than as a man (Sullivan, 1998el inc
race to account for such influences on fathers’ involvement.

Age of children’s mothers is also included as a contextual factor. Who fathers
partner with have important influences on father involvement above coparental and
mother factors. Mother age indirectly impacts father involvement through other
factors. For example, as age increases the probabilities of havinglotterrcand
multiple partners increase, which decrease the probability of father invaivéeng.,
Johnson, 2001). Mother age could also impact living arrangements (e.g., younger teen
mothers may be more likely to reside at home with maternal grandparengag/her

older mothers may be living on their own), which in turn would influence father
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involvement. If the mother is living at home, maternal grandparents can facilitat
coparental relationships (e.g., Dallas, 2004) or become a barrier to fathers’
accessibility (e.g., Cervera, 1991). Although race and mother age aspt@ized
at the contextual level, each were assessed at the individual level daekmé |
neighborhood or other environmental level data.

The father-child relationship is best assessed within a network of social
relationships (Lamb, 2000). The coparental relationship is paramount to fully
examining father involvement, in part because of mothers’ gatekeeping and
gateopening powers (Fagan & Barnett, 2003). Numerous studies have asserted that
higher quality coparental relationships are associated with higher téfather
involvement for adult fathers (e.g. McBride & Rane, 1998; McKenry, Price, Fine, &
Serovich, 1992) and teen fathers (Allen & Doherty, 1996; Gavin et al., 2002). For
biological fathers of low-income toddlers, higher rates of availabilitgweaore
likely over time when fathers maintained closer coparental relationstiysss,
particularly if they remained at least friends with children’s motf@eabrera et al.,
2004). Thus, coparental relationship patterns appear to be dynamic and significant for
father involvement. | include coparental relationship status as a concurrent
determinant of father involvement over time.

Limitations

Other factors could influence teen fathers’ involvement, but are beyond the
scope of the current study. Individual father factors Although there is not direct
evidence regarding how risky or delinquent behaviors influence teen fathers’

involvement with their children, substantial literature supports that these behaviors
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increase the likelihood of becoming a teen father (e.g., Lesser et al., 2001; Tiyornbe
et al., 1997) and decrease the likelihood of mothers allowing access to children
among adult fathers (e.g., Roggman et al., 2002). Other individual child factors.
Individual mother factors. Mother-child relationship factors. Other contexdutdrs
Household structure, particularly the influences of maternal and paternal
grandparents, have shown significant influence on how and when teen fathers engage
with their children (e.g. Dallas, 2004). Multi-partner fertility and Otlograzental
relationship factors. Further research in all these areas is neededewithtteers and

their families.

Study Rationale and Overview

This study examines teen fathers’ involvement with their children and the
influences of individual and contextual factors over time. Although Doherty and
colleagues’ (1998) model of influences on responsible fathering is not longitudinal,
they proposed the mechanisms to be dynamic. There is a dearth of literature
investigating the patterns of involvement for low-income teen fathers frognamey
through 5 years, the heterogeneity within teen fathers’ involvement patiathehat
influences teen fathers’ involvement over time, particularly from a persuered
approach. The current study is exploratory addressing a unique sample with a soli
set of constructs from an innovative analytic approach, however, it is grounded within
the fathering literature.

First, | assess the involvement patterns that low-income teen fathersvith
their children. There is not an overall picture from the literature using saaje,

longitudinal data of teen fathers- both resident and nonresident- that describe how
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they are involved with their children. Second, | assess how individual and contextual
factors influence teen fathers’ involvement. Conceptual factors reflacte

sequence to further distinguish influences on father involvement during children’s
first 5 years of life. Specifically, teen fathers’ prenatal and birth\betsaare

examined separately from other father factors to establish a timeliathefs’ active
involvement from pregnancy through 64-months. Placing involvement on a
development sequence is an extrapolation from the conceptual model and further
expands research on teen father involvement. The influence of teen fathersllprenat
and birth behaviors on their patterns of involvement is assessed.

| examine how other father factors (e.g., age, residence after birt
employment, school) and contextual factors (e.g., race, mother age) ceflieem
fathers’ initial behaviors during pregnancy and birth and later involvemeaetipatt
with their children. Additionally, | assess how prenatal and birth behaviorataeedi
the impact of father and contextual factors on father involvement patterns.

Lastly, | assess the concurrent influence of the coparental relapansteen
father involvement over time. This allows for the estimation of the time-gpecif
influences of the coparental relationship and the determination of sepstiods in
teen fathers’ involvement trajectories.

These study goals are accomplished through the analysis of the Early Head
Start Research and Evaluation (EHSRE) Project. The EHSRE Progect |
longitudinal, multi-site study of low-income families with infants and toddietee
time of the study inception (Mathematica Policy Research, 2001; 2002). The EHSRE

Project began in 1996 in response to the Administration for Children, Youth, and
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Family’s (ACYF) need for an evaluation of Early Head Start programs tb 1864
and 1998 Head Start reauthorization goals. The EHSRE Project presents a prim
opportunity to examine the above processes because it contains a sample of low-
income families, as well as in-depth information from mothers’ intervaawsmily
characteristics, both mothers’ and fathers’, and father involvement fromyritanc
kindergarten. Other large-scale studies (e.qg., Early Childhood Longitudual-St
Birth Cohort, Fragile Families and Child Well-Being Study) sample chrldre
families, have populations of low-income families, and multiple assessmerg wave
beginning in infancy and extend through early childhood. However, the EHSRE
Project is currently the only study to have data available for at leasidse@ssment
waves. Other longitudinal studies (e.g., National Longitudinal Study of Adolesce
Health, National Survey of Adolescent Males, National Longitudinal Survey of
Youth) specifically sample adolescents; subsamples of parents with same-ag
children could be constructed. However, these surveys were not designed to
specifically study parenting, hence, are limited in providing information aheut t
parenting dynamics of teen fathers. Thus, the current study utilized the EHSRE
Project for data analyses.

In sum, | determine the involvement trajectory of low-income teen fathers
from 14- to 64-months and the impact of teen fathers’ prenatal and birth behaviors on
involvement trajectories. Additionally, the influence of father (i.e., ag&leace,
employment, school), child (i.e., gender), contextual (i.e., race, mother age), and
coparental (i.e., relationship status) factors on teen fathers’ early beshand

involvement trajectories are examined and mediation effects are tegpeck 3
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provides a conceptual model illustrating the associations among the varnahites f
current study. Stemming from the provided review and rationale, the spesdarch

guestions and accompanying hypotheses are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1
Summary of Research Questions and Hypotheses

Research Question Hypothesis

1) What is the trajectory of teen 1) Teen father involvement will start relatively
fathers’ involvement through high, increase initially, but then decrease over
early childhood? time.

2) How do teen fathers’ prenatal 2) Higher levels of prenatal behaviors and birth
and birth behaviors influence teeehaviors will be positively associated with teen
fathers’ involvement trajectory? fathers’ involvement trajectory.

3a) How do teen father factors 3a) Younger teen fathers will have higher levels
influence teen fathers’ prenatal of prenatal and birth behaviors than counterparts.
and birth behaviors?

3b) How do teen father factors 3b) Younger and resident teen fathers will have

influence teen fathers’ higher initial levels and trajectories of
involvement trajectory? involvement than counterparts.

4) How does the child factor 4) Male children will have higher initial levels
influence teen fathers’ and trajectories of involvement than female
involvement trajectory? children.

5a) How do contextual factors  5a) Extant literature on the influence of parent

influence teen fathers’ prenatal race on teen fathers’ involvement is conflicting;

and birth behaviors? current analysis is exploratory. Older mothers
will have higher levels of teen fathers’ prenatal
and birth behaviors.

5b) How do contextual factors  5b) Extant literature on the influence of parent

influence teen fathers’ race on teen fathers’ involvement is conflicting;

involvement trajectory? current analysis is exploratory. Older mothers
will have higher initial levels and trajectories of
involvement than counterparts.

6) How is the coparental 6) Teen fathers in romantic coparental
relationship factor concurrently relationships will have higher levels of
associated with teen father concurrent involvement than fathers in
involvement throughout early  nonromantic relationships.

childhood?

7) How are teen father factors  7) Employed and teen fathers in school will have
concurrently associated with teerhigher levels of concurrent involvement than
father involvement throughout  unemployed and fathers not in-school.

early childhood?

8a) How do teen fathers’ prenataBa) Prenatal behaviors will mediate the
behaviors mediate the influence association between father age, mother age and
of father and contextual factors involvement patterns.

on teen fathers’ involvement

trajectory?
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Research Question Hypothesis

8b) How do teen fathers’ birth  8b) Birth behaviors will mediate the association
behaviors mediate the influence between father age, mother age and involvement
of father and contextual factors patterns.

on teen fathers’ involvement

trajectory?
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW

Although much is known about teen mothers (Furstenberg et al., 1987), less
research has examined the lives and needs of teen fathers (Coley & Ghsdale,
1998; Fagan & Palm, 2004; McAdoo, 1990). The majority of research on teen fathers
examines who is likely to become a teen father from a risk factor pexapecti
providing a description of which teens become fathers (e.g., Thornberry et al., 1998).
However, a risk factor perspective limits our understanding of teen father&in the
roles as parents. The present study addresses this gap by focusing otinéeierg fa

This chapter provides the framework of the current study and brief overview
of the father involvement literature. The involvement of teen fathers with children is
examined highlighting the dearth of studies and methodological limitatiorext Sel
influences of father involvement are then reviewed beginning with fathersitaie
and birth behaviors. Next how father (i.e., age, residence after birth, emplpyment
school), child (i.e, gender), contextual (i.e., race, mother age), and cop@renta
relationship status) factors influence father involvement are reviewedty,lthst
methodological limitations of the extant literature are given, and futaeareh

directions are explored.

Theoretical Framework

Despite several decades of investigating the importance of fathers ausmer
models describing father involvement exist, but the field lacks a guidaogyth
(Cabrera, Fitzgerald, Bradley, & Roggman, 2007; Cabrera, 2004). Father invotveme

models generally serve to define and measure father involvement (e.g., & cBrid
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1990; Radin, 1994), identify determinants of father involvement (e.g., Lamb et al.,
1987), or both (e.g., Palkovitz, 1997). Several overarching theories have been used to
study father involvement including parenting (e.g., Belsky, 1984), resource,
attachment, systems, ecological, life course, and identity theories. Rgiéstature

and accompanying theory typically use mothers as the gold standard and tegnplate b
which father behaviors are compared (Doherty et al., 1998; Parke, 2002; Roggman et
al., 2002).

Moreover, both fathers’ and mothers’ parenting behaviors are impacted by a
set of overlapping factors, but each has additional factors that uniquely influeince the
parenting due to the societal gender context (Lupton & Barclay, 1997). Because
fatherhood is postulated to be more socially constructed than motherhood (Marsiglio
et al., 2000; Lupton & Barclay, 1997; Palkovitz, 2002), the processes that influence
fathers’ parenting behaviors may be more specific to fathers tharagpagenting
models indicate. Thus, the current study utilizes a framework specifith fa
involvement.

The Doherty et al. (1998) conceptual model of the influences on responsible
fathering is broadly a systemic, ecological model, which emphasizesinal
relationship, and contextual factors that influence the father-child relaijpors|
factor domains draw from previous father models (e.g., Lamb et al., 1987) and exta
research to allow generalizability to all fathers, regardless ifergsal or marital
status.

Although Doherty acknowledges that the father-child relationship is dynamic,

the heuristic model describes a single time point. Research suggesthraofad is
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a continually changing, dynamic state (Lupton & Barclay, 1997; Roy, 2066auBe
fatherhood is a multidimensional construct, different social and ecologigelsts
support various family structures and expectations of fathers (Gearyn&,2901).
Even on the individual level, changes in context (de Kanter, 1987) or daily life
(Hearn, 1996) can shift the meaning of fatherhood. Longitudinal research enx@mini
the father-child relationship or father involvement in parallel with changes iextont
(e.g., contextual or coparental relationship factors) is needed to deterorie m

precisely how to promote and maintain positive father-child relations.

Fatherhood

Because fatherhood is socially constructed, there remains debate regarding
definition, measurement, mechanisms of influence, and importance of fathess’ rol
(Day & Lamb, 2004; Day, Lewis, O'Brien, & Lamb, 2005). At a global levemba
(2000) defines four basic features of fatherhood: 1) economic provisioning, 2)
psychosocial and emotional support of mother (female partner/caretaker), 3)
provision of nurturance and care to children and, 4) moral and ethical guidance.
These features may vary among individuals and sociocultural groups because
fatherhood is a socially constructed and situated role. Despite debate and tynbigui
defining fatherhood, research continues because it is clear that fatparg i
children’s well-being (e.g., Cabrera et al., 2000). Which “fathers,” untat w
conditions, when, how, and what aspects of development they impact in children is
less certain. Lamb (2000) offers three central means by which fatHaenice their
children: 1) indirectly through economic provision, 2) indirectly through emotional

support to people who care for the child (i.e., enhances mother-child relationship, or,
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if unsupportive or conflictive, can adversely affect children; Cummings & Davies
2002), and 3) directly through interaction with the child.

Historical analyses have identified four dominant phases of American
fatherhood since the colonial era through modern day: father as 1) authoritargn mor
and religious teacher, 2) distant bread winner, 3) gender role model, and 4) the new
father, or involved nurturer, coparent, and provider (Pleck & Pleck, 1997; Pleck,
1987). As societal structure changed, fathers shifted in the role they playeeirfor t
children. The historical phases of fatherhood parallel the general phasegié¢akm
motherhood (i.e., stay-at-home mother and dual career mother; Lupton & Barclay,
1997) further reflecting the balance in constructing how fathers behaveliagctar
the current social and family context.

LaRossa (1988) contends that current American middle class men have the
greatest ambivalence, guilt, and confusion about fatherhood because theyngr®tryi
be true coparents, both financially providing as well as nurturing and diracihgc
for children. Despite the expectations of coparents, being a coparentialarsans
of separating middle-class fathers from lower-class fathers (LaR8&8). The
social construction creates a dichotomy of good father (i.e., coparent) andhead fa
(i.e., absent father, deadbeat dad). Bad fathers are portrayed as poor, wasdng cl
and of a minority race, while good fathers are pictured as middle classtated W
(Pleck, 2004).

Yet, these images do not represent the reality of fatherhood for American
men. These images could be what Marsiglio (1993) terms the “cultural imfages o

fatherhood”, or symbolic representations, ideologies, cultural images, spagoty
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beliefs, norms, and values socially constructed about fatherhood. Further, the
categories of fathers give little recognition of differences betwaen from different
social classes, education levels, or ethnic/cultural backgrounds (Luptancéaid

1997). An important addition to that list is age. Fatherhood is a qualitativelyediffer
experience for teens versus “on-time” fathers versus older fatteerd(& Elster,

1986; Parke, 2002). Men at different stages of development, education, and career
transition into fatherhood and subsequently enact fathering roles in various ways
(Belsky & Miller, 1986; Elster & Hendricks, 1986; Marsiglio & Cohan, 1997; Parke,
2002). Thus, based on sociological and historical research findings for fatherhood,
individual and contextual factors are crucial for defining, predicting, andsasges

influences of father involvement.

Father Involvement

Father involvement has been broadly conceptualized and measured in the
literature to include aspects of father accessibility and engagebhaeni et al.,
1987), such as the frequency and quality (e.g., sensitivity, directivenesreatityti
father-infant attachment security; Lamb, 2004; Parke, 2002). Studies have used
several different methodologies to assess aspects of father involvemedinigdelf-
report, mother-report, observation of dyadic interactions, and, with older children,
children’s report (Roggman et al., 2002). Therefore, this review includes studies tha
have used various methodologies, measures, and conceptualizations of father
involvement.

From fathering research during the 1970s and early 1980s comparing fathers’

and mothers’ behaviors with children, fathers were determined to be capable parents
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providing care to infants and toddlers, but performed some tasks differently than
mothers (e.g., Gleason, 1975; Lamb, 1977; Yogman, 1981). Importantly, fathers can
provide a unique parenting experience for young children, which fosters cognitive,
language, social, and emotional development (Fagan, 2000; Kelley, Smith, Green,
Berndt, & Rogers, 1998; Lamb, & Lewis, 2004; Shannon et al., 2002; Tamis-
LeMonda, Shannon, Cabrera, & Lamb, 2004). At the same time, mothers consistently
spend more time with children and perform various parenting tasks more often
compared to fathers (e.g., Lamb, 2000; Pedersen & Robson, 1969; Pleck, 1997;
Yeung, Sandberg, Davis-Kean, & Hofferth, 2001). Recent reviews indicate that
fathers are more involved now than in past decades (Horn, 2000), but are still less
involved than mothers, even when both parents are employed outside the home
(Horn, 2000; Lamb, 2000).

However, the majority of research has been conducted with White, middle-
class, married, biological fathers resulting in limited understanding éatihering
processes for several groups of fathers. For example, there arestedies of fathers
who are racial minorities, unwed, low-income, military, nonresident, or homdsexua
(Garfinkel, McLanahan, & Hanson, 1999). Additionally, there is little evidence on
teen fathers and the partners of teen mothers. Recently, specific work has been
undertaken to examine this more diverse set of fathers (e.g., “missiny foethier
elucidating the importance of individual, contextual, and coparental relationship
factors in men’s experience of fatherhood (e.g. Coley, 2001). The remaivieny re
focuses on teen fathers, referring specifically to adult fathers whatediresearch

on teen fathers exists.
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Teen Father Involvement

Research on adult couples making the transition to parenting may not apply to
teen parents due to the specific circumstances of teen pregnancy andtbhileian
parents often face an unexpected pregnancy; the responsibilities andgesaté
parenthood and coparenting, the coordination of coparenting in separate households;
and the risk that they will become disengaged from their coparentingnsartne
(Florsheim et al., 2003). Moreover, the teen parents’ stresses are compounded
because they are typically limited in emotional development and interpeskdlisa
(Brooks-Gunn & Chase-Lansdale, 1995; Marsiglio & Cohan, 1997). Thus the
challenges of teen parenthood should be considered from a developmental as well as
sociocultural perspective.

Teen fathers may face additional challenges making attempts to “settie¢’ dow
disengaging from their delinquent and risky behaviors to engage in a stabhinfat
role. Ethnographic data suggests that adolescent fathers want to changskiheir ri
lifestyle to become more responsible for the sake of their child (e.g., PdXab@).

In a sample of young Latino fathers, respondents said that fatherhood changed their
lives for the better (Lesser, Tello, Koniak-Griffin, Kappos, & Rhys, 2001)erAft
becoming fathers they left the gang, gained empathy for others, chaegedeiv on
male-female relationships, and became more responsible. Thus, the parengrg cont
for teen fathers is distinct; teen fathering should be examined within iteeditua

context as aspects of the context limit and facilitate how fathers cdrestidic

perform their fathering roles (Marsiglio, Roy, & Fox, 2006).
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Qualitative Evidence

The ethnographic literature addressing the teen fathering experidrasets
on small, non-representative samples. Overall, findings from these studiegttighli
the responsibility teen fathers take when it comes to their children. Fangest
young unwed African American fathers reported feeling ready for reredtafter
conception or birth and were concerned about their children’s futures, in contrast to
theoretical expectations (Hendricks & Montgomery, 1983). When asked about their
role as fathers, African-American teen fathers reported that theydptbfor, cared
for, and worried about proper discipline for their children (Dallas & Chen, 1998).
They emphasized the importance of establishing and maintaining bonds with their
children, not necessarily the frequency or amount of time. However, tlilesesfalso
described being involved with their children as preventing other men from taking
their place. This could reflect the centrality of their father role, sudHdtiteers work
to form bonds with their children and do not want anything to disrupt the bond, or
reflect the complexities of coparenting where mothers can “replategrs and
prevent fathers from seeing their children, or perhaps both. If current involvement
performed in part to prevent later gatekeeping, future research is needed t
disentangle the meaning of the father-child bond for teen fathers.

Similarly, Allen and Doherty (1996) found that African-American teehdis
articulated three dominant themes: being there, responsibility, and the imparfanc
fathers. For these teen fathers, “being there” meant being present atitlza i
being actively involved in children’s lives. They also felt that fathers weicguely

important to families and saw their role as the economic and emotional
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provider/supporter and disciplinarian of the family. They financially contrihute
provided child-care alternatives for the mother, and wanted to spend more time with
their child.

A consistent theme in qualitative interview findings was the desire of teen
fathers to engage with their children. Yet they encountered many barsigesjaly
in regard to the coparental relationship (Paschal, 2006). For instance, both teen
mothers and their partners expected and wanted fathers to be involved physically and
emotionally in the child’s life (Dallas, Wilson, & Salgado, 2000). Howevek ¢4
trust between the couple and perceived interference of maternal and paternal
grandparents made these connections difficult to establish and maintain. Young
unwed African American fathers also reported communication problemsiin the
coparental relationships and disagreements with their child’s mother about amahe
spending enough time with the child (Hendricks & Montgomery, 1983). The
ethnographic findings suggest that teen fathers are interested in trérierctaihd
involved in their children’s lives despite facing many barriers and detsysghich is
consistent with other findings on low-income adult fathers (e.g., SummekssRa

Butler, Spicer, Pan, Shaw, et al., 1999).

Quantitative Evidence

In contrast to the story from qualitative interviews, findings from quainétat
surveys highlight the dissonance between teen fathers’ well-intentioned words and
behaviors. On the one hand, the majority of African American teen fathers reported
being involved (e.qg., feeding, playing, dressing) with their children atreasthly

(Rhein et al., 1997) and approximately half of urban teen fathers sawttitgieic at
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least once per week (Stouthamer-Loeber & Wei, 1998). Similarly, 60% of low-
income White teen fathers had at least some contact with their 18- to 24-ohbnt
children (Fagot et al., 1998). In a sample of low-income White rural teen mother
45% of mothers reported that biological fathers were consistently involved from
pregnancy to 18 months, even though only 15% of fathers were resident from
pregnancy to 18 months (Cutrona, Hessling, Bacon, & Russell, 1998). Overall,
approximately half of teen and young fathers were involved with their childrergdurin
infancy and toddlerhood.

On the other hand, teen fathers are not consistently able to positively enact
their fathering role as desired (Paschal, 2006). For example, compared tesmothe
teen fathers showed fewer positive verbalizations and more behavioral dggective
negative verbalizations, and cognitive assistance with their childrergdatirer-
child interactions (Fagot et al., 1998). There is also evidence that tees’father
individual psychological characteristics are related to their plbdiparent and
influence the coparental relationship. Teen fathers’ observed hostilitycddinea
mother during the pregnancy was associated with lower self-reporteaigat
nurturance toward the children at 12- to 18-months (Florsheim, Moore, Zollinger,
MacDonald, & Sumdia, 1999) and hostile, controlling parenting at 24-months
(Florsheim & Smith, 2005). Additionally, higher ratings of teen fatherssaaial
characteristics during the pregnancy were associated with loweeotgar
relationship quality for both White and African American teen fathers ayebhi

parental stress for African American teen fathers (Florsheim et al.,. Td8%e
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findings illustrate the dissonance between teen fathers’ good intentions and
subsequent actions.

A recent study of low-income fathers specifically compared the behafiors
teen fathers (19 years or less) with adult fathers (20 years or monechildren
were 36-months-old (Fitzgerald & McKelvey, 2005). For resident biologidadifat
teen fathers were more depressed, reported more family conflict, hadimneatistic
expectations of children’s behaviors, and rated children as more aggressivéuthan a
fathers. At the same time, resident teen fathers were also more dikediptin
caregiving activities than resident adult fathers. For nonresident bialdgibers,
teen fathers were rated as more detached and less supportive during a pleioimtera
with their child, more likely to choose punitive discipline methods, and less empathic
than adult fathers. At the same time, nonresident teen fathers were morelikely
in caregiving activities than nonresident adult fathers.

Although teen fathers are committed to being involved with their children,
they appear to lack the parenting skills to positively engage with theireithd
face several negative individual and contextual barriers, perhaps simileanto te
mothers (Brooks-Gunn & Chase-Lansdale, 1995). Findings with low-income fathers
suggest that teen fathers are invested in their children, regardlessiehcesi
(Fitzgerald & McKelvey, 2005). However, fathers who agree to parteipa
longitudinal studies likely have positive relationships with the children’sienst
(i.e., so as to allow access to child for father-child interactions) and are highly

invested in the father-child relationship.
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Teen fathers value fatherhood and want to be involved with their children, but
face several barriers (i.e., healthcare providers, coparent, parentsi@eas)ting
their father role. However, these findings are based largely on qualitativessaundi
do not generalize to the larger population of teen fathers. The linkage between teen
fathers’ feelings and their actions is unclear. Despite challengesy young fathers
are accessible to their children and engage in several childcare actiMitese
fathers are parenting in a context of risk; some evidence suggests thafathens’
mental health problems negatively influence parenting and coparental réigisons
Extant research has largely focused on minority teen fathers and has been the produc
of cross-sectional research, limiting knowledge of diverse groups of teersfathe
involvement over time, particularly when children are older than 3-years-oldalQver
research with teen fathers has increased in the past decade, but the pattern of how

they are involved with their children has not been ascertained.

Prenatal and Birth Behaviors

Though largely limited to adult fathers, there is literature examihiag t
behaviors of men while their partners are still pregnant that links iteiof&thering
behaviors. An initial mode for fathers to support their partners is in pregnancy
resolution. Adult fathers who took part in this pivotal decision-making process were
highly involved in parenting (Miller, 1994; Shostak, 1993). The pregnancy and birth
are the first opportunities for fathers to enact their role, potentiallyngfar

trajectory for the father-child relationship.
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Adult Fathers

Evidence supports a link between fathers’ prenatal and birth activities later
involvement. During the pregnancy, fathers may support mothers by attendsesclas
or doctors’ visits. Beitel and Parke (1998) found adult fathers who attended birth
preparation classes were more likely to be involved with their 3- to 5-masth-ol
infants while the mother was away from the house. Further, adult fathers who
participated in an infant development or childbirth course were most likely to evant t
participate in the birth and were present at the birth (Grossman & Volker, 1984).
Fathers who wanted to participate in the birth were more likely to read tolihre ba
during the pregnancy and after the birth, report that they could accurassefyrét
and respond to their infants’ cues, and be engaged with their infants. These behaviors
imply fathers’ desire to spend quality time with their infants and a wilksg to
invest themselves as parents from the pregnancy into the first few monfies dr li
contrast, fathers who were reluctant to participate prior to the birth, contirteed af
the birth to hold beliefs that impeded and restricted fathering behaviors (@Groésm
Volker, 1984). Similarly, among resident fathers in a national sample, partgipat
prenatal activities increased the likelihood of attending the birth and engeitfiing
their infant at 9-months, however, teen fathers were less likely than olaersf&d
participate in prenatal and birth activities (Bronte-Tinkew et al., 2007) eMery
among low-income fathers, prenatal participation was not associated théhsfa
engagement with children from 12- to 36-months (Cabrera, Fagan, Farrie, 2008).

