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Abstract

Using data from the Mother and Child cohorts of Mational Longitudinal Survey, this
research examines the role of father absence aavlmehl outcomes in late childhood. Results
indicate that family disruption has a large negagi{fect on the emotional, but not cognitive,
quality of the home environment. Important to chilell-being on its own, the emotional quality
of the home links father absence with an increasxiernalizing and internalizing behavior
problems for children at age ten. Uncontrolledreates show a linearly increasing relationship
between behavior problems and duration of fatheemate; however, this relationship is
mediated by the emotional and cognitive home enwent. Children in disrupted homes are
found to maintain, and in some instances incrdagh,levels of behavior problems with the
addition of a new father figure. Girls, but not Bpgxhibit less behavior problems when a father

is continuously present throughout childhood.



Introduction

The research literature that explores the consegsenf a paternal absence from the
home is quite extensive. Typically, it explores timmsequences for a child in the years
immediately subsequent to a marital breakdown, @xagnovert transitions in the child’s home
on the behavioral, and sometimes cognitive, deveéoy of the child. (Sigle-Ruston and
McLanahan 2004; Amato 2000; Mott, Kowaleski-Jonad Klenaghan 1997) This body of
research has, over the years, considered the aoersaep for the child(ren) of the families
suffering the economic and emotional transitioroasged with a divorce, or sometimes just the
father’s absence (Oldehinkel et al. 2008; OsbontMcLanahan 2007; Amato and Gilbreth
1999). While there are increasing numbers of patpatsutilize longitudinal and in-depth data
sources, for the most part, available researamigeld in scope, often exploring essentially
cross-sectional “before” and “after” father abseaffects on selected dimensions of a child’s
behavior.

Our primary objectives are to explore how the dualf the emotional and cognitive
environment may be sensitive to the presence @malesof a father from the home, the timing of
the father’s absence, and how this appears tankediwith an older child’s evidence of
externalizing or internalizing behavior problemshe period shortly before adolescence. There
are a variety of motivations for a father not bgmmgsent, including, but not limited to economic
issues (Poortman and Seltzer 2007), child or pdrealth issues (Joung et al. 1998), a mother’s
earlier in life manifestations of antisocial behargi (Cherlin 1992), and more generally, parental
disaffections with each other that ultimately résir a threshold being reached that in some

instances leads to relationship breakdown (AmatbRwgers 1997). We reiterate that an



overriding objective is to measure how father lagyafter controlling for several parental and
family factors, may be independently associatetl Wie actual quality of the home environment
and child behavior problems. Our primary independesasures are timing of father absence
and the HOME scale, which directly measures sewd#nansions of parental-child physical,
cognitive and emotional interaction as reportedypthe mother.
Research Agenda and Explanatory Variables

A wide range of explanatory variables have in régears been considered in this body
of research, reflecting the possibility that ov@hnections between paternal home leaving and
subsequent child behavior may reflect a numbeacibfs independently linked with both an
above average likelihood of father leaving as aslsubsequent child behavior. Linked with this
likelihood, there remains the issue of whetherairthe actual physical presence of a man in the
household has an independent impact on childrehirateed whether this effect may impact
differently on children who are in homes wheretadaleaves later in the child life course
versus a home where the father was never presemioBs research efforts have included as
controls demographic factors such as race andattyyrand at least in some instances, have
found that they may be correlated with both patiestbaence and child behavior (McLeod,
Kruttschnitt and Dornfeld 1994; King and Sobolew2@D6; Amato 2005). Linkages between
paternal absence and child gender in a varietyagsvhave shown differential impact on male
and female behavior (Mott, Kowaleski-Jones and Méaa 1997). While we cannot completely
clarify the processes, we are also able to consielgral maternal pre-childbirth behaviors as
well as post-birth child attributes as predictarsubsequent behaviors independeit
subsequent paternal leaving. The potential ratemfdr these connections are non-trivial, but

include the following possibilities. First, immetkgore-birth maternal drinking or smoking is



predictive of similar post-birth behaviors that mdiymately represent a maternal behavior path
not conducive to positive child behavior. Negatiwaternal behavior in this domain may well be
linked with a lower quality of mothering, which widdikely be linked with a poorer quality
home cognitive and emotional environment. Indeedetls considerable evidence that the
quality of the HOME environment has been foundeaignificantly linked in earlier research
with a variety of negative maternal and familytsaand additionally with lesser maternal
education (Menaghan and Parcel 1991), and famiep status that are core variables in this
researchFor this reason, the key explanatory variable wetugte is the well normed and
validated HOME cognitive and emotional subscalesetigped by Caldwell and Bradley (1984)
that incorporate several dimensions of parentactesns with their children. This includes
measures of emotional (e.g. kissing or caressind,&s well as physical contact, including
parental disciplinary modes) as well as intellectamnections (e.g. reading activities as well as
the presence of various reading materials, joitiviéies such as museum, music and other
intellectual stimuli interactions).

Additionally, evidence of an un-well child earlylife, proxied for by low infant birth
weight, a premature birth, and a high birth ordesly be predictive of an above average
likelihood of a forthcoming relationship breakdoamd may well also be linked with longer
term child behavior problems (Mick et al. 2002; Nleam, Crosnoe, and Muller 2004), as well
as a poor quality home environment (Brooks-Gunepiihov, and Duncan 1996). All of these
factors have been suggested by at least someregearch as being predictive of “broken”
families, as well as subsequent child behavior lerab. As noted, we are able to explore
whether they substantially reduce the independétte of paternal absence per se and whether

there are selective gender effects on these lirkkage



As emphasized, a unique aspect of this data seatishe HOME scale measures are
repeatedly gathered every two years for these yefrttm infancy into early adolescence. Thus,
we include in this research design the HOME measueey two years—from age 1 or 2 up
through age 9 or 10; We measure the quality ohtirae environment during childhood before
as well as after a father’s leaving, as well & points for children who always live with two
parents and for children who never live with tHéather, both with and without appropriate
controls. This permits us to descriptively highligine extent to which HOME scores at different
points after birth and at different points in redatto a father leaving point are linked with other
family attributes or maternal behavior.

