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ABSTRACT

Fathers and Youth’s Delinquent Behavior’

This paper analyzes the relationship between having one or more father figures and the
likelihood that young people engage in delinquent criminal behavior. We pay particular
attention to distinguishing the roles of residential and non-residential, biological fathers as
well as stepfathers. Using data from the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health,
we find that adolescent boys engage in more delinquent behavior if there is no father figure in
their lives. However, adolescent girls’ behavior is largely independent of the presence (or
absence) of their fathers. The strong effect of family structure is not explained by the lack of
paternal involvement that generally comes with fathers’ absence, even though adolescents,
especially boys, who spend time doing things with their fathers usually have better outcomes.
There is also a link between adult delinquent behavior and adolescent family structure that
cannot be explained by fathers’ involvement with their adolescent sons and is only partially
explained by fathers’ involvement with their adolescent daughters. Finally, the strong link
between adolescent family structure and delinquent behavior is not accounted for by the
income differentials associated with fathers’ absence. Our results suggest that the presence
of a father figure during adolescence is likely to have protective effects, particularly for males,
in both adolescence and young adulthood.
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1. Introduction

Over the past fifty years, modern families have been indelibly altered by dramatic
increases in the prevalence of non-marital childbearing, divorce, and remarriage. In the
United States, for example, nearly four in ten births are to unmarried women (Ventura 2009)
and the fraction of children under age 18 living in mother-only families has risen from 8
percent in 1960 to 23 percent in 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). Overall, 30 percent of
U.S. children are estimated to spend some time living in stepfamilies (Bumpass et al. 1995).
This dramatic trend toward father-absent families is similar in most countries around the
world and has focused the attention of policy makers and researchers alike on the important
role that fathers play in child and adolescent development. For example, the 1996 welfare
reform legislation in the United States places significant emphasis on family structure by
incorporating family formation and the maintenance of two-parent families as one of its
primary components. Most recently, President Obama signed into law the Claims Resolution
Act of 2010, which authorizes $150 million for programs promoting healthy marriages and
responsible fatherhood.

Previous research has shown that fathers' involvement with their children is linked to
higher academic achievement, improved social and emotional well-being, and a lower
incidence of delinquency, risk taking, and other problem behaviors.! However, it appears to
be the quality -- rather than the frequency -- of fathers' interaction with their children that
matters, making it vital to study fathers' relationships with their children in depth (see Bronte-
Tinkew et al. 2006).

Much of the early research assessed the role of fathers in two-parent families (e.g.
Harris and Marmer 1996; Harris et al. 1998; Hofferth 2006; and references cited therein),

leaving many questions about the consequences of living with biological fathers versus

! For reviews see Harris and Marmer 1996; Amato and Rivera 1999; and Bronte-Tinkew et al. 2006.
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stepfathers and the contributions of non-residential fathers unanswered. In the intervening
years, non-residential fathers and stepfathers have become the focus of substantial research
effort (see White and Gilbreth 2001; King 2006; Yuan and Hamilton 2006), though the
literature on each has developed somewhat separately. Research on stepfathers typically
ignores children's relationships with their non-residential fathers, while research on non-
residential fathers often does little more than simply account for the fact that mothers may
have remarried (King 2006).> Importantly, the handful of studies which do account for the
full complexity of children's family relationships paint a much more cautious picture about
the positive consequences of fathers' engagement with their young and adolescent children.
Kalil et al. (2010) find that living in closer proximity to ones biological father after divorce is
associated with poorer outcomes in young adulthood, for example. Yuan and Hamilton
(2006), conclude that a close, non-conflictual relationship with stepfathers improves
adolescent outcomes, however "involvement with non-residential fathers provides little
benefit for adolescents and may even be detrimental” (p. 1209).® Similarly, economists
attempting to unravel the separate effects of family breakdown on young people often
conclude that what matters most when fathers leave is not the loss of their presence per se,
but rather the loss of their income (Painter and Levine 2004; Walker and Zhu 2007).

Our goal is to contribute to this emerging literature by assessing the impact of
biological fathers, both residential and non-residential, and residential stepfathers on the
likelihood that youth will engage in a range of delinquent behaviors including property crime,
violent crime, selling drugs, taking part in gang fighting, and a composite measure of
criminal activity. We allow fathers to influence youths’ behavior through (i) the amount of

time they spend doing things with and talking to young people; (ii) the contributions they

2 Much of the literature on non-residential fathers seems to be about the relationship between child support
payments and access to children (e.g., Ermisch 2008; Del Boca and Ribero 2003).

® King (2006) analyzes the same data source as Yan and Hamilton, but is somewhat more optimistic about the
role of non-residential fathers. She finds that while close relationships with both non-residential and stepfathers
are associated with better outcomes, it is the relationship with the stepfather that is more influential.
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make to household income; and (iii) simply being present in the household. We are
particularly interested in the following questions: How does the incidence of delinquent
behavior vary across family structures? Does spending time with or talking to fathers reduce
the likelihood that youth will engage in delinquent behavior? Finally, does accounting for the
extent to which fathers are involved with young people help us to understand the link
between youths' delinquent behavior and the types of families they are growing up in?

In addressing these questions, we analyze data from the National Longitudinal Survey
of Adolescent Health (Add Health). This data set is ideal for our purposes for a number of
reasons. Unlike previous researchers, we exploit the longitudinal nature of the Add Health
data to minimize concerns about reverse causality -- i.e., the possibility that delinquent
behavior may influence fathers' involvement. Moreover, the information that is available in
Add Health about family structure, the nature of fathers' involvement with their children, and
household income allows us to simultaneously consider the multiple pathways through which
fathers might matter. Detailed data on family background, in particular, mothers'
relationships with their children are also important in minimizing the potential for unobserved
heterogeneity to confound our estimates. Finally, we consider delinquent behavior both in
adolescence and early adulthood.

Understanding the link between fathers’ involvement with their children and youths'
delinquent behavior is critical because the decision to engage in risky or criminal behavior
often has substantial social, economic, and health costs for adolescents themselves, their
families and society more generally. In 2008, for example, U.S. law enforcement agencies
made an estimated 2.11 million arrests of young people under the age of 18 (U.S. Department
of Justice 2009), while the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) report that youth violence is
the second leading cause of death for young people between the ages of 10 and 24 (CDC

2010). Designing sensible initiatives to reduce these costs requires fully accounting for the



complexity of youths' family relationships and a better understanding of why and how fathers
matter.

We find that adolescent boys engage in more delinquent behavior if there is no father
figure in their lives. Adolescent girls' behavior is largely independent of the presence (or
absence) of their fathers. However, the strong effect of family structure is not explained by
the lack of paternal involvement that generally comes with fathers’ absence, even though
adolescents who spend time doing things with their fathers often have better outcomes.
There is also a link between adult delinquent behavior and adolescent family structure that
cannot be explained by fathers' involvement with their adolescent sons and is only partially
explained by fathers' involvement with their adolescent daughters. Finally, the strong link
between adolescent family structure and delinquent behavior is not accounted for by the
income differentials associated with fathers' absence.

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we describe our
conceptual framework and estimation strategy. We discuss the details of the Add Health data
and our estimation sample in Section 3. Our results are presented in Section 4, while our

conclusions and suggestions for future research are discussed in Section 5.

2. Estimation Strategy
2.1. Conceptual Framework

We begin with a simple conceptual framework in which young adults' decisions to
engage in delinquent behavior are driven by the anticipated costs and benefits of their
actions.® These costs and benefits are influenced in part by the parental investments made
while they were growing up. In light of the dramatic changes in family structure over the

past generation, we are also interested in understanding the consequences of fathers'

* We build on the work of Becker (1968) which underpins many models of crime and risk taking.
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investments (or lack of investments) during adolescence on their young-adult children's
delinquent behavior.

We assume that fathers influence their children through three primary channels. First,
the financial resources they bring to the household are used to fund critical investments in
children's development, health, education, psychosocial skills, and so on. These human
capital investments raise the returns to productive market work and stable family structures
when children reach adulthood, thus reducing the benefits and increasing the opportunity
costs of delinquent behavior. Second, fathers spend time and effort in raising their children
which is likely to have long-term consequences for children's intellectual and developmental
well-being.® Particularly relevant for our purposes is the evidence that fathers can influence
adolescent drinking, delinquency, and other problem behaviors (Cooksey and Fondell 1996;
Harris and Marmer 1996; Harris et al. 1998; Amato and Rivera 1999; Bronte-Tinkew et al.
2006; Hofferth 2006; Antecol and Bedard 2007; Michael and Ben-Zur 2007). Finally, there
is the possibility that fathers may affect their children's future outcomes simply by being
resident in the household while they are growing up. Fathers provide children with male role
models and can influence children's preferences, values, and attitudes, while giving them a
sense of security, boosting their self-esteem, and enhancing their ability to build positive
relationships with others. They also increase the degree of adult supervision in the
household, which may lead to a direct reduction in delinquent behavior (Wilder and Watt
2002; Aizer 2004; Averett et al. 2009).

Much of the existing literature on the consequences of children's family structure on
later life outcomes confounds these pathways. There is a voluminous literature, for example,
which concludes that growing up in a single parent household is associated with increased

risk taking (e.g. Antecol and Bedard 2007). However, unless researchers separately account

® See Hofferth (2006) for a review.



for the many ways in which fathers affect their children, estimates of the effect of family
structure -- i.e. simple comparisons of outcomes when there is a father present and when
there is not -- confound all of them. Moreover, children often live in what are complex
family structures and this complexity is often ignored. It is particularly important to consider
the nature of fathers' relationships with their children -- i.e. whether residential or not,
whether biological or step, etc. -- and to account for the fact that many children have multiple
father figures in their lives (see White and Gilbreth 2001).