Even though living separately from a partner may not be the most conducive

context for promoting father involvement, nonresidential and unwed fathers
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participate during the pregnancy and later with their children. In a nasangile,

among unwed, nonresident fathers, 55% of adult fathers contributed money or other
items during pregnancy, contributed in other ways during the pregnancy, and visited
the hospital after the baby’s birth (Johnson, 2001). Similarly, at the birth of the baby,
there was no difference in involvement (i.e., attending the delivery and visiting the
baby in the hospital) between nonresidential and residential fathers in a shmple
urban, African American fathers (Coley & Chase-Lansdale, 1999). Furthertsrepor
from the Early Head Start Father studies related prenatal involvemerti¢dodat
presence post-birth. Shannon and colleagues (2005) found from survival analysis that
40% of fathers who had no prenatal or birth involvement were also not present one
month after the birth of the infant, whereas fathers who were involved during the
pregnancy were more likely to be present when children were 3-gieais:

summary, fathers’ participation prenatal and birth behaviors increasesfathe

involvement with infants and toddlers for middle-class and low-income adult fathers

Teen Fathers

Far less is known about teen fathers’ behaviors, however, their prenatal and
birth behaviors may be particularly important because teen fathers arassaéorm
of social support for pregnant mothers (Sachs, Poland, & Giblin, 1990). There is
evidence that positive support from teen fathers helps mothers positively adjust to
motherhood (Cutrona et al., 1998; East & Felice, 1996; Gee & Rhodes, 2003; 1999).
For instance, fathers' support prenatally was associated with teen mdéers'
satisfaction when children were 8-months-old (Unger & Wandersman, 1988). Thus,

teen fathers’ prenatal and birth behaviors promote healthy pregnanaiesthars
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and positive coparental relationships, but teen fathers face barriers to being involved
during the pregnancy and birth from their families, the healthcarensyand service
providers (Hoyer, 1998).

Teen fathers have varying perspectives regarding the pregnancynipla sa
of incarcerated adolescent males, nearly all agreed that the matesp@ssible for
pregnancy as female is, that they would have to give money to the mother, and that
they would take care of the baby sometimes (Nesmith et al., 1997). Thus, teens have
intentions and concepts of fulfilling a fathering role before the pregnancy and
continuing their efforts after the birth. However, consistent with life course
perspectives (Elder, 1998), a small sample of African American teensfather
perceived themselves to be premature fathers, wished they had postponed fatherhood,
but balanced their assessments by a sense of connection with their qiAiltne&
Doherty, 1996).

Ambivalence and uncertainty regarding fatherhood translated into teen
fathers’ expectations and later behaviors during pregnancy and birth. Apptely
half of teen fathers (57%) expected that they should attend the child’s birth cdmpare
to nearly all of teen mothers (96%; Rhein et al., 1997). During interviews while the
partners were pregnant, African American teen fathers who did not wardcimée
fathers were least likely to provide prenatal support, expect to care fartaratt
with their infants, or expect postnatal interaction with mothers (WesGwg, &
Munford, 1986). However, programs and services for teen fathers can alter teen

fathers’ beliefs and behaviors. For example, teen fathers were more sugpbrti
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expectant mothers after receiving a prenatal education program than hees Wdto
did not (Westney, Cole, & Munford, 1988).

Without intervention, teen fathers continue on a steady trajectory of
uninvolved behavior. Dallas and Chen (1998) found that teen fathers did not attend
prenatal classes, perhaps because teen fathers expressed that fatheatieocat s
birth, not before (Allen & Doherty, 1996). Moreover, teen fathers felt respongibili
to their child rather than to the child’s mother. A teen father may not be involved
during the pregnancy if he does not feel he is a father yet or does natrfeetted
with his child. For instance, during interviews while their partners were pnegna
White married teen fathers described directly supporting financiallyethssv
supporting indirectly by preparing for parenthood (e.g., gathering childgear
information) and making responsible changes in lifestyle (e.g, “settling down”
Panzarine & Elster, 1983). These teen fathers began a transition to fatherhood and
provided support for their partners during the pregnancy. In contrast, only 56% of
teen fathers reported attending the child’s birth (Rhein et al., 1997), even though
being present at the birth was a salient aspect of embracing the fath@lierh &
Doherty, 1996). Thus, the extant literature provides a disjointed and inconsistent view
of how teen fathers behave during their partners’ pregnancy and at theirrckildre

birth.

Impacts of Teen Fathers’ Prenatal and Birth Activities

Fewer studies have examined the later associations of teen fatheetapre
and birth behaviors. As mentioned, resident teen fathers in a national sample who

participated in prenatal activities were more likely to attend thle &irtl engage with
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their infant at 9-months, although at lower rates than adult fathers (BrokaTet

al., 2007). Similarly, in a sample of African American and Hispanic youhgsit
partnered with teen mothers, fathers’ prenatal involvement was positigelyiated

with fathers’ caregiving activities at 3 months; fathers’ individual daterstics and
residence were not associated with involvement (Fagan, Bernd, & Whiteman, 2007).
Extending past infancy, for low-income teen fathers, higher levels of prendtal a

birth activities were associated with higher levels of acceggibili24-months; again,
there were no differences between resident and nonresident teen fathHerw (@ta

al, 2005). Thus, there is emerging evidence that teen fathers’ prenatal and birt
behaviors are linked to later involvement with their children.

Teen father prenatal involvement has also been associated with individual
paternal characteristics (e.g., employment, empathy) and conteattaif(e.g.,
children born out of wedlock to friends) factors (Fagan et al., 2003), however, this
sample was limited to unmarried fathers of teen mothers’ children (i.e. Sfather
included those older than 20 years). Differences in race have been found such tha
White teen mothers were more likely to have their partner presentlattthéhan
African American teen mothers from a national sample of teen mothér§-wear-
old children (Unger & Cooley, 1992). Preliminary findings lend support to
associations between individual characteristics and prenatal behaviors. Mpasove
discussed earlier, individual and contextual characteristics are als@ts$oath
father involvement. Thus, prenatal behaviors may mediate the association between

individual and contextual characteristics and father involvement.
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Additionally, teen prenatal behavior has important indications and
consequences for the coparental relationship. High involvement during the pgegnanc
may be a signal of future “good parenting” and indicative of the faiharsuitable
marriage partner. Support during pregnancy was associated with young’ fatter
positive attitudes towards marriage with the mothers, thus illustréuang t
commitment to the coparental and parental relationships (Fagan, Schmitz,d&& Lloy
2007).

In sum, there is limited research linking prenatal and birth behaviors to later
involvement with children. Emerging evidence documents that participation in
prenatal and birth behaviors is associated with later involvement with children for
both adult and teen fathers. However, these findings were derived from a variable
centered perspective emphasizing the association between variabtesdoerall
sample rather than an individual's pattern of behaviors. Early paternal behanapr
foster positive father-child relationships setting young fathers oneztivay of

positive involvement with their families.

Father Factors

Evidence from numerous studies emphases that not all fathers are the same
(Coley, 1998), however, the heterogeneity among teen fathers has not &edmeelx
For the current study, thedividual father factorof interest are age, employment
status, and residential status. These factors are salient chaiasttragtthe father
brings to the father-child relationship and impact how he constructs and esacts hi
father role (Parke, 2002). The heterogeneity within the teen father populkatide c

specifically examined through father’'s age and residence; teen faitiuated in
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various circumstances (i.e., younger, resident, employed, and in-schoatpatt
involvement and other relationships differently. Moreover, the role that different
demographic and contextual factors play in fathers’ trajectory of inn@aein their

children’s lives illustrates the importance of examining these diffesenc

Father Age

Individual parent characteristics are an important indicator of father
involvement. Age is a demographic characteristic typically included becduts
approximation for life status (Elder, 1998). Overall, older fathers are meoéved
with their children because they are more established in terms of caréers a
relationships (Lamb, 2000; 2004; Parke, 2002).With few exceptions (e.g., Johnson,
2001), most research supports findings that older fathers are more involved,
responsive, stimulating, and affectionate than are younger fathers (Lerman &
Sorenson, 2000; Parke, 2002; Volling & Belsky, 1991), even across residency status
(Manning, Stewart, & Smock, 2003). Older fathers also engage less frequently in
physical play, but more frequently in cognitively stimulating activitdagDonald &
Parke, 1986) and hold their children more often than younger fathers (Neville &
Parke, 1997). Lamb and Elster (1985) compared teen fathers (19 years ana)younge
young fathers (20 to 24 years), and “on-time” adult fathers (25 years angasider
found that “on-time” adult fathers were more responsive and stimulatingarasnf
than teen and young fathers. However, they found few other differences, perhaps
because the majority of the sample was residential and half of the fadrers w

married.
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An inconsistent pattern emerges when examining age in relation to father
involvement among teen fathers. Being an older teen was a salidictqref
pregnancy and teen fatherhood (Goodyear et al., 2000; Spingarn & DuRant, 1996;
Stouthamer-Loeber & Wei, 1998; Xie et al., 2001). Younger teen fathers who were
still in school were more likely to be involved during the pregnancy and encourage
the pregnant mother to attend prenatal appointments (Chen, Telleen, & Chen, 1995).
Younger teen fathers were also more likely to be involved with their toddlers than
their counterparts (Danziger & Radin, 1990; Gavin et al., 2002; Rhein et al., 1997).
But when examining the rate of teen fathers’ involvement with their school-age
children, the pattern changes again. In a national sample following chitdrerb to
9 years, older teen fathers (18- to 19-years-old) had higher rates of présamnc
younger teen fathers based on mother report (Mott, 1993). Thus, teen fathers’ age is
an influential factor for their involvement with their children. Moreover, evidence
suggests that longitudinal examination is necessary to fully determia&osar

among teen fathers as children age.

Father Residential Status

Fathers’ residence with their children provides increased opportunity and
accessibility to children for possible interactions. Moreover, the suppolalateai
within the family system (e.g., mother, grandmother) and contextual sysigm
neighborhood quality, social and cultural expectations) are not necessarilynde sa
for nonresident fathers as they are for resident fathers (e.g., Coley, 2001
Subsequently, father residence has important associations with father invalveme

Many study samples select only residential or nonresidential fathersnghdigize
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different measures for each group, making direct comparisons difficultidésil

father measures focus on aspects of the father-child interaction; nonnesidémer
measures focus on financial support, accessibility, and barriers to involvement.
Additionally, fathers’ residential status should be distinguished from his coglarent
relationship status as these have differential effects on interactidnkisvithildren
(Cabrera et al., 2004) and the subsequent influence on children’s development. The
distinction in marital status for residential fathers is also importarghih dif recent
increases in public policy for low-income families promoting healthy nger{d).S.
Department of Health and Human Services, 2006).

With adult fathers, father residence is positively associated with father

involvement (Lamb, 2004). Residence also has benefits for interactions with children:
low-income biological fathers who lived with their infants scored significangier
on sensitivity to infant cues than nonresident fathers (Brophy-Herb, Gibbons, Omar,
& Schiffman, 1999). Nonresidential fathers, however, are not “absent” or uninvolved.
In one study, over half of nonresident fathers had contact with school-age children in
the past year, although contact rates were lower for separated and neiest mar
fathers (versus divorced) and for minority fathers (versus White; A& dsters,
1999). Moreover, nonresident fathers appear to be more involved than previously
believed (Cabrera et al., 2004). Public policies may discourage low-incomes father
from living with their children so that mothers continue to receive state or federa
benefits (Cabrera et al., 2000; 2002).

Among low-income nonresident fathers, recent findings have revealed

heterogeneity in fathers’ involvement patterns. For instance, some feghems

a7



consistently available to their toddlers over time whereas others are rabkvai
(Cabrera et al., 2004). Some fathers tend to move in and out of their children’s lives
(Eggebeen, 2002), perhaps reflecting the complex personal and social lives that low-
income fathers lead (Roy, 2006). The findings relative to low-income, nonrealdenti
minority fathers’ influence on children’s development are mixed (Coley, 20019.
studies examining nonresident fathers’ influence on children’s development have
included predominantly older children (e.g., school age, adolescents; Coley, 2001).
Fathers’ positive interactions have been associated with children’s posttiaeand
emotional development (e.g., increased self-esteem, lowered depressionaprosoci
behaviors; Coley, 2001). Increased frequency of fathers’ interactionsufaiyidor
low-income African American fathers, has also been associated giitives

outcomes for children (e.g., increased depressive symptomology, behavior problems
Coley, 2001). Additionally, if the father-child relationship became less close and
more conflictual, adolescents had more depressive symptomology than if they had a
positive relationship or no relationship at all with their father (Furstenbutigis,

1993).

There is a dearth of literature examining teen fathers’ residerias atal its
influence on teen father involvement. In part, less is known because samples are
selected for residential or nonresidential teen fathers only. Evidencestsuthge
men are more likely to become teen and early fathers if they did not live with their
fathers growing up or have a stable father-figure present (FurstefaVégiss,

2000). The intergenerational effect repeats again, such that young &athérss

likely to live with their own children if their own fathers did not live with them whil
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growing up. On the other hand, cohabitation during pregnancy increased the odds that
a young couple planned to marry and they were more likely to agree tothranry
noncohabiting couples (Fagan, Schmitz, et al., 2007). Examining younger and older
teen fathers may be very important regarding the influence of teen Tagstdence

on involvement because of the public policies concerning paternity establishment,
child support, and public support of low-income families (Federal Interagency Forum
on Child and Family Statistics, 1998). Similarly, teen parents’ familiesatsay

discourage fathers from living with their children or create an unwelcome

environment (Cervera, 1991). Although residing with children increases opportunity
for father involvement, the influence of residency for teen fathers remaileaudae

to the paucity of literature.

Father Employment Status

Fathers’ employment status has consistently shown associations with’ fathers
involvement (Parke, 2002). Similar to adult fathers, employment was positively
associated with young fathers’ involvement (e.g., accessibility, nurejrahitdcare,
financial support) with low-income teen mothers (Danziger & Radin, 1990; Gavin et
al., 2002). Father employment is important for actualizing an aspect of the téher r
(i.e., provider) and in turn facilitating coparental interactions. Employmerbea
viewed as a proxy for income, particularly in low income samples; employanent
income have been positively correlated in numerous studies (Fagan, 1998). Many
mothers expect fathers to financially provide for them and their children and wil
deny visitation access until payment is received (Aronson, Whitehead, & Baber,

2003). This form of gatekeeping applies only to nonresidential fathers, however,
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mothers expect residential fathers to provide for their families and cauprdésem
as well. The result for a cohabiting couple could be increased interpaanftadtc
and fathers’ decreased sense of fulfilling his paternal or masculine role.g8loihe
fathers choose not to visit their children until they are employed and able to
financially support their children, because they feel ashamed and inadequate as
fathers and do not want to set that example for their children (Jarrett, Roytd&Bu
2002).

Despite limited resources, teen fathers desire to fulfill the provideraole f
their families whether it be financially or offering in-kind support (e.g., $téon
baby, food; Allen & Doherty, 1996; Paschal, 2006). Teens also did not respect their
peers who were not “taking care of their responsibilities” by providing for their
children (Sullivan, 1993). The majority of African American teen fathers with
pregnant partners (86%) reported that they planned to work to support their infants
(Westney et al., 1986). Assessing employment for teen fathers has ambiguous
construct dilemmas because not all teens are normatively employed (Mdtime
Staff, 2004). After becoming fathers, teens and their families balanceysngio
and school in various ways (Sullivan, 1993). In one study, African American teen
fathers were mostly employed and high school graduates (Hendricks, 1980).rAnothe
study found racial differences between fathers’ employment statusése @fing
fathers with teen mothers, Mexican-American fathers were morg tikdde
employed and more likely to be married than other young fathersgF8hecagg,

James, & Hollingsworth, 1987). This pattern likely reflects the differential
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expectations families have when young men become fathers, which will besdi$cus
in further detail in th&€€ontextual Factosection.

Lastly, from a national sample of teens, teen fathers earned more in@me th
nonfathers during their teen years, approximately the same income dhaimegarly
20s, but less income during their late 20s (Pirog-Good, 1996). These findings
highlight the value of examining teen fathers longitudinally, particukslizigh
paying employment and long-term career opportunities may be limited due to the
unfinished education for these fathers (Marsiglio & Cohan, 1997).

To summarize, there is some evidence that teen fathers who are employed are
more involved with their children. However, previous research has not examined
employment impacts over time for a diverse group of fathers. This may lead to
different findings regarding the influence of teen fathers’ employment on

involvement, thus targeted emphases in service programs for teen fathers.

Father School Status

Education is a social and economic characteristic that enables the preurem
of secure jobs and the establishment of a career path. With few exceptions (e.g.,
Johnson, 2001), generally, more educated fathers are more involved with their
children (King, Harris, & Heard, 2004; Landale & Oropesa, 2001; Rangarajan &
Gleason, 1998; Roggman, Boyce, Cook, & Cook, 2002; Stier & Tienda, 1993;
Sullivan, 1993), particularly for African American families (Ahmeduzzaman &
Roopnarine, 1992; Fagan, 1996; Hossain & Roopnarine, 1993) than their
counterparts. Most of the research on the effects of fathers’ education on father

involvement has been conducted with middle-class men or non-resident fathers. For
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example, father-child visitations are more frequent for parents with higheaton
than those with lower levels of education (Argys & Peters, 1999). However, teen
fathers completed less education than nonfathers (Pirog-Good, 1995). At the same
time, teen fathers expressed the desire and expectation to complete moiiagchool
(Pirog-Good, 1996), but school participation has not been examined in association
with father involvement, particularly for teen fathers.

Child Factors

The contribution of the child to the father-child relationship is not to be
neglected (Bell, 1976). Child age is important for eliciting interaction \uifather,
thus this interaction varies with developmental and maturational ability.
Simultaneously, children require varying levels of parental monitoring;tdiege,
and management. Indeed, parents spend more time with children when younger
(Lamb, 2000).

Additionally, child gender can elicit differential responses from parents
(Leaper, 2002). Reviews of the fathering literature assert that$athend more time
and are more likely to be involved with boys than girls (Lamb, 1981; 1997),
regardless of child age (Pleck, 1997). This finding is not consistently found among
adult fathers (Parke, 2002). Moreover, no studies with teen fathers have found an
effect of child gender. With limited understanding of teen fathers’ expasen
particularly over time, gender effects require continued research.

Contextual Factors
Contextual factors play an important role in paternal involvement with

children. The contextual factors (i.e., race and mother age) shape when andmhow tee
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fathers interact with their children and the meanings of these behaviorsprbvede

a physical space or social script for the relationship to occur and a lens thiagh w
the relationship is perceived and interpreted. To be clear, the measured cbntextua
factors of the current study indirectly influence fathering through otivestaucts,

which were not measured.

Racial contexts influence involvement for all fathers (Marsiglio et al., 2000)
However, these contexts may be especially influential for teen fatheaadseof the
disproportionate number of minority teen fathers (Manlove et al., 2006). Moreover,
the social expectations of teen fathers also vary by economic and catetts
(Nesmith et al., 1997). The immediate familial context and expectaticated ey
fathers’ partner is tantamount. Because this is a youth population, speciatsontex
and social scripts emerge such as teens required to live at home, impaadtsyof pol
and role of grandparents.

Parent Race

Racial background creates a context of differing norms, family, and societal
expectations for fathers (Paschal, 2006). These differences are heightaeedgor
(McAdoo, 1990). First, there are racial differences in becoming pregnant and a teen
parent. The prevalence of teen pregnancy was higher among African Anseric
(9.1%) and Hispanics (6.4%) compared to Whites (2.3%) in 2003 (Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, 2004). For females and males, the odds of a teen
birth increased by being Hispanic or African American (Alan Guttmalcisgitute,

1999; Manlove et al., 2006; Thornberry et al., 1997). Thus, the population of teen
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parents is composed of racially diverse families with a higher percentageafty
families than in the larger national population.

During previous times and social contexts, teen pregnancy carried a
significant social stigma (Parke, 2002). However, adolescents today heilcaiff
values regarding becoming parents. In a sample of incarcerated teerfstheesnand
African American teens were more likely to report that they, ttee®ngs, and their
friends would be pleased “if they got a girl pregnant” than nonfathers and \&#mig t
reported (Nesmith et al., 1997). Similarly, the majority of teens fdltiegy could
fulfill their father role, but African American teens were more kel say they could
financially provide, get a good job, and be a good role model. These different
expectations and fatherhood scripts vary by racial context in part becanse te
parenthood is more normative among family and friends within minority
communities. For instance, many African American teen fathers had $#1e63%
and brothers (35%) who were unwed parents (Hendricks, 1980). Similarly, African
American teen mothers more frequently had a family history of infamtsdad of
wedlock than their peers (Felice et al., 1987).

Moreover, after becoming teen parents, families hold different values
depending on race. In low-income Puerto Rican communities, teen fathers we
respected as men, encouraged to fulfill their duty, and regarded as virilegigull
1993). These teen fathers had little respect for fathers who did not take care of the
children. This increased responsibility came at a price; teen fathexsvoee likely
to stop their education and enter the work force, but receive low-paying, unskilled

employment. At the same time, teen fathers were more likely to seegeaand
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cohabitation as an option. The couple often lived with the teen fathers’ parents due to
the cultural beliefs of male virility and sacred female virginity ({@aih, 1993).

Contrastingly, in low-income African American communities, teen fathers
were expected to stay in school, both families helped with the baby, and the teen
father was regarded more as a child than as a man (Sullivan, 1993). Adolescents knew
of friends and neighbors who were teen parents. They had social expectatitims that
teen father would fulfill his paternal responsibilities and lost respedidsetboys
who did not take care of their children. The community and social consequences
served as enforcement of paternity establishment and support rather than égatal, |
processes. Many teen fathers were present at the birth and signed thetifichteer
Both sets of parents were involved in negotiating the teen fathers’ respaesibilit
was not unusual for the teen father to be expected to acquire employment, provide
financial and in-kind support, and assist in child care with the support of his own
family. However, marriage and cohabitation were not typically possible or
encouraged by either family. Thus, how teen fathers defined fatherhood and were
subsequently involved during the pregnancy and after the child was born varied by
the racial context.

There is evidence that young fathers’ involvement varies by race. Exaraining
national sample of teen mothers’ partners, African American fatheesmane likely
than White fathers to be absent from birth through 9-years (Mott, 1993). However,
older teen fathers (18- to 19-year-olds) had higher rates of presence thaeryeang
fathers regardless of race, highlighting the importance of teen fatheirgdual

factors. Further comparing African American and White teen fathers, botsirndar
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visitation patterns (e.g., 25% visited children weekly), although Afrigaerican
teen fathers were more likely to visit their children daily thémte teen fathers.
Additionally, African American teen fathers were more likely to be thdriemd or a
friend of the mother compared to White teen fathers. In contrast, examinihgmanot
national sample of teen mothers with 6-year-old children, White motheesmage
likely to live with their partner after birth, report more frequent contath the
child's father, and report more frequent contact with theirs partner thigarm\fr
American teen mothers (Unger & Cooley, 1992). Although race appears to play a
significant role for teen fathers in shaping the involvement with their childrisn, i
unclear from the extant literature what differences to expect.
Mother Age

Age of children’s mothers is also included as a contextual factor because it
shapes when and how teen fathers and their children interact and the meanings of
these behaviors. Mother age indirectly impacts father involvement through other
factors. For example, as age increases the probabilities of having ottdesrchihd
multiple partners increase, which decrease the probability of father involvésrgnt
Johnson, 2001). Mother age could also impact living arrangements (e.g., younger teen
mothers may be more likely to reside at home with maternal grandpareneag/her
older mothers may be living on their own), which in turn would influence father
involvement. If the mother is living at home, maternal grandparents can facilitat
coparental relationships (e.g., Dallas, 2004) or become a barrier to fathers’

accessibility (e.g., Cervera, 1991).
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Coparental Relationship Factors

Although not directly part of the father-child relationship, mothers play a
crucial role in how fathers are involved with their children through the coparental
relationship. Some have termed this aspect of the coparental relationshiph&hater
gatekeeping” because mothers can prevent fathers from participatintgnecisi
lives or can facilitate their involvement. The gatekeeping-gateopghEgomenon
may be best reconceptualized as a “combination of fathers’ reluctaneediosay
engaged as much as mothers’ willingness to take over or pick up the slack in
caregiving responsibility that determines how engaged either partneh igheri
infant.” (Goldberg, Clark-Stewart, Rice, & Dellis, 2002, p. 403). The influence is
bidirectional between mothers and fathers. Given that relationships are dyarami
fathers are adjusting to the context over time, it is best to capture shanigéime.

Coparental Relationship Quality Influence on Father Involvement

There is evidence that how teen mothers’ feel about their relationships wit
their children’s fathers is positively associated with the quaotitsthers’
involvement with the children (Cutrona et al, 1998; Kalil, Ziol-Guest, & Coley,
2005). A study of the partners of low-income African American teen mothers found
that higher quality relationships with mothers and maternal grandmothess we
associated with higher levels of father involvement (Gavin et al., 2002). Consistent
with these findings, qualitative data showed that teen fathers were more chvolve
when fathers had better coparental relationships (Allen & Doherty, 1996). Thus,
positive and higher quality coparental relationships are associated with leigdle

of young fathers’ involvement with their children.
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There is evidence that, in addition to higher levels of young fathers’
involvement, the quality of the coparental relationship is associated with thiy quali
of the father-child relationship (Lamb & Elster, 1985). Others have found that young
expectant fathers who expressed more hostile behavior toward their pagners w
also more likely to engage in low rates of nurturing behavior with their 12- to 18-
month-old children (Florsheim et al., 1999; Moore & Florsheim, 2001). Similarly,
teen mothers’ hostile and controlling behavior toward teen fathers during the
pregnancy was associated with teen fathers’ hostile and controlliegtiograt 2
years (Florsheim & Smith, 2005). In contrast, teen mothers’ partners who teporte
positive relations with teen mothers during the pregnancy had more positive
adjustments to fatherhood at 2 years (e.g., less stress, child abuse ppteygieil
discipline; Florshiem, Sumida, McCann, Winstanley, Fukui, et al., 2003).
Additionally, the quality of the coparental relationship buffered the impfeet
coparental breakup on father adjustment, such that fathers in higher quality @parent
relationships fared better after the relationship dissolved compareti¢osfat lower
guality relationships (Florsheim, Sumida, et al., 2003). Since teen parents’
relationships are highly unstable (Florsheim, Moore, et al., 2003), factorsdhexdtpr
parenting ability are critical to examine and facilitate.

Coparental Relationship Status Influence on Father Involvement

The quality of the coparental relationship is without a question important for
parenting behavior, particularly fathering. The coparental relationsttigsgi.e.,
married, cohabiting, romantic, friends) has also been associated withbatiaiors.

Among adult fathers, fathers in acquaintance relationships were less involved in
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caregiving at 12-months than other fathers (Fagan & Palkovitz, 2007). Low-income
biological fathers of toddlers were more likely to stay available to thdafren over

time when they maintained closer coparental relationship statuses, pajsticul
remaining at least friends (Cabrera et al., 2004; McLanahan & Carlson, 2004).
Similar patterns have been found with teen fathers. Young fathers in romantic
relationships with teen mothers had higher levels of caregiving and nurturing
behaviors with infants (Futris & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2007) and more frequent contact
with children and coparental interaction (Herzog, Umana-Taylor, Maddedieber
Leonard, 2007) than young fathers in nonromantic relationships. Among young
fathers in romantic coparental relationships facing strong barriergjégement,

those with strong parenting alliances exhibited more frequent nurturing behaviors
with their children than young fathers with weak parenting alliances (Rutris
Schoppe-Sullivan, 2007). In contrast, among young fathers in nonromantic coparental
relationships facing weak barriers to engagement, those with stragipgr

alliances exhibited more frequent nurturing behaviors with their childrenytihang
fathers with weak parenting alliances. Thus, young fathers’ positive invohievas
facilitated through the coparental relationship (i.e., parenting alliance)

Changes in relationship status may also reflect an aspect of relationship
quality such that increasing closeness relates to higher quality andsilegrea
closeness relates to lower quality. Young fathers who were satisfiecheiith t
coparental relationships during the pregnancy were likely to remain noalgnt
involved during the first year and report lower levels of parenting stressattenst

low in coparental relationship satisfaction (Florsheim, Moore, et al., 2003).
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Conversely, young fathers who reported low satisfaction with their coparental
relationships during the pregnancy were likely to disengage from the coparental
relationship during the first year. It is often assumed that unengagesfaththose
not present in their children’s lives, choose to disengage from their children. It is
equally possible that mothers restrict fathers’ access to children anelscinotn
fathers when romantic relations end (Brooks-Gunn & Chase-Lansdale, 1995;
Florsheim, Moore, et al., 2003). Given the limited longitudinal data and limited
sampling designs of the extant literature, drawing a conclusion in eitketiolir is

premature.