The primary objectives of this research are asWat First, we intend to quantify the
extent to which the quality of the home environmaunting childhood is sensitive to the
temporal placement of the father-leaving evento8dcwe will measure how the magnitude of
the HOME factor prior to age ten, independent aépwl presence or absence, impacts on the
behavioral outcome at age ten, given variationsaternal presence-absence in different family
environments. Thirdly, after controlling for HOMEwronment as well as other background
controls, we will quantify the remaining indepentlefiect of the patterning of father presence
or absence on internalizing and externalizing beltgaroblems at age ten. And lastly, with
appropriate stratifications, we will explore theemnt to which the emotional and cognitive
HOME environment and the patterning of father pneseor absence impact on internalizing and
externalizing behaviors in different ways for baysl girls.

The Sample and Data Elements
The sample we utilize incorporates data from theddal Longitudinal Survey of youth

and child 1986 to 2006 interview rounds. This ines a fully representative female sample



(including over-samples of black and Hispanic wojrtbat was 14 to 22 years of age when first
interviewed in 1979. Drawing from the mother anddcburveys, we observe the first ten years
of life for all the children born to sampled moth&i985 and 1996; all of whom had reached age
ten by 2006, the last survey for which we havehalrelevant in-depth demographic as well as
social-psychological indicators. From a cohort pective, we have a large sample of children
with an observed life history from birth to age.t&he earliest born children in this sample were
born to women between the ages of 20 to 26 in B88®86. The most recent children we can
incorporate for an observed first ten years ofwkre born in 1995 or 1996 to mothers between
the ages of 30 and 37 at the time of birth. Thus averall mother sample is between the ages of
20 and 37 as of the child’s birth point. All of thieildren were born within the NLSY79
“window”, and indeed, for all the mothers we havéeast five or six annual pre- birth points.
However, while we do not include children born twkescent mothers or to women over the
ages of 37 we do include children born to womeredog a wide range of mainstream birthing
ages.

In this study, we use a data set that permits f@lltowv a large representative sample of
children from birth to their 0birthday, exploring how a child transitioning frdmeing in a
father present to a father absent home impacte@ndverall behavior profile as well as their
tendency to internalize or externalize their bebiaat these critical ages approaching early
adolescence. The children live in homes that irelaidull range of father-leavers over the
decade. The reference group in our multivariatéyaigaincludes family units in which the father
was never present during that period. The remaidnig sample is drawn from family units

where the father left the home at some point &fteh but by age ten, or else was never present.

2 Child assessment data collection was first irétlah 1986. Accordingly, it is not possible to indé children born
prior to the 1986 wave in our analyses.



We limit the analysis to the family units wherethe father left the home, he did not
subsequently return during the ten year interval. @erall sample 3,519 children includes
1,794 boys and 1,725 girls and is quite diverséseconomically. We also analyze the
subsample of children who report a father missingpane point in their first 10 years (n=1,474)
in an effort to understand the impact of step-fatrdather figures entering the child’s life after
the biological father leaves.

As noted above, the key outcomes represent themahteport on the child’s behavior
on the 32 item behavior problem scale develope@biienbach and Edelbrock 1983; Caldwell
and Bradley 1984). We use three measures of bahanablems in this study, an externalizing
behavior problem scale that measures the ways ichvdhildren act out in their home
environment and against others, an internalizirfgab®r problem scale that measures a child’s
emotional state focusing on feelings of sadneg®ihass, and depression, and an overall
measure of behavioral problems that is itemizefigpendix one. Each scale analyzed makes
use of the nationally normed behavior problem parigescores which are normed to all children
in the NLSY sample. Because of the frequently distadd differences between behavioral
reports for young boys and girls associated witienpal absence, this research examines the
entire child sample as well as gender differenndbe behavioral internal, external, and overall

scales.

% In an effort to repair our sample, we impute infiation in two ways. First, in order to create derapbic
biographies of father absence, we impute dataafiwef presence if a case is missing informatiofather presence
at a single time point. If the time points on eithile of the missing data point are consistentéfmample, the
biological father is consistently present or abgerh before and after the missing time point) mpute the
missing point to match the consistent borderingtpoints. Second, of the cases with no missing alathe
dependent variable (behavior problems) and comfédgier presence life histories, 20% have missitg dn at
least one of the independent variables. In ordegpair missing data due to item nonresponse wesras& of the
ICE multiple imputation programs in STATA 11 (seeyRton 2005 for details of the ICE procedure). €hémates
presented are the result of combining the five itegulata sets produced by the ICE procedure isinge set of
coefficients and standard errors.



It is important to note that alélevant control variables were collected on anoamg
rather then retrospective basis, are relativelgmesite, and were measunedhin the life span of
the data collection. This includes a wide rangé&ofors that often have been cited as being
relevant to the family disruption process as weltree behavior of children. Mean sample
characteristics for a variety of inputs, as weleasmates of standardized HOME scores-overall
as well as for the cognitive and emotional measateges seven or eight, and the behavior
problem outcome as of age 9 or 10 are shown beiovable 1. We utilize two subscales of the
overall HOME scale focusing on cognitive factorghe child’s home like number of books in
the home, time parents spend teaching learnintg skiusical instrument availability, museum
or musical attendance, the physical quality ofytheth’s home and several other dimensions.
The emotional subscale of the HOME score usedeextion of maternal punishment
dimensions, chores that a child was expected ty cat in the home, time spent by child with
her father (or stepfather), whether the mother landssses her child, and other emotionally
focused items. As already noted, the HOME scongesent key explanatory variable, but also
considered for inclusion are proxies for family eemic well being variables such as poverty
status, family capital such as maternal educatiattainment, race/ethnicity, birth order at
transition and earlier maternal variables that f@yproxying for the mother’s ability to
effectively cope with family difficulties (see Ma2004 for a detailed discussion of the HOME
scales).

Analytic Strategy

Our analytic strategy takes place in three stdgestage 1, we examine the relationship

between father absence and changes in the ovaradtional, and cognitive HOME score.