To formalize these arguments we begin by assuming that the utility of engaging in
delinquent behavior (y,) is given by:

Ve = ¥(x¢(20, K0); Zo; Ko) 1)
where x; captures a young adult's current preferences, market opportunities, family structure,
etc. which underlie his or her current costs and benefits of delinquent behavior. Let
z, capture adolescent endowments and k, represent the investments that fathers make in their
adolescents. In the empirical implementation of the model, we will adopt a linear, latent
variable structure for y;.

In the simplest case, fathers' influence on adult decision making can be modeled
using a binary variable indicating whether or not a father was present in the household while
the individual was growing up (f, ). Specifically,

Ko = Kk(fo) (2)
with f, = 1if young adult lived with a father while growing up and f, = 0 otherwise. This

implies that the effect of fathers' investments on young-adult outcomes is given by:
0
Yfap = [0elxe 20, k(fy = 1) = Gelxe, 20,k (fy = 0))] (3)

The effect of fathers on young adults’ delinquent behavior can then be estimated by

comparing outcomes -- conditional on demographic characteristics and initial endowments --



for young adults who grew up in father-present households with the outcomes of those who
did not.
We now consider a more complex model of fathers' influence on their children.
Specifically, let
Ko = K(fo'l({) (2)
As before, f, captures fathers' presence during adolescence. Let I({ capture fathers' time and

financial investments. Differentiating young adults' outcomes with respect to fathers'

presence and then rearranging results in:
ayt/ — ayt/ aKo(-)/
dfo dK dfo

-1

ayt/a;co — a)’t/afo 9K (. )/afo

-1

Dt e, = 1Ol 20, k(o = 1) = Grelte 20,k fy = 0] | 200/ 0 @)

Equation (3) makes it clear that the effect of fathers' presence during adolescents (the first
right-hand-side term) on adult outcomes is moderated by the effect that living with ones
father has on the total level of paternal investments including fathers' time and income. Our
interest is in understanding the relative contribution of each to young adults' delinquent

behavior.

2.2. Estimation Equation
The above conceptual framework is useful in clarifying the link between family
structure in adolescence (as measured by fathers' presence) and young-adult outcomes. We

cannot estimate equation (1) directly, however. Instead, we focus on a series of reduced-form



models -- increasing in controls -- of a young adult's participation in delinquent behavior

(Y;r). We begin by considering our baseline model:
Yie = Z?=1Fi]o ar + Y00, + &t (4)
where i indexes individuals, period 0 coincides with wave 1 and t = 1, 2 indexes waves 2 and

4 respectively. The effect of fathers' presence in their adolescent children's lives is captured

through a set of five mutually exclusive indicator variables reflecting family structure,

Fi{) j =1..5, i.e. the specific configuration of father figures that each child had in wave 1
(see Section 3.2). We also account for the effect of delinquent behavior in adolescence
(Y;0) on the propensity to engage in subsequent delinquent behavior. The inclusion of a
lagged dependent variable in equation (4) is intended to provide a simple proxy for any
unobserved factors that are correlated both with adolescent family structure and subsequent
delinquent behavior.® Consequently, a, captures the total effect of alternative adolescent
family structures -- characterized by differences in father figures -- on post-adolescent
delinquent behavior controlling for whether or not an individual engaged in delinquent
behavior as an adolescent. Finally, &;; is a normally distributed error term with mean zero
and unit variance.

Estimates from this baseline model will be compared to those from a model in which
we also account for the degree to which fathers are actively involved in their adolescent

children's lives. Specifically,
Yie = ?:1 Fiyae + 215‘=1(Ii0 * F) Be + Yioby + &3t ®)
where I;, is a vector which includes measures of the time that fathers spend doing things

with and talking to their adolescent children. In this case, a, captures the effect of fathers'

® The inclusion of a lagged dependent variable to control for unobserved factors is not ideal, but is commonly
done when instruments are not available (e.g. Cesur et al. 2011; Rees and Sabia 2011). In particular,
Wooldridge (2003) argues this procedure can improve estimates of the effects of policy variables on various
outcomes (pg. 301).
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presence in their adolescent children's lives -- i.e., the effect of fathers who spend no time
talking to or doing things with their children -- while S; reflects the additional effect of
fathers' engagement with adolescents on post-adolescent delinquent behavior.

Finally, we also consider a specification which also controls for i) total household
income; ii) mothers' engagement with their adolescents; and iii) standard demographic
controls (age, race and ethnicity, immigrant status, religion, number of siblings, birth order,
and health status). These additional controls allow us to sharpen our understanding of the
effects of fathers' presence and fathers' involvement in adolescents’ lives. Accounting for
total family income is particularly important as this allows us to separate the income effect of
living with a father from the supervisory or role model effects of fathers.” Moreover,
previous research points to the importance of accounting for mothers' involvement with their
children when assessing the effect of fathers on child outcomes as mothers may increase the
time and effort they devote to children as a means of compensating for fathers' lack of
engagement (Amato and Rivera 1999; Bronte-Tinkew et al. 2006). Finally, we include
standard demographic controls to account for variation in the relative costs and benefits of
delinquent behavior.®

Our ability to use the panel structure of the Add Health data allows us to overcome
some of the econometric challenges faced by previous researchers. In particular, our ability
to estimate the effect of father figures during adolescence on delinquent behavior in young
adulthood diminishes concerns about reverse causality and constitutes an important
improvement over previous research which attempts to estimate the effect of family structure
on simultaneous outcomes using cross-sectional data. Yuan and Hamilton (2006), for

example, find "few beneficial associations between non-residential-father involvement and

" Unfortunately, the Add Health data do not allow us to construct a measure of fathers' income separate from
total household income.

® We restrict ourselves to controls that are plausibly exogenous and are not themselves a function of past
delinquent behavior (see Ruhm 2004).

10



adolescent well-being™ (pg. 1205). Yet the interpretation of these cross-sectional associations
are made difficult by the potential for family structure itself (for example, parental
separation) or parental involvement (for example, parental supervision) to respond to
adolescent behavior (for example, youth drug taking). Moreover, we are able to use lagged
delinquent behavior as a proxy for the unobserved factors that are correlated with adolescent

family structure, but continue to drive delinquent behavior in young adulthood.’

3. Data

The data used in this study come from the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent
Health (Add Health) which was administered by the Carolina Population Center at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. The first wave of Add Health was administered
between September 1994 and April 1995 to 20,745 nationally-representative adolescents in
grades 7 through 12. An in-school questionnaire was given to every student who attended one
of the 132 sampled U.S. schools. A random sample of approximately 200 adolescents from
each high school/feeder school pair was selected for in-home interviews. Three follow-up
interviews have been conducted since the original Add Health data collection. The first

follow-up interview (wave 2) was administered in 1996; wave 3 was conducted in 2001 when

° Although the panel nature and richness of Add Health allow us to control for a large set of covariates, our
analysis is based on observational data rather than a controlled experiment. Therefore, it is possible that we are
unable to account for all the factors that are correlated with adolescent family structure and parental
involvement on the one hand and delinquent behavior on the other. One way to account for possible bias due to
unobserved heterogeneity is to implement an instrumental variables method. However, this would require an
instrument that could plausibly satisfy the exclusion restriction, i.e. a variable that is correlated with family
structure and paternal involvement, but has no direct effect on young adults' delinquent behavior.
Unfortunately, we were not able to identify such a variable in Add Health. We also considered a sibling fixed
effects regression as an alternative strategy to account for unobserved heterogeneity. Note, however, that fixed
effects models that rely on twins or on full siblings are not useful in our case because there would be no
variation in family structure within these sibling pairs. Instead, we did estimate models using the 315 half-
sibling, same-sex pairs (150 males and 165 females) with non-missing data in our sample. These sibling pairs
share the same mother but have different fathers, i.e. different family structures. Estimating our models
including half-sibling fixed effects produced results that were generally similar qualitatively to those presented
here. However, the results were imprecisely estimated due to the small sample sizes and lack of variation.
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respondents were between the ages of 18 - 26; and wave 4 was administered in 2007 - 2008
to 15,701 of the original Add Health participants.™®

Add Health is ideal for the purposes of this study for a number of reasons. First, it
was specifically designed to provide rich information on adolescents' health and risk
behaviors. Therefore, a detailed set of questions revealing information about involvement in
delinquent behaviors was asked of the respondents in each wave. Second, it is considered to
be the largest and most comprehensive survey of adolescents ever conducted. Third, the
longitudinal nature of the Add Health allows us to examine the long-term relationship
between family structure and delinquent behavior. Finally, since we have information on
delinquent behavior in all waves, we can account for baseline differences in these behaviors

in our empirical analyses.

3.1. Estimation Sample

We employ data from waves 1, 2 and 4 in this paper.’* We subject our data to a
number of exclusion criteria. Specifically, we delete children living alone or in a foster home
in any of the waves. We also delete observations with missing information on the type of
father figure or on fathers' involvement. We further limit our analysis sample to those
adolescents living with biological mothers in wave 1. Following Add Health data user
guidelines, we also drop observations with missing sample weights. Applying these criteria
and merging wave 1 with waves 2 and 4 results in an analysis sample of 11,295 adolescents
for the combined waves 1 and 2 sample and 11,731adolescents for the combined waves 1 and

4 sample. The age range of adolescents in our analysis sample is between 11 and 21.*2

10 See Harris et al (2009) for more on the Add Health research design.

1 We also conducted parallel analysis using wave 3 data. These results are largely consistent with those
presented here. For brevity, these results are not presented here, but are available from the authors upon request.

