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Abstract
Darci Powell. Social Contexts and Moderators ef Relationship between Parental Separation
and Negative Youth Outcomes
(Under the direction of Dr. Lisa Pearce)

This dissertation examines how characteristichefviarious social contexts in which
youth live shape their response to parental sdaparand divorce. Specifically, | explore
how the percent of school peers who live in altevedamilies, the percent of school peers
who are conservatively Protestant, and the fanmty sibling environments modify the
influence of a parental separation on youth delmgy and depression. Drawing on social
ecological theories, the life course perspectine, theories of social norms, | formulate

hypotheses about the modifying roles of these tboegexts.

Analyses using three waves of the National LongaldStudy of Adolescent Health
(Add Health) show that higher percentages of scpeets who live in alternative families
are associated with lower delinquency rates fos¢heho experience a parental separation
only for those who live in higher socioeconomidssaareas. Higher percentages of
conservative Protestants in an adolescent’s s@reassociated with higher levels of
delinquency and depression for those who experianpaaental separation, regardless of
socioeconomic status. Higher levels of both faraitg sibling closeness pre-separation are
associated with increased negative outcomes faetidno experience a parental separation.
Altogether, these findings suggest that the noneateligious, and family contexts in which

youth live have the potential to limit or exacegbpbssible negative effects or parental



separation. Better understanding the role of $goiatext in shaping youth response to
parental separation advances the sociological satiglgguth and families, and informs
program and policymakers as to how interventionthéncontexts in which youth live can

benefit their wellbeing.
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Chapter lintroduction
Social Contexts and Moderators of the Relationbleigveen Parental Separation
and Negative Youth Outcomes

By: Darci Powell

Parental separation has been shown to producéiveegatcomes among children
who experience it, including higher risk of delimaey and depression (Amato 2001,
Teachman 2002; Doherty and Needle 1991; Forehaaldl®91; Demo and Acock 1988;
McLanahan and Booth 1989; Cherlin et al 1995). Eloav, there is a great deal of variation
in how individuals respond to parental separatsmme show many negative effects whereas
others prove quite resilient (McLanahan and SandEd94; Emery and Forehand 1996).
With over 40 percent of individuals in the Unitetht®&s experiencing the separation of their
parents during their lifetime, it is important toderstand how the adaptation process works

and what factors make this transition easier orengiifficult (Bumpass 1990; Amato 2001).

Researchers have proposed many possible mechathissagh which parental
separation influences children and through whiateti@n in outcomes occurs, including
parental conflict and the loss of economic, soara parental resources (Amato 1993; Demo
and Acock 1991). Social-ecological and life couts®ed lives” theories suggest it is also
important to take into account the moderating oflsocial context when analyzing the
importance of events, such as family transitionghe lives of individuals (Kumpfer and
Turner 1991; Bronfenbrenner 1979 and 1989; EId@BL9However, the moderating effect
of social context on the reaction to parental ssjgam has not been thoroughly addressed in

the literature.



In the following three papers, | draw on sociadlegical theories and the life course
perspective to hypothesize how various aspectsméhiscontext moderate the effect of
parental relationship dissolution on young adutcomes. | then specifically hypothesize
how the percentage of students in non-two bioldgiegent families in an adolescent’s
school, the percentage of conservative Protesitaatis adolescent’s school, and closeness in
family and sibling relationships each may modetiagerelationship between parental
separation and youth outcomes. To test my hypeshésise the three waves of the National
Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health nationally representative data set
with over 15,000 respondents in the final wavethmfollowing introduction, | describe
background information regarding parental sepamatay out theories to support my

research, and discuss the three papers includédsidissertation.

Parental Separation: Effects and Mechanisms

Parental separation has been shown to be a morh&inéss or crisis that can cause
negative outcomes, including delinquency and depyagMorrison and Cherlin 1995;
Ahrons 1980; Landis 1960; Aneshensel 1992; Samtlal 1994; Amato 2001; Amato and
Keith 1991a and 1991b; Teachman 2002; Doherty st 1991; Forehand et al 1991,
Demo and Acock 1988; McLanahan and Booth 1989; Ibhetrral 1995). Delinquency tends
to be an external symptom of internalized stre$graas depression is a more internalized
symptom of stress (Aseltine et al 2000; Agnew 138&gan 1997; Agnew and White 1992).
Including both measures allows me to capture resdth for adolescents who react to stress
through externalized behavior and for those whotreastress through internalized

emotional responses.



The relationship between parental separation aldggency and depression may be
due to parental conflict, the loss of parental veses, the loss of social resources, and the
loss of economic resources. Parental conflictgaqgaration is strongly linked to negative
outcomes post-separation. Individuals who repigith levels of parental conflict before a
parental separation tend to show fewer negativecous than those who come from low
conflict families because the separation ends atabie situation for those in high conflict
families (Forehand et al 1994; Hanson 1999; Amladomis and Booth 1995; Vandewater

and Lansford 1998).

The loss of parental economic and emotional ressuinas also been found to
contribute to negative outcomes post-separationgtarand Keith 1991; Amato 1993; Demo
and Acock 1991). Separation is generally accongaaby a loss of income in the household,
which may require a move to a different neighborhooschool district, increasing stress
and decreasing continuous social support (Sorel@@#; McLanahan and Sandefur 1994).
In terms of the emotional resources of parentstaabrand closeness with non-residential
parents are often greatly reduced after a separ@idcLanahan and Sandefur 1994). The
separation can also impact the emotional avaitgitwh the residential parent. Having to fill
in gaps caused by the absence of the other p#nentesidential parent is likely to have
increased demands outside of the home and to exgergreater stress which can affect their
emotional availability and lead to problems in gagent, such as depression or anxiety

(McLanahan and Sandefur 1994; Amato 1993; Demofamodk 1991).

Social support networks also contribute to hownilials adapt to separation

(Emery and Forehand 1996). Having close relatimssand a strong support network, often



measured using self-reported data of school attanhmeer support, and extra-familial
support, can protect against the impact of pareatationship disruption on children,
whereas the loss of these networks can lead tdinegdfects (Emery and Forehand 1996).
However, authors have not fully explored the imaoce of the demographic characteristics
of these networks, of the overall family contextdaf sibling relationships in adjustment.
To motivate this study of how features of the sdlamal family context moderate the
relationship between parental separation and youttomes, | turn to social ecological

theories and the life course “linked lives” perdpec

Social Ecological and Life Course Theories

Social ecological theories suggest that, whenitapht individual behavior, one must
take into account, not only the individual, butoalss/her social environment (Glasgow et al
2002; Kumpfer and Turner 1991; Bronfenbrenner 1&7® 1989; Schmeer 2005).
Bronfenbrenner (1979 and 1989), a social-ecolodieadrist, suggests that individuals are
nested in various levels of social context, inahgdihe microsystem and the macrosystem
(Bronfenbrenner 1989; Seginer 2003). | examinanleEosystem, consisting of
relationships with peers and family members (Brohfenner 1989; Seginer 2003). Broader
cultural norms and values, or the macrosystemof®@ communicated through the
microsystem, especially through relationships \pitlers; these cultural values will also be

discussed in these papers (Bronfenbrenner 198Mm&e2P03).

Applications of social-ecological theory suggesttitior adolescents, characteristics
of those within their school environment impact hodividuals behave and respond.

Bearman and Bruckner (2001), in their study of imitg pledges, find that the effectiveness



of the pledge is greatest when a moderate numbeadividuals take the pledge, enough to
create a social group but not so many that thevidaal does not feel unique for having
taken the pledge (Bearman and Bruckner 2001). nidral communities hypothesis (Stark
1989), which suggests that the benefits of persatigiosity are strongest for those who are
embedded in a socially religious environment, Hes lbeen supported at the school level.
Regnerus (2003) finds that personal religiositgrisnarily associated with a decrease in

delinquency in schools with high percentages oéothligious students.

Life course theory similarly suggests that itngprtant to investigate the social
context of events when examining individual resgsn®&lder 1998). The theory of “linked
lives” states that lives of individuals are depertd®n one another; one individual’'s decisions
are likely to impact the way other individuals actbehave (Elder 1998). When examining
the effects of parental separation on individuatomes, it is necessary to take into account
characteristics of and relationships with otherthanindividual's social context, including
peers and family members. The life course thebtiynked lives is especially important in
the examination of relationships with family menseLiving in such close proximity,
relationships with siblings and family members légely to play an important role in

individual adaptation.

Family Structure Context of Schools Moderatingltifeience of Parental Separation

Each of the papers presented here examines theatiodesffect of young adults’
social context pre-parental separation on theioglship between parental separation and
delinquency and depression. The first paper ptedeaxamines whether the pre-separation

percentage of peers in an individual’'s school whaat live in two biological parent homes



moderates the relationship between parental sépai@td young adult outcomes. |
hypothesize that having a higher percentage ofspgko have also experienced living in a
non-two-biological-parent household will ease ormis adjustment to parental separation,
due to increased normativity of non-intact familiEsincreased institutionalization of
alternative family structures, and to increasecssdo similar others in these environments
(Thoits 2001; Cherlin 1978). | also test whethese outcomes vary by the socioeconomic
status of the respondent’s county. | present dmeeptual model of this hypothesis in Figure

1.1

Figure 1.1 Conceptual model of hypothesis regargergentage of alternative families in the school

Delinquency
and
Depression

Parental Separation

Percentage of
Alternative
Families in School

| do find that the social context of school peederates the relationship between
parental separation and delinquency for thoseghdi socioeconomic status areas, although
| do not find significant results for depressiorfarthose in lower socioeconomic status

areas. Individuals from higher socioeconomic statt¢as who experience a parental



separation in schools with higher percentagestefradtive families report higher
delinquency levels than those who experience aratpa in schools with lower percentages

of alternative families.

Religious Context of Schools Moderating the Infageof Parental Separation

In the second paper, | examine the moderating tedficibhe percentage of
conservative Protestant students in the resporsglsciiool on the relationship between
parental separation and young adult outcomespadtmgsize that attending schools with
higher percentages of students who are consenftotestants will be associated with
increased difficulty adjusting to parental separatiue to the strong disapproval of non-two
biological parent families among conservative Ftaets (Gay, Ellison and Powers 1996). |
suggest that high percentages of conservative feotts in an adolescent’s school create a
cultural environment that is not accepting of aisgive families. In this environment,
adolescents may feel stigmatized and not suppdrtledy experience a parental separation.

The conceptual model of this hypothesis is presemé&igure 1.2.



Figure 1.2: Conceptual model of hypothesis regargercentage of conservative Protestants in school
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Parental Separation
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| find that higher percentages of conservativadatant students in the school
moderate the relationship between parental separatid both delinquency and depression.
Respondents who experience a parental separatsminools with higher percentages of
conservative Protestant students report highetdefalelinquency and depression post-
separation than those who experience a separatsehools with lower percentages of
conservative Protestants. For those who do natrexce a parental separation, the
relationship is reversed: those who attend schwittshigher percentages of conservative
Protestants report lower levels of delinquency @mgoression at Wave 3 than those who

attend schools with lower percentages of consem&trotestants.

Family and Sibling Context Moderating the Influenéd?arental Separation
In the third paper presented here, | examine winelbse family relationships and
close sibling bonds moderate the relationship betwsarental separation and young adult

outcomes. | hypothesize that closer family relagtaps will be associated with more



difficulty adjusting to a parental separation. Bese parental separation is associated with
increased strain in familial relationships (Whi92), those who have closer ties with their
family pre-separation may experience more stregeif family relationships are disrupted
than someone from a family that is less close.a&g@n may also be less expected and,

thus, more of a shock for those who come from cltaailies.

As concerns sibling relationships, there are twssgae hypotheses. First, if siblings
grow closer after a separation, they may providergortant source of support during the
separation and protect against some of the negeftigets of parental separation (Stinson
1991). However, some researchers find that silvltetionships can be strained during a
separation due to increased competition for pareasaurces, to siblings having to fill in
caretaker roles in the absence of a parent, addtoptions in the family that can lead to
siblings spending less time together (Hetherindi®89). It is also possible, then, that close
relationships with siblings pre-separation willdssociated with more negative outcomes
post-separation due to increased strain on thmgikglationship. The conceptual model for

this paper is presented in Figure 1.3.



Figure 1.3: Conceptual model of hypotheses reggrdimily closeness
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My findings support the hypothesis regarding fansilyseness, and support the
hypothesis that siblings who have closer relatigpssphre-separation experience more strain
during the separation and, hence, more negativaomgs than those who are less close.
Among those who experience a parental separataih,those who report higher levels of
family closeness overall and those who report higgweels of sibling closeness tend to have
higher delinquency rates and depression scoresage\® than those who experience a

parental separation in a family that is less clmsamong siblings who are less close.

Data and Analyses

In the analyses for all three of the papers makimghis dissertation, | use data from
the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Hegkhdd Health), an ongoing, nationally
representative, school-based study of adolescemisnere grades 7 to 12 in the first wave
of the survey. | use data from the Wave 1 intevyieonducted in 1994-95, from the Wave 2

sample, in 1996, and from the Wave 3 sample, i) Having data from three waves

10



allows me to examine how the influence of paresgglaration or divorce between the first
and second or third waves on delinquency and dsipresneasured at the third wave is
moderated by the social contexts in which youthewsing before the separation occurred.

Implications

Taken altogether, the findings from the three papeaiking up this dissertation
suggest that, although parental separation mayathyvieave an effect on young adult
outcomes, the effects may be more negative foretlea@periencing separation in a social
context where they feel different, isolated, andtogmatized. In other words, the negative
effects of parental separation may be greatly redui€ not eliminated, in situations where
individuals feel accepted and socially supportétese findings inform the sociological
study of youth and family by emphasizing the kelg f social context as a moderator.
Other social contexts such as community resouargsarents who separate, policies
regarding those experiencing financial difficuléayd political views toward public support of
families in transition should be explored to sethdy too moderate the influence of a
parental separation. In general, these papersoati@ growing literature on how
relationships, such as those between parentalaepaand youth outcomes, are conditional
in size and direction on various elements of agrésssocial, normative, and family context.
These findings provide support for programs thataase knowledge of the process of
separation for those who experience it, for supgartips for children of parental separation
that may bring these individuals into contact vatith other, and for interventions that help

siblings maintain strong relationships after a ptakeseparation.
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Chapter 2
The role of peer family structure in young aduéidaptation to parental separation

By: Darci Powell

In the United States, approximately 1 million chéld experience the separation of
their parents every year, and around 40 perceindofiduals will experience the separation
of their parents during their lifetime (Amato 20@uympass 1990). The separation of
parents has been shown to have many negativestirathildren, including lowered
academic achievement and job attachment, higheofidelinquency and emotional/mental
health problems, and higher tendency toward expeng marital problems later in life
(Amato 2001; Amato and Keith 1991a and 1991b; Teech2002; Doherty and Needle
1991; Forehand et al. 1998 and 1994; Demo and At888; McLanahan and Booth 1989;
Cherlin et al. 1995). However, the prevalencenete negative effects varies greatly. Some
individuals are extremely harmed by the separatictheir parents, whereas others prove
resilient and show few or no effects (McLanahan Saddefur 1994; Emery and Forehand
1996). Some studies indicate that children cam éxaee improved outcomes after a parental
relationship is ended, especially in cases of pighseparation parental conflict (Hanson

1999; Amato, Loomis and Booth 1995).

Researchers propose many possible mechanisms tihwdhgh parental separation
impacts children, including the loss of economagial and parental resources (Amato 1993;
Demo and Acock 1991). Children show more negatgponses if the relationship

dissolution is associated with a loss of socialsup but show fewer negative outcomes



when strong support networks, measured througkregdirts of school and friendship
attachment, are maintained (Emery and Forehand)1398ough social support has been
found to be important, few studies have examinedriportance of the demographic
characteristics of social networks in moderatirgrtlationship between parental separation
and outcomes. Doing so would promote a deeperrstaheling of what characteristics of
the social environment impact individual adaptatothe stress associated with parental

separation.

Specifically, in this paper, | am interested in Wiee similarity of experiencing
parental separation/divorce among school peeredses stress levels associated with a
family transition. For those who experience a ptaleseparation, does being exposed to
other individuals who do not live in a two biologigparent family decrease or increase the
stress involved in the transition of parental sapan? No studies to date have examined
whether the concentration of alternative familystures among peers has a moderating
effect on the relationship between parental ratatidp disruption and negative outcomes
among children of parental separation. Individweth® are exposed to more people whose
parents have also been separated may experierergadageparation differently than
individuals who are not exposed to alternative fafmrms within their peer environment
before their parents separate. It is importa®n tho examine children’s reactions to the
separation of their parents within the frameworlksatial-ecological and life course theories,
both of which suggest that characteristics of th@ad environment alter how an individual

reacts to and is influenced by life events.

13



Experiencing a parental separation can be seer@Es stressor, or trauma within
the lives of children that leads to differing amtsuaf emotional strain depending on the
child’s resources (Morrison and Cherlin 1995; Algd®80; Landis 1960; Aneshensel 1992;
Sandler et al. 1994). Delinquency and depress@mpiamary outcomes that have been
linked to stress in general and to stress assdcoatd parental separation more specifically
(Amato 2001; Amato and Keith 1991a and 1991b)aiBttheory suggests that delinquency
is an external symptom of internalized stress (#sekt al. 2000; Agnew 1985; Hagan
1997). Depression, on the other hand, is an iatzed symptom of stress (Agnew and
White 1992). Studying both outcomes allows foralsessment of results both for
adolescents who react to stress through exterdatekavior and for those who react to

stress through internalized emotional responses.

In this paper, | examine whether the prevalencatefnative family structures
among an adolescent’s school peer group moderaeaglationship between parental
separation and youth outcomes, particularly delemgy and depression. First, | develop a
theoretical framework based on the life course @g@gin, social-ecological perspectives,
theories of institutionalization and social compan theories. Then, | develop hypotheses of
the moderating effects of concentration of altaugatamily structures within an adolescent’s
peer groups using these theories. | test thesaethgpes using the National Longitudinal
Study of Adolescent Health, a stratified, longitalianalysis of three waves with over

15,000 respondents in the most recent wave.

Social Contexts/Moderating Influence of ParentalaRenship Disruption

14



Social ecological and life course theories prodadeover-arching context for the
significance of this study. Both approaches sugithed elements of the social environment,
including characteristics of peers and other samaltext indicators, impact how people act
within and react to certain situations (Glasgowle2002; Kumpfer and Turner 1991;
Bronfenbrenner 1979 and 1989; Schmeer 2005; ER@8)L Bronfenbrenner (1979 and
1989), a social-ecological theorist, states thditviduals are nested within layers of social
context, including the microsystem, composed ofiffamembers, friends and peers, and the
macrosystem, composed of the attitudes and norpressed through these relationships
(Bronfenbrenner 1979 and 1989; Seginer 2003). &aristics of individuals within the
microsystem and the cultural norms of the enviromnadfect how individuals within these
systems respond to events. Social ecological ig®dhen, suggest that it is important to
look at community context and, more specificalhg toncentration of individual and social

characteristics within a community when examinimgividual outcomes.

As examples, Bearman and Bruckner (2001) findh&irtinvestigation of virginity
pledges in schools, that the pledge is most effeatihen there are enough students who take
the pledge to create a social group but not so rsaardents that the pledge no longer
designates membership in an exclusive communitgrk®t al. (1982) find that individual
religiosity is only associated with decreased daglancy in communities with higher
concentrations of religiosity overall (Stark et H982). These examples support the idea,
then, that it is important to look at the concetmtraof characteristics of those within the

social environment when analyzing individual adaptato events.

15



The life course theory of “linked lives” also sugtgethat it is important to take into
account, not only individual factors, but also @weristics of people with whom individuals
have relationships when determining the conseqenicevents. The theory of “linked
lives” states that “lives are lived interdependgraind social and historical influences are
expressed through this network of shared relatipssiiElder 1998: 4). The beliefs and
behaviors of individuals in one’s social environmereate a cultural framework, or “cultural
toolkit,” that helps individuals decide how to bgkand how to make sense of the world
around them (Swidler 1986). For adolescents, ctaratics of school peers are likely to
impact this cultural framework and, thus, the wagytrespond to and understand parental

separation.

Crosnoe (2000), in his survey of research regarddaescent friendships, notes that
it is important to view adolescent friendshipshe tlinked lives” perspective, as adolescent
relationships both are shaped by social situatamusshape adolescent lives by
communicating social values and standards. Fdeadents, school peers may be
particularly important due to the large amountimfet spent within the school environment
and the amount of socialization that occurs withimmschool (Jenkins 1995). These theories
provide general support, then, for the need to @xarrharacteristics of peers, especially
school peers for adolescents, and the social emvient as well as individual level variables

when studying the effect of family disruption omlividuals.

Social Context of Family Structures
Other theories speak more directly to the issut®bocial context of family

structure rather than just social context in gelne@erlin (1978) discusses the effect of the
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social institutionalization of family structures as element of community context that is of
particular importance. Social institutions makeaclthe roles that individuals are supposed
to perform and define appropriate behavior witlhiase roles (Cherlin 1978; Gerth and Mills
1953; Berger and Luckmann 1966). In his examimadibfamilies, especially families that
include remarriages with children, Cherlin (1978p§ that, when a family form is rare, it is
less institutionalized; thus, familial roles aredeclearly defined. Life within the family is
more stressful for members because they are un$hi@v to behave toward one another
and because expectations are uncertain. With fdefered expectations, the likelihood of a
conflict or disagreement is increased. For exangl@ological parent and a stepparent may
argue over the stepparent’s role in raising th&lchnd children may have conflicts with
stepparents over whether the stepparent shoulcatpkeental role or not. As alternative
family structures become more common, they alsd terbecome more institutionalized.
Through this process, roles become clearer, lasganme of the stress of navigating life in

a non-intact family (Cherlin 1978).

This theory suggests, then, that children expemgngarental separation who live in
an environment in which alternative family forme anore institutionalized would have an
easier time adjusting to the transition than theke do not live in this type of environment.
Because they know what to expect and what is egdexdtthem, they likely experience less
confusion and fewer inter-familial conflicts thatiadescents in other environments. Framed
another way, role clarity decreases the stresswwioding role transitions, whereas role
ambiguity increases stress surrounding transitiSteffensmeier 1982; Burr 1972). In
situations where there is a higher concentrationdfiduals who have experienced a

parental separation or at least the institutioa nbn-intact family, roles are more clearly
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defined and so the transition into the new rolehiwithese family structures is likely to be
easier. Similarly, it is likely that, when roleseanore institutionalized for those with greater
numbers of peers who are also in alternative fastiiyctures, children experience fewer
problems trying to explain their family situatioedause it is already understood (Landis
1960). Individuals may have less of a sense ofitimtg in and being different with greater

understanding from peers.

Theories of anticipatory socialization also supploetidea that being exposed to other
individuals who have experience in the roles asdediwith being in an alternative family
ease the process of parental separation. Antampabcialization is “defined as the process
of learning the norms of a role before being imaa situation where it is appropriate to
actually behave in the role” (Burr 1972: 408). @ with those already engaged in a role
before having to adopt a role can ease transi{i©n#rell 1942; Merton and Kitt 1950).
Seeing the part that a child plays in a family agteof roles, as specified by Cherlin (1978),
social contexts in which adolescents have greafgysire to other individuals who are in
alternative families give the contact and exposor@ternative family roles that could
provide anticipatory socialization. This anticipat socialization could familiarize the
individual with possible interactions within a nortact family and with the role a child of
parental separation plays within these interactiddscause the individual knows what to
expect of his/her parents and what is expectednothier, it is likely there are fewer surprises
in the separation process and less strain andtandgr It is also likely that, if one is used to
seeing other people go through a parental separakie fact that one’s own parents separate
is less unexpected and less of a shock. Thusased exposure to other individuals who

live in non-intact homes, especially before theiakcparental separation, as is the case in this
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study, could decrease the strain and, thus, thativegconsequences of experiencing a

parental separation.

Minority stress theories also provide support e idea that having exposure to a
higher percentage of other individuals who arean-mtact families can ease the process of
experiencing a parental separation. Minority stresearch finds that, for individuals among
the minority population, simply being in the mintgrcontributes to stress and negative
outcomes (Brooks 1981; Meyer 1995). Although nmoistority stress literature has focused
on race/ethnicity, immigrant status and sexualndaigon, it is not unlikely that minority
status in general, no matter what the identity,nslstressful (Meyer 1995; Brooks 1981;
Saldaina 1994; Balsam 2005; Harrell et al. 1993)us, for individuals experiencing a
parental separation in a school in which livingmalternative family is not a minority
status, the transition to this family pattern maydss difficult. They may experience less of
a sense of being different or not fitting in, alwdsay show less evidence of strain. Further,
schools that have higher percentages of altern&imdies may be more equipped to deal
with the limitations and hardships of not livingartwo biological parent home, including
limited parental resources and parental stresiseischool has sufficient resources in

general.

Social comparison theories also support the coimiubat children experiencing a
parental separation benefit from proximity to otheho have also experienced living in an
alternative family. Social support has been shtwimprove individual outcomes,
especially in terms of physical and mental hedltiofts 2000; Emery and Forehand 1996).

However, certain types of social support are mereehicial than others. During a crisis,
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social support from “similar others,” “similar” meiag those who have experienced the
same crisis, is often more beneficial than supfsorh dissimilar others, regardless of the
strength of the social tie (Thoits 2000). Thiseyd support can be helpful for many reasons.
Dissimilar others may give detrimental advice, hgunot experienced the crisis themselves,
or may have unrealistic expectations of recovesynfthe crisis (Thoits 2000). Similar
others, on the other hand, often give more real&lvice, provide a model of coping against
which the person going through a crisis can compargherself, and provide evidence that,
with time, one can move past the crisis (Thoits®@0®imilar others have been shown to
provide higher quality, more continuous supporotigh multiple types of life transitions,
including health problems, becoming divorced, amtbwhood (Suitor 1995). Thus,
although social support may be important in andisedf, the quality of social support may

have a lot to do with its effectiveness.

Other factors related to outcomes

There are several factors related both to the omtsdocused on in this study and to
the likelihood of experiencing parental separabodivorce. When studying how the family
structure of a school modifies the experience oépial divorce or separation , the following
factors should be taken into account. Age, gendee/ethnicity and socioeconomic status
have all been found to be associated with delingquend depression. With age, both
participation in delinquent behaviors and ratedeygression tend to decline (Moffitt 1993;
Agnew 2003; Mirowsky and Ross 1992). Delinqueratgs tend to be higher for males and
lower for females, but depression rates tend thigeer among females than among males
(LaGrange and Silverman 1999; Broidy and Agnew 188ivowsky 1996; Petersen et al.

1991). Age and gender are not significantly relatewhether an individual experiences a
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parental separation; however, they may impact howmadividual responds to such a

separation (Amato 1993; Glenn and Kramer 1985).

For race/ethnicity, Black respondents tend to reloover levels of delinquency,
although some researchers suggest these findiagtuarto under-reporting (Hindelang
1978). Asian groups tend to report lower ratedadinquency than Whites; however, among
some Southeast Asian groups, delinquency ratdsigier than those of White respondents
(Le and Stockdale 2005). Hispanic youth in genesabrt higher levels of delinquency than
Whites (Pozzi 1997). Although the association leetmvrace/ethnicity and depression has
been studied, findings are often contradictoryhwibme studies showing higher rates of
depression among minorities and some showing loates (George and Lynch 2003; Vega
and Rumbaut 1991). Race/ethnicity is also sigaifity related to whether an individual
experiences a parental separation. Black respomdes more likely and Hispanics are less
likely than Whites to experience a separation (Tegr South 1992; Raley and Bumpass

2003; Norton and Miller 1991).

Socioeconomic status has been shown to be striinggd both to delinquency and
depression and to the risk of experiencing a paleeparation. Strain theory suggests that
individuals who live in more economically disadvaged areas are more likely to turn to
delinquent behavior to achieve their goals as fimelyother paths, which do not involve
delinquency, closed to them (Aneshensel and S@€if6). Individuals of lower
socioeconomic status also tend to report highesrat depression, and children from lower
socioeconomic status backgrounds tend to have dew&lopmental disorders (Brooks-Gunn

and Duncan 1997; Bradley and Corwyn 2002; Miech@ingnahan 2000). Socioeconomic
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status is also highly linked to experiencing a ptakseparation. Individuals of lower
socioeconomic status tend to be much more likedy those with higher socioeconomic

status to experience a separation (South 2001yRalé Bumpass 2003).

