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Abstract

Objective—Research indicates that fathers’ criminal behavior can be problematic for children 

through multiple pathways, yet few studies have examined the effect of fathers’ kinship networks 

in this process. This study examines the association between fathers’ criminal behavior and 

involvement with their children and the extent to which a father’s relationships with individuals in 

his extended family network moderate this association.

Method—Hierarchical linear modeling was used to predict fathers’ involvement using data from 

a longitudinal intergenerational study of 335 children and 149 low-income, minority fathers. 

Measures included 8 father-involvement outcomes, a measure of fathers’ criminal behavior, and 2 

moderator variables.

Results—High-quality relationships between fathers and their male relatives moderated the 

negative effect of criminal behavior on measures of fathers’ involvement. Criminal behavior was 

only associated with decreasing levels of father involvement when fathers had low-quality 

relationships with male relatives.

Conclusions—Strong and affirmative relationships—with male relatives specifically—may 

attenuate the adverse effects of antisocial and criminal behavior on fathers’ involvement in at-risk 

families. Implications for tailoring practice to improve relationships between fathers and male 

relatives and to enhance fathers’ prosocial involvement are noted.
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Despite research assessing fathering from various perspectives (Cabrera & Tamis-Lemonda, 

2013), there is still little known about the extent to which fathers differentially contribute to 

children’s well-being and the factors that promote and inhibit positive father involvement 

(Coley, 2001; Coley & Chase-Lansdale, 1999). Criminal behavior and its relation to father 

involvement is one area of research important to understanding the complexity of fathering. 

Research with fathers who are engaged in criminal activities has found that their children are 

at high risk for poor outcomes, including conduct problems, substance abuse, mental health 

disorders, and poor academic achievement (Johnson, 2009; Murray & Farrington, 2005). A 

growing body of evidence shows that criminal and antisocial behavior among fathers can be 

problematic for children through several pathways, including decreased father involvement 

(Fagan & Lee, 2012), ineffective parenting practices (Capaldi, Pears, Patterson, & Owen, 

2003; Thornberry, Freeman-Gallant, Lizotte, Krohn, & Smith, 2003), and heritability 

(Jaffee, Moffitt, Caspi, & Taylor, 2003). In the current study, we focused on just one of these 

pathways—father involvement—to assess its association with criminal behavior. We used 

multidimensional measures of father involvement that go beyond constructs of paternal 

involvement with children that have focused primarily on contact, residence, and child 

support.

In addition to our focus on the link between fathers’ criminal activity and involvement with 

children, a central purpose of this study was to build and test models that include protective 

factors that may mitigate the negative association between criminal behavior and father 

involvement. As such, this study examined fathers’ criminal behavior and its association 

with a range of fathering activities, and it assessed moderating factors in that process—

specifically, fathers’ relationship quality with and fathering support received from family 

members. Our aim is to contribute to the knowledge base, thereby promoting the 

development and testing of targeted preventive interventions that support positive fathering.

Background

Criminal and Antisocial Behavior

Much of the empirical evidence about criminal and antisocial behavior and its effects on 

children has focused on the transmission of such behavior from one generation to the next 

(Capaldi et al., 2003; Capaldi, Pears, Kerr, Owen, & Kim, 2012; Kim, Capaldi, Pears, Kerr, 

& Owen, 2009; Vaughn, Salas-Wright, DeLisi, & Qian, 2015) with limited information 

about its association with father involvement. Although some research suggests that 

increased criminal behavior among fathers is linked to lower levels of involvement with their 

children (i.e., less time spent living with them) and to an increased risk of living apart from 

them altogether (Jaffee, Caspi, Moffitt, Taylor, & Dickson, 2001), other research has shown 

no significant relation to father involvement (Coley & Hernandez, 2006). A related set of 

studies examining fathers’ antisocial behavior and child outcomes found that in cases of high 

levels of father–child contact, effective or high-quality parenting mediates the potentially 
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adverse effect of fathers’ antisocial behavior on children’s outcomes (Thornberry, Freeman-

Gallant, & Lovegrove, 2009a) and mitigates the intergenerational transmission of antisocial 

behavior from father to child (Thornberry, Freeman-Gallant, & Lovegrove, 2009b).

Evidence suggests that one possible pathway between earlier antisocial behavior and later 

father involvement is the stability of antisocial behavior over time such that children with 

behavioral difficulties may continue these patterns in adulthood (Fergusson, Horwood, & 

Ridder, 2005). Such patterns could result in inadequate parenting that negatively affects 

father involvement directly or leads to adverse romantic relationship outcomes—such as 

intimate partner violence—that in turn affect fatherhood (Jaffee, Belsky, Harrington, Caspi, 

& Moffitt, 2006). Fathers who experienced antisocial behavior during their own 

development could have problematic relationships with the mother of their child later in life, 

leading to lower levels and quality of father involvement.

A related pathway draws from the adolescence-limited antisocial behavior model (Caspi & 

Moffitt, 1995). In this case, adolescents engage in delinquent behavior for some time but 

then gradually return to conventional behavior as they transition to adulthood. This transition 

may be delayed if young men are arrested or incarcerated (Moffitt, 2015). For these young 

men who simultaneously enter fatherhood, their antisocial behavior may negatively 

influence their involvement with children and create instability in the family system.

Relationship Quality

The quality of relationships between mothers and fathers is a strong predictor of union 

outcomes—a central protective factor for children—and correlates positively with father 

involvement (Carlson, McLanahan, & England, 2004; Charles, Jones, & Guo, 2013). Higher 

quality relationships between parents are particularly salient, as they are associated with an 

increase in the amount of time fathers spend with their children and the quality of the father–

child relationship (Cabrera, Ryan, et al., 2004; Sobolewski & King, 2005).

There is also some evidence that the quality of relationship between the father and the 

mother’s family, and the mother and the father’s family, is positively associated with father 

involvement (Krishnakumar & Black, 2003; Ryan, Kalil, & Ziol-Guest, 2008). Further, 

fathers’ family-of-origin relationships (i.e., quality of relationship with parents, caretaker 

changes, having a single and/or teenage mother, experiencing harsh or inconsistent 

discipline, and parental criminal history) may impact fathers’ involvement with their own 

children (Jaffee et al., 2001). Fathers’ relationships with their mothers—and getting 

childrearing assistance and emotional support from their mothers—can be important 

parenting supports for young fathers (Miller, 1994; Roy, Dyson, & Jackson, 2010). A 

father’s relationship with his own father may also influence the extent to which he is 

involved in his child’s life; men who had positive experiences with their own fathers may 

imitate and model this behavior with their own children (Beaton & Doherty, 2007). 

Qualitative research also shows that fathers with difficult developmental histories, including 

separation from their own fathers in childhood, may seek to repair those relationships in 

adulthood as part of their own engagement process with their offspring (Roy & Lucas, 

2006).
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Social Support

Social support has been emphasized as crucial to effective parenting (Belsky, 1984), and 

social networks have the potential to provide psychological and material resources to help 

people cope with stress (Cohen, 2004), improve mental and physical health (Lin, 1986), and 

reduce crime (Cullen, 1994). For some families, social support may be critical to enhancing 

father involvement and the quality of the father–child relationship. Indeed, recent research 

has found higher rates of social support to be associated with increased paternal involvement 

and engagement (Castillo & Sarver, 2012; Fagan & Lee, 2011; Roy & Vesely, 2010).