12 This is the age range in wave 1. However, it must be noted there are only 78 adolescents at ages 11, 19, 20, or
21 in wave 1, so the overwhelming majority of adolescents are between ages 12 and 18.
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Finally, we retained observations with missing data on control variables by creating
categories for missing information.

In our models, we control for a set of attributes that may influence individuals'
propensity to engage in delinquent behavior. These include binary indicators of age, race,
ethnicity, nativity status, health status, religious affiliation, number of siblings, and whether
the person is the first child in the family. In some of our analysis, we also control for binary

indicators of parental income and mothers' involvement with adolescents.™

3.2. Family Structure

As we have restricted our estimation sample to only those individuals living with their
biological mother in wave 1, the variation in family structure comes from the various father
figures present at wave 1. Given this, our five family structure indicators take on the
following values: i) Fjj = 1 residential, biological father only and 0 otherwise; ii) F3 =
non-residential, biological father only and 0 otherwise; iii) F3 = 1 no father figure and 0
otherwise; iv) F;y = 1 residential, step-father and non-residential, biological father and 0
otherwise; and v) Fj3 = 1 residential, step-father only and 0 otherwise. In our regressions,
F3 is omitted and all effects of family structure are measured relative to this group. It is
important to note that five indicators span the full set of possible family structures. One of
the advantages of the Add Health data is that we have the capacity to take all of them into
account. As mentioned earlier, much of the previous literature on the effects of fathers
focuses only on a limited set of family structures, combines outcomes across disparate family
types, and ignores the interaction between non-residential, biological fathers and residential,

stepfathers (see King 2006).

3 Descriptive statistics for the independent variables of interest are consistent with those of the relevant
literature and are available upon request.
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Information about the prevalence of specific family structures is presented in Table 1.
Of those adolescents living with their biological mothers, more than 61.6 percent also live
with their biological fathers. Consistent with previous U.S. evidence (see Dahl and Moretti
2004; Lundberg 2005), we find that teenage boys are more likely to be living with their
biological fathers than are teenage girls. More than one in four adolescents (28.5 percent) in
our sample live with a single mother and have a non-residential, biological father in their
lives. The likelihood of adolescents having two father figures in their lives (i.e., both a non-
residential, biological father and a stepfather) (7.3 percent) is the same as having no father
figure at all (7.1 percent). Finally, a small proportion of young people (2.8 percent) lives
with a stepfather only and do not have a relationship with their biological father.

Table 1 Here

3.3. Delinquent Behavior

The Add Health contains many questions related to delinquent and criminal activity in
the previous 12 months. These questions are similar to those found in other surveys and to
the official definitions of “crime” used by government sources such as the Bureau of Justice
Statistics. We focus on a representative set of five types of delinquent behaviors in this
analysis. The first four are (i) property crime, (ii) violent crime, (iii) selling drugs, and (iv)
taking part in a gang fight in the past 12 months. These comprise most of the delinquent
behaviors committed by the adolescents and young adults. Finally, we also analyze a fifth
measure which captures whether any of these four delinquent behaviors were committed in

the past 12 months.**

 Mocan and Tekin (2005, 2006) show that the rates of delinquent behaviors reported in Add Health, e.g. crime
and illicit drug use, are comparable to those in other national data sources, while Mocan and Rees (2005)
demonstrate that the extent of juvenile crime calculated from Add Health data is similar to that obtained from
other sources. Survey administrators took several steps to maintain data security and to minimize the potential
for interviewer or parental influence. First, respondents were not provided with any printed questionnaires.
Rather, all data were recorded on laptop computers. Second, respondents listened to pre-recorded questions
through earphones for sensitive topics such as delinquent behavior. They then registered their answers directly
into laptop computers.
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More specifically, we define a binary indicator of property crime which equals one
whenever an individual committed property damage, theft, or burglary in the past 12 months
and zero otherwise. The property damage information is derived from the Add Health
questionnaire item: “Did you deliberately damage property that didn’t belong to you in the
past 12 months?” Theft is derived from two separate questions asking whether or not the
respondent stole something worth more than $50 dollars or worth less than $50 dollars in the
past 12 months.® Burglary is based on the question: “In the past 12 months, did you go into
a house or building to steal something?” We also create a binary indicator of whether or not
the respondent committed a violent crime (i.e. either assault or robbery) in the past 12
months. Assault is derived from the survey questionnaire: “In the past 12 months, did you
hurt someone badly enough to need bandages or care from a doctor or nurse?” Robbery is
based on the question: “In the past 12 months, did you use or threaten to use a weapon to get
something from someone?” Our indicator for selling drugs equals one whenever respondents
report selling marijuana or other drugs in the past 12 months and zero otherwise. Our binary
indicator of taking part in a gang fight equals one if the individual took part in a fight with a
group of friends against another group in the past 12 months. Finally, we created an indicator
for any delinquent behavior which takes the value of one if the respondent reports committing
any of these acts in the past 12 months and zero otherwise.

Figures 1 — 5 show the link between delinquent behavior and family structure across
waves separately by gender. These figures point to a number of stylized facts. First,
delinquent behavior is significantly more common among young men than young women.*®
Specifically, while just over half of teenage boys (54.3 percent) responded that they had

engaged in some form of delinquent behavior in the 12 months prior to wave 1, this was true

> The exact wordings of the questions are “Did you steal something worth less than $50?” and “Did you steal
something worth more than $50?”

1 The only exception is that young women with both a non-residential, biological father and a stepfather in
wave 1 are more likely to be involved in gang fighting in wave 2 than are young men growing up in the same
family structure.
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of slightly more than a third (37.2 percent) of teenage girls. Second, property crime (i.e.
property damage, theft, or burglary) is the most common form of delinquent behavior
amongst those surveyed, while selling drugs is the least common. Third, in general, the
incidence of delinquent behavior declines sharply as adolescents move into young adulthood.
In particular, the incidence of any type of delinquent behavior falls from 54.3 percent for
boys (37.2 percent for girls) in wave 1 to 19.3 percent (7.6 percent) in wave 4. The exception
is that the likelihood that young men report having sold drugs in the previous 12 months
increases between waves 1 and 2. Fourth, there is substantial variation in the incidence of
delinquent behavior among youths living in different family structures, although this pattern
depends on gender and the specific form of delinquent behavior considered.

Figures 1 — 5 Here

3.4. Family Structure and Parental Involvement with Adolescents

One of the advantages of the Add Health survey is the availability of detailed
information about the extent to which parents are involved in various aspects of their
adolescent children's lives. Information is separately available for mothers, biological fathers
(both residential and non-residential), as well as the stepfather if there is one. We relied on
factor analysis to reduce the dimensionality of the measures representing fathers’
involvement.!” Based on this analysis, we grouped these various survey items into two
categories: one involving doing things with the adolescent and the other involving talking
with him or her about various issues. Specifically, the former comprises five activities that
youths may undertake with their parents and is based on the following questionnaire items: In
the past four weeks, (1) “Have you gone shopping?; (2) “Have you played a sport?”; (3)

“Have you gone to a religious service or church-related event?”; (4) “Have you gone to a

7 Factor analysis has been frequently used by researchers to reduce the data to a smaller set of dimensions (e.g.,
Cobb-Clark and Schurer 2011 and Okumura and Usui 2010).
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movie, play, museum, or concert, or sports event?”; and (5) “Have you worked on a project
for school?” Similarly, the activities involving talking with parents are based on the
following four questionnaire items: (1) “Have you talked about someone you’re dating, or a
party you went to?”; (2) “Have you had a talk about a personal problem you were having?”;
(3) “Have you talked about your school work or grades?”; and (4) “Have you talked about
other things you’re doing in school?” We created separate indexes for mothers, residential
fathers, and non-residential fathers by summing up the five (four) binary indicators in the
former (later) category. Thus, each index represents the number of activities that youths do
with their parents or alternatively the range of issues that youths discuss with their parents.

Table 2 shows how parental involvement varies with family structure. We begin by
considering the experiences of adolescents living with two biological parents. On average,
those biological fathers who live with their children engage in 1.5 (1.2) different activities
each month with their sons (daughters) and talk with their adolescent children about 1.4
issues on average. Thus, biological fathers do significantly fewer things with their daughters
while there is no statistically significant difference in the range of things they talk to their
sons and daughters about. Mothers, on the other hand, do significantly more things with and
talk about significantly more issues with their daughters than they do with their sons.

Table 2 Here

We then conducted standard t-tests of differences in means to determine whether non-
residential, biological fathers and stepfathers are less involved with their adolescent children
than are biological fathers living with their children. The results of these tests are also
reported in Table 2. Not surprisingly, we find that non-residential, biological fathers and
stepfathers generally do fewer things with their adolescent children than do residential,
biological fathers. For example, biological fathers who do not live with their children do on

average one activity per month with their sons and 0.8 activities with their daughters
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irrespective of whether there is a stepfather present in the household or not. This is
significantly fewer activities than residential, biological fathers are engaged in. Interestingly,
however, the range of issues that adolescents talk to their biological fathers about does not in
general depend on whether their fathers live with them or not. One exception to this pattern
is that adolescent girls talk about more things -- not fewer -- with their biological fathers
when they live apart. Finally, stepfathers engage in more activities with their stepchildren
than do non-residential, biological fathers,’® but talk about fewer things with their
stepchildren than do biological fathers who live with their children. In contrast, there are no
significant differences in the number of issues that adolescents talk about with their
stepfathers versus biological fathers. The pattern is that doing things together is more
common when the father figure and the adolescent live in the same household than when they
live apart, while the difference is less pronounced for talking about things. This is not
surprising given that talking can always take place over the phone, while doing things
together requires both the father and the adolescent to be physically present.