School quality, often measured using charactesistiuch as the percentage of
teachers with Master’s degrees and the studenti¢eaatio, has also been shown to be
related to youth outcomes, although studies reggrtiie importance of school quality
generally focus on later life measures such asghilevement and not on delinquency and
depression outcomes (Betts 1995). Studies of $ettachment and commitment, however,
suggest that school attachment is negatively agdlwith delinquent behavior, which
suggests that characteristics of the school enwisamt are important to consider when

examining young adult outcomes (Jenkins 1995).

School racial composition may also play a roleawlyoung adults respond to
parental separation. Attitudes toward parentahisson tend to vary by race. Black
respondents tend to be more accepting of non-telodical parent families than White
respondents, although they generally view separatiore negatively when children are
involved (Trent and South 1992). Views toward fédmaily tend to be more traditional
among Hispanics (Trent and South 1992). Thus,pbssible that the views in a school
regarding parental separation will be different\arying concentrations of different race-

ethnicities.

Variations by Community Socioeconomic Advantage
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The research outlined above suggests that thergageeof non-two biological parent
families in an adolescent’s school moderates tlaioaship between parental separation and
outcomes, with those who experience a parentatagpain areas with higher percentages
of alternative families showing fewer signs of strassociated with the separation.
However, it is also important to consider that ¢heray be variation in the degree to which
this moderation occurs due to the socioeconomtasta the community in which an
individual lives. People who live in communitielshagher socioeconomic status may be
more influenced by the family structure of theirgidors for multiple reasons. First,
Maslow (1954) suggests that physical needs mugilfiéed before individuals focus on
fulfilling the need for acceptance and belongifidnose who live in areas of low
socioeconomic advantage are likely to be more amecewith basic needs such as paying
the bills and having food and shelter rather tham they fit in to their social context; these
tendencies in the parents may be communicatecetotifdren. Additionally, the negative
impact of stress due to concern over socioeconoamditions in the neighborhood may
have a strong enough effect to trump any ben&fihfhigher percentages of alternative

families in the school.

Further, areas of lower socioeconomic status haea Bhown to have greater
heterogeneity of cultures than higher socioeconataitus areas (Harding 2007). The
culture of the community provides “frames,” or wagsnterpret the world, and “scripts,” or
patterns of behavior and action, that help indigldunake sense of the world and decide
how to act within it (Harding 2007: 346; Swidler88). Greater heterogeneity of cultures
means that individuals have more references thredgbh to interpret the world around

them and more possible patterns of actions to ggmplolarger number of cultural options
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could lead to greater flexibility in reacting toests and to less of a sense of needing to fit
into a dominant culture. More disadvantaged conmitragnalso tend to exhibit higher levels
of social disorganization and less of a tendenantorce strong cultural values, both
because of the lack of consensus due to higherdyeteeity and because of weaker
neighborhood ties and a lack of resources (Har@0@y). For individuals in lower
socioeconomic status communities, because thégesf a consensus regarding cultural
norms and values, the percentage of single pairetite community may not impact any
dominant cultural leanings in the area and, thusy have little effect on the adaptation of
adolescents to parental separation. Further, Becsacial ties tend to be weaker in these
communities, social others may not have as muemnafmpact as in higher socioeconomic

communities.

Further, because socioeconomic disadvantage igbtyltorrelated with parental
separation (South 2001), marriage is often sedesadeasible in lower than in higher
socioeconomic areas. Although marriage is highlyed in poorer communities, alternative
families tend to be more accepted in these commesriecause the lack of money in these
areas makes successful marriage much more diffec@ttain (Edin and Kefalas 2005).
Because of the tendency towards greater acceptdatternative families that already exists
in lower income areas, higher percentages of atesmnfamilies may not introduce much of
a change in level of acceptance for and suppdtiesfe families and so may not impact the
relationship between parental separation and yadng outcomes for individuals in these

areas.

Hypotheses
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The primary hypothesis stemming from the theorescdbed above is that having a
higher concentration of alternative family struetsiin one’s environment provides a
protective barrier against some of the negativesequences of stress resulting from parental
separation, including delinquency and depressldrypothesize that the percentage of
alternative families in an adolescent’s school ggparation will moderate the relationship
between parental separation and outcomes. Iniadditexpect the modifying role of
school-level alternative family structures to beager for those who live in communities of
higher socioeconomic status. For those in comnaswtith lower levels of socioeconomic
advantage, these results may be weaker due talfoeat and structural factors listed above.

| provide a conceptual model of my hypothesis iguire 2.1.

Figure 2.1: Conceptual Model of Hypothesis

Delinquenc
anc
Depression

Parental Separati

Percentage
Alternative
Families in Schoo

To sum, in this study, | address the following dises Does having a higher
percentage of peers who live in alternative fammiligthin one’s school ease an adolescent’s

adjustment to his/her own parents’ separation”s @halysis provides new insight into the
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factors that make children of parental separationenor less resilient in the process of
family disruption and into the specific charactecs that make some social environments

better than others for adjustment.

Data and Methods

Data. In these analyses, | use data from the Natiboagjitudinal Study of
Adolescent Health (Add Health), an ongoing, natilyn@&presentative, school-based study
of adolescents who were grades 7 to 12 in theMiisste of the survey, conducted in 1994. |
use data from the Wave 1 interview, conducted #4195, and from the Wave 3 interview,
conducted in 2001-02. The data is stratified host. | use data from both the in-school
guestionnaire and from the in-home sample, which sedected using a random sample of

respondents listed in the school roster.

Because | look at how a youth’s social contextraétl moderates the influence of a
parental relationship dissolution between WavesdL3on outcomes at Wave 3, only
respondents who lived with both biological paratt8Vave 1 are included in this analysis.
Although not including some respondents may intoedselection bias, it is not possible to
estimate a change model without limiting the sanmpkhis fashion. Therefore, this analysis
only examines the effect of parental relationshgsalution that occurs during adolescence,

not before.

The final sample size of the models is slightlyrow®00. Sample sizes vary due to
differences in the dependent variables. Limiting data only to those who live with two

biological parents at Wave 1 and live with at least biological parent at Wave 3 yields a
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sample size of 7,610. Other deletes come primaoiy data missing on the dependent
variables. When analyses are separated by socioeto status, lower socioeconomic status
areas yield a sample size of around 4,700 and hggieoeconomic status areas yield a

sample size of around 2,300.

Family Structure Variables

Parental relationship dissolutiofiRespondents were asked to list the members of
their household at all waves. If a respondendiwgth both biological parents at Wave 1,
these individuals are included in the sample asdiin an intact household. Other
respondents are excluded from these anlaysesdr€hibf adoptive parents are not included
because | am unable to determine whether the eRpérienced a parental relationship
dissolution before being adopted or not. If regjworis both lived with only one biological
parent at Wave 2 and lived with two biological paseat Wave 1, they are coded as having
experienced a parental relationship dissolutidrihdy lived with two biological parents at
this wave or if they were not included in this wdng did participate at Wave 3, | use

information from Wave 3 to determine whether thegezienced a parental separation.

If respondents lived with both biological parent®\fave 3 and lived with two
biological parents in all previous waves, they@ded as not having experienced a parental
separation. If they lived with one biological pairéut not two, | code them as having
experienced a parental separation. However, dtlestage of respondents, many
respondents lived in their own household. At thdsre, the Add Health survey also includes
guestions asking whether the respondent’s pricemar(from Wave 1 if the respondent did

not participate in Wave 2 or from Wave 2 if thep@sdent participated in all waves) still
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lived together. Respondents who lived in a twddgial parent household at the most
recent wave and report that their parents are mgeloliving together are coded as having
experienced a parental separation. However, regms who lived with two biological
parents in the prior wave and who report that tharents are still living together in the same
household are coded as not having experienceceatphrelationship dissolution.

Individuals who experience a parental death duttvegstudy are not included in the final

analysis.

Concentration of non-two biological parent famslim the school.l use the in-home
roster from Wave 1 to determine the percentagét@fative families in the school. If a
respondent listed living with two biological parerit Wave 1, they are coded as not living in
an alternative family structure. Otherwise, they @oded as living in an alternative family
structure. To determine the percentage of studemtg in non-two biological parent, or
alternative, families in the school, | create aakale that represents the weighted percentage
of students who are coded as living in a non-tvaddgjical parent family. Although this
variable does not represent all adolescents is¢heol, the in-home sample is a random
sample of the overall school survey. Schools lilaat very few (less than 25) respondents
who completed the in-home survey are not incluaetiis analysis, excluding 17

respondents.

Individual Control Variables
As control variables, | include measures of ingdinal race/ethnicity, gender and
socioeconomic status. Race/ethnicity is divided five categories: non-Hispanic White,

Black, Asian, Hispanic, and other; non-Hispanic Whs the control group in these models.
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Although coefficients for the “other” race categamg difficult to interpret, this group is
included in order to retain as many cases as gdessiltode gender as “1” for females and
“0” for males. For socioeconomic status, | includeasures of family income and parental
education at Wave 1. Information on family incoiméaken from the Wave 1 parents’
survey in which parents were asked the averagermacd their household in thousands. |
create six dummy variables from this measure, thiolyless than $15,000, $15,000 to
$25,000, $25,000 to $35,000, $35,000 to $50,000erian $50,000 and missing. The
missing category is included due to the high paegof respondents who do not have
information regarding their parental income at Wayever 20 percent). Deleting such a
high percentage of respondents could easily intedample bias and impact the analyses

(Lee et al. 1994).

Respondents were asked to list the education ofrésdential mother and their
residential father at Wave 1. | use the highestital education reported to generate six
dummy variables indicating the highest level ofgmdial education in the household as less
than a high school degree, a high school degreee sollege, a college degree, graduate
school or missing. Although there is less misslata for these variables than for income
(about 2 percent are missing information on thanepts’ education), | still include a missing
category in order to minimize deletions. Receivangigh school degree is the control group

in these models.

School-level control variables
To control for characteristics of the school thatild impact adolescent adjustment, |

include variables measuring the percentage of stad®/ race/ethnicity, the percent of
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teachers at the school who hold Master’s degreesaverage class size in the school, and the
percentage of parents in the school involved iar@mt/teacher organization. The percentage
of students by race/ethnicity at the school les@letermined using the in-home data. |

create variables indicating the weighted percentdgtudents who are Black, Asian or
Hispanic for each school. The “other” categorgas included in this analysis because this
variable is difficult to interpret and does not iagp the sample size. School administrators
were asked the percentage of teachers who holdeWasdegrees and the average class size
in the school. They were also asked if there waarant/teacher organization in the school
and, if so, the percentage of parents involvethim dssociation. If they reported no
parent/teacher association, the school is codbédaag no parents involved in a

parent/teacher’s association.

Community socioeconomic status

| also use a measure of the percentage of fanmlitee respondent’s community who
make $50,000 a year or more in income, taken fremsQs data that has been merged with
the Add Health data. This variable is used asatwalelineate those who live in higher
socioeconomic status areas from those who livewet socioeconomic status areas. In
these analyses, respondents who live in countaddh into the top quartile on the measure
of the percent of households who make $50,000 eigegacome or more are considered
living in higher socioeconomic status areas. Higtoeioeconomic status communities are
designated as counties with at least 30.4 perddmiuseholds making $50,000 or more a

year.

Dependent Variables
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Delinquency The delinquency scales both for Waves 1 and3isbof the sum of 8
guestions regarding participation in non-violenirdguent behavior in the last 12 months.
Respondents are asked how often they participatadist of activities, including property
crime and theft, in the last 12 months, with reggsranging from “never” to “five or more
times.” Responses are recoded as dummy variahis;1” indicating the respondent
participated in the activity and “0” indicating thespondent did not. Due to the later age at
Wave 3, questions were altered for developmentaigggiateness. The scale is standardized
for missing data. A full list of measures is irbda in Appendix 2A. The Chronbach’s

Alpha of the Wave 3 scale is 0.67. For Wave 1alpéa of the scale is 0.75.

Depression.For depression, | use an additive scale created drdered categorical
variables. Respondents are asked whether theyiemped multiple feelings during the past
seven days, including feeling sad, crying a lovjitgtrouble shaking off the blues, having
trouble concentrating, and feeling easily bothergdch question had four possible
responses, ranging from “never or rarely” to “masall of the time.” Nine measures were
repeated from Wave 1 to Wave 3. The variable gskow often the respondent enjoyed life
is recoded so that higher values indicate lessyemgat. | performed a factor analysis on the
variables and found that the scale reliabilitylfoth Waves 1 and 3 improves without the
inclusion of the variable indicating feeling godabat oneself. Therefore, this variable is not
included in the analyses. The alpha of the Waseale is 0.80, and the alpha of the Wave 3
scale is 0.81. The scale is standardized for ngsdata. A full list of the eight variables
used to create the scale is included in Appendix ZAe combination of variables is a subset
of those used in the Center for Epidemiologicald&s Depression Scale (CES-D), a 20-item

measure of depression (Radloff 1977).
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Analysis Strategy

In these analyses, | do not try to control forvaltiables that could be associated with
parental separation. | include only basic conteslables in order to examine how network
characteristics affect the relationship betweermpat separation and outcomes for
adolescents overall. In future research, it magy@opriate to include more variables in the

analysis in order to determine specific mechaniantsrelationships.

| perform the models for this analysis using bt iagged dependent variable
approach and fixed effects models to provide a ttoyeough longitudinal analysis of the
data. For the lagged dependent variable modelsMéve 3 measure of the outcome
variable is the dependent variable, and the Wavariable is used as an independent
variable to control for the initial level of delingncy or depression. This approach is similar
to that used by Pearce and Haynie (2004). Hal20§4), however, argues that fixed effects
models are more accurate for measuring changddlgged dependent variable models, and
so both methods are used in this analysis. Ifixled effects models, the Wave 1 variable is
subtracted from the Wave 3 variable, and the diffee serves as the dependent variable in
the model. As such, the fixed effects model castuhe quantity and direction of change
between Waves 1 and 3, but loses some of the izt the dependent variable at both
waves. Individuals who participated in no delingfuactivities at Wave 1 and participated in
one delinquent activity at Wave 3 are treated #mesas individuals who participated in six
delinquent acts at Wave 1 and seven at Wave i3.likely, however, that the transition
between no delinquent activities and some indicate® actual change than a change from
some delinquent behavior to more. | use both ntstlm order to explore the data more fully

and determine if the results hold up using diffégyproaches.
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For the lagged dependent variable approach togiedimcy, | use negative binomial
regression due to the skewed distribution of thgeddent variable (Pearce and Haynie
2004). Many more respondents have participateniar very few delinquent activities in
the past twelve months than have participated inynaativities, creating a high level of
skew in the dependent variable. Approximately &ent of respondents report no
delinquent behavior at Wave 3. Negative binonegkession deals more effectively with
dependent variables that are not normally disteddhan does linear regression and allows
for overdispersion (the variance is greater th@antiean) more effectively than does Poisson
distribution (Allison and Waterman 2002). The negabinomial model varies from the
Poisson distribution in that it incorporates anextldrror term that corrects for
overdispersion (Long 2001). All models in the dgliency analyses show evidence of
overdispersion, with alphas that are greater tleo.zFor the fixed effects approach to
delinquency, | utilize linear regression modelsc8use the delinquency scale is
standardized for missing data, some of the valudisa scale are not integers. Thus, the
difference between waves more closely represectsmtinuous variable than a categorical
variable. In previous models, | conducted the ysed using ordered probit regression,

which treats the difference as categorical, anddiouwo difference in results.

For the analyses of depression, | use regressitredbgged dependent variable.
The depression variable is, again, highly skewlsahging the dependent variable makes the
distribution of the dependent variable closer toma and helps limit problems associated
with heteroscedasticity. To log the depressiohesd¢add one to the scale so that no values

are zero. For the fixed effects models, | takedifference of the logs rather than the
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difference between the original variables. | alse linear regression for the fixed effects

models.

In order to deal with the correlated error struetuinherent in the stratified nature of
the Add Health sample, | use tsycommand in STATA, which allows for the specificatio
of primary sampling units (schools) and strataifmep(Chantala and Tabor 1999). Téwey
command is used for the lagged dependent variabtiels, but is not available for fixed
effects methods. In order to test for whether paemily structure impacts children who
experience a parental separation and those whotddifferently, | include an interaction
variable created by multiplying the indicator ofether a respondent has experienced a
parental separation between waves with the variaelgsuring the percentage of students
living in alternative families in the respondengtshool. Equations representing the models

are listed in Appendix 2B.

Results
Descriptives

Table 2.1 shows survey weighted descriptive stadior the variables used in these
analyses. Both delinquency and depression decbegseen waves. For Wave 1,
respondents average 0.88 delinquent acts, an/dwe 3, respondents average 0.40
delinquent acts. Average depression levels at Weue 4.18 and at Wave 3 are 3.58.
Approximately 11 percent of respondents experienparental separation between Waves 1
and 3, and the average percentage of non-two baalbgarent families in the school is 44

percent.
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Table2.1: Weighted Descriptive Statistics for Analy

Standarc
%/Mean Error Min  Max
Wave 3 Depression: 8 point scale 3.58 0.06 0 21
Wave 1 Depression: 8 point scale 4.18 0.08 0 21
Wave 3 Delinquency: 8 point scale 0.40 0.02 0 8
Wave 1 Delinquency: 8 point scale 0.88 0.03 0 8
Parental Separation 11 0.01
Percentage of Alternative Families in School 44 0.01 0 4
Female 48 0.01
Age 15.84 0.12 13 22
Race
White 73 0.03
Black 8 0.01
Asian 5 0.01
Hispanic 12 0.02
Other 1 0.00
Income per year
Less than $15,000 5 0.01
Less than $25,000 8 0.01
Less than $35,000 10 0.01
Less than $50,000 18 0.01
More than $50,000 39 0.02
Missing Income 20 0.01
Highest Parental Education
Less than High School 9 0.01
High School 27 0.01
Some College 21 0.01
College 26 0.01
Graduate School 14 0.01
Education Missing 3 0.00
School variables
Percentage of parents with college or more € 33 0.02
Percentage of parents in PTA 22 0.02
Classsize 25.41 0.46
Percentage of teachers with Masters degree 50 0.03
Percent by race
Black 12 0.02
Asian 4 0.01
Hispanic 12 0.02

(N=7023 for delinquency sample; N=7094 for dep@ssample)

Table 2.2 shows the breakdown of the percentageudents who live in alternative

families in respondents’ schools by whether thpoadent experienced a parental
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separation. The range and mean values of thergageof students in alternative families is

similar for those who have and those who have rpéenced a parental separation.

Table2.2: Mean and Range of Perc Alternative Families in School by Parental Relasioip Statu

Mean % Alternative
Families in School Minimum Maximum

Experienced Parental Separation 45.27 10.6 81.97
Did not Experience Parental Separation 43.39 10.6 81.97
Analyses.

In the following section, | present the resultewh in Tables 2.3 through 2.6. Each
table includes models with the variable indicating percentage of peers not living with two
biological parents in the school, parental sepanathe control variables and a Wave 1
measure of the dependent variable without theawntem in order to determine the baseline
effects of the variables. | then present the moudah the interaction variable. | include
three sets of models in each table: one for tHeséuhple, one for those in lower income
areas, and one for those in higher income aream primarily interested in the effects of
parental separation, the percentage of alternédivdies in the school, and the interaction of

these two variables, so | focus primarily on theseables here.

Delinquency.In Model 1 of Table 2.3, which shows the laggegehdent variable
model of delinquency for the full sample, experiaga parental separation between waves
is significantly positively related to delinquencyhe percentage of alternative parents in the
school is not significant. The interaction, inaadn the second model, is also not
significant. The models for those in communitiethviewer families that have incomes

greater than $50,000 show similar results, witleptal separation significantly positively
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related to delinquency in the model without thetrattion and with none of these variables

showing significance when the interaction is ineldd

When only the individuals in communities with hegtpercentages of families
making more than $50,000 a year are used for thlysin, however, the results are much
different. The Chow test indicates that the modsiag only those in higher socioeconomic
status communities are significantly different tilhe@ models including only lower income
communities. Neither having experienced a paresgphration nor the percentage of

alternative families in the school is significantthe model without the interaction.

When the interaction is included, having experiengg@arental separation is
significantly positively related to delinquency dathe interaction is significantly negative.
This model is easier to interpret using a chathefequation. For the chart, shown in Figure
2.2, varying percentages of alternative familiethim school along with whether the
individual experienced a parental separation dezlfinto the equation listed in Appendix
2B to determine predicted values. For other végmH use coefficients for White, male
respondents who live in households with an aveirageme of between $25,000 and $35,000
a year and who report the highest education of regents as the high school level. [fill in

means for all non-dummy variables.
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Table 2.3: Coefficients of Negative Binomial Regiea Model of 8-Point Delinquency Scale on Seletiol Variables, including the Percentage of Sthoo

Peers who Do Not Live with Two Biological Parents

Full Full Lower SES Lower SES Higher SES Higher SES
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0256 0.127 0.248 * -0.295 0.275 1.359
(0.109) (0.402) (0.129) (0.503) (0.175) (0.690)
Percentage of students in alternative familieshosl 0.225 0.180 0.091 -0.090 0.803 1.186
(0.534) (0.569) (0.680) (0.729) (0.884) (0.935)
Interaction
Separation * Percentage of students in alteraddimilies 0.293 1.170 -2.894
(0.852) (1.024) (1.689)
Female -0.910 % -0.910** -0.897 *** -0.894 *** -0.919 #** -0.909**
(0.077) (0.077) (0.097) (0.097) (0.117) (0.114)
Age Wave 1 -0.188 -0.188** -0.186 *** -0.187 *** -0.182 *** -0.180***
(0.022) (0.022) (0.026) (0.026) (0.032) (0.032)
Racé
Black 0.066 0.065 0.088 0.087 -0.224 -0.216
(0.177) (0.177) (0.198) (0.198) (0.225) (0.226)
Asian -0.199 -0.202 -0.094 -0.084 -0.149 -0.116
(0.200) (0.199) (0.268) (0.270) (0.264) (0.286)
Hispanic -0.288** -0.292* -0.462 ** -0.472 ** -0.115 -0.106
(0.142) (0.142) (0.226) (0.226) (0.161) (0.158)
Other 0.240 0.241 -0.144 -0.138 0.585 0.584
(0.287) (0.287) (0.378) (0.376) (0.390) (0.376)
Income per yedr
Less than $15,000 0.047 0.042 -0.155 -0.178 1.043 1.038*
(0.270) (0.272) (0.279) (0.282) (0.549) (0.549)
Less than $25,000 0.070 0.072 -0.096 -0.089 0.836 0.827*
(0.175) (0.175) (0.193) (0.192) (0.380) (0.380)
Less than $50,000 -0.058 -0.059 -0.093 -0.097 0.274 0.270
(0.155) (0.155) (0.173) (0.172) (0.280) (0.286)
More than $50,000 0.264* 0.264* 0.273 0.271 0.47% 0.481~
(0.148) (0.148) (0.171) (0.1712) (0.242) (0.245)
Missing Income -0.018 -0.018 -0.041 -0.050 0.263 0.211
(0.151 (0.151 (0.179 (0.178 (0.263 (0.266
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Table 2.3: continued.

Highest parental education wave 1

Less than high school -0.003 -0.001 0.089 0.103 -0.113 -0.087
(0.162) (0.160) (0.178) (0.178) (0.360) (0.363)
Some college -0.003 -0.004 -0.018 -0.017 0.097 0.100
(0.114) (0.114) (0.131) (0.130) (0.201) (0.202)
College 0.181* 0.182* 0.159 0.165 0.215 0.220
(0.088) (0.088) (0.1112) (0.112) (0.141) (0.139)
Graduate School 0.259** 0.259* 0.311 ** 0.312 ** 0.197 0.189
(0.107) (0.107) (0.124) (0.123) (0.191) (0.188)
Education missing -0.212 -0.208 -0.154 -0.120 -0.275 -0.198
(0.275) (0.277) (0.323) (0.331) (0.441) (0.454)
School variables
Percentage of parents with college or more dthrca 0.284 0.281 0.188 0.188 0.896 0.917*
(0.310) (0.3112) (0.343) (0.344) (0.421) (0.418)
Percentage of parents in PTA 0.009 0.012 -0.123 290.1 0.351 0.295
(0.163) (0.161) (0.200) (0.202) (0.235) (0.236)
Classsize -0.003 -0.003 -0.016 -0.017 0.021 0.022
(0.010) (0.010) (0.013) (0.013) (0.015) (0.015)
Percentage of teachers with Masters degree 0.270 .2700 0.370 0.372 0.358 0.350
(0.205) (0.205) (0.321) (0.321) (0.266) (0.259)
Percent by race
Black -0.221 -0.228 0.000 -0.023 -1.175 -1.093*
(0.250) (0.246) (0.265) (0.258) (0.652) (0.627)
Asian 0.211 0.219 -3.577 ** -3.500 ** 0.224 0.198
(0.297) (0.296) (1.604) (1.619) (0.386) (0.392)
Hispanic 0.411 0.414 1.044 ** 1.056 ** -0.89%~ -0.948**
(0.326) (0.325) (0.421) (0.420) (0.429) (0.421)
Wave 1 delinquency 0.287 *** 0.288*** 0.285 *** 0.286 *** 0.301 *** 0.300***
(0.021) (0.021) (0.024) (0.024) (0.037) (0.036)
N= 7023 7023 4752 4752 2271 2271
Constant= 1.469 1.495 1.844 1.949 0.043 -0.151
Alpha= 2.022 2.023 2.206 2.201 1.353 1.312

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéfsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitBeference group is income less than $35,8R6ference group is high school.

* p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.05; *** p<.01



Figure2.2: Predictecvalues of delinquency for varying percentages tarahbtive families in school t

parental separation
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In the chart, | show one set of columns for indibals who have and one for

individuals who have not experienced a parentadusgion. Among those who have not
experienced a parental separation, higher percesi@italternative families in the school are
associated with increasing participation in deliexguactivities. Those in schools with the
highest percentages of alternative families haeéipted values of delinquency that are
more than 0.3 delinquent acts higher than thosehools with the lowest percentages of

alternative families. Among those who have expeeel a parental separation, however, the

relationship is reversed, as hypothesized. Indadislfrom schools with the lowest

percentages of alternative families have highedipted values of delinquency, almost 0.5

acts, than those in schools with higher percentafjakernative families. This difference is
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especially large considering that participatiomi@inquent activities is very low (less than

0.4 delinquent acts on average at Wave 3).

Table 2.4 shows the fixed effects regression mofiehange in delinquency. For the
full sample, neither having experienced a paresgphration nor the average percentage of
alternative families in the school is significamM/hen the interaction is included, the
interaction, too, is not significant. Results similarly insignificant for the tables

representing those who come from lower income conites.

41



A%

Table 2.4: Coefficients of Regression Model of Oognsformed 8-Point Depression Scale on SelectrGloviriables, including the Percentage of Scha#l
who Do Not Live with Two Biological Parents

Full Full Lower SES Lower SES Higher SE¢ Higher SE<
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.043 2-0.02 0.042 -0.038 0.046 0.059
(0.035) (0.121) (0.041) (0.154) (0.066) (0.166)
Percentage of students in alternative familiexhosl -0.079 -0.098 0.095 0.071 -0.569 *** -0.565 ***
(0.143) (0.147) (0.166) (0.175) (0.216) (0.211)
Interaction
Separation * Percentage of students in alteradéimilies 0.146 0.171 -0.034
(0.263) (0.327) (0.370)
Female 0.057 ** 0.057 ** 0.060 ** 0.060 ** 0.037 0.037
(0.023) (0.023) (0.024) (0.024) (0.058) (0.058)
Age Wave 1 -0.040 ***  -0.040 *** -0.032 *** -0.032 *** -0.066 *** -0.066 ***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.014) (0.014)
Racé
Black 0.000 -0.001 0.004 0.003 -0.058 -0.058
(0.042) (0.042) (0.045) (0.045) (0.096) (0.096)
Asian 0.087 0.087 0.073 0.074 0.130 0.131
(0.063) (0.063) (0.100) (0.099) (0.082) (0.082)
Hispanic -0.011 -0.012 -0.099 -0.099 0.104 0.104
(0.044) (0.044) (0.061) (0.060) (0.069) (0.069)
Other 0.000 0.000 -0.024 -0.023 0.043 0.044
(0.124) (0.124) (0.157) (0.158) (0.186) (0.186)
Income per yedr
Less than $15,000 0.041 0.039 0.007 0.005 0.305 * 0.305 *
(0.075) (0.075) (0.083) (0.083) (0.158) (0.158)
Less than $25,000 0.102 * 0.102 * 0.100 0.100 0.112 0.112
(0.060) (0.060) (0.069) (0.069) (0.110) (0.110)
Less than $50,000 0.075 0.075 0.058 0.057 0.153 0.153
(0.055) (0.055) (0.062) (0.062) (0.110) (0.110)
More than $50,000 0.079 0.078 0.070 0.070 0.130 0.130
(0.055) (0.055) (0.061) (0.061) (0.113) (0.113)
Missing Income 0.077 0.077 0.073 0.072 0.110 0.109

(0.047 (0.047 (0.052 (0.052 (0.110 (0.109
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Table 2.4: continued.