Methodological Limitations

Despite the advances in studying teen fatherhood, several methodological
limitations impede the extant literature. Most notably, sample selectiorahd s
design have a salient impact for what is known and for whom conclusions can be

drawn.

Sample Selection

Similar to other methodologies for studying fathers (Day & Lamb, 2004,
Roggman et al., 2002), fathers in the studies of this review were either 1jagcrui
through mothers, or 2) directly recruited. The means of recruitment and selection for
participation have important implications for the resulting study sample unesas
collected, and, in turn, external validity. Studies that recruited fathers through
mothers typically first selected teen mothers (e.g., ages 19 yearswargky) and

then included biological fathers (and/or social fathers) through 24-years-old. Thus,
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these are studies of the young partners of teen mothers. In contrast, studies that
directly recruited teen fathers typically included biological fathem@sugh 19-years-

old. Thus, these are studies of teen fathers. Because some studies of the young
partners of teen mothers did not distinguish between biological and social fdtisers, i
difficult to tease out biological father versus social father versus tesasvgoung

father effects across the literature. Moreover, teen fathers weedikedy to be

directly recruited in qualitative studies whereas quantitative measuliestended to
recruit through mothers further blurring the extant findings.

Mother and child age, in addition to father age, are key to understanding the
family. However, the various recruitment methods lead to differences heedlas w
For instance, recruiting fathers through mothers typically was dependermtoeris
age in studies of teen mothers. In contrast, directly recruiting tdesrdaypically
did not have a criterion for mothers’ age. Moreover, many studies did not report
mothers’ ages, again making the synthesis of literature difficult betdaisamples
were unknown. Empirical investigation is required to determine whether biological
relationship and age effects are influential in young parents’ relatiorestips
subsequent parenting behaviors.

The same dilemma applies to the age of their children. When recruiting
fathers through mothers, studies typically required a specific childragege of
ages. In contrast, studies directly recruiting teen fathers had a wideofastglel
ages (e.g., 3 weeks to 4 years) or did not report children’s ages. Becausagarenti
and father involvement change as children age, child age is an important factor to

consider. Furthermore, the extant literature covers a limited developmgatarge
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of children of teen and young fathers focusing on infancy and toddlerhood. Few
studies extend beyond age 3 years, even though the children of teen mothetsrface la
challenges in academic settings both with school success and social adjustment
(Brooks-Gunn & Chase-Lansdale, 1995). Thus, it is difficult to interpret how teen are
involved as fathers when the literature does not consistently provide thetdartex
family demographics) and essential sample characteristics (iber temographics)

to explain the findings.

Beyond the type of recruitment method, the extant literature on teen fiathers
also limited by other sample selection criteria. First, the extanalitre has an
overrepresentation of minority teen fathers, particularly African Acaarteen
fathers, compared to the overall teen father population. Although African Asmeric
male teens become teen fathers at a higher rate, 32.5 per 1000 in 2002 (Martin et al.,
2003), than the overall teen father population, 16.9 per 1000 in 2002 (Martin et al.,
2003), their experience of fatherhood may not generalize to other teen fathers. The
work of Sullivan (1993) and Anderson (1990) suggests that this is the case,
illustrating the unique experiences of African American and Puerto Rican teen
fathers. However, without diverse samples of teen fathers, the differences and
similarities among various communities cannot be discerned.

Second, studies select teen and/or young fathers based on resident or
coparental relationship status. Many studies wishing to include both fathers and
mothers restrict the sample to resident fathers or those with a romantiertapa
relationship. This strategy may be successful for ensuring higher rdtehef

participation and completion of father, mother, and child measures: mothersrare m
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likely to act as a research confederate and to allow the fathex tbesehild in order

to complete the research protocol (Day & Lamb, 2004). However, these sareples a
biased to include better functioning fathers and couples in more positiverapare
relationships. Thus, findings from such studies do not inherently generalize to
nonresident fathers, fathers in nonromantic relationships, resident fatietsave
mental health problems, or fathers with poor coparental relationships.

At the same time, other studies do not have any sample selection criteria, but
do not analyze for the effects of residence or coparental relationship stqtuaity:
Because these relationships for fathers, both adults and teens, are very ihtiaentia
father involvement and coparental relationships, they are not to be ignored,
particularly in a high risk parenting context. Thus, the residence and coparental

relationship effects on teen fathers are unclear without distinct design ansisanaly

Study Design

In addition to sample selection, the extant literature is largely limitedeo
study design. Namely, the majority of studies utilize cross-sectionghded hus,
findings provide little insight into the complex family lives of teen fathdrese
relationships are unstable and whose personal situations very dynamic. Cbparenta
relationship statuses and quality for teen fathers change from pregnancy tadirth a
as children age. Teen fathers’ residential status, education level, and enmloyme
status vary over time as fathers and their children mature or other difensitances
change. However, there are few longitudinal studies with teen fathers.

Lastly, as with all father research, the source of data on teen fathess be

mentioning. Studies for this review included father, mother, and both father and
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mother report. Reliance on mother-report and perceptions of teen fathers aedspart
may be valuable (Futris & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2007) because mothers can act as
“gatekeepers” to restrict father involvement, especially for nonresidiars (Fagan
& Barnett, 2003; Laakso, 2004). Whereas some research has suggested tisat fathe
are not as reliable reporters of father involvement as mothers becausetéattidos
overestimate their involvement with their children (Wical & Doherty, 2005gne
findings with low-income parents have indicated that mother and father reports of
father involvement were moderately correlated, suggesting that lottters and
fathers are reliable reporters of father behaviors (Hernandez & Coley, 2007
Future Directions

Although research has increased in studying teen fathers, future research i
needed to address the methodological limitations and allow better understanding of
teen fathers’ experiences. Studies should select samples speatficaky fathers
with mothers and children within specified ages to examine the effects of age,
residence, and coparental relationship on father involvement and family relgggnshi
Also, research should include diverse samples or multiple studies to examifie spec
groups in-depth. Importantly, future studies must examine teen fathersnoedo t
capture the dynamic relationships they have with their families. As supratdry
Futris and Schoppe-Sullivan (2007), “Longitudinal research utilizing more
representative samples of adolescent parents could provide definitive insght int
processes linking costs, rewards, and engagement by adolescent nonragidesit

(p.267).
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As illustrated, the extant literature on teen fathers has been somevitied di
on methodological approaches and analyses aligning with qualitative or quantita
procedures. To capture the most information about young families when little is
known, a longitudinal mixed-method design would allow the best of both worlds.
Although more time and resource intensive, a longitudinal mixed-method design
provides the depth and richness valued in qualitative studies; the breadth and
generalizability valued in quantitative studies; and repeated measuesnine the
change over time. Future studies will help to better develop programs and skenvices
teen fathers, especially low-income adolescents who face multiple ndlksa

overrepresented among the teen parent population.
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CHAPTER Ill: DATA AND METHODS

In this chapter, | describe the design and measures used in this study to
examine the developmental patterns of teen father involvement through early
childhood. Specifically, | provide an overview of the Early Head Start Research and
Evaluation (EHSRE) Project and the subsample of participants selected for the
current study. Then, | discuss measurement selection and construct definitions.

Research Aims

The research questions are summarized in Table 2. Overall, the focus of the
research questions is the pattern of teen fathers’ involvement with tHéreahi
through early childhood and how individual, contextual, and coparental factors
influence fathers’ involvement. The overarching research question is depi¢hed i
conceptual model in Figure 4.

Repeated measures of father involvement from 14-months through 64-months
comprised the information necessary to discriminate patterns of behaaior (i.
involvement) into a latent growth trajectory. The coparental relationship,
employment, and school status were also measured repeatedly from 14-months
through 64-months and were considered as time-varying covariates. As a time
varying covariate, the coparental relationship directly impactéefatvolvement
concurrently measured; the same applied for employment and school status. On the
right hand side of Figure 4 are earlier father behaviors (i.e., prenatal #ind bir
behaviors) believed to predict the levels and patterns of father involvement. On the

left hand side of Figure 4 are theoretically and empirically selexteariates (i.e.,
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father factors, child factors, contextual factors) believed to influercpatiern of
father involvement and prenatal and birth behaviors.

Table 2
Summary of Research Questions and Hypotheses

Research Question Hypothesis

1) What is the trajectory of teen 1) Teen father involvement will start relatively
fathers’ involvement through high, increase initially, but then decrease over
early childhood? time.

2) How do teen fathers’ prenatal 2) Higher levels of prenatal behaviors and birth
and birth behaviors influence teemehaviors will be positively associated with teen
fathers’ involvement trajectory? fathers’ involvement trajectory.

3a) How do teen father factors 3a) Younger teen fathers will have higher levels
influence teen fathers’ prenatal of prenatal and birth behaviors than counterparts.
and birth behaviors?

3b) How do teen father factors 3b) Younger and resident teen fathers will have

influence teen fathers’ higher initial levels and trajectories of
involvement trajectory? involvement than counterparts.

4) How does the child factor 4) Male children will have higher initial levels
influence teen fathers’ and trajectories of involvement than female
involvement trajectory? children.

5a) How do contextual factors  5a) Extant literature on the influence of parent

influence teen fathers’ prenatal race on teen fathers’ involvement is conflicting;

and birth behaviors? current analysis is exploratory. Older mothers
will have higher levels of teen fathers’ prenatal
and birth behaviors.

5b) How do contextual factors  5b) Extant literature on the influence of parent

influence teen fathers’ race on teen fathers’ involvement is conflicting;

involvement trajectory? current analysis is exploratory. Older mothers
will have higher initial levels and trajectories of
involvement than counterparts.

6) How is the coparental 6) Teen fathers in romantic coparental
relationship factor concurrently relationships will have higher levels of
associated with teen father concurrent involvement than fathers in
involvement throughout early  nonromantic relationships.

childhood?

7) How are teen father factors  7) Employed and teen fathers in school will have
concurrently associated with teerhigher levels of concurrent involvement than
father involvement throughout  unemployed and fathers not in-school.

early childhood?

8a) How do teen fathers’ prenatal 8a) Prenatal behaviors will mediate the
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Research Question Hypothesis

behaviors mediate the influence association between father age, mother age and
of father and contextual factors involvement patterns.

on teen fathers’ involvement

trajectory?

8b) How do teen fathers’ birth  8b) Birth behaviors will mediate the association
behaviors mediate the influence between father age, mother age and involvement
of father and contextual factors patterns.

on teen fathers’ involvement

trajectory?
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The Early Head Start Research and Evaluation Project Dataset

The dynamic influence of individual and coparental factors on father
involvement, particularly teen fathers, within a context of environmental risk (i.e
low-income), has not been examined longitudinally. The EHSRE Project prasents
prime opportunity to examine these processes because it contains a sample of low-
income families, as well as in-depth information on family charatitsjsoth
mothers’ and fathers’, and father involvement from infancy to kindergarten.

The EHSRE Project is a longitudinal, multi-site study of low-income fasnilie
with infants and toddlers at the time of the study inception (Mathematiay Poli
Research, 2001; 2002). The EHSRE Project began in 1996 in response to the
Administration for Children, Youth, and Family’'s (ACYF) need for an evaluation of
Early Head Start programs to meet 1994 and 1998 Head Start reauthorization goals.
In order to include a diverse sample of families, various program orientaiitias
and rural locales, and multiple geographic regions, ACYF purposively selected 17
national EHS research sites for the EHSRE Project.

Each EHS program recruited families according to typical procedures
Families were eligible for participation in the EHSRE Project if they general
EHS criteria, their children were less than 12-months-old at enrolimehg tarhily
included a pregnant woman, and they had not participated in other child development
programs (e.g., Comprehensive Child Development Program) for more than 3 months
in the past year. Once recruited, families were randomly assigned topaaetin the
EHS program or in the control group. The control group was eligible to access any

services available in the community other than EHS.
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Data were collected from families at several time points and are surecdhari
in Table 3. First, at enrollment, parents completed the Head Start Hafaryation
System Form (HSFIS), which entailed questions regarding family deptogsa
health information, and other contact information. The parent completed the HSFIS
as typically required for enrollment in EHS. All HSFIS data were tearesd from the
EHS system to that of Mathematica Policy Research (MPR), the contract
organizing data collection and analysis, once families enrolled foripattan in the
EHSRE Project.

Second, parents completed parent service interviews 6-, 15-, and 26-months
after random assignment regarding family use of program services, [gromresds
self-sufficiency, and family health. Parents also completed a simitanterview
when children were 36-months-old. Parent service interviews were usoatlycted
by telephone using Computer-Assisted Personal Interviewing by MPRtaéld s

Third, parents completed parent interviews when children were 14-, 24-, 36-,
and 64-months-old. Interviews covered a broad range of topics, such as parent
demographics, parent-child relationship, child well-being, parent stressors and
supports, family environment, family relationships, and father involvement.
Interviews took place in-person, typically in the parent’s home, and when convenient
for the family. They were conducted in the parent’s native language. MPR &#ld st
conducted the interviews using hard-copy questionnaires and, in some cases, Self-
Administered Questionnaires. Additionally, parents were videotaped phaitimg
their children in semi-structured tasks at 14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months. Parents were

compensated after completing the home visit.
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Fourth, at 15 of the 17 sites, mothers or other guardians identified the
biological fathers and father-figures for field staff to contact. These were
separately recruited and participated in interviews at 24-, 36-, and 64-months.
Interviews took place in-person, typically in the parent’s home, and when convenient
for the family. They were conducted in the parent’s native language. Fidld staf
conducted the interviews using hard-copy questionnaires and, in some cases, Self-
Administered Questionnaires. Fathers also participated in videotaped play
interactions when children were 24-, 36-, and 64-months-old. Fathers were

compensated after completing the home visit.

Table 3
Summary of EHSRE Project Data Collection
Child Age
Baseline 14-months 24-months 36-months 64-months
HSFIS* Parent Parent Parent Parent
Interview* Interview* Interview* Interview*
Parent Video Parent Video Parent Video
Exit Interview
Father Father Father
Interview* Interview* Interview*
Father Video Father Video Father Video
Time after Random Assignment
Baseline 6-months 15-months 26-months
Service Service Service
Interview Interview Interview
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In the current study, | focused on the association of paternal and family
characteristics (e.g., coparental relationship status, age, race efahleyment) with
fathers’ prenatal behaviors, birth behaviors, and later father involvemeunsierty
in the teen father sample. Interviews denoted with asterisks in Table Saleded
in the current study. The study included enrollment interview demograptdcs a
parent interviews conducted at 14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months; data is largely based on
mother interviews.

Applicants at enrollment and respondents for the parent interviews were
typically biological mothers, but also included other primary femalegogees (e.g.,
grandmother, foster mother) and biological fathers. In order to maintain ateonsis
perspective of father involvement and correspond to extant literature with tee
fathers, only biological mothers’ reports were included in the current sstidach
interview wave, data from respondents other than biological mothers wéoe set
“system missing”. In most cases, items were already missing. Hoveg\tbe 64-
month interview wave, 74 cases of 83 non-mother respondents were excluded. In the
end, all data reflected the perceptions of biological mothers.

There is some evidence that low-income mothers underreport father
involvement, particularly when parents have high levels of conflict and relationship
instability (Coley & Morris, 2002). At the same time, others have suggested that
fathers are not as reliable reporters of father involvement as motheusédéathers
tend to overestimate their involvement with their children (Wical & Doherty, 2005).
However, recent findings with low-income parents indicated that mother and fathe

reports of father involvement were moderately correlated suggestingakiadrs are
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reliable reporters of father behaviors (Hernandez & Coley, 2007). Additionally,
reliable composites of father involvement were similar across residensvers
nonresident and African American versus Latino fathers. It should be noted though
that father reports of father involvement have shown more consistent predictive
validity with children’s cognitive assessments than mother reports of fathe
involvement (Hernandez & Coley, 2007). Thus, a sample with a wide range of
biological father involvement can be attained and reliably reported throughrmothe
interviews in the current study. Future studies, that include distal outcomes to
examine the impact of teen fathers’ involvement, should consider utilizing both
mother and father reports of father involvement to increase predictive validity
estimates.
Participant Selection

Participants for the current study included 416 families enrolled in the EHSRE
Project, which included biological teen fathers at the 14-month parent interview
Biological fathers were selected rather than father-figures bedtaestudy aimed to
discern the influence of prenatal and birth behaviors on fathers’ later patterns
involvement. Biological fathers are tied to the pregnancy by definition; mareove
active and responsible fathering begins during the pregnancy (Levine &93).
Biological fathers are the primary targets of community outreach, sgvagrams,
and public policy promoting responsible fatherhood (e.g., payment of child support,
positive father involvement; Cabrera & Peters, 1999; Fagan & Stevenson, 1895). It
possible that a father-figure is participating in the mother’s life duringrégnancy

and continues to be involved with the child. Those men may be systematically
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different from other fathers and require further empirical investigationhwic

outside the scope of the current study. The EHSRE Project does not have information
regarding father-figure prenatal or birth behaviors; thus, only biologidefatvere
selected at 14-months.

“Teen” was defined as 19 years and younger at the time of the child’s birth
This cut-off was selected to assess fathers’ developmental risk uporepzpe
early parenthood, in congruence with developmental literature. Further, following
teen fathers for five years tracks fathers during young adulthood, an amfport
transitional phase for continued maturation and growth (Arnett, 2007). In order to
select families into the study, fathers’ ages were derived frompieustources of
fathers’ ages.

After determining father and mother ages (¢agables and Measures
section), the subsample for the current study was selected based on fathetremnd m
age at the child’s birth. At 14-months, there widre 2344 completed parent
interviews. Of these interviews, there ware 2239 with completed biological father
ages; thusN = 105 cases were missing biological father ages. For biological mothers,
there wereN = 2336 cases with known biological mother ages; tNus8 cases were
missing biological mother ages.

Cases without father age were excluded from the univlrselQ5) because
it was unknown if fathers were 19 years or younger at child birth. Of the rexgaini
2239 cases, cases without mother age were also excluded from the uiNve®e (

To evaluate for selection bias in the remaining univeMse 2236), excluded cases

were compared to the universe to test for statistically significanteliites in
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fathers’ and mothers’ race, child gender, fathers’ education, employnmsdgnee,
coparental relationship status at 14-months, prenatal behavior, birth behavior, and
later involvement. Analyses indicated that a little over half (60%) of faihehe
universe were in romantic relationships while 65% of fathers excluded had no
relationships with their coparentg [6, N = 2222) = 63.371p < .001]. The sample
universe was more likely to include residential fathe(4,[2246) = -5.488) < .001],
fathers who discussed the pregnartqit| 2234) = -5.677 < .001], fathers who
went to the doctor during the pregnanty{l], 2229) = -5.273) < .001], fathers who
were present at the birth(fL, 2239) = -7.783) < .001], fathers who visited the
hospital after the birtht [(1, 2234) = -9.223) < .001], fathers who had contact with
child since the birtht[(1, 2173) = -9.55( < .001], fathers who had seen the child in
the past 3 months more frequently, 2170) = -6.875 < .001], and fathers who
had taken care of the child in the past month more frequerfily2158) = -5.777%
<.001]. There were no statistically significant differences betweendedlfathers
and included fathers on mothers’ race, fathers’ race, child gender, empictates,
or education level. However, it is important to note that bias analyses wertkedma
reduced sample as many excluded cases were missing demographic and gmnolvem
information. Thus, for the excluded cases, mothers did not provide much information
about fathers, perhaps supporting the conclusion that these cases were iydre like
include fathers with fewer resources who were less accessible to snatioer
children.

Using the universe dfl = 2236 at 14-months, the current sample was selected

based on fathers’ age at the child’s birth and mothers’ age at the child’dHmist,
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families were selected if biological fathers were 19-years-oydonger at the birth

of the focal child. Of completed parent interviews, 429 (19.2%) fathers were
biological teen fathers (i.e., 19-years-old or less at child’s bBibjogical teen

fathers ranged in age from 14 years to 19 yédrs {7.77,SD= 1.16). Teen fathers’
coparents (i.e., children’s biological mothers) ranged in age from 14 yeary¢ar32

(M =17.40,SD= 2.24). Because of the extensive age range and lack of comparability
in sample characteristics to extant literature, the current study iddeele fathers 19
years and younger and mothers 24 years and younger. The cut-off of 24-gears-ol
was chosen to match the age cut-off for samples with teen mothers and theispartne
typically selected up to 24 years (e.g., Fagan et al., 2007; Florsheim et al., 2003)

The selection of families, in which biological fathers were 19-yearsiuid
younger and biological mothers were 24-years-old and younger at the lihth of
focal child, resulted in a sample of 422 families. However, six fathers died kimatug
the course of the study from the 14-month interview to the 64-month interview. These
six families were removed from the sample. The final sample for the tstusly
wasN = 416.

The developmental and contextual expectations of younger teen fathers could
lead to a different fathering and coparenting experience than that of @ddatieers.
Thus, teen fathers were compared by age. Younger teen fathers were defined as 14
year-olds to 17-year-old$l(= 158); older teen fathers were defined as 18-year-olds
to 19-year-oldsN = 258). Similarly, mothers were compared by age: younger teens
(14-year-olds to 17-year-olds; = 240); older teens (18-year-olds to 19-year-aNls;

= 137); and young adults (20-year-olds to 24-year-dds;39). This age split is

77



congruent with other teen father comparisons and age-dependent social expectations
(Mott, 1993).
Final Sample Characteristics

Final sample characteristics are reported for 416 families with bialagien
fathers and young mothers at 14-months (see Table 4 for descriptivécs)atigtthe
birth of their children, biological teen fathers ranged in age from 14 to 19 \ars (
17.76,SD= 1.16) and mothers ranged in age from 14 to 24 y®ars17.24,SD=
1.86). Approximately 90% of mothers were teens at the time of the child’s birth.
Parents were of diverse racial background: 23% of fathers and 46% of snw#rer
African American; 32% of fathers and 18% of mothers were Hispanat 37% of
fathers and 30% of mothers were White. The majority of fathers (i.e), bd@dess
than a high school education at 14-months. Approximately two-thirds (i.e., 64%) of
fathers were employed at 14-months, while few fathers were enrolled in schalol or
training (i.e., 17%) or currently in jail (i.e., 7%). Also, the majority dihéas,N =
292 (71%), were nonresident at 14-months. At the same time, parents had a range of
closeness in their relationships. Mothers described their relationships wiathilttie
father as married (i.e., 14%), live-in partner (i.e., 12%), boyfriead 26%), friend
(i.e., 24%), and no relationship (i.e., 24%).

Over half of this sample’s children were males (i.e., 53%). Approrimat
12% of mothersN = 50) enrolled in the ESHRE study while they were pregnant (full
EHS samplelN = 235). Lastly, 53% of families were enrolled in EHS programs. To

be clear, the current study includes families who received EHS sefmMeceprogram
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families) and those families who did not (i.e., control families). Programtgiee

not reported herein, because they are beyond the scope of the current study.
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Table 4
Participant Characteristics (N = 416)

Characteristic Mean/Percentage SD
Father Age at Child Birth 17.76 1.16
Younger Teen 37.9
Older Teen 62.0
Father Race
White 36.6
African American 23.2
Hispanic 32.3
Other 7.9
Father Employed at 14-months 64.4
Father in School at 14-months 16.7
Father in Jail at 14-months 6.7
Father Education at 14-months
< High School Degree 53.8
High School Degree 41.5
> High School Degree 4.6
Father Resident at 14-months 29.0
Mother Age at Child Birth 17.24 1.86
Younger Teen S7.7
Older Teen 32.9
Young Adult 9.4
Mother Race
White 30.1
African American 46.2
Hispanic 17.6
Other 6.1
Coparental Relationship at 14-months
Husband 13.5
Live-In Partner 115
Boyfriend 255
Friend 24.3
No Relationship 24.3
Separated/Divorced 1.0
Child Male 53.0

Note: Percent varies of total N.



Variables and Measures

The following section describes the measures included in the current study.
The variables constructed and operational definitions are summarized in Table 5.

Table 5
Variable Summary

Construct Operationalization Source

Dependent Variables

Father How often father looked afterMother report at 14-, 24-, 36-
Involvement child in past month; ordinal and 64-months

scale from Never to Every

day

Predictor Variables

Father Prenatal Count of 2 behaviors (i.e., Mother retrospective report
Behavior discuss pregnancy, goto  at 14-months
doctor visits)

Father Birth Count of 2 behaviors (i.e., Mother retrospective report
Behavior present at birth, visit at 14-months
hospital)
Father Factors
Father Age at Father’s age at the birth of Enrollment data, fathers’
Birth the focus child; dichotomizedinterviews, and mothers’
into Younger Teens and interviews
Older Teens

Father Residence Father resident after birth andMother report at 14-months
after Birth at 14-months; reduced to 4

categories (i.e., Always

Nonresident, Sometimes

Resident/Nonresident,

Sometimes

Resident/Resident, Always

Resident)
Father Father employed,; Mother report at 14-, 24-, 36-
Employment dichotomized into Employed and 64-months
Status and Not Employed
Father School Father in school; Mother report at 14-, 24-, 36-
Status dichotomized into In-School and 64-months

and Not in-School
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Construct Operationalization Source

Child Factor

Child Gender Child gender; dichotomized Enrollment data
into Male and Female

Contextual Factors

Race Mother’s race; reduced to 4 Enrollment data
categories (i.e., White,
African American, Hispanic,

and Other)
Mother Age at Mother’s age at the birth of Enrollment data and
Birth the focus child; reduced to 3 mothers’ interviews

categories (i.e., Younger
Teens, Older Teens, and

Young Adults)
Coparental Factor
Coparental Relationship status; Mother report at 14-, 24-, 36-
Relationship dichotomized into Romantic and 64-months
Status and Non-Romantic

Dependent Variable: Father Involvement

The majority of the field of father research now includes father repors of hi
involvement (Cabrera et al., 2000; Lamb, 2004; Parke, 2002), however, this is at the
expense of a more select sample. Fathers who participate in a study anevoives
with their children, are higher functioning, and have more human and social capital
than those fathers who do not participate in a study. Thus, fathers give a unique and
valuable perspective of their relationships with their children, but reseatgeonly
able to capture half the universe of fathers. Because the current studyt@ime
examine a group of fathers for which little is known about how they function as
parents over time, mother report was valued to gain the widest range of tatder
father behaviors. Mothers are able to report if the father has not seefidhe tite

past year, and to report that the father sees the child every day. Howairggining
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fathers in a study has shown to be very difficult. Collecting data of this magnatude f
five years generates more specific ideas to develop future studies anentoers
for teen fathers.

In the current study, mothers reported on fathers’ involvement at all 4
interview waves (14, 24, 36, and 64 months). Involvement is operationalized with one
item that was asked for both resident and nonresident fathers. (Two addigorsl it
were asked for only nonresident fathers: contact with their childrengdinénpast
year and seeing their children in the past three months.) Speciftballguestion
“How often has father looked after child on his own in the past month” was asked to
assess fathers’ availability for interaction with child. Involvemeas vated on an
ordinal 5-point scale (5 = Never to 1 = Every day/Almost Every day), butevasse
scored such that higher ratings reflect more accessibility. If nonn¢datbers had
not had contact with their children or seen their children in the past threbantia
involvement item was not asked (i.e., missing) due to an interview logical skip
pattern. In order to maintain complete data, the involvement item was then coded
Never Mothers with either resident or nonresident fathers were asked about fathers
involvement during the past month, thus providing involvement levels for all fathers.