Presented in Tables 2 and 3, we estimate a sénasontrolled and controlled repressions and



report predicted mean scores for both sets of ssgres in an effort to compare the uncontrolled
and controlled impact of father leaving on the hameironment. Though the full matrix is not
presented for the controlled emotional and cogaiitMDME reports, panels B and C of Table 3
report the overall mean differences in HOME sc@mesand post father absence. Using OLS
regression, stage 2, presented in tables 4 andBjiees the role of father absence on
internalizing, externalizing, and overall behayooblems. Our final stage examines the role of a
new father figure on behavior problems after thaddgical dad leaves the household. Excluded
from stage 3 are all respondents whose fathemigya present. In all analyses with behavior
problems as the dependent variable we examine gdislmctions between all predictive
factors.

Home and Father Presence or Absence: Controlledamebntrolled Estimates

Table 2 includes uncontrolled results indicatingethier or not there are any substantial
connections between paternal presence-absence-spagific standardized overall HOME
scores contingent on child age and duration ofrpat@absence. Table 3 includes the same
information for the relationships when controlled the various explanatory variables that may
be significantly related to both father absenceantild’'s HOME score. These tables,
particularly when compared with each other clatiify extent to which the home environment
and father absence connection may reflect othéorfa the child’s environment.

Shifting to some substantive patterns of importafice, at all child ages, the children in
homes where the father has always been present\welkene exception at the first child point,
by far the highest HOME scores at all ages. Inrasttwhere a father has never been present up
through age ten, the reported HOME scores arertthéaowest. This may reflect the father’s

absence as well as other family and maternal tilaked with father absence, and will be
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clarified in the comparable controlled HOME restitat follow in Table 3. Focusing on the age
10 outcome point, it may be noted that in almdsihatances average HOME scores increase the
older the child age at which the father leavedibie. As a generalization, the results suggest
that when the father leaves at a relatively old@idage, the average HOME score is lowest at
the first father-absent point but then shows slighbvery between that point and the following
point(s), suggesting that stress or trauma in #rg ghort run handicaps the ability of families to
maintain an overall positive home environment. MoeF, the negative consequence of a father
absence appears to play out more quickly in honresgava child has attained school age.
Having noted this, it is useful to emphasize tegardless of the age that the father leaves, on
average, a family unit never re-attains the HOMBligylevel prior to disruption. In addition, in
those homes where a Father is always present,itharsteady increase in the overall HOME
guality score as the child ages, suggesting thaiteg and emotional benefit of an intact family
structure increases over time. We turn to thisasaurable 3, which replicates the patterns in
Table 2, but controls for the family and matermaits that we utilize in the subsequent tables
that examine the determinants of Child behaviagat 10. In addition, as we will show in our
multivariate equations, father presence or abselticeately is of major importance as a
predictor of child behavior not necessarily becaafd@is actual physical presence in or absence
from the child’s home, but primarily because of thiner’s close connection with the quality of
the emotional and cognitive environment, whichiarportant predictors of a child’s subsequent
behavior.

A comparison of Table 2 and Table 3 suggest sevragrtant clarifications. First, it
may be seen that regardless of whether one cortmolgrious other explanatory variables that

are established to be linked with father leavind tre quality of the home environment, the
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overall HOME score, particularly for those famili@bere a father leaves at a relatively younger
age, show a consistent pattern of decline aftefatier leaves the home. Additionally, it may be
noted that if a father left the home at age foueatier, the control variable adjusted overall
HOME score prior to the father’s leaving is highleen the uncontrolled estimate, suggesting
that earlier father leaving is much more likelyo®from less advantaged homes. In contrast,
where a father doesn’t leave until the child iseol(hges 7 or later), or where a father never
leaves, the controlled estimates are not subsligndifferent, in some instances slightly lower,
then the uncontrolled estimates. If one looks atHWME patterns for all children at age eight,
the controlled estimates for father absent at aget who never have left by age ten are a bit
below the uncontrolled statistics. This is consisteith the reality that families where the father
leaves earlier are substantially more disadvantagedl the child faces a poorer home
environment—then where a father leaves later. @bes not appear to be just because of the
child being in a disadvantaged home environmenaflenger time, but because children where
the father leaves later are indeed not apparesttiisadvantaged because of poorer home
characteristics.

Having noted the overall connections between homé&@ment and father leaving, a
more detailed examination of the cognitive and éomai subscales of the HOME score suggests
that the overriding negative influence of fathenimg takes place in the emotional quality of the
home. Comparing panels B and C of Table 3, welittld of evidence of change in the
cognitive HOME scores before and father absendesignificant declines in the emotional
HOME score after a father leaves the household.dBleéning quality of the emotional home
environment after father absence suggests thamiwtional relationship between mother and

child is an indirect link between father absence emld well-being. The lack of a significant
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change in the cognitive HOME score prior to and father absence suggests that fathers, in
this sample, are of marginal importance the cogmiéinvironment within the home. Looking
across Panels A, B and C in Table 3, we find amalveegative impact of father absence, with a
particularly negative effect for post-father abseno the HOME emotional scale.
Father Absence and Presence Linkages

Before exploring the net impact of a father’s legvihe home, Table 4 briefly
synthesizes the relevance of father leaving on Weh&roblems at age telm Table 4we
include ordinary least square coefficients fromuanontrolled equation specifying when the
father left the child’s home. It may be noted tbatnpared to the situation where a father is
never present, all of the coefficients but onediegrall behavior problems as well as the external
and internal dimensions are negative comparedmatier living with a biological father,
suggesting that delayed father absence reducesibepeoblems. Most importantly, the
situations where a father left when the child veas br where the father has never left before an
11" birthday, are significantly preferable when congptwith the father never present
categories. Comparing the fully controlled Tableabth the uncontrolled Table 4 indicates that
with the controlling for child and family backgrodinthe father always present coefficient loses
all of its significance as a predictor of the oVlesad internal behavior outcomes, and loses
much of its predictive power with respect to théeemxalizing behavior outcome. Additionally,
the father leaves between ages 8 and 10 catepermast proximate variable to the outcome,
loses much of its predictive power for all threelosd outcomes. The majority coefficients for
father absence, with the exception of father alsabhage 8 and continuous father presence, not

only lose significance when controls are addedchanhge direction. Thus, much of the
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significance of the father presence variables apgpeae intimately mediated by other controls
in the equation.