Highest parental education wave 1

Less than high school 0.163 *** 0.164 *** 0.167 *** 0.169 *** 0.203 ** 0.203 **
(0.045) (0.045) (0.054) (0.054) (0.096) (0.095)
Some college 0.002 0.002 -0.010 -0.010 0.048 0.048
(0.032) (0.032) (0.036) (0.036) (0.065) (0.065)
College 0.044 0.044 0.004 0.004 0.143 * 0.144 *
(0.034) (0.034) (0.036) (0.036) (0.079) (0.079)
Graduate School 0.001 0.002 -0.011 -0.011 0.052 0.052
(0.039) (0.039) (0.044) (0.044) (0.085) (0.085)
Education missing 0.055 0.055 0.030 0.032 0.178 0.178
(0.086) (0.086) (0.095) (0.095) (0.161) (0.161)
School variables
Percentage of parents with college or more diuta -0.033 -0.032 0.052 0.052 -0.178 -0.179
(0.099) (0.099) (0.114) (0.114) (0.130) (0.130)
Percentage of parents in PTA -0.008 -0.008 -0.036 .030 0.085 0.084
(0.069) (0.069) (0.078) (0.078) (0.084) (0.084)
Classsize -0.004 -0.005 -0.005 -0.005 -0.007 * -0.007 *
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004)
Percentage of teachers with Masters degree 0.085 * 0.085 * 0.078 0.078 0.021 0.021
(0.049) (0.049) (0.057) (0.057) (0.102) (0.102)
Percent by race
Black 0.020 0.018 -0.023 -0.025 0.389 * 0.390 *
(0.090) (0.089) (0.093) (0.093) (0.205) (0.207)
Asian 0.079 0.080 -0.308 -0.303 -0.220 -0.221
(0.160) (0.161) (0.735) (0.736) (0.159) (0.160)
Hispanic 0.133 0.133 0.182 * 0.182 * 0.261 * 0.260 *
(0.085) (0.084) (0.100) (0.100) (0.133) (0.133)
Wave 1 depression 0.304 *** 0.304 **=x 0.300 *** 0.300 *** 0.323 *** 0.324 **=*
(0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.019) (0.040) (0.040)
N= 7094 7094 4799 4799 2295 2295
Constant= 1.413 1.425 1.258 1.271 2.019 2.017
R-Squared= 0.101 0.101 0.097 0.097 0.132 0.132

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéfsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitBeference group is income less than $35,8R6ference group is high school.

* p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.05; *** p<.01



For those who come from higher income communihesvever, higher levels of
alternative families in the school are significgrbsitively related to delinquency without
the inclusion of the interaction. When the intéi@tis included, the interaction is
significantly negative. The Chow test indicatest tfthe models using only those in higher
income communities are significantly different ththe models using only lower income

communities.

The charts shown in Figure 2.3 represent the iotieraeffect. For the regression
model, | chart the predicted value of change imndelency between waves. Because
delinquency tends to decrease with age, changelimggiency is negative for most
respondents. Among those who have not experiem@ealental separation, the predicted
value of change in delinquency is much lower/margative for those from schools with the
lowest percentage of alternative families thanttmse in schools with higher percentages of
alternative families. At the highest percentageslternative families, delinquency increases
between waves. Over the entire range, predicteeesaary by about 1.2 delinquent acts.
Among those who have experienced a parental separhbwever, the results are reversed,
as hypothesized. Those who attend schools witlothest percentages of alternative
families show a predicted value of change in delemgy that is much less negative (more
than 1.3 points) than the predicted value of changklinquency for respondents who are in
schools with the highest percentage of alterndtivalies. In other words, those who
experience a separation in schools with highergrgages of alternative families have a
larger decrease in delinquency between waves ttae twho experience separation in

schools with lower percentages of alternative feasil
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Figure2.3: Predictecvalues of delinquency for varying percentages t&rahbtive familiesn school by
parental separation
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Depression The results for depression indicate no signifiéateraction effects.
Table 2.5, which includes the lagged dependenabbrimodels of depression, shows no
significant relationships between parental sepamaand delinquency and no significant
relationships between the percentage of altern&ivdlies in the school and delinquency
except in the final models, representing those fhagher income communities. For these
individuals, the percentage of alternative familiethe school is significantly negatively
related to depression. However, none of the ioteEnas are significant; thus, there appear to
be no moderating effects of the percentage ofratare families in the school on the

relationship between experiencing a parental séparand depression in these models.
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Table 2.5: Coefficients of Regression Model of Odognsformed 8-Point Depression Scale on SelectrGloviriables, including the Percentage of Scha#i
who Do Not Live with Two Biological Parents

Full Full Lower SES Lower SES Higher SE¢ Higher SE<
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.043 2-0.02 0.042 -0.038 0.046 0.059
(0.035) (0.121) (0.041) (0.154) (0.066) (0.166)
Percentage of students in alternative familiexchosl -0.079 -0.098 0.095 0.071 -0.569 *** -0.565 ***
(0.143) (0.147) (0.166) (0.175) (0.216) (0.211)
Interaction
Separation * Percentage of students in alteraddimilies 0.146 0.171 -0.034
(0.263) (0.327) (0.370)
Female 0.057 ** 0.057 ** 0.060 ** 0.060 ** 0.037 0.037
(0.023) (0.023) (0.024) (0.024) (0.058) (0.058)
Age Wave 1 -0.040 ***  -0.040 *** -0.032 *** -0.032 *** -0.066 *** -0.066 ***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.014) (0.014)
Racé
Black 0.000 -0.001 0.004 0.003 -0.058 -0.058
(0.042) (0.042) (0.045) (0.045) (0.096) (0.096)
Asian 0.087 0.087 0.073 0.074 0.130 0.131
(0.063) (0.063) (0.100) (0.099) (0.082) (0.082)
Hispanic -0.011 -0.012 -0.099 -0.099 0.104 0.104
(0.044) (0.044) (0.061) (0.060) (0.069) (0.069)
Other 0.000 0.000 -0.024 -0.023 0.043 0.044
(0.124) (0.124) (0.157) (0.158) (0.186) (0.186)
Income per yedr
Less than $15,000 0.041 0.039 0.007 0.005 0.305 * 0.305 *
(0.075) (0.075) (0.083) (0.083) (0.158) (0.158)
Less than $25,000 0.102 * 0.102 * 0.100 0.100 0.112 0.112
(0.060) (0.060) (0.069) (0.069) (0.110) (0.110)
Less than $50,000 0.075 0.075 0.058 0.057 0.153 0.153
(0.055) (0.055) (0.062) (0.062) (0.110) (0.110)
More than $50,000 0.079 0.078 0.070 0.070 0.130 0.130
(0.055) (0.055) (0.061) (0.061) (0.113) (0.113)
Missing Income 0.077 0.077 0.073 0.072 0.110 0.109

(0.047 (0.047 (0.052 (0.052 (0.110 (0.109
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Table 2.5: continued.

Highest parental education wave 1

Less than high school 0.163 *** 0.164 *** 0.167 *** 0.169 *** 0.203 ** 0.203 **
(0.045) (0.045) (0.054) (0.054) (0.096) (0.095)
Some college 0.002 0.002 -0.010 -0.010 0.048 0.048
(0.032) (0.032) (0.036) (0.036) (0.065) (0.065)
College 0.044 0.044 0.004 0.004 0.143 * 0.144 *
(0.034) (0.034) (0.036) (0.036) (0.079) (0.079)
Graduate School 0.001 0.002 -0.011 -0.011 0.052 0.052
(0.039) (0.039) (0.044) (0.044) (0.085) (0.085)
Education missing 0.055 0.055 0.030 0.032 0.178 0.178
(0.086) (0.086) (0.095) (0.095) (0.161) (0.161)
School variables
Percentage of parents with college or more diuta -0.033 -0.032 0.052 0.052 -0.178 -0.179
(0.099) (0.099) (0.114) (0.114) (0.130) (0.130)
Percentage of parents in PTA -0.008 -0.008 -0.036 .030 0.085 0.084
(0.069) (0.069) (0.078) (0.078) (0.084) (0.084)
Classsize -0.004 -0.005 -0.005 -0.005 -0.007 * -0.007 *
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004)
Percentage of teachers with Masters degree 0.085 * 0.085 * 0.078 0.078 0.021 0.021
(0.049) (0.049) (0.057) (0.057) (0.102) (0.102)
Percent by race
Black 0.020 0.018 -0.023 -0.025 0.389 * 0.390 *
(0.090) (0.089) (0.093) (0.093) (0.205) (0.207)
Asian 0.079 0.080 -0.308 -0.303 -0.220 -0.221
(0.160) (0.161) (0.735) (0.736) (0.159) (0.160)
Hispanic 0.133 0.133 0.182 * 0.182 * 0.261 * 0.260 *
(0.085) (0.084) (0.100) (0.100) (0.133) (0.133)
Wave 1 depression 0.304 *** 0.304 **=x 0.300 *** 0.300 *** 0.323 *** 0.324 **=*
(0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.019) (0.040) (0.040)
N= 7094 7094 4799 4799 2295 2295
Constant= 1.413 1.425 1.258 1.271 2.019 2.017
R-Squared= 0.101 0.101 0.097 0.097 0.132 0.132

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéfsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitBeference group is income less than $35,8R6ference group is high school.

* p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.05; *** p<.01



Table 2.6, which includes the results for the diedéfects model of change in logged
depression between waves, shows no significantteffer experiencing a parental
separation or for the percentage of alternativalfesin the school. Again, none of the
interactions are significant, indicating that thare no significant moderating effects of the
percentage of alternative families in the schoottenrelationship between experiencing a

parental separation and the difference in logggae$sion in these models.

Although the models of depression show no sigarfianteractions, the results for
delinquency are consistently significant betweeret®for those who live in higher income
communities. There is a significant moderatin@eff the percentage of alternative
families in the school on the relationship betwerperiencing a parental separation and
both delinquency at Wave 3 and change in delingubetween waves for those who live in
communities with 30 percent or more of householtle make $50,000 or more a year in
income. For those who do not experience a parsataration, higher percentages of
alternative families in the school are associatél imcreased participation in delinquent
behavior. However, among those who experienceents separation, higher percentages
of alternative families in the school appear tat@cbagainst some of the negative outcomes
of parental separation. It is important to not these results are only significant for those
in higher income areas, indicating that, althoughpgercentage of alternative families in the
school moderates the relationship between parsegaration and delinquency for some
individuals, this social context may not provideahyrotection for those who experience a

parental separation in socioeconomically disadgedareas.
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Table 2.6: Coefficients of Fixed Effects Regressutwdel of Difference in Log Transformed 8-Point Degsion Scale on Select Control Variables, inclgdihe
Percentage of School Peers who Do Not Live with Biaogical Parents

Full Full Lower SES Lower SES Higher SES Higher SE¢
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 -0.007 87-0.0 0.020 -0.028 -0.096 -0.050
(0.041) (0.147) (0.047) (0.185) (0.079) (0.222)
Percentage of students in alternative familiechosl -0.012 -0.035 0.097 0.083 -0.296 -0.283
(0.163) (0.163) (0.193) (0.195) (0.294) (0.289)
Interaction
Separation * Percentage of students in alterad@milies 0.176 0.104 -0.117
(0.306) (0.378) (0.509)
Female -0.069 ** -0.069 ** -0.057 * -0.057 * -0.114 * -0.114 *
(0.030) (0.030) (0.032) (0.032) (0.067) (0.068)
Age Wave 1 -0.079 ***  -0.079 *** -0.065 *** -0.065 *** -0.120 *** -0.120 ***
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.018) (0.018)
Racé
Black -0.086 -0.087 -0.089 -0.089 -0.159 -0.159
(0.056) (0.056) (0.060) (0.060) (0.137) (0.138)
Asian 0.051 0.051 0.021 0.022 0.104 0.105
(0.084) (0.084) (0.134) (0.133) (0.099) (0.100)
Hispanic -0.048 -0.049 -0.155 * -0.155 * 0.085 0.086
(0.063) (0.063) (0.090) (0.090) (0.087) (0.088)
Other -0.079 -0.079 -0.060 -0.060 -0.134 -0.133
(0.157) (0.157) (0.214) (0.214) (0.202) (0.202)
Income per yedr
Less than $15,000 0.007 0.005 -0.018 -0.019 0.241 0.241
(0.087) (0.087) (0.096) (0.097) (0.162) (0.162)
Less than $25,000 0.125 * 0.125 * 0.131 0.131 0.069 0.069
(0.072) (0.072) (0.082) (0.082) (0.111) (0.111)
Less than $50,000 0.130 ** 0.130 ** 0.118 0.118 0.147 0.147
(0.065) (0.065) (0.075) (0.076) (0.110) (0.109)
More than $50,000 0.105 * 0.104 * 0.115 0.115 0.061 0.061
(0.060) (0.060) (0.070) (0.0712) (0.097) (0.097)
Missing Income 0.074 0.073 0.085 0.085 0.024 0.022

(0.050 (0.050 (0.057 (0.057 (0.087 (0.087
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Table 2.6: continued.

Highest parental education wave 1

Less than high school 0.060 0.061 0.058 0.059 0.135 0.135
(0.053) (0.053) (0.063) (0.063) (0.105) (0.105)
Some college 0.053 0.053 0.037 0.038 0.106 0.106
(0.047) (0.047) (0.055) (0.055) (0.085) (0.085)
College 0.120 *** 0.127 *** 0.085 * 0.085 * 0.203 ** 0.203 **
(0.042) (0.042) (0.045) (0.045) (0.090) (0.090)
Graduate School 0.064 0.064 0.064 0.064 0.090 0.090
(0.052) (0.052) (0.060) (0.060) (0.098) (0.098)
Education missing 0.011 0.012 -0.030 -0.029 0.173 0.176
(0.100) (0.100) (0.113) (0.113) (0.169) (0.170)
School variables
Percentage of parents with college or more dauca -0.008 -0.007 0.045 0.046 -0.042 -0.043
(0.123) (0.123) (0.142) (0.142) (0.205) (0.205)
Percentage of parents in PTA 0.008 0.008 -0.023 230.0 0.125 0.125
(0.083) (0.083) (0.093) (0.093) (0.105) (0.105)
Classsize -0.006 -0.007 -0.007 * -0.007 * -0.010 -0.009
(0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.008) (0.008)
Percentage of teachers with Masters degree 0.107 * 0.108 * 0.087 0.088 0.045 0.045
(0.059) (0.059) (0.070) (0.070) (0.121) (0.121)
Percent by race
Black 0.030 0.027 0.040 0.039 0.055 0.058
(0.119) (0.119) (0.126) (0.126) (0.344) (0.344)
Asian -0.210 -0.208 -1.210 * -1.207 * -0.501 *** -0.502 ***
(0.146) (0.147) (0.705) (0.708) (0.186) (0.188)
Hispanic 0.182 0.183 * 0.276 ** 0.275 ** 0.290 0.288
(0.111) (0.110) (0.136) (0.136) (0.182) (0.182)
N= 7094 7094 4799 4799 2295 2295
Constant= 1.094 1.108 0.839 0.847 1.983 1.976
R-Squared= 0.034 0.034 0.025 0.025 0.088 0.088

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéftsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitReference group is income less than $35,8Réference group is high school.

* p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.05; *** p<.01



Conclusions

These findings support the hypothesis that the eaination of students living in
alternative families in an adolescent’s school ggparation moderates the relationship
between parental separation and delinquency faetido live in more
socioeconomically advantaged areas. In these canities) higher percentages of school
peers who live in non-two biological parent fansligrotect against some of the negative
impacts of parental separation on delinquent bemaResults for depression, however,
are not significant, indicating that these impagts significant only for externalizing
behaviors in response to stress. Young adult gieéincy may be a more immediate
response to stigmatization and lack of social stpphan depression, so that delinquency
yields significant results whereas findings aresignificant for depression. Individuals
may be more likely to respond to social stigmatoraby joining a rebellious group to
find support or by acting out against those they &e stigmatizing them than they are to

respond with depressive symptoms.

There are multiple possible explanations for thegerating effect for those who
live in higher income areas. First, it may be tivatreas of higher concentration of
alternative family structures, the roles for mensba&rnon-intact families are more
institutionalized, which decreases the stress #ssacwith a parental separation (Cherlin
1978). Further, adolescents experiencing a pdreeparation in an environment with a
higher percentage of peers living in alternativaifees may find they have to explain
their situation less because others already uratetrsheir family arrangement without a
great deal of explanation. Greater understandinddcdecrease the sense of being

different and increase the sense of fitting in veithool peers. Anticipatory socialization
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into alternative family structures is also likeligher in schools with higher percentages
of students who live in non-intact families (Bu@7R). This anticipatory socialization

could ease the transition of a parental separation.

Further, in schools with higher percentages ofadteve families, the stress of
parental separation is not accompanied by thesstrifesansitioning into a group that is as
much of a minority, which likely reduces some negabutcomes. Again, individuals
who experience a parental separation may be lebsad to feel they do not fit in if they
attend schools with higher percentages of alteradéimilies. In these environments,
social institutions are also likely to be more @egul to accommodate the needs of
parents who have separated. It could also bertbaasing numbers of adolescents who
live in alternative families are associated witeajer access to similar others, other
individuals who have also experienced a parentars¢ion, which may be beneficial to
young adults (Thoits 2001). Similar others haverbghown to provide higher quality

and more enduring social support during stres#udons.

For those who live in more disadvantaged areasekliernythe percentage of
alternative families in the respondent’s schoolgeparation does not seem to have the
same protective impact. One possible explanatothis finding is that the benefits of
experiencing a parental separation with the ai@nticipatory socialization, support from
similar others and increased institutionalizatibmalternative families are not strong
enough to outweigh the negative impacts of socinesoc disadvantage. Further,
because those in lower income areas are more ¢wtt@nth making ends meet they

may be less focused on social acceptance and idiantighbors are doing.
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Additionally, areas with lower income have bothhHegheterogeneity of cultures and
weaker social ties; therefore, strong social nalens to be enforced less in these areas
(Harding 2007). As such, higher percentages ofintact families in the area likely do
less to alter existing cultural values, and theaotmf neighbors may be reduced.
Further, because individuals in less advantageasdend already to be more accepting
of non-intact families, higher percentages of sngarent families may not decrease any
sense of not fitting in or not being accepted amy mot impact support among those

who experience a parental separation in these @eelas and Kefalas 2005).

These analyses are limited by the fact that | ¢cdy measure context at Wave 1
and cannot repeat these context measures at WawecB, means | cannot measure the
current social context of the young adult respohded am not accounting for change in
social environment. However, the social contextegienced in adolescence should still
have a strong impact on outcomes later in lifeg gseat deal of socialization occurs at
the school level and during the adolescent yearsk(ds 1995). Further, the findings
shown here are likely to be conservative estimaessuring social context at time 1
rather than current social context. The poweheée results would likely be even
stronger if | were able to track social contextrawme rather than having to rely on

previous social context.

This analysis provides evidence to suggest thagénvamalyzing the effect of
family structure change on adolescents, it is irtgrarto take a life course “linked lives”

perspective and to incorporate a social-ecologialpoint into analyses (Elder 1998;
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Bronfenbrenner 1979 and 1989). For delinquendg,ahalysis supports the conclusion
that the social context of adolescence is impoitadetermining how individuals
respond to the stressors of experiencing a paregialonship dissolution. Higher
percentages of alternative families in the schoelgeparation do appear to have a
protective impact for adolescents experiencing mafteseparations in higher
socioeconomic status neighborhoods, although ttessdts do not hold for those in
lower socioeconomic status areas. These resutgesuit is important to take into

account multiple levels of social context when gmialg adolescent adjustment.
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Chapter 3
The Socio-Religious Context of Parental Separates school religious context
moderate the impact of parental separation on i&rif?l
By: Darci Powell
For many young adults, having experienced a pdrseparation contributes to

negative consequences, including lessened academevement, problems with later
relationships, higher risk of mental disorders jgeans within the workplace, and
increased risk behavior (Amato 2001; Amato andiK&891a and 1991b). For some
individuals, however, parental separation is nebamted with the same negative effects
(McLanahan and Sandefur 1994). Resilience vanggsfieantly due to the personal,
social and economic resources of children (Ama@3i®emo and Acock 1991;
McLanahan and Sandefur 1994). With around 60 péfechildren in the United States
living in non-two biological parent households ate point during their life, it is
important to understand the mechanisms throughhwihitividuals prove more or less

resilient to family separation (Hetherington andrii¢y-Hagan 1999; Bumpass 1990;

Norton and Miller 1991).

Personal religiosity is one element that has beews to help individuals cope
with stressful situations (Maynard et al. 2001:dRanet et al. 1988; Ellison 1998;
Nooney and Woodrum 2002), but religion is more thanndividual-level factor.
Religion is also a social institution, and thegigus context in which an individual lives

and interacts often shapes decision and actioesedchers have found that the religious



composition of the community has an important im@acindividual behavior (e.qg.,
Beyerlein and Hipp 2005; Stark 1996; Stark et 882, Regnerus 2003; Blanchard
2007). For example, religious individuals tendhow the benefits of religious
participation primarily when embedded in religimmsnmunities (Stark1996). High
levels of conservative Protestantism in a commuenigyassociated with decreased crime
among those who are conservative Protestantsyéuatsaociated with higher levels of
crime among those who are not religious (Beyerid Hipp 2005). Evidence suggests,
then, that socio-religious contexts shape individhedavior, but the role of these

contexts in adjustment to parental separation babeen examined.

School is one of the most important contexts ferlthes adolescents. School is
one of their primary communities outside of the flgmWith much of an adolescent’s
time spent in school and a great deal of sociatinaiccurring in the school environment
(Jenkins 1995), the religious environment in orselsool may be an important contextual

factor modifying the influence of parental sepamatbn outcomes.

Although there is some debate over whether parsetaration represents a time-
limited or a chronic stressor in the lives of chgld, there is general consensus that
experiencing parental separation is often assatiaith increased delinquency and
depression post-separation in response to stressiated with the separation (Amato
2000 and 2001; Amato and Keith 1991a and 1991bristor and Cherlin 1995; Ahrons
1980; Landis 1960; Aneshensel 1992; Sandler 984). Strain theory suggests that
delinquency is an externalized symptom of interealistress, whereas depression is a

more internalized symptom of stress (Aseltine e2@00; Agnew 1985; Hagan 1997). |
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explore both outcomes in response to this liteeatund in order to capture results for

individuals who respond to stress in varying ways.

In this paper, | examine the moderating effeceotls of conservative
Protestantism in a young adult’s school on thetirlahip between parental separation
and both delinquency and depression from a soc@bgical and “linked lives”
perspective. First, | lay out and explore the lgaoknd theories that provide support for
this research. Then, | develop hypotheses of th@enating effects of school religious
context on the relationship between parental séiparand young adult outcomes from
these theories. Finally, | test these hypothesegjuwo waves of the National
Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health surveytratdfied, longitudinal study that is

nationally representative.

Theorizing the Modifying Role of Conservative Pstdatism

The social environment in which events take plaa®lieen shown to have a large
impact on how individuals adapt and respond. $@ualogical theories, theories of
social norms, and the “linked lives” perspectivpart the idea that the concentration of
conservative Protestantism within an individuabsial environment moderates the

relationship between experiencing a parental séparand young adult outcomes.

Social ecological theories suggest that individaaésembedded in different
layers of social context and that attributes ofg¢beial environment impact how people
act within and react to certain situations (Glasgwal. 2002; Kumpfer and Turner 1991;

Bronfenbrenner 1979 and 1989; Schmeer 2005; ER@8)1 Individuals are strongly
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impacted by the norms, values and characteristiothers within their social network,
and the concentrations of varying demographic ati@l traits can have a strong

impact on individual behavior.

Religiosity is one such characteristic that hasaryimg impact depending on its
concentration within the social environment. Timportance of the religious
composition of communities in determining the sgthrof a relationship between two
variables is highlighted in the “moral communitids/pothesis, which suggests that
individuals who are religious tend to report fewlefinquent activities primarily when
they are also embedded in a community with a haglsgntage of religious adherents
(Stark 1996). Other studies provide evidence sstijggthat conservative Protestantism,
although it benefits those within the conservatelegious group, is not beneficial to
communities overall. Beyerlein and Hipp (2005)their analysis of community violent
crime rates, find that areas with high evangelRaltestantism, as opposed to greater
percentages of mainline Protestantism, tend to hegreercrime rates. They suggest that
this effect is due to the strong bonding networksomservative religious traditions,
which are beneficial to those in the religious grday providing tight social networks but
are deleterious to the community overall, due toref@sed ties within the broader
community (Beyerlein and Hipp 2005). BlanchardQ2psimilarly finds that higher
percentages of conservative Protestantism in a eaontynare associated with increased
levels of racial segregation due to weaker tiessecthe community and stronger closed
networks in areas with higher percentages of coatige Protestants. This literature

provides evidence to suggest that, in generalctineentration of religiosity, especially
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conservative Protestantism, in an individual’'s emwment has important consequences

for behavior.

In terms of the family more specifically, highemoentrations of conservative
Protestants in an area likely influence how indinal$ respond to parental separation due
to the strong views toward the family held by indials in conservative Protestant
traditions. Gay, Ellison and Powers (1996) findttbonservative Protestant
denominations have high levels of homogeneity ituakes when it comes to beliefs
regarding the family. Conservative Protestant d@nations generally favor “pro-
family” attitudes, which coincide with traditiongeénder and family roles, neither of
which support separation and divorce. These iterasto persist throughout generations
through the process of socialization, so that yeuaglherents are likely to hold the same
views (Gay et al. 1996). Hertel and Hughes (12839 find evidence to suggest that
conservative Protestant denominations hold moditimaal attitudes, including those
regarding divorce. Booth and Amato (1991) find #adults who hold conservative
attitudes, such as the belief that divorce is imahdend to have a harder time adjusting
to separation. Although churches make efforisrtwvide support networks for non-
intact families, single parents still generally sgfeeling out of place and uncomfortable
in the church environment because churches arellaggared toward married families

with children (Edgell 2005).

It is likely that individuals in alternative famals feel out of place in a
conservative Protestant environment both becatseative families are less

institutionalized in these communities and becdhseultural values in these areas
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provide less support for and more disapproval of-imbact family structures. Cherlin
(1978), in his discussion of social norms, findstttine institutionalization of family
practices can have a large effect on how indivislgape with certain family structures.
Social institutions make clear the roles that irdlials are supposed to perform, define
appropriate behavior within these roles, and p@wadyanization for social life (Cherlin
1978; Gerth and Mills 1953; Berger and LuckmannG)9an areas where alternative
family structures are less accepted, the expeotfar behaviors in family roles may not
be discussed as clearly or favorably and may netshaearly defined. As a result,
adaptation to these family environments can be rstwessful because of the lack of clear

expectations and rules for behavior.