Predictor Variables: Father Prenatal and Birth Behaviors

Empirical evidence indicates that fathers’ earlier investment and invehtem
with mothers during the pregnancy and at birth increase their later invaivenntie
their children. Thus, variables relevant to prenatal and birth behaviors were thclude

in the current study.
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Teen Father Prenatal Behaviors

Teen fathers’ involvement during the pregnancy was assessed retrospectivel
during the 14-month interview. Mothers were asked if fathers participated €%,= Y
0 = No) in the following activities: discuss the pregnancy; and go to the duitior
mother. Prenatal behaviors items were summed creating the frequenayabélpre
activities in which father participated (range 0 — 2).
Teen Father Birth Behaviors

Teen fathers’ involvement at the birth of child was assessed retrospectively
during the 14-month interview. Mothers were asked if fathers participated €%,= Y
0 = No) in the following activities: present at birth; and visit child in hokgftar
birth. If the baby was not born in a hospifdl< 15), the question of “Did father visit
child in the hospital” was skipped. Because attending the birth was highly asgociat
with visiting the child in the hospital (90% participated in both), for cases in which
the father was present at the birth and the baby was not born in the hospitady visiti
in the hospital were recoded as 1 = Yes. Birth behaviors items were sunaatilgcr
the frequency of birth behaviors in which father participated (range 0 — 2).

Covariates

Theoretically (Doherty et al., 1998) and empirically supported individual and
contextual factors were selected that influence the level and trajettather
involvement and earlier prenatal and birth behaviors. These were father age, fathe
residence after birth, father employment, father school, child gendert pasen

mother age, and coparental relationship.
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Father Factor: Father Age

Due to the challenging nature of father research and the longitudinal désign
the current study, deriving the biological father’s age at the time of tlsdbirth
required multiple sources for complete and accurate data. The five possibissuurc
the biological father’'s age are summarized in Table 6. With each variable,
information was reported for biological father and/or father-figure. Thus, if a
biological father’s information was not obtained from one source (e.g., HSFIS it w
potentially obtained from another source (e.g., 14-month Parent Interview). The
current study is concerned only with biological fathers’ information.
Table 6

Hierarchy of Sources for Biological Father's Age and Number Contributed to
Dataset

Variable Source Full  Teen Sample
Sample

Father Date of Birth (DOB) 1) 36-month Father 519 63
Interview

Father DOB 2) 64-month Father 179 29
Interview

Father DOB 3) HSFIS 433 59

Father current age 4) 24-month Father 90 30
Interview

Father age at child birth 5) 14-month Parent 1018 235
Interview

Father’s age at child’s birth in years (carried out to two decimal §)laczs
calculated with the father’s date of birth (DOB) by subtracting his DOB the
child’s DOB. The father provided his DOB during the 36- and 64-month Father
Interviews; the mother provided father DOB on the HSFIS at enroliment. Taaimai
precision, father’'s age in months at child’s birth was calculated by subtréoting
child’s age in months at the 24-month Father Interview from the fathersa\tage

in months at the 24-month Father Interview. Then, father’'s age in months was
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converted into years. Lastly during the 14-month Parent Interview, moépensed
father’'s age in years at the time of the child’s birth.

From all sources, father's age in years was roumdtan the year, such that
17.85 was rounded to 17 and 17.10 was rounded to 17. The rationale for this data
reduction was to match the precision of father’s age calculated from'sail@B
and child’s DOB with the whole year ages reported by parents. It was ashaned t
when parents reported the age it was the current age before the next birthday. For
instance, a father is still 16-years-old, or more precisely, 16.92-yearskad, vis
child is born if his birthday is next month. Parents may reflect the convention giving
the current age (i.e., before the birthday) or introduce respondent error iy thiei
nearest age (i.e., as if the birthday had already occurred). In sum, thel detinez’s
age variable incorporated both precision calculation and reported age.

From the sources in Table 6, any one source had substantial missing data
when limited to biological fathers. Additionally, not all sources corresporodiu: t
derived father’s age at child’s birth. For example, mother may have repatier
DOB on the HSFIS, but the date did not match the DOB father reported on the 36-
month Father Interview. Hence, the hierarchy summarized in Table 6 \agdolto
achieve the most complete and accurate derivation of father’s age at loinild’s
possible. Father DOB was valued over reported ages to increase precision in
calculation. Similarly, father report was valued over mother report. IEeame (i.e.,
father DOB 36-month interview) was available, source one was utilizedctdata
father’'s age. If source one was not available, the next source availahlsedg.e.,

source 3). Table 6 summarizes the total number of cases included from each data
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source. Lastly, father age was dummy coded: O = Younger Teen (14- to 1)/-years
Older Teen (18- to 19-years).
Father Factor: Father Residence after Birth

Mothers reported teen fathers’ residential patterns after the birth on the 14-
month interview. The mother was asked whether the teen father currezdiyith
her and the focal child at 14-months. Residence was coded 1 = Yes for teen father
who currently lived with mothers all of the time. Residence was coded 0 = No for
teen fathers who currently lived with mothers some of the time or did not live with
mothers. Additionally, the mother reported for resident fathers whether faved
with her continuously since birth. The mother reported for nonresident fathers
whether father lived with her some of time since birth. Based on resideecbigh
and at 14-months, four residential patterns were created: 0 = Always Nonrekident
Sometimes Resident/Nonresident; 2 = Sometimes Resident/Resident; aysAlw
Resident.
Father Factor: Father Employment

Father employment status was measured concurrently with father involvement
at 14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months. Repeated measurement of the time-varying covariate
captured the changes in teen fathers’ lives. Mothers provided information on teen
fathers’ current status (e.g., employed, in school) at each interview wave.
Employment status was coded as 1 = Yes for all teen fathers who were reported a
working or in the military (i.e., currently receiving pay for servicédl) other teen
fathers for whom mothers provided status information were coded as 0 = No for

employment.
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Father Factor: Father School

Father school status was measured concurrently with father involvement at
14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months. Repeated measurement of the time-varying covariate
captured the changes in teen fathers’ lives. Mothers provided information on teen
fathers’ current status (e.g., employed, in school) at each interview S&veol
status was coded as 1 = Yes for all teen fathers who were repontescasol. All
other teen fathers for whom mothers provided status information were coded as 0 =
No for school status.
Child Factor: Child Gender

Mothers provided information about focal child (i.e., gender, date of birth) on
the HSFIS. Gender was dummy coded: O = Female; 1 = Male. Child gender was
included because there is some, although inconsistent, evidence that fathers are more
involved with boys than girls (Parke, 2002).
Contextual Factor: Race

The race variable consisted of mutually exclusive, non-ordinal categories: 1 =
White; 2 = African American; 3 = Hispanic; 4 = Other. The “White” category
represented those not of Hispanic origin and identified as White or Caucasian.
Similarly, the “African American” category included those not ofgdisic origin and
identified as African American. Parents who felt they were both Africanrisare
and Hispanic had the option to select biracial. The “Hispanic” category included
those parents from all Latino, South American, Caribbean, and Spanish family

backgrounds. The “Other” category included biracial/multiracial, AsiaianAs
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American, Pacific Islander, American Indian, American Inuit/Eskimatloer racial
backgrounds not included on the interview form.

Despite attempts to construct teen father race most accurately andtetymple
teen father race was missing in 6086 253) of 416 cases. Teen father race was
constructed from the 24-month Father Interview (95 cases), 64-month Father
Interview (31 cases), and the HSFIS (38 cases), hierarchically. In ¢ontodiser
race was missing in 29(= 8) of 416 cases. Mother race was reported on the HSFIS.
Mother and teen father race corresponded highly (66% - 91%) among White, African
American, and Hispanic parents for known cadés (60), although correspondence
between mother and teen father race for Other race was 27%. Given timgexisti
correspondence between mother and father race in the current sampletalatieplos
correspondence in the missing pairs based on assortative mating theoties, race
provided a good proxy for father race to represent the social and conteittieadces
of race on father involvement patterns. Thus, mother race was used in further
analyses.

Contextual Factor: Mother Age

Biological mother’s age at the child’s birth was calculated from biokbgi
mothers’ DOB reported on the HSFIS and age at random assignment. Mother’s age in
years was calculated by subtracting her DOB from child’s DOB. A tot2B80
cases were derived from the HSFIS DOB report. Additionally, biologicdienst
age at the time of random assignment into treatment or control condition provided 6
cases for mother’s age. The number of years (carried out to two decinga)plac

between the random assignment date and the child’s DOB was subtracted from
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mother’s age in years at random assignment. Mother’s age in yearsiat lointh
was roundedvithin the year, such that 17.85 was rounded to 17 and 17.10 was
rounded to 17. Lastly, mother age was recoded: O = Younger Teen (14- to 17-years);
1 = Older Teen (18- to 19-years); and 2 = Young Adult (20- to 24-years).
Coparental Factor: Coparental Relationship Status

The coparental factor of coparental relationship status was measured
concurrently with father involvement at 14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months. Repeated
measurement of the time-varying covariate captured the changes iattesns’flives.
Mothers indicated the status of the coparental relationship during each intervie
wave. Relationship status consisted of mutually exclusive, non-ordinal casegorie
Husband = 1; Live-in Partner = 2; Boyfriend = 3; Friend = 4; Divorced/Styob+ab;
No Relationship = 6; or Something Else = 7. Relationship status was then dummy
coded into Romantic Relationships =1 (i.e., Husband, Live-In Partner, Boyfriend)
and Non-Romantic Relationships = 0 (i.e., Friend, Divorced/Separated, No
Relationship, Something Else) to allow adequate cell size in subsequent analyses

Summary

Utilizing the EHSRE Project, the current study was designed to datethe
involvement trajectory of low-income teen fathers from 14- to 64-months and the
impact of teen fathers’ prenatal and birth behaviors on their involvement.
Additionally, the influence of father (i.e., age, residence, employment, schioiddl
(i.e., gender), contextual (i.e., race, mother age), and coparental (i.e., relptionshi

status) factors on teen fathers’ early behaviors and later involvementanamed.
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CHAPTER IV: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

In this chapter | provide a description of the analyses conducted and
subsequent findings. First, data preparation and descriptive statisticssamatede
Next, the estimation of latent growth curve models to describe the developmenta
trajectory of teen father involvement is presented. Finally, the assosiatioong
antecedent covariates and father involvement for the best fitting mogekeaented.

Data Preparation

Once the sample of biological teen fathers was selected, data weredcreen
and simple descriptive statistical analysis was conducted. Due to thedtatge
longitudinal design of the EHSRE Project, missing data across waves was
considerable. The current study had missing data in the dependent (i.e., father
involvement), predictor (i.e., father prenatal and birth behaviors), control (ireer fat
age, father residence, child gender, race, mother age), and timegvewyariate
(i.e., coparental relationship, father employment, father school) varidbtizda
imputation techniqgue was chosen to maintain data integrity as suggested by
longitudinal researchers (McCartney, Burchinal, & Bub, 2006) and the Earty Hea
Start Research Consortium (Faldowski, 2003).

Missing data were imputed for the predictor, control, and time-varying
covariate variables using multiple imputation procedures with the staltisbvftware
packageRr under recommendations by Schafer (1997) for analysis of incomplete
multivariate dataR is a freeware package distributed by CRAN (Comprehensive R
Archive Network) which is essentially a free version of S-Plus. Maeliipputation

procedures have been successfully utilized for the estimation of longitudindsmode
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with missing data at multiple waves and with time-varying data (Davenahan, &
Schafer, 2001). When data are missing at random (MAR; i.e., missing values can be
explained by observed variables), iterative imputation procedures (e.g., multiple
imputation) produce less biased (e.g., less distorted standard errorsjesstiran

listwise deletion or traditional replacement techniques (e.g., mean-vplaeement;

Lohr, 1999; Schafer, 1997; Schafer & Graham, 2002).

Compared to Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML), a model-based
iterative procedure, which makes use of all available data, for multipleatgut
reduces uncertainty in the imputation process because parameter sstionade
vary from analysis to analysis (Davey et al., 2001). Multiple imputation procedure
replace each missing value with two or more acceptable values in the datasets
representing a distribution of possible values while retaining the population
variability (Little & Rubin, 1987; 2002; Schafer & Graham, 2002). Multiple
imputation is a three step process. First, multiple, complete dataseteates, such
that missing values are randomly replaced in each dataset based on associations
among existing data, missing data, and causes of missingness. Second, eat¢h comple
dataset is analyzed separately to attain model estimates. Third, sinedysis from
each dataset are combined to obtain a single set of parameter estimatasdard s
errors.

The progranR sufficiently handles categorical and continuous data while
maintaining the interpretability of categorical variables (Horton &itzp2001). The
five multiply imputed, complete datasets generateR lsere imported into Mplus

for all further analyses. The Mplus software combines steps 2 and 3 of the multiple
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imputation process averaging parameter estimates and standard enfogssterof
analyses (Muthén & Muthén, 2007). The final patterns of missing data aeatecks
in Table 7.

Table 7
Missing Data Patterns and Frequencies

Missing Data Pattern

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 101 12 13 14 15 16

Inv 14mo X X X X
Inv 24mo

Inv 36mo

Inv 64mo
Prenatal

Birth

F Younger
Sme Res/Nres
Sme Res/Res
All Res
Gender

M Older

M Adult

Black
Hispanic
Other

Rmntic 14mo
Rmntic 24mo
Rmntic 36mo
Rmntic 64mo
Emply 14mo
Emply 24mo
Emply 36mo
Emply 64mo
Schl 14mo
Schl 24mo
Schl 36mo
Schl 64mo X X
Frequency 207 55 25 24 24 11 14 33 6 4

X

>

>
X

X X X

X
X
X

x X
x

XX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
XX XXX XX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX
XX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
XX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
XX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX X
XX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
XX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXx
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXwx X
XXX XX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
XX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
XX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
P X X XX XX XX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
P XX XXX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
P XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

=
=

Note: X = data present
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Descriptive Statistics

Prior to conducting any inferential statistical analysis, descriptatestics
were computed. Unimputed and imputed statistics are provided to illustrate the
similarities.

Dependent Variable: Father Involvement

As seen in Table 8, the majority of teen fathers were accessible and involved
with their children. However, fathers’ mean involvement decreases from 14- to 64-
months on all items.
Table 8

Mean(SD) Teen Father Involvement Levels from 14-months to 64-months
14-month 24-month 36-month 64-month

Variable ~ Unimp" Imp® Unimp Imp  Unimp Imp  Unimp Imp

Contact in 92.6% 90.4% 89.5% 82.2%° 87.5% 743% 85.8% 68%

past year
Seen child 435 433 4.42  4.32° 411  4.03° 3.78 3.70°
in past 3 (1.94) (1.85) (1.97) (1.99)
mo.
Look after 280 2.80 2.82 2.7¢ 264 2.60 239 2379
child in past  (1.66) (1.58) (1.64) (1.63)
mo.
N= 393 416 323 416 313 416 281 416

T Unimputed descriptive statistics

2 Imputed descriptive statistics

& Sample statistics from multiply imputed datasets

® Sample statistics from Full Information Maximunkelihood estimation

In-depth examination of teen father involvement (i.e., “How often in the past
month father looked after child while [mother] did other things”) revealed that the
involvement pattern at 14-months was fairly evenly distributed among the level
(Table 9). It is important to note that involvement was analyzed as an ordinal
variable. For example, 26% of teen fathers were involved with their aniélery
day. Involvement patterns for 24-months were similar. However, more fatbegs w

never involved with their children at 36-months (42%) whereas 21% saw their
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children every day. The decline in involvement continued at 64-months with 50% of
fathers never involved and 19% involved every day. Thus, there was variability in
teen fathers’ level of involvement withamd across time waves. Various covariates
were used to explain this variability.

Table 9
Proportion Teen Father Involvement Levels from 14-months to 64-months

14-month 24-month 36-month 64-month

Never 0.369 0.344 0.423 0.500
Once or twice 0.115 0.115 0.103 0.106
Few times/mo 0.127 0.133 0.103 0.092

Few times/wk 0.125 0.198 0.157 0.103
Every day 0.265 0.211 0.215 0.199

Predictor Variables: Father Prenatal and Birth Behaviors

As seen in Table 10, the majority of teen fathers participated in prenatal
behaviors; only 20% of teen fathers did not participate in either prenatatyacti
Similarly, the majority of teen fathers participated in birth ati&égj only 20% of teen

fathers did not participate in either birth activity.
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Table 10
Teen Father Prenatal and Birth Behavior Frequencies

Mean(SD)/Percentage
Behavior Unimp Imp®
Prenatal Behavior 1.39(.82) 1.39
0 behaviors 20.5 20.4
1 behavior 20.2 20.7
2 behaviors 59.3 58.9
Birth Behavior 1.44 (.80) 144
0 behaviors 20.0 195
1 behavior 16.3 17.3
2 behaviors 63.7 63.2
N= 405 416

T Unimputed descriptive statistics
2 Imputed descriptive statistics

Covariates
The means and frequencies for the six characteristics selected from the
literature as covariates are described in Table 11. Half of fatheesneer resident
after birth (52.4%) and approximately half of teen fathers were emp(69e6P6).
Approximately, half of the sample was boys. Although half of teen fatheesiwe
romantic coparental relationships at 14-months, rates decreased over tyrg6%nl

of teen fathers were in romantic coparental relationships at 64-months.
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Table 11
Father, Child, Contextual and Coparental Factors Means and Frequencies

Mean/Percentage
14-months 24-months 36-months 64-months

Characteristic  Unimp Imp® Unimp Imp Unimp Imp Unimp Imp
F Age at Birth 17.76  17.76 -- -- -- -- - -

N= 416 416 -- - - - - -

Older Teen 62.0 62.0
F Res after Birth - - - - - -
N= 393 416 - -- -- - - -
Never Res 52.4 52.4 - - - - - -

Res Birth/Nres 17.8 18.3 -- -- - - - -
Res Birth/Res 4.8 4.6 -- -- -- - - -
Always Res 24.9 24.8 -- -
F Employed 64.4 60.6 69.3 69.5

67.2 70.9

N= 360 416 290 416 271 416 234 416
F In School 16.7 16.3 12.4 25.7 7.4 7.7 7.3 9.6
N= 359 416 290 416 271 416 234 416
Child Male 53.1 53.1 -- - - - - -
N= 416 416 - - - - - -
M Race
N= 408 416 - - - - - -
White 30.1 29.8 -- -- -- - - -
Afr Amer 46.2 46.2 -- - - - - -
Hispanic 17.6 17.5 - - - - - -
Other 6.1 6.5 -- - - - - -
M Age at Birth 1724 17.24 - -- -- - - -
N= 416 416 - - - - - -
Younger T 57.7 57.7 -- -- - - - -
Older T 32.9 32.9 - - - - - -
Y Adult 9.4 9.4 - - - - - -
Romantic Rel 505 486 409 441 362 416 274 267
N = 400 416 339 416 321 416 303 416

T Unimputed descriptive statistics
2 Imputed descriptive statistics

Correlations
Following descriptive statistics, correlations among study variatdes w

conducted. (A full correlation table is found in Appendix G.) First, teen fathers’
involvement over time was correlated (Table 12). The positive and moderaté to hig
correlations suggest that involvement over time was interrelated, providing support

for examining involvement within a latent growth model.
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Table 12
Correlations among Teen Father Involvement Levels from 14-months to 64-months

14-month 24-month 36-month 64-month

14-month -- - - -
24-month 0.670 - - -
36-month 0.511 0.553 -- -
64-month 0.400 0.542 0.655 --

Second, correlations among involvement, predictor variables, and covariates
were conducted (Table 13). As anticipated, involvement was positively ang highl
correlated with prenatal and birth behaviors and residence, justifying tHasiamc
in the latent growth model. Although father age and race were not strongtyedss
with involvement, they were included in the model due to support from literature.
Mother age was only associated with father age, thus was only included in further
analyses as a covariate with father age. This modification supports the taoreti
conceptualization of mother age as a contextual factor in the studthdteéembined
age coupling of parents that creates the context for teen fathering and subsequent
influence on father involvement. The current data support an indirect effect of mother
age. Child gender was not associated with father involvement or any othereyariabl

hence was excluded from further analyses.
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Table 13

Correlations between Involvement and Father, Child, and Contextual Factors

Involvement
Characteristic 14mo 24mo 36mo 64mo

Prenatal 0.403 0.426 0.369 0.285
Birth 0.463 0.455 0.432 0.312
F Older Teen 0.126 0.043 0.009 0.227
F Res after Birth

Never Res -0.632 -0.453 -0.453 -0.401

Res Birth/Nres -0.175 -0.190 -0.181 -0.121

Res Birth/Res 0.459 0.341 0.417 0.126

Always Res 0.764 0.569 0.506 0.533
Child Male -0.049 -0.062 -0.036 -0.154
M Race

White -0.011  0.064 0.009 0.120

Afr Amer -0.206  -0.314 -0.229 -0.331

Hispanic 0.232 0.322 0.187 0.312

Other 0.218 0.146 0.285 0.102
M Age at Birth

Younger T -0.079 -0.013 -0.002 -0.068

Older T 0.122 0.089 0.070 0.061

Y Adult -0.077 -0.155 -0.120 0.029

Next, correlations among prenatal and birth behaviors and covariates were

conducted (Table 14). Although father and mother age, race, and child gender were

not strongly associated with prenatal or birth behaviors, they were included in the

model due to support from literature.
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Table 14
Correlations between Prenatal and Birth Behaviors and Father, Child, and

Contextual Factors

Characteristic  Prenatal Birth

F Older Teen -0.089 -0.007

Child Male -0.008 -0.074
M Race
White -0.032 0.050

Afr Amer -0.089 -0.135

Hispanic 0.109 0.096

Other 0.171 0.107
M Age at Birth

Younger T  0.066 0.008

Older T -0.039 0.051

Y Adult -0.069  -0.120

Lastly, father involvement was correlated with time-varying covari@iiable
15). Concurrent father employment and romantic coparental relationshipgstatus
were positively and moderately to strongly associated with father invohteme
justifying their inclusion in the latent growth model. However, involvement and
school status were lacking congruence; thus, school status was excludedrfrem f

analyses.
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Table 15
Correlations between Time-varying Covariates and Father Involvement

Involvement

Characteristic 14mo 24mo 36mo 64mo

F Employed
14 mo 0.294 0268 0.382  0.256
24mo 0.031 0.185 0.254  0.282
36mo 0.098 0.033 0411 0.255
64mo 0.055 -0.040 0.130 0.313
F In School
14mo 0.025 0.118 -0.099 -0.103
24mo .0.165 -0.097 -0.193 -0.229
36mo -0.101 -0.077 -0.127 -0.083
64mo 0.060 0.041 0.174 -0.038
Romantic
14mo 0.784 0.667 0.565 0.424
24mo 0524 0.731 0.519 0.543
36mo 0417 0546 0.768  0.553
64mo 0.404 0.458 0.637 0.849

Comparison of Younger and Older Teen Fathers

The developmental and life course variability among teen fathers was of
central interest in the current study. Although all fathers were ted¢ms birth of
their children, it is important to keep in mind while evaluating their trajextaver
time that these men were developing through adolescence into young adulthood while
their children were developing through infancy into young childhood. Additionally,
potential similarities between younger and older teens due to the longitudigal des
were considered. For example, younger teens at 36-months were theysaase a

older teens at 14-months (18-19 years). Older fathers were 23-24 years @ is-
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Thus, younger and older teen fathers were compared on involvement and covariates
(see Table 16).

For involvement, older teen fathers were more likely involved than younger
teen fathers at 14 (= 0.096,p < .10) and 64-month$ & 0.160,p < .001). There
were no differences in involvement levels between older and younger teen &thers
24- and 36-months. Similarly, there were no differences in the level of engaigame
prenatal or birth activities between older and younger teen fathers. Howes
comparing fathers’ residence after birth, older teen fathers weeelikely to always
be resident compared to younger teen fattfers@.149,p < .001).

There were no differences between older and younger teen fathers on race.
However, older teen fathers were more likely partnered with older tedrerad =
0.222,p <.001) and young adult mothefs< 0.150,p < .001) than younger teen
fathers were. Younger and older teen fathers had similar likelihoods ofitioma
coparental relationships.

Differences emerged comparing employment and school status. @der te
fathers were more likely than younger teen fathers to be employed t-18-132,

p <.05), 36-f = 0.106,p < .10), and 64-monthg € 0.095,p < .10). In contrast,
younger teens were more likely than older teens to be in-school §240(171p <

.001), 24-f =-0.118,p < .05), and 36-month$ € -0.116,p < .10).
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Table 16

Comparison between Younger and Older Teen Fathers on Involvement and
Covariates

Characteristic B SE
14mo 0.096 0.050
24mo 0.020 0.056
36mo 0.010 0.056
64mo 0.160** 0.058
Prenatal -0.073 0.050
Birth -0.012 0.050
F Res after Birth

Res Birth/Nres  0.018 0.049
Res Birth/Res -0.018 0.049
Always Res 0.149** 0.048
M Race
Afr Amer -0.048 0.048
Hispanic -0.071 0.063
Other -0.026 0.050
M Age at Birth
Older T 0.222** 0.047
Y Adult 0.150** 0.048
Employment
14mo 0.132* 0.052
24mo 0.049 0.054
36mo 0.106 0.056
64mo 0.095 0.055
In-School
14mo -0.171** 0.052
24mo -0.118* 0.059
36mo -0.116 0.061
64mo 0.026 0.064
Romantic
14mo 0.038 0.049
24mo 0.004 0.051
36mo 0.046 0.052
64mo 0.079 0.053

*p<0.10; *p <0.05 ; *p< 0.01

Power Analysis
A power analysis was planned to ensure that effects could be detected with the

given sample size for the current model. However, the simulation model could not be
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estimated with multiply imputed data parameters. This will be further skedu

among study limitations in Chapter 5.

Data Analytic Strategy

The section addresses the strategies utilized to test each hypothesis.
Hypotheses and analytic techniques are summarized in Table 17. Modeliegissrat
and results are given.

Table 17
Summary of Hypotheses and Analytic Strategies

Hypothesis Analytic Strategy

1) Teen father involvement will start 1) Estimation of a Latent Growth

relatively high, increase initially, but Measurement Model to obtain parameter

then decrease over time. estimates of slope and intercept for a single
latent class.

2) Higher levels of prenatal behaviors2) Estimation of LGM (structural model)-
and birth behaviors will be positively Regression of growth trajectory parameters
associated with teen fathers’ on prenatal and birth behaviors.
involvement trajectory.

3a) Younger teen fathers will have  3a) Estimation of LGM (structural model)-
higher levels of prenatal and birth Regression of prenatal behaviors on father

behaviors than counterparts. age; regression of birth behaviors on father
age.

3b) Younger and resident teen fathers3b) Estimation of LGM (structural model)-

will have higher initial levels and Regression of growth trajectory parameters

trajectories of involvement than on father age and residence after birth.

counterparts.

4) Male children will have higher NOT ESTIMATED
initial levels and trajectories of
involvement than female children.

5a) Extant literature on the influence 5a) Estimation of LGM (structural model)-
of parent race on teen fathers’ prenat&egression of prenatal behaviors on race;
and birth behaviors is conflicting; regression of birth behaviors on race.
current analysis is exploratory. Older Mother age NOT ESTIMATED

mothers will have higher levels of teen

fathers’ prenatal and birth behaviors.