Support from the mothers of their children is hypothesized to positively influence father 

involvement, although research suggests variation in the precise pathway through which this 

occurs. Some investigators have found that positive coparenting relationships influence 

father involvement through parents’ ability to work well together as they jointly raise 

children and make parenting decisions (Carlson, McLanahan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2008; 

Sobolewski & King, 2005). Other evidence has suggested that mothers’ support of fathers 

may operate through a father’s perception that his partner views him as a competent father 

(Bouchard & Lee, 2000) or from a mother’s belief in the importance of a father’s caregiving 

status (McBride et al., 2005). Support from other people in a father’s social network (e.g., 

siblings, extended kin) has also been found to be predictive of greater father involvement 

(Fagan & Lee, 2011; Roy & Vesely, 2010). Confidant support from different people, 

including relatives, has also been associated with better parenting, especially among 

divorced fathers (Degarmo & Forgatch, 2012).

Demographic and Other Predictors of Father Involvement

Previous research on predictors of fathers’ involvement in the lives of their children has 

indicated that certain characteristics of fathers are associated with the quantity and quality of 

their involvement with children (Coley & Hernandez, 2006; Gorman-Smith, Hunt, & 

Robertson, 2012). Fathers’ income, employment status, and education level can influence 

their participation in raising children (Castillo, Welch, & Sarver, 2013). Studies have also 

found that relationship status can affect father involvement, with unmarried and nonresident 

fathers less likely to have regular and high-quality child contact than their married and 

cohabiting counterparts (Coley & Chase-Lansdale, 1999; Landale & Oropesa, 2001). The 

number of children can affect fathers’ involvement, as having more children may decrease 

the time and resources a father can allocate to each child (Carlson & Furstenberg, 2006; 

Kotila & Kamp Dush, 2012). Although findings are mixed, some research has found that 

gender and age can be a potential influence, with fathers more involved with sons than with 

daughters (Lundberg, McLanahan, & Rose, 2007; Manlove & Vernon-Feagans, 2002) and 

more involved with younger children than with older children (Cooksey & Craig, 1998; 

Kulik & Sadeh, 2015). Some studies have found that fathers are more engaged when the 

child is their biological offspring (Hofferth, 2006; Dunn, 2004), although other evidence 

suggests that the variation in paternal investment according to biological status is reduced 

once differences between fathers are accounted for (Hofferth & Anderson, 2003).
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Current Study

Conceptual Framework

Our conceptualization of father involvement was informed by a synthesis of theoretical 

perspectives derived principally from the work of Lamb, Pleck, Charnov, and Levine (1987). 

They proposed three domains as the basis for father involvement: accessibility (father is 

physically available to child); engagement (father interacts with child through recreational 

[e.g., playing], educational [e.g., reading], and caregiving [e.g., dressing] activities); and 

responsibility (father takes on duties related to planning for the child, making financial 

contributions toward expenses, and influencing decisions about the child).

The models we drew from emphasize the ecology of multiple determinants of parenting. In 

these models, child characteristics, parental characteristics, and social and contextual factors 

all play a role and have both positive and negative influences on father involvement (Belsky, 

1984; Lamb, Pleck, Charnov, & Levine, 1985). For example, Doherty, Kouneski, and 

Erickson (1998) developed a conceptual model that emphasized the role of individual (i.e., 

paternal, maternal, child), relational (i.e., the coparental relationship), and contextual factors 

(i.e., income, employment, social support). The authors based their model on an ecological 

framework that emphasized the importance of context—both environmental and 

interpersonal—in fathering, asserting that the process of fathering is even more contextually 

sensitive than mothering.

The broad conceptualization of fathering moves beyond previous research suggesting that 

fathering is primarily defined by financial support and residence with the child. Instead, the 

growing consensus is that fathering should be considered multidimensionally, with father 

involvement and parenting skills as two major components (Gorman-Smith et al., 2012). 

This lies at the center of our conceptual framework. As such, we have proposed a model 

predicting father involvement, with attention to the role of extended family and mothers in 

fathering behavior. This model, as seen in Figure S1 (available online), includes fathers’ 

criminal activity as a primary risk factor associated with lower levels of father involvement. 

Two sets of protective factors—relationship quality with family members and supportiveness 
for fathering from family members—moderate the negative effects of fathers’ criminal 

activity. That is, the negative associations between fathers’ criminal behavior and father 

involvement will be attenuated in the presence of high-quality relationships and high levels 

of supportiveness. These risk and protective factors occur within the context of other father 

and child characteristics that previous research has found to be important to father 

involvement.

Research Questions

This study examines fathers’ criminal behavior as a risk factor for reduced father 

involvement and the extent to which relationships with mothers and extended family 

moderate this association. We address the following research questions:

• Question 1—Is there a negative association between fathers’ criminal behavior 

and father involvement?
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• Question 2—Does support and encouragement for being a father from (a) 

fathers’ relatives, (b) mothers, and (c) mothers’ relatives attenuate the negative 

association between fathers’ criminal behavior and father involvement?

• Question 3—Does the quality of the relationship between fathers and (a) fathers’ 

relatives, (b) mothers, and (c) mothers’ relatives attenuate the negative 

association between fathers’ criminal behavior and father involvement?

To address Question 1, each of the outcome measures (see the dependent variables section) 

was regressed on criminal behaviors, controlling for the complete set of covariates (father 

characteristics and child characteristics). To address Question 2, each of the measures of 

supportiveness (see the moderating variables section) and their interaction with criminal 

activity was added to each of the models from Question 1 to test whether support from 

different family members moderated relations between fathers’ criminal activity and father 

involvement (e.g., supportiveness from fathers’ male relatives × criminal behavior, 
supportiveness from fathers’ female relatives × criminal behavior, etc.). To address Question 

3, each of the measures of relationship quality (see the moderating variables section) and 

their interaction with criminal activity were added to each of the models from Question 1 to 

test whether relationship quality with different family members moderated relations between 

fathers’ criminal behavior and father involvement.

Method

Data

The data for this study were from eight waves of the Chicago Youth Development Study 

(CYDS), a longitudinal investigation of delinquent behavior among African American and 

Latino males from inner-city Chicago, IL, neighborhoods (Tolan, Gorman-Smith, & Henry, 

2003). Boys (N = 341) in Grades 5 and 7 at 17 public schools were first interviewed at Wave 

1 as children. The boys were interviewed every 1 to 2 years (except for a 3-year gap between 

Waves 6 and 7) throughout development and into adulthood, resulting in eight waves of 

interviews. By the seventh and eighth waves of data collection, the study had shifted from a 

focus on delinquent juvenile behavior to paternity, father involvement, parenting, and child 

functioning. The current study includes those participants who had become fathers (N = 

165), who were interviewed at least once during CYDS Waves 7 and 8, and who answered 

questions about each of their children separately for up to five children. By the time of 

Waves 7 and 8, the fathers were between the ages of 20.5 and 30.5 years. Although the focus 

of the current study is fathers from Waves 7 and 8, we took advantage of the longitudinal 

nature of CYDS to include relevant control variables from Waves 1–6 in our statistical 

models.

Study participants in Waves 7 and 8 were asked a series of questions about fatherhood, 

including their access to, involvement with, and influence on their children’s lives and 

important aspects of their children’s development. They were also asked to describe their 

relationship with different individuals and the extent to which these people provided support 

or encouragement for being a father. In accordance with the original aims of CYDS, fathers 

were asked to report on their own antisocial behavior and criminal involvement. Father 
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involvement was only included in Waves 7 and 8, hence our use of those waves. The final 

analytic sample consisted of 149 fathers who reported on 335 of their own children. Fathers 

who were incarcerated and could not answer relevant survey questions (n =4) and those with 

missing data on predictor variables (n = 12) were excluded from analyses. This research was 

approved by the institutional review board of a large university in the Midwestern United 

States.

Measures

Dependent variables—We included a set of outcome measures based on previous 

research (Cabrera, Moore, et al., 2004; Cabrera & Peters, 2000). Fathers were asked a series 

of questions to assess their involvement in three areas (Lamb et al., 1987): accessibility (two 

items), engagement (three subscales), and responsibility (three subscales). Summary 

information on the measures follows with additional detail available elsewhere (Charles et 

al., 2016). We scored the items similarly to methods used by Cabrera, Ryan, et al. (2004) 

and provided reliability information about the measures using Cronbach’s alpha.