The “linked lives” perspective in life course thgaimilarly suggests that
individuals are embedded in their historical tinmel @lace, including the cultural ideas
by which they are surrounded (Elder 1998). Thesti@l trends are expressed through
social ties and relationships, influencing indivatlaction and decisions. The values and
beliefs of those in one’s community, then, provédget of social institutions around
which to govern behavior as well as a cultural fearark, or “cultural toolkit,” around
which individuals structure their attitudes andiéfsland make sense of the world around

them (Swidler 1986).

Religion is one such socio-cultural institutions part of the “cultural toolkit,”
religion informs individual beliefs and enforcedhbgioral rules and conformity (Swidler
1986; Barnes 2005). The religious beliefs of thosene’s community have an impact

on individual belief and behavior both by providisgcial norms and rules by which to
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behave and by providing a set of cultural beliefd galues that inform individual
behavior and attitudes. Because conservative festechurches generally tend to
convey disapproval of divorce and separation, togas institution of conservative
Protestantism is less likely to make clear theg¢ihat individuals perform in non-intact
families and is less likely to provide a culturahasphere of acceptance for these
families. Regardless of whether an individual maservative Protestant or not, the
higher the concentration of conservative Protestaemthe community, the more
conservative Protestant values will be the norm,niore the culture will lean toward
disapproval of separation, and the more stigmafmeedntal separation and divorce will
be. These factors are likely to be associated adtted stress associated with a parental
separation in social environments with high perages of conservative Protestants, and
this added stress could translate into higher dabncy and depression for youth in these

environments.

Importance of School Context

Social context has been measured at the regiorel| e county level, and at the
school-level (Stark et al. 1982; Regnerus 2003;eBein and Hipp 2005). For
adolescents, school effects are likely to be seotizgan neighborhood effects considering
the important role the school plays as a sour@®ofalization in the lives of adolescents
(Jenkins 1995). In general, the school socialedrttas been shown to be important for
adolescents. For example, Bearman and Bruckn@djZihd, in their investigation of
virginity pledges in schools, that the pledge isstreffective when there are enough
students who take the pledge to create a sociapgsat not so many students that a

culture is created where the pledge has no meaning.
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The school context of conservative Protestantiadity has also been found to be
important. Regnerus (2003), in his test of the fahcommunities” hypothesis, examines
the impact of the relationship between county- settbol-level conservative
Protestantism and individual level religiosity aglidquency, measured by theft and
minor delinquency. He finds that, although induadilevel religiosity has an effect on
participation in delinquent activities, this retatship is heightened by high levels of
conservative Protestant homogeneity at both thexoamity- and the school-levels for
those in conservative Protestant traditions (Ragn2003). Along the lines of the
“moral communities” thesis, he suggests that atgteal of this effect is due to the social
control networks created by homogenous, conse&rotestant religious traditions

(Regnerus 2003; Stark 1996).

Because the school is such a focal point of adelgstlives and because so
much socialization occurs there, the cultural valexepressed in an adolescent’s school
among an adolescent’s peers likely have a stropadton individual behavior. The
culture created by a higher percentage of conseevRrotestant students in an
adolescent’s school environment is likely to bes legpportive and understanding of
parental separation and is likely to be charaaterizy lower levels of institutionalization
of alternative families because conservative Ptatds tend to have more negative views
of parental separation. These cultural charatiesiare liable to create a sense of not
fitting in and of being stigmatized in the adolasigevhich could lead to increased
negative outcomes, including delinquency and deprasin response to parental

separation.
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Other Factors Related to Outcomes

There are many other factors related both to dakncy and depression and to
the probability of experiencing a parental separathat are important to take into
account. Age is a strong determinant of both delemcy and depression. Participation
in delinquent behavior usually begins in adolesegepeaks during late adolescence and
decreases with approaching adulthood (Moffitt 19%@new 2003). Depression, too, has
been shown to decrease in young adulthood (Miroveski/Ross 1992). Gender is also
highly correlated with both delinquency and depmss Males tend to participate in
delinquent activities more frequently than femdlesGrange and Silverman 1999;
Broidy and Agnew 1997). However, females tendefmort higher levels of depression
than males (Mirowsky 1996; Petersen et al. 19%ljhough age and gender do not make
individuals more or less likely to experience agpdal separation, both age and gender
are likely to be related to how individuals expede a parental separation (Amato 1993;

Glenn and Kramer 1985).

Although race has been shown to be connectedittgdency and depression, the
exact relationship between race and outcomes ialmatys clear. For Black
respondents, some authors find lower levels ofregbrted delinquency than among
Whites but suggest that this finding is due to urefmrting (Hindelang 1978).

Matsueda and Heimer (1987) find that Black respatsl#om non-intact families tend to
report higher levels of delinquency than White megtents. Hispanic youth have been
shown to have higher delinquency rates than WiRegzi 1997). Asians tend to show
lower levels of delinquency than Whites in gendbal, some Southeast Asian groups

report higher levels of delinquency (Le and Stod&@905).
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In terms of depression, findings are also uncléar. Black respondents, some
studies suggest that Black respondents report hlghels of depression than Whites,
whereas others report the opposite (George andnL803). Studies regarding
Hispanics and Asians are similarly inconclusivehveiome studies indicating higher and
some lower rates of mental illness (Vega and Rumb@@1). Race/ethnicity is also
connected to the probability of experiencing a ptakseparation. Black respondents are
much more likely to live in a non-intact family atmlexperience a separation than either
White or Hispanic respondents (Trent and South 1B@%y and Bumpass 2003; Norton
and Miller 1991). Hispanic respondents are ldsdyithan either White or Black

respondents to have experienced a separation ({Nan Miller 1991).

Socioeconomic status has been shown to be comhiectle to delinquency and
depression and to the likelihood of experiencingpeental separation. Strain theory
suggests that individuals of lower socioeconomatust are more likely to turn to
delinquent activities to achieve their goals beeaxfsa lack of other opportunities
(Mirowsky and Ross 2006). For depression, loweragronomic status has consistently
been found to be associated with higher levelsptession and mental disorders (Miech
and Shanahan 2000), and children from lower soom@uic status tend to have more
developmental problems (Brooks-Gunn and Duncan ;1B@tley and Corwyn 2002).
Socioeconomic status has also been shown to beiategbwith higher risk of

experiencing a separation (South 2001; Raley amddgs 2003).

Individual religiosity is often found to be prote® against delinquency and poor

mental health (Maynard et al. 2001; Pargamet et988; Ellison 1998; Baier and Wright

64



2001). Religiosity provides ways of making meaning of crises and provides valuable
social networks that can help individuals deal vgilessful situations (Maynard et al.
2001; Pargamet et al. 1988; Ellison 1998; Noonel/\&modrum 2002). Although this
paper focuses on the role of the socio-religiougext in adolescent adjustment, it is
important to acknowledge that there may be sonexedff personal religiosity and of

religious attendance that should be taken into@aaco

There might also be school characteristics relaigauth outcomes. School
quality has been shown to impact outcomes in ldgggrwith lower school quality having
a negative relationship with later earnings (B&885). Little of the literature on school
guality focuses on delinquency and depression. litérature does show, however, that
school commitment is associated with decreasedgletincy, suggesting that the school

environment has an impact on outcomes (Jenkins)1995

The racial composition of the school may also @laymportant role in how
parental separation affects youth because diffessmml and ethnic groups have varying
average views of parental separation. Black redpots are found to have less
traditional attitudes toward marriage and the fguthbn Whites in general, perhaps
because of greater divorce and single-motherhaed eanong the Black population;
however, Black respondents tend to more stronggprove of divorce when children
are involved (Trent and South 1992). Hispanicstheother hand, generally tend to
have more traditional views toward family life th@fhites (Trent and South 1992). The
racial/ethnic composition of the school, then, nmagact a respondent’s adaptation to

parental separation.
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Hypotheses

The literature presented above strongly suggbatsalthough personal religiosity
tends to help people cope with family transitiamspcial environment of conservative
Protestant religiosity could make the process oémpial separation or divorce more
difficult. For both attenders and non-attendeighér levels of conservative Protestant
involvement in the school represent a general ttemdrd conservative beliefs toward
the family and a lack of social institutionalizatiof alternative families, which could
make any individual who experiences a parentalra¢ipa feel out of place and less
supported and which may be associated with incdeiasecurity in the transition due to
a lack of rules or expectations of behavior. |dtyyesize, then, that the percentage of
conservative Protestants in an adolescent’s sahidohoderate the relationship between
parental separation and youth delinquency and dsiomre outcomes, with those who
experience a separation after having attendeda@okulith higher percentages of
conservative Protestant students showing more wegzifects than those who
experience a separation in schools with lower peagges of conservative Protestant

students. The conceptual model of this hypothegsovided in Figure 3.1.
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Figure3.1: Conceptual Model of Hypothe

Parental Separation Delinquency ant

Depression

Schoo-level
Conservative
Protestantism

To sum, | intend to examine religiosity at the smHevel as a social contextual
factor, a set of attitudes, beliefs and behaviate which an adolescent going through a
family transition must contend. | plan to addrasd answer the following question:
Does a social context of high conservative Protgistan moderate the relationship
between having experienced a parental relatiordisgnlution and delinquency and
depression? This analysis provides new insigltfiattors that account for the variance

in resilience seen in individuals who have expergeha parental breakup.

Data and Measures

In these analyses, | use data from the Nationagitodinal Study of Adolescent
Health (Add Health), an ongoing, nationally repreagve, school-based study of
adolescents, who were grades 7 to 12 in the fiesstevof the survey. | use data from the

Wave 1 interview, conducted in 1994-95, and from\tfiave 3 sample, collected in
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2001-02. The data is stratified by school; 80 tsghools and 52 middle schools were
originally selected to participate in the surveytjmover 70 percent of those selected
participating. In-school data was collected fdiseldents of these schools.
Administrators were also asked to fill out a survegarding school characteristics.
Respondents for the in-home survey were then selettrandom using school rosters.
Seventy-nine percent of those selected participatéie survey. Approximately 77.4

percent of those in the original Wave 1 samplei@gpgted in the Wave 3 survey.

Only respondents who lived with both biologicalgras at Wave 1 are included
in this analysis. Although not including some @sgents may introduce selection bias,
it is not possible to estimate a change model wittmiting the sample in this fashion.
Therefore, this analysis only shows the effectsayental relationship dissolution that
happens during adolescence, not before. Childridntwo adoptive parents at Wave 1
are not included because of the difficulty of detieting whether they had experienced

the dissolution of a parental relationship beftweytwere adopted.

The final sample size of these models is a littlerd®,900. The sample size of
respondents who live with two biological parent$\&tve 1 and have information
regarding their parents’ relationship at Wave 3,258. Other deletions are due

primarily to missing data for the dependent vaealdnd for school-level data.

School Religiosity Measures
Percent Conservative Protestants in Schodinong students in the school,

conservative Protestantism is measured using aioatidn of three variables. First,
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adolescents were asked their religious denominatigsing a classification system
outlined by Tom Smith (1987), respondents are €ilsssified as conservative Protestant
or not conservative Protestant according to thefrodnination. Conservative Protestant
denominations include Adventist, Assemblies of abtist, Christian Science,
Holiness, National Baptist, Latter Day Saints, &mhtecostal denominations. Black
Baptist churches are not included as conservageadse they generally have more
liberal political views than White Baptist churchedgspite their conservative theology
(Woodberry and Smith 1998). | have included ongt&stant Christian conservatives in
this designation because much of the literaturades on these denominations and
because the Add Health survey does not separate r@igions, including Catholicism,
Judaism, Islam and Buddhism, into conservativeooreconservative categories.
However, Smith’s classification system states @etholic and Jewish respondents are
considered moderate and liberal, respectivelycatthg that the highest percentage of

non-Protestant respondents would be classifieascanservative anyway.

Because adolescent respondents may be affiliatédaronservative
denomination simply because their parents atteal$ol include two measures of
personal religious belief that indicate the strngfttheir conservative Protestant
religiosity. | use a measure of belief in the gries of one’s tradition as the word of
God, completely without mistake, which has beerdwssea factor indicating conservative
Protestant theology (Sherkat and Ellison 1997)caBse so many respondents answered
that they agree with this statement (around 70gfcl also felt it was important to
include a measure of the importance of a respoirgleitgious faith to him or her.

Respondents were asked whether their religion wagimportant, fairly important, not
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very important or not at all important to themcréate a dummy variable that indicates
the importance of religious belief to an individudf they answered that their religion
was very important to them, they are coded as 6t'tliis measure. If they answered
their religion was fairly important, not very imgant or not at all important to them, or if

they were not religious, they are coded as “0".

Using the measure of conservative Protestantisenmiasure of scriptural belief,
and the measure of religious importance, | creabenamy variable indicating
conservative Protestant religiosity. If the respemt was affiliated with a conservative
Protestant denomination, believed in scripturafrenecy and felt religion was very
important to him/her, he/she is coded as beinggtyoconservatively Protestant.
Otherwise, the respondent is coded as not consezlyaProtestant. For the measure of
the school level of conservative Protestantismeate a variable indicating the weighted
percentage of students who were conservativelyeBtanit by school. Although this
measure is only available for the portion of thiead that took the in-home survey, this
sample is randomly selected and should be repsendf the student body in general.
Respondents who had less than 25 respondentsiirstheol respond to the in-home
guestionnaire are not included, so this measumamere accurately representative sample

of the school.

Parental relationship dissolutiofRespondents were asked to list the members of
their household at all three waves. Respondentslwéd with both biological parents at
Wave 1 are included in the sample as living inrdadt household. Other respondents

are not included. Respondents were again askiest the members of their household at
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Wave 2. If they lived with only one biological jat at this time and lived with two
biological parents at Wave 1, they are coded asbaxperienced a parental
relationship dissolution. If they lived with twaeodbogical parents again or if they were
not included in this wave but did participate atw¥8, | then look to Wave 3 for
information regarding their most recent family sgat Respondents were again asked to
list the members of their household at Wave 3hdf lived with both biological parents
in this wave as well as the other two waves, threycaded as not having experienced a
parental separation. If they lived with one biotad parent but not two, | code them as

having experienced a parental separation.

However, due to the age of respondents, many relgmis lived in their own
household. At this wave, the Add Health surveyp a€ludes questions asking whether
the respondent’s prior parents (from Wave 1 ifrgspondent did not participate in Wave
2 or from Wave 2 if the respondent participatetath surveys) still live together. If a
respondent lived in a two biological parent houselad a prior wave and reported that
his/her two previous parents or biological paremse no longer living together, then
he/she is coded as having experienced a pareptalad®n. However, respondents who
lived with two biological parents in the prior wasad who report that their prior parents
are still living together in the same householda@r@ed as not having experienced a

parental relationship dissolution.

Control Variables
As control variables, | include measures of rabefeity, gender, socioeconomic

status, individual religiosity, and school charastes.
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Age,Race/ethnicity and Gendef.he measure of age is taken from the Wave 1
survey. Respondents were asked their birth dateedtme of the interview. Age was
determined by subtracting their date of birth fritva date of the interview.
Race/ethnicity is divided into five categories: Adispanic White, Black, Asian,
Hispanic, and other. Although the “other” raceegairy is difficult to interpret, it is
included in the models in order to retain as maages as possible. Gender is coded as

“1” for females and “0” for males.

Income and parental educatiofror socioeconomic status, | include measures of
family income and parental education at Wave Tormation on family income is taken
from the Wave 1 parents’ survey in which parentsevaesked to report the average
income of their household in thousands. This \deigs split into six dummy variables,
indicating the family income was less than $15,&1%,000 to $25,000, $25,000 to
$35,000, $35,000 to $50,000, more than $50,000issing. The variable indicating
missing data is included because of the high pgagerof respondents with no
information on family income (20 percent) (Lee et1®94). Parental education is taken
from the in-home survey at Wave 1. Respondents asked the education of both their
residential mother and their residential fathearetal education is coded as the highest
reported education of a residential parent. Thas@bles include less than high school,
high school graduate, some college, college gradgaaduate school or missing. High
school graduate is the reference category. Althdager respondents are missing data
on parental education (about 2 percent), | havieidezl a missing category to retain as

many respondents as possible in the analyses.
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Religious attendanceRespondents were asked how often they attendeponesi
services in the last 12 months at Wave 1. | craaeries of four dummy variables
indicating the respondent never attended religgargices/was not religious, attended
less than once a month, attended between once th i@oat once a week, or attended
once a week. The individual-level measure of coraeve religiosity is also used as a

control variable.

School-level variablesl include variables measuring school characiesst
including racial composition, average class size,dercentage of teachers with Master’s
degrees, and the percentage of parents involvagarent-teacher’s organization in the
school. Racial composition is the average pergenté students in the school who are
White, Black, Asian, or Hispanic. “Other” racenst included in this analysis because it
is difficult to interpret and does not affect sampize. The other three school-level
variables are indicators of school quality and cdram surveys taken of school
administrators. School administrators reportedatierage class size at the school, the
percentage of teachers with Master’'s degrees, whétey had a parent-teacher
organization and, if so, the percentage of parnentsved. The percentage of teachers
with Master’'s degrees and the student/teacher, r@tiweasure similar to class size, have
all been used to indicate school quality in othed®s (Betts 1995). The percentage of
parents involved in a parent-teacher organizasandluded as a reflection of parental

investment in and attachment to the school.

Dependent Variables
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Delinquency For Wave 1, delinquency is measured as the $uaglot yes/no
guestions about participation in activities consededelinquent, such as minor property
crime and theft, within the last 12 months. Resjgons were asked how often they
participated in these activities, with four possib@sponses ranging from never to five or
more times. Responses are recoded as dummy \ex;jd0r indicates having never
participated in the activity and “1” indicates hagiparticipated in the activity at least
once. Responses are then summed. Because sq@uedests do not answer all
guestions, the scale is standardized for missite tdarange from zero to eight. A full
list of variables is included in Appendix 3A. Talpha of the Wave 1 scale is 0.75. The

alpha of the Wave 3 scale is 0.67.

DepressionDepression is measured as the sum of eight gunesndicating the
frequency with which respondents experienced varfeelings over the last week. The
feelings include being sad, feeling blue, cryiregling tired, and having trouble keeping
their mind on things. A full list of variablesiiscluded in Appendix 3A. Because the
alpha of the measure improves when it is omittedlifig good about oneself is not
included in the scale. The alpha of the Wave 1es60.80. The alpha of the Wave 3
scale is 0.81. Response categories include haxpgrienced the feeling never or rarely,
sometimes, a lot of the time, or most or all of tinge, ranging from zero to three. The

scale is standardized for missing data and ranges Zero to 24.

Analysis Strategy
In order to test for whether the percentage of eorstive Protestants in the

school moderates the relationship between parseparation and youth outcomes, |
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include an interaction variable created by mulimdythe indicator of whether a
respondent has experienced a parental maritalldissobetween waves with the
variable measuring school conservative Protestigiiosity. In these analyses, | do not
try to control for all variables that might be asisted with the relationship between
parental separation and outcomes. | am interastidakoverall effects of parental
separation and the interaction between parentalragpn and school religious context,

and so include only limited control measutes.

| use multiple methods to analyze the moderatifeces of school-level
conservative Protestant religiosity on the relaglop between parental separation and
young adult outcomes in order to provide a moredhgh analysis of the data. | use
lagged dependent variable and fixed effects modEte lagged dependent variable
models include both the Wave 3 measure of the ougcand the Wave 1 measure in
order to determine whether change in behaviomisiitant. This approach allows for
the retention of all of the variation in the depentivariable at both waves and is similar
to that used by Pearce and Haynie (2004). Hal2a0§4), however, suggests that the
fixed effects approach, which uses the differerst&vben the Wave 3 and the Wave 1
variable as the dependent variable, more effegtigehinishes heterogeneity bias.
Because the outcome is the difference between tnee\® and the Wave 1 dependent
variable, some of the variation in the dependenttée is lost using this method. All

changes of the same magnitude are seen as ingitadrsame amount of change. For

! | have tried the analyses with interactions betwseparation and county level income, unemployment,
percent kids with single parents, and poverty ratihough the correlation between these variables
religiosity are significant, and some of the intgi@ns were significant, none of the interactioresev
powerful enough to account for the significant ratgion between parental separation and conseevativ
religiosity.
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instance, a change from patrticipating in four dglient acts at Wave 1 to five delinquent
acts at Wave 3 is considered the same as a chamgeéro delinquent acts at Wave 1 to
one delinquent act at Wave 3. It is likely, thoutifat a change from no delinquent
behavior to some delinquent behavior indicates eemeeaningful change than a move
from some delinquent behavior to more delinquehtl®r. Because both approaches
have strengths and weaknesses, | utilize bothdardop provide a more comprehensive

assessment of the data.

| use negative binomial regression in the lagggeeddent variable analyses of
delinquency due to the skewed distribution of thpahdent variable (Pearce and Haynie
2004). Approximately 60 percent of respondentsehzarticipated in no delinquent
activities in the past 12 months, and very few haamicipated in multiple delinquent
activities. Negative binomial regression dealseneffectively with dependent variables
that are not normally distributed than does linegression and allows for overdispersion
more effectively than does Poisson distributioniédh and Waterman 2002). All
models in the preliminary analyses show evidenagvefdispersion, with alphas that are
greater than zero. The negative binomial modeesdrom the Poisson distribution in
that it incorporates an added error term that ctsrior overdispersion (Long 2001).
Because the delinquency scale is standardizediksimg data, some of the values in the
scale are not integers. The difference betweeresjatierefore, more closely represents
a continuous than a categorical variable, so linsar regression for these models rather
than ordered probit, which would treat the differems categorical. In previous

analyses, | ran the models using ordered probitf@amad no differences.
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For the analysis of depression, | use a regressitime logged dependent
variable. Because the dependent variable is highkdyved, the logged transformation
helps limit the threat of heteroscedasticity in thedel. For the lagged dependent
variable analyses, | add one to the depressioe sedibre | log it so that no values are
equal to zero, as zeros cannot be logged. Fdixbe effects models, | use the
difference between the logs. For both approadhese linear regression. In order to
deal with the correlated error structures inhenetihe stratified nature of the Add Health
sample, | use the survey commands in STATA, whildwefor the specification of
primary sampling units (in this case, schools) sindta (region) (Chantala and Tabor

1999). Equations representing the models arallistéppendix 3B.

Results
Descriptives

Survey weighted descriptive statistics of thealales used in the school-level and
community-level models are listed in Table 3.1.0émd 11 percent of respondents
experience a parental separation between waves.avédrage level of conservative
Protestantism within the school is 16 percent,amdind 17 percent of respondents are
conservative Protestants themselves. Both delimguand depression decrease between
waves. At Wave 1, respondents report 0.88 delintjaets on average, and at Wave 3
respondents report 0.40 delinquent acts. For dejme, respondents score 4.18 on the

depression scale on average at Wave 1 and sc@aB\VBave 3.

77



Table 3.1: Weighted Descriptive Statistics of Arsidy

Standarc
%/Mean Error Min  Max
Wave 3 Depression: 8 point scale 3.58 0.06 0
Wave 1 Depression: 8 point scale 4.18 0.08 0
Wave 3 Delinquency: 8 point scale 0.40 0.02 0
Wave 1 Delinquency: 8 point scale 0.88 0.03 0
Parental Separation 11 0.01
Percentage of Conservative Protestants in School 16 .010 O 4
Female 48 0.01
Age 15.84 0.12 13 22
Race
White 73 0.03
Black 8 0.01
Asian 5 0.01
Hispanic 12 0.02
Other 1 0.00
Income per year
Less than $15,000 5 0.01
Less than $25,000 7 0.01
Less than $35,000 10 0.01
Less than $50,000 18 0.01
More than $50,000 40 0.02
Missing Income 20 0.01
Highest Parental Education
Less than High School 9 0.01
High School 27 0.01
Some College 21 0.01
College 26 0.01
Graduate School 14 0.01
Education Missing 2 0.00
Religious service attendance
Never 20 0.01
Less than once a month 16 0.01
Once a month 19 0.01
Once a week or more 45 0.01
Individual is conservatively religious 17 0.01
School variables
Percentage of parents with college or more dtica 33 0.02
Percentage of parents in PTA 22 0.02
Classsize 25.44 0.46
Percentage of teachers with Masters degree 49 0.03
Percent by race
Black 12 0.02
Asian 4 0.01
Hispanic 12 0.02

(N=6916 for delinquency analyses; N=6974 for degicgsanalyses)
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Table 3.2 shows the mean and range of percentagmeervative Protestants in
respondents’ schools. There is little differentéhie mean or range of the percentage of
conservative Protestants in school for those whve laad those who have not

experienced a parental separation.

Table3.2: Mean and Range of Perce«Conservative Protestes in School by Parental Relationsl Statu:
Mean % Conservative
Protestants in School Minimum Maximum

Experienced Parental Separation 16.98 0 81.15

Did not Experience Parental Separation 15.58 0 81.15

In the following section, | present the resultafrthese analyses. In each table, |
present a model that includes the variable indigatiaving experienced a parental
separation, the percentage of the school thatnsaswative, and other select control

variables. | then present the models includingrkeraction.

Delinquency.In Table 3.3, | show the lagged dependent vaziaklgative
binomial regression model of delinquency. Becdbeemain focus of this paper is on the
moderating effect of the percentage of conserv&natestants in an individual’s school
on the relationship between parental separatioroat@bmes, | concentrate on these
variables and their interaction in these analydésdel 1, which does not include the
interaction, shows that having experienced a paleeparation is associated with higher
levels of delinquency at Wave 3. The percentagmogervatively religious students in

the school, however, is not significant. In Mo8eivhich includes the interaction, the
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interaction between having experienced a pareatsration and the percentage of

conservative students in the school is signifigapdsitive.
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Table3.3: Coefficients of Negative Binomial Regression Ml of 8-Point Delinquency Scale on Sels

Control Variables, Including Percentage of Consi@veaProtestant Students in School

Model 1 Model Z
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.236 ** 0270.
(0.109) (0.149)
Percentage of students in school who are conseevBtotestants -0.238 -0.501 *
(0.281) (0.291)
Interaction
Separation * Students who are conservative Buaniés 1.551 ***
(0.446)
Female -0.905 *** -0.906 ***
(0.078) (0.078)
Age Wave 1 -0.189 *** -0.190 ***
(0.021) (0.022)
Rac¢
Black 0.092 0.083
(0.181) (0.178)
Asian -0.201 -0.218
(0.200) (0.196)
Hispanic -0.292 ** -0.294 **
(0.140) (0.140)
Other 0.226 0.215
(0.289) (0.288)
Income per yeé
Less than $15,000 0.046 0.033
(0.264) (0.264)
Less than $25,000 0.068 0.046
(0.176) (0.175)
Less than $50,000 -0.073 -0.091
(0.155) (0.155)
More than $50,000 0.234 0.216
(0.146) (0.145)
Missing Income -0.036 -0.051
(0.153) (0.153)
Highest parental education wav’
Less than high school -0.011 -0.013
(0.162) (0.161)
Some college -0.011 -0.011
(0.115) (0.114)
College 0.184 ** 0.201 **
(0.092) (0.091)
Graduate School 0.264 ** 0.273 **
(0.112) (0.110)
Education missing -0.240 -0.240
(0.297 (0.294
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Table3.3: continue:
Religious service attendar’

Never 0.098 0.109
(0.142) (0.142)
Less than once a month 0.065 0.073
(0.130) (0.131)
Once a week or more 0.018 0.025
(0.105) (0.106)
Individual is conservatively religious -0.126 -0.116
(0.127) (0.128)
School variables
Percentage of parents with college or more ddhrca 0.171 0.134
(0.255) (0.253)
Percentage of parents in PTA 0.023 0.066
(0.159) (0.157)
Classsize -0.004 -0.004
(0.010) (0.010)
Percentage of teachers with Masters degree 0.245 .2450
(0.195) (0.195)
Percent by race
Black -0.009 -0.043
(0.244) (0.242)
Asian 0.107 0.123
(0.304) (0.301)
Hispanic 0.363 0.373
(0.325) (0.325)
Wave 1 delinquency 0.285 *** 0.288 ***
(0.021) (0.021)
N= 6916 6916
Constant= 1.698 1.753
Alpha= 2.026 2.013

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéRsterence group is Non-Hispanic WhitBeference
group is income less than $35,08Reference group is high schotReference is attends once a month.
* p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.05; *** p<.01

The interaction is easier to interpret using atchgigure 3.2 shows the chart of
Model 2. For the charts, | fill the coefficient® the table into the equation of the
model presented in Appendix 3B. | show bar chianrtshose who have experienced a
parental separation and for those who have nosacrarying percentages of
conservative students in the school. | calculagelipted values by varying the
concentration of conservative Protestantism iretipgation. | use coefficients for White

males who attend religious services once a montlafeunot conservative Protestants,
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with the highest parental education level in ti@me being high school education and
the income of their household being between $25z20@0$35,000. | have filled in

means for all non-dummy variables.