5b) Extant literature on the influence 5a) Estimation of LGM (structural model)-
of parent race on teen fathers’ Regression of growth parameters on race.
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Hypothesis Analytic Strategy

involvement is conflicting; current Mother age NOT ESTIMATED
analysis is exploratory. Older mothers

will have higher initial levels and

trajectories of involvement than

counterparts.

6) Teen fathers in romantic coparentab) Estimation of LGM (structural model)-
relationships will have higher levels oRegression of involvement with concurrent
concurrent involvement than fathers imomantic relationship status.

nonromantic relationships.

7) Employed and teen fathers in 7) Estimation of LGM (structural model)-
school will have higher levels of Regression of involvement with concurrent
concurrent involvement than employment status. School NOT

unemployed and fathers not in-schooESTIMATED

8a) Prenatal behaviors will mediate th@a) Estimation of LGM (structural model)-
association between father age, motherediation test
age and involvement patterns.

8b) Birth behaviors will mediate the 8b) Estimation of LGM (structural model)-
association between father age, motherediation test
age and involvement patterns.

To estimate the teen father involvement trajectory from 14- to 64-months, a
latent growth curve (LGC) model was estimated using Mplus 5.1 (Muthén &éviut
2007). More specifically, a single latent trajectory model was et&ras depicted in

Figure 5.
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Latent Growth Curve Models

A latent growth model is appropriate because it does not require independence
among observations as ordinary regression techniques do. Additionally, LGC allows
for flexibility in estimating model parameters, though not as much as ypatar
growth mixture models (McCartney et al., 2006; Muthén, 2004). LGC produces a
single latent growth trajectory and assumes that variation is ngramall
continuously distributed around the mean line (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). The
latent trajectory is the same for all individuals, thus, all individuals havethe s
growth parameter estimates (i.e., intercept, slope). Any residuatigaris then

interpreted as random error (Curran & Willoughby, 2003; Nagin, 2005).

i vl V2 V3 v4
AN
N /—X\
. ~.
i,

X

Figure 6. Latent Growth Curve Model
The LGCM aims to estimate the trajectory shape based on repeated seasure
of an outcome and relate growth parameters to covariates as gengizigdian

Figure 6 (Muthén, 2004).
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Latent Modeling with Categorical Indicators

However, in contrast to the model depicted in Figure 6, the current study’s
repeated measures are categorical (i.e., ordinal) rather than continuopestiide
to analyze ordinal variables as continuous variables, but due to the bimodal
distribution of father involvement (i.e., peaks at both the low and high ends), LGC
models treating father involvement as continuous variables failed to converge. Thus,
father involvement was analyzed as an ordinal variable wherein involvement levels
were modeled.

The underlying latent variables are assumed to have a normal distribution.
This only poses a problem if the indicators were treated as continuous. In order to
align the latent variable distributions with observed ordinal variablemastis other
than Maximum Likelihood are used to link them together. Essentially, the underlyin
continuous variable is divided into sections such that reaching a certain score or
threshold corresponds to the categories of the observed variable. This correspondence

is depicted in Figure 7.
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Figure 7.Bollen & Curren (2006) Underlying Continuous Variable(yflapped into
Five-Category Ordinal Variable {y

Thus, for latent models with categorical indicators, latent parametera¢ss
are a function of both parameter values and threshold values. Thresholds can also be
thought of negative intercept values. Other than these caveats, model estimation wit
categorical variables proceeds as usual: estimation of a measureodehfatiowed
by estimation of a structural model.

Measurement Model

Model building is based on first estimating the measurement model, in
structural equation modeling terms, at the individual level (i.e., level 1). Theist la
longitudinal model building begins with the estimation of a traditional singks-cla
growth model to determine the overall shape and growth. The current studpesam

father involvement from 14- to 64-months. To be clear, Mplus estimates individual
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change over time in a single multivariate model although it can be conceptuad

multilevel. Equation 1 represents the Level 1 Model.

(D) Y it =na+Mu % + &
X = 0.00, 0.831, 1.874, 4.038
The equation illustrates that father involvemsfit) is a function of the
underlying growth trajectory, intercepiof and slopex(y), and errorg). The growth
parameters (i.e., involvement intercept and slope) describe the patternsatedepe

measures of teen father involvement for a single homogenous population, thus

explaining how individuals change over time. Time was treated as a fixed paramete
(%) in the model. The time points were fixed incrementally in years based on the

average child’s age in months at the interview waves (i.e., 14-month interview fixe
at 0.00, 24-month interview at 0.831, 36-month interview at 1.874, PreK interview
fixed at 4.038)

Models were estimated with the Weighted Least Squares (WLSMiv)agsr
which estimates using a diagonal weight matrix with standard errorseau-
adjusted and variance-adjusted chi-square test statistics that use adit!wairix
under a probit regression framework. The WLSMYV is the default estimétor w
categorical dependent variables and is most robust to non-normality (Muthén &
Muthén, 2006). Also, models were estimated under the Theta parameterization to
allow correlations among indicators and residuals. Although the Theta
parameterization was used, the default setting (i.e., residual varaartbe fatent
response variable at the first time point is fixed at one, while the residisaices
for the latent response variables at the other time points are free to tetexsamd

residual variances for thresholds were held equal across time) was noggasted
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by Bollen and Curran (2006), the residual variance for the latent intercept elgs fre
estimated, the residual variance for the first threshold was fixed at 0.08sitheat
variance for the second threshold was fixed at 1.00, and residual variances for
thresholds were held equal across time. The full Mplus syntax for the Meastirem
Model is found in Appendix J.

Model fit was determined from several indices. Models were regarded as
adequate under the following circumstances: Tucker Lewis Ifidd) > 0.96;
Comparative Fit Index (CFH 0.95; Weighted Root Mean Square Residual (WRMR)
< 1.00; and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSERB)05 as
recommended for latent growth models with categorical indicators YeLg2002).
Additionally, model fit was assessed with respect to parsimony, partjculaen
there was not consensus among statistical indices. The fit statistesnamarized
for an intercept-only (1), intercept-slope (1S), and intercept-slope-quadiaQ)

models in Table 18.

Table 18
Summary of Measurement Model Fit Statistics
Model 1 2 3 2a

Fit Indices Cutoff I IS ISQ IS
Parameters 8 11 15 14
v 44.059 8.418 4.647 7.454
CFlI > .96 0.933 0.996 0.997 0.994
TLI > .95 0.962 0.997 0.996 0.994
RMSEA <.05 0.113 0.031 0.037 0.046
WRMR <1.00 1.672 0.604 0.422 0.553

The intercept-only model did not meet fit criteria. Both 1S, Model 2, and ISQ,

Model 3, models met fit criteria. However, it was postulated that Model 2 would bes

! Degrees of freedom for the chi-square estimat@areurrently available for calculation under the
WLSMV estimation (L. Muthen, personal communicatiblovember 15, 2008).
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capture the data since there was little variation in the average proportions of

involvement over time (see Figure 8).

1
0.9
0.8
0.7
06 —e&— Never
—&— Once or twice
0.5 —a— Few times/mo
0.4 —>¢— Few times/wk
' —e— E\ery day
0.3
0.2 *— —o
0.1
0

14-month 24-month 36-month 64-month

Figure 8.Average Proportions of Involvement

Steps were then taken to best establish a measurement model. From the extant
literature (e.g., Parke, 2002), earlier involvement was expected to preglict lat
involvement and for the current study, this was supported by the correlations among
father involvement (see Table 12). To further refine the latent growth neeaesoir
model, lagged correlations among father involvement indicators were included. In the

resulting IS model, Model 2a, the correlations were not significant and fih@tas
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improved. The resulting modified ISQ model had no free parameters and could not
be estimated.

In sum, Model 1 and modified ISQ model were not adequate; the remaining
models had adequate fit criteria. Model 2 was more parsimonious than Model 3 and
Model 2a. With fewer parameters, Model 2 achieved comparably adequese fit
Model 3 and Model 2a. Additionally, compared to Model 3, Model 2 captured the
minimal change in involvement over time. Thus, Model 2, the IS model, was selected
as the model that best captured the growth of teen father involvement from 14- to 64-
months. The final measurement model is shown in Figure 9 and estimates

summarized in Tables 19 and 20.

2 Statistical comparison between competing modegg, (ehi-square difference test) was not possible
due to use of multiply imputed data with WLSMV esditor.
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(0.319*%) (0.310*%) (0.447*) (0.029)

Father Involvement

Figure 9.Measurement Model for Teen Father Involvemené: Standardized estimates are provided in péresgs.
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Table 19

Parameter Estimates for Final Single Class Growth Measurement Model

Involvement Growth Estimates

Parameter Estimate SE Standardiz&landardized
Estimate SE

ap intercept 1.313** 0.198 0.406** 0.075
a; slope -0.299** 0.080 -0.339** 0.092
V(&) intercept 8.139** 1.710 1.000** 0.000
V(y) slope 0.777** 0.236 1.000** 0.000
V(&nvi14mo 3.818** 1.112 0.319** 0.062
V(&nv24mo 3.336** 0.934 0.310** 0.054
V(&nv3emo 6.468** 1.594 0.447** 0.053
V(&inveamo 0.434 2.029 0.029 0.133
C(o, 011) -0.761* 0.341 -0.302** 0.101
Inv14r, 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Invlde, 1.000 0.000 0.289** 0.029
Inv14t, 2.061** 0.129 0.596** 0.046
Invlde, 3.589** 0.274 1.038** 0.067
Inv24g, 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Inv24q, 1.000 0.000 0.305** 0.030
Inv24t, 2.061** 0.129 0.629** 0.046
Inv24t, 3.589** 0.274 1.095** 0.066
Inv36rt, 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Inv36t, 1.000 0.000 0.263** 0.026
INv36t, 2.061** 0.129 0.541** 0.039
Inv36r, 3.589** 0.274 0.943** 0.057
Inv64r, 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Inv64r, 1.000 0.000 0.257** 0.031
INnv64t, 2.061** 0.129 0.530** 0.052
Inv64t, 3.589** 0.274 0.924** 0.081

x* = 8.418; CFIl = 0.996; TLI = 0.997; RMSEA = 0.03¥RMR = 0.604

"p<0.10; *p < 0.05 ; *p< 0.01
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Table 20
Summary of REstimates from Final Measurement Model

R
Observed Variable
Invl4 0.681**
Inv24 0.690**
Inv36 0.553**
Inv64 0.971*

"p<0.10; *p <0.05 ; *p<0.01

Overall, the IS model had an adequate fit (i.e., CFI = 0.996; TLI = 0.997;
RMSEA = 0.031; WRMR = 0.604) indicating that the final model reliably accounted
for the variance patterns in the current data. The mean latent intexgephd
average value for teen fathers at 14-months, was 1p34.30(,SE= 0.198).

However, there was a significant amount of variance about the intercept({g =
8.139,p < .01,SE=1.710), indicating individual differences for initial involvement.
The mean latent slopey), the expected change in involvement, or more specifically,
y*, for a 1 unit change in time, was -0.293<(.001,SE= 0.080). Thus, for every
year, teen father involvemedecreasedy 0.299. There was also statistically
significant variance of slope factdf; (= 0.777,p < .01,SE= 0.236), indicating
variability in the rates teen fathers change over time. The inteanédplope factors
were correlatedr(=-0.761,p < 0.05,SE= 0.341). All teen fathers’ involvement
decreased over time, however, teen fathers with higher initial involvemeutorags
decreased involvement levels at a slower rate than fathers with lovadr init
involvement trajectories. The model also captured the variance of the ernegrior

father involvement at 14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months. This error represents noise,
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measurement error, and time specific error, variance that the modg¢hatwapture.
Despite error, the growth model accounts for high and statisticallyismmiievels
of variance in teen father involvement during early childhood ranging (0.553 —
0.971). This also provides validation for the appropriateness of the measurement
model. With other factors included in the model, perhaps error variance can be
decreased arf increased.

Lastly, to provide an illustration of teen father involvement over time, the
estimated latent trajectory was plotted (see Figure 10). Even though imeoive/as

ordinal, a mean estimate was calculated taking into account the latergphtéatent
slope, and time: Intercept +(xSlope). As seen, teen father involvement steadily

decreased over time as previously reflected in the negative slope parameter
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.3130
1.20

\644
1.00 \
0.80
0.7527
[ stimated
0.60 Latent
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0.20

\ 0.1056
0.00 . .
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Figure 10.Mean Estimated Latent Involvement from Final Measurement Model
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Structural Model
The second step in model building is estimating the structural model, in

structural equation modeling terms, at the group level (i.e., level 2). The current

study’s overall equations were represented by:
(2) Moi = a0 + Yoifage + yoofemploy + yosfres + yosrace + yosprenatal

+ Yoebirth; + Coi
(3) M1 = 01 +y1afage + yifemploy + yisfres + yiarace + yisprenatal +

Y1ebirth; + Cy;
At Level 2, the relationships between variables in the model are estirased t
explaining variation in how individuals change over time. Specifically, the influence
of predictors and covariates on the involvement growth parameters and prenatal and
birth behaviors were estimated. As illustrated in equation 2, the individual intercept
for teen fathers’ involvement trajectory was defined by the average teen fa
involvement at 14 monthsf) and the conditional influence of father age, father
employment status, father residence status, parent race, fathealgoehatiors, and
father birth behaviors. Similarly, as illustrated in equation 3, the individual slope for
teen fathers’ involvement trajectory was defined by the average teen fa
involvement growth ratenf) and the conditional influence of father age, father
employment status, father residence status, parent race, fathealgoehatiors, and
father birth behaviors. It is important to note that this model tests differémtiee
trajectory components (i.e., intercept, slope) based on conditional meansd).e., ag
Thus, this model forces all other model parameters to be equal or invariant across

groups (Curran & Willoughby, 2003).
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During model building, additional pathways were included to improve model
fit based on theory, methodological design, and data correlations. First, pesatal
birth behaviors were correlated. Next, the intercept and slope factorsegezesed
on the coparental romantic relationships. This estimated the impact of thentapare
relationship on teen fathers’ trajectory of involvement in addition to concurrent
involvement. Similarly, the intercept and slope factors were regresseden fat
employment status.

The final model with the best fit is presented in Figure 11. The final model
parameters are summarized in Tables 21-23 (see Appendix K for model syntax). The
amount of variance accounted for in the variables is summarized in Table 24. Even
though the overall model did not reach fit criteria (i.e., CFl = 0.778; TLI = 0.741,
RMSEA = 0.053; WRMR = 1.141), it accounted for high levels of variance in

observed and latent variables.
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Figure 11.Final LGCM for Teen Father Involvement
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Table 21
Parameter Estimates for the Final LCGM of Teen Father Involvement

SE Standardized

Parameter Estimate Estimate
oo Intercept -3.140* 1.372 -1.132
a; Slope -1.760* 0.774 -1.741
V(&) intercept 0.905 0.933 0.117
V(&) slope 0.416 0.304 0.407
C(ap, a1) -0.790* 0.392 -1.312
ClFolder, MolderT) 0.029 0.025 0.391
C(Folder, MyoungA) 0.025 0.017 0.537
Clprenatal, Birth) 0.256** 0.047 0.491
V(&inviam) 1.508 0.771 0.156
V(&invaam) 2.818 1.565 0.000
V(&invaem) 4.766** 1.504 0.000
V(&inveam) 0.406 3.302 0.000
V(&prenata) 0.521** 0.062 0.963
V(esirn) 0.520** 0.067 0.972
V(€romantic14n) 0.160** 0.033 1.000
V (€romantic24n) 0.168 0.135 1.000
V(&Rromanticasn) 0.171 0.198 1.000
V(&Rromanticean) 0.165** 0.047 1.000
V(&employ14n) 0.222 0.125 1.000
V(&employ24n) 0.191* 0.081 1.000
V(&employasm 0.208 0.146 1.000
V(&employ6an) 0.220 0.171 1.000
M (Folder) 0.627** 0.106 3.872
M ( MolderT) 0.290* 0.133 0.633
M (myounga) 0.183** 0.059 0.642
M(prenata) 1.284** 0.271 1.747
M(girth) 1.459** 0.291 1.998
M(Romantic14n) 0.213** 0.075 0.532
M(Romantic24n) 0.292** 0.113 0.714
M(Romantic36n) 0.328 0.184 0.796
M(Romantic64n) 0.177 0.104 0.434
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SE Standardized

Parameter Estimate Eet
stimate
M(employ14m 0.607** 0.080 1.289
M(Empioy2ar) 0.728% 0.123 1.669
M(Empioyser) 0.667* 0.210 1.479
M(employsan 0.613** 0.208 1.303
Inv14r, 0.000 0.000 0.000
Invl4e, 1.000 0.000 0.322
Inv1d4k, 2.090** 0.135 0.672
Invldz, 3.729** 0.290 1.199
Inv24t, 0.000 0.000 0.000
Inv24r, 1.000 0.000 0.267
Inv24t, 2.090** 0.135 0.558
Inv24q, 3.729** 0.290 0.996
Inv36r,; 0.000 0.000 0.000
Inv36r, 1.000 0.000 0.266
INv36t; 2.090** 0.135 0.557
Inv36t, 3.729** 0.290 0.993
Inv64r, 0.000 0.000 0.000
Inv64t, 1.000 0.000 0.210
INV64r; 2.090** 0.135 0.438
Inv64, 3.729** 0.290 0.782

Xz = 36.593-39.642; CFl = 0.778; TLI = 0.741; RMSEAH53; WRMR = 1.141
"p<0.10; *p < 0.05 ; *p< 0.01

122



Table 22

Pathways of Interest in Predicting Father Involvement, Prenatal Betsg\and Birth Behaviors: Unstandardized Estimates

Outcome Variables

Intercept Slope Prenatal Birth Inv14 Inv24 Inv36 nvé4
\F/’;?gl'gfg; Est SE Est SE Est SE Est SE Est SE Est SE Est SE t ESSE
F Older -0.834 1.341 -0.006 0.593 -0.593 0.469 78.6 0.515
SRes/NRes  0.740+  0.407 -0.125 0.240
SRes/Res 4.354*  0.678 -0.393 0.329
AllRes 4.455*  0.535 -0.261 0.230
Afr Amer 0.698* 0.338 -0.442* 0.210 0.201* 0.092 100 0.093
Hispanic 0.888* 0.398 0.033 0.246 0.199 0.137 0.079.118
Other 0.885 0.577 0.014 0.310 0.325* 0.162 0.147 174.
Prenatal 0.571*  0.222 0.081 0.123
Birth 0.777*  0.225 0.035 0.134
Rom14 2.880*  0.537 -0.359 0.229 -0.527 0.480
Rom24 1.481* 0.631 0.199 0.295 2.870* 1.153
Rom36 0.972 0.784 1.004* 0.411 -1.101 1.611
Rom64 0.709+ 0.401 1.220** 0.388 0.948 377T.
Empl14 0.932+ 0.484 0.065 0.225 -0.217 0.491
Empl24 -0.232 0.349 0.466* 0.219 0.133 0.423
Empl36 -0.239 0.418 0.301 0.211 1.274 0.778
Empl64 -0.038 0.658 0.342 0.344 0.947 64.0

“p<0.10; *p <0.05; *p<0.01
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Table 23

Pathways of Interest in Predicting Father Involvement, Prenatal Bets\aad Birth
Behaviors: Standardized Estimates

Outcome Variables

Intercept Slope Prenatal Birth Invl4 Inv24 Inv36 Inv64
Vargbes PP B B B BB
F Older -0.049 -0.001 -0.131  -0.150
SRes/NRes 0.103 -0.048
SRes/Res 0.328 -0.081
AllRes 0.691 -0.111

Afr Amer 0.126
Hispanic 0.123

-0.218 0.136 0.075
0.013 0.104 0.038

Other 0.078 0.003 0.109 0.049
Prenatal 0.151 0.059
Birth 0.205 0.025
Rom14 0.891 0.000 -0.068
Rom24 0.740 0.224 0.313
Rom36 0.738 0.504 -0.120
Rom64 0.582 0.856 0.081
Empl14 -0.033
Empl24 0.016
Empl36 0.155
Empl64 0.093
Table 24

Summary of REstimates from the Final LGCM

Observed Variable R

Inv1i4 0.844
Inv24 0.929
Inv36 0.929
Inv64 0.956

Prenatal 0.037
Birth 0.028

Latent Variable

Intercept 0.883

Slope 0.593
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Father Involvement

As summarized in Tables 21 — 24, the mean latent conditional inteaggpt (
the average starting involvement value at the average frequency afgbi@md birth
behaviors for younger teen, White, unemployed fathers with female children and i
nonromantic coparental relationships, was -3.140{.05,SE= 1.372). The mean
latent conditional slopeyy), the expected change in involvement conditional on
covariates and predictors, or more specificallyfor a 1 unit change in time, was -
1.760 0 <0.05,SE= 0.774). Thus, for every year, teen father involvendecteased
by 1.760 when accounting for father age, residence after birth, child gender, parent
race, father employment, and coparental relationship status. Notably, tisene wa
residual variance about the latent parameters indicating that the maugirel
accounted for the variation about the growth in father involvement.

The intercept and slope factors were correlated-0.790,p <0.05,SE=
0.392). All teen fathers’ involvement decreased over time, however, teen faitfers w
higher initial involvement trajectories decreased involvement levelslavarsate
than fathers with lower initial involvement trajectories. Involvement meantha
tau @) values for the response categories. The response category “Nesger” w
excluded as the reference category. In Table;2dkas the negative intercept value
for the response category “One or Twice a month”, repeated for each time wave.
Similarly, T, was the negative intercept value for the response category “A Few
Times a month”. As previously seen in the frequency descriptives, involvement rate
were higher at 14-months and the frequency of looking after children in the past

month decreased over time.
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There remained a significant amount of error variance for involvement after
covariates and predictors were added. This error represents noise, measareme
and time specific error, variance that the model could not capture. Desprtetesr
final model accounted for high and statistically significant levels oauas in teen
father involvement during early childhood (0.844 — 0.956) and in the latent factors
(0.593 - 0.883).

Prenatal and Birth Behaviors

As summarized in Tables 21 — 24, the mean of prenatal behaviors was
statistically significant (estimate = 1.284<0.01,SE= 0.271), as was the mean of
birth behaviors (estimate = 1.459< 0.01,SE= 0.291). There was significant
residual error variance about the prenatal and birth behaviors variables indicating t
the model did not fully account for the variation. The prenatal and birth behaviors
were correlatedr(= 0.256,p < 0.01,SE= 0.047); higher prenatal behavior frequency
was associated with higher birth behavior frequency.

Individual Factors

Individual factors included father age, father residence after bitherfa
employment, and child gender. Father age was dummy-coded (1 = older teen, 0 =
younger teen) and modeled as a time-invariant covariate. Father hgdiate of
child’s birth was modeled as a time-invariant covariate for consistertlayewtant
research. As summarized in Table 21, the mean of father age wagxaligtist
significant (estimate = 0.62p,<0.05,SE= 0.106).

Father residence after birth was dummy-coded (“Some residence #fier bi

and nonresident at 14-months”, “Some residence after birth and resident at 14-

126



months”, and “Always resident”; “Never resident” was excluded asfieeence
group) and modeled as a time-invariant covariate. Child gender was dumnaly-code
(1= male, 0 = female) and modeled as a time-invariant covariate.

Father employment status was dummy-coded (1 = Employed, 0 = Not
Employed) and modeled as a time-variant covariate. As summarized enZlalthe
means of father employment were statistically significant ah@dths (estimate =
0.607,p <0.01,SE= 0.080), 24-months (estimate = 0.7@8;0.01,SE= 0.123), 36-
months (estimate = 0.66@ < 0.01,SE= 0.210), and 64-months (estimate = 0.613,
<0.01,SE= 0.208). There was also significant error variance at 14-months (estimate
=0.222,p <0.10,SE= 0.125) and 24-months (estimate = 0.19%,0.05,SE=
0.081).

Contextual Factors

Individual factors included parent race and mother age. The conceptualization
of contextual factors describes higher order social and community levekefiat
indirectly influence father involvement. However, contextual factors wme@sured
at an individual level. It is statistically possible to analyze individuakasured
variables at higher levels within a multi-level framework by aggregatitigidual
level data. Data were not analyzed within a multi-level framework betheseis no
theoretical guidance to determine what level (e.g., Early HeadG4ateér,
residential neighborhood) at which data should be aggregated. Further exploration of
the contextual effects at multi-levels is needed at both theoretical goidoain

stages.
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Parent race was dummy-coded (Black, Hispanic, and Other; White was
excluded as the reference group) and modeled as a time-invariant covariaie. Mot
age was dummy-coded (Older Teens and Young Adults; Younger Teens were
excluded as the reference group) and modeled as a time-invariant covdweate. T
mean of Older Teens was statistically significant (estimate300pX 0.05,SE=
0.133), as was the mean of Young Adults (estimate = O(l88,.01,SE= 0.059).

There was no association between father age and older teen moth6r829 p >
0.10,SE= 0.025), nor between father age and young adult mother8.025,p >
0.10,SE= 0.017).

Coparental Factors

The coparental factors included the coparental relationship status at each tim
wave. Coparental relationship status was dummy-coded (1 = Romantic Réiations
0 = NonRomantic Relationship) and modeled as a time-variant covariate. Status was
condensed into 2 categories to ensure adequate frequency for analysis. As
summarized in Table 21, the means of coparental relationship status wstieaitg
significant at 14-months (estimate = 0.243;0.01,SE= 0.075), 24-months
(estimate = 0.294 <0.01,SE= 0.113), 36-months (estimate = 0.3@8;0.10,SE=
0.184), and 64-months (estimate = 0.17%,0.10,SE= 0.104). There was also
significant error variance at 14-months (estimate = 0.460).01,SE= 0.033) and

64-months (estimate = 0.165< 0.01,SE= 0.047).
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How do teen fathers’ prenatal and birth behaviors influence teen fathers’ involvement
trajectory?

Based on the final model Figure 11, the influence of prenatal and birth
behaviors on father involvement were tested. This was achieved throughsaiegre
of the trajectory parameters on the prenatal and birth behavior variables. Prenatal
behaviors were positively associated with the latent interceph@sti= 0.571p <
0.01,SE= 0.222), but not the latent slope (estimate = 0.p810.10,SE= 0.123).
Birth behaviors were positively associated with the latent intercepnhést= 0.777,
p <0.01,SE= 0.134), but not the latent slope (estimate = 0.p350.10,SE=
0.134). Figure 12 summarizes only significant model parameters from the final

LGCM.
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How do teen father factors influence teen fathers’ prenatal and birth behaviors?
Based on the final model Figure 11, the influence of father factors on prenata
and birth behaviors was tested. This was achieved through a regression of the prenatal
behavior variable on father age. As summarized in Tables 22 and 23, father age was
not associated with prenatal behaviors (estimate = -0598,10,SE= 0.469).
Similarly, a regression of the birth behavior variable on father age was cedduct
Father age was not associated with birth behaviors (estimate = 060810,SE=
0.515).
How do teen father factors influence teen fathers’ involvement trajectory?
Based on the final model Figure 11, the influence of father factors on teen
fathers’ involvement trajectory was tested. This was achieved througheasiegr of
the latent intercept and slope on father age and father residence ditekdirt
summarized in Tables 22 and 23, father age was not associated with the involvement
latent intercept, nor the involvement latent slope.
Any level of residence after birth was significantly associatidd tive latent
intercept but not the latent slope. Specifically, “Some Residence aftter bi
NonResident at 14-month” was positively associated with latent interctipbdee =
0.740,p<0.10,SE= 0.407), “Some Residence after birth, Resident at 14-month” was
positively associated with latent intercept (estimate = 4354).01,SE= 0.678),
and “Always Resident after birth” was positively associated with latégrcept

(estimate = 4.455 < 0.01,SE= 0.535).