We now turn more generally to our exploration af &xtent that a variety of family
factors, particularly the HOME scores, are indegenlg relevant predictors of child behavior at
age ten. Having already highlighted the remainiregljctive relevance of the father present
variables, Table 5a highlights the components we o be significant predictors of behavior
problems as well as internalizing and externalifefavior for the overall sample. Table 5b
includes parallel equations for boys and girls.

It is clear that in the controlled equations fog tbtal and external scores the father
always present coefficients retain some signifieatait the order of magnitude is greatly
reduced. Also showing independent negative conmestvith all the outcomes are smoking
during pregnancy, lesser maternal education, amdyfgoverty status. Surprisingly, higher birth
order for the child is linked with lesser behayooblems. In sequential mediation models (not
shown), our relevant control factors dropped thasuees of father absence into insignificance
for all but father always present and father mesently left the home at age eight. However,
introducing the cognitive and emotional HOME scargs the equation reduces the father
always present measure to insignificance whileciagtibsence at age 8 maintains its significant
negative influence. Though the fully controlled retsdpresented in Table 5a report a significant
drop in the independent influence of father abs@mcbehavior problems, it should be noted that
HOME scores account for a weighty portion of theucion in both effect size and significance
in Table 5a. To be sure, the HOME cognitive as aeglemotional measures have a very strong
independent linkage with lesser overall behaviobfgms as well as externalizing and

internalizing behaviors. There are also gendeimaisons that are important to note, and are
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consistent with previous reserach (Mott, Kowalelkies and Menaghan 1997). Boys show
strong positive connections with a higher levebehavior problems as well as externalizing
behavior, independent of all the other explanat@anyables. Conversely, girls are more likely to
experience internalizing issues in the fully colé@ model. This is, as noted earlier, consistent
with other evidence that can be partially clarifiad’able 5B, to which we now turn.

We have already noted that the cognitive qualitthefhome is a very strong predictor
for the full sample, as well as for bogsd girls separately, not only of overall behaymblems
but also for youth to have a propensity to intdngaéas well as act out inappropriate behaviors.
In contrast, the HOME emotional scale is only gh#ficance as a predictor of boys’ behavior.
This may be linked with the reality that boys amisgexhibit somewhat different connections
between both the father always present and the He&M@&tional scale and all of the behavioral
outcomes. That is, girls but not boys evidence echons between behavior problems and less
paternal presence whereas boys but not girls shewlestantial connections between a poorer
HOME emotional environment but not lesser patepnesence.

One other input that was a very strong predictanntually all of the equations was a
measure of a mother’s cigarette smoking duringonegnancy with that child. This is true for
both male and female children, and for all the bedrgproblem outcomes. We speculate that the
systematic significance of pregnant smoking is thiata proxy for subsequent post-birth
continuing negative behavior for at least soménefrhothers. A proxy that may be linked with
other maternal non-normative behaviors, or else@ieon its own as a license by children to
follow non-normative behavior paths. Similar to\poeis research on health behaviors during
pregnancy (Guo and Harris 2000), we find a verpificant connection between maternal

drinking during pregnancy and behavior, but for yggirls only in the outcome year. It is
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unclear why daughters but not sons experience nadtdrinking as a predicate to negative
behavior patterns. One possibility is that unhegattdhaviors of a mother have a greater and
more direct impact on a daughter than sun; beha¥ooreasons that to some extent parallel the
above speculation relating to cigarettes. Additilyndamily poverty status appears harmful only
with respect to boys’ behavior, and converselyndeif a higher birth order apparently has a
positive value for girls’ behavior. It may be tlzalikely possibly stronger connection over time
between mothers, homes, and daughters has to sademt enabled girls to adjust to a poorer
environment—more then is true for boys in comparaituations.
Gender Distinctions in the Impact of a “New Man”time Home

In the final Tables 6A and 6B we tentatively expltine connections between the same
set of explanatory variables and the behaviorat@mues for children at age 10 limiting the
sample to children who are not living with theitifar and including a variable specifying
whether or not a new father figure is present enttbme. This new man may be a spouse,
partner or any male who appears to be a desigfatieer figure. It is useful, and perhaps
important to note that the presence of a new manlismarginally predictive of behavior
problems for either gender, albeit the marginatlemnce that appears suggests a negative impact
on externalizing behavior for boys and an overapact on the behavior problems score for
girls. Also, with the new man variable includedy aemaining significance for the father leaving
age variables, which was minimal at best, vanishes.

As was true for the overall sample, greater HOMgnaioon remains highly significantly
linked with subsequent lesser behavior problemilefor boys and girls as does the male
connection between the HOME emotional score foskand the outcome. The smoking during

pregnancy measure retains its predictive power-tHmutoefficients are substantially larger for
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girls then for boys in the father absent sampl@dneral, it is fair to note that the linkages
between the various explanatory variables and behpxoblems are similar whether one is
examining the overall or father absent samples.I&the introduction of a father figure into the
child’s household increases behavior problems,atiect is marginally significant, indicating
that non-biological father figures are of margimaportance the story of father absence and late
childhood behavior problems.
Some Concluding Thoughts

Our goal in this study has been to examine thengnoif father absence on behavior
problems in late childhood. Complementary to tlmalgcontrolling for when a father leaves the
home, we have considered the extent to which @Weaof maternal and family earlier attributes
and behaviors independently impact on a child’saler patterns, and whether this differs
between boys and girls as of age 9 or 10—ages#matepresent incipient adolescence. We are
particularly interested in whether or not pareatéémpts to provide supervisory activities that
can enhance a child’s cognitive and emotional gtienare sensitive to both overall family
disruption and the timing of father absence. Furtleee, we have investigated whether or not
these within-family attributes or behaviors haveaiing positive effects on children as they
approach adolescence after controlling for thentgrof father absence and whether or not the
impact of family disruption differs for boys andlgi Additionally, we examine gender
distinctions in the appearance of a new man oefdigure on behavioral problems, regardless
of his formal connection with the mother of theldhi