Figure3.2: Predicted values of delinquet for varyingpercintage of school conservativProtestantisn
by parental separation, lagged dependent variabtiem
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Figure 3.2 shows that for those who have not egpeed a parental separation,
rising percentages of conservatively Protestamtesits in the school are associated with
slightly decreased delinquency. Over the full eon§percentage of conservatively
Protestant students in school, delinquency levetsahse by less than 0.2. For those
who have experienced a parental separation, howeneerelationship is reversed: higher

levels of conservatively Protestant students insttieool are associated with higher levels
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of delinquency for these individuals, as hypothedizOver the full range of school-level
conservative Protestantism, delinquency levels bgrsnore than 0.7 delinquent acts.
Considering that most people are not involved iimdeency, this change is conceptually

large.

Table 3.4 shows results for the fixed effects @sgion model of change in
delinquency. In Model 1, which does not include ithteraction, the percentage of the
school who is conservatively Protestant is sigaiiity related to an increase in
delinquency over time, which is unexpected sinagseovative Protestantism in the
school is negatively related to delinquency in Eah3. Previous analyses, shown in
Appendix 3C, Table 3.1c, show that high percentafe®nservative Protestantism are
associated with lower delinquency levels at Wavé®he possible explanation for the
finding that conservative Protestantism is posiiassociated with change in
delinquency is that, because delinquency genedaltyeases with age and because those
in schools with high percentages of conservatived3tant religiosity start out at lower
levels of delinquency, there is less room for tldelinquency to decrease over time and
so they show smaller rates of change. Parentaratpn is not significant in this model.

In Model 2, the interaction is, again, positiveigrsficant.
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Table3.4: Coefficients olFixed Effect: Model oi Difference ir 8-Point Delinquecy Scalebetween Wave
on Select Control Variables, Including Percentafig@anservative Protestant Students in School

Model 1 Model z
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 -0.017 580.1
(0.095) (0.144)
Percentage of students in school who are conseev@totestants 0.451 ** 0.341
(0.218) (0.224)
Interaction
Separation * Students who are conservative Biantes 0.834 *
(0.499)
Female 0.004 0.004
(0.053) (0.054)
Age Wave 1 -0.064 *** -0.064 ***
(0.017) (0.017)
Racé
Black 0.085 0.082
(0.082) (0.081)
Asian -0.075 -0.076
(0.119) (0.118)
Hispanic -0.280 *** -0.280 ***
(0.098) (0.097)
Other -0.097 -0.098
(0.221) (0.220)
Income per yedr
Less than $15,000 0.046 0.041
(0.160) (0.159)
Less than $25,000 0.120 0.118
(0.112) (0.112)
Less than $50,000 0.066 0.062
(0.098) (0.097)
More than $50,000 0.202 ** 0.197 **
(0.094) (0.093)
Missing Income 0.113 0.110
(0.103) (0.102)
Highest parental education wave 1
Less than high school 0.162 * 0.159 *
(0.095) (0.095)
Some college -0.013 -0.015
(0.071) (0.0712)
College 0.061 0.064
(0.073) (0.073)
Graduate School 0.099 0.099
(0.089) (0.089)
Education missing -0.168 -0.165
(0.178) (0.177)
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Table3.4: continuel

Religious service attendar’

Never -0.017 -0.013
(0.085) (0.084)
Less than once a month -0.102 -0.100
(0.084) (0.084)
Once a week or more 0.086 0.089
(0.069) (0.069)
Individual is conservatively religious 0.039 0.044
(0.084) (0.084)
School variables
Percentage of parents with college or more dauca -0.335 -0.337 *
(0.202) (0.202)
Percentage of parents in PTA -0.029 -0.024
(0.135) (0.135)
Classsize -0.007 -0.007
(0.007) (0.007)
Percentage of teachers with Masters degree 0.021 .0170
(0.130) (0.129)
Percent by race
Black -0.128 -0.138
(0.141) (0.138)
Asian -0.283 -0.286
(0.409) (0.406)
Hispanic 0.095 0.099
(0.187) (0.187)
N= 6916 6916
Constant= 0.595 0.618
R-Squared= 0.021 0.021

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéRsterence group is Non-Hispanic WhitBeference
group is income less than $35,08Reference group is high schotReference is attends once a month.
* p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.05; *** p<.01

Figure 3.3, which shows the chart representingribdel, makes it easier to
interpret the interaction effects. In these chantdot the predicted value of change in
delinquency for varying levels of percentages afsavative Protestants in schools for
those who did and did not experience a parentaraéipn. For most respondents,
delinquency decreases over time. Among those whaat experience a parental
separation, the predicted values of change in geéncy are less negative with
increasing percentages of conservatively Protestadents in school at Wave 1. Over

the entire range of percentages of conservativeestant students in the school, change
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in delinquency varies by 0.3. As mentioned earltas likely that this finding is the
result of students from schools with higher peragas of conservative Protestant
students already having delinquency levels at Watret are very low and so their

delinquency rates cannot decrease very much.

For those who have experienced a parental sepay#ti® difference is much
greater between those who attend more consenatildess conservative schools.
Those in schools with the highest percentages mé@wative Protestants report a
positive change in delinquency between waves, vesaittose who attend schools with
lower levels of conservative Protestant studergentea negative change in delinquency.
Predicted values of change in delinquency vary byenthan 1.75 points across the range
of percentages of conservative Protestants indhed. Although the direction of the
effect is the same as among those who do not exqeria parental separation, because
those who experience parental separation in sclatishigher percentages of
conservative Protestant students show an increagglinquency, it is clear that the
significant effect is not simply the result of avier starting point of delinquency at Wave
1 among those in schools with higher percentagesmdervative Protestant students.
Those who experience a parental separation in @ pwrservatively Protestant school
show an increase in delinquency rates between wattesr than a decrease, as among
most other respondents, indicating that higherl$eoEconservative Protestant students
increase negative effects for those who experianzarental separation. The moderating
effects of conservative Protestantism in the scbadhe relationship between parental

separation and delinquency outcomes, then, arest@onoss methods.
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Figure .3: Predicted values «change irdelinquenc for varyingpercentage of school conservativ
Protestantism by parental separation, fixed effecidel
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Depression Table 3.5 shows the results for the lagged dégetnvariable
analysis of depression. Model 1, which includesrgsults without the interaction,
shows that the percentage of conservatively relggtudents in the school is associated
with lower levels of depression at Wave 3. HoweueModel 2, the interaction is not

significant.
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Table3.5: Coefficients olRegression of Logged Depress Scale on Select Control Vables, Including

Percentage of Conservative Protestant Studentshiodb

Model 1 Model z
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.041 0.012
(0.035) (0.046)
Percentage of students in school who are consesvBtbtestants -0.299 *** -0.321 ***
(0.103) (0.107)
Interaction
Separation * Students who are conservative Biaiés 0.167
(0.198)
Female 0.059 ** 0.059 **
(0.023) (0.023)
Age Wave 1 -0.040 *** -0.040 ***
(0.007) (0.007)
Racé
Black -0.006 -0.006
(0.039) (0.039)
Asian 0.081 0.081
(0.063) (0.062)
Hispanic -0.003 -0.003
(0.045) (0.045)
Other -0.010 -0.011
(0.123) (0.123)
Income per yeér
Less than $15,000 0.034 0.032
(0.076) (0.076)
Less than $25,000 0.087 0.086
(0.059) (0.059)
Less than $50,000 0.071 0.070
(0.054) (0.054)
More than $50,000 0.062 0.061
(0.054) (0.054)
Missing Income 0.071 0.070
(0.047) (0.047)
Highest parental education wave 1
Less than high school 0.160 *** 0.159 ***
(0.045) (0.045)
Some college -0.005 -0.005
(0.032) (0.032)
College 0.044 0.045
(0.035) (0.035)
Graduate School 0.008 0.008
(0.039) (0.039)
Education missing 0.007 0.007
(0.088 (0.087
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Table3.5: continuel

Religious service attendarice

Never -0.019 -0.018
(0.038) (0.038)
Less than once a month -0.005 -0.005
(0.038) (0.038)
Once a week or more -0.041 -0.040
(0.036) (0.036)
Individual is conservatively religious 0.013 0.014
(0.037) (0.037)
School variables
Percentage of parents with college or more darca -0.030 -0.031
(0.089) (0.088)
Percentage of parents in PTA 0.019 0.020
(0.067) (0.067)
Classsize -0.005 * -0.005 *
(0.003) (0.003)
Percentage of teachers with Masters degree 0.029 .0280
(0.050) (0.050)
Percent by race
Black 0.126 0.124
(0.086) (0.085)
Asian -0.013 -0.014
(0.153) (0.153)
Hispanic 0.109 0.110
(0.083) (0.083)
Wave 1 depression 0.297 *** 0.297 ***
(0.017) (0.017)
N= 6974 6974
Constant= 1.517 1.521
R-squared= 0.100 0.100

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéRsterence group is Non-Hispanic WhitBeference
group is income less than $35,08Reference group is high schotReference is attends once a month.
* p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.05; *** p<.01

Table 3.6 shows the difference model of the deywesanalysis. Model 1, which
does not include the interaction, shows that thhegrgage of conservatively Protestant
students in the school is significantly negativahated to change in logged depression
between waves; those who have higher percentagemeérvatively Protestant students
in their school at Wave 1 are more likely to expece a decrease in their depression
levels by Wave 3. Parental separation, howevemwisignificant. In Model 2, the

interaction is positively significant.
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Table3.6: Coefficients olRegression of Difference in Logged Depres Scale on Select Contr
Variables, Including Percentage of Conservativeéd3tant Students in School

Model 1 Model z
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 -0.006 74-0.0
(0.042) (0.058)
Percentage of students in school who are consesvBtbtestants -0.284 *** -0.338 ***
(0.106) (0.115)
Interaction
Separation * Students who are conservative Biaiés 0.399 *
(0.205)
Female -0.070 ** -0.070 **
(0.030) (0.030)
Age Wave 1 -0.082 *** -0.082 ***
(0.009) (0.009)
Racé
Black -0.115 ** -0.116 **
(0.054) (0.054)
Asian 0.041 0.040
(0.085) (0.084)
Hispanic -0.045 -0.045
(0.064) (0.064)
Other -0.085 -0.085
(0.156) (0.156)
Income per yeér
Less than $15,000 0.006 0.003
(0.089) (0.089)
Less than $25,000 0.118 * 0.117
(0.071) (0.072)
Less than $50,000 0.119 0.117 *
(0.065) (0.065)
More than $50,000 0.092 0.089
(0.060) (0.059)
Missing Income 0.068 0.066
(0.051) (0.051)
Highest parental education wave 1
Less than high school 0.057 0.056
(0.054) (0.053)
Some college 0.045 0.044
(0.047) (0.047)
College 0.118 *** 0.119 ***
(0.043) (0.043)
Graduate School 0.063 0.064
(0.051) (0.051)
Education missing -0.075 -0.073
(0.094 (0.094
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Table3.6: continuel

Religious service attendarice

Never -0.048 -0.046
(0.044) (0.044)
Less than once a month -0.001 0.000
(0.048) (0.048)
Once a week or more -0.018 -0.017
(0.042) (0.042)
Individual is conservatively religious 0.049 0.051
(0.038) (0.038)
School variables
Percentage of parents with college or more dahrca -0.010 -0.012
(0.110) (0.109)
Percentage of parents in PTA 0.016 0.018
(0.084) (0.084)
Classsize -0.007 -0.007
(0.005) (0.005)
Percentage of teachers with Masters degree 0.061 .0590
(0.059) (0.059)
Percent by race
Black 0.142 0.137
(0.1112) (0.112)
Asian -0.294 ** -0.296 **
(0.146) (0.146)
Hispanic 0.164 0.166
(0.110) (0.110)
N= 6974 6974
Constant= 1.229 1.240
R-squared= 0.038 0.038

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéRsterence group is Non-Hispanic WhitBeference
group is income less than $35,08Reference group is high schotReference is attends once a month.
* p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.05; *** p<.01

The charts shown in Figure 3.4 represent the modRelthe interaction. Itis
important to note that for both groups depresssdikely to decrease between waves, so
all of the results are negative. What is differérawever, is how negative the predicted
value of change in logged depression is. For tdsedo not experience a parental
separation, the logged value of depressed feeiinigsely to decrease more between
Waves 1 and 3 with increasing percentages of stademo are conservatively religious
in school. For all levels of conservative religipsdepression is likely to decline

between waves, but the decline is greater for tivagehigher percentages of
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conservative Protestant students in their schdbk difference in change in logged
depression for those in the least and those imib&t conservatively Protestant

environments is a little over 0.3.

For those who have experienced a parental sepay#ti® relationship is reversed.
The difference between Waves 1 and 3 becomes éggdive with rising rates of
conservative religiosity in school. The changslight (less than 0.1) but is still
significant and indicates that conservative Prat@sm at the school level does not
provide the same protective effect against deppadsir those who have experienced a
parental separation as it does for those who hateThe findings for depression are not
as robust as those for delinquency, being sigmifieath only one method. However,
there is still evidence to suggest that consered@rotestantism in school does not
protect the children of parental separation fromprdssive outcomes in the same way that

it protects respondents who have not experiengedental separation.
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Figure3.4: Predicted values change in logged depression varyingpercentage of school conservativ
Protestantism by parental separation, fixed effexcidel
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The two methods, lagged dependent variable armd feffects analyses, show
different angles on this analysis. The lagged ddpet variable model allows for the
inclusion of more of the variation in the dependeariable and shows the impact of the
independent variables on Wave 3 outcomes contgolinWave 1. The fixed effects
models, using change between Waves as the deperatatile, effectively control for
heterogeneity, but treat all changes of equal dyaa the same, which masks some of
the variation in the dependent variable. The figldcts model is generally a more
conservative estimate. The findings regardingndgiency are more robust, showing
significant interaction effects using both modetowever, the depression analyses still
provide evidence to support my hypotheses. Stgdetgeriencing a parental separation

after having attended schools with high percentafjesnservative Protestant students
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tend to have less negative levels of change inedsprn between waves and do not
experience the same levels of decrease in depreasido respondents who attend
schools with high percentages of conservative Btam¢ students but do not experience a

parental separation, according to the fixed effect¢hod.

Conclusions

These results provide evidence to suggest thenditig a school with high levels
of conservative Protestantism moderates the relstip between parental separation and
young adult outcomes. Experiencing a separati@mianvironment of high conservative
Protestantism seems to be more difficult than egpeing a separation in areas of low
conservative Protestantism. Results are robussa@ll models for delinquency and are
significant for the difference model of depressidtirst, and most generally, these
findings support life course and social ecologtbalories in suggesting that
characteristics of the social environment are irtgodgrin determining how individuals
deal with their life situations. The cultural eronment of religion has a strong impact

on those experiencing a parental separation.

More specifically, these findings support the itlea the culture of conservative
Protestantism increases signs of stress, inclutitigquency and depression, among
adolescents experiencing a parental separatiothhoégh | do not test specific
mechanisms for this relationship, the theoriedcitethe beginning of this analysis
suggest multiple possibilities. Conservative Pstaet traditions tend to be less accepting

of alternative family structures (Gay et al. 19Bi@rtel and Hughes 1987). In response,
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individuals in these environments may experienseree that their parents have done

something wrong or that is not in line with the doamt culture when they separate.

It is also possible that, because conservativeeBtant traditions are not accepting
of parental separation, adolescents who experipantal separation in conservative
Protestant environments sense disapproval frometaasund them and do not feel that
they fit in. This feeling could cause existing isbties to weaken and become less
supportive and could lead to a sense of not betgngi being an outsider. Single parents
do tend to report feeling out of place in religiammironments, even when churches try
to provide support groups, because the church @mwvient tends to be geared toward
married families with children (Edgell 2005). Tolildren of single parents are likely to
have a similar sense of discomfort and of beingodyiace, which could increase stress

and negative outcomes.

Last, alternative family forms are likely less ingionalized in conservatively
Protestant environments, which could lead to uagast of how to behave and
subsequent stress (Cherlin 1978). Because corniseraotestants tend to disapprove of
alternative families, it is likely that there istepreparation for and openness regarding
alternative family forms. Although conservativaiothes may make efforts to support
alternative families after the fact (Edgell 20G5)ndividuals feel that the separation of
their parents is wrong and do not know what to ekghey may still lack the sense of
how to navigate the transition of parental sepanasind may feel increased uneasiness

and stress.
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It is important to note that these findings areit@d by the lack of social context
data at Wave 3. | have had to rely on social cdraeWave 1 rather than the current
social context of the respondent when analyzingt®ol context. As a result, | am
unable to account for change in social contexh@sé analyses. However, the social
context of adolescents is likely important for artees later in life, due to the large
amount of socialization that occurs during thisdiperiod and due to the significant role
that the school environment plays in this socigilaraprocess (Jenkins 1995). Further,
any estimates presented would likely be strongkewire able to track changes in social
context over time. These findings are conservatstanates and would likely have
greater power if | were able to use current samaltext rather than social context at a

previous time period.

In these analyses, | only test the moderating effetcconservative Protestantism
on the relationship between parental separatiornyandg adult outcomes. | have
focused on Protestantism in response to the lisxah the sociology of religion
addressing the community context of conservativage3tantism on delinquency and
depression. Further, by focusing on one tradititis, easier to interpret the effects of the
variable. The classification of religiosity in thational Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent Health data also limited me to usiny @ohservative Protestantism. In
future research, it would be beneficial to loolotter traditions to see if the effects are
similar. | would also like to explore more fullyfigérences in response between
individuals who are conservatively Protestant thelires and those who are not. As a

starting point, however, these results providergtrevidence that experiencing a parental
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separation in a conservative Protestant environmseagsociated with higher levels of
negative outcomes than experiencing a separatian anvironment without high levels

of conservative Protestantism.
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Chapter 4
The roles of close family relationships and relasioips with siblings in young adults’
adaptation to parental separation
By: Darci Powell
In the United States, only 40 percent of all atatdlive with two biological

parents (Hetherington and Stanley-Hagan 1999; Besmp890; Amato 2001). Instability
and transitions are increasingly common in famigh children, with nearly half of all
marriages and more than half of all non-maritabasiending in divorce or separation
(Bumpass and Lu 2000; Raley and Wildsmith 2004lthadugh for many children the
separation of parents is associated with negaffeets, including higher risk of mental
disorders and increased risk behavior (Amato 280dato and Keith 1991a and 1991b),
much research suggests that these outcomes vanymany children proving resilient
and showing few effects (McLanahan and Sandefud)l9Belationships within the
family have been shown to be one factor that ingphotv children of parental separation
respond to this family change. For example, patesgparation is particularly harmful
for children who experience low inter-parental ¢dmhpre-separation, whereas it has
been shown to cause fewer negative effects ana&psigome benefits for children who
experience high levels of inter-parental conflag,the separation removes them from an
unstable situation (Forehand et al. 1994; Hans@9;1Amato, Loomis and Booth 1995).
These studies have primarily focused on parentapaedationships or post-separation
parent-child relationships, whereas the importasfags/erall family dynamics and sibling

relationships pre-separation have not been tholguwgidressed in the literature.

Parental separation has been found to be assoevétethcreased rates of

delinquency and depression among youth (Amato 28615to and Keith 1991a and



1991b). Delinquency and depression have both Bleewn to be signs of internalized
strain resulting from a stressful experience such parental separation (Morrison and
Cherlin 1995; Ahrons 1980; Landis 1960; Anesheh88R). Strain theory suggests that
delinquency is an external symptom of internaliggdss (Aseltine et al. 2000; Agnew
1985; Hagan 1997). Depression, on the other haragh internalized symptom of stress
(Agnew and White 1992). Using both measures, takkows for analysis both of
individuals who respond to strain through extemall behavior and of those who are

more prone to internalize stress.

In the following analyses, | examine the moderatmpgact of perceptions of
overall family closeness and relations with sibéimye-separation on the relationship
between parental separation and outcomes. | us&-®eological and life course “linked
lives” perspectives to inform this analysis (Bramfeenner 1979 and 1989; Elder 1998).
First, | describe and explore the background théway supports this study. Then, |
develop hypotheses taken from this literature.alyn| test these hypotheses using three
waves of the National Longitudinal Study for Adalest Health, a stratified, longitudinal

study with over 15,000 respondents in the final vav

Background
Social Ecological and Life Course Theories

Social ecological and life course theories proddgeneral framework within
which to discuss the importance of familial relasbips in response to events. Both
approaches suggest that the behavior and reaciondividuals are impacted by close

relationships. Bronfenbrenner (1979 and 1989hcatecological theorist, posits that
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individuals are embedded in multiple systems ofad@ontext within which their
behaviors take place such as the microsystem, whichmposed of close familial and
peer relationships (Bronfenbrenner 1979 and 198@irer 2003). Interactions that take
place within the microsystem are important in deiamg individual responses to events.
For instance, the decisions of the parent impaitd cutcomes. This element of social-
ecological theory, then, suggests that, in ordemiderstand individual actions, it is

necessary to take into account relationships isecémocial networks, such as the family.

The life course theory of “linked lives” also sugtgethat it is important to take
into account relationships within close social eotts, such as the family, when
determining the effects of events on individualsléE 1998). Decisions made and
actions taken by family members are likely to hameeffect on other family members, as
demonstrated by the fact that parental separatidmparental conflict have such a strong
impact on child outcomes (Elder 1998; Amato 200d1ato and Keith 1991a and 1991b;
Forehand et al. 1994; Hanson 1999; Amato, LoomisBooth 1995). According to life
course and social-ecological theories, then,imjgortant to keep in mind the inter-
dependent nature of relationships within sociatexts and the fact that individuals are
impacted, not only by events, but by the people pduticipate in these events with them
(Elder 1998). The foundation of these analysem,tfs that it is important to take into
account the social context of events and the oelahiips between individuals taking part
in events when analyzing individual reactions. @hbteristics of these relationships

likely moderate the relationship between parergphsation and outcomes.

Inter-parental conflict
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Inter-parental conflict has been shown to be eelab many negative effects in
children both for those who experience a separatahfor those who do not. Children
who experience high levels of inter-parental canfire shown to have lower quality
relations with peers as well as more internalizang externalizing problem behavior and
lowered self-esteem (Vandewater and Lansford 1866:hand et al. 1994; Amato
1986). Shagle and Barber (1993), in their analytfamily structure, find that inter-
parental conflict, parent-child conflict, and oMéfamily conflict, measured by self-
report variables indicating violence and arguingpagfamily members, are related to

self-derogation and suicidal thoughts.

Specifically as parental conflict relates to paaéseparation, researchers show
that parental conflict accounts for many of theate@ outcomes of separation and that,
in cases of high pre-separation parental conBgparation can be beneficial for children.
Amato, Loomis and Booth (1995), in their longitualistudy of young adults, find that
young adults who experience less parental confieiasured by parental self-reports,
pre-parental separation have the hardest time tauju® the separation, whereas those
who experience the highest levels of conflict pepagation show fewer negative
consequences. Hanson (1999) similarly finds thatlien in high-conflict families in
which the parents separate do either the samelastter than children in high-conflict,
intact families, and that separation is particylaetrimental for children from low-
conflict families. When parents have high levdisanflict in their relationship, a
separation may remove a child from an unstablerenment. In situations of low
conflict, however, the separation may come as rabeesurprise to the child and may

disrupt what the child sees as a stable environment

102



Inter-parental relations have also been shown tanbienportant part of children’s
adjustment post-separation. Good inter-parentalioas post-separation, marked by
high co-parental decision-making and lower levélegal conflict, decrease negative
child outcomes such as depression, delinquencyaeademic problems (Maccoby et al.
1993). Overall, these findings suggest that thearhess of family relationships should
be taken into account when exploring how youngtadadjust to parental separation. In
this study, | am particularly interested in theerof overall family closeness and relations

with siblings in the adaptation to parental sepanat

Family closeness

Family closeness and the structure of family retehips have been shown to
play an important role in the psychological wellfigeof children. Cooper et al. (1983),
in their analysis of family cohesiveness pattemAustralia, demonstrate that family
cohesion has an impact on self-esteem through Exh&wcial support. Children in intact
homes who feel a division between their parentstay feel isolated from family
members often report low social support, measurexigh child self-reports of conflict
and closeness within their families, which can havegative impact on self-esteem
(Cooper et al. 1983). However, children in fans)iethether one- or two-parent, in
which all family members have close connectionsianghich the adolescent reports no
divisions within the residential family tend to oephigher levels of social support
(Cooper et al. 1983). This analysis is not lordjital and, therefore, does not account
for changes in family structure; however, it doeggest that, although family structure is
important, overall family dynamics may be as or enonportant than family structure in

determining outcomes. Mechanic and Hansell (1989,longitudinal analysis, find that
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the effects of fighting within the family are larghan the effects of parental separation
long-term. These findings all suggest that, algfoparental separation is an important
event, the dynamics surrounding this separation lneags important in determining

outcomes as the separation itself.

Sibling relationships

Sibling relationships have also been shown to prgyortant roles in the life
course. Having grown up in the same householdesmlential siblings share a great
deal of common background and heritage and praviglemary source of social support
for each other (Goetting 1986; Lamb 1982). Refediops with siblings also last longer
than other familial relationships, giving them aque place within the life course (Bank
and Kahn 1997). A great deal of socializationhiidhood happens through contact with
siblings; conflict with siblings, for example, hasen shown to provide a child with
information regarding social boundaries and fanolgs (Raffaelli 1992). Further,
siblings have been shown to fill in caretaking soléhen parents are not available or are
not adequately meeting their children’s needs (Bamk Kahn 1982). Closer
relationships with siblings have also been conmetddower levels of depression and
higher life satisfaction in adulthood, althoughsthonnection is primarily relevant for

individuals with sisters (Cicerelli 1995; White aRtedmann 1992).

Some researchers suggest that the importances# #ialing relationships is
growing with changes in family structure. Bank &tahn (1982) suggest that, with
decreasing family size and high family instabiligblings play a unique role in providing

close emotional support and maintaining continditying the life course. Drapeau et al.
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(2000) find that siblings can provide support fack other during family transitions,
such as being placed in foster care, and that Ismpgrated from a sibling can increase
negative outcomes. Siblings, then, have been showrovide stability and continuity in

times of instability, stress and change (Bank aatirkK1982; Drapeau et al. 2000).

Experiencing a parental relationship disruptiooften a time of such stress and
instability (Morrison and Cherlin 1995; Ahrons 198@ndis 1960; Aneshensel 1992).
Although there is some debate over whether parsetaration is a crisis followed by
chronic stressors or a time-limited crisis, theragreement that the separation itself
constitutes a crisis that can lead to differing ante of emotional strain depending on the
child’s resources (Morrison and Cherlin 1995; Sandhd West 1994). Thus, it seems
likely that, if siblings provide a resource duriother stressful events, they may also
provide a sense of stability in a parental sepama theory which has been presented

but never formally tested (Bank and Kahn 1982; Beapet al. 2000).