Father accessibility (α = .82) was based on two items:

• “How often can you see the child?” (reverse-coded Likert scale: 1 = any time I 
want to, 2 = once per day but not anytime I want to, 3 = once per week but not 
every day, 4 = between once per week and once per month, 5 = less than once 
per month, 6 = never); and

• “How often do you see the child?” (1 = never, 2 = rarely—maybe once or twice 
per year, 3 = sometimes—about once a month or so, 4 = often—not every day 
but several times per week or month, or 5 = every day).

Both continuous items were based on the mean of their respective scales.

Father engagement was assessed with three subscales: (a) recreation (six items; α = .81); (b) 

education (two items; α = .90); and (c) caregiving (five items; α = .86). Fathers were asked 

the number of times in the past month they had participated in activities with their child 

(e.g., play outside, read stories). Reverse-coded items were used to generate mean scores 

ranging from 1–5 (1 = at least once per day, 2 = a few times per week, 3 = a few times per 
month, 4 = rarely, or 5 = not at all in the past month).

Father responsibility was measured with three subscales: (a) planning (18 items; α = .93); 

(b) financial responsibility (eight items; α = .91); and (c) influence on child-related 

decisions (eight items; α = .90). For planning and financial responsibility, fathers were asked 

to identify who ensures that various things get done or that services are provided (e.g., keep 

safe, take to school, get groceries, arrange child care), and who usually pays for things. The 

5-category response sets (1 = father, 2 = mother, 3 = both, 4 = someone else, or 5 = no one) 

were collapsed into single-indicator variables indicating any occurrence of a father’s help 

with planning and paying for things (1 = father or both parents contributed, 0 = mother, 
someone else, or no one contributed). The final measures (planning and financial 

responsibility, respectively) consisted of mean scores ranging from 0–1 indicating whether 

the father was involved in planning and making financial contributions. Fathers’ influence in 
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making decisions related to their children’s care was based on the question “How much 

influence do you have in major decisions such as …?” The items (1 = none, 2 = some, 3 = a 
lot) were collapsed into an indicator variable representing any degree of influence the father 

reported having (0 = none, 1 =some or a lot of influence) about the child’s life (e.g., rules, 

education, health care). The final influence scale was based on a mean score ranging from 

0–1. Additional information about the father engagement and father responsibility outcome 

measures is included in Appendix A (available online).

Criminal involvement—The primary predictor variable was criminal involvement, 

measured as a composite of 17 individual, self-reported illegal behaviors in the past year 

based on a modified version of the Self-Report of Delinquency Questionnaire developed for 

the National Youth Survey (Elliott, Huizinga, & Ageton, 1985). Illegal behaviors were 

categorized according to legal seriousness (Class C misdemeanor through Class 1 felony). 

Using an algorithm from previous research that accounts for frequency and seriousness of 

offense categories, an index of criminal involvement was constructed with five categories 

ranging from 0–4, with higher numbers indicative of more severe, frequent levels of 

involvement in illegal behaviors (Giordano, Cernkovich, & Pugh, 1986; Gorman-Smith, 

Tolan, Zelli, & Huesmann, 1996). Category definitions included

• nonoffenders, who reported committing no minor or major offenses during the 

past year;

• low-frequency minor offenders, who committed one or two minor offenses in the 

past year but no major offenses;

• moderate-frequency minor offenders or low-frequency less serious major 
offenders, who had some minor offenses (three) or no more than two less serious 

major offenses (e.g., hit someone, used drugs);

• high-frequency less serious major offenders or low-frequency more serious 
major offenders, who had committed 3–9 less serious major offenses or one or 

two more serious major offenses (e.g., attacked someone with a weapon); and

• very high-frequency less serious major offenders or high-frequency more serious 
major offenders, who reported 10 or more less serious major offenses or three or 

more serious major offenses.

Moderating variables—The first group of moderating variables assessed the extent to 

which fathers perceived supportiveness and encouragement for being a father based on the 

question, “In general, would you describe the following people as being very supportive of 

your being a (father/father-figure) to [child], somewhat supportive, do not care one way or 

the other, or try to prevent you from having a relationship with [child]?” Fathers answered 

this about (a) male relatives (e.g., father, grandfather, uncle); (b) female relatives (e.g., 

mother, grandmother, sister); (c) the mother of the child; (d) the mother’s male relatives; and 

(e) the mother’s female relatives. Supportiveness was used as an indicator variable (1 = very 
supportive, 0 = somewhat supportive, does not care, or tries to prevent the father from 
having a relationship with his child).
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The second group of variables assessed relationship quality with various individuals in the 

father’s kin and social network based on the question, “In general, would you describe your 

relationship with the following people as excellent, very good, good, fair, or poor?” The 

individuals were the same as those for the supportiveness item. The item was also used as an 

indicator variable (1 = excellent or very good, 0 = good, fair, or poor). The supportiveness 

and relationship quality variables were obtained from the DADS Initiative (additional details 

are available online in Appendix A; Cabrera, Moore, et al., 2004; Cabrera & Peters, 2000) 

and the Early Head Start Research and Evaluation Project, 1996–2010 (U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services, 2005).

Covariates—We included a control for fathers’ history of illegal involvement from 

childhood through late adolescence. To create measures of the level and direction of change, 

we conducted a multilevel linear growth analysis of criminal involvement scores over the 

first six waves of CYDS. Random effects were included for the intercept and for age (years) 

slope. Age was centered at 18 so the intercept effect represented the level of criminal 

behaviors at age 18. The model showed significant variation in both intercept and slope. 

Values for the random solution for the intercept and slope were used as covariates in 

subsequent models to control for individual variations in level (intercept) and direction/rate 

of change (slope) of criminal involvement through adolescence.

Father characteristics: Household income was assessed with nine categories: 1 = less than 
$5,000; 2 = $5,000–$9,999; 3 = $10,000–$14,999; 4 = $15,000–$19,999; 5 = $20,000–

$24,999; 6 = $25,000–$29,999; 7 = $30,000–$39,999; 8 = $40,000–$49,999; and 9 = 

$50,000 or more. Education and work were based on school achievement (1 = less than 7 
years of school; 2 = 7–9 years of school; 3 = 10–11 years of school; 4 = high school 
graduate; 5 = 1 year of college or business/technical school; 6 = some college; 7 = college 
graduate; and 8 = professional—MA, Med, MD, PhD) and current employment (1 = yes, 0 = 

no), respectively. Fathers’ race/ethnicity were collapsed into 1 = non-Hispanic Black and 0 = 

Hispanic or other categories. Relationship status was measured with 1 = married, 2 = 

cohabiting, and 3 = single.

Child characteristics: Child gender (1 =male, 0 =female) and age (years and months) were 

included. Fathers also reported each child’s biological status (1 = biological, 0 = 

nonbiological) and whether they were residing with the child (1 = resident, 0 = nonresident).

Analytic Strategy

Using a hierarchical linear model approach, we examined the effects of child- and father-

level predictors on father-involvement outcome variables, accounting for the nesting of 

children within fathers. To test for the moderating effects of kinship networks on father 

involvement, we include the main effects of supportiveness and relationship quality and their 

interactions with recent criminal behavior. Specifically, we focused on the interaction 

between criminal behavior and dichotomous levels of supportiveness for fathering (very 

supportive) and relationship quality (excellent or very good) from each of five groups of 

individuals from the fathers’ kinship networks: male relatives, female relatives, the mother 

of his children, mothers’ male relatives, and mothers’ female relatives.
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An interaction term for criminal behavior and each moderator (supportiveness, relationship 

quality) for the five groups was entered in separate models (e.g., criminal behavior × support 
from fathers’ male relatives, criminal behavior × support from fathers’ female relatives, 

criminal behavior × relationship quality with mothers’ female relatives, etc.). These models 

allowed us to assess the effects of criminal behavior on eight father-involvement outcomes 

for fathers at low versus high levels of support and relationship quality, respectively.