130



How does the child factor influence teen fathers’ involvement trajectory?
The influence of child factors on teen father involvement trajectory was
tested. This was achieved through a regression of the growth trajectory pesamete
child gender. Child gender was not significantly associated with either fathe
involvement growth parameter.
How do contextual factors influence teen fathers’ prenatal and birth behaviors?
The influence of contextual factors on prenatal and birth behaviors was tested.
This was achieved through a regression model of the prenatal behavior vamiable
parent race and a regression model of the birth behavior variable on pareRiaace.
had few associations with prenatal behaviors and no associations with birtrobehavi
Specifically, Black fathers (estimate = 0.20% 0.05,SE= 0.092) and fathers of
Other Race (estimate = 0.3265 0.05,SE= 0.162) were more likely to engage in
higher levels of prenatal behaviors than White fathers. There were no differences
between Hispanic and White fathers in the level of prenatal behaviors (estimat
0.199,p> 0.10,SE=0.137).
How do contextual factors influence teen fathers’ involvement trajectory?
The influence of contextual factors on teen fathers’ involvement trajectory
was tested. This was achieved through a regression model of the growth yajector
parameters on race. Race had little impact on fathers’ involvement patterns.
Compared to White fathers, Black fathers (estimate = 09&.05,SE= 0.338)
and Hispanic fathers (estimate = 0.888,0.05,SE= 0.398) were more likely to

have higher initial involvement trajectory levels. Also, Black fathecsedesed
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involvement rates over time more quickly than White fathers (estimate = -p.442,
0.05,SE= 0.210).
How is the coparental relationship factor concurrently associated with teen father
involvement throughout early childhood?

The influence of coparental factors on father involvement was examined. This
was achieved through a series of regression models of the father involvement
indicators at each wave and latent trajectories on concurrent copagéattahship
status. Fathers in romantic relationships had higher levels of involvement thaa fathe
in nonromantic relationships. Specifically at 24-months, romantic relationskip wa
associated with 24-month involvement (estimate = 2.8%00.05,SE= 1.153).

Romantic coparental relationships were also positively associated with
involvement latent intercept. Fathers in romantic relationships at 14-monihsafes
=2.880,0<0.01,SE= 0.537), 24-months (estimate = 1.4B% 0.05,SE= 0.631),
and 64-months (estimate = 0.7@% 0.10,SE= 0.401) had higher initial levels of
involvement than fathers in nonromantic relationships. Additionally, fathers in
romantic relationships at 36-months (estimate = 1.0840.05,SE= 0.411) and 64-
months (estimate = 1.220< 0.01,SE= 0.388) decreased involvement rates over
time more slowly than fathers in nonromantic relationships.

How are teen father factors concurrently associated with teen father involvement
throughout early childhood?

The influence of father factors on father involvement was examined. This was
achieved through a series of regression models of the father involvement inditators

each wave and latent trajectory on concurrent employment status. Emptdyade
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little association with involvement. Employed fathers at 14-months had heylets |
of initial involvement than unemployed fathers (estimate = 0,934).10,SE=
0.484). Employed fathers at 24-months decreased more slowly in involvement over
time than unemployed fathers (estimate = 0.4660.05,SE= 0.219).
How do teen fathers’ prenatal behaviors mediate the influence of father and
contextual factors on teen fathers’ involvement trajectory?

Based on the Final model in Figure 11, evidence of mediation by prenatal
behaviors was assessed. Statistical requirements (MacKinnon, Fagchritiz,

2007) first were assessed, specifically, association between factgr, Igiher age,

race) and mediator (e.g., prenatal behaviors); association between maaibtactor

2 (e.g., intercept, slope); and association between factor 1 and factor Zc8ltatist
requirements were not met for mediation analyses of the involvement slope because
prenatal behaviors (i.e., mediator) were not associated with involvement slope.
Mediation analyses were not conducted for father age because requirenrenistwe
met (i.e., father age was not associated with prenatal behaviors, fatheasaget
associated with involvement intercept, father age was not associated with
involvement slope).

Statistical requirements were met for parent race for Africanrisareonly.
Mediation analyses were conducted to test whether prenatal behaviors mediated the
effect between African American race and involvement intercept. Mediafestsef
were not significant (estimate = 0.q0> .10,SE= -0.004). African American race
and prenatal behaviors have independent and significant influences on initial

involvement levels.
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How do teen fathers’ birth behaviors mediate the influence of father and contextual
factors on teen fathers’ involvement trajectory?
Based on the Final model in Figure 11, evidence of mediation by birth

behaviors was assessed. Statistical requirements (MacKinnon, Faichritiz,
2007) first were assessed, specifically, association between factgr, Igner age,
race) and mediator (e.g., birth behaviors); association between mediatoctan@ fa
(e.q., intercept, slope); and association between factor 1 and factor 2.catatisti
requirements were not met for mediation analyses of the involvement slope because
birthl behaviors (i.e., mediator) were not associated with involvement slope.
Statistical requirements were not met for father age becausedgtheras not
associated with birth behaviors, involvement intercept, nor involvement slope.
Mediation analyses were not conducted for father age because requirenrenistwe
met. Statistical requirements were not met for parent race becausesnet
associated with birth behaviors. Mediation analyses were not conducted for parent

race.
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION

The current longitudinal, person-focused analysis of low-income teen father
involvement provides valuable insight into the parenting behaviors of teen fathers.
Compared to teen mothers or adult fathers, far less is known about teen fattiers. Lit
research has examined the behaviors of fathers longitudinally. Moreover, an
examination of father behavior throughout early childhood has not been explored for
teen fathers, unlike teen mothers. The current study facilitates how fesesach
and service programs could be designed to promote optimal development and

relationships for teen fathers and their families.

Teen Father Involvement

Teen father involvement was examined from 14- to 64-months for teen fathers
(14- to 19-years) with children’s mothers aged 24-years and younger. Tees father
involvement levels varied both withand across time waves. Fathers were most
involved at 14-months: 39% of teen fathers looked after their children frequently (i.e.,
every day, a few times in the past week) in the past month while another 36% of
fathers never saw their children. Four years later at 64-months, fahensfavere
frequently involved (i.e., 30%) while the percentage of fathers who never were
involved increased (i.e., 50%).

Current findings paralleleprevious variable-centered studies. Although
children’s ages were not known in most cases, cross-sectional studies fouhd that t
majority of teen fathers were involved with their children at least mo(falgot et

al., 1998; Rhein et al., 1997; Tarkow, Cabrera, & Shannon, 2005) or weekly
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(Stouthamer-Loeber & Wei, 1998). Thus, the current study extends previous findings
by delineating rates of involvement uniquely for teen fathers at specifitsghiring
children’s lives. Importantly in this study, the same sample of teen $atraey
followed from infancy to early childhood. Moreover, younger and older teerrdathe
involvement rates were compared to distinguish child age effects and father
maturation effects.

Only from this design was it clear that all teen fathers were igiteihly
involved during infancy but involvement rates declined as children aged. This pattern
held for younger teen fathers who were still teenagers during their cfsldren
toddlerhood and early childhood years and for the older teen fathers who were young
adults. Perhaps the mixture of children’s ages in previous cross-sectional witldies
teen fathers masked these trends. Research with adult fathers also finaeshait r
involvement are highest during infancy and decrease as children age (Lamb, 2000),
but no study has documented at what age this decline occurs and why. Variable-
centered analyses give only overall frequencies and cannot track howdluradlivi
fathers change over time. The current latent longitudinal analysesndiat&er

involvement identified these patterns.

Latent Father Involvement Trajectory

Analysis of teen fathers longitudinally has not been accomplished to date.
Further, empirical analyses fathers involvement trajectories have not been
described. Providing a description of low-income teen fathers’ involvement from
infancy through early childhood was a valuable first step for the field. The current

study examined how individual teen fathers were involved with their children over
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time through a latent growth curve model. The pattern of involvement was best
captured by a latent intercept and slope factor. The LGC model results tinase
from the variable-centered analyses: teen fathers engaged in high levels of
involvement initially but consistently decreased their involvement through 64-
months. However, teen fathers who were initially highly involved decreased
involvement at a slower rate than fathers with lower levels of initial involaeme
fathers’ early involvement was in and of itself a positive influence for eir
involvement. Additionally, there was significant variability about the irgerand
the slope meaning that there was heterogeneity for how fathers wergyimtialved
and how they declined over time.

A postulated explanation for the decrease in involvement over time could be
teen fathers’ increased pressure and responsibility to maintain therrrf@dthas
children age and require more than direct care and attention. The parenting
responsibility of meeting infants’ immediate needs for care (e.g. nfgeclothing,
and bathing; Bornstein, 2002) expands beyond basic needs as children continue to
develop, mature, and learning skills to become self-sufficient (e.g., feedisgidne
For example, parenting during toddlerhood also includes additional monitoring and
coordination (e.g., child care/preschool, play dates) responsibilities (Po@edsdsy
Lui, 2002) and parenting during early and middle childhood present challenges of
connecting children with the peer system and school system, and providing
educational and social support (Collins, Madsen, Sussman-Stillman, 2002)sdt is a
important to keep in mind while evaluating their trajectories over time thed then

were developing through adolescence into young adulthood while their children wer
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simultaneously developing through infancy into young childhood. Fathers’ own
developmental needs may compete with those needs of their children during times of
increased parenting complexity.

Concurrent with increases in parenting challenges over times is the ingreasi
the complexity of coparenting. Over time, the number of coparental romantic (and
residential) relationships also decreased. Coparental romantic relationshgps
associated with higher levels of father involvement throughout early childhood. Thus,
fathers may find it more difficult to continue to be involved, especially positively
involved, with their children when they have nonromantic or negative, conflictual
coparental relationships. Although not measured in the current study, extahidéger
finds that younger fathers disengage from “first” families over tonengage with
multiple partners or “second” families, thus, decreasing involvement with the focal
child over time (Johnson, 2001; Roy, 2006). Perhaps involvement patterns of teen
fathers reflect both coparental relationships and current romantic oradlamil
obligations.

The current findings are an important contribution to the field. Few studies
have examined teen father involvement longitudinally, none with three or more
assessment waves after birth. Studies that had more than one assessment wave
(typically two) examine predictors or risk factors of teen fatherhood @xgcation,
delinquency) or associations of teen father involvement (e.g., cohabitation, caparent
relationship quality). Additionally, studies examined earlier involvemenhgduhe

pregnancy and its prediction of fathers’ involvement after the birth. The predictors
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and covariates of the current study were modeled to explain the variabilitypin tee

fathers’ involvement patterns.

Explaining Father Involvement Trajectories

Based on the extant literature, several salient predictors and covaeates w
selected to explain the variability in teen fathers’ involvement patterns. Theg®a
to explain the longitudinal data by elucidating sensitive time periods inr$athe
involvement and critical characteristics that influence their involvemeéntlagly,
the design emphasized how dynamic and fluctuating young couples’ and parents’
lives are. Overall, the design emphasized the conceptual framework (Doladrty et
1998) that formed the foundation of this study: contextual influences on the
development and engagement of fathering among overlapping systems (eeg., fat
child, mother-father, mother-child).

The latent explanatory model did not meet statistical fit criterion, butaleve
statistically significant parameters emerged. There could be texpfanations the
final model did not reach criterion levels. First, the study examined only lawnieic
teen fathers who have been under-researched to date (Coley & Chase-Lansdale, 1998;
Paschal, 2006). Less is known about teen fathers’ parenting, which rendered the
guestion of how characteristics would influence involvement more exploratory.

Second, the methodological approach utilized was unique. Although the
predictors and covariates modeled have shown influence on fathers’ involvement
concurrently or in short-term, the impactiodividual latent trajectoriesvas
exploratory and did not meet statistical fit criteria. The proposed pathmaysot

hold for teen fathers or all fathers within a latent framework. Variabieepsd
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approaches have affirmed the importance of several factors (e.g., fathesr,mot
child, coparental) for positive father involvement, however, further researcadsde
to determine if these factors vary for individual fathers (i.e., personrednte
approach), vary by developmental progression (e.g., unique experiences of teen
fathers), and how these factors change over time for fathers and children.

Moreover, there are many individual, contextual, and coparental
characteristics that the current study did not include. Other measu@sstnucts
could uniquely influence father involvement or perhaps in combination with the
current covariates. Further research with additional measures ansesnalyeeded
to better determine these patterns. Suggestions will be discussed in the subsequent
sections.

Lastly, it is also possible that the pathways did not hold uniquely for the
current sample of low-income teen fathers’ whose children participated itH®ieE
Project. This sample was comprised of a group of mothers who were motivated to
seek services for themselves and their families. Perhaps the uniquenessuiftiee s
extended to the fathers as well. Further research is needed to better @eltenmin
these characteristics are associated with fathers’ involvemesdttags in at-risk

populations.

Father Prenatal and Birth Behaviors

In the current study, the majority of teen fathers were engagednatprand
birth behaviors that represented their involvement as parents. Although
counterintuitive with respect to societal stereotypes and expectationsraf yo

fathers, these findings are congruent with previous studies of teen fathgrRljeig
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et al., 1997). Importantly, teen fathers were predominantly present during the
pregnancy, birth, and the first few years of children’s lives.

Moreover, the current study found that prenatal behaviors were positively
associated with birth behaviors. This parallels the finding from a nationalesafmpl
teen fathers using the ECLS-B from retrospective report at 9-months€Brrorkew
et al., 2007). Both prenatal and birth behaviors were positively associated with
involvement at 14-, 24-, and 36-months. Other studies have found teen fathers’
prenatal involvement linked with father engagement at 3- and 9-months (Bronte-
Tinkew et al., 2007; Fagan et al., 2007). Hence, the early fathering behaviogs dur
the pregnancy and at birth were indicators of how frequently teen fathers were
involved with their infants and toddlers.

Although encouraging findings, it is unclear both from the literature and
current study through what process early behaviors are connected to latéoriseha
what these behaviors mean to teen fathers and mothers, and in turn, how best to
measure prenatal and birth behaviors. For instance, it could be that certain men
participate in prenatal and birth behaviors and are also inclined to engage with thei
children due to inherent personality traits, individual history, or contextual supportive
factors. It also possible that prenatal and birth involvement induces change in men
that increases the likelihood that they will engage with their children. Indsetkla
sample of African American teen fathers perceived themselves to be pematur
fathers and wished they had postponed fatherhood, but balanced their assessments by

a sense of connection with their children (Allen & Doherty, 1996). The variables for
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prenatal and birth behaviors utilized in the current study (i.e., frequency coumgts) ma
only partially tap a more complex construct in need of further assessment.

Additionally, early fathering behaviors were linked with the coparental
relationship. Prenatal and birth behaviors were positively associated with bei
always resident after birth and were negatively associatedweiitiy always
nonresident. In contrast, being sometimes resident was not strongly a&sbudiat
these behaviors. Similarly, prenatal and birth behaviors were positivelyadsdgoc
with romantic relationships at 14-months; prenatal behaviors were alswglgsit
associated with romantic relationships at 24- and 36-months. Teen fatitevgene
supportive and involved during the pregnancy and birth were more likely to
continuously live with mothers for the first year after the birth and have antimma
relationship with her. Thus, it seems that when fathers support mothers and children,
the mother-father relationship is facilitated.

The findings lend further support to the bidrectionality of influence among
family systems as postulated by Doherty et al. (1998). Similarly, acgo@liiamily
systems theory, the coparental relationship affects and is affected pyré&me-child
relationship through transactional interactions (Grych, 2002; Minuchin, 1985).
Additionally, there is evidence that positive support from teen fathers helpsranothe
positively adjust to motherhood (Cutrona et al., 1998; East & Felice, 1996; Gee &
Rhodes, 2003; 1999). In the end, being involved during the pregnancy has positive
effects for fathers, father-child relationships, mothers, and coparenteinshaps.
Researchers’ and practitioners’ task is to translate this intacestar teen fathers

and their families.
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Individual Characteristics

The current study examined how several individual characteristics (iher, fat
age, father residence after birth, child gender, father employment stétes stzhool
status) influenced teen father involvement. These were examined as timanityva
stable characteristics and as time-varying, dynamic charaicterist
Time-Invariant Characteristics

Teen fathers’ age at the birth of the child was examined as a father
characteristic and modeled as a time-invariant covariate. Becatlserestricted
sample range and explicit interest in examining the heterogeneity agentathers,
father age was dichotomized into younger (i.e., 14- to 17-years) and older begs fat
(i.e., 18- to 19-years). In contrast to extant literature, father age wassoctated
with other study variables. Father age was only associated with mother acggtjnigdi
that older teen fathers were less likely to partner with younger teenmnhatigemore
likely to partner with older teen mothers and younger adult mothers. This pattern of
partnering parallels that from national studies (Manlove et al., 2006).

Despite few associations among variables, there were differeneesehet
younger and older teen fathers. Older teen fathers were more likely idibbse
younger teen fathers at 14- and 64-months, in contrast to findings from extant
literature (e.g., Danziger & Radin, 1990; Gavin et al., 2002; Rhein et al., 1997).
However, there were no differences between younger and older teen fathers on
prenatal and birth behaviors. Extant literature examining teen fathers’ beshavi
before the birth have not assessed age effects among teen fathers. Fiodirtge

current study indicate that younger and older teen fathers had simébsr
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engagement during the pregnancy, in contrast to general trends in the fatarrét
(Lamb, 2000; 2004, Parke, 2002). At the same time, older teen fathers were more
likely to be highly involved during early childhood, in contrast to the teen father
literature but in accord with general trends in the father literature.

Older teen fathers may be more likely to be highly involved for similar
reasons as adult fathers, such as their more established and stableulfesteinces
allowing for greater time commitment to children. In fact, older tethrefa were
more likely to be continuously resident, less likely to have younger teen mother
partners, more likely to be employed, and less likely to be in school. These
characteristics and factors could support fathers’ involvement. Fatigenes has
consistently been associated with increased father involvement among dut fat
(Lamb, 2004), although residential status has not been examined with teen fathers.
Fathers’ employment status has consistently shown associations with’ fathers
involvement among adult fathers (Parke, 2002) and with teen fathers (e.g., Gavin et
al., 2002). Although there is not empirical evidence supporting partners’ age or
school status among teen fathers, these provide theoretical support for father
involvement.

Lastly, in consideration of improving future LGCM, it is possible also to
conceptualize father age as a time-varying covariate. This could serapttire more
of the father developmental trajectory in relation to the involvement trajedtioisy
analytical approach may simulate a continuous developmental pattern while also
allowing measurement of changes in development. Reconceptualizing father age

beyond a covariate could also reflect literature on their emergence intocaailt
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(Arnett, 2007). At the same time, this “maturational” effect may only be a fooxy
other personality or developmental characteristics that are indepenaget ¢further
investigation of fathers’ developmental process through adolescence anchgmergi
adulthood, while concurrently transitioning into fatherhood and coparenting
relationships, is required.

In addition to father age, fathers’ residence after birth was examirsed wa
examined as a father characteristic and modeled as a time-invariamateovar
Approximately half of fathers were continuously nonresident to their childoem f
birth to 14-months, whereas another quarter of fathers were continuously resident
with children. Interestingly, fathers were more likely to have patterngohsistent
residency followed by nonresidence at 14-months (i.e., 18%) than followed by
residence at 14-months (i.e., 4%). In sum, for the current sample of low-income teen
fathers, fathers tended to never live with their children or become nonresident during
infancy. However, these descriptive statistics are difficult to camadixe within the
extant literature because samples are restricted to residem@ira@sidential teen
fathers only and studies are largely cross-sectional. Studies focused sbjealg o
cohabiting teen couples represent a small portion of teen parents; programs and
services aimed to help these families may not help the majority of teensparent
various other family structures.

As anticipated, residence since birth was associated with father involvement
Specifically, always nonresident since birth was negatively associéted w
involvement at 14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months. Similarly, always resident was

positively associated with involvement at 14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months. Although few
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fathers followed this pattern, inconsistent residency followed by residerice

months was positively associated with involvement at 14-, 24-, and 36-months. Thus,
residency with children, particularly at 14-months, was associated withsedrea

father involvement whereas nonresidency was associated with decreased father
involvement. It is noteworthy that early residency patterns are also linkethver
involvement rates. However, other researchers have not supported these findings. For
example, in a sample of teen mothers and their partners, there wereagiatiasso

among coparental relationship quality and father involvement with continuous
residence whereas continuous involvement positively predicted 6-momtEHO

scores (Cutrona et al., 1998).

Residence was also associated with coparental romantic relationships in the
same pattern of involvement. Specifically, being always nonresident sirftcevhst
negatively associated with romantic relationships at 14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months.
Similarly, being always resident was positively associated withmboeelationships
at 14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months. Inconsistent residency followed by residence at 14-
months was positively associated with romantic relationships at 14-, 24-, and 36-
months. Thus, overall, residence was associated with romantic relationshipseOr m
specifically, residence, involvement, and romantic relationships werevebsiti
associated as has been reaffirmed many times with adult fathers (La4h, 20

Additionally, residence after birth was associated with the contexctalrfof
race. Specifically, being always nonresident since birth was negatissbgiated
with being White and positively associated with being African AmeriBamg

always resident was negatively associated with being African Ameaaran
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positively associated with being Hispanic. Similarly, in an examinatiomatianal
sample of teen mothers with 6-year-old children, White mothers ware likely to

live with their partners after birth than African American teen nrstfignger &
Cooley, 1992). Although residence is associated with higher levels of involvement
and romantic coparental relationships, perhaps White race teen fathersutibaay
residence, through cohabitation and marriage, as a means of enactinghbeiola
and fulfilling their responsibilities. In contrast, perhaps African Anaeriteen fathers
can enact their father role without living with their children emphasizing the
importance of family and community in child-rearing (McAdoo, 1990, 2002,
Sullivan, 1993). Fewer studies compare and have found differences between White
and Hispanic fathers so it is interesting that in the current study low-incespartit
teen fathers were more likely to live with their children than White fathées. T
Fragile Families Study has found that the Hispanic subgroup had the highest
percentage of unmarried couples living together after the birth of the child campar
to White and African American couples (McLanahan, Garfinkel, Reichman, &
Teitler, 2001). In sum, there were lower residence rates for Africaniéaneteen
fathers and higher residence rates for Hispanic teen fathers.

Lastly, gender effects were examined. Child gender was not associtited w
any study variables and thus was not included in the final analysis model. Previous
studies have found mixed results for the impact of child gender, thus, the null finding
for this exploratory variable is not surprising. The lack of findings is sirtol#ne

extant literature with adult fathers (Parke, 2002).
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Time-Varying Characteristics

Father employment status was examined as a father characteristic and
modeled as a time-varying covariate. Father employment statugieloyed, not
employed) was assessed at 14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months. More than two-thirds of all
fathers were employed at each wave and employment levels increasetl 8eug
months (i.e., 70%), then decreased somewhat (i.e., 65%). Further, employment status
was positively associated over time.

In contrast to previous findings (Danziger & Radin, 1990; Gavin et al., 2002),
father employment was inconsistently associated with father invelvermhere were
a few strong, positive correlations: 14- and 36-month employment status with 36-
month involvement; and 64-month employment status with 64-month involvement. It
is unclear why employment was inconsistently associated with fatr@vement,
particularly during infancy. Also, in contrast to adult findings (e.g., Chambers,
Schmidt, & Wilson, 2006), employment status was only positively associated with
residence at 14-months. Perhaps with younger fathers experiencing varyihg f
structures and dynamics, employment serves less as a proxy for’ fatlfidrsent of
provision. For exampléichatz and MacAllum's (1994) ethnographic study of inner-city

young fathers described their frustration of not being able to providiediorfamilies
through legitimate employment. However, young fathers desired to provitlefofamilies;
some used illegitimate means (e.g., selling drugs) to make moneyp®érhae research
with teen fathers should assess both employment and provision (e.g., in-kind)stappest
capture fathers’ engagement in the labor market and fulfillwieiis father role.

In addition to father employment, father school status was examined as a

father characteristic and modeled as a time-varying covariateerFschool status
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(i.e., in-school, not in-school) was assessed at 14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months. The
percentage of fathers attending school decreased over time from 17% to 8%,
however, school status was associated over time.

School status was largely unassociated with other study variables. However,
school status was negatively associated with employment status catigufirieus, if
fathers were attending school, they were less likely to be concurrerglgysd. This
may be important since younger teen fathers were more likely to beantghan
older teen fathers. It was notable in the current study that school status digdenat ha
direct link to father involvement. It is possible that school engagement (i.e.,
subsequently, education) has indirect associations with father involvemesisti is
possible that current employment and school factors (i.e., subsequently, education)
have distal benefits for fathers’ employment patterns, career, income amnd in t
positive effects for involvement with children and coparental relationshipsagoiuc
can be an important factor for obtaining employment with a living wage to support a
family and prevent shame for inability to provide for one’s family (Eraglacha,

& Garcia Coll, 2005). Given the emphasis on job training and education in the
majority of fatherhood programs, particularly those serving low-income/@unaly
fathers, concurrent and distal influences of education are important forelriore
research is needed to disentangle the complex dynamics young fateers fa
economically, educationally, and career trajectories as they nahgagi child
support mandates, providing for their families, and interrupted educational

experiences.
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Contextual Characteristics

The current study examined how contextual characteristics (i.e., motagr rac
mother age) influenced teen father involvement. These were examine@as tim
invariant, stable characteristics.

Race was described by categories: White, African American, Hispamd
Other. Nearly half of the sample was African American and another thirtMds.

Race was not associated with many study variables, however, some rierakpa
with father involvement were indicated. African American teen fathers less
likely (than non-African American) to be involved at 24- and 64-months while
Hispanic teen fathers were more likely (than non-Hispanic) to be involved at 24- and
64-months. Some researchers find that African American fathers were katye li
than White fathers to be absent from birth through 9-years, less involved with-their 3
year-old children (Gee et al., 2007), and have less frequent contact with-yieeair-6
old children (Mott, 1993; Unger & Cooley, 1992). On the other hand, African
American teen fathers were more likely to visit their childiaity than White teen
fathers (Mott, 1993). Among low-income unmarried couples, both African American
and Hispanic fathers were less likely than White fathers to provide in-kind support
when children were 3-years-old (Gee et al., 2007). Thus, the findings from the current
study add to extant literature about race and father involvement, yieldweg mi
results.

Mother age was also included as a contextual characteristic. Mother age was
reduced into three categories: younger teen, older teen, and young adult. Oekr half

the sample was younger teen mothers and another third was older teen motlyers. Onl
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9% were young adult mothers. Mother age was not associated with involvement,
prenatal or birth behaviors. There is little evidence that mother age igydirect
associated with fathers’ behaviors, howeuenrie study of African American mothers
on welfare, teen mothers were less likely than older mothers to havettitgien visited by
the fathers (Greene & Moore, 2000nus, mother age was included only as a covariate
of father age in the structural model.

Although within the current and other studies there are not always age effects,
the importance of examining the family as a context remains. Similae t@$earch
on fathers, the ages of the mother and father and their coupling determinehiovpar
a young family begins their life together, the involvement of both grandparents
(Krishnakumar & Black, 2003), and subsequently how fathers’ involvement plays out

over time.

Coparental Relationship

The current study examined how the coparental relationship (i.e., romantic
coparental relationship) influenced teen father involvement. These werenexlaasi
time-varying, dynamic characteristics. Coparental relationship gtadygomantic,
not romantic) was assessed at 14-, 24-, 36-, and 64-months. Approximately, half of
fathers were in romantic relationships at 14- and 24-months, but these rates
decreased. At 36-months, two-fifths of fathers were in romantic relationsti@4:
months, one-fourth of fathers were in romantic relationships. However, romantic
relationship status was positively associated over time.