Finally, we also tested whether the involvement of mothers with their adolescent
children differed significantly by family structure. Irrespective of whether they have been
remarried or not, mothers talk about more issues, but engage in fewer activities, with their
sons and daughters if their children's biological fathers are not present in the household.
Mothers also do not appear to compensate for the complete absence of a father figure by
increasing their involvement with their children. In fact, it is those children without a father
figure in their lives who engage in fewer activities and talk about fewer issues with their
mothers. One possible explanation for this pattern is that these mothers have less time to get
involved in the lives of their children as they may be overburdened with other roles and daily

activities such as working and shopping in the absence of a father figure.

8 In particular, those children with two father figures spend significantly more time doing things with their
stepfathers than with their non-residential, biological fathers.
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4. Results

Our goal is to understand how fathers' involvement with their adolescent children is
related to the tendency for young people to subsequently engage in delinquent behavior. We
address this issue by estimating models of delinquent behavior using linear probability
models.”® Given that Add Health relies on a school-based sample, we cluster standard errors
at the school level to adjust for correlations within a school. We consider three specifications
increasing in controls in order to isolate the effects of fathers' presence from the effects of the
time and income that fathers invest in their adolescents (see Section 2.1). As both the
incidence and determinants of risky behavior vary with gender (see Michael and Ben-Zur
2007; Abbott-Chapman et al. 2008), results (OLS coefficients and robust standard errors) are

presented separately for young men and young women.

4.1. Fathers' Influence on Delinquent Behavior in Adolescence

4.1.1. Results from our baseline model

We begin by considering how fathers' involvement with their adolescent children
influences subsequent delinquent behavior. Table 3 presents the results from our baseline
model (see equation 4) of adolescents' delinquent behavior measured in wave 2 when youth
were aged 11 — 21, which controls only for initial (i.e. wave 1) family structure and
delinquent behavior.

Table 3 Here

Not surprisingly, adolescents who have engaged in delinquent behavior in the past are
much more likely to do so again. In particular, adolescent boys and girls who report
participating in some form of delinquent behavior in wave 1 are approximately 38 percentage

points more likely to also report engaging in some form of delinquent behavior in wave 2.

19 We estimate linear probability models for ease of interpretation. Estimation of our models via probit models
yielded similar marginal effects.
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The degree of persistence in behavior over time appears to be the lowest for violent behavior
(i.e. assault or robbery) and the highest for selling drugs, especially for boys.

Adolescent boys who have a father figure in their lives are significantly less likely to
engage in subsequent delinquent behavior than are their peers with no father in their lives.
For example, the incidence of any form of delinquent behavior is 7.6 percentage points lower
among boys living with their biological fathers and is 8.5 percentage points lower among
boys who live with stepfathers and have no relationship with their biological fathers.
Delinquent behavior is also somewhat less likely among boys with non-residential, biological
fathers whether or not their mothers have remarried (4.0 and 5.0 percentage points,
respectively), though the former effect is not significant. Fathers are associated with a
particularly large reduction in the incidence of violent behavior and gang fighting among
adolescent boys. These effects are quite sizeable given that we are also controlling for
whether or not adolescents were engaged in delinquent behavior at the baseline.

The presence or absence of father figures, on the other hand, appears to have little
relationship with the chances that adolescent girls will engage in delinquent behavior.
Controlling for initial (wave 1) delinquent behavior, girls with non-residential, biological
fathers and/or stepfathers in wave 1 are as likely as girls with no fathers to engage in
delinquent behavior in wave 2. We find no significant difference in delinquent behavior
across these four family structures whether we consider delinquent behaviors separately or as
a whole. Only residential, biological fathers appear to be related to a modest reduction in
delinquent behavior among adolescent girls. Girls living with their biological fathers are less
likely to engage in violent behavior (3.0 percentage points), selling drugs (1.9 percentage
points), and gang fighting (4.1 percentage points) than are girls with no fathers. Overall,

adolescent girls living with their biological fathers are 3.6 percentage points less likely than
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girls with no fathers to engage in some form of delinquent behavior though this difference is

not statistically significant.

4.1.2. Results from out augmented model

Next we turn our focus to the results of our augmented model which allows us to
assess the relative importance of fathers' presence versus fathers' involvement in
understanding delinquent behavior among adolescents. We consider two alternative
specifications. The first adds interactions between family structure and fathers' involvement
with their adolescent children to the baseline model (see equation 5), while the second also
incorporates a number of important controls for i) mothers' involvement with adolescents; ii)
family income; and iii) demographic characteristics. Results are reported in Tables 4A and
4B for boys and girls respectively.

Table 4A Here

Living with a biological father who does not participate in joint activities or talk about
any issues is associated with adolescent boys having a 5.5 percentage points lower incidence
of any delinquent behavior in wave 2. By way of comparison, the total effect of living with a
residential, biological father (as opposed to having no father figure at all) from our baseline
model is estimated to be a 7.6 percentage point reduction in delinquent behavior. Similarly,
the reduction in specific delinquent behaviors associated with living with ones biological
father falls moderately from 6.2 to 4.3 percentage points for violent behavior and only
slightly from 7.4 to 7.1 percentage points for gang fighting when we control for the extent of
residential, biological fathers' involvement with their adolescent sons. Moreover, the effect
of having a non-residential, biological father only (relative to having no father figure) on any
form of delinquent behavior remains unchanged once we control for fathers' involvement,

while the effect of having both a non-residential, biological father and a stepfather actually
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increases suggesting that in these households fathers' involvement with their sons is
associated with increased delinquent behavior.?  Finally, controlling for mothers'
involvement in their adolescent sons’ lives and for differences in household income across
family structures as well as exogenous determinants of delinquent behavior do little to change
these substantive results (see the even numbered columns in Table 4A).

Parallel results for adolescent girls are reported in Table 4B. Results from our
baseline model (see Table 3) indicate that the delinquent behavior of adolescent girls is
generally unrelated to the presence or absence of father figures in their lives. The exception is
that biological, residential fathers appear to have some modest protective effect in reducing
delinquent behavior. This continues to be true once we control for the extent to which fathers
are involved in doing things with and talking to their adolescent daughters. Unlike the case
for adolescent boys, the incidence of delinquent behavior among adolescent girls in wave 2 is
not significantly related to wave 1 family structure once we control for fathers' level of
involvement and for delinquent behavior in wave 1. The single exception is that adolescent
girls living with uninvolved, biological fathers are 2.2 percentage points less likely to engage
in selling drugs than are girls who have no father figure in their lives. Again, if anything, it is
fathers' presence -- as opposed to fathers' involvement -- that appears to be relatively more
important for girls.

Table 4B here

Overall, when taken together our results strongly suggest that much of the overall

(baseline) impact of fathers on their adolescent sons' delinquent behavior reflects the effect of

fathers' presence rather than their involvement with their sons or the financial contribution

% We conducted F-tests to assess the joint significance of the family structure and involvement interactions.
Results from these tests indicate that most of these interactions are jointly insignificant for both adolescent boys
and girls. The only exceptions are the family structure interactions associated with activities involving doing
things together with boys in the models of any delinquent behavior and violent crime. For girls, all the
interactions are imprecisely estimated.
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they make to household income.?

Although in most cases there is no link between family
structure and the propensity for adolescent girls to engage in delinquent behavior, where we
do find an effect, in particular with respect to selling drugs and gang fighting, it is again the
case that it is fathers' presence rather than the degree of their involvement that appears
relatively more important. In other words, although there are some significant differences in
the effect of fathers' involvement in different family structures, these differences contribute
little to our understanding of why adolescents' delinquent behavior is so strongly linked to
their family structure. This is consistent with Cooksey and Fondell (1996) and Painter and
Levine (2004) who also conclude that although the time fathers spend with their children has
positive effects on academic performance and high school completion rates, it does little to
mediate the effects of family structure. In other words, any negative consequences of fathers'
absence do not appear to be explained by a lack of fathers' time per se. Moreover, we have

also controlled for household income implying that the effect of fathers' absence on

adolescents' delinquent behavior is also not explained by the lack of fathers' income.?

4.2. Fathers' Influence on Delinquent Behavior in Adulthood

One of the great advantages of the Add Health data is that -- unlike previous
researchers -- we have the opportunity to study the effects of adolescent family structure on
delinquent behavior in adulthood. The criminological literature establishes that criminal
behavior itself is passed from one generation to the next implying that many children simply
follow their fathers and mothers into crime (see for example Goodwin and Davis 2011). We

know much less, however, about the way that fathers' parenting styles, level of engagement,

2! 'Yuan and Hamilton (2006) analyze cross-sectional data from wave 1 of Add Health and find that fathers'
involvement with their adolescents has no effect on depression and problem behavior.

22 \We have been unable to account for any income transfers that nonresidential, biological fathers may be
making to biological mothers. To the extent that higher income is associated with a reduction in delinquent
behavior, this would lead us to understate the reduction in delinquent behavior associated with having a
nonresidential, biological father as opposed to no father figure.
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and relationships with their adolescent children influence their children's criminal activity a
decade or more later. Addressing this issue is particularly important given ongoing concerns
about crime more generally and the change in the propensity to commit a crime as people
age. Figures 1 - 5, for example, demonstrate the sharp decline in property crime, violent
crime, selling drugs, and taking part in a gang fight as adolescents become adults making it
particularly interesting to understand the extent to which any residual delinquent behavior has

links to adolescent family structure.