An investigation of the influence of father absenoechild well-being utilizing this
substantial contemporary longitudinal sample of Aioa children has lead to a few primary

findings. First, the HOME scale retains a quite amant independent predictive linkage with
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relationship transition. Unambiguously, the quatifithe home environment shows a substantial
decline at the first survey point following a fatisdeaving the home. With regard to this

finding, while HOME scores do improve as time gbgsthey do not reach the pre-father
leaving levels. It is also useful to emphasizelésser ability of the homes of the children whose
father left at younger ages to recover. This mégct at least in the shorter run, the realityttha
relationship breakdowns sooner after birth werd@wted to a greater extent by more
disadvantaged family units, as shown by the grdiihood of these families showing less
quick recovery at the youngest separation agdseicdntrolled HOME equations. The overall
decline in the HOME score post father absence apppede particularly weighted towards the
emotional condition of the home environment. Indekd cognitive HOME score remains
relatively unchanged after father absence, suggetdthers have a weak connection to the
learning environment within a household, while ¢éimeotional subscale shows a dramatic
reduction. That the emotional component of the HOd&re drops so strongly indicates fathers
play a key emotional role in their child lives. dle, that when disrupted, leads to an increase in
both internalizing and externalizing behavior peshs.

We now highlight how father absence carries forwtarthe home environment of the
child outcome year. First, it seems apparent thiade 10 there is some evidence of child
behavioral recovery in the equations that do nctuiske any controls. However, this positive
effect is only for children who were in homes whtre father left very recently. We note this
for the father leaving coefficient between age$ieand ten, but not for any of the earlier leaving
points—even though this is the point closest tomtie father left. This may reflect a number of
factors including, but not limited to, the clasHatiences we noted above as well as the distinct

possibility that the nature of the child’s link Wwithe father has matured because of their
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lengthier relationship, as well as a more matuidewstanding of parental roles by both parents,
given the lengthy connections between father, mathd child. A countering argument would
be that the ending of a long festering negativemat or parent-child relationship has
introduced a more relaxed emotional relationship the home. It may also be possible, even
though our data are not effective for evaluating,tthat a more mature child is simply better
able to handle the changing parental relationship.

When a father of a younger child leaves the hoheejmplications for the longer term
behavioral development of the child are quite caxphAt a statistical first glance, the child of a
father who leaves during his childhood appearstebbp less behavior problems the longer he
lives with both his parents. But, when controlliiog maternal an child background factors, in
particular the emotional and cognitive home enwvinent, the benefit of partial father presence
vanishes, and children who lived with their fathéusing part of their childhood are statistically
indistinguishable from children who have never diweith their father in their likelihood of
developing behavior problems at age ten.

A more intensive exploration of the independen¢@t of father leaving as well as an
exploration of the other core inputs on the outc®meour fully controlled equations, partially
clarifies the meaning of the father’s leaving tloene as well as several other core results. First,
while the magnitude of the father leaving coefintgeare now reduced, the coefficients
highlighting a father’s leaving between ages eajid ten remain highly significant albeit
somewhat reduced in magnitude with all the controthe equation. Indeed, this residual
positive payoff is stronger then it is for childreto have lived with their father their whole life.
However, it is apparent that this is largely retilee of the continued relevance of the external

component of the behavior problems scale. Whenhifete a separate examination of the
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gender-specific equations, while the coefficientsthese specific father leaving variables are
largely unchanged, significance is reduced, reflgathe smaller separate gender samples and
corresponding greater standard errors. The maungtitahat might be retained here is that even
though the father leaving point is very close ® ¢lutcome point, we find no evidence of what
we had expected—a short term upswing in negatihawer. Also, in this regard, there is some
evidence that the Dad leaving between ages eighteamhas a somewhat stronger positive effect
then is true for children who have always livedhatiteir father. This finding also remains
unexpected, given that the latter subset has #ismmtly higher HOME score then for the father
late-leaving families.

For the overall sample, several additional poirtschemphasis. The quality of the home
environment, both cognitive and emotional, retas/ strong connections with all the
behavioral outcomes. Also, as emphasized and disdua the earlier text, early maternal
smoking maintains a strong independent more negatmnection with child behavior at age
ten—regardless of all the other factors. This htdds for boys and girls, and is linked with both
higher external and internal behaviors. This isahe interest, as other literature suggests that
boys typically show more negative externalizingdabr in response to negative factors
whereas girls tend to respond more negatively (lott Menaghan 1993). Finally, there are
some important instances of gender differencesspanse patterns. As highlighted, girls
respond to a father being present throughout thgidhood by expressing less behavior
problems than girls experiencing a family disruptiBurthermore, the emotional environment of
the home appears to have little influence on gb&havior problems indicating that the HOME
emotional score does not represent and indirekctl@ween father presence and behavior

problems for young girls. However, given the strpadgterns between father absence and
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emotional decline, the insignificance of the timofgather presence and the strong significance
of the HOME emotional subscale for boys indicalkes & significant portion of the negative
effect of paternal absence on behavior problemgdang boys is indirect through the reduced
emotional quality of the home environment.

In our final analysis, we explored for families wiehe father is absent whether or not
boy and girl behaviors vary in major ways when @& fether figure is introduced into the
household. For the most part, when the child istagethere is only limited evidence of a “new
man” effect. There is a marginal independent nggadffect on externality for boys, whereas,
conversely, the presence of a new man only hasgimadly negative impact on the internal
dimension. This is certainly consistent with avaléaresearch that suggests different response
patterns between the genders (Manning and Lamb; 2@0&ins et al. 2005). The overriding
effect of a new man in the household is negativiegignificant, indicating that the presence of a
new father figure does not repair the damage dowhitd behavior by the absence of the
biological father.