Romantic relationship status was positively correlated with involvement

within and across time. Thus, teen fathers in romantic relationships were mbyre like
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to be involved with their children. Other studies of teen fathers have also found that
current romantic coparental relationship status was associated withregprerft
father-child contact and coparental interaction than nonromantic status (ldéedqg
2007). However, romantic relationship was partly confounded with residentisd stat
because it included married and cohabiting fathers in addition to “boyfriend”dather
who were nonresidential. It is unclear what impact the coparental romantic
relationship has on father involvement separate from the impact of father residenc

Future studies are needed to distinguish these effects.

Limitations

As with all studies, the current study has methodological limitations, &iirst
measures of interest were derived from maternal report at various inteveiess.
Mothers are regarded as reliable sources for fathers’ demographictehstias
(Hernandez & Coley, 2007), however, agreement between mother and fathex report
of father involvement is moderate. Each parent provides a unique perspective of how
and how often fathers are involved with their children, neither of which should be
discounted as inaccurate. At the same time, the bias of the perspective needs to be
acknowledged.

Nevertheless, the current study gains a broader range of fatihactehiatics
and involvement by using mothers’ report rather than fathers’ report. Studieslyha
solely on father report tend to have biased samples, excluding fathers who are less
involved with their children and have poorer relationships with their children’s
mothers (Cabrera et al., 2004; Fagan & Barnett, 2003). Thus, the current study

examined the longitudinal trajectories, dynamics, and influences of irtvahck
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uninvolved teen fathers in an understudied population. Future research should include
both mothers’ and fathers’ perspectives of family relationships.

Further, the use of maternal report on all measures of interest introduces
monomethod and monoreporter bias. The same method (i.e., questionnaire) was used
for both predictors and outcomes. Similarly, the same reporter (i.e., motlsensac
for all measures. Thus, significant findings could be due to the shared variance of
method or reporter (i.e., error) rather than measures. Future studies could remtuce e
bias with multiple measures, methods, and reporters.

Because the current study was a secondary analysis of a larger natidpal st
some aspects of design and measurement were not ideal for the curreohresea
guestions, but were best approximations. For instance, the fathers’ prenatal
involvement was assessed retrospectively a year after birth. Retrospetetrview
introduces the possibility of participants forgetting actual events and biasingrans
based on current behaviors (e.g., responding that father was not involved during the
pregnancy even though in actuality he was because he is not involved currently)
Future studies could employ prospective designs to assess involvement behaviors
during pregnancy or at birth to reduce the lag of retrospective influence. 8imilar
this study did not have data regarding parents’ relationship or sociodemographic
characteristics during pregnancy or at birth (except for those mothers vatiee:nr
during pregnancy). Again, future studies could employ a prospective design to
interview parents during pregnancy and at birth to gain that information.

Lastly, the current study’s sample did not represent all teen fathekSn E

nor was it representative of all low-income teen fathers. The larger EK&iy was
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designed to represent EHS eligible families in 1996; thus, the current sample
represents teen fathers whose children were eligible for EHS in 1996. Thig sampl
and its patterns of involvement provided preliminary information about teen fathers
when little is known. Additionally, these data help generate hypotheses arttbdse

for future studies.

Future Directions

The current study provided an important portrait of low-income teen fathers’
involvement throughout early childhood and salient influences on that involvement.
Several areas would be important for further examination including expanded
measurement, additional constructs, and continued exploration of analytical
approaches.

Prenatal and birth behaviors were important constructs of early father
behaviors in the current study as has been shown in extant literature (e.g- Bronte
Tinkew et al., 2007). However, the measurement of both could be improved and
expanded beyond the frequency count utilized in the current study. Several aspects of
prenatal and birth behaviors merit further exploration, including timing, frequency,
quality, voluntary participation, requests for participation, and response to
participation. Similarly, father involvement consisted of only one question aggess
his availability for potential interaction with child. Father involvement is aptex
and diverse construct. Future studies are needed to determine the patterns of other
aspects of teen fathers’ involvement.

The current study reaffirmed the importance of the coparental relationship;

however, assessment was limited to relationship status. Distinguishamgam
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intimate relationship status, residential status, coparenting alliarecepparenting
relationship quality are critical steps for the field. The measurement afecala
relationship quality in addition to status would be an important expansion because
poor relationship quality tends to “spill-over” into father-child interactions. F
example, teen fathers who reported positive relations with their partrrérg du
pregnancy had more positive adjustments (e.g., lower stress, less child abuse
potential, less physical discipline) to fatherhood when children were 2-gieiars
(Florsheim et al., 2003). Additionally, teen prenatal behavior has important
indications and consequences for the coparental relationship. For instance, higher
levels of prenatal and birth involvement of young fathers with teen mothers were
associated with coparental romantic relationship status and lower integpare
conflict when infants were 6-months-old (Fagan et al., 2003). High involvement
during the pregnancy may be a signal of future “good parenting” and indicative of
father as a suitable marriage partner. In the current study, grandtairth behaviors
were strongly associated with coparental relationship at 14-months, hdiveve
pathway was not included in the statistical model.

Additionally, it is important to measure the coparenting relationship in terms
of the parenting alliance (distinct from romantic relations) becausevgositi
coparenting predicts father involvement (Schoppe-Sullivan, Mangelsdorf, et al.,
2004). Since romantic relations are unstable and hostile (Gee & Rhodes, 2003; Moore
& Florsheim, 2001), the coparenting relationship may be more appropriate for teen
parents who must foster parenting ties as they enter adulthood and the child grows.

The child still needs a positive, nurturing environment regardless of romantic
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relationship status of parents. Although there is some overlap in parenting alliance
and a romantic coparental relationship (Fagan, Schmidt, & Lloyd, 2007), a strong
coparenting relationship may reduce the risk of instability in teen paretbmslaps
(Hess, Papas, & Black, 2002). Positive associations between support during
pregnancy, presence at birth, financial support, and grandparent support of father,
with father-child contact and coparental interaction, have been explained lgrghot
satisfaction with father and the desire to have father involved when thespaszat

not in a romantic relationship for teen parents (Herzog et al., 2007).

The current study helped identify important influences on teen father
involvement patterns, but future research is needed to identify the possible later
outcomes of father involvement. Child well-being is typically assessed for hiogy fa
involvement positively influences it, but research with teen fathers may nothz at
stage. Little is known about teen fathers and even less is known about how engaging
in fathering impacts them. For instance, subsequent coparenting, fathercgdoicat
employment, delinquency, or multipartner fertility could serve as irtegedistal
outcomes of involvement trajectories during early childhood. Moreover, future
studies could assess the impact of involvement trajectories through middle childhood
and beyond.

Additionally, future research is needed to examine salient teen father
characteristics within a latent class framework. Given the wide variationgteen
fathers, it is likely that there are different “types” of teen fathesgdhan
combinations of characteristics who then have distinct patterns of involvement over

time. With larger samples, additional measures, and different analyses, futur
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research could better determine teen fathers’ trajectories and pgtemisl of
intervention.

Lastly, a mixed method approach could examine the question of teen father
involvement in a more refined way. Extant literature on teen fathers inclugeslse
gualitative studies (e.g., Allen & Doherty, 1996; Dallas & Chen, 1998; Lessery et al
2001), which provide in-depth and important context to teen fathers’ lives. At the
same time, quantitative studies have been conducted with both small-scale and large
scale samples, which provide data for rates of behaviors and comparisons among
groups. However, utilizing both approaches would allow for a better assessmdent

description of the dynamics unique to teen fathers’ lives.

Policy Implications

What to target and when to offer services and programs for teen fathers varies
widely among teen fatherhood programs (Mazza, 2002). Moreover, program variation
also impacts program effectiveness for improving the outcomes for teen fatiders
their children (Bronte-Tinkew, Burkhauser, & Metz, 2008). The results of the current
study have important policy and practice implications, particularly givehitfh-risk
nature of the sample.

First, the current findings emphasize the salience of the prenatal period for
offering services to fathers and initializing interventions. Trying t@gadathers at
the birth of their children is almost too late. More specifically, stadirgrth would
only reach the fathers who akeadyinvolved and likely remain involved regardless
of intervention. As shown with the current sample, fathers who participated in

prenatal activities likely participated in activities at the birth. keritparticipation in
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prenatal and birth activities was associated with higher initial levels ofvewant
giving a positive trajectory with their young children. Perhaps withvatgron that
positive trajectory could be promoted during pregnancy and supported during early
childhood. However, a recent review of teen fatherhood programs revealed few
programs beginning services during pregnancy (cf. “A Prenatal Education
Intervention”) and fewer with evidence from a experimental evaluation (Bronte
Tinkew et al., 2008). The authors provide practical guidance to achieve effective teen
fatherhood programs (i.e., offer a comprehensive array of services; incerporat
teaching methods that are appropriate for teen fathers and their culture jaritge
programs will not be successful in promoting father involvement unless a
developmental, ecological perspective is considered. Thus, advocacy for more
services and programs for the partners of teen mothers is consonant with the data
from this and other studies (e.g., Mazza, 2002; Lane & Clay, 2000). “Teen
pregnancy” is not a woman issue and the well-being of the new triad could be best
served with prenatal services for mamd dad.

In addition to starting early, programs should extend over time. By providing
long-term services to teen fathers over early childhood programs can support fathe
involvement over timel.,eadbeater and Way{2001)study of low-income, minority
teen mothers further indicated that while 26% reported frequent and emotionally
positive contact with fathers when children were 3-years-old, contagasec to
12% when children were 6-years-old. Fathers’ positive involvement benefits both
mothers and children (e.g., Gee & Rhodes, 2003) and fathers (e.g., Palkovitz, 1997).

The majority of teen fatherhood programs have short program services (e.g., 6-
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months) and offer services to fathers while they are teens and their chikelren ar
young. In light of involvement trajectories and the developmental paths of both teen
fathers (e.g., adolescence, “emerging adulthood”, early adulthood, adulthood) and
their children (e.g., prenatal, infancy, toddlerhood, early childhood, middle childhood,
preadolescence, adolescence), perhaps teen fatherhood programs could offer services
to fathers at multiple stages meet their individual needs. Neither parenthood, nor
teen parenthood is a solitary event. At many points, teen fathers face chakenges
successfully parent; a solitary program could not be expected to meet tedseBw
tailoring programs and policies to reflect the dynamic and longitudinal naftteen
fatherhood, they will be better equipped to serve the population.

Teen fatherhood programs target a myriad of outcomes. Of utmost importance
is the coparental relationship. Providing services in isolation of these reltapi®ns
will not yield an optimal impact on fathers or families. Just as teen motheaprsgr
learned to integrate maternal grandparents, teen father programs mustegissie
other family members. In addition to including the mother, programs may need to
consider both paternal and maternal grandparents as program participantebec
they could be valuable facilitators or notable barriers. Qualitative studieseen
fathers have demonstrated the importance of paternal grandparents (i.etheén fa
parents) in maintaining fathers’ involvement, educational success, and relations
the mother and her family, particularly in African-American communiges. (
Paschal, 2006). Similar findings have been established within the teen mother

literature regarding her partner (e.g., Gavin et al., 1999). Working witbatieats
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and family would ultimately allow the father to best adapt to the situation and enac

his fathering role for the best of the child.

Conclusions

While teen births are on the rise and marriage rates are on the decline, fathers
have become a recent focus, especially for TANF and child support enforcement.
Although teen births are higher among low-income families, the extaatlite has
been slow to gather information on teen fathpesentingbehaviors. The current
study represents an important step in determining low-income teersfathe
involvement trajectories and potential points of intervention.

The current study provided a portrait of Early Head Start teen fathers’
involvement throughout early childhood and salient influences on that involvement.
This study maximized developmental and life course perspectives througbyemgpl
longitudinal analysis that emphasized time-effects. The majority ofateers were
involved with children initially, but their involvement decreased over time. Censist
with extant literature, teen fathers who were prenatally engaged,neaftir the
birth, and in romantic coparental relationships at 14- and 24-months were more
involved in their children’s lives initially. Teen fathers who were in romantic
coparental relationships at 36- and 64-months were less likely to decrease thei
involvement over the course of early childhood. Surprisingly, age, race, employment,
and school status were not significant influences on father involvement.

Although the present study had its limitations, trends were noted and should
be considered in future studies. Teen fathers are a unique population facing several

challenges to meeting their own developmental needs and enacting theirdigther r
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Some conceptual factors shown to be influential for father involvement with adult and
married fathers (i.e., age, employment) do not hold the same meaning and impact
among teen fathers. The conceptual and ultimately practical meaninigavidrs

and characteristics must be contextualized within teen fathers’ devel@men
trajectory and ecological settings.

Similarly, examination of teen fathers within a dynamic, longitudinal
framework emphasized the need to address fatherhood in a different way. Previous
studies have examined longitudinal data, but not examined the patterns of
involvement for individual fathers. Cross-sectional studies have examined factors of
influence on father involvement, but this is at a variable level, not how the influence
varies for individual fathers. From the current study, this different perspéicéve
person-centered) revealed unique patterns for teen fathers. (It is aldnepibedi
person-centered analyses would reveal different patterns from varialbdeeck
analyses for adult fathers; empirical research is needed.) Furthgsesaill allow
when and how to best intervene with teen fathers.

Teen fathers may be at-risk, but they are involved with their children and can
positively benefit both children and mothers. Head Start and Early Head Start could
continue to support teen fatherhood through its mission to serve low-income children
andparents; availability from pregnancy through 5-years; and mission to adapt t
needs of the community and family. But without support or intervention, cycle of teen

of parenthood is perpetuated.
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APPENDIX A: HSFIS Application/Enroliment Form

Eanty Hean Stant

HSFIS
APPLICATION /
ENROLLMENT

FORMS
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SECTION 1 : APPLICATION INFORMATION

APPLICANT DEMOGRAPHICS
1.2 Date of birth: A i
camovkel: HAI. Dsp. MM DD YY |
1.8 What race/ethnicity do you consider yourself to be? Mark aniy onei
HAL-8
10C Z White (non-Hispanic} i~z Hispanic (specify):
237 T Black (non-Hispanic| 31 O Mexican/Chicano = Cuban
) "= American Indian : Tribal atfiliation - XM T2 Central American 305 Other:
520 {: Eskimo 302 O Puerto Rican
\T Aleut
$62  Z Other, specify: o A0t Asian or Pacific Islander (specify):
Z Chinese ~ Guamanian
J Filipino = Japanese
2 Korean O Asian Indian
J Biracial/multiracial — Samoan T Hawaiian
Specify races: Z Vietnamese Z Other:

SECTION 3: APPLICATION INFORMATION
OTHER FAMILY MEMBERS  ( nTHER)

3.2 Date of birth: / /
MM DD YY

T TULESTIIN M ey T
Male — Female

'rrxrff’ﬁi --“-:"-. "iﬂ:ju-n'ﬂ
3.4 Gender: -

4.8 What is this person's relationship to your child{ren} who are eligible for Early Head Start listed in Secti

onel
Folys Child 1: {Name: Birthdate: ___/__/__ )}
Hﬂc?"fb: Biological parent Z Sibling — Other relative
— Adoptive parent — Step/half sibling Z QGodparent ]
(&4 — Step parent — Grandparent — Legal guardian . .
— Foster parent — Aunt/Uncle i9 = No biological/legal relationship

SECTION 2: APPLICATION INFORMATION
EARLY HEAD START ELIGIBLE CHILDREN FUCVS (HILD

2.2 Date of birth: A
L gl MM DD YY
(o -~ A a LY e o owe™ m
2.4 Gender: | Z Male +. — Female
A

2.6 What is this child's relationship to you fi.e., the applicant, who is the primary care provider)? (Mark one)

WAL-€

3 T Biological Child ( = Adoptive Child T Foster Child Z Step Child .
Z Relative: Specity by T Dther: Specify .
—
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APPENDIX B: 14-month Parent Interview

OME Moo 0870-0143

Expiration Date: 10731/88

ARLY

EAD PARENT

INTERVIEW
TART

REWVISED - 32395

FOR PARENTS OF 14-MONTH-OLD INFANTS

Fubic reporting burden for this colection of iInformation |s =19mated fo average 2.5 hours per response for the intendew and
assessmenis, Rcluding time for revi=eing instruciions, seanching edsting dala sources, gafhering and mainkaining the cata
rissdad, and compiating and reviewing the collscton of Informistion. ‘Band comments regancing this burder sstimabes or any cther
aspect of this colection of Information, Including suggestions for reducing this burden, fo ACF Reports Clearance Cicer,
Fapenvork Reduciion Project (OASE 0970-01.83), Adminksirabion for Children and Famll=s, Sffice of Informaiion 3erdoes, 370
LEnfant Promensds, 2., Washingion, DC 20447 An agency may not conduct or sponser, and a person | not requined io
respond bo a oolleclion of iRfomafion unless E clsplays a cumendly vald SRE control numbsr. The SRB number for this project
5 0S70-0143.

MPR D #: J I I
DATA COLLECTOR ID# || |_ | | |
DATE: S N O - I
MOMNTH DAY YEAR | |
TIME START T N
Conduciad far:
=MD - M Mathemalica Pollzy Ressarch, Inc.
TIME EMD: S = T P B 2333
- i . Princeton, KJ 03543-2533
TIME STAR S = and
Adminisiration on Chidren, Youlh, and Familles
TIME EMD: S S = I T LLE. Deganimant of Health and Human Sendc2s

Farenis of 12-Month-2id Infants
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SECTION 5

ABOUT CHILD'S FATHER

5.0 INTERVIEWER: YOU ARE INTERVIEWING . ..

CIRCLE ONE
MOTHER . ... ... .. . ... .. ... . ....... 01
FATHER .. ... ... . . ... . 02 — co To SECTION 5
SUPPLEMENT--FATHER
GRANDMOTHER .. ..... ... ........... 03
OTHER FEMALE RELATIVE } GO TO SECTION 5
SUPPLEMENT-
(SPECIFY) ..o 04 GRANDMOTHER
R
OTHER (SPECIFY) ................... 05 - GO TO Q6.1
R
FOSTERMOTHER ................... 06
FOSTERFATHER ... ... ... ........... 07

The next questions are about when (CHILD) was born, and about (his/her) father and
other men who might be father-figures to (him/her).

5.1 First, how old was (his/her) biological father when (CHILD) was born?
| | YEARS =+ GO TO Q5.2

DONTKNOWAGE .. ... ... .......... -1—= ASKA

54 While you were pregnant, did (CHILD)’s father do any of the following?

sCs

YES NO NA
A.  Discuss how your pregnancy was going
withyou? . ... ... 01 00
B. Gotothe doctorwithyou? ... ... .............. 01 o0 -4
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5.3

SCS

SCs

5.5

Was (his/her) father present when (CHILD) was born, either in the hospital or
wherever the birth was?

CIRCLE ONE
YES, INHOSPITAL ................... 01
YES, ELSEWHERE ... ... ... ... .. ..... 02—-GOTOB
NO .. 00

A.  When (CHILD) was in the hospital after (he/she) was born, did (his/her)
father come to see (him/her)?

What is your relationship with (CHILD)'s biological father now? Is he your . . .

CIRCLE ONE
Husband, ...... ... ... ... ... ........ 01
Live-inpartner, .. ... ... .. ... ..., 02
Boyfriend, . ... ... ... ... ... .. ... ..., 03
Friend, ... ... .. ... . .. ... ... ... 04
Something else, or (SPECIFY) .......... 05

R N
Are you not in any relationship
with himatall? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 06
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5.7

CODE WITHOUT ASKING IF KNOWN:

CCDP

5.10

ECCO

Now, I'd like to talk about (CHILD) and (his/her) relationship with (his/her)
father. Does (CHILD)’s biological father live with you and (CHILD)?

CIRCLE ONE

CHILD USUALLY LIVES WITH

BIOLOGICAL FATHER ................

CHILD LIVES WITH BIOLOGICAL
FATHER SOME OF THE TIME

(SPLIT CUSTODY) ... ... ..

CHILD DOES NOT LIVE WITH

BIOLOGICAL FATHER ................

VOLUNTEERED: BIOLOGICAL

FATHERDECEASED .................

DON'T KNOW WHO BIOLOGICAL

FATHERIS .. ... ... ... . ... ...,

SECTION 5A

RESIDENT BIOLOGICAL FATHER

01—=GOTO Q5.9

+ ASK Q5.8

Is (FATHER) currently working, in school, in a training program or is he doing

something else?

CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY

WORKING . ... .
UNEMPLOYED ........ ... ... .. .....
LOOKING FORWORK . ...............
LAIDOFF . . ..
IN SCHOOL/TRAINING ... .............
INJAIL ..
INMILITARY ...
SOMETHING ELSE (SPECIFY) .........

DONTKNOW .. ... . .. ..
RETIRED .. ... .. .
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5.11

ECCO

513

CCDP

SHOW
CARD
5

HOME

What is the highest grade or year of regular school that he has completed?

CODE GED AS 12

CIRCLE ONE
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL .............. 01 02 03 04 05 06
MIDDLE/HIGH SCHOOL . .............. 07 08 09 10 11 12
COLLEGE ... .. ... . 13 14 15 16
POST-COLLEGE ..................... 17
DON'TKNOW ... ... . .. . ... -1

In the past month, how often has (FATHER) looked after (CHILD) while you did
other things? Wasit . ..

PROBE: The last 30 days.

CIRCLE ONE
Every day or almost everyday, .......... 01
Afewtimesaweek, ................... 02
Afewtimesamonth, .................. 03
Onceortwice,or ..................... 04
Never? . . .. 05
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5.20

ECCO

5.21

ECCO

5.22

SECTION 5B

NON-RESIDENT BIOLOGICAL FATHER

Is (FATHER) currently working, in school or training program or is he doing
something else?

CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY

WORKING ... .. 01
UNEMPLOYED ..... ... ... .......... 02
LOOKING FORWORK . ............... 03
LAIDOFF .. .. 04
INSCHOOL/TRAINING . ............... 05
INJAIL/PRISON .. ... ... ... ... ... 06
INMILITARY ... . 07
SOMETHING ELSE (SPECIFY) ......... 08
I
DONT KNOW . ... .. .. ... -1
RETIRED . ... ... .. .. ... . .. .. ... 09

What is the highest grade or year of regular school that he has completed?

CODE GED AS 12

CIRCLE ONE
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL .............. 01 02 03 04 05 06
MIDDLE/HIGH SCHOOL ............... 07 08 09 10 11 12
COLLEGE ...... .. ... .. ... 13 14 15 16
POST-COLLEGE ..................... 17
DONTKNOW . ... .. .. . ... -1

Have you had any contact with (FATHER) since (CHILD) was born?
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B.

And, in the last three months, about how often has (CHILD) seen (his/her)
father? Wasit. ..

PROBE: That would be in the last 90 days.

CIRCLE ONE
Every day or almosteveryday, .......... 01
Afewtimesaweek, .. ... ... .. .. ...... 02
Afewtimesamonth, .................. 03—
Aboutonceamonth, . ... ... ... ...... 04 =» GO TO Q5.25
Less often thanthat,or ................ 08
Never? ... ... .. ... . ... 06 - GO TO Q5.30

525 Inthe past month, how often has (FATHER) taken care of (CHILD) while you
did other things? Wasit. ..
CCDP
PROBE: In the last 30 days.
CIRCLE ONE
Every day or almost every day, .......... 01
SHOW
°A5R° Afewtimesaweek, .. ... ... ... ... ..... 02
Afewtimesamonth, . ... ... .. ... ..... 03
HOME Onceortwice,or ....... ... ... ... .... 04
Never? .. ... . . 05
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APPENDIX C: 24-month Parent Interview

CMB Mo.: 0BT0-0143
Expiration Date: 8/31/2000

Enriy Henp Stant

PARENT
INTERVIEW

FOR PARENTS OF
2-YEAR-OLD CHILDREN

Fubilc neporting burden for this coliection of information |s =s@mated o average 2% hours per response for the Intendew and
assessments, Rcluding time for reviswing IRstrucSons, searching existieg dala socurces, gathering and mainkainieg the cata
nmedied, and compieding and reviewing the collection of Information. Send commients reganding fnis burden estimate or any cther
aspect of this colection of Information, Including suggestions for reducing this burden, to ACF Reporis Cleararce Cfticer,
Fapenyork Resuction Project (OW33 0970-0143), Adminkstrabon for Children and Famillzs, Ofce of Information Sersices, 370
LEnfant Premenade, B.W., Washington, DC 20447, An agency may nol conduct or sponsar, and a perscn Is not requines io
respend bo a colleclion of Infomeation uniess E clspiays a cumenty vald OME control number. The OME number for this projsct
5 0DET0-0143.

MPR |D#: S N N N N

DATE COLLECTORID# | | | |
DATE: S O VO T - T
MONTH DAY YEAR Conductsd for

Mathematica Follcy Research, Inc.
P.C. Box 2392
Prnceion, MJ 085432393
and
B ) Admmistration on Chlkdren, Youlh, and
TIME EMND: S I < N Famlliagl). 5. Departiment of Haalth and Human
Serdcs

TIME START S I S

Farent Interdlee 2-Year-Cods
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SECTION 5

ABOUT CHILD’S FATHER

5.0 INTERVIEWER: YOU ARE INTERVIEWING . . .
CIRCLE ONE
MOTHER .. ..t 01
GO TO SECTION 5
= 02 —» SOTOSECTIONS
GRANDMOTHER ................... 03—
- GO TO SECTION 5
SUPPLEMENT--
OTHER FEMALE RELATIVE (SPECIFY) . 04—~ SUPPLEMENT-
[ —
OTHER (SPECIFY) ... ............... 05— GO TO SECTION 6
||
FOSTERMOTHER . ........oonn.. .. 06
FOSTER FATHER .................. 07

The next questions are about (CHILD)'s father and other men who might be important
to (him/her).

5.1 What is your relationship with (CHILD)'s biological father now? Is he
your . . .
CIRCLE ONE
Husband, ......... ... ... .. ... ...... 01
Live-inpartner, ..................... 02
Boyfriend, ...... .. .. ... ... ... ... ... 03
Friend, .. .. .. .. .. ... . ... ... 04
Something else, or (SPECIFY) ......... 05

Are you not in any relationship
with him at all?
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5.2

CCDP

5.7

CCDP

SHOW
CARD

HOME

CODE WITHOUT ASKING IF KNOWN:
Now, I'd like to talk about (CHILD) and (his/her) relationship with (his/her)
father. Does (CHILD)'s biological father live with you and (CHILD)?

CIRCLE ONE

CHILD USUALLY LIVES WITH
BIOLOGICAL FATHER ... .... ... 01— GO TO Q5.4

CHILD LIVES WITH BIOLOGICAL
FATHER SOME OF THE TIME

(SPLIT CUSTODY) . ............ 02
CHILD DOES NOT LIVE WITH
BIOLOGICAL FATHER ... .... ... 03
VOLUNTEERED: BIOLOGICAL
FATHER DECEASED ........... 04
DON'T KNOW WHO BIOLOGICAL
FATHERIS .. ... ... ... ... ... 05
SECTION 5A

RESIDENT BIOLOGICAL FATHER

In the past month, how often has (FATHER) looked after (CHILD) while you
did other things? Wasiit . ..

PROBE: The last 30 days.