4.2.1. Results from our baseline model

Table 5 presents the results from our baseline model (see equation 4) of young adults'
delinquent behavior measured in wave 4 when youth were aged 25 - 32. This model controls
only for initial (wave 1) family structure and delinquent behavior when young adults were
adolescents aged 11 to 20.

The results demonstrate the enduring link between living with one’s biological father
and a reduced tendency for men to engage in delinquent behavior even in adulthood.
Specifically, men who lived with their biological fathers while they were adolescents are 5.1
percentage points less likely than those with no father figure to engage in any delinquent
behavior as adults even after accounting for their delinquent behavior in adolescence.
Moreover, living with a residential, biological father -- rather than having no father figure --
while growing up is associated with lower incidence of a broad range of delinquent behaviors
later in life including violent crime (4.1 percentage points), selling drugs (3.5 percentage
points), and taking part in a gang fight (2.9 percentage points). Finally, the incidence of
violence among adult men is also lower among those who lived with stepfathers irrespective
of whether their biological fathers were present in their lives (3.1 percentage points) or not

(4.0 percentage points).
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Table 5 Here
In all other cases, we find no significant differences in the incidence of delinquent
behavior among adult men growing up in alternative family circumstances. It is also the
case, that with one minor exception, the presence or absence of father figures in adolescence

is unrelated to the incidence of delinquent behavior among adult women.

4.2.2. Results from our augmented model

As before, we estimate two augmented models of delinquent behavior that allow us to
assess the relative importance of fathers' presence versus fathers' involvement during
adolescence in understanding delinquent behavior among adults. The first adds interactions
between family structure and fathers' involvement with their adolescent children to our
baseline model of adult delinquent behavior (see equation 5), while the second also controls
for 1) mothers' involvement with their children; ii) family income; and iii) demographic
characteristics all measured during adolescence. Results are reported in Tables 6A and 6B
for men and women respectively.

Table 6A Here

Comparing results from our baseline and augmented models indicates that accounting
for fathers' involvement with their adolescent sons has no appreciable effect on the
relationship between adolescents' family structure and their delinquent behavior in adulthood.
In particular, adult men who lived with their biological fathers while adolescents and who, as
adolescents, reported that their fathers were not involved in doing things or talking with them,
are 5.2 percentage points less likely to engage in any delinquent behavior relative to men with
no father figures in adolescence (see Table 6A). In other words, the presence in the
household of biological fathers who are uninvolved with their adolescent sons (as measured

by our two indices) is associated with a 5.2 percentage point reduction in the incidence of
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delinquent behavior once those sons reach adulthood. This is virtually identical to the
estimated 5.1 percentage point total effect of residential, biological fathers on any form of
delinquent behavior obtained in our baseline model (see Table 5). Overall, that there is no
evidence that fathers' involvement in their adolescent sons’ lives mitigates the effects of
adolescent family structure on any of the specific forms of delinquent behavior we consider.

The effect of living with a non-involved, biological father during adolescence on adult
delinquent behavior is reduced somewhat once we also control for mothers' involvement,
household income, and demographic characteristics during adolescence. In particular, the
effect of living with a non-involved, biological father -- relative to having no father figure --
in reducing the delinquent behavior of adult men overall falls from 5.2 percentage points to
4.0 percentage points and becomes statistically insignificant. The reduction in the effect of
living with biological fathers on the chances of adult men engaging in other forms of
delinquent behavior is similar. At the same time, accounting for the interaction that men had
with their mothers, household income, and demographic characteristics while these men were
growing up leaves the effect of other types of family structures on adult crime rates nearly
unchanged.

Fathers appear to have a very different effect on the outcomes of their adult daughters.
Most importantly, there is no effect of simply growing up with a father figure on the
likelihood that adult women engage in delinquent behavior. Women growing up with fathers
who are not involved in talking to or doing things with them are as likely to engage in a range
of criminal activities in adulthood as women who grew up with no fathers (see Table 6B).
Living with a biological father, on the other hand, who is involved in taking his daughter
shopping, to soccer games, to church or to movies, etc. does reduce the chances that his
adolescent daughter will be involved in delinquent activities once she reaches adulthood.

Specifically, each additional activity that a residential, biological father participates in with
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his adolescent daughter results in between a 0.8 and 1.0 percentage point reduction in her

chances of engaging in any form of criminal activity. The involvement of residential,

stepfathers in their adolescent stepdaughters activities also reduces somewhat the incidence

of adult delinquent behavior in some cases.”® These results are in sharp contrast to those for

adult men who largely benefit from simply having a father figure present during adolescence.
Table 6B Here

It is also important to note that growing up with only a non-residential, biological
father who spent time talking with his adolescent daughter appears to be associated with
slight increases in her delinquent behavior as measured by any type of crime, violent crime,
and selling drugs once she reaches adulthood. This surprising result may be due to the
possibility that these verbal interactions between the non-residential father and the adolescent
is an indication of a problematic relationship between the two, which might have manifested
itself as delinquent behavior later in life.?*

Finally, it is important to note that the incidence of criminal behavior is significantly
lower among adult men and women whose mothers spent time doing things with them as
adolescents. Specifically, each additional activity that mothers' are engaged in with their
adolescent sons results in a 1.1 (0.7) percentage point fall in the likelihood that their sons
(daughters) are engaged in any form of delinquent behavior as adults. This suggests that the
positive effects of mothers' involvement on child and adolescent outcomes (e.g. Amato and

Rivera 1999; Bronte-Tinkew et al. 2006) may continue well into adulthood.

2 gpecifically, the incidence of property crime and gang fighting is reduced as stepfathers' involvement
increases for women with both residential stepfathers and non-residential, biological fathers in adolescence.

% The F-tests revealed that the estimates on the interaction between involvement and family structure are jointly
insignificant in almost all cases. The exceptions are that the interactions between family structure and talking
are significantly different from zero in the any delinquent behavior model for men and in the violent crime
model for women.
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5. Conclusions

Dramatic changes in the shape of modern families have led to debate about the extent
to which stronger relationships between fathers and their children might help in reducing the
substantial social, economic, and health costs associated with youths' delinquent behavior.
Making progress in developing sensible policy initiatives, however, depends on a much fuller
consideration of the complexity of youths' family relationships and a deeper understanding of
why and how fathers matter. The loss of a father's income seems to result in poorer outcomes
for example, (e.g. Painter and Levine 2004; Walker and Zhou 2007), though there is only
mixed evidence that young people suffer from the loss of a father's active involvement in
their lives per se (e.g. Kalil et al. 2010; Yuan and Hamilton 2006).

This paper contributes to this emerging literature by using Add Health data to assess
the impact of having a father figure on the likelihood that youths will engage in a range of
delinquent behaviors later in life. Unlike previous researchers, we consider the full range of
possible father figures including residential and non-residential, biological fathers and
residential stepfathers. We use the panel structure of our data to: (i) incorporate a lagged
dependent variable to control for unobserved factors that are correlated with both family
structure and delinquent behavior and (ii) exploit the timing of fathers' involvement with their
children to minimize concerns about reverse causality. Our detailed data also allow us to
simultaneously consider mothers' relationships with their children as well as the multiple
pathways through which fathers might matter. Finally, we consider delinquent behavior both
in adolescence and early adulthood.

We find that while adolescent girls' behavior is largely independent of the presence
(or absence) of their fathers, adolescent boys engage in more delinquent behavior if there is
no father figure in their lives. This latter effect cannot be explained by the lack of fathers'

active involvement in their sons’ lives per se, however, despite the fact that the time boys
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spend doing things with their fathers often does have beneficial effects. We also find a link
between adult delinquent behavior and adolescent family structure that cannot be explained
by fathers' involvement in doing things with their adolescent sons and is only partially
explained by fathers' involvement with their adolescent daughters. Finally, the strong link
between adolescent family structure and delinquent behavior is not accounted for by the
income disparities associated with fathers' absence.

These results are consistent with others in the literature and underscore the
complexities of designing public policies to reduce youths' delinquent behavior by
strengthening their family ties.”® Increasing the time that fathers spend being actively
engaged with their children would almost surely be beneficial -- especially for boys -- but it
seems unlikely to eliminate the disparity in delinquency rates among those who do and do not
grow up with fathers. Fathers who spend very little time doing things with or talking to their
children have a protective effect in reducing the chances their children will engage in
delinquent behavior. This may suggest that the sense of security generated by the presence of
a male role model in a child’s life has protective effects for the child irrespective of the
degree of interaction between the child and the father. At the same time, Bronte-Tinkew et al
(2006) argue it is the quality not the quantity of fathers' interaction with their children that
matters, while Harris and Marmer (1996) conclude that it is fathers' emotional rather than
behavioral involvement which reduces delinquency in poor families. Thus, it is also possible
that the measures available to us in the Add health data are simply not refined enough to pick
up these distinctions.

It also seems clear that what works for adolescent boys will not work equally well for

adolescent girls. This is perhaps not surprising given that both the incidence and

% Cooksey and Fondell (1996) and Painter and Levine (2004) also find that the time that fathers spend with their
children does not mitigate the effect of family structure. Yuan and Hamilton (2006) conclude that adolescent
outcomes may be improved by a close relationship with stepfathers, but are not benefited and may be harmed by
involvement with nonresidential fathers. Other researchers find small, but positive, effects of paternal
involvement (e.g. Amato and Rivera 1999; Bronte-Tinkew et al 2006).
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determinants of risk taking vary with gender (see Abbott-Chapman et al. 2008; Michael and
Ben-Zur 2007), but it does have important implications. On the one hand, adolescent girls’
decisions to engage in delinquent criminal behavior are less closely linked to whether or not
there is a father present in their lives. Thus, they may be less sensitive to the increasing trend
towards non-marital childbearing, divorce, and remarriage. On the other hand, the weakness
of this relationship effectively eliminates one of the levers that policy makers might use in
reducing delinquent behavior among girls.