For each of the eight outcomes, two models were estimated: one that included an interaction 

term for criminal behavior × support (high vs. low) and another with an interaction term for 

criminal behavior × relationship quality (high vs. low). These 16 models were estimated five 

times—once for each category of people in fathers’ social networks. This resulted in 80 

models, the interaction terms and slope estimates of which are presented in Table 2. (The 

complete set of models with main effects and covariates are not included for parsimony and 

because of our primary interest in the interaction effects assessed.)

We hypothesized that criminal involvement would be significantly negatively associated 

with father involvement for fathers with low levels of support and relationship quality, and 

that this negative association would be attenuated (i.e., non-significant) for fathers with high 

levels of support and relationship quality. To aid interpretation of significant interaction 

terms, planned effect estimates show the association between criminal behavior and father 

involvement at both levels of support and relationship quality. All models included main 

effects, interaction terms, and the full set of controls for fathers’ characteristics, including 

past criminal involvement and covariates at the child level. For demonstration purposes 

(available online in Appendix B), we specify one analytic model in hierarchical linear model 

notation with a focus on financial responsibility as the outcome and supportiveness from 

fathers’ male relatives as the moderator.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Father and child characteristics—Table 1 provides descriptive information for the 

independent variables. The average household income was between $20,000 and $24,000. 

Approximately 32% of the fathers had less than a high school degree, and 71% reported 

currently working. Seventy-one percent of the fathers were Black, and the remaining 29% 

self-identified as Hispanic or another race/ethnicity. Nearly one fourth of fathers (24%) were 

married, 38% were cohabiting, and the remainder (38%) were single. Fathers had an average 

of two children, most of whom (52%) were male. The children were 4.7 years old, on 

average, and the majority (84%) were related to their fathers biologically; over half (54%) 

lived with their father.

Supportiveness and relationship quality—More than half (57%) of all fathers 

reported high levels of support from their male relatives with respect to encouragement for 

being a father (Table 1). Similarly, supportive relationships were reported among their 

female relatives (71%), and nearly three quarters (73%) reported getting support from the 

mothers of their children. Despite the large proportion of highly supportive mothers, fathers 

reported the lowest prevalence of supportiveness from mothers’ family members—mothers’ 
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male relatives (38%) and mothers’ female relatives (42%). Fathers’ reports of relationship 

quality with relatives were similar to their reports of supportiveness. They indicated having 

excellent or very good relationships with their own relatives at higher prevalence rates than 

with mothers’ relatives—77% and 83% with fathers’ male and female relatives, respectively, 

compared to 56% and 51% with mothers’ male and female relatives, respectively. Nearly 

69% of fathers reported having high-quality relationships with the mothers of their children.

Criminal behavior—Fathers’ self-report of criminal behavior indicates significant 

variation in the frequency and level of seriousness of past-year illegal activity. Over one 

fourth (26%) of the fathers reported no involvement in illegal behavior whatsoever (score = 

0), and 17% reported low-frequency minor offenses (score = 1). The midrange of the scale 

(score = 2) identified 28% of fathers as being involved with moderate-frequency minor 

offenses or low-frequency less serious major offenses. Finally, 10% of fathers were involved 

with high-frequency less serious major offenses or low-frequency more serious major 

offenses, and 19% were involved with very high-frequency less serious major offenses or 

high-frequency more serious major offenses.

Moderating Effects

We now turn to the results of the analyses evaluating the moderating effects of relationship 

quality and support on the association between criminal behavior and father involvement. 

Table 2 presents the test of significance for the criminal behavior × relationship quality and 

criminal behavior × supportiveness interactions and their effect estimates with high and low 

levels of relationship quality and supportiveness.

Fathers’ relatives—Among fathers’ male relatives, there were significant criminal 
behavior × supportiveness interactions for two measures of father involvement: can see his 

child (z = 2.17, p < .05) and financial responsibility (z = 2.48, p < .05). For both outcomes, 

higher levels of criminal behavior were associated with lower levels of involvement among 

fathers with low support (can see his child: B = −.09, SE = .08; financial responsibility: B = 

−.04, SE = .02), though this negative association was statistically significant for financial 

responsibility only. Among those with high support, criminal behavior was not significantly 

associated with father involvement for either outcome. The significant interaction suggests 

that having highly supportive male relatives may act as a buffer against the negative 

association observed between criminal behavior and father involvement in cases where 

support for the father is low.

Figure 1 plots the interaction and simple slopes for the effect of criminal behavior on one of 

the father-involvement outcomes—financial responsibility—for two levels of support with 

fathers’ male relatives: high and low support. The figure shows that at low levels of support 

between fathers and their male relatives, criminal behavior was negatively associated with 

fathers’ financial responsibility (i.e., as criminal behavior increased, the lower fathers’ 

financial contributions were to children). At high levels of support, criminal behavior was 

positively associated with fathers’ financial contributions, although this association was not 

statistically significant.

Charles et al. Page 11

J Soc Social Work Res. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 April 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



The most consistent pattern of findings among all the models was observed with significant 

interactions between criminal behavior × relationship quality among fathers’ male relatives. 

This was the case for seven father-involvement outcomes: can see his child (z = 2.41, p < .

05); does see his child (z = 2.52, p < .05); recreation (z = 2.06, p < .05); education (z = 2.11, 

p < .05); caregiving (z = 2.59, p < .05); financial responsibility (z = 1.99, p < .05); and 

influence (z = 2.46, p < .05). Like supportiveness, among fathers with low relationship 

quality with their male relatives, criminal behavior was negatively associated with father 

involvement for four of the seven outcomes (does see child, education, financial 

responsibility, and influence) and marginally significant for three of the outcomes (can see 

child, recreation, and caregiving). Stated simply, among fathers who reported high 

relationship quality with male relatives, there is a buffering of the negative effect of criminal 

behavior on father involvement observed in lower quality relationships.

Mothers—In the case of mothers’ supportiveness for and relationship quality with fathers, 

we found one significant interaction: criminal behavior × supportiveness for can see child (z 
= 2.89, p < .01). Among fathers with low support from mothers, criminal behavior was 

marginally negatively associated with perceived ability to see the child (B = −.17, SE = .09, 

p < .10).

Mothers’ relatives—With respect to mothers’ relatives, we found significant interactions 

in only two cases: criminal behavior × relationship quality interactions for (a) mothers’ male 

relatives for influence (z = 2.00, p < .05); and (b) mothers’ female relatives for does see 
child (z = 2.24, p < .05). However, in the presence of high-quality relationships, the 

association between criminal behavior and father involvement was positive but 

nonsignificant in one case (influence) and marginally significant in the other (does see 

child). In the presence of low-quality relationships, the association was negative but 

nonsignificant for both outcomes.

Discussion

In fatherhood research much attention has been given to the role of paternal residence 

(Greene & Moore, 2000; Nepomnyaschy & Garfinkel, 2011) and the relationship 

characteristics of parents (Carlson & Magnuson, 2011). Although important, these factors 

overlook the role of fathers’ social context (e.g., relations with people in one’s extended 

network, engagement in high-risk behavior) and how social support and relationships may 

influence fathers’ involvement with their children. This study examined the relation of 

criminal behavior and father involvement and the moderating role of extended family and 

mothers in this association. Although previous evidence has suggested that criminal 

behavior is problematic for children through several pathways (Fergusson et al., 2005; Jaffee 

et al., 2006), there has been limited exploration of the role of individuals from fathers’ social 

networks in these processes.