CIRCLE ONE
Every day or almost every day, . ... 01
Afewtimesaweek, ............ 02
Afewtimesamonth, ........... 03
Onceortwice,or............... 04
Never? .. .. ... . ... ... ... 05
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SECTION 5B

NON-RESIDENT BIOLOGICAL FATHER

A. Since (CHILD)'s first birthday, has (CHILD) had any contact with
(FATHER)?

NO .. . 00— GO TO Q5.19

5.14 And, in the last three months since (MONTH), about how often has (CHILD)
seen (his/her) father? Wasiit . . .

SHOW
CARD CIRCLE ONE

Every day or almost every day, . ... 01
Afewtimesaweek, ... ... .. ... . 02
Afewtimesamonth, ........... 03
Aboutonceamonth, ........... 04
Less oftenthanthat, or .. ... ... .. 05
Never? .. ... ... . ... ... ... 06—+ GO TO Q5.17

5.15 In the past month, how often has (FATHER) looked after (CHILD) while you

cCDP did other things? Wasit. ..

PROBE: In the last 30 days.

CIRCLE ONE
Every day or almost every day, .. .. 01
Afewtimesaweek, ............ 02
A fewtimesamonth, ........... 03
HOME Onceortwice,or............... 04
Never? . ... . ... ... 05
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APPENDIX D: 24-month Father Interview

OMB No.: 0970-0169

Expiration Date: 12/31/2000

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response for the interview and
assessments, including time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other
aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to ACF Reports Clearance Officer,
Paperwork Reduction Project (OMB# 0970-0169), Administration for Children and Families, Office of Information Services, 370
L'Enfant Promenade, S W _, Washington, DC 20447. An agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to
respond to a collection of information unless it displays a currently valid OMB control number. The OMB number far this project

is 0970-0169

MPRID# ||| || [ |

DATA COLLECTOR ID #:

DATE: L /19|
MONTH DAY YEAR

TIME START: || k|| AwPM

TIME END: I 2

ENTRY INTO SAMPLE:

NATIONAL © .ot 01

NEWBORN A ..ot 02

NEWBORN B . ..o 03

Father Interview 2-Year-Olds

Conducted for:
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
P.O. Box 2393
Princeton, NJ 08543-2393
and
Administration on Children, Youth, and Families
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

\
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7.1

7.2

7.3

SECTION 7

ABOUT YOU--DEMOGRAPHICS, EMPLOYMENT, EDUCATION

Are you of Hispanic origin or descent?

NO ... .

A. Areyou . ..

Central American, ...........

Cuban,

Mexican or Chicano, .........
PuertoRican, ..............

South American,

Dominican,or ..............

From some other background?
(SPECIFY)

> GcoToOQ7.2

How do you primarily identify your racial background?

ASIAN OR PACIFIC ISLANDER,

INCLUDING NATIVE HAWAIIAN . ... 01

BLACK OR AFRICAN AMERICAN ... 02

AMERICAN INDIAN OR
ALASKA NATIVE, INCLUDING
CENTRAL AND SOUTH

AMERICAN INDIANS . ... .....

OTHER (SPECIFY) ..........

How old are you?

| |__| YEARS OLD
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APPENDIX E: 36-month Parent Interview

OMB No.: 0970-0143

Expiration Date: 10/31/01

Enriy Heap Start

PARENT

INTERVIEW

FOR PARENTS OF
3-YEAR-OLD CHILDREN

Public reparting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 2 hours per response for the interview and
assessments, including time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other
aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to ACF Reports Clearance Officer,
Paperwork Reduction Project (OMB# 0970-0143), Administration for Children and Families, Office of Information Services, 370
L'Enfant Promenade, SW., Washington, DC 20447. An agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to
respond to a collection of information unless it displays a currently valid OMB control number. The OMB number for this project

15 0970-0143

MPR ID #: (N N I N I S

DATA COLLECTORID # |___

DATE: [ T P O A =
MONTH DAY YEAR

TIME START: | AwPM

TIME END: | AmPM

Final Disposition Code: |

Parent Intervew 3-Year-Olds

eaqg
4\\‘-\ J,-t
o >
Loy - e
Research and Evaluation Praject

Lecai—Naottangl [ Partnerships

Conducted for:
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
P.O. Box 2393
Princeton, NJ 08543-2393
and
Administration on Children, Youth, and Families
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
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SECTION 5

ABOUT CHILD’S FATHER

5.0

5.1

INTERVIEWER: YOU ARE INTERVIEWING . ..

CIRCLE ONE
MOTHER . . oo 01
GO TO SECTION 5
FATHER ... oo 02 — GOTOSECTIONS
GRANDMOTHER . ..o 03—
OTHER FEMALE > e
GRANDMOTHER
RELATIVE (SPECIFY) ............... 04
[
OTHER (SPECIFY) ... ... ... ... 05 — GO TO SECTION 6
[
FOSTERMOTHER . ...\ \ 06
FOSTER FATHER ... ... .. ... .. 07

The next questions are about (CHILD)’s father and other men who might be
important to (him/her).

What is your relationship with (CHILD)’s biological father now? Is he
your . . .

CIRCLE ONE
Husband, . ... ... ... ... ... . ... ...... 01
Live-inpartner, ..................... 02
Boyfriend, ....... ... ... ... ... ...... 03
Friend, . ........ . ... . .. .. ... ... 04
Something else, or (SPECIFY) ......... 05
[

Are you not in any relationship

with himatall? .. ... ... .. .. ... .. ... 06
SEPARATED/DIVORCED ... .......... o7
DECEASED . ... ... . ... ... ........ 08
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ESTABLISHING MEN TO ASK ABOUT

5.2 CODE WITHOUT ASKING IF KNOWN:

CCDP

Now, I'd like to talk about (CHILD) and (his/her) relationship with (his/her)
father. Does (CHILD)’s biological father live with you and (CHILD)?

CIRCLE ONE

CHILD USUALLY LIVES WITH

BIOLOGICAL FATHER

.......... 01—=GOTO Q5.4

CHILD LIVES WITH BIOLOGICAL
FATHER SOME OF THE TIME

(SPLIT CUSTODY)

CHILD DOES NOT LIVE WITH

BIOLOGICAL FATHER

VOLUNTEERED: BIOLOGICAL

FATHER DECEASED

DON'T KNOW WHO BIOLOGICAL

FATHERIS .........

SECTION 5A

RESIDENT BIOLOGICAL FATHER
57 In the past month, how often has (FATHER) looked after (CHILD) while you

ccDP did other things? Wasit. ..

PROBE: The last 30 days.

CIRCLE ONE
Every day or almost every day, . ... 01
?;T;".Q’ Afewtimesaweek, ............ 02
° Afewtimesamonth, ...... ... . 03
HOME Onceortwice,or............... 04
Never? .. .. .. ... ... ... ... ... 05
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SECTION 5B

NON-RESIDENT BIOLOGICAL FATHER
5.13A Since (CHILD)'s second birthday, has (CHILD) had any contact with

(FATHER)?
YES o 01
NO oo 00 — GO TO Q5.20

5.14 And, in the last three months since (MONTH), about how often has (CHILD)
seen (his/her) father? Wasit. . .

SHOW
CARD CIRCLE ONE
Every day or almost every day, . ... 01
Afewtimesaweek, ............ 02
Afewtimesamonth, ........... 03
Aboutonceamonth, ........... 04
Less oftenthanthat,or .. ... ... .. 05
Never? .. ... ... ... .. ... ... 06— GO TO Q5.18
5.15 In the past month, how often has (FATHER) looked after (CHILD) while you
CCDP did other things? Wasiit. ..
PROBE: In the last 30 days.
CIRCLE ONE
SHOW -
CJZRD Every day or almost every day, . . . . 01
Afewtimesaweek, ............ 02
A fewtimesamonth, .. ... .. .. .. 03
HOME Onceortwice,or............... 04
Never? ... . ... . ... ... ... .... 05
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APPENDIX F: 36-month Father Interview

OMB No.: 0970-0169

Expiration Date: 01/31/2002

FATHER INTERVIEW

Yeaa

=

%
«F

f
e &
(=2
<< oS
O1a S

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response for the interview and
assessments, including time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gatherning and maintaining the data needed,
and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of
this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to ACF Reports Clearance Officer, Paperwork Reduction
Project (OMB# 0970-0169), Administration for Children and Families, Office of Information Services, 370 L'Enfant Promenade, S W,
Washington, DC 20447. An agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person I1s not required to respond to a collection of
information unless it displays a currently valid OMB control number. The OMB number for this project is 0970-0169

MPR ID #: [ | | | | | | |
DATACOLLECTORID#: || |||
DATE: [ | |/ /]
MONTH DAY YEAR Conducted for:
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
- P.O.Box2393
TIME START: L EL_ | Awem Princeton, P»Ia.i]£8543-2393
Administration on Children, Youth, and Families
TIME END: L l__[awm/Pm U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
ENTRY INTO SAMPLE:
NATIONAL ... ..ot 01=—> | |F THIS FATHER/FATHER-FIGURE
WAS NOT INTERVIEWED AT
NEWBORN A SAMPLE . .............. 02 24 MONTHS, ALSO ADMINISTER
NEWBORNBSAMPLE ............... 03 36 MONTH FATHER STUDY
SUPPLEMENT, DOCUMENT F-22-E.

Father Interview 3-Year-Olds
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SECTION 7
ABOUT YOU--DEMOGRAPHICS, EMPLOYMENT, EDUCATION

71 A. What is your date of birth?

/]
MONTH DAY  YEAR
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APPENDIX G: 64-month Parent Interview

Enriy Heap Start

PARENT

INTERVIEW

FOR PARENTS OF

PRE-K CHILDREN
MPRID# |__ ||| || | |
AFFIX MPR ID BARCODE
:JATlA C(|3LLI|ECT|OR ID#: LABEL HERE
DATE: |_|__ /|||
MONTH DAY YEAR

TIME START: |_|__ ||| | Awm...01

PM....02
TIMEEND: || ||| AM 01

PM. ... 02
INTERVIEW COMPLETED INENGLISH . ... ... .. ... .. .......... 01
INTERVIEW COMPLETED INSPANISH . . . ... .. ... ... ... ...... 02
OTHER LANGUAGE (SPECIFY): 03
CHILD ASSESSMENT COMPLETED? \rilEOS ...... g&

Conducted for:

Administration on Children, Youth, and Families
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

(Revised 5/24/01) |
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SECTION 10

ABOUT CHILD’S FATHER

10.0  (EHS Parent Interview, Section 5)
INTERVIEWER: YOU ARE INTERVIEWING . ..

CIRCLE ONE

MOTHER . ......oioiiii . 01

FATHER ... ... ... ............... 02

GRANDMOTHER . .................. 03

OTHER FEMALE

RELATIVE (SPECIFY) . ... ............ 04

OTHER (SPECIFY) .. .. ..o 05— GO TO SECTION 11,

PAGE 75

FOSTERMOTHER .................. 06

FOSTERFATHER . ... ............... 07

10.1  What is your relationship with (CHILD)’s biological father now? Is he your . ..

CIRCLE ONE

Husband, . ........ .. ... ... ......... 01
Live-inpartner, .. ... .. ... .. ... .. ... 02
Boyfriend, . . ......... .. ... ..... .. ... 03
Friend, . ... ... ... . ... .. .. ... .. ... 04
Something else, or (SPECIFY) ......... 05
Are you not in any relationship

withhimatall? . ... ... .. .. ... ..... 06
SEPARATED/DIVORCED . ............ 07
DECEASED ... ... ... .. ... . ....... 08
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10.2

CcCcDpP

10.7

CCDP

HOME

CODE WITHOUT ASKING IF KNOWN:
Now, I'd like to talk about (CHILD) and (his/her) relationship with (his/her)
father. Does (CHILD)’s biological father live with you and (CHILD)?

CIRCLE ONE
CHILD USUALLY LIVES WITH
BIOLOGICAL FATHER ............... 01— GO TO Q10.4,
PAGE 61
CHILD LIVES WITH BIOLOGICAL
FATHER SOME OF THE TIME
(SPLIT CUSTODY) ...... ... ......... 02
CHILD DOES NOT LIVE WITH
BIOLOGICAL FATHER ............... 03
VOLUNTEERED: BIOLOGICAL
FATHERDECEASED ................ 04
DON'T KNOW WHO BIOLOGICAL
FATHERIS ... .. .. ... ... ... ..... 05

RESIDENT BIOLOGICAL FATHER

In the past month, how often has (FATHER) looked after (CHILD) while you did
other things? Wasit. ..

PROBE: The last 30 days.

CIRCLE ONE
Every day or almost every day, ......... 01
Afewtimesaweek, ... ... ... .. ...... 02
Afewtimesamonth, . ................ 03
Onceortwice,or .................... 04
Never? .. ... e 05
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SECTION 10B

NON-RESIDENT BIOLOGICAL FATHER
10.13  Since (CHILD)'s third birthday, has (CHILD) had any contact with (FATHER)?

............................... 00— GO TO Q10.19

10.14  And, in the last three months since (MONTH), about how often has (CHILD)
seen (his/her) father? Wasiit . . .

CIRCLE ONE
Every day or almost every day, ......... 01
Afewtimesaweek, .................. 02
Afewtimesamonth, ................. 03
Aboutonceamonth, ................. 04
Less often thanthat, or ... ... . ... .. ... 05
Never? ... ... .. ... ... 06 — GO TO Q10.19

10.15  In the past month, how often has (FATHER) looked after (CHILD) while you

cCDP did other things? Wasit. ..

PROBE: In the last 30 days.

CIRCLE ONE
Every day or almost everyday, ......... 01
Afewtimesaweek, ..................02
Afewtimesamonth, ... ... .. ... .... 03
HOME Onceortwice,or ... ... . ... ........ 04
Never? ... .. .. .. 05

187



APPENDIX H: 64-month Father Interview

\
FOR FATHERS OF
PRE-K CHILDREN
MPR ID #: | \ | | I
AFFIX MPR ID BARCODE
DATA COLLECTORID# |___ | | ]| LABEL HERE
DATE: |__|_ VW1
MONTH DAY YEAR
TIME START: |_|__ ||| Am...... 01
PM 02
TIMEEND: || J|__ || AM. ... 01
PM.... . .02
INTERVIEW COMPLETED INENGLISH . .. ............ ... ... ..... 01
INTERVIEW COMPLETED INSPANISH . .. .......... ... ... ....... 02
OTHER LANGUAGE (SPECIFY): 03
FOCUS CHILD'S BIRTHDATE: |_ | |/l 1/ ——
MONTH DAY YEAR
Conducted for: Version: 2
Administration on Children, Youth, and Families
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
FPK-INT1 (Revised 4/12/02) )
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FATHER TYPE:

RESIDENT BIOLOGICAL FATHER
RESIDENT FATHER-FIGURE
NON-RESIDENT BIOLOGICAL FATHER ... ... 03
NON-RESIDENT FATHER-FIGURE

SECTION 7

ABOUT YOU--DEMOGRAPHICS, EMPLOYMENT, EDUCATION

71 What is your date of birth?

7.6

[ S A R A A

MONTH DAY YEAR

Are you of Hispanic origin or descent?

> GO TO Q7.7

YES .. ... 01

NO .. .. 00 —
DONTKNOW ... ... ... . ...... -1
REFUSED . .................... 3]

A. Areyou . ..
CIRCLE ONE

Central American, . ............... 01
Cuban, ............. ... ........ 02
Mexican or Chicano, . ... ....... ... 03
Puerto Rican, ................... 04
South American, ... ... ... .. ... . .. 05
Dominican,or ................... 06
From some other background?

(SPECIFY) . ... ... .. 00
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7.7 How do you primarily identify your racial background?

ASIAN OR PACIFIC ISLANDER,

INCLUDING NATIVE HAWAIIAN . ... 01
BLACK OR AFRICAN AMERICAN ... 02
WHITE ... ... .. .. 03

AMERICAN INDIAN OR
ALASKA NATIVE, INCLUDING

CENTRAL AND SOUTH
AMERICAN INDIANS ... ... .. ... .. 04
OTHER (SPECIFY) .............. 00
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APPENDIX I: Correlation Table of All Study Variables

Inv
l4m
Inv
24m
Inv
36m
Inv
B4m

Pren

Brt

0id

No
Res
Sres
NRes
SRes
Res

All
Res

le
Yng
Oid

Adt
Wht

Blk

His

Inv Inv Inv Inv Been Brt f Noo SRes SRes Al Ma M M M Wht Bk W Oth Rom  Rom Rom Rom Emp Emp Emp Emp Sch  Sch  Sch Sch
lim  24m  36m  Bdm od  Res NRes Res Res e yng  old  adt lbm  24m  3bm  B4m  ldm  24m  3bm  Bdm  l4m  24m  3Bm  B4m
7
a0
40 84 Bd
40 48 3B Ba
4 & 8B 3 98 B4
-6 -4 -4 -40 A -3
37
48 3 42
g8 &7 A 48 4
-41
37
37
-3l -30 30
-3l -33 4B -al -38
32 3l 32
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Oth

Rom
l4m
Rom
24m
Rom
36m
Rom
B4m
Emp
l4m
Emp
24m
Emp
36m
Emp
B4m
Sch
l4m
Sch
24m
Sch
36m
Sch
B4m

Inv Inv Inv Inv Been Brt f Noo SRes SRes Al Ma M M M Wht Bk W Oth Rom  Rom Rom Rom Emp Emp Emp Emp Sch  Sch  Sch Sch
lim  24m  3Bm  Bdm od  Res NRes Res Res e yng  old  adt lbm  24m  3bm  B4m  ldm  24m  3bm  Bdm  l4m  24m  3Bm  B4m
L A Y A A K R - 68 B4 B2
7Y KR A . ) -48 47 A8 T3
42 5% 7 W30 -4 A 38 a0
40 46 B4 8D 30 -4 43 -32 1 B B 11
.38 .38
39
A 42 AT 8 4
3l 34
-4
-33 48
-33 S35 -8 -4 Bl
-3 4

Note: Only correlationg 0.30 are listed
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APPENDIX J: Mplus Syntax for Final Measurement Model

TITLE: Dissertation- all teens sample "look" model
FINAL measurement model

DATA:

File is C:\Documents and Settings\Allison1\My Documents\Dissentat
Analysis\FINAL models\all_impute_sets.dat;

Type is IMPUTATION;

VARIABLE:

Names are ehsid site program

fageCB f19yrs f17yrs FteenYng

resbirth NoRes SResNRes SResRes AllRes mlbiores m2biores m3bioresaaKbi

Fbrace4 clage c2age c3age cKage cgender

mageCB m19yrs m17yrs MteenYng Myteen Moteen Myadult

MHFrace4 White Black Hispanic Other

mKeduc3 mKHSIles Hmedic Hafdc Hfoodst Hwic Hssi

prenatal birth m1presbr mlvisith mldisprg mldocprg mlclsprg mlatdcls mlharprg

mlcntact m2cntact m3cntact mKcntact

mlseen3 mlseen m2seen m3seen mKseen

m1llook m2look m3look mKlook

HFmfrel m1mfrel mlmfroma Husbandl Cohabl Boyfrndl Friendl SomElsel
NoRell SepDivl Deceasel

m2mfrel m2mfroma Husband2 Cohab2 Boyfrnd2 Friend2 SomElse2 NoRel2
SepDiv2 Decease?2

m3mfrel m3mfroma Husband3 Boyfrnd3 Cohab3 Friend3 SomElse3 NoRel3
SepDiv3 Decease3

mKmfrel Kmfroma HusbandK CohabK BoyfrndK FriendK SomElseK NoRelK
SepDivK DeceaseK

m2trres m2tresmo m2trnres m3trres m3tresmo mKtrres mKtresmo

m1ljail mloth m2jail m2oth m3jail m3oth mKjail mKoth

mlempl mlwkscl m2empl m2wkscl m3empl m3wkscl mKempl mKwkscl

mZlschl m2schl m3schl mKschl

mleduc3 m1HSIes mKbeduc3 mKbHSIes;

Missing are all (-99);
Idvariable is ehsid;

Usevariables are mllook m2look m3look mKlook;
Categorical are mllook m2look m3look mKlook;
ANALYSIS:

Type is Missing H1;
IESTIMATOR = WLSMV;
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PARAMETERIZATION = THETA;

MODEL:
Ifrom measurement model
i S | mllook@0 m2look@0.8315 m3look@1.874 mKlook@4.038;

[il;
m1llook*;

Imllook with m2look m3look@0 mKlook@0O:;
Im2look with m3look mKlook@O;
Im3look with mKlook;

IThresholds equal across time- threshl fix@0, thresh2 fix@1
[m1llook$1@0 m2look$1@0 m3look$1@0 mKlook$1@0];
[Mm1llook$2@1 m2look$2@1 m3look$2@1 mKlook$2@1];
[m1look$3 m2look$3 m3look$3 mKlook$3](300);

[m1look$4 m2look$4 m3look$4 mKlook$4](400);

OUTPUT:
TECH1 TECH2 Tech3 STDYX standardized;

SAVEDATA:

IFILE IS Final_Model_no_mediation_9-15-08.dat; NOT AVAILABLE
IESTIMATES ARE ESTIMATES_Final_Model_no_mediation_9-15-08.dat; NOT

AVAILABLE

IDIFFTEST IS H1deriv_chisq_Final_Model_no_mediation_9-15-08.dat; NOT

AVAILABLE
SAMPLE IS SAMPLE_IS_thresh01_ FINAL.dat;

RESULTS ARE RESULTS_IS_thresh01_ FINAL.dat;

TECH3 IS COVMATX_PARAMETER_IS_thresh01_ FINAL.dat;
TECH4 IS COVMTX_LATENT _IS_threshO1_FINAL.dat;
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APPENDIX K: Mplus Syntax for Final LGCM Model

TITLE: Dissertation- all teens sample "look™ model
FINAL LGCM

DATA:

File is C:\Documents and Settings\Allison1\My Documents\Dissentat
Analysis\FINAL models\all_impute_sets.dat;

Type is IMPUTATION;

VARIABLE:

Names are ehsid site program

fageCB f19yrs f17yrs FteenYng

resbirth NoRes SResNRes SResRes AllRes mlbiores m2biores m3bioresaaKbi

Fbrace4 clage c2age c3age cKage cgender

mageCB m19yrs m17yrs MteenYng Myteen Moteen Myadult

MHFrace4 White Black Hispanic Other

mKeduc3 mKHSIles Hmedic Hafdc Hfoodst Hwic Hssi

prenatal birth m1presbr mlvisith mldisprg mldocprg mlclsprg mlatdcls mlharprg

mlcntact m2cntact m3cntact mKcntact

mlseen3 mlseen m2seen m3seen mKseen

mllook m2look m3look mKlook

HFmfrel m1mfrel m1mfroma Husbandl Cohabl Boyfrndl Friendl SomElsel
NoRell SepDivl Deceasel

m2mfrel m2mfroma Husband2 Cohab2 Boyfrnd2 Friend2 SomElse2 NoRel2
SepDiv2 Decease2

m3mfrel m3mfroma Husband3 Boyfrnd3 Cohab3 Friend3 SomElse3 NoRel3
SepDiv3 Decease3

mKmfrel Kmfroma HusbandK CohabK BoyfrndK FriendK SomElseK NoRelK
SepDivK DeceaseK

m2trres m2tresmo m2trnres m3trres m3tresmo mKitrres mKtresmo

m1ljail mloth m2jail m2oth m3jail m3oth mKjail mKoth

mlempl mlwkscl m2empl m2wkscl m3empl m3wkscl mKempl mKwkscl

m1schl m2schl m3schl mKschl

mleduc3 m1HSles mKbeduc3 mKbHSles;

Missing are all (-99);
Idvariable is ehsid;

Usevariables are mllook m2look m3look mKlook
prenatal birth

FteenYng SResNRes SResRes AllRes

Moteen Myadult

Black Hispanic Other

mlmfroma m2mfroma m3mfroma Kmfroma
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mlempl m2empl m3empl mKempl;

Categorical are mllook m2look m3look mKlook;

ANALYSIS:

Type is Missing H1,;
IESTIMATOR = WLSMV;
PARAMETERIZATION = THETA;

MODEL:
Ifrom measurement model
i S | mllook@0 m2look@0.8315 m3look@1.874 mKlook@4.038;

[i;
m1llook*;

IThresholds equal across time- threshl fix@0, thresh2 fix@1
[M1look$1@0 m2look$1@0 m3look$1@0 mKlook$1@0];
[mllook$2@1 m2look$2@1 m3look$2@1 mKlook$2@1];
[m1look$3 m2look$3 m3look$3 mKlook$3](300);

[m1llook$4 m2look$4 m3look$4 mKlook$4](400);

IStep 1

i on prenatal (pl)
birth (p2);

s on prenatal (p3)
birth (p4);

IStep 2

i on FteenYng (p5);

s on FteenYng (p6);

i son SResNRes SResRes AllRes;

Moteen with FteenYng;
Myadult with FteenYng;

IStep 3

ion Black (p9)
Hispanic (p10)
Other (p11);

s on Black (p14)
Hispanic (p15)
Other (p16);
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IStep 4
prenatal on FteenYng (p17);
birth on FteenYng (p18);

IStep 5
prenatal on Black (p21)
Hispanic (p22)
Other (p23);
birth on Black (p26)
Hispanic (p27)
Other (p28);

IStep 6

mllook on m1lmfroma;
m2look on m2mfroma;
m3look on m3mfroma;
mKlook on Kmfroma;

IStep 7

mZllook on mlempl;
m2look on m2empl;
m3look on m3empl;
mKlook on mKempl;

IStep 8
prenatal WITH birth;

IStep 9- no lag romantic

mlmfroma WITH mlempl@0 m2empl@0 m3empl@0 mKempl@O0
m2mfroma@0 m3mfroma@0 Kmfroma@O prenatal@0 birth@0 FteenYng@O;
m2mfroma WITH mlempl@0 m2empl@0 m3empl@0 mKempl@0
m3mfroma@0 Kmfroma@O prenatal@0 birth@0 FteenYng@O,;

m3mfroma WITH mlempl@0 m2empl@0 m3empl@0 mKempl@0
Kmfroma@O0 prenatal@0 birth@0 FteenYng@O;

Kmfroma WITH mlempl@0 m2empl@0 m3empl@0 mKempl@0 prenatal@0
birth@0 FteenYng@O;

IStep 10 no lag employ

mlempl WITH m2empl@0 m3empl@0 mKempl@O prenatal@0 birth@0
FteenYng@O;

m2empl WITH m3empl@0 mKempl@0 prenatal@0 birth@0 FteenYng@O;
m3empl WITH mKempl@O0 prenatal@0 birth@0 FteenYng@O;

mKempl WITH prenatal@0 birth@0 FteenYng@O;
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IStep 11

i on m1lmfroma
m2mfroma
m3mfroma
Kmfroma;

s on mimfroma
m2mfroma
m3mfroma
Kmfroma;

IStep 12

i on mlempl
m2empl
m3empl
mKempl,

s on mlempl
m2empl
m3empl
mKempl,

OUTPUT:
TECH1 TECH2 Tech3 STDYX standardized;

SAVEDATA:

IFILE IS Final_Model_no_mediation_9-15-08.dat; NOT AVAILABLE
IESTIMATES ARE ESTIMATES_Final_Model_no_mediation_9-15-08.dat; NOT
AVAILABLE

IDIFFTEST IS H1deriv_chisq_Final_Model_no_mediation_9-15-08.dat; NOT
AVAILABLE

SAMPLE IS SAMPLE_IS threshO1_stepl,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,11,12FINAL.dat;
RESULTS ARE RESULTS_IS_thresh01_step1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,11,12FINAL.dat;
TECH3 IS

COVMATX_PARAMETER_IS_ thresh01_step1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,11,12FINAL.dat;
TECH4 IS COVMTX_LATENT_IS threshOl1_step1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,11,12FINAL.dat;
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