Finally, while income maintenance programs are typically the backbone of any social
assistance system, we find little evidence that higher family incomes, in and of themselves,
are a panacea for solving the problems associated with youths' delinquent behavior. This is
broadly consistent with Painter and Levine (2004) who find that lower income explains the
disadvantaged associated with growing up in a single-parent home, but that neither gaps in
income nor in parental involvement explain the disadvantages associated with stepfamilies.
At the same time, Walker and Zhu (2007) find that the negative effects of parental separation
on children's education is largely explained by the reduction in income associated with
parents separating. Thus, it may be the case that the income shocks associated with changes
in family structure, i.e. parental separation, have negative effects which dissipate over time as
families stabilize. Still, Add Health data do not permit us to separately identify the portion of
total household income that comes from residential and non-residential fathers. Nor are we
able to measure the direct expenditures that non-residential fathers make on their children.
Previous researchers have found that financial support from noncustodial fathers is often a
predictor of positive outcomes for children (see White and Gilbreth 2001 for a review).
Thus, there is some possibility that income from fathers -- particularly non-residential,
biological fathers -- may have some additional effect in reducing delinquent behavior which

we are not capturing.
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Table 1: Percentage of Adolescents in Various Family Structures at Wave 1

Family Structure Percentage Percentage  Percentage

(Total) (Boys) (Girls)
Residential Biological Father 61.60 62.82 60.47
Non-residential Biological Father Only 21.29 19.81 22.68
No Father 7.07 6.82 7.29
Non-residential Biological Father & Residential Stepfather 7.25 7.36 7.15
Residential Stepfather Only 2.79 3.19 241
Total Sample 11,295 5,452 5,813

Note: These results pertain to those adolescents also living with their biological mothers.
Source: Add Health data from Wave 1.

34



Figurel: Thelncidence of Any Deliquent Behavior
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Figure3: Thelncidenceof Violent Crime
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Figure5: Thelncidence of GangFighting
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Table 2: Time Spent Doing Things with and Talking to Adolescents (Wave 1) by Family Structure and Gender

Residential Non-residential No Father Non-residential Residential
Biological Biological Biological Stepfather
Father Father Only Father & Only
Residential
Stepfather
Boys
Doing things with residential father 1.54 1.08° 1.11°
Doing things with non-residential father 1.02° 0.912P
Talking to residential father 1.42 1.30 1.31
Talking to non-residential father 1.40 1.33
Doing things with mother 1.68 1.53% 1.42° 1.48° 1.52
Talking to mother 1.69 1.94° 1.60 2.05°% 1.69
Girls
Doing things with residential father 1.24 0.92% 0.91°
Doing things with non-residential father 0.78% 0.71%P
Talking to residential father 1.38 1.34 1.19
Talking to non-residential father 1.49° 1.48
Doing things with mother 1.86 1.73% 1.53% 1.63° 1.64°
Talking to mother 2.08 2.43°% 1.86° 2.59°% 2.21

# Indicates that the difference in time spent with fathers (or mother) in the family structure given in Columns 2 - 5 is significantly
different (at less than a 5% level) to the corresponding time spent in families with residential, biological fathers (Column 1).
Specifically, we tested whether the time spent with non-residential, biological fathers and stepfathers differed to that of residential,
biological fathers. We also tested whether the time spent of mothers in each family structure differed to that of mothers living in
families with residential, biological fathers.

® Indicates that the difference in time spent with the residential (stepfather) and non-residential (biological father) is significant at

less than 5%.

38



Table 3: The Relationship between Father Involvement and Delinquent Behavior among Adolescents — Baseline Model at Wave 2

Boys Girls
Property Violent  Selling Gang Property  Violent  Selling Gang
Any Crime Crime Drugs Fighting | Any Crime Crime Drugs Fighting
RB Father -0.076***  -0.013 -0.062*** -0.013 -0.074*** | -0.036 0.008 -0.030** -0.019* -0.041**
(0.024) (0.023) (0.021) (0.016) (0.027) (0.024)  (0.022) (0.013)  (0.011) (0.018)
NB Father Only  -0.050* -0.029 -0.049**  0.010 -0.038 -0.006 0.008 -0.002 -0.004 -0.021
(0.027) (0.025) (0.022) (0.017) (0.030) (0.025)  (0.022) (0.015)  (0.011) (0.021)
NB Father & -0.040 0.045 -0.016 0.025 -0.041 0.003 0.017 -0.018 -0.003 -0.015
Stepfather (0.030) (0.033) (0.027) (0.022) (0.031) (0.028)  (0.025) (0.018)  (0.015) (0.022)
Stepfather Only  -0.085** -0.046 -0.059* -0.003 -0.050 0.009 0.018 -0.003 -0.021 -0.003
(0.040) (0.037) (0.033) (0.025) (0.038) (0.041)  (0.034) (0.030)  (0.021) (0.036)
Any 0.386***  --- 0.384*** -
(Wave 1) (0.011) (0.015)
Property Crime ~ --- 0.354*** - 0.355%** -
(Wave 1) (0.012) (0.016)
Violent Crime 0.244%** - 0.187*** -
(Wave 1) (0.015) (0.015)
Selling Drugs ~ --- 0.435%** ... 0.338***
(Wave 1) (0.021) (0.032)
Gang Fighting ~ --- 0.355%** | - 0.327***
(Wave 1) (0.015) (0.016)
Observations 5,419 5,398 5,414 5,375 5,385 5,823 5,811 5,821 5,801 5,801
R-squared 0.15 0.14 0.11 0.18 0.14 0.17 0.15 0.08 0.12 0.13

Standard errors are clustered at the school level are shown in parentheses. A *, **, or *** indicates significance at the 95%, 99%, or 99.9% levels,
respectively.
Note: RB father indicates residential, biological father; NB father indicates non-residential, biological father; and all stepfathers are residential.
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Table 4A: The Relationship between Father Involvement and Delinquent Behavior among Adolescent Boys — Augmented Model at Wave 2

Property Property Violent Violent Selling Selling Gang Gang
Any Any Crime Crime Crime Crime Drugs Drugs Fighting Fighting
RB Father -0.055** -0.061** 0.004 -0.006 -0.043* -0.044* -0.009 -0.012 -0.071**  -0.070**
(0.026) (0.030) (0.025) (0.029) (0.024) (0.026) (0.017) (0.018) (0.028) (0.031)
NB Father -0.050* -0.052* -0.033 -0.039 -0.029 -0.027 0.003 0.004 -0.030 -0.026
Only (0.030) (0.031) (0.028) (0.027) (0.028) (0.027) (0.021) (0.021) (0.035) (0.036)
NB Father & -0.093** -0.104** -0.011 -0.025 -0.077**  -0.076** 0.013 0.003 -0.075* -0.065
Stepfather (0.044) (0.044) (0.043) (0.044) (0.036) (0.035) (0.029) (0.030) (0.042) (0.042)
Stepfather Only -0.017 -0.032 -0.015 -0.033 -0.027 -0.030 0.024 0.014 -0.037 -0.036
(0.059) (0.058) (0.053) (0.052) (0.048) (0.046) (0.037) (0.037) (0.046) (0.046)
RB Father*Do -0.013* -0.011 -0.000 -0.008 -0.011** -0.004 -0.010*** -0.001 0.001 0.003
(0.007) (0.008) (0.006) (0.007) (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007)
NB Father Only -0.026** -0.026** -0.008 -0.013 -0.005 -0.003 -0.015* -0.012 -0.018* -0.019*
*Do (0.012) (0.012) (0.010) (0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.010) (0.010)
Stepfather* Do 0.009 0.015 0.015 0.016 0.034**  0.039*** 0.012 0.020 0.025 0.025
(Dual) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.019) (0.019)
NB Father* Do 0.032 0.029 0.039* 0.030 0.019 0.021 -0.003 -0.002 0.006 0.005
(Dual) (0.023) (0.024) (0.022) (0.022) (0.020) (0.021) (0.012) (0.012) (0.019) (0.019)
Stepfather Only -0.049 -0.040 -0.004 -0.004 -0.028 -0.020 0.000 0.012 -0.018 -0.015
*Do (0.035) (0.034) (0.027) (0.026) (0.025) (0.024) (0.018) (0.018) (0.023) (0.023)
RB Father*Talk -0.002 -0.004 -0.012* -0.011 -0.002 -0.002 0.008** 0.008 -0.003 -0.001
(0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007)
NB Father Only 0.017 0.016 0.008 0.012 -0.010 -0.011 0.015** 0.015* 0.007 0.008
*Talk (0.012) (0.012) (0.010) (0.010) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.012) (0.012)
Stepfather*Talk 0.022 0.021 0.021 0.022 0.001 0.001 0.013 0.014 -0.026* -0.025
(Dual) (0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.018) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.014) (0.016) (0.016)
NB Father*Talk -0.012 -0.009 -0.018 -0.011 0.003 0.004 -0.011 -0.011 0.027* 0.029*
(Dual) (0.020) (0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.015) (0.015) (0.012) (0.012) (0.015) (0.015)
Stepfather Only -0.012 -0.015 -0.021 -0.020 -0.002 -0.002 -0.021 -0.020 0.006 0.006
*Talk (0.029) (0.029) (0.023) (0.023) (0.017) (0.017) (0.014) (0.014) (0.023) (0.023)
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Any 0.383*** 0.377***
(Wave 1) (0.011) (0.012)
Property Crime 0.354***  (.345***
(Wave 1) (0.012) (0.012)
Violent Crime 0.244***  0.240***
(Wave 1) (0.015) (0.015)
Selling Drugs 0.432***  (0.418***
(Wave 1) (0.021) (0.021)
Gang Fighting 0.355***  0.346***
(Wave 1) (0.015) (0.015)
Doing things -0.011 -0.002 -0.008* -0.013*** -0.006
with mother (0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.004) (0.006)
Talking to 0.007 0.003 0.003 -0.000 -0.001
Mother (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)
10k<Inc<25k -0.004 -0.007 -0.009 -0.027 0.013
- (0.029) (0.025) (0.025) (0.021) (0.026)
25k<Inc<50k 0.037 0.021 0.006 -0.026 0.024
- (0.030) (0.025) (0.023) (0.021) (0.024)
50k<Inc<75k 0.027 0.033 -0.011 -0.025 0.010
- (0.029) (0.025) (0.024) (0.022) (0.026)
Inc>75k 0.024 0.034 -0.022 -0.008 0.010
- (0.034) (0.029) (0.025) (0.024) (0.028)
Demographic No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
controls
Observations 5,419 5,419 5,398 5,398 5,414 5,414 5,375 5,375 5,385 5,385
R-squared 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.16 0.11 0.12 0.18 0.19 0.14 0.15