This study’s findings suggest that the effect of criminal behavior on father involvement 

depends on the level of supportiveness and relationship quality a father has with individuals 

in his network. In particular, criminal behavior was negatively associated with father 

involvement when fathers had low-quality relationships with male relatives (e.g., uncles, 
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brothers). Conversely, we observed no association between criminal behavior and father 

involvement for high-quality relationships with male relatives. This suggests that having 

strong and affirmative relationships with male relatives may buffer the negative effects of 

criminal behavior on father involvement, expressed through disengagement of fathers from 

their children. We found this result across seven father-involvement outcomes: accessibility 

(access to the child, contact with the child); engagement (recreation, education, caregiving); 

and responsibility (financial responsibility, influence). We found more modest results for 

fathers who reported high levels of support and encouragement for being a father from male 

relatives. That is, criminal behavior was negatively associated with financial responsibility 

(but not other outcomes) when fathers reported low levels of fathering support from male 

kin.

Our findings may be explained by previous research that suggests a father’s experience in 

his own family of origin has implications for interactions he has with his children (Beaton & 

Doherty, 2007). Evidence indicates that men who had highly involved, nurturing fathers are 

more likely to be involved with their own children through identification and modeling, 

thereby replicating the parenting they received (Belsky, 1984). Men who had uninvolved 

fathers may also be more likely to be involved with their own children, but that involvement 

is through compensatory processes in which they enact parenting differently from that of 

their own fathers (Belsky, 1984).

In the current study, it may be the case that fathers who had close relationships with their 

fathers (or with other salient male family figures) growing up continued to have similar 

bonds in young adulthood and during stages of early parenting with their own children. If 

these relationships have indeed continued, they may afford opportunities to engage in 

prosocial behavior (positive father involvement) through modeling despite other behaviors 

that are high risk and antisocial (criminal activity).

What is unclear is whether fathers in our study started out in less close, nurturing 

relationships with their own fathers (or other male figures) that changed over time and later 

became higher quality and supportive, or if they began this way. Another uncertainty is who 

in the male extended family network (e.g., father, uncle, cousin, sibling) the fathers were 

thinking of when reporting high-quality and supportive relationships. Qualitative research on 

low-income fathers’ kin networks suggests that kin systems can be diverse and complex, 

with wide ranges of male and female kin and nonkin playing a role in the social support 

network pertaining to family, parenting, and child-rearing (Roy & Vesely, 2010). Future 

research could explore the variation in kin networks to better understand which members of 

the family system are most significant for father involvement and in what ways.

The second set of findings pertains to fathers’ connections with the mothers of their children 

and with mothers’ relatives. Again, the relation of criminal behavior and father involvement 

depended on the extent of support and quality of relationships the father had with others. 

Specifically, as expected, criminal behavior was associated with lower levels of father 

involvement (access to child) when mothers were less supportive of fathers. Contrary to 

expectations, criminal behavior was also associated with higher levels of father involvement 

when mothers were more supportive of fathers. A similar pattern was found for the 
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association between criminal behavior and fathers actually seeing their children in the 

presence of high-quality relationships with mother’s female relatives. In summary, this set of 

results found that two potentially interconnected groups—mothers and mothers’ female 

relatives—played a role in moderating the relation between criminal behavior and father 

involvement. Specifically, these individuals had an effect on fathers’ perceived access to 

children and how frequently they saw their children under certain relationship conditions. 

Unlike less direct measures of father involvement (e.g., influence on important decisions), it 

may be the case that mothers and their female relatives play gatekeeping roles and influence 

father–child accessibility (i.e., the actual time and contact that a child has with his or her 

father).

The finding about maternal gatekeeping is largely congruent with other research on the 

fundamental role that mothers and kin play in mediating father–child relationships (Doherty 

et al., 1998). For instance, fathers who live with or near various kin—including their 

mothers, grandmothers, or siblings—often rely on these individuals to care for their children 

while they work, run errands, or socialize (Hamer & Marchioro, 2002). Another explanation 

is that mothers and related kin may play gatekeeping roles that hinder father-involvement 

activities (Fagan & Barnett, 2003; McBride et al., 2005). Although much of the research in 

this area has been conducted with samples of nonresident father households, other evidence 

points to the role of maternal gatekeeping even when parents are married or cohabiting 

(Schoppe-Sullivan, Brown, Cannon, Mangelsdorf, & Sokolowski, 2008). This body of work 

generally finds that maternal perceptions and attitudes about fathering, as well as mothers’ 

actual behavior (e.g., active encouragement for fathering), shapes father-involvement 

behaviors. Although research on maternal gatekeeping is substantial, there has been less 

investigation of extended female kin in a mother’s network; this should be the focus of 

future research to enhance understanding of the breadth and depth of social networks in 

affecting fathering behavior.

Limitations

Our study does have limitations that are important to acknowledge. Given the multiple forms 

of father involvement measured, and the sources of supportiveness for fathering and 

relationship quality with family members, these analyses included a large number (80) of 

interaction effects. Although we do not believe the results are entirely a function of chance, 

these analyses should be considered exploratory, and these findings should be verified with 

another sample. Nonetheless, the likelihood that the number of significant interaction effects 

obtained can be explained by random chance alone (i.e., obtaining 12 or more effects 

significant at p < .05 from 80 models) is quite small at p = .0006.

Further, because of how questions were asked, we are unable to discern who in the extended 

family the respondent is referring to when asked about relationships with and support from 

male and female relatives. For instance, if the father reports high levels of support from male 

relatives, we do not know if he is referring to his own father, his grandfather, an uncle, or 

another male relative. The same is the case for female relatives. Measures that allow for 

differentiation of people in the network would improve our understanding of the role that 

particular family members play in fathers’ involvement.
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Likewise, we are limited in understanding how high levels of relationship quality and 

supportiveness are actualized. How, for example, is supportiveness and encouragement for 

fathering expressed to fathers who endorse high levels of such behavior by people in their 

network? Is such behavior expressed through emotional encouragement, tangible 

contributions to the child on his behalf, cooperative coparenting, or other forms of support? 

Again, having more nuanced measures could allow for an enhanced understanding of the 

mechanisms through which relationships and support affect father involvement and, 

potentially, child outcomes.

The lack of representativeness of our sample presents another limitation (participants were 

predominantly African American and Hispanic from a low-income, inner-city community.) 

Therefore, we cannot generalize these findings to other groups. Lastly, it is necessary to 

highlight our inability to isolate parental involvement from potential genetic influences. 

Gene-environment interaction studies have identified a significant genetic component in 

antisocial behavior (DeLisi, Beaver, Vaughn, & Wright, 2009). Our study, however, could 

not empirically examine the role that genetics may have in antisocial behavior, parental 

involvement, and the larger social context in which the participants live.

Conclusion

Our empirical findings complement those of qualitative studies—social support from 

partners and family members is crucial to paternal involvement, especially for African 

American fathers from low-income neighborhoods (Summers, Boller, & Raikes, 2004)—and 

our findings about the link between mothers, mothers’ extended family, and father 

involvement corroborate previous work in this area. However, these findings were generally 

modest given the number of father-involvement measures available in our study. Our most 

robust pattern of results suggests something different: Male relatives from a father’s own 

family may be centrally important to involvement with his children. This was an unexpected 

finding given the large proportion of fathers from our sample who were at high risk of 

growing up in a single-mother household without their father (Hamilton, Martin, & Ventura, 

2009). This said, empirical evidence has shown significant variation in father contact—

particularly among nonresident fathers—suggesting that consistently declining contact with 

children over time does not tell the whole story. As has been the case in other social and 

behavioral health studies where male family networks or male peers have been identified as 

important links to health-promoting behaviors (e.g., Schneider, Michaels, & Bouris, 2012), it 

may be the case that male kin are playing a pivotal role in young fathers’ lives in ways that 

researchers are just beginning to understand. This may have future importance as researchers 

and practitioners work to build preventive interventions that promote child health through 

positive father involvement and extended family support.