Using data from the NLSY child and mother survelis study extends and expands our
understanding of father involvement in child wedlitg. Making use of the longitudinal and
representative dimensions of the NLSY linking cwildh mother, we conclude, quite
straightforwardly, that when fathers leave mattershe development of child well-being.
Examining the impact of the timing of father absedaring childhood, the earlier a father leaves
the home the longer a child experiences a pooraitgemotional home environment as HOME
scores show little evidence of recovery after bdateaves. Important to child well-being on its
own, the emotional quality of the home links fathbsence with an increase in externalizing and

internalizing behavior problems for children at &ge. Children in disrupted homes continue to
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have high levels of behavior problems even withatidition of a new father figure, indicating
that the negative impact of father leaving has fest with the physical presence of a male
parent and more to do with the trauma to the hame@ ment resulting from the loss of a

biological father.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the unweighsachple (N=3,519).

Variable name

Description

Mean SD

Father always absent n=694
Father leaves at age 2 n=195
Father leaves at age 4 n=189
Father leaves at age 6 n=141
Father leaves at age 8 n=115
Father leaves at age 10 n=140
Father always present n=2,045
Hispanic

Black

White

Male

Smoking while pregnant
Drinking while pregnant
Low birthweight
Premature birth

Mom education at birth

Urban residence age 8
In poverty age 8

Birth order
HOME percentile age 8

HOME Cognitive percentile age 8

HOME Emotional percentile age 8

BPI percentile age 10
BPI External percentile age 10
BPI Internal percentile age 10

Father figure present (only for
absent father sample; N=1,474)

Father absent variables are a series of binargbias
indicating when the father of the respondent claiftves
the home. Father never present is the referenegaat

in all analyses.

Mother-reported racial identity of child
Mother-reported racial identity of child
Mother-reported racial identity of child

Child gender

A binary variable where didates smoking while

pregnant with respondent child

A binary variable wherentlicates drinking while

pregnant with respondent child

A binary variable where 1 indicateg respondent child
was born less than or equal to 5 pounds 8 ounces.

A binary variable where 1 indicatesrespondent child
was born prior to 37 weeks of gestation

Mother's education at theetof respondent child's birth

A binary variable where katds the child was living
in an urban residence at age eight.

0.197
0.055
0.054
0.040
0.033
0.040
0.581
109
026
053
0.510
0.223

0.298

0.075

0.117

12.948 2.425
0.746

A binary variable where 1 indisate respondent child's 0.205

family was living in poverty at age eight.

Birth order of respondent child

A multi-item measure of thédts home environment

A subscale of ti@ME scale focusing on cognitive
factors in the child’'s home like number of bookstie
home or time parents spend teaching learning skills

A subscale of ti¥MHE scale focusing on cognitive
factors in the child’s home like number of bookshia
home or time parents spend teaching learning skills

See text and appendix ldtaild

See text and appenttr details
See text and appehébr details

A binary variable where 1 indicates the child repar
step-father or father figure living in the househol

2.183 .176
46.646 29.067
46.381 29.718

47.999 29.504

56.563 28.421
51.005 26.949
49.859 25.751
0.309
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Table 2. A comparison of the uncontrolled overdlME scores relating to the timing of father abseit¢e3,519).

HOME HOME HOME HOME HOME HOME
percentage age 0 percentage age 2 percentage age 4 percentage age 6 percentage age 8percentage age 10

Timing of father absence point 1 point 2 point 3 inbd point 5 point 6
Father absent at birth (1st point) | 32.064 | 28.205 28.984 26.882 26.757 30.167
n=694
Father absent at age 2 (2nd point)  43.176 | 20.183 | 34.236 33.713 30.629 36.176
n=195
Father absent at age 4 (3rd point) ~ 48.138 42,625 | 35.513 | 31.882 31.747 34.926
n=189
Father absent at age 6 (4th point) ~ 45.806 47.979 45.880 | 33.147 | 39.401 39.686
n=141
Father absent at age 8 (Sth point) ~ 51.272 45.951 46.946 47.653 | 34.627 | 42.611
n=115
Father absent at age 10 (6th point)  57.802 48.370 51.788 53.560 49.548 | 45.118
n=140
Father never absent 51.707 54.552 54.325 56.273 57.276 59.497
n=2,045
Mean prior to father absence 43.176 45.382 5%.5 47.956 52.214
Mean post father absence 28.843 32.787 33.517 1B7.4 38.619 45.118

The highlighted diagonal point identifies the tip@nt in which the father leaves the home. Meansvibéhe diagonal are HOME scores prior to father
absence, and means along and above the diagoneseepHOME scores after a father leaves the holgeh
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Table 3. A comparison of the controlled overall,ogional, and cognitive HOME scores relating to tih@ng of father absence (N=3,519).

Panel A: Adjusted Mean Overall HOME Percentage &or

HOME HOME HOME HOME HOME HOME
percentage age 0 percentage age 2 percentage age 4 percentage age 6 percentage age 8 percentage age 10

Timing of father absence point 1 point 2 point 3 inbd point 5 point 6
Dad absent at birth (1st point) | 38.434 | 38.594 42.308 38.045 35.826 40.009
n=694
Dad absent at age 2 (2nd point)  46.286 | 35.069 | 41.746 40.008 35.984 42.053
n=195
Dad absent at age 4 (3rd point) 49.532 45157 | 41.178 | 35.631 34.679 38.183
n=189
Dad absent at age 6 (4th point) 46.331 48.670 46.944 | 36.586 | 41.393 41.394
n=141
Dad absent at age 8 (Sth point) 50.646 44.561 45.317 46.794 | 35.062 | 42.471
n=115
Dad absent at age 10 (6th point) ~ 56.394 46.207 48.200 50.479 47.039 | 43.294 |
n=140
Dad never absent 49.223 50.496 48.993 51.705 53.374 55.063
n=2,045
Mean prior to father absence 46.286 47.345 .3 46.830 49.664
Mean post father absence 38.869 38.972 37.418 9B9.7 38.767 43.294
Panel B: Adjusted Mean Emotional HOME Percentager &
Mean prior to father absence 49.409 47.501 46.8 50.320 50.758
Mean post father absence 40.191 38.966 41.579 421.4 45.167 45,537