Standard errors are clustered at the school level are shown in parentheses. A *, **, or *** indicates significance at the 95%, 99%, or 99.9%

levels, respectively.

Note: RB father indicates residential, biological father; NB father indicates non-residential, biological father; and all stepfathers are residential.
Dual indicates the presence of both a NB father and a stepfather. “Do” and “Talk” indicate doing things with and talking to adolescents,
respectively.
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Table 4B: The Relationship between Father Involvement and Delinquent Behavior among Adolescent Girls — Augmented Model at Wave 2

Property Property Violent Violent Selling Selling Gang Gang
Any Any Crime Crime Crime Crime Drugs Drugs Fighting Fighting

RB Father -0.024 -0.041 0.006 -0.014 -0.014 -0.010 -0.015 -0.022* -0.037* -0.033
(0.028) (0.031) (0.026) (0.027) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.013) (0.021) (0.022)

NB Father -0.004 -0.011 0.015 0.008 -0.005 -0.005 -0.009 -0.012 -0.035 -0.036
Only (0.028) (0.029) (0.023) (0.024) (0.016) (0.017) (0.013) (0.012) (0.024) (0.025)

NB Father & 0.051 0.040 0.058 0.042 0.010 0.011 -0.003 -0.009 -0.003 0.004
Stepfather (0.038) (0.039) (0.040) (0.0412) (0.025) (0.025) (0.020) (0.020) (0.027) (0.028)

Stepfather Only 0.032 0.026 0.027 0.016 -0.007 -0.008 0.015 0.010 0.031 0.034
(0.049) (0.049) (0.045) (0.046) (0.032) (0.033) (0.039) (0.038) (0.045) (0.046)

RB Father*Do -0.007 -0.005 0.002 0.001 -0.007***  -0.004 -0.002 -0.002 -0.000 0.003
(0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.005)

NB Father Only 0.006 0.001 0.001 -0.003 -0.000 -0.000 -0.007 -0.007 0.008 0.005
*Do (0.014) (0.014) (0.0112) (0.0112) (0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005) (0.010) (0.010)
Stepfather* Do -0.013 -0.004 -0.020 -0.018 -0.009 -0.004 -0.008 -0.006 -0.012 -0.009
(Dual) (0.019) (0.020) (0.017) (0.019) (0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.013) (0.013)

NB Father* Do 0.026 0.021 0.023 0.019 0.012 0.012 0.004 0.004 0.016 0.014
(Dual) (0.024) (0.024) (0.018) (0.018) (0.015) (0.015) (0.008) (0.008) (0.020) (0.020)

Stepfather Only 0.065* 0.078** 0.044 0.050 0.009 0.017 -0.015 -0.012 0.019 0.029
*Do (0.034) (0.035) (0.031) (0.030) (0.027) (0.027) (0.011) (0.011) (0.032) (0.032)
RB Father*Talk -0.003 0.003 0.000 0.006 -0.006**  -0.005* -0.001 0.000 -0.003 -0.000
(0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.006) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.006)

NB Father Only -0.004 0.001 -0.005 -0.000 0.002 0.003 0.007* 0.008* 0.005 0.009
*Talk (0.011) (0.0112) (0.009) (0.010) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004) (0.007) (0.007)
Stepfather*Talk -0.031* -0.027 -0.005 -0.000 -0.014* -0.015* -0.004 -0.003 -0.023* -0.021*
(Dual) (0.018) (0.019) (0.015) (0.016) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.012) (0.012)

NB Father*Talk -0.010 -0.010 -0.023 -0.024 -0.006 -0.005 0.007 0.006 0.012 0.013
(Dual) (0.016) (0.016) (0.014) (0.015) (0.010) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.016) (0.016)
Stepfather Only -0.065** -0.066** -0.038* -0.040* -0.003 -0.001 -0.021 -0.021 -0.043* -0.043*
*Talk (0.028) (0.028) (0.022) (0.022) (0.018) (0.018) (0.014) (0.014) (0.024) (0.024)
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Any 0.383*** 0.368***

(Wave 1) (0.015) (0.015)
Property Crime 0.356***  (0.343***
(Wave 1) (0.016) (0.016)
Violent Crime 0.187***  0.178***
(Wave 1) (0.015) (0.015)
Selling Drugs 0.337***  (0.332***
(Wave 1) (0.033) (0.032)
Gang Fighting 0.327***  (0.312***
(Wave 1) (0.016) (0.015)
Doing things -0.018*** 0.343*** -0.010*** -0.001 -0.012%**
with mother (0.006) (0.016) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004)
Talking to 0.001 0.343*** 0.004* -0.000 0.006
Mother (0.005) (0.016) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004)
10k<Inc<25k 0.010 0.343*** 0.003 -0.001 0.002
- (0.030) (0.016) (0.016) (0.014) (0.024)
25k<Inc<50k -0.004 0.343*** -0.015 -0.001 -0.023
- (0.026) (0.016) (0.013) (0.012) (0.022)
50k<Inc<75k -0.002 0.343*** -0.009 -0.004 -0.040*
- (0.026) (0.016) (0.014) (0.013) (0.024)
Inc>75k -0.004 0.343*** -0.004 -0.008 -0.015
- (0.030) (0.016) (0.014) (0.013) (0.025)
Demographic No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
controls
Observations 5,823 5,823 5,811 5,811 5,821 5,821 5,801 5,801 5,801 5,801
R-squared 0.17 0.19 0.15 0.16 0.08 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.14

Standard errors are clustered at the school level are shown in parentheses. A *, **, or *** indicates significance at the 95%, 99%, or 99.9%

levels, respectively.

Note: RB father indicates residential, biological father; NB father indicates non-residential, biological father; and all stepfathers are residential.
Dual indicates the presence of both a NB father and a stepfather. “Do” and “Talk” indicate doing things with and talking to adolescents,
respectively.
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Table 5: The Relationship between Father Involvement and Delinquent Behavior among Young Adults — Baseline Model at Wave 4

Men Women
Property Violent Selling Gang Any Property Violent Selling Gang
Any Crime Crime Drugs Fighting Crime Crime Crime Drugs Fighting
RB Father -0.051** -0.022 -0.041***  -0.035***  -0.029** -0.018 -0.009 -0.006 -0.005 -0.004
(0.022) (0.018) (0.014) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.011) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005)
NB Father Only -0.025 -0.027 -0.021 -0.006 -0.001 0.011 0.011 -0.004 0.000 0.003
(0.025) (0.019) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.014) (0.012) (0.005) (0.007) (0.006)
NB Father & -0.007 -0.022 -0.031** 0.002 0.002 -0.012 -0.008 0.001 0.001 0.010
Stepfather (0.028) (0.024) (0.014) (0.018) (0.017) (0.018) (0.015) (0.007) (0.009) (0.008)
Stepfather Only 0.001 0.002 -0.040** 0.042 -0.011 -0.002 0.010 -0.012** -0.009 -0.000
(0.038) (0.033) (0.020) (0.030) (0.023) (0.026) (0.022) (0.005) (0.010) (0.010)
Any 0.105*** 0.060***
(Wave 1) (0.010) (0.007)
Property Crime 0.077*** 0.055***
(Wave 1) (0.009) (0.007)
Violent Crime 0.046*** 0.011**
(Wave 1) (0.006) (0.005)
Selling Drugs 0.093*** 0.056***
(Wave 1) (0.019) (0.015)
Gang Fight 0.058*** 0.021***
(Wave 1) (0.007) (0.005)
Observations 5,866 5,865 5,857 5,846 5,851 6,741 6,741 6,736 6,732 6,731
R-squared 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01

Standard errors are clustered at the school level are shown in parentheses. A *, **, or *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, or 99% levels,

respectively.
Note: RB father indicates residential, biological father; NB father indicates non-residential, biological father; and all stepfathers are residential.