The results from this study may inform current social work practice and future research. The 

prominent findings in this study suggest that fathers with high-quality relationships with 

their male relatives may act protectively against disengagement from their children despite 

fathers’ involvement in criminal activity. Social workers could use an expansive and holistic 

approach when engaging fathers and their children, with a particular emphasis on helping 

fathers identify and call upon salient male role models in their family network. This might 
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include helping to “bridge” members of one’s family so fathers can connect to and benefit 

from the positive influence of male relatives. For fathers who are not already well connected 

to male kin, social workers could also help identify people in the fathers’ community who 

could play the role of familial mentor or fictive kin to provide support as the father pursues 

his fathering goals. We are not suggesting that fathers’ male kin are the only important 

family members when trying to increase paternal involvement. Mothers are central to this 

process, and as this study finds, they are particularly pertinent to father–child access through 

what is likely maternal gatekeeping behavior. However, father involvement and parenting 

programs could go beyond traditional father–mother–child focused strategies and attend to 

other members of the extended family who could have notable influence in the prevention of 

disengagement between fathers and their children.

Supplementary Material

Refer to Web version on PubMed Central for supplementary material.

Acknowledgments

This research was funded by the Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health and Human 
Development (Grants R01HD042030 and K99HD081273). Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or 
recommendations expressed in this article are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the 
Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health and Human Development.

References

Beaton JM, Doherty WJ. Fathers’ family of origin relationships and attitudes about father involvement 
from pregnancy through first year postpartum. Fathering. 2007; 5(3):236–245. DOI: 10.3149/fth.
0503.236

Belsky J. The determinants of parenting: A process model. Child Development. 1984; 55:83–96. DOI: 
10.2307/1129836 [PubMed: 6705636] 

Bouchard G, Lee CM. The marital context for father involvement with their pre-school children: The 
role of partner support. Journal of Prevention & Intervention in the Community. 2000; 20(1–2):37–
53. DOI: 10.1300/J005v20n01_04

Cabrera NJ, Moore K, Bronte-Tinkew J, Halle T, West J, Brooks-Gunn J, … Boller K. The DADS 
initiative: Measuring father involvement in large-scale surveys. In: Day R, Lamb M, 
editorsConceptualizing and measuring father involvement. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates Publishers; 2004. 417–452. 

Cabrera NJ, Peters HE. Public policies and father involvement. Marriage & Family Review. 2000; 
29(4):295–314. DOI: 10.1300/J002v29n04_04

Cabrera NJ, Ryan RM, Shannon JD, Brooks-Gunn J, Vogel C, Raikes H, … Cohen R. Low-income 
fathers’ involvement in their toddlers’ lives: Biological fathers from the Early Head Start Research 
and Evaluation Study. Fathering. 2004; 2(1):5–30. DOI: 10.3149/fth.0201.5

Cabrera NJ, Tamis-LeMonda CS, editorsHandbook of father involvement: Multidisciplinary 
perspectives. 2. New York, NY: Routledge; 2013. 

Capaldi DM, Pears KC, Kerr DC, Owen LD, Kim HK. Growth in externalizing and internalizing 
problems in childhood: A prospective study of psychopathology across three generations. Child 
Development. 2012; 83(6):1945–1959. DOI: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01821.x [PubMed: 
22860712] 

Capaldi DM, Pears KC, Patterson GR, Owen LD. Continuity of parenting practices across generations 
in an at-risk sample: A prospective comparison of direct and mediated associations. Journal of 
Abnormal Child Psychology. 2003; 31(2):127–142. DOI: 10.1023/A:102251812 [PubMed: 
12735396] 

Charles et al. Page 16

J Soc Social Work Res. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 April 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



Carlson M, Magnuson KA. Low-income fathers’ influence on children. The Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science. 2011; 635:95–116. DOI: 10.1177/0002716210393853 
[PubMed: 25520525] 

Carlson M, McLanahan S, England P. Union formation in fragile families. Demography. 2004; 
41:237–261. DOI: 10.1353/dem.2004.0012 [PubMed: 15209039] 

Carlson MJ, Furstenberg FF. The prevalence and correlates of multipartnered fertility among urban 
U.S. parents. Journal of Marriage and Family. 2006; 68:718–732. DOI: 10.1111/j.
1741-3737.2006.00285.x

Carlson MJ, McLanahan SS, Brooks-Gunn J. Coparenting and nonresident fathers’ involvement with 
young children after a nonmarital birth. Demography. 2008; 45(2):461–488. DOI: 10.1353/dem.
0.0007 [PubMed: 18613490] 

Caspi A, Moffitt TE. The continuity of maladaptive behavior: From description to explanation in the 
study of antisocial behavior. In: Cicchetti D, Cohen D, editorsDevelopmental psychopathology. 
New York, NY: Wiley; 1995. 472–511. 

Castillo JT, Sarver CM. Nonresident fathers’ social networks: The relationship between social support 
and father involvement. Personal Relationships. 2012; 19(4):759–774. DOI: 10.1111/j.
1475-6811.2011.01391.x [PubMed: 23288998] 

Castillo JT, Welch GW, Sarver CM. The relationship between disadvantaged fathers’ employment 
stability, workplace flexibility, and involvement with their infant children. Journal of Social 
Service Research. 2013; 39(3):380–396. DOI: 10.1111/j.1475-6811.2011.01391.x

Charles P, Jones A, Guo S. Treatment effects of a relationship-strengthening intervention for 
economically disadvantaged new parents. Research on Social Work Practice. 2013; 24(3):321–
338. DOI: 10.1177/1049731513497803

Charles P, Spielfogel J, Gorman-Smith D, Schoeny M, Henry D, Tolan P. Disagreement in parental 
reports of father involvement. Journal of Family Issues. 2016. Advance online publication. 

Cohen S. Social relationships and health. American Psychologist. 2004; 59(8):676–684. DOI: 
10.1037/0003-066X.59.8.676 [PubMed: 15554821] 

Coley RL. (In)visible men: Emerging research on low-income, unmarried, and minority fathers. 
American Psychologist. 2001; 56(9):743–753. DOI: 10.1037/0003-066X.56.9.743 [PubMed: 
11558359] 

Coley RL, Chase-Lansdale PL. Stability and change in paternal involvement among urban African 
American fathers. Journal of Family Psychology. 1999; 13(3):416–435. DOI: 
10.1037/0893-3200.13.3.416

Coley RL, Hernandez DC. Predictors of paternal involvement for resident and nonresident low-income 
fathers. Developmental Psychology. 2006; 42(6):1041–1056. DOI: 10.1037/0012-1649.42.6.1041 
[PubMed: 17087540] 

Cooksey EC, Craig PH. Parenting from a distance: The effects of paternal characteristics on contact 
between nonresidential fathers and their children. Demography. 1998; 35:187–200. DOI: 
10.2307/3004051 [PubMed: 9622781] 

Cullen FT. Social support as an organizing concept for criminology: Presidential address to the 
Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences. Justice Quarterly. 1994; 11(4):527–559. DOI: 
10.1080/07418829400092421

DeGarmo DS, Forgatch MS. A confidant support and problem solving model of divorced fathers’ 
parenting. American Journal of Community Psychology. 2012; 49:258–269. DOI: 10.1007/
s10464-011-9437-y [PubMed: 21541814] 

DeLisi M, Beaver KM, Vaughn MG, Wright JP. All in the family: Gene × environment interaction 
between DRD2 and criminal father is associated with five antisocial phenotypes. Criminal Justice 
and Behavior. 2009; 36(11):1187–1197. DOI: 10.1177/0093854809342884

Doherty WJ, Kouneski EF, Erickson MF. Responsible fathering: An overview and conceptual 
framework. Journal of Marriage and the Family. 1998; 60(2):277–292. DOI: 10.2307/353848

Dunn J. Annotation: Children’s relationships with their nonresident fathers. Journal of Child 
Psychology and Psychiatry. 2004; 45(4):659–671. DOI: 10.1111/j.1469-7610.2004.00261.x 
[PubMed: 15056299] 

Elliott D, Huizinga D, Ageton S. Explaining delinquency and drug use. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage; 1985. 