Panel C: Adjusted Mean Cognitive HOME Percentage e

Mean prior to father absence 44.210 49.120 56.4 45.333 46.604
Mean post father absence 43.583 43.811 41.646 786.5 44.480 44.957

The highlighted diagonal cell identifies the timrg in which the father leaves the home. Meanew¢he diagonal are HOME scores prior to fatheeabs,
and means along and above the diagonal represaviB&aores after a father leaves the householdfAthe means reported control for race, genderharot
smoking or drinking while pregnant, low birth wetghrematurity, mother’s education, urban environtmpoverty status, and respondent birth order.
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Table 4. Uncontrolled OLS coefficients for influenaf father absence for different durations of abseon
behavior problem percentile scores at age ten (M3,

Total Behavior Externalizing Internalizing
Problems Problems Problems
B se B se B se
Father leaves at age 2
(Ref=Father always absent) -2.434 233 -3.128 2156  -1.274 2.059
Father leaves at age 4
(Ref=Father always absent) -0.969 2325  -1.568 2183  -0.472 2.084
Father leaves at age 6
Ref=Father al bsent
(Ref=Father always absent) -2.618 2548  -4.153% 2457  -2.433 2.346
Father leaves at age 8
(Ref=Father always absent) -1.978 304  -2.485 2678  0.678 2.557
Father leaves at age 10
Ref=Father al bsent . .
(Ref=Father always absent) -13.024 2794 -11.797  2.464 -8.218 2353
Father always present
Ref=Father al bsent . " .
(Ref=Father always absent) -10.094 1239 -10.181 1169 -9.47% 1.116

tp<.l p<.05 p<.01; p<.

001 (two-tailed tests)
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Table 5a. OLS determinants of behavior problemeugtile scores at age ten (N=3,519).

Total Behavior Externalizing Internalizing
Problems Problems Problems
B se B se B se
Father leaves at age 2
(Ref=Father always absent) -0.930 2.300 -1.293 2.127 0.472 2.058
Father leaves at age 4
(Ref=Father always absent) 0.939 2.255 0.376 2.159 1.400 2.088
Father leaves at age 6
(Ref=Father always absent) 0.720 2.601 -0.601 2.451 0.988 2.371
Father leaves at age 8
(Ref=Father always absent) 1.286 2.981 1.125 2.664 3.850 2.577
Father leaves at age 10
(Ref=Father always absent) -6.521" 2.852  -5.699 2514  -2.015 2.432
Fatheralways present
(Ref=Father always absent) -2.449 1512  -2.905 1.425  -2.247 1.378
Hispanic
(Ref=White) -1.751 1.346 -2.066 1.268 -0.246 1.227
Black
(Ref=White) -1.44 1.311 -1.756 1.23 -0.236 1.19
Male
(ref=female) 3.525 0.933 5.096 0.875  -1.733 0.846
Smoking while pregnant 5.191 1.176 5.995 1.133 3.937 1.096
Drinking while pregnant 2.316 1.043 2756  0.977 1.606 0.945
Low birthweight 3.064 1.937 2.764 1.863 1.706 1.802
Premature birth -2.178 1.636 -1.930 1.517 0.332 68.4
Mom education at birth -0.955 0.227  -0.82% 0.216  -0.475 0.209
Urban residence age 8 -0.263 1.078 0.157 1.027  40.09 0.994
In poverty age 8 3.399 1.355 2.381 1.267 3.788 1.226
Birth order -1.065 0.433  -0.922 0.404  -0.872 0.391
HOME Cognitive % age 8 -0.170 0.018  -0.11% 0.018  -0.09% 0.017
HOME Emotional % age 8 -0.069 0.019  -0.068 0.017  -0.078 0.017
Constant 77.917 3.744 69.696 3.558 65.611 3.442
R 0.078 .089 .066

tp<.1; p<.05" p<.01;" p<.001 (two-tailed tests)
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Table 5b. OLS determinants of behavior problem gtite scores at age 10 for the total sample.

Behavior Problems
(Male Sample)

Behavior Problems
(Female Sample)

Total External Internal Total External Internal
Fatherleaves at age 2
(Ref=Father always absent) -0.812 -1.437 -0.471 -0.925 -1.53 0.531
Fatherleaves at age 4
(Ref=Father always absent) 1.681 1.029 3.552 0.387 -0.05 -0.742
Fatherleaves at age 6
(Ref=Father always absent) -2.238 -3.467 -1.726 3.892 1.793 2.783
Father leaves at age 8
(Ref=Father always absent) -1.405 -2.284 1.264 3.279 2.986 4,734
Fatherleaves at age 10
(Ref=Father always absent) -6.346 -4.398 -2.197 -5.521 6114 -1.467
Fatheralways present
(Ref=Father always absent)  -0.902 -1.859 -1.125 -3.928  -4.208 -4.374
Hispanic
(Ref=White) -2.123 -2.472 -0.835 -0.991 -1.203 1.041
Black
(Ref=White) -2.771 -3.136 -1.878 -0.100 -0.02 2.047
Smoking while pregnant 5606  5.476° 3.389 4.693 4.435 3.303
Drinking while pregnant 0.58 0.849 -1.019 4.014 4.845° 4.287
Low birthweight 1.739 0.781 -1.108 3.974 3.235 a21
Premature birth -1.851 -0.737 1.053 -2.153 -2.087 0.135
Mom education at birth -1.342  -1.186" -0.928" -0567  -0.576 -0.229
Urban residence age 8 -2.858 -2.212 -2.026 1.896 1.888 1.679
In poverty age 8 4.923 5.366 4.943 1.851 1.727 2.271
Birth order -0.697 -0.644 -0.497 -1.447 -1.357 -1.228
HOME Cognitive % age 8 -0.189 -0.108" -0.084" -0.102" -0.102" -0.084"
HOME Emotional % age 8 -0.102  -0.092" -0.102"  -0.037 -0.02 -0.025
Constant 88.75 81.684 72.277 70.165 63.112 59.067
R? .098 .097 .083 .060 .066 .059
N 1,794 1,794 1,794 1,725 1,725 1,725

tp<.l p<.05" p<.01;”

p <.001 (two-tailed tests)
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Table 6a. Internal, External, and Total BPI peragatscores at age 10 for father missing and maiplsa

(n=748).