However, it may be that closer relationships williisgs pre-separation make the
separation harder, especially if separation is@atad with any disruption of the sibling
relationship. Parental separation has been showpdet relationships within the family.
The most conclusive evidence speaks of relatiosstgtween children and parents.
White (1994) finds that solidarity between pareartd children, measured by frequency
of contact, degree of support, and self-reporthefquality of relationships with parents,
is lower in single-parent families of divorce thanntact families. This effect appears to
be stronger for sons. Amato and Booth (1996) énidience that parental separation has

a detrimental effect on relationships both with hess and with fathers, measured using
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parental reports of satisfaction received fromgheent-child relationship and using
parental reports of closeness to children. Thecefff parental separation appears to be
especially problematic for relationships with fathehowever. Many researchers show
that parental separation decreases the qualityegbaternal relationship, measured
through self-reports of closeness, reports of feeqy of contact, and degree of helping
between fathers and children, more so than thermadteelationship (Furstenberg et al.
1987; Amato et al. 1995; Cooney 1994). Parentafliob has been suggested as being
responsible for some of the lower relationship gualetween children and parents post-
divorce (Rossi and Rossi 1990). However, theragjmear to be independent effects of

both conflict and separation (Booth and Amato 1994)

Findings regarding the relationship between silsiage mixed. In situations of
stress, siblings have been shown to draw closependde support for each other (Bank
and Kahn 1982; Drapeau et al. 2000), and theremevidence to suggest that sibling
relationships become closer after a parental separgstinson 1991). Hetherington
(1989), however, finds that any increased closeisessperienced primarily among girls
and is often associated with increased care-giemthe part of an older sister. If this
relationship becomes too intense or dependerdniircrease strain. Hetherington
(1989) also finds evidence to suggest that pareetaration can lead to an increase in
stressful competition and animosity among siblidgs to a lack of parental resources.
Further, any positive effects of siblings generalbyne into play later in the divorce
process, when the highest levels of stress assdardth the separation have passed. In
initial phases, stressors involved with parentpbsation are too strong to be ameliorated

by close sibling relationships (Hetherington 198@)parents have split custody after
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separation, with one child spending most of theetimith one parent and other children
with another, sibling relationships can be paraciyl harmed (Kaplan et al. 1991).
Although siblings may draw closer in some casgsapéntal separation, the research
suggests that the sibling relationship can be heatrained by the separation in many
cases. If siblings are split due to custody areamgnts, if they feel torn loyalties between
parents, if they feel any competition for decregsacekntal resources, or if one sibling is
put too much in charge of another, these relatigsstun the risk of being strained and

increasing tension in the separation process.

The literature to date has not examined the diffegs in adjustment to parental
separation between individuals who feel closemi lass close to their siblings.
Because sibling relationships have been shownatp fich an important part in the lives
of adolescents and young adults, it is likely that quality of the sibling relationship
moderates the relationship between parental sepa@td young adult outcomes. Itis
possible that closer sibling relationships may lnee@ven closer and provide support
during the time of crisis. If siblings were to draloser, sibling relationships would
likely mitigate the impact that parental separatia@s on negative outcomes such as
delinquency and depression. However, it is alsside that having a closer sibling
relationship increases the potential for strainmstFit seems likely that closer siblings
would take on more responsibility for their siblimgcases of decreased parental
resources, which can increase stress for the eldiéng and be an indicator of a lack of
parental resources for the younger sibling (Bark lkkahn 1982). Further, if there is any
stress on a close sibling relationship, individwalsld feel a double-loss of the decrease

in parental resources and the decreased affectiarclose sibling. In these situations, a

107



closer relationship with a sibling pre-separatiayuld augment the negative impacts of

parental separation on negative outcomes.

Youth Outcomes Influenced by Separation/Divorce

There are many other factors related both to dakncy and depression and to
the risk of experiencing a parental separationdhaimportant to take into account,
including age, gender, race and socioeconomicsstadoth delinquency and depression
generally decrease with increasing age and appirgaelulthood (Moffitt 1993; Agnew
2003; Mirowsky and Ross 1992). For gender, mied to participate in more
delinquent activities than females, but femalesegalty report higher rates of depression
than males (LaGrange and Silverman 1999; BroidyAsgnaew 1997; Mirowsky 1996;
Petersen et al. 1991). The age and gender of@asagént are not significantly related to
whether he or she will experience a parental séipardut age and gender are likely to
be related to how an individual experiences a galeseparation (Amato 1993; Glenn

and Kramer 1985).

In terms of race/ethnicity, Black respondents tenceport lower delinquency
rates, but some researchers call this finding gotestion and suggest it is due to
underreporting (Hindelang 1978). Asian respondalsts tend to report lower
delinquency rates than Whites, although some Saathsian groups have been found
to participate in more delinquent activity (Le eédtbckdale 2005). Hispanic respondents
are generally found to participate in more delinguectivity than Whites (Pozzi 1997).
Results are unclear regarding the impact of raoei@ty on depression outcomes; some

researchers find that non-White respondents rdpginer depression levels than Whites,
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and some find the opposite (George and Lynch 2088a and Rumbaut 1991).
Race/ethnicity has also been found to be relatechther an individual will experience
a parental separation. Black respondents are mmacé likely than White respondents to
experience a separation, and Hispanic respondentess likely than either Black or
White respondents to experience separation (TrehSauth 1992; Raley and Wildsmith

2004; Norton and Miller 1991).

Socioeconomic status is also found to be relatgd to delinquency and to
depression. For delinquency, individuals of lowecioeconomic status may turn to
delinquency as a way to achieve their goals whew timd more mainstream paths are
closed off to them, according to strain theory (stmensel and Sucoff 2006). Lower
socioeconomic status has also been shown to deddtahigher levels of depression and
to increased developmental problems in childrem@Bs-Gunn and Duncan 1997,
Bradley and Corwyn 2002; Miech and Shanahan 20@Xcioeconomic status has also
been found to be related to whether an individupkeiences a parental separation.
Individuals of lower socioeconomic status are mongre likely to experience a
separation than those of higher socioeconomics{&auth 2001; Raley and Wildsmith

2004).

Hypotheses

Based on the ideas developed above, | hypothdwateverall family closeness
will moderate the relationship between parentabssmon and youth outcomes such as
delinquency and depression. Disruptions in thalfaemvironment caused by separation

will likely be more difficult to deal with for regmdents from situations of high family
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closeness pre-separation than for those who experidtle family closeness pre-
separation. | hypothesize that those from claseilly environments will show higher
levels of delinquency and depression after expemgna parental separation than those

from less close families.

The literature on siblings is less conclusive amghests two possible hypotheses.
One possibility is that siblings draw closer andvide important support after a parental
separation. If this hypothesis is true, siblingseness will moderate the relationship
between parental separation and outcomes; resptenabo report closer relationships
with their siblings pre-separation will show fewergative impacts of the parental

separation than those who report relationshipsdteatess close.

Other aspects of the literature, however, suggesitarnative hypothesis.
Parental separation has been shown to cause irdreampetition among siblings and to
sometimes lead to strain due to siblings takinganetaking roles (Hetherington 1989).
Closer siblings may feel more responsibility togaln these caretaking roles, which
could lead to strain in the relationship. Furtleesense of competition or strain within a
close sibling relationship may cause more emotidisitess than in a more distant
relationship. These theories suggest that respasiaeno report having closer siblings
will experience more strain after a parental sepavaand will show more negative
outcomes at Wave 3 than those who report less odbsgonships with siblings. The
sibling relationship will still moderate the relatiship between experiencing a separation
and outcomes, but in the opposite direction offitis¢ hypothesis; respondents who have

higher levels of sibling closeness pre-separatidinstvow more negative outcomes than
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those who have lower levels of sibling closenesssaparation. The conceptual model

of this paper is provided in Figure 4.1.

Figure4.1: Conceptual Model of the Analy

Delinquency
and
Depression

Parental Separation

Family Closenes:
or Love for
Siblings

To sum, in this study, | plan to answer the follogvquestion: Do closer ties to
family members and to siblings before parental s buffer against negative
outcomes like delinquency and depression afterenpal separation, or do individuals
show evidence of increased strain associated wstparation when they have closer
relationships with family and siblings? This arsidyprovides new insight into extra-
parental factors that modify how adolescents anthgadults respond to the separation

of their parents.

Data and M ethods
Data. In these analyses, | use data from the Natiboagjitudinal Study of

Adolescent Health (Add Health), an ongoing, natilyn@&presentative, school-based
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study of adolescents who were grades 7 to 12 ifidstavave of the survey. | use data
from the Wave 1 interview, conducted in 1994-96nfrthe Wave 2 interview, in 1996,
and from the Wave 3 interview, in 2001-02. Theadatstratified by school; 80 high
schools and 52 middle schools were originally detbto participate in the survey, with
over 70 percent of those selected participatingspg@ndents for the in-home survey were
then selected at random using school rosters. fBewine percent of those selected
participated in the survey, yielding a Wave 1 saqfl20,745 adolescents. A little less
than 15,000 respondents also participated at Wdaeo2nd 75 percent of the original
sample). There is a smaller sample size at Watiar2in both Waves 1 and 3 because
most of the adolescents in thé"gade and those from the disabled sample were not
surveyed at Wave 2. Many of these individuals vedigible to participate in the Wave 3
interview, however. Approximately 77 percent adgk in the original Wave 1 sample

participated in the Wave 3 survey (over 15,000 sagpnts).

In this analysis, | look at the way in which a ywatcloseness with family or
siblings at time one moderates the relationshipvéet experiencing a parental
relationship dissolution and young adult outconté&/ave 3. For some analyses, | use
only Waves 2 and 3 because of the availabilityussgions. All respondents were asked
about their general feelings toward their family\#ve 1, and so these analyses use

change between Waves 1 and 3. Not all respondemtesasked about their relations
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with their siblings at Wave 1, however. Theref@ealyses concerning siblings focus on

the difference between Waves 2 and 3.

Because | analyze the effect of a parental separbgtween waves on
respondents, only respondents who lived with bagtogical parents at Wave 1 are
included in this analysis. Although not includisgme respondents may introduce
selection bias, it is not possible to estimateangle model without limiting the sample in
this fashion. Therefore, these analyses only gheveffects of parental relationship
dissolution that happens during adolescence andgyadulthood, not before. Children
with two adoptive parents at Wave 1 are not inatbidecause of the difficulty of
determining whether they experienced the dissatutioa parental relationship before
they were adopted. For the analyses regardinggehlbetween Waves 2 and 3, the
sample is further limited to respondents who regabfiving with two biological parents
at Wave 2 in order to estimate a change model ltWé¢aves 2 and 3. For the analyses
of sibling closeness, the sample is also restriotdg to those respondents who reported
having siblings. In analyses not shown here,tetes/hether having a sibling moderated
the relationship between parental separation andgadult outcomes and found no

significant results.

The final sample size of the models measuring chémegween Waves 1 and 3 is
around 7,200. Models vary in sample size due t@trans in the dependent variables.

Restricting the sample only to those who live viatth biological parents at Wave 1 and

2 Unfortunately, the majority of respondents wereasked questions regarding closeness to theifiéami
and their siblings at Wave 3; therefore, | cannmally test the impact of the separation on these
relationships. Instead, this paper focuses otntipact of pre-separation closeness rather than adatrs
after the separation.
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who report whether their parents live together av@/3 limits the sample size to 7,767.

Other deletions are due primarily to missing datdhe dependent variables.

The final sample size of the models measuring chémegween Waves 2 and 3 is
around 3,800. Restricting the sample only to thwilse live with two biological parents
at Wave 2 and who have information regarding thad arrangements of their two
biological parents at Wave 3 decreases the sangaecs4,093. Other deletions are due

primarily to missing data on the dependent varsble

Family Relationship Measures

Family ClosenessTo measure family closeness, | use self-repedsures of
feelings toward the family at Wave 1, similar toske used by Cooper et al. (1983). |
create an additive scale of five self-report measwaf family closeness. For all
guestions, responses are in the form of a fivetdokert scale ranging from “Not at all”
to “Very much.” First, respondents are asked, “Howuch do you feel that the people in
your family understand you?”. Second, respondergssked “How much do you feel
that you want to leave home?”. This variable oded in reverse order with higher
scores indicating not wanting to leave home, sohifgher values indicate positive
feelings toward the family. Respondents then ake@d “How much do you feel that
your family have fun together?.” Respondents #&e asked “How much do you feel
that your family pays attention to you?” Lastlgspondents are asked “How much do
you feel that your parents care about you?” Tnesasures are summed to create an

additive scale that ranges from 0 to 20.
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Close Relations with Siblingd.measure closeness to siblings using self-report
measures of the amount of love a respondent feelsg/her siblings. Respondents are
asked “How often do you feel love for [your siblj@fof each individual the respondent
reported as living in their household and beingveen the ages of 12 and 20. Siblings
who are older and younger than these age limitsefireut of these analyses, and some
of the siblings reported may not be full biologisdilings; the data regarding siblings is
not connected to information regarding whetherigévidual is a full, biological sibling
or not. Therefore, it is important to note that*byplings” | mean people of the same age
group in an adolescent’s household. However,likgdy that individuals in this age
group either are siblings, considering that theili@min these analyses have not
experienced a parental separation, or that theydbe same capacity as siblings. There
are five possible responses to the question, rgrfgom “very often” to “never.”
Responses are reverse-coded so that higher valdieate feeling love for their sibling

more often. | use the average reported love failalings.

Parental Marital Dissolution.Respondents are asked to list the members of thei
household at all three waves. If a respondentlwgh both biological parents at Wave
1, these individuals are included in the samplievasy in an intact household at Wave 1.
If they lived in an intact household at Waves 1 @nthey are included in the analyses of
siblings as having lived in an intact householidthéy experienced a parental
relationship dissolution between Waves 1 and 3; #ne included in the analysis of
family closeness as having experienced a paregpalration, but are dropped from the
analysis of siblings, which begins in Wave 2. Afave 3, respondents are again asked

to list the members of their household. If thexed with both biological parents in this
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wave, they are coded as not having experiencedeafad separation. If they lived with
one biological parent but not two, | code them agitng experienced a parental

separation.

Due to the age of respondents at Wave 3, many melgpes lived in their own
household. Therefore, this household roster measunadequate for determining the
relationship status of their parents. At this wahe Add Health survey also asks
whether the respondent’s prior parents (from Waifdle respondent did not participate
in Wave 2 or from Wave 2 if the respondent paratgg in both surveys) still live
together. The survey also includes a questiomgskhether the respondent’s biological
parents still live together. If a respondent liwed two biological parent household at a
prior wave and reports that his/her two previougpt are no longer living together,
then he/she is coded as having experienced a phsgparation. Respondents who lived
with two biological parents in the prior wave andoareport that their prior parents or
two biological parents are still living togetherthre same household are coded as not

having experienced a parental relationship dissiut

Control Variables

As control variables, | include measures of ratefetty, gender, age,
socioeconomic status, and parental marital quaigce/ethnicity is divided into five
categories: non-Hispanic White, Black, Asian, Higpaand other. Although the “other”
race category is difficult to interpret, it is inded in the models in order to retain as
many cases as possible. Gender is coded as “1érmales and as “0” for males. | also

include a measure of age. To determine age, tttrednate of the respondent was
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subtracted from the date of the interview. Forfmily analyses, | use age at Wave 1,

for the sibling analyses, | use age at Wave 2.

For socioeconomic status, | include measures oflyancome and parental
education at Wave 1. Information on family incoim¢aken from the Wave 1 parents’
survey in which parents are asked the average iaadrtheir household in thousands.
This information is divided into six dummy variabjéncluding less than $15,000,
between $15,000 and $25,000, between $25,000 &5A0&3B between $35,000 and
$50,000, greater than $50,000, and missing. Aihdbe missing category is difficult to
interpret, there are too many respondents withingsaformation on income (about 22
percent) to exclude them without large sample fliae et al. 1994). Parental education
is coded as six dummy variables indicating the ésgltevel of parental education in the
household at Wave 1 taken from adolescent repbparental education. The variables
include less than high school, high school, sonllege, college, a graduate education or
missing. Fewer respondents are missing data @mfareducation (a little over 2

percent), but | have included these respondentsrionize sample deletions.

At Wave 1, the parent who took the survey is askadte their happiness with
their relationship with their spouse or partneesponses range from one (completely
unhappy) to 10 (very happy). Parents are rankdtheing the least happiness in their
marriage if the parent ranked their relationshifeas than eight, some happiness if the
parent ranked the relationship as eight, more magsgiif ranked as nine, and most
happiness if ranked as 10. | also include a dumaniable for missing data, which

accounts for around 18 percent of respondents.vahable measuring parental
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relationship happiness is included in the analgééamily closeness to ensure that
family closeness is not just a proxy for parengddtionship quality. | have not included
this measure in the analyses of sibling closenessepted here; however, in analyses not
shown here, | tested the models with the measudnearental relationship happiness

included and found no difference in the interactiesults.

Dependent Variables.

Delinquency Delinquency at Waves 1 and 2 is measured asutimeof eight
yes/no questions about participation in non-vioksrttvities considered delinquent, such
as minor property crime and theft, within the [d8tmonths. A full list of questions used
is included in Appendix 4.A. Each question hag feessible responses ranging from
“never” to “5 or more times.” Responses are redaaedummy variables; “0” indicates
having never participated in the activity, and iddicates having participated in the
activity at least once. Responses are then sunameéthe scale standardized to account
for missing data. Questions vary somewhat in threes between waves for
developmental appropriateness. The alpha for thee\WWascale for the family analyses is
0.75. The alpha for the Wave 2 scale of the gifdinalyses is 0.73. The alpha for the

Wave 3 scale of the family analyses is 0.65 anti@fibling analyses is 0.67.

Depression.Depression is measured using an 8-item scaldasitoithe Center
for Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale (CHSal20-item measure of depression
(Radloff 1977). In all three waves, respondentsaaked how often they felt an array of
emotions including feeling easily bothered, deprdssad, or too tired to do things in the

past seven days. A full list of questions is ided in Appendix 4.A. Each question has
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four possible responses, ranging from “never alyato “most or all of the time.”
Responses for the question “How often did you efije¢” are recoded so that higher
values indicate that the respondent enjoyed |ge feequently. These items are summed
and the scale standardized to account for missate do that the final scale ranges from
0 to 24. Although respondents are asked how adftey felt they were just as good as
other people in all waves, this variable is notuded in the scale because the alpha of
the scale improves with its deletion. The alphale Wave 1 scale of depression is
0.79. The alpha for the Wave 2 scale of depressiorB1. The alpha for the Wave 3
depression scale is 0.81 for those in the famigehess analyses and 0.80 for those in

the sibling closeness analyses.

Analysis Strategy

In these analyses, | do not try to control forvaltiables that might be associated
with parental separation. | include only basictoolnvariables in order to examine how
family characteristics moderate the relationshigmieen parental marital dissolution and
outcomes for adolescerdserall. In future research, it may be worthwhile to ades
exploring intervening factors. In analyses notvehdere, | controlled for characteristics
of the county, including the percent of single pésethe percentage of Black residents,
average income, the poverty rate, and average uogment. | also tested for
interactions between parental separation and treaszbles. None were found to impact
the significant findings regarding family or sildicloseness, and so they are not included
in these analyses. However, it would be worthwtaleontinue looking into community,

individual and family characteristics in future &ss.
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In order to provide a thorough longitudinal anatysi the data, | present two
models for each analysis: the lagged dependerdbiarmodel and the fixed effects
model. In the lagged dependent variable modetgllde a measure of the dependent
variable at the previous wave to control for ilitevel of the dependent variable. This
approach is similar to that used by Pearce and id42004). However, Halaby (2004)
suggests that the lagged dependent variable moéslmbt sufficiently account for
heterogeneity bias in the sample and that the feteetts model is better suited for
longitudinal analyses. For the fixed effects motied dependent variable is the
difference between the later outcome and the Irotiscome. As such, this approach
takes into account the magnitude and directiorhahge. However, some information
regarding the type of change is lost, and sombe¥ariation in the dependent variable is
masked by this method. A change from zero delintjaets to one delinquent act is
treated as the same as a change from six delingaento seven, for example. It is
likely, though, that these two types of changermteequivalent; those who begin to
participate in delinquent behavior between waveg have experienced more actual
change than those who already participated in geént behavior and now participate in
more. Therefore, | include both methods as a waydvide a more robust analysis of

the data.

For the lagged dependent variable models of deéingy, | use negative binomial
regression due to the skewed distribution of thgeddent variable (Pearce and Haynie
2004). Many more respondents (approximately 76qrdrat Wave 3) have participated
in no or very few delinquent activities in the pagélve months than have participated in

any activities. Negative binomial regression deatse effectively with dependent
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variables that are not normally distributed tharsllmgistic regression and allows for
overdispersion (the variance is greater than thennmore effectively than does Poisson
distribution (Allison and Waterman 2002). All mdslen the analyses of delinquency
show evidence of overdispersion, with alphas thaigaeater than zero. For the fixed
effects models of delinquency, | use linear regoess Because the scale is standardized
for missing data, some values are not integerthesdifference more closely represents a
continuous than a categorical variable. | usealimegression instead of ordered probit,
which treats the difference as categorical. lviogs analyses, however, | ran the

models using ordered probit and found no differdnaautcomes.

For the depression models, | log the depresside stall Waves. The
depression scale is highly skewed, with far modaiduals reporting low depression
scores than high. Logging the dependent variadligsht to achieve a distribution that is
closer to normal and helps limit the threat of heteedasticity in the model. | add one to
the scale so that no values are equal to zeroremdldg the scale. For the fixed effects
models, the difference between the log of depresaidhe two waves is the outcome
variable. | use linear regression both for thegehdependent variable models and for

the analysis of the difference between the logs.

In order to deal with the correlated error struetuinherent in the stratified nature
of the Add Health sample, | use they: nbregcommand in STATA, which allows for the
specification of primary sampling units (in thisseaschools) and strata (region)
(Chantala and Tabor 1999). In order to test whetherelationship between parental

separation and young adult outcomes is moderatetbbg family relationships, |
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include an interaction variable created by mulipdythe family variable of interest by
the indicator of whether a respondent has expezttagrarental separation between

waves. Equations representing the models aredadlin Appendix 4.B.

Results
Family Closeness
Descriptives

Table 4.1 shows survey weighted descriptive s$tedi®f the variables used in the
analysis of family closeness. Of the respondes¢siun this analysis, 11 percent
experienced a parental separation between wavegor® of family closeness are fairly
high; respondents score 15.34 out of 20 on thelyactoseness scale on average.
Respondents report very few delinquent behavidtswWave 1, the average number of
delinquent acts is 0.88, and, at Wave 3, the agemnaghber of delinquent acts reported is
0.40. At Wave 1, respondents report a depresswmal bf 4.15 on the depression scale,
on average. Depression levels are lower at WawetBB the average reported score

being 3.54.
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Table4.1: Weighted Descriptive Statistics of Analysis, HgrAnalysis

Standarc
%/Mean Error Min Max
Wave 3 Depression: 8 point scale 3.54 0.06 0 21
Wave 1 Depression: 8 point scale 4.15 0.08 0 21
Wave 3 Delinquency: 8 point scale 0.40 0.02 0 8
Wave 1 Delinquency: 8 point scale 0.88 0.03 0 8
Parental Separation 11 0.01
Family Closeness 15.34 0.09 0 20
Female 48 0.01
Age 15.81 0.12 12 21
Race
White 74 0.03
Black 8 0.01
Asian 5 0.01
Hispanic 12 0.02
Other 1 0.00
Income per year
Less than $15,000 5 0.01
Less than $25,000 7 0.01
Less than $35,000 10 0.01
Less than $50,000 17 0.01
More than $50,000 40 0.02
Missing Income 20 0.01
Maternal Education
Less than High School 8 0.01
High School 27 0.01
Some College 21 0.01
College 26 0.01
Graduate School 15 0.01
Education Missing 3 0.00
Parental relationship variables
Least happiness 16 0.01
More happiness 22 0.01
Most happiness 26 0.01
Missing 15 0.01

(N=7167 for delinquency sample; N=7227 for dep@mssample)

In each table, | first present a model that corstéine measure indicating whether
the respondent has experienced a parental relatpdssolution, the measure of family
closeness, a Time 1 measure of the dependent lgréatdl the control variables in order

to test for main effects. | then present a moldal includes the interaction variable.
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Delinquency Analyses of delinquency and family closenesgagsented in
Tables 4.2 and 4.3. Model 1 of Table 4.2 incluthesnegative binomial regression
model of delinquency on select control variablasluding the measure of family
closeness, without the interaction. The variablsgreatest interest in this analysis are
parental separation and the measure of family nkss so | focus on those here. In this
model, parental separation has a significantlytp@srelationship with delinquency,

whereas family closeness has a significantly negaglationship with delinquency.
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Table4.2: Coefficients of Negative Binomial Regression Mbdf &-Point Delinquency Scale on Seli
Control Variables, Including Family Closeness

Model 1 Model 2
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.264 ** 2331x**
(0.108) (0.395)
Family Closeness -0.041 *** -0.055 ***
(0.012) (0.012)
Interaction: Separation * Family Closeness 0.098 ***
(0.025)
Female -0.931 *** -0.939 ***
(0.074) (0.074)
Age Wave 1 -0.201 *** -0.203 ***
(0.022) (0.022)
Racé
Black 0.055 0.072
(0.126) (0.123)
Asian -0.144 -0.144
(0.177) (0.177)
Hispanic -0.135 -0.116
(0.126) (0.126)
Other 0.208 0.206
(0.302) (0.305)
Income per year
Less than $15,000 0.037 0.024
(0.278) (0.275)
Less than $25,000 0.111 0.104
(0.181) (0.180)
Less than $50,000 0.030 0.022
(0.155) (0.155)
More than $50,000 0.341 ** 0.327 **
(0.149) (0.150)
Missing Income -0.006 -0.007
(0.168) (0.170)
Highest parental education wave 1
Less than high school 0.021 0.018
(0.164) (0.165)
Some college 0.017 0.007
(0.113) (0.111)
College 0.205 ** 0.209 **
(0.091) (0.092)
Graduate School 0.313 *** 0.318 ***
(0.104) (0.104)
Education missing -0.210 -0.227
(0.265 (0.259




Table4.2: continuec
Parental relationship variabfes

Least happiness 0.042 0.055
(0.109) (0.109)
More happiness -0.002 0.001
(0.085) (0.085)
Most happiness 0.076 0.074
(0.125) (0.125)
Missing 0.066 0.062
(0.157) (0.158)

Wave 1 delinquency 0.275 *** 0.276 ***
(0.022) (0.022)
N= 7167 7167
Constant= 2477 2.716
Alpha= 1.934 1.905

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéRsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitReference group is
income less than $35,00MReference group is high schoiReference group is parent reports some happiness in
relationship. * p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.0%* p<.01

In order to determine whether family closenessahamderating effect on the
relationship between parental separation and yadng delinquency, it is necessary to
include the interaction term. The interaction)uded in Model 2, is significant,
indicating that family closeness operates diffdgefar individuals who have and have
not experienced a parental separation. It isadiffito interpret the interaction without
charting it. The chart provided in Figure 4.2 sBawodels of the regression equation.
There are two sets of columns in the chart, onerédpaesents those who have not
experienced a parental separation and one for thbeéhave. | calculate predicted
values by filling in varying levels of family closess and whether the parents have
separated into the regression equation presentéppandix 4.B. For all other variables,
| use White males who report high school educat®the highest level of education for
their parents at Wave 1, who live in a householthan income of between $25,000 and
$35,000 at Wave 1, and whose parents report somtahieappiness at Wave 1 as the

values for dummy variables and means for all otlagiables.
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Figure4.2: Predictecvalues of delinquency for varying values of fantlgseness by parental separat
lagged dependent variable model

2

1.8

1.6

=
N
L

I
N
!

o
=]
|

Delinquency Level, Wave 3
P

o
o
!

20

16

12 12
16 8
20 4

0.4 4

0.2

No separation Separation
Family Closeness

Looking at the chart, for those who do not expergea parental separation,
higher levels of family closeness at Wave 1 are@ated with lower levels of
delinquency at Wave 3. Adolescents from the clofsesilies report around 0.4
delinquent acts less on average than those fronedsé close families. However, for
respondents who experience a parental separatgirerievels of family closeness at
Wave 1 tend to be associated with higher levetetihquency at Wave 3, as
hypothesized. Adolescents from the closest fagiklbo experience a parental
separation report approximately 0.3 delinquent axige than those from the least close

families. These results suggest that, for youndtadrom closer families, separation is
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associated with more negative outcomes than fong@alults from less cohesive

families.