Charles et al. Page 17

J Soc Social Work Res. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 April 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



Fagan J, Barnett M. The relationship between maternal gatekeeping, paternal competence, mothers’ 
attitudes about the father role, and father involvement. Journal of Family Issues. 2003; 24(8):1020–
1043. DOI: 10.1177/0192513X03256397

Fagan J, Lee Y. Do coparenting and social support have a greater effect on adolescent fathers than 
adult fathers? Family Relations. 2011; 60(3):247–258. DOI: 10.1111/j.1741-3729.2011.00651.x

Fagan J, Lee Y. Effects of fathers’ early risk and resilience on paternal engagement with 5-year-olds. 
Family Relations. 2012; 61(5):878–892. DOI: 10.1111/j.1741-3729.2012.00741.x

Fergusson DM, Horwood LJ, Ridder EM. Show me the child at seven: The consequences of conduct 
problems in childhood for psychosocial functioning in adulthood. Journal of Child Psychology and 
Psychiatry. 2005; 46(8):837–849. DOI: 10.1111/j.1469-7610.2004.00387.x [PubMed: 16033632] 

Giordano PC, Cernkovich SA, Pugh MD. Friendships and delinquency. American Journal of 
Sociology. 1986; 91(5):1170–1202. DOI: 10.1086/228390

Gorman-Smith D, Hunt EG, Robertson D. Fatherhood and fathering among low-income and minority 
men. In: Malhomes V, King RB, editorsThe Oxford handbook of poverty and child development. 
New York, NY: Oxford University Press; 2012. 145–156. 

Gorman-Smith D, Tolan PH, Zelli A, Huesmann LR. The relation of family functioning to violence 
among inner-city minority youths. Journal of Family Psychology. 1996; 10(2):115–129. DOI: 
10.1037/0893-3200.10.2.115

Greene AD, Moore KA. Nonresident father involvement and child well-being among young children in 
families on welfare. Marriage & Family Review. 2000; 29(2/3):159–180. DOI: 10.1300/
J002v29n02_10

Hamer J, Marchioro K. Becoming custodial dads: Exploring parenting among low-income and 
working-class African American fathers. Journal of Marriage and Family. 2002; 64(1):116–129. 
DOI: 10.1111/j.1741-3737.2002.00116.x

Hamilton BE, Martin JA, Ventura SJ. National Vital Statistics Reports. Vol. 57. Hyattsville, MD: 
National Center for Health Statistics; 2009. Births: Preliminary data for 2007. Retrieved from 
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr57/nvsr57_12.pdf

Hofferth SL. Residential father family type and child well-being: Investment versus selection. 
Demography. 2006; 43:53–77. DOI: 10.1353/dem.2006.0006 [PubMed: 16579208] 

Hofferth SL, Anderson KG. Are all dads equal? Biology versus marriage as a basis for paternal 
investment. Journal of Marriage and Family. 2003; 65:213–232. DOI: 10.1111/j.
1741-3737.2003.00213.x

Jaffee SR, Belsky J, Harrington H, Caspi A, Moffitt TE. When parents have a history of conduct 
disorder: How is the caregiving environment affected? Journal of Abnormal Psychology. 2006; 
115(2):309–319. DOI: 10.1037/0021-843X.115.2.309 [PubMed: 16737395] 

Jaffee SR, Caspi A, Moffitt TE, Taylor A, Dickson N. Predicting early fatherhood and whether young 
fathers live with their children: Prospective findings and policy reconsiderations. Journal of Child 
Psychology and Psychiatry. 2001; 42(6):803–815. DOI: 10.1111/1469-7610.00777 [PubMed: 
11583253] 

Jaffee SR, Moffitt TE, Caspi A, Taylor A. Life with (or without) father: The benefits of living with two 
biological parents depend on the father’s antisocial behavior. Child Development. 2003; 74(1):
109–126. DOI: 10.1111/1467-8624.t01-1-00524 [PubMed: 12625439] 

Johnson R. Ever-increasing levels of parental incarceration and the consequences for children. In: 
Raphael S, Stoll M, editorsDo prisons make us safer? The benefits and costs of the prison boom. 
New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation; 2009. 177–206. 

Kim HK, Capaldi DM, Pears KC, Kerr DC, Owen LD. Intergenerational transmission of internalising 
and externalising behaviours across three generations: Gender-specific pathways. Criminal 
Behaviour and Mental Health. 2009; 19(2):125–141. DOI: 10.1002/cbm.708 [PubMed: 19274624] 

Kotila LE, Kamp Dush CM. Another baby? Father involvement and childbearing in fragile families. 
Journal of Family Psychology. 2012; 26(6):976–986. DOI: 10.1037/a0030715 [PubMed: 
23244460] 

Krishnakumar A, Black MM. Family processes within three-generation households and adolescent 
mothers’ satisfaction with father involvement. Journal of Family Psychology. 2003; 17(4):488–
498. DOI: 10.1037/0893-3200.17.4.488 [PubMed: 14640799] 

Charles et al. Page 18

J Soc Social Work Res. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 April 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr57/nvsr57_12.pdf


Kulik L, Sadeh I. Explaining fathers’ involvement in childcare: An ecological approach. Community, 
Work & Family. 2015; 18(1):19–40. DOI: 10.1080/13668803.2014.944483

Lamb ME, Pleck JH, Charnov EL, Levine JA. Paternal behavior in humans. American Zoologist. 1985; 
25:883–894. DOI: 10.1093/icb/25.3.883

Lamb ME, Pleck JH, Charnov EL, Levine JA. A biosocial perspective on paternal behavior and 
involvement. In: Lancaster JB, Altman J, Rossi A, Sherrod LR, editorsParenting across the life 
span: Biosocial dimensions. Hawthorne, NY: Aldine; 1987. 111–142. 

Landale N, Oropesa RS. Father involvement in the lives of mainland Puerto Rico children: 
Contributions of nonresident, cohabiting, and married fathers. Social Forces. 2001; 79(3):945–968. 
DOI: 10.1353/sof.2001.0014

Lin N. Conceptualizing social support. In: Lin N, Dean A, Ensel WM, editorsSocial support, life 
events, and depression. Cambridge, MA: Academic Press; 1986. 17–30. 

Lundberg S, McLanahan S, Rose E. Child gender and father involvement in fragile families. 
Demography. 2007; 44:79–92. DOI: 10.1353/dem.2007.0007 [PubMed: 17461337] 

Manlove EE, Vernon-Feagans L. Caring for infant daughters and sons in dual-earner households: 
Maternal reports of father involvement in weekday time and tasks. Infant and Child Development. 
2002; 11:305–320. DOI: 10.1002/icd.260

McBride BA, Brown GL, Bost KK, Shin N, Vaughn B, Korth B. Paternal identity, maternal 
gatekeeping, and father involvement. Family Relations. 2005; 54(3):360–372. DOI: 10.1111/j.
1741-3729.2005.00323.x

Miller DB. Influences on parental involvement of African American adolescent fathers. Child and 
Adolescent Social Work Journal. 1994; 11(5):363–378. DOI: 10.1007/BF01876587

Moffitt TE. Life-course-persistent versus adolescence-limited antisocial behavior. In: Cicchetti D, 
Cohen DJ, editorsDevelopmental psychopathology. 2. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons; 2015. 
570–598. 