Internalizing Externalizing Total Behavior

Problems Problems Problems

B se B se B se
Father leaves at age 2
(Ref=Father always absent) -0.348 3.109 0.049 3.21 0.377 3.299
Father leaves at age 4
(Ref=Father always absent) 3.689 3.275 2.634 3.243.047 3.189
Father leaves at age 6
(Ref=Father always absent) -0.786 3.450 -1.274 13.70-0.603 3.882
Father leaves at age 8
(Ref=Father always absent) 2.132 3.977 0.235 4.218.539 4.384
Father leaves at age 10
(Ref=Father always absent) -0.851 3.731 -1.667 B.92-4.433 4.346
Hispanic
(Ref=White) -3.522 2.893 -5.201 3.041 -4.136 3.162
Black
(Ref=White) -3.682 2.67 -3.584 2.706  -3.539 2.787
Smoking while pregnant 3.086 2263 7.092 2316 6.414 2.263
Drinking while pregnant -0.020 2.154 2.699 2.21 92.4 2.224
Low birthweight -4.651 4.041 -2.994 3.924 -2.392 928
Premature birth 5.135 3651 5983 3502 4.89 3.472
Mom education at birth -1.571 0.572  -1.948 0571 -1.692 0.573
Urban residence age 8 -1.866 2.448  -2.557 2.422 0213. 2.39
In poverty age 8 5.945 2.458  6.292 2.422  7.378 2.417
Birth order -1.032 0.828 -0.977 0.909 -0.811 0.889
HOME Cognitive % age 8 -0.148 0.039 -0.142° 0.04  -0.147 0.041
HOME Emotional % age 8 -0.088 0.038 -0.075 0.04 -0.072 0.04
Father figure present
(Ref= no father figure present) 0.671 2.152 4086 2.23 2.939 2.274
Constant 83.271 8.804 89.045 8.701 90.462 8.578
R? 105 133 129

tp<.1p<.05 p<.01;" p<.

001 (two-tailed tests)
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Table 6b. Internal, External, and Total BPI peragetscores at age 10 for father missing and fesaatmple

(n=726)

Internalizing Externalizing Total Behavior

Problems Problems Problems

B se B se B se
Father leaves at age 2
(Ref=Father always absent) 0.933 3.177 -1.366 3.107 -0.74 3.199
Father leaves at age 4
(Ref=Father always absent) -1.116 3.104 -0.456 3.160.173 3.26
Father leaves at age 6
(Ref=Father always absent) 2.819 3.717 1.366 3.37272 3.626
Father leaves at age 8
(Ref=Father always absent) 4,792 3.956 2.754 3.972073 4.137
Father leaves at age 10
(Ref=Father always absent) -0.679 3.831 -6.062 8.475.252 3.984
Hispanic
(Ref=White) 0.179 3.173 -4.089 3.098 -3.308 3.282
Black
(Ref=White) 0.939 2,513 -1.655 2.462 -2.064 2.615
Smoking while pregnant 6.773 2.359 8.580 2.33  9.586 2.284
Drinking while pregnant 4.525 2.312 4.585 2.304 3.578 2.342
Low birthweight 1.48 3.843 -1.442 3.614 -0.345 360
Premature birth -0.866 3.809 -0.409 3.543 117 3.56
Mom education at birth -0.342 0.556 -0.976 0.556 -0.909 0.6
Urban residence age 8 2.942 2.446  3.077 2.39 h421 254
In poverty age 8 2.057 2.312 3.785 2.28 3.029 2.336
Birth order -1.441 0.846 -2.52 0.872 -2.31 0.883
HOME Cognitive % age 8 -0.135 0.036 -0.15% 0.037 -0.156" 0.04
HOME Emotional % age 8 -0.014 0.039 0.056 0.037 28.0 0.039
Father figure present
(Ref= no father figure present) 3.036 2.22 2.849 2197 3.751 2.274
Constant 60.551 8.387 68.405 8.394 73.149 8.65
R? 062 .100 .094

tp<.1; p<.05" p<.01;" p<.001 (two-tailed tests)
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Appendix 1. Listing of measures included in theethBP| dependent variables (internal, externaltatad).

Behavior Problem Item (BPI) Description (Dnternal/(E)xternal

Argues Too Much

Behavior Problems Index: Has Trouble Getting Ala¥igh Teachers (> 5 Yrs Old
Breaks Things Deliberately (< 12 Yrs Old)
Bullies Or Is Cruel/Mean To Others

Cheats Or Tells Lies

Has Strong Temper And Loses It Easily

Has Sudden Changes In Mood Or Feeling

Has Trouble Getting Along With Other Children
Has Trouble Getting Mind Off Certain Thoughts
Is Disobedient At Home

Is Disobedient At School (>5 Yrs Old)

Is Impulsive Or Acts Without Thinking

Is Not Liked By Other Children

Is Rather High Strung, Tense, And Nervous

Is Restless, Overly Active, Cannot Sit Still

Is Stubborn, Sullen, Or Irritable

Is Easily Confused, Seems In A Fog

Is Too Fearful Or Anxious

Is Unhappy, Sad, Or Depressed

Clings To Adults (<12 Yrs Old)

Cries Too Much (< 12 Yrs Old)

Demands A Lot Of Attention (< 12 Yrs Old)
Feels Worthless Or Inferior

Feels/Complains No One Loves Him/Her

Has Difficulty Concentrating/Paying Attention

Is Too Dependent On Others (< 12 Yrs Old)

Is Withdrawn, Does Not Get Involved With Others

- ——— -0 mmmmmmmMmmMmMmMmMmmMmMmmMmMmMmmmmMm

Does Not Seem To Feel Sorry After Misbhehaving Total only
Feels Others Are Out To Get Him/Her Total only
Hangs Around With Kids Who Get Into Trouble Total only
Is Secretive, Keeps Things To Self Total only
Worries Too Much Total only

Each BPI measure asks the mother of the respoctiddtif this behavior is "often true," "sometimise,"
or "not true."
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