Dual indicates the presence of both a NB father and a stepfather.
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Table 6A: The Relationship between Father Involvement and Delinquent Behavior among Young Men — Augmented Model at Wave 4

Property Property Violent Violent Selling Selling Gang Gang

Any Any Crime Crime Crime Crime Drugs Drugs Fighting  Fighting
RB Father -0.052** -0.040 -0.030 -0.024 -0.043***  -0.035**  -0.030** -0.021 -0.028**  -0.022
(0.023) (0.024) (0.020) (0.020) (0.015) (0.017) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015)
NB Father -0.048* -0.049* -0.037* -0.037* -0.023 -0.023 -0.023 -0.025 -0.004 -0.004
Only (0.028) (0.029) (0.021) (0.021) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018)
NB Father & -0.005 0.001 -0.010 -0.007 -0.031 -0.023 -0.026 -0.023 -0.013 -0.006
Stepfather (0.042) (0.043) (0.032) (0.033) (0.023) (0.024) (0.026) (0.028) (0.024) (0.025)
Stepfather Only -0.028 -0.029 -0.018 -0.020 -0.056**  -0.054** 0.020 0.021 -0.030 -0.030
(0.047) (0.046) (0.035) (0.034) (0.022) (0.023) (0.038) (0.039) (0.027) (0.026)
RB Father*Do 0.003 -0.000 0.005 0.003 0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.003 -0.001 -0.001
(0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
NB Father Only -0.003 -0.008 -0.000 -0.004 -0.006 -0.007 0.001 -0.002 -0.004 -0.005
* Do (0.010) (0.010) (0.008) (0.008) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

Stepfather* Do 0.038* 0.038* -0.003 -0.004 0.003 0.001 0.015 0.014 0.043***  0.044***
(Dual) (0.021) (0.021) (0.013) (0.013) (0.012) (0.012) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.016)
NB Father* Do -0.005 -0.010 -0.017 -0.020 0.007 0.007 -0.000 -0.003 -0.005 -0.005
(Dual) (0.016) (0.017) (0.012) (0.012) (0.009) (0.009) (0.014) (0.014) (0.010) (0.010)
Stepfather Only -0.020 -0.017 -0.022 -0.021 -0.010 -0.012 -0.005 -0.007 -0.001 0.001
*Do (0.027) (0.027) (0.017) (0.017) (0.009) (0.009) (0.024) (0.025) (0.016) (0.016)
RB Father*Talk -0.002 0.003 0.000 0.003 -0.001 0.001 -0.003 0.001 0.000 0.002
(0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
NB Father Only 0.016* 0.022** 0.007 0.011* 0.005 0.006 0.010 0.014** 0.005 0.006
*Talk (0.009) (0.009) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Stepfather*Talk 0.001 0.004 0.005 0.009 0.009 0.010 0.011 0.013 -0.006 -0.005
(Dual) (0.016) (0.016) (0.012) (0.013) (0.010) (0.010) (0.0112) (0.010) (0.012) (0.012)
NB Father*Talk -0.028 -0.024 -0.002 0.000 -0.016**  -0.015**  -0.002 0.000 -0.014 -0.013
(Dual) (0.018) (0.018) (0.013) (0.012) (0.007) (0.007) (0.013) (0.012) (0.010) (0.010)
Stepfather Only 0.040 0.043 0.035* 0.039* 0.022 0.024* 0.022 0.025 0.015 0.016
*Talk (0.028) (0.027) (0.020) (0.020) (0.014) (0.014) (0.023) (0.022) (0.017) (0.017)
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Any 0.104***  0.098***
(Wave 1) (0.010) (0.010)
Property Crime 0.077***  0.073***
(Wave 1) (0.009) (0.009)
Violent Crime 0.045***  0.043***
(Wave 1) (0.006) (0.006)
Selling Drugs 0.092***  0.095***
(Wave 1) (0.019) (0.019)
Gang Fighting 0.057*** (0.053***
(Wave 1) (0.007) (0.007)
Doing things -0.011* -0.004 -0.000 -0.003 -0.007**
with mother (0.006) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Talking to -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.003 0.001
Mother (0.005) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
10k<Inc<25k -0.002 -0.007 -0.014 -0.008 0.002
(0.033) (0.020) (0.017) (0.019) (0.016)
25k<Inc<50k -0.012 -0.012 -0.015 -0.000 0.008
(0.032) (0.021) (0.015) (0.019) (0.017)
50k<Inc<75k -0.014 -0.014 -0.012 -0.006 -0.005
(0.031) (0.021) (0.016) (0.020) (0.016)
Inc>75k -0.014 -0.004 -0.028* -0.006 -0.012
(0.034) (0.023) (0.016) (0.020) (0.015)
Demographic No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
controls
Observations 5,866 5,866 5,865 5,865 5,857 5,857 5,846 5,846 5,851 5,851
R-squared 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.03

Standard errors are clustered at the school level are shown in parentheses. A *, **, or *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, or 99% levels,

respectively.
Note: RB father indicates residential, biological father; NB father indicates non-residential, biological father; and all stepfathers are residential.
Dual indicates the presence of both a NB father and a stepfather. “Do” and “Talk” indicate doing things with and talking to adolescents,

respectively.
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Table 6B: The Relationship between Father Involvement and Delinquent Behavior among Young Women — Augmented Model at Wave 4

Property Property Violent Violent Selling Selling Gang Gang
Any Any Crime Crime Crime Crime Drugs Drugs Fighting  Fighting

RB Father -0.000 0.011 0.002 0.011 -0.001 0.001 0.002 0.004 -0.001 0.000
(0.014) (0.016) (0.013) (0.014) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)

NB Father 0.003 -0.000 -0.001 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 0.004 0.001 0.001 0.002
Only (0.017) (0.016) (0.014) (0.014) (0.005) (0.005) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007)
NB Father & 0.006 0.008 0.003 0.004 -0.007 -0.006 0.001 -0.000 0.017 0.020*
Stepfather (0.023) (0.023) (0.019) (0.019) (0.008) (0.008) (0.013) (0.013) (0.011) (0.011)

Stepfather Only 0.013 0.017 0.009 0.010 -0.012**  -0.010* -0.001 -0.002 0.017 0.018
(0.039) (0.039) (0.035) (0.035) (0.005) (0.005) (0.015) (0.014) (0.021) (0.020)

RB Father*Do -0.010***  -0.008**  -0.006** -0.005 -0.002***  -0.002* -0.004**  -0.004** -0.001 -0.000
(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

NB Father Only 0.012* 0.011* 0.011* 0.011* 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.003
* Do (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Stepfather* Do -0.012 -0.009 -0.009* -0.006 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 -0.010**  -0.010**
(Dual) (0.008) (0.009) (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005)

NB Father* Do 0.005 0.005 0.004 0.005 0.003 0.003 -0.001 -0.001 0.008 0.007
(Dual) (0.009) (0.010) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)
Stepfather Only -0.010 -0.007 0.004 0.006 -0.000 -0.000 -0.012 -0.011 -0.008 -0.007
*Do (0.020) (0.021) (0.019) (0.019) (0.000) (0.001) (0.008) (0.008) (0.005) (0.006)
RB Father*Talk -0.005 -0.004 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002***  -0.001* -0.002 -0.002 -0.001 -0.000
(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

NB Father Only -0.000 0.001 0.003 0.004 -0.001 -0.000 -0.003 -0.002 -0.001 -0.000
*Talk (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.001) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Stepfather*Talk -0.003 -0.003 0.002 0.003 0.000 0.001 -0.005 -0.005 -0.001 0.000
(Dual) (0.009) (0.009) (0.006) (0.006) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007)
NB Father*Talk -0.004 -0.004 -0.006 -0.006 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004 -0.003 -0.002
(Dual) (0.009) (0.009) (0.007) (0.007) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Stepfather Only -0.006 -0.007 -0.002 -0.002 0.000 0.001 0.001 -0.000 -0.009 -0.009
*Talk (0.018) (0.018) (0.015) (0.016) (0.000) (0.001) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)
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Any
(Wave 1)
Property Crime
(Wave 1)
Violent Crime
(Wave 1)
Selling Drugs
(Wave 1)
Gang Fighting
(Wave 1)
Doing things
with mother
Talking to
Mother
10k<Inc<25k

25k<Inc<50k

50k<Inc<75k

Inc>75k

Demographic
controls

Observations
R-squared

0.059%**
(0.007)

No

6,741
0.02

0.053%**
(0.007)

-0.007**
(0.003)
0.002
(0.003)
0.020%*
(0.014)
0.012
(0.015)
-0.001
(0.014)
0.015

(0.017)
Yes

6,741
0.03

0.054%*%
(0.007)

No

6,741
0.02

0.052%%x
(0.008)
0.011%*
(0.005)

-0.006**
(0.003)
0.000
(0.003)
0.015
(0.012)
0.007
(0.013)
-0.004
(0.012)
-0.001

(0.015)
Yes No

6,741
0.02

6,736
0.01

0.010%*
(0.005)
0.055%**
(0.015)

0.000
(0.001)
-0.000
(0.001)

0.007
(0.005)

0.006
(0.005)

0.000
(0.004)

0.004

(0.005)
Yes No

6,736
0.01

6,732
0.01

0.052%%x
(0.015)

-0.002
(0.002)
0.002
(0.002)
0.011
(0.007)
0.002
(0.006)
0.003
(0.008)
0.013

(0.008)
Yes

6,732
0.02

0.021%**
(0.005)

No

6,731
0.01

0.020%**
(0.005)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.001
(0.006)
-0.001
(0.006)
-0.003
(0.006)

0.000

(0.006)
Yes

6,731
0.01

Standard errors are clustered at the school level are shown in parentheses. A *, **, or *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, or 99% levels,

respectively.

Note: RB father indicates residential, biological father; NB father indicates non-residential, biological father; and all stepfathers are residential.
Dual indicates the presence of both a NB father and a stepfather. “Do” and “Talk” indicate doing things with and talking to adolescents,

respectively.
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