Murray J, Farrington DP. Parental imprisonment: Effects on boys? Antisocial behavior and 
delinquency through the life-course. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry. 2005; 46(12):
1269–1278. DOI: 10.1111/j.1469-7610.2005.01433.x [PubMed: 16313427] 

Nepomnyaschy L, Garfinkel I. Fathers’ involvement with their nonresident children and material 
hardship. Social Service Review. 2011; 85(1):3–38. DOI: 10.1086/658394 [PubMed: 21822335] 

Roy K, Dyson O, Jackson J. Intergenerational support and reciprocity between low-income African 
American fathers and their aging mothers. In: Johnson W, Johnson E, editorsSocial work with 
African American males. New York, NY: Oxford University Press; 2010. 42–60. 

Roy KM, Lucas K. Generativity as second chance: Low-income fathers and transformation of the 
difficult past. Research in Human Development. 2006; 3(2–3):139–159. DOI: 
10.1080/15427609.2006.9683366

Roy KM, Vesely CK. Caring for the family child: Kin networks of young low-income African 
American fathers. In: Coles RL, Green C, editorsThe myth of the missing Black father. New York, 
NY: Columbia University Press; 2010. 215–240. 

Ryan RM, Kalil A, Ziol-Guest KM. Longitudinal patterns of nonresident fathers’ involvement: The 
role of resources and relations. Journal of Marriage and Family. 2008; 70(4):962–977. DOI: 
10.1111/j.1741-3737.2008.00539.x

Schneider J, Michaels S, Bouris A. Family network proportion and HIV risk among Black men who 
have sex with men. Journal of Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndromes. 2012; 61(5):627–635. 
DOI: 10.1097/QAI.0b013e318270d3cb [PubMed: 23011395] 

Schoppe-Sullivan SJ, Brown GL, Cannon EA, Mangelsdorf SC, Sokolowski MS. Maternal 
gatekeeping, coparenting quality, and fathering behavior in families with infants. Journal of Family 
Psychology. 2008; 22(3):389.doi: 10.1037/0893-3200.22.3.389 [PubMed: 18540767] 

Sobolewski JM, King V. The importance of the coparental relationship for nonresident fathers’ ties to 
children. Journal of Marriage and Family. 2005; 67:1196–1212. DOI: 10.1111/j.
1741-3737.2005.00210.x

Summers JA, Boller K, Raikes H. Preferences and perceptions about getting support expressed by low-
income fathers. Fathering. 2004; 2(1):61–82. DOI: 10.3149/fth.0201.61

Charles et al. Page 19

J Soc Social Work Res. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 April 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



Thornberry TP, Freeman-Gallant A, Lizotte AJ, Krohn MD, Smith CA. Linked lives: The 
intergenerational transmission of antisocial behavior. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology. 
2003; 31(2):171–184. DOI: 10.1023/A:1022574208366 [PubMed: 12735399] 

Thornberry TP, Freeman-Gallant A, Lovegrove PJ. Intergenerational linkages in antisocial behaviour. 
Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health. 2009a; 19(2):80–93. DOI: 10.1002/cbm.709 [PubMed: 
19274625] 

Thornberry TP, Freeman-Gallant A, Lovegrove PJ. The impact of parental stressors on the 
intergenerational transmission of antisocial behavior. Journal of Youth and Adolescence. 2009b; 
38(3):312–322. DOI: 10.1007/s10964-008-9337-0 [PubMed: 19636747] 

Tolan P, Gorman-Smith D, Henry DB. The developmental ecology of urban males’ youth violence. 
Developmental Psychology. 2003; 39(2):274–291. DOI: 10.1037/0012-1649.39.2.274 [PubMed: 
12661886] 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services; Administration on Children, Youth, and Families; 
Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation. Early Head Start Father Interview for Fathers of 3-
year-old Children. Measurement instrument. 2005. Retrieved from http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/
default/files/opre/father_interview_3yrs.pdf

Vaughn MG, Salas-Wright CP, Delisi M, Qian Z. The antisocial family tree: Family histories of 
behavior problems in antisocial personality in the United States. Social Psychiatry and Psychiatric 
Epidemiology. 2015; 50(5):821–831. DOI: 10.1007/s00127-014-0987-9 [PubMed: 25409868] 

Biographies

Pajarita Charles, PhD, is an assistant professor at the School of Social Work, University of 

Wisconsin-Madison. This manuscript was completed while she was at the School of Social 

Service Administration, University of Chicago.

Deborah Gorman-Smith, PhD, is interim dean and the Emily Klein Gidwitz Professor at 

the School of Social Service Administration, University of Chicago.

Michael Schoeny, PhD, is an associate professor in Community, Systems, and Mental 

Health Nursing at Rush University College of Nursing.

Laura Sudec, MA, is a clinical research manager in the Early Intervention Research Group 

at Northwestern University. She was a master’s student in the School of Social Service 

Administration, University of Chicago, when she contributed to this manuscript.

Patrick Tolan, PhD, is the Charles S. Robb Professor of Education at the University of 

Virginia Curry School of Education and Department of Psychiatry and Neurobehavioral 

Sciences.

David Henry (deceased), PhD, was a professor of psychiatry and psychology at the 

University of Illinois at Chicago College of Medicine and a professor of health policy and 

administration in the School of Public Health.

Charles et al. Page 20

J Soc Social Work Res. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 April 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/father_interview_3yrs.pdf
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/father_interview_3yrs.pdf


Figure 1. 
Association between fathers’ criminal behavior and financial contributions at high and low 

levels of support from fathers’ male relatives. Associations are graphed from the first panel 

of model results in Table 2 (predictors of financial responsibility with interaction effects 

between criminal behavior and supportiveness from fathers’ male relatives).
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Table 1

Sample Characteristics

Variables M ± SD or N (%)

Father characteristics

 Household incomea, c 5.8 ± 2.7

 Educationa

  High school degree or greater 102.0 68.5%

  Less than high school degree 47.0 31.5%

 Currently workinga 105.0 70.5%

 Race/ethnicitya

  Non-Hispanic Black 106.0 71.1%

  Hispanic or other race/ethnicity 43.0 28.9%

 Relationship statusa

  Married 35.0 23.5%

  Cohabiting 57.0 38.3%

  Single 57.0 38.3%

 Number of childrena 2.1 ± 1.1

Child characteristics

 Male childb 173.0 51.6%

 Child ageb 4.7 ± 3.4

 Biological child of fatherb 280.0 83.6%

 Child lives with fatherb 181.0 54.0%

Supportivenessd (very supportive)

 Fathers’ male relativesa 85.0 57.1%

 Fathers’ female relativesa 105.0 70.5%

 Mothersb 243.0 72.5%

 Mothers’ male relativesb 128.0 38.2%

 Mothers’ female relativesb 142.0 42.4%

Relationship qualitye (excellent or very good)

 Fathers’ male relativesa 114.0 76.5%

 Fathers’ female relativesa 123.0 82.6%

 Mothersb 230.0 68.7%

 Mothers’ male relativesb 188.0 56.1%

 Mothers’ female relativesb 171.0 51.0%

Current criminal behaviora

 Nonoffender 39.0 26.2%
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Variables M ± SD or N (%)

 Low-frequency minor offenders 25.0 16.8%

 Moderate-frequency minor or low-frequency less serious major offenders 42.0 28.2%

 High-frequency less serious major or low-frequency more serious major offenders 15.0 10.1%

 Very high-frequency less serious major or high-frequency more serious major offenders 28.0 18.8%

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation.

a
Variables measured at the father level (N = 149).

b
Variables measured at the child level (N = 335).

c
Household income scale from 1–9: 1 = less than $5,000; 9 = $50,000+.

d
Supportiveness scale: 1 = very supportive; 0 = somewhat supportive, tries to prevent father from having a relationship with the child, or does not 

care one way or the other.

e
Relationship quality scale: 1 = excellent or very good; 0 = good, fair, or poor.
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