Table 4.3 includes the results for the fixed eeaobdel of delinquency. In
Model 1, which does not include the interactiomilst closeness is significantly
positively related to the difference in delinquem&tween Waves 1 and 3, which is
different than expected. In previous analyseswshio Appendix 4.C, Table 4.1¢), |
analyzed the impact of family closeness on delingyet both Waves 1 and 3. In these
previous models, family closeness is negativelgtesl to delinquency at both waves.
The positive relationship between family closerass change in delinquency, then, does
not seem to indicate a positive relationship wighirdjuency overall. Because
delinquency is likely to decrease with age, itasgble that, because those who live in a
close family start out at lower levels of delinqognthey experience less negative change

because they are already at such low levels.
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Table4.3: Coefficients ofFixed Effect: Regression Model of-Point Delinquency Scale on Select Con

Variables, Including Family Closeness

Model 1 Model z
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.011 6-0.78
(0.090) (0.436)
Family Closeness 0.098 *** 0.092 ***
(0.007) (0.008)
Interaction: Separation * Family Closeness 0.053 *
(0.028)
Female 0.030 0.028
(0.050) (0.050)
Age Wave 1 -0.020 -0.020
(0.014) (0.014)
Racé
Black 0.128 0.131 *
(0.079) (0.078)
Asian -0.133 -0.135
(0.122) (0.122)
Hispanic -0.307 *** -0.305 ***
(0.077) (0.077)
Other -0.070 -0.080
(0.205) (0.206)
Income per yed
Less than $15,000 0.069 0.067
(0.150) (0.149)
Less than $25,000 0.121 0.125
(0.111) (0.111)
Less than $50,000 0.053 0.053
(0.098) (0.097)
More than $50,000 0.146 0.143
(0.097) (0.097)
Missing Income 0.109 0.110
(0.107) (0.108)
Highest parental education wave 1
Less than high school 0.189 ** 0.185 **
(0.090) (0.090)
Some college -0.001 -0.006
(0.069) (0.068)
College 0.060 0.062
(0.063) (0.064)
Graduate School 0.085 0.084
(0.085) (0.085)
Education missir -0.11c -0.10z
(0.161 (0.160
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Table4.3: continuec
Parental Relationship Variabfes

Least Happine 0.00¢ 0.00:
(0.077) (0.077)
More Happiness 0.032 0.034
(0.063) (0.062)
Most Happiness 0.027 0.028
(0.070) (0.069)
Missing -0.014 -0.015
(0.093) (0.093)
N= 7167 7167
Constant= -1.803 -1.695
Alpha= 0.054 0.055

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéRsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitBeference group is
income less than $35,00MReference group is high schoiReference group is parent reports some happiness in
relationship. * p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.0%* p<.01

In Model 2, the interaction is significant. Theachrepresenting the model is
shown in Figure 4.3. | model the predicted valtiehange in delinquency between
waves for those who do not and who do experierngarental separation across varying
levels of family closeness. Change in delinquesayegative for almost all groups. The
amount of decrease in delinquency between wavege\er, is smaller for those in
closer families than for those in families that kss close both for those who do and for
those who do not experience a parental separg@haps for the reason discussed
above. For individuals who do not experience as#on, the difference between the
change in delinquency for respondents from theesliblamilies and respondents from the
least close families is about 1.8 delinquent aEtsr those who experience a separation,
the difference between the predicted value of cadagthose in the closest versus the
least close families is much larger, about 2.9ndgient acts. Further delinquency
increases on average between waves for resporfdemtshe closest families who
experience a parental separation. The small deetieadelinquency between waves for

those from close families who do not experiencaramtal separation may be the result
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of low initial levels of delinquency. However, fogspondents who experience a parental
separation, higher levels of family closeness asm@iated with increased negative
outcomes, which cannot be explained by low inigakls of delinquency. This finding
indicates that respondents who experience a pasaygaration in a close family

environment may be experiencing especially higlelewof strain.

Figure4.3: Predictecvalues of change in delinquency for varying valoEf&amily closeness by paren
separation, fixed effects model
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Depression.In Model 1 of Table 4.4, family closeness is figantly negatively
related to depression at Wave 3. Experiencingenpal separation, however, is not
significant, and the interaction results are nghigicant. For the fixed effects model,

shown in Table 4.5, family closeness is positivelated to the difference in delinquency
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between waves. Because depression generally desresth increasing age, this finding
indicates that individuals from closer families/dave 1 are significantly less likely to
have declining depression over time. In previausyses (shown in Appendix 4.C,

Table 4.2c), | found that family closeness is digantly negatively related to depression
at both waves. Because individuals from closerlfasstart out with lower rates of
depression initially, it is possible that, as witle delinquency model, even though they
have lower depression rates at both waves, thegrexqe less of a decline because they
already start out at such low levels. For thedirffects model, the interaction is not
significant, indicating that these models show widence of a moderating effect of

family closeness on the relationship between paleefparation and depression.
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Table4.4: Coefficients of Regression Model Logged Depressic Scale on Select Control Variabli

Including Family Closeness

Model 1 Model 2
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.030 5-0.06
(0.035) (0.168)
Family Closeness -0.020 *** -0.021 ***
(0.005) (0.005)
Interaction: Separation * Family Closeness 0.006
(0.011)
Female 0.057 ** 0.057 **
(0.022) (0.022)
Age Wave 1 -0.043 *** -0.043 ***
(0.007) (0.007)
Racé
Black 0.007 0.008
(0.034) (0.035)
Asian 0.102 * 0.102 *
(0.058) (0.058)
Hispanic 0.039 0.039
(0.034) (0.034)
Other 0.031 0.030
(0.123) (0.123)
Income per year
Less than $15,000 0.022 0.022
(0.074) (0.074)
Less than $25,000 0.094 0.094
(0.059) (0.060)
Less than $50,000 0.070 0.070
(0.054) (0.054)
More than $50,000 0.072 0.071
(0.052) (0.052)
Missing Income 0.056 0.056
(0.047) (0.047)
Highest parental education wave 1
Less than high school 0.175 *** 0.175 ***
(0.045) (0.045)
Some college -0.001 -0.002
(0.031) (0.031)
College 0.037 0.037
(0.031) (0.031)
Graduate School 0.003 0.002
(0.034) (0.034)
Education missing 0.061 0.062
(0.086 (0.086
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Table4.4: continuec
Parental relationship variabfes

Least happiness -0.006 -0.006
(0.040) (0.040)
More happiness -0.048 -0.048
(0.034) (0.034)
Most happiness -0.025 -0.025
(0.031) (0.031)
Missing -0.030 -0.030
(0.040) (0.040)

Wave 1 depression 0.280 *** 0.280 ***
(0.019) (0.019)
N= 7227 7227
Constant= 1.728 1.742
R-squared= 0.111 0.111

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéRsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitReference group is
income less than $35,00{Reference group is high schoiReference group is parent reports some happiness in
relationship. * p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.0%* p<.01
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Table 4.5: Coefficients of Regression Model Difference between Waves in Logged Depres Scale or
Select Control Variables, Including Family Closenes

Model 1 Model 2
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.001 0.094
(0.040) (0.195)
Family Closeness 0.038 *** 0.039 ***
(0.005) (0.006)
Interaction: Separation * Family Closeness -0.006
(0.013)
Female -0.053 * -0.053 *
(0.029) (0.029)
Age Wave 1 -0.057 *** -0.057 ***
(0.009) (0.009)
Racé
Black -0.085 ** -0.085 **
(0.042) (0.042)
Asian 0.022 0.022
(0.074) (0.074)
Hispanic -0.024 -0.024
(0.049) (0.049)
Other 0.003 0.004
(0.152) (0.152)
Income per year
Less than $15,000 0.001 0.001
(0.085) (0.085)
Less than $25,000 0.109 0.108
(0.071) (0.071)
Less than $50,000 0.106 * 0.106 *
(0.063) (0.063)
More than $50,000 0.086 0.086
(0.057) (0.057)
Missing Income 0.059 0.059
(0.054) (0.054)
Highest parental education wave 1
Less than high school 0.065 0.065
(0.051) (0.052)
Some college 0.050 0.051
(0.045) (0.045)
College 0.121 *** 0.127 ***
(0.040) (0.040)
Graduate School 0.071 0.071
(0.047) (0.047)
Education missing -0.002 -0.003
(0.097 (0.097
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Table4.5: continuec
Parental relationship variabfes

Least happiness -0.033 -0.033
(0.049) (0.049)

More happiness -0.034 -0.034
(0.042) (0.042)

Most happiness -0.033 -0.033
(0.036) (0.036)

Missing -0.031 -0.031
(0.047) (0.047)

N= 7227 7227
Constant= 0.089 0.076
R-squared= 0.049 0.049

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéRsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitBeference group is
income less than $35,00(Reference group is high schoiReference group is parent reports some happiness in
relationship. * p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.0%* p<.01

Closenessto Siblings
Descriptives

Table 4.6 shows survey weighted descriptive s$tedi®f the variables used in the
analysis of love for siblings. Between Waves 2 a@ndine percent of the respondents
experienced a parental separation. Average lavsilitings is very high, with
respondents reporting they feel love for theiriaig between often and very often on
average. Delinquency levels decrease between wated/ave 2, respondents report
0.79 delinquent acts on average, and, at WavesfBonglents report 0.41 delinquent acts
on average. Depression levels also fall betweenéd/aRespondents score 4.22 on the

depression scale at Wave 2 and score 3.66 on gres$ton scale at Wave 3.
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Table4.6: Weighted Descriptive Statistics of Analy<Sibling Analysis

Standard
%/Mean Error Min  Max
Wave 3 Depression: 8 point scale 3.66 0.09 0 21
Wave 2 Depression: 8 point scale 4.22 0.09 0 21
Wave 3 Delinquency: 8 point scale 0.41 0.03 0 8
Wave 2 Delinquency: 8 point scale 0.79 0.03 0 8
Parental Separation 9 0.01
Love for Siblings 3.94 0.03 0 4
Female 48 0.01
Age 16.44 0.13 13 22
Race
White 74 0.03
Black 7 0.01
Asian 5 0.01
Hispanic 13 0.02
Other 1 0.00
Income per year
Less than $15,000 5 0.01
Less than $25,000 8 0.01
Less than $35,000 10 0.01
Less than $50,000 17 0.01
More than $50,000 41 0.02
Missing Income 20 0.01
Highest Parental Education
Less than High School 9 0.01
High School 26 0.01
Some College 21 0.01
College 27 0.01
Graduate School 15 0.01
Education Missing 2 0.00

(N=3807 for delinquency sample; N=3830 for dep@ssample)

Delinquency Table 4.7 shows the results for the negativerhial regression of
delinquency on select control variables including tmeasure of closeness to siblings.
Model 1 shows the model without the interaction.this model, parental separation is
positively related to delinquency, and love fodisils is negatively associated with

delinquency.
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Table 4.7: Coefficients of Negative Binomial Regression Mioofe8-Point Delinquency Scale on Sels
Control Variables, Including Love for Siblings

Model 1 Model z
Parental separation between waves 2 and 3 0.321 ** 7870.
(0.145) (0.511)
Love for Siblings -0.101 * -0.128 **
(0.051) (0.052)
Interaction: Separation * Love for Siblings 0.276 **
(0.126)
Female -0.985 *** -0.988 ***
(0.117) (0.117)
Age Wave 2 -0.161 *** -0.161 ***
(0.034) (0.034)
Racé
Black 0.391 0.380
(0.271) (0.271)
Asian 0.071 0.079
(0.236) (0.241)
Hispanic -0.102 -0.109
(0.159) (0.159)
Other 0.529 * 0.534 *
(0.311) (0.314)
Income per year
Less than $15,000 0.233 0.248
(0.388) (0.390)
Less than $25,000 0.376 0.364
(0.256) (0.257)
Less than $50,000 -0.014 -0.016
(0.214) (0.216)
More than $50,000 0.489 ** 0.491 **
(0.199) (0.201)
Missing Income 0.247 0.236
(0.212) (0.211)
Highest parental education wave 1
Less than high school 0.078 0.084
(0.233) (0.235)
Some college 0.050 0.042
(0.161) (0.160)
College 0.168 0.157
(0.128) (0.129)
Graduate School 0.352 ** 0.339 **
(0.148) (0.149)
Education missing -0.729 ** -0.721 **
(0.331) (0.333)
Wave 2 delinquency 0.278 *** 0.275 ***
(0.031) (0.032)
N= 3807 3807
Constant= 1.644 1.756
Alpha= 2.035 2.017

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéRsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitReference group is
income less than $35,00MReference group is high school. * p<.05, one-thilst; ** p<.05; *** p<.01
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The interaction term, included in Model 2, is sfgrantly positive. The chart
representing the equation of the negative binoregession model, provided in Figure
4.4, uses the same reference categories as inhtheaharts in this paper. For those who
have not experienced a parental separation, inagebesels of sibling closeness at Wave
2 are associated with slightly lower levels of dgliency at Wave 3. The difference
between those who feel love for their siblings nadstn at Wave 2 and those who feel
love for their siblings least often is about 0.8mbguent acts. For respondents who have
experienced a parental separation, the relationshigversed, as hypothesized.
Increasing levels of sibling closeness at Wavee2agsociated with higher delinquency at
Wave 3 for those who have experienced a separatimyesting that parental separation
is more problematic for respondents who have clsifding relationships at Wave 2.
Those who feel love for their siblings most freqgiereport on average almost 0.2
delinquent acts more than those who never feelflovtheir siblings. These effects
suggest that those who have higher levels of lovéheir siblings pre-separation have a
harder time adjusting to the separation than tds®do not feel as positively toward

their siblings at Wave 2.
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Figure4.4: Predictecvalues of delinquency for varying values of love $blings by parental separatic
lagged dependent variable model
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In the fixed effects model, shown in Table 4.8t having experienced a
parental separation nor love for siblings is siigaiftly related to changes in delinquency

between waves. In Model 2, the interaction issignificant.
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Table4.8: Coefficients ofFixed Effect: Regression Model of-Point Delinquency Scale on Select Con
Variables, Including Love for Siblings

Model 1 Model z
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 -0.007 760.0
(0.115) (0.350)
Love for Siblings 0.060 0.059
(0.038) (0.039)
Interaction: Separation *Love for Siblings 0.017
(0.086)
Female -0.156 ** -0.156 **
(0.074) (0.074)
Age Wave 1 0.009 0.009
(0.024) (0.024)
Racé
Black 0.282 * 0.282 *
(0.168) (0.168)
Asian -0.023 -0.022
(0.161) (0.162)
Hispanic -0.153 -0.153
(0.095) (0.095)
Other 0.003 0.003
(0.203) (0.203)
Income per year
Less than $15,000 -0.062 -0.062
(0.259) (0.259)
Less than $25,000 0.286 * 0.286 *
(0.159) (0.159)
Less than $50,000 0.042 0.042
(0.161) (0.161)
More than $50,000 0.251 * 0.251 *
(0.142) (0.142)
Missing Income 0.150 0.150
(0.151) (0.151)
Highest parental education wave 1
Less than high school 0.002 0.002
(0.134) (0.134)
Some college -0.038 -0.039
(0.101) (0.101)
College -0.020 -0.020
(0.095) (0.095)
Graduate School 0.152 0.152
(0.098) (0.098)
Education missing -0.369 ** -0.369 **
(0.179) (0.180)
N= 3807 3807
Constant= -0.855 -0.849
Alpha= 0.018 0.018

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéRsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitReference group is
income less than $35,00MReference group is high school. * p<.05, one-thilst; ** p<.05; *** p<.01
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DepressionTables 4.9 and 4.10 show the results for the apalgf depression.
In the lagged dependent variable analysis, showWrabie 4.9, parental separation is
significantly positively related to the logged degsion value at Wave 3. The interaction
is significant in Model 2, and the model is chartedrigure 4.5. Those who do not
experience a parental separation show slightly tdexesls of depression at Wave 3 with
increasing love felt for siblings at Wave 1; théetence between those who experience
high levels of love for their siblings and thoseoateport low levels is less than 0.1. For
those who experience a parental separation, howinerelationship is reversed and is
much stronger: those who report higher levels ¢ lfor their siblings at Wave 1 have
logged depression levels that are nearly 0.4 pabigtser than those who report low

levels of love for their siblings.
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Table4.9: Coefficients of Regression Model Logged Depressic Scale on Select Control Variabli

Including Love for Siblings

Model 1 Model z
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.116 ** 3220.
(0.051) (0.213)
Love for Siblings -0.010 -0.019
(0.018) (0.018)
Interaction: Separation * Love for Siblings 0.110 **
(0.052)
Female 0.040 0.040
(0.032) (0.032)
Age Wave 1 -0.026 *** -0.026 ***
(0.009) (0.009)
Racé
Black 0.080 0.077
(0.056) (0.055)
Asian 0.107 0.111
(0.078) (0.078)
Hispanic 0.027 0.026
(0.049) (0.049)
Other -0.041 -0.044
(0.154) (0.155)
Income per year
Less than $15,000 -0.006 -0.005
(0.078) (0.078)
Less than $25,000 0.067 0.065
(0.076) (0.075)
Less than $50,000 0.065 0.065
(0.070) (0.070)
More than $50,000 0.023 0.023
(0.060) (0.060)
Missing Income -0.003 -0.004
(0.066) (0.065)
Highest parental education wave 1
Less than high school 0.219 *** 0.218 ***
(0.074) (0.074)
Some college 0.012 0.010
(0.044) (0.045)
College 0.063 0.060
(0.043) (0.043)
Graduate School 0.043 0.040
(0.048) (0.048)
Education missing -0.027 -0.029
(0.109) (0.109)
Wave 1 depression 0.366 *** 0.366 ***
(0.020) (0.020)
N= 3830 3830
Constant= 1.099 1.137
R-squared= 0.142 0.144

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéRsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitReference group is
income less than $35,00MReference group is high school. * p<.05, one-thilst; ** p<.05; *** p<.01



Figure4.5: Predictecvalues of logged depression for varying valuesweé Ifor siblings by parent
separation, lagged dependent variable model
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In Table 4.10, which shows the fixed effects mottele for siblings at Wave 2
has a significantly positive relationship with ttiéerence in logged depression between
waves. As with delinquency, previous analyses sbthiat depression is negatively
associated with age, indicating that depressioegdly decreases over time, and sibling
closeness was found to be negatively associatéddejression at both waves (Appendix
4.C, Table 4.3c). ltis likely, then, that thissgiore relationship indicates that individuals
with higher levels of family closeness experieresslof a decline in depression over time
rather than an increase, which could be due sinapilgeir starting at lower levels of

initial depression.
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Table4.10: Coefficients of Regression Model Difference in Logged Depressi ScaleBetween Wave

on Select Control Variables, Including Love for I8ibs

Model 1 Model 2
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.060 80.34
(0.060) (0.246)
Love for Siblings 0.044 ** 0.036 *
(0.020) (0.020)
Interaction: Separation * Love for Siblings 0.102 *
(0.061)
Female -0.104 *** -0.105 ***
(0.037) (0.037)
Age Wave 1 -0.056 *** -0.056 ***
(0.012) (0.012)
Racé
Black 0.019 0.016
(0.073) (0.072)
Asian -0.023 -0.020
(0.096) (0.097)
Hispanic -0.048 -0.049
(0.062) (0.062)
Other -0.154 -0.156
(0.175) (0.175)
Income per year
Less than $15,000 -0.065 -0.065
(0.087) (0.086)
Less than $25,000 0.099 0.097
(0.085) (0.085)
Less than $50,000 0.089 0.089
(0.083) (0.083)
More than $50,000 0.052 0.052
(0.069) (0.069)
Missing Income -0.037 -0.038
(0.077) (0.077)
Highest parental education wave 1
Less than high school 0.203 ** 0.202 **
(0.090) (0.090)
Some college 0.086 0.084
(0.057) (0.058)
College 0.150 *** 0.148 ***
(0.050) (0.051)
Graduate School 0.107 * 0.105 *
(0.056) (0.056)
Education missing -0.090 -0.092
(0.116) (0.117)
N= 3830 3830
Constant= 0.525 0.560
R-squared= 0.024 0.028

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéRsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitReference group is
income less than $35,00MReference group is high school. * p<.05, one-thilst; ** p<.05; *** p<.01
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The interaction, included in Model 2, is signifitarin the chart representing the
model (Figure 4.6), the difference in the predictatie of change in logged depression
between waves is negative for all respondents @xoeghose who both report high
levels of love for siblings and experience a paksgparation. For those who do not
experience a parental separation, increasing leydts/e for siblings at Wave 1 is
associated with decreasingly negative differenndsgged depression between waves.
The difference is minimal, however (about 0.1).r hmse who experience a parental
separation, the difference in logged depressi@sraétween waves is also decreasingly
negative, but the difference between those whortemmolove for siblings and those who

report high levels of love for siblings is muchdar, almost 0.6.

Figure4.6: Predictecvalues of change in logged depressfor varying values of love for siblings |
parental separation, fixed effects model
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Conclusions

The findings described here largely support myatlypsis regarding delinquency
and family closeness, that higher levels of famifseness in adolescence lessen the
experience of negative outcomes following a patesgparation. The results are not
significant for depression, indicating that intdimiag responses to stress may not
respond in the same way as externalizing resporisespossible that individuals are
more prone to act out against their parents if fieeysurprised and upset by their
separation than they are to feel depressed, oultdde that depression is a more
persistent negative outcome that does not respoagtérnal factors as readily as

delinquency.

Research has shown that, when there is a high elefrater-parental conflict in
a family pre-separation, the separation is asstaith fewer negative effects and can
in fact be beneficial to those who experiencestit aemoves them from a stressful
situation (Forehand et al. 1994; Hanson 1999; Amatomis and Booth 1995). For
individuals who report low levels of inter-parentainflict, however, separation is
generally much more harmful (Hanson 1999). Thdifigs presented in this paper
suggest similar implications for the moderatingetfof overall family closeness on the
relationship between parental separation and detingy: those who report more
cohesiveness within their family overall pre-separahave higher rates of delinquency
post-separation, and those who report feelingdkse to their families show fewer

negative effects. These findings hold even afatrolling for parental marital quality.
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There are a few mechanisms through which familge@ss might moderate the
relationship between parental separation and dedincy. First, individuals who have
routinely experienced lower levels of family colvesiess may be less surprised by any
negativity surrounding a separation and may besbptepared to deal with stress that
arises. Second, separation may be experiencedraai®r loss for those who feel closer
to their family if the separation disrupts interans and routines. Third, parental
separation may be less expected and may come asaharshock to someone who feels

their family is close and gets along well.

The analyses of sibling closeness similarly shioat higher reports of love for
siblings in adolescence are associated with mayative outcomes post parental
separation, both for depression and delinquentyp@agih the results are more robust for
depression. The lagged dependent variable modlwfquency has significant
interaction results, but the fixed effects modetslaot. The fixed effects method treats
all changes of the same magnitude as equal.ptigsible that changes in delinquency for
those at higher ends of the delinquency scale aanimgfully different than those for
respondents at lower ends of the scale. Becagpemdents who experience parental
separation start at higher levels of delinquencpwerage than those who do not, it is
possible that the fixed effects method masks sdntigeovariation in the dependent

variable and, so, yields null findings.

As mechanisms, these findings point to the secehdfdhypotheses presented
regarding sibling closeness: that parental separgtuts a strain on the sibling

relationship, which increases individual stress a@glative outcomes. Although there
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may be some siblings who draw closer during a sejoar, the general trend suggests
that, among close siblings, strain is more likeAs presented in the literature, there are
many possible explanations for increased strairst,lkvhen parents split up, parental
resources decline. In response, siblings oftehafeeed to compete for these resources,
which can strain the sibling relationship (Hethgton 1989). This strain would be
particularly intense and experienced as more ofs if the siblings were closer pre-
separation. Second, older siblings are often agkedopt care-taking roles when
parental resources are low (Bank and Kahn 1982caBse parental resources decline
post-separation, it is likely that older siblingsl\we asked to take on some
responsibilities for younger siblings. If thes&at®nships become too intense, they can
cause added stress (Hetherington 1989). | expatsiblings who have a closer bond are
more likely to take on a care-taking role, whichulcblead to added stress or dependence.
Third, siblings could experience a strained retahap if they felt their loyalties toward
their parents were different or if they disagreadaspects of the separation. Last, if
siblings end up spending less time together becaiude custody arrangement, they may
find themselves less able to maintain a close adiore These last two elements of
strain would be experienced as a patrticular losslationships that were close pre-

separation (Kaplan et al. 1991).

The structure of the Add Health data limits theadihgs, in that | am unable to measure
family and sibling closeness at Wave 3 to deterrtiieecurrent family context of the

individual. However, family context during adolesce is likely to have a strong impact
on respondents, as a great deal of socializationreauring adolescence between family

members and siblings (Raffaelli 1992). Furtheesthestimates are likely to be
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conservative; if | were able to measure the famigtext at Wave 3, the power of these
findings would likely be stronger, incorporatingri@nt family context rather than a
lagged effect.

These findings support the “linked lives” and sd@&cological approaches in
suggesting that, although separation itself is@portant event in the life course, it is
important to examine, not only the event itself &iso the familial relationships
surrounding the event. In this case, family conieshown to be of particular
importance in adaptation to parental separatiorsitlations where families are very
close before a separation, young adults tend te hawarder time adjusting to the change.
| suggest that this finding is the result of therdptive effect separation has on familial
relationships. In future analyses with data theatrpt, it would be interesting to
determine whether results are different for famileho maintain a close connection after
a separation than for those who do not in ordenaoe directly specify the mechanism of

this effect.
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Appendix 2A: Questions used in creation of scales
Questions included in the delinquency scale.
Wave 1:
In the past 12 months, how often did you paintfgrafr signs on someone else’s property or in hljgu
place? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 orentiones.

In the past 12 months, how often did you delibdyadamage property that didn't belong to you? Nete
or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.

How often did you take something from a store withpalying for it? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 t8nb
or more times.

How often did you drive a car without its ownersrmission? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, Bore
times.

In the past 12 months, how often did you steal ¢bimg worth more than $50? Never, 1 or 2 timesr 8
times, 5 or more times.

How often did you go into a house or building teadtsomething? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 tirbesw,
more times.

How often did you sell marijuana or other drugs@vét, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.
How often did you steal something worth less tha@% Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or mones.
Wave 3:

In the past 12 months, how often did you delibdyadamage property that didn't belong to you? Nete

or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.

In the past 12 months, how often did you steal ¢bimg worth more than $50? Never, 1 or 2 timesr 8
times, 5 or more times.

How often did you go into a house or building teastsomething? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 tirbes,
more times.

How often did you sell marijuana or other drugs@vét, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.
How often did you steal something worth less thad?2 Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or mones.

In the past 12 months, how often did you buy, sglhold stolen property? Never, 1 or 2 timesf3 o0
times, 5 or more times.

In the past 12 months, how often did you use somedse’s credit card, bank card, or automaticrieked
without their permission or knowledge? Never, Pdimes, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.

In the past 12 months, how often did you delibdyatgite a bad check? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 Gmés,
5 or more times.
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Questions used in depression scale
How often was each of the following things trueidgrthe past week? (Answers range from 0-3)

You were bothered by things that usually don’t eotyou: never or rarely, sometimes, a lot of theeti
most of the time or all of the time.

You felt like you could not shake off the blueseewvith help from your family and your friends: eewor
rarely, sometimes, a lot of the time, most of iheetor all of the time.

You had trouble keeping your mind on what you wéwang: never or rarely, sometimes, a lot of theetim
most of the time or all of the time.

You felt depressed: never or rarely, sometimest aflthe time, most of the time or all of the time

You felt that you were too tired to do things: newerarely, sometimes, a lot of the time, mosthef time
or all of the time.

You enjoyed life: never or rarely, sometimes, adothe time, most of the time or all of the time.
You felt sad: never or rarely, sometimes, a Iaheftime, most of the time or all of the time.

You felt that people disliked you: never or raradgmetimes, a lot of the time, most of the timalbof the
time.
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Appendix 2B: Equations representing models
Model 1: Negative Binomial Regression

Y;i=Exp(:$)

XB= Pot+ B(Wave 1 Outcome)+ B (Parental Separatiof} ps(Percentage Alternative Families in School)
i+ Ba(Interaction Effect)+ Bs(Female)+ Bs(Age);+ P(Black);+ Bg(Asian);+ Bg(Hispanic)+ B1o(Other)

i+ Bu(Mother has Less than High School Educatjgn:(Mother has Some Collegg) B1s(Mother has
College);+ p14(Mother has Some Graduate Sch@elB,s(Percentage of School who is Blagk)
Bis(Percentage of School who is Asign)3.(Percentage of School who is HispanieB,s(Percentage of
School who is Other Racg) po(Percentage of Teachers in School who have thestévisDegreg)
Bao(Average Class Size at Schoph}i

Model 2: Ordinal Probit Regression

Y =Exp(:f)

XB= Pot+ B1(Wave 1 Outcome)+ B (Parental Separatiof} ps(Percentage Alternative Families in School)
i+ Ba(Interaction Effect)+ Bs(Female)+ Bs(Age);+ P(Black);+ Bg(Asian);+ Bg(Hispanic)j+ B1o(Other)

i+ Bu(Mother has Less than High School Educatjgn:(Mother has Some Collegg) B1s(Mother has
College);+ p14(Mother has Some Graduate Sch@elB,s(Percentage of School who is Blagk)
Bis(Percentage of School who is Asign)3.(Percentage of School who is HispanieBis(Percentage of
School who is Other Racgh po(Percentage of Teachers in School who have thestévisDegreg)
Bao(Average Class Size at Schoph}i

Model 3: Regression of Log-transformed Dependemidiiée

Yi=xB

Log(xB)= Bot B:(Log(Wave 1 Outcomej} B,(Parental Separatiof Bs(Percentage Alternative Families
in School)+ B4(Interaction Effect)+ Bs(Female)+ Bs(Age);+ Br(Black);+ Bs(Asian);+ Pg(Hispanic)+
Bio(Other);+ B1(Mother has Less than High School Educatjen),,(Mother has Some Collegg)
Bis(Mother has Collegg}+ B14(Mother has Some Graduate SchqelB,s(Percentage of School who is
Black);+ Bis(Percentage of School who is Asigh)B.-(Percentage of School who is Hispani€)
Big(Percentage of School who is Other Rged).o(Percentage of Teachers in School who have their
Masters Degreg) B.o(Average Class Size at Schopti

Model 4: Fixed Effects Regression of Log-transfodniependent Variable

Yij: XB

Log(xB)= Bo+ Bo(Parental Separatiof} Bs(Percentage Alternative Families in SchqelB,(Interaction
Effect);+ Bs(Female)+ Bs(Age);+ Bz(Black);+ Ps(Asian);+ Bo(Hispanic)+ Bio(Other);+ B (Mother has
Less than High School Educatigr)p:(Mother has Some Collegg) f:13(Mother has Collegg)
Bis(Mother has Some Graduate Schqelp,s(Percentage of School who is Blagk)B,¢(Percentage of
School who is Asian)+ B,/Percentage of School who is HisparjieB,g(Percentage of School who is
Other Racej+ Byo(Percentage of Teachers in School who have thestévis Degreg) B,o(Average Class
Size at Schoolftei
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Appendix 3A: Questions used in creation of scales
Questions included in the delinquency scale.
Wave 1:
In the past 12 months, how often did you paintfgraifr signs on someone else’s property or in hljgu
place? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 orentiones.

In the past 12 months, how often did you delibdyadamage property that didn’t belong to you? Nete
or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.

How often did you take something from a store withpaying for it? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 tsnB
or more times.

How often did you drive a car without its ownerarmission? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, Bore
times.

In the past 12 months, how often did you steal $bimg worth more than $50? Never, 1 or 2 timest 38
times, 5 or more times.

How often did you go into a house or building teastsomething? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 tirbes,
more times.

How often did you sell marijuana or other drugs@vét, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.
How often did you steal something worth less tha@?2 Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or mones.
Wave 3:

In the past 12 months, how often did you delibdyadamage property that didn’t belong to you? Nete

or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.

In the past 12 months, how often did you steal $bimg worth more than $50? Never, 1 or 2 timest 38
times, 5 or more times.

How often did you go into a house or building teadtsomething? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 tirbew,
more times.

How often did you sell marijuana or other drugs@vét, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.
How often did you steal something worth less tha@% Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or mones.

In the past 12 months, how often did you buy, selhold stolen property? Never, 1 or 2 timesy 3o
times, 5 or more times.

In the past 12 months, how often did you use somedse’s credit card, bank card, or automaticreked
without their permission or knowledge? Never, 2dimes, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.

In the past 12 months, how often did you delibdyaigite a bad check? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 timés,
5 or more times.
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Questions used in depression scale
How often was each of the following things trueidgrthe past week? (Answers range from 0-3)

You were bothered by things that usually don’t leotyou: never or rarely, sometimes, a lot of theefi
most of the time or all of the time.

You felt like you could not shake off the blueseawvith help from your family and your friends: eewor
rarely, sometimes, a lot of the time, most of iheetor all of the time.

You had trouble keeping your mind on what you wawang: never or rarely, sometimes, a lot of thestim
most of the time or all of the time.

You felt depressed: never or rarely, sometimest aflthe time, most of the time or all of the time

You felt that you were too tired to do things: newerarely, sometimes, a lot of the time, mosthef time
or all of the time.

You enjoyed life: never or rarely, sometimes, aofothe time, most of the time or all of the time.
You felt sad: never or rarely, sometimes, a laheftime, most of the time or all of the time.

You felt that people disliked you: never or raredgmetimes, a lot of the time, most of the timalbof the
time.
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Appendix 3B: Equations representing models

Equations
Model 1: Negative Binomial Regression

Y =Exp(>)

XB= Pot+ B1(Wave 1 Outcome)+ B (Parental Separatiof} ps(Percentage Alternative Families in School)
i+ Ba(Interaction Effect)+ Bs(Female)+ Bs(Age);+ P(Black);+ Bg(Asian);+ Bg(Hispanic)j+ B1o(Other)

i+ Pri(Mother has Less than High School Educatjen).,(Mother has Some Colleggh p13(Mother has
College);+ p14(Mother has Some Graduate Sch@elB,s(Percentage of School who is Blagk)
Bis(Percentage of School who is Asign)3.(Percentage of School who is HispanieB,s(Percentage of
School who is Other Racg) B,o(Percentage of Teachers in School who have thestédis Degreg)
B2o(Average Class Size at Schoph}i j

Model 2: Ordinal Probit Regression

Yi=Exp(X3)

xp= ot B1(Wave 1 Outcome)+ Bo(Parental Separatiof} Bs(Percentage Alternative Families in School)
i+ Ba(Interaction Effect)+ Bs(Female)+ Bg(Age);+ Br(Black);+ Bs(Asian);+ Bo(Hispanic);+ B1o(Other)

i+ Bu(Mother has Less than High School Educatjgn:(Mother has Some Collegg) B1s(Mother has
College);+ Bis(Mother has Some Graduate SchgelB,s(Percentage of School who is Blagk)
Bis(Percentage of School who is Asigh)B;-(Percentage of School who is HispanieBs(Percentage of
School who is Other Racg) B,go(Percentage of Teachers in School who have thestédis Degreg)t
Bao(Average Class Size at Schoph}i

Model 3: Regression of Log-transformed Dependemidiiée

Yij: XB

Log(xB)= Bo+ B:(Log(Wave 1 Outcomej} B(Parental Separatiof} Bs(Percentage Alternative Families
in School);+ B4(Interaction Effect)+ Bs(Female)+ Bs(Age);+ Br(Black);+ Bs(Asian);+ Po(Hispanic)+
B1o(Other);+ B11(Mother has Less than High School Educatjerfi(Mother has Some Collegg)
Biz(Mother has Collegg}+ B14(Mother has Some Graduate SchqelB,s(Percentage of School who is
Black);+ Bis(Percentage of School who is Asig)B.-(Percentage of School who is Hispani€)
Big(Percentage of School who is Other Rged).o(Percentage of Teachers in School who have their

Masters Degreg) B.o(Average Class Size at Schopti
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Model 4: Fixed Effects Regression of Log-transfodnieependent Variable

Yijz XB

Log(xB)= Bo+ Bo(Parental Separatiof} Bs(Percentage Alternative Families in SchqelB,(Interaction
Effect);+ Bs(Female)-+ Bs(Age);+ B-(Black)+ Bs(Asian);+ Bo(Hispanicy + B1(Other)+ Py (Mother has
Less than High School Educatigr)p;,(Mother has Some Collegg) B,5(Mother has Collegg)+
Bi4«(Mother has Some Graduate Schqolp,s(Percentage of School who is Blagk)B;s(Percentage of
School who is Asian}t B,7(Percentage of School who is HispanieBs(Percentage of School who is
Other Racej+ Byo(Percentage of Teachers in School who have thestévis Degreg)t B,o(Average Class
Size at Schooljti
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Appendix 3C: Supplemental analyses
Table 3.1c: Coefficients of Negative Binomial Reggien Model of 8-Point Delinquency Scale on Select
Control Variables, Including Percentage of ConstreaProtestant Students in School

Wave Wave !
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.117 %245
(0.078) (0.108)
Percentage of students in school who are conseevBtiotestants -0.754 *** -0.300
(0.289) (0.341)
Female -0.447 *** -1.023 ***
(0.053) (0.076)
Age Wave 1 -0.013 -0.170 ***
(0.018) (0.021)
Racé
Black -0.052 0.069
(0.098) (0.183)
Asian -0.032 -0.138
(0.126) (0.214)
Hispanic 0.210 ** -0.205
(0.105) (0.146)
Other 0.213 0.155
(0.181) (0.256)
Income per yez2
Less than $15,000 -0.061 -0.079
(0.194) (0.288)
Less than $25,000 -0.235 ** -0.111
(0.115) (0.197)
Less than $50,000 -0.136 -0.145
(0.097) (0.180)
More than $50,000 -0.163 * 0.152
(0.092) (0.167)
Missing Income -0.212 ** -0.154
(0.104) (0.168)
Highest parental education way’
Less than high school -0.219 * -0.022
(0.119) (0.166)
Some college 0.058 0.089
(0.077) (0.118)
College 0.056 0.224 **
(0.072) (0.091)
Graduate School 0.051 0.325 ***
(0.094) (0.115)
Education missing 0.131 -0.175
(0.165 (0.322
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Table 3.1c: continued.
Religious service attendar®

Never 0.092 0.144
(0.076) (0.139)
Less than once a month 0.117 0.091
(0.077) (0.122)
Once a week or more -0.103 -0.013
(0.071) (0.107)
Individual is conservatively religious -0.189 * -0.172
(0.110) (0.133)
School variables
Percentage of parents with college or more dhrca 0.471 ** 0.259
(0.199) (0.246)
Percentage of parents in PTA 0.008 0.048
(0.142) (0.158)
Classsize 0.010 -0.001
(0.008) (0.010)
Percentage of teachers with Masters degree 0.035 .3200
(0.127) (0.184)
Percent by race
Black 0.157 0.023
(0.192) (0.250)
Asian 0.423 0.154
(0.468) (0.338)
Hispanic 0.034 0.302
(0.207) (0.340)
N= 6916 6916
Constant= 0.032 1.706
Alpha= 1.984 2.533

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéfsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitBeference
group is income less than $35,08Reference group is high schotiReference is attends once a month.
* p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.05; *** p<.01
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Appendix 4A: Questions used in creation of scales
Questions included in the delinquency scale.
Wave 1:
In the past 12 months, how often did you paintfgraifr signs on someone else’s property or in hljgu
place? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 orentiones.

In the past 12 months, how often did you delibdyadamage property that didn’t belong to you? Nete
or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.

How often did you take something from a store withpaying for it? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 tsnB
or more times.

How often did you drive a car without its ownerarmission? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, Bore
times.

In the past 12 months, how often did you steal $bimg worth more than $50? Never, 1 or 2 timest 38
times, 5 or more times.

How often did you go into a house or building teastsomething? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 tirbes,
more times.

How often did you sell marijuana or other drugs@vél, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.
How often did you steal something worth less tha@?2 Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or mones.
Wave 3:

In the past 12 months, how often did you delibdyadamage property that didn’t belong to you? Nete

or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.

In the past 12 months, how often did you steal $bimg worth more than $50? Never, 1 or 2 timest 38
times, 5 or more times.

How often did you go into a house or building teadtsomething? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 tirbesw,
more times.

How often did you sell marijuana or other drugs@vét, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.
How often did you steal something worth less tha@% Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or mones.

In the past 12 months, how often did you buy, selhold stolen property? Never, 1 or 2 timesy 3o
times, 5 or more times.

In the past 12 months, how often did you use somedse’s credit card, bank card, or automaticreked
without their permission or knowledge? Never, 2dimes, 3 or 4 times, 5 or more times.

In the past 12 months, how often did you delibdyaigite a bad check? Never, 1 or 2 times, 3 timés,
5 or more times.
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Questions used in depression scale
How often was each of the following things trueidgrthe past week? (Answers range from 0-3)

You were bothered by things that usually don’t leotyou: never or rarely, sometimes, a lot of theefi
most of the time or all of the time.

You felt like you could not shake off the blueseawvith help from your family and your friends: eewor
rarely, sometimes, a lot of the time, most of iheetor all of the time.

You had trouble keeping your mind on what you waw@ng: never or rarely, sometimes, a lot of thestim
most of the time or all of the time.

You felt depressed: never or rarely, sometimest aflthe time, most of the time or all of the time

You felt that you were too tired to do things: newerarely, sometimes, a lot of the time, mosthef time
or all of the time.

You enjoyed life: never or rarely, sometimes, aofothe time, most of the time or all of the time.
You felt sad: never or rarely, sometimes, a laheftime, most of the time or all of the time.

You felt that people disliked you: never or raredgmetimes, a lot of the time, most of the timalbof the
time.
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Appendix 4B: Equations representing models

Equations for Family Closeness Analyses
Model 1: Negative Binomial Regression

Y =Exp(>)

XB= Pot+ Bi(Wave 1 Outcome)+ B (Parental Separatiof ps(Closeness to Family} B4(Interaction
Effect);+ Bs(Female)+ Bs(Age);+ B-(Black);+ Bs(Asian);+ Po(Hispanicy+ i(Other);+ By(Highest
Parental Education is Less than High School Edocft B.-(Highest Parental Education is Some
College);+ B1s(Highest Parental Education is Collegepi4(Highest Parental Education is Graduate
School);+ B1s(Parental Education is Missing) + Big(Income is Less than $15,009)B.-(Income is
$15,000-$25,00Q)+ B1g(Income is $25,000-$35,000) p14(Income is $35,000-$50,008) B,o(Income is
more than $50,00Q)+ B2:(Income is Missing) + B,(Least Parental Marital Happings)B,s(More
Parental Marital Happinesg) B..(Most Parental Marital Happinegsyei j

Model 2: Ordered Probit Regression
Yi=Exp()

XB= Pot+ B(Wave 1 Outcome)+ B (Parental Separatiof ps(Closeness to Family} B4(Interaction
Effect);+ Bs(Female)+ Bs(Age) i+ B-(Black);+ Bs(Asian);+ Po(Hispanicy+ i(Other);+ p(Highest
Parental Education is Less than High School Edoctt B, (Highest Parental Education is Some
College);+ B1s(Highest Parental Education is Collegepi.(Highest Parental Education is Graduate
School);+ Bys(Parental Education is Missing) + Big(Income is Less than $15,009)B.-(Income is
$15,000-$25,00Q)+ B1g(Income is $25,000-$35,000) p14(Income is $35,000-$50,008) B,o(Income is
more than $50,00Q)+ B2i(Income is Missing) + B,(Least Parental Marital Happings)B,s(More
Parental Marital Happinesg) p.4(Most Parental Marital Happinessyei j

Model 3: Regression of Log-transformed Dependemiaiiée

Yij: XB

Log(xB)= Bo+ P1(Log(Wave 1 Outcomejy B,(Parental Separatiopy fz(Closeness to Familyy
Ba(Interaction Effect)+ Bs(Female)+ Bs(Age);+ B-(Black);+ Bs(Asian);+ Bg(Hispanic)+ p1o(Other);+
Bi1(Highest Parental Education is Less than High SkcEdacation)+ Bi2(Highest Parental Education is
Some Collegej+ B13(Highest Parental Education is Collegei4(Highest Parental Education is Graduate
School);+ B1s(Parental Education is Missing) + Big(Income is Less than $15,009)B.(Income is
$15,000-$25,00Q)+ B1g(Income is $25,000-$35,000) p14(Income is $35,000-$50,008) B,o(Income is
more than $50,00Q)+ B2i(Income is Missing) + Box(Least Parental Marital Happings)B,s(More

Parental Marital Happiness) p.4(Most Parental Marital Happinessyei j

Model 4: Fixed Effects Regression of Logged Depend@riable

Yijz XB

Log(xB)= Bot Po(Parental Separatiopy Pz(Closeness to Family} Ba(Interaction Effecty+ fs(Female)+
Bs(Age);+ Br(Black);+ Bg(Asian);+ Bo(Hispanic)+ B1o(Other);+p11(Highest Parental Education is Less
than High School Educatiop) p.(Highest Parental Education is Some Collgge).s(Highest Parental
Education is Collegg} pB14(Highest Parental Education is Graduate Schedb)s(Parental Education is
Missing);+ Big(Income is Less than $15,008)B;17(Income is $15,000-$25,000) B1g(Income is $25,000-
$35,000);+ B1g(Income is $35,000-$50,000) Boo(Income is more than $50,000% B1(Income is
Missing); + Bzx(Least Parental Marital Happings)p,s(More Parental Marital Happiness) f.4(Most
Parental Marital Happinesgjei ;
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Equations for Sibling Closeness Analyses

Model 1: Negative Binomial Regression for Siblintp§eness Analyses

Y =Exp(:f)

XB= Pot+ B(Wave 1 Outcome)t+ p(Parental Separatiof Bs(Love for Siblings)+ B4(Interaction Effect)

i+ Bs(Female)+ Ba(Age) + B-(Black)+ Ba(Asian);+ Bo(Hispanic)+ Bi(Other)y+ Biy(Highest Parental
Education is Less than High School Educatjen),,(Highest Parental Education is Some Collgge)
Bis(Highest Parental Education is CollegeB4(Highest Parental Education is Graduate Schgol)
Bis(Parental Education is Missing} Bi¢(Income is Less than $15,048),-Income is $15,000-$25,000)
i+ Prs(Income is $25,000-$35,000) p1o(Income is $35,000-$50,008) Boo(Income is more than $50,000)
i + B2a(Income is Missing) +ei

Model 2: Ordered Probit Regression for Sibling €losss Analyses

Y =Exp(:$)

XB= Pot+ B(Wave 1 Outcome)t+ p(Parental Separatiof Bs(Love for Siblings)+ B4(Interaction Effect)

i+ Bs(Female)+ Bs(Age)+ B-(Black)+ Ba(Asian);+ Bo(Hispanic)+ Bi(Other)y+ Biy(Highest Parental
Education is Less than High School Educatjen),,(Highest Parental Education is Some Collgge)
Bis(Highest Parental Education is CollegeB4(Highest Parental Education is Graduate Schgol)
Bis(Parental Education is Missing} Bie(Income is Less than $15,0Q8),-Income is $15,000-$25,000)
i+ Prs(Income is $25,000-$35,000) p1o(Income is $35,000-$50,008) Boo(Income is more than $50,000)
i + B2a(Income is Missing) +ei

Model 3: Regression of Log-transformed Dependemialsée for Sibling Closeness Analyses

Yi=xB

Log(xB)= Pot B:(Log(Wave 1 Outcomej B (Parental Separatiof Bs(Love for Siblings)+

Ba(Interaction Effect)+ Bs(Female)+ Ps(Age)+ P(Black);+ Bs(Asian);+ Bg(Hispanic)+ pio(Other);+
Bi1(Highest Parental Education is Less than High SkcEdacation)+ Bi2(Highest Parental Education is
Some Collegej+ B13(Highest Parental Education is College4(Highest Parental Education is Graduate
School);+ B1s(Parental Education is Missing) Big(Income is Less than $15,009)B.-(Income is
$15,000-$25,00Q)+ B1g(Income is $25,000-$35,000) B14(Income is $35,000-$50,008) B,o(Income is
more than $50,00Q)+ B2i(Income is Missing) +i

Model 4: Fixed Effects Regression of Log-transfodnieependent Variable for Sibling Closeness Analyses

Yij: XB

Log(xB)= Bo+ Bo(Parental Separatiop) Bs(Love for Siblings)+ B4(Interaction Effect)+ ps(Female)+
Bs(Age);+ Br(Black);+ Bg(Asian);+ Bo(Hispanic)+ B1o(Other);+p11(Highest Parental Education is Less
than High School Educatiop) p.(Highest Parental Education is Some Collgge).s(Highest Parental
Education is Collegg} B14(Highest Parental Education is Graduate Schedb)s(Parental Education is
Missing);j+ Big(Income is Less than $15,008)B:AIncome is $15,000-$25,000) B1g(Income is $25,000-
$35,000);+ B1g(Income is $35,000-$50,008) B.o(Income is more than $50,000% P..(Income is
Missing)ij +e i
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Appendix 4C: Supplemental analyses
Table 4.1c: Coefficients of Negative Regression Maxf 8-Point Delinquency Scale at Waves 1 and 3 on
Select Control Variables, Including Family Closenes

Model 1 Model 2
Wave 1 Wave 3
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.094 0.290 ***
(0.076) (0.107)
Family Closeness -0.145 *** -0.093 ***
(0.007) (0.013)
Female -0.534 *** -1.071 **=*
(0.049) (0.073)
Age Wave 1 -0.069 *** -0.211 ***
(0.017) (0.022)
Racé
Black -0.151 0.042
(0.103) (0.140)
Asian 0.092 -0.092
(0.122) (0.183)
Hispanic 0.353 *** -0.056
(0.083) (0.136)
Other 0.068 0.139
(0.214) (0.274)
Income per year
Less than $15,000 -0.091 -0.117
(0.167) (0.304)
Less than $25,000 -0.233 * -0.029
(0.127) (0.199)
Less than $50,000 -0.077 -0.012
(0.096) (0.177)
More than $50,000 -0.027 0.295 *
(0.091) (0.167)
Missing Income -0.202 * -0.121
(0.115) (0.203)
Highest parental education wavé 1
Less than high school -0.243 ** 0.003
(0.123) (0.169)
Some college 0.015 0.077
(0.074) (0.108)
College 0.037 0.236 ***
(0.073) (0.089)
Graduate School 0.067 0.371 ***
(0.099) (0.105)
Education missing 0.073 -0.109
(0.181 (0.315




Table 4.1c: continued.
Parental relationship variabfes

Least happiness 0.050 0.051
(0.077) (0.106)

More happiness -0.050 0.006
(0.081) (0.095)

Most happiness -0.014 0.064
(0.068) (0.124)

Missing 0.069 0.105
(0.097) (0.171)

N= 7167 7167
Constant= 3.327 3.842
Alpha= 1.655 2.357

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéfsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitBeference group is
income less than $35,00tReference group is high schotiReference group is parent reports some happiness in
relationship. * p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.05%* p<.01
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Table 4.2c: Coefficients of Model of Logged DepiessScale at Waves 1 and 3 on Select Control
Variables, Including Family Closeness

Model 1 Model 2
Wave 1 Wave 3
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.040 0.041
(0.030) (0.036)
Family Closeness -0.081 *** -0.043 ***
(0.004) (0.005)
Female 0.154 *** 0.100 ***
(0.022) (0.022)
Age Wave 1 0.020 *** -0.037 ***
(0.007) (0.007)
Racé
Black 0.128 *** 0.043
(0.040) (0.038)
Asian 0.111 * 0.133 **
(0.066) (0.061)
Hispanic 0.087 ** 0.064 *
(0.044) (0.034)
Other 0.039 0.042
(0.072) (0.116)
Income per year
Less than $15,000 0.030 0.031
(0.058) (0.076)
Less than $25,000 -0.021 0.088
(0.053) (0.061)
Less than $50,000 -0.050 0.056
(0.040) (0.054)
More than $50,000 -0.020 0.066
(0.037) (0.054)
Missing Income -0.004 0.055
(0.043) (0.050)
Highest parental education wave 1
Less than high school 0.154 *** 0.218 ***
(0.048) (0.049)
Some college -0.071 ** -0.021
(0.036) (0.030)
College -0.117 *** 0.004
(0.033) (0.033)
Graduate School -0.095 ** -0.024
(0.038) (0.035)
Education missing 0.088 0.086

(0.059

(0.087




Table 4.2c: continued.
Parental relationship variabfes

Least happiness 0.037 0.004
(0.035) (0.041)

More happiness -0.019 -0.053
(0.029) (0.035)

Most happiness 0.012 -0.021
(0.029) (0.033)

Missing 0.001 -0.030
(0.037) (0.041)

N= 7227 7227
Constant= 2.278 2.367
R-squared= 0.181 0.052

Standard errors in parentheses under coefficiéfsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitBeference group is
income less than $35,00tReference group is high schotiReference group is parent reports some happiness in
relationship. * p<.05, one-tailed test; ** p<.05%* p<.01
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Table 4.3c: Coefficients of Negative Binomial Reggien Model of 8-Point Delinquency Scale at Waves 2
and 3 on Select Control Variables, Including Looe$iblings

Model 1 Model 2
Wave 1 Wave 3

Parental separation between waves 2 and 3 0.279 ** 920%8
(0.109) (0.155)

Love for Siblings -0.131 *** -0.139 **
(0.040) (0.055)

Female -0.313 *** -1.031 ***
(0.081) (0.113)

Age Wave 2 -0.129 *** -0.172 ***
(0.027) (0.032)
Racé 0.319
Black -0.319 * (0.277)
(0.167) 0.071
Asian 0.037 (0.215)
(0.159) -0.082
Hispanic 0.169 (0.166)

(0.118) 0.680 **
Other 0.262 (0.323)
(0.212) 0.207
Income per year (0.390)
Less than $15,000 0.122 0.252
(0.264) (0.263)

Less than $25,000 -0.314 * -0.007
(0.162) (0.226)

Less than $50,000 -0.064 0.445 **

(0.172) (0.205)

More than $50,000 -0.095 0.175
(0.136) (0.218)
Missing Income -0.134 0.081
(0.143) (0.233)
Highest parental education wavé 1 0.029

Less than high school 0.022 (0.163)
(0.165) 0.204
Some college 0.095 (0.136)

(0.112) 0.363 **
College 0.154 (0.155)

(0.121) -0.663 **

Graduate School 0.024 (0.331)
(0.117) (0.170)

Education missing 0.189 0.103
(0.183) (0.171)
N= 3807 3807
Constant= 2.484 2.340
Alpha= 2.221 2.427

Standard errors in parentheses under coeffici¢fsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitReference group is
income less than $35,00tReference group is high school. * p<.05, one-hiéest; ** p<.05; *** p<.01
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Table 4.4c: Coefficients of Model of Logged DepiessScale at Waves 2 and 3 on Select Control
Variables, Including Love for Siblings

Model 1 Model 2
Wave 2 Wave 3
Parental separation between waves 1 and 3 0.089 * 90*4
(0.052) (0.055)
Love for Siblings -0.086 *** -0.042 **
(0.016) (0.018)
Female 0.228 *** 0.123 ***
(0.029) (0.033)
Age Wave 1 0.048 *** -0.008
(0.010) (0.010)
Racé
Black 0.096 * 0.115 **
(0.055) (0.054)
Asian 0.206 *** 0.183 **
(0.076) (0.080)
Hispanic 0.118 ** 0.070
(0.055) (0.052)
Other 0.177 0.023
(0.124) (0.160)
Income per year
Less than $15,000 0.093 0.028
(0.081) (0.088)
Less than $25,000 -0.051 0.049
(0.070) (0.081)
Less than $50,000 -0.039 0.051
(0.059) (0.071)
More than $50,000 -0.046 0.006
(0.058) (0.064)
Missing Income 0.055 0.017
(0.059) (0.069)
Highest parental education wavé 1
Less than high school 0.025 0.229 **=*
(0.069) (0.076)
Some college -0.116 ** -0.030
(0.050) (0.045)
College -0.138 *** 0.013
(0.042) (0.045)
Graduate School -0.102 ** 0.005
(0.044) (0.051)
Education missing 0.100 0.010
(0.079) (0.114)
N= 3830 3830
Constant= 0.905 1.430
R-squared= 0.067 0.026

Standard errors in parentheses under coeffici¢fsference group is Non-Hispanic WhitReference group is
income less than $35,00tReference group is high school. * p<.05, one-hiéest; ** p<.05; *** p<.01
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