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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we examine the utility of national-levet data to adequately assess positive family fuactioning, as
well the utility of family strength constructs as predictors of adolescent behavior problems. ‘Data are taken
from the 1987 National Survey of Families and Househoids (NSFH), the 1986, 1988, and 1990 panels of the
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth - Child Suppiement (NLSY-CS), and Waves I1 and III of the National
Survey of Children (NSC).

We assess family strengths via scales that measure communication, appreciation, family activities, extended
social and family networks, parental discipline, and commitment to marriage and family. Principal
componeants, correlation, and multivariate analyses are employed.

We find that the range of available family strength items in these databases is limited, but that the use of
family strengths measures is promising. In general, 5 to 7 items are available for each summary measure. A
few constructs are examined via single-items, while other constructs (i.e., positive communication styles in the
NSFH) cannot be assessed at all. Alpha reliability of summary indices ranges between .42 and .84,

Resulits also suggest that measures of family processes predict to later behavior problems even after controlling
for social and economic variables. Parent-child interaction, in particular, parent-child communication, can
affect vouth behavior over and above the influence of income, family structure, race, and parent education.
The variance explained by family strength variables alone, however, is in general, quite modest.

Qur data support including these types of constructs in large-scale national surveys, but suggest methodological
work may be needed to develop better measures. Implications for future national data coilection efforts and
future research is discussed.



ASSESSING FAMILY STRENGTHS AND YOUTH BEHAVIOR:
A COMPARISON OF THREE NATIONAL DATABASES ON CHILDREN AND FAMILIES
INTRODUCTION

Over the past 20 years dramatic changes have occurred in the United States and in the make-
up of the American family. While two-parent families are stili the norm, divorced. never-married
single-parent families, step-families and cohabiting-parent families now represent a sizeable
proportion ot: families with children. In 1989, single-parent households comprised about one-quarter
of all family households with children (Bureau of the Census, 1992); one half of all children are
expected to live in a single-parent family at some point during their childhood years (Bumpass and
Rindfuss. 1979).

The changing face of America’s families and shifts in the context of family life have prompted
numerous discussions among researchers. policy makers, and the popular press about the impact of
such changes on the weil-being of children. Many researchers have empirically investigated the
impact of different family situations on child and adolescent development (Simons. Beaman. Conger.
and Chao, 1993: Bank. Forgatch, Patterson, and Fetrow. 1993; Javakody, Chatters. and Taylor, 1993;
Kurdek and Fine. 1993: Capaldi and Patterson. 1991: Dawson, 1991; Forehand. Thomas, Wierson,
Brody, and Fauber, 1990). A few researchers have begun to investigate differences in family
processes in order to learn more about how family life affects the development and the behavior of
children (Capaldi and Patterson, 1991; Kurdek and Fine. 1993: Dishion, Patterson, Stoolmiller, and
Skinner. 1991).

Despite these efforts, we still know relatively little about family processes and their impact
on children. Research still tends to focus on what families cannot do or cannot provide for their
children: .respective family and health interventions tend to focus on family pathologies and
problems. particularly among adolescents. We rarely concentrate on positive outcomes, or positive

family functioning as a source for understanding behavior outcomes or instituting programmatic



change. Among those studies that do focus on positive family characteristics, few employ
representative samples, use a prospective study design, or broaden their focus to include a variety
of behavior or developmental outcomes: few studies explore the diversity across different types of
families, and investigate the resiliency among families that are exposed to difficuit or potentiaily |
compromising situations.

In 1990, the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation. U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services. convened a conference to examine research on successtul families.
Evidence from this conference and a review of the multidisciplinary literature suggest that successful
families are characterized as cohesive, atfectionate. mutually appreciative, and able to communicate
with one another frequently and fruitfully (Krysan. Moore, and Zill, 1990); behavior is influenced
by positive family characteristics, but that there is a clear need to test the utility of these constructs
with randomly selected representative samples and longitudinal data.

Our study assesses the influence of positive family processes on youth behavior. among three
nationally-representative samples of families and children. We explore sub-group differences in both
the presence of positive family characteristics and the impact of these processes on youth outcomes.

Our project addresses three specific areas not traditionally expiored in current research on
families and youth. First, we explore the utility of available national-level data to operationalize
family processes. Second. we focus. primarily, though not exclusively, on positive family
characteristics rather than on maladaptive family behavior, and eXplore the utility of family strength
constructs as predictors of adolescent behavior problems. Third. we use data from three nationally-
representative samples, two of which employ a prospective study design.

DATA AND ANALYTIC STRATEGY
Data from the National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH), the National

Longitudinal Survey of Youth, Child Suppiement (NLSY-CS), and the National Survey of Chiidren



(NSC) are analyzed. This paper summarizes selected findings from each of those analyses which
have been described in separate papers (Brown, 1993; Morrison and Glei. 1993; Sugland, 1993).
Data

The National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH)

The NSFH is a large representative sample of U.S. Households in 1987. The total sample
consists of 13,014 households. 2,300 of which contain adolescents between the ages of tweive and
cighteen. In-person interviews were conducted with a randomly selected aduit; this individual is the
target respondent in the sub-sample analyzed for this project. Additional information was supplied
by the spouse. A fairly rich array of family process data was obtained. such as parental invoivement
in youth organizations and time parents and children spend together, along with measures of child
outcomes. However, no data were obtained directly from the adolescent, so only the parent
perspective is available. Only the 1987 NSFH data were available for these analyses: our analyses
in the NSFH. therefore. are cross-sectional. Data from the second wave of the NSFH, completed
in 1992-1993, will be available in early 1994,

The National Longitudinal Survey of Youth - Child Supplement (NLSY-CS)

The NLSY-CS is a suppiement of the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY). It
contains assessments of children born to the female respondents in the NLSY, beginning in 1986.
Child development data. now available for 1986, 1988. and 1990, are linked with socioeconomic.
family background, and marital history data reported by the NLSY respondents from 1979 through
1988. The NLSY-CS is a sample of children born to a cohort of females aged 21-28 in 1986. (i.e.,
relatively young mothers), and thus over-represents. children born to young mothers. This is
particuiarly true among the older children. all of whom were born when their mothers were still in
their teen years. Consequently, the children in the sample tend to be disproportionately socio-

economicaily disadvantaged.



Since the NLSY data were originally collected to study the education and labor market
experiences of a contemporary cohort of youth, the data set is rather limited in the avaiiability of
family process measures. The particular strength of this data base for the current analysis is the fact
that the surveys are obtained every other year. permitting prospective analysis of the effects of family -
process measures on the behavior of children and adolescents. In addition. indicators of behavior
problems were obtained from both the mother and from the child; since mothers may not be aware
of all the activities of their adolescents, the availability of child reports represents a substantial asset
for this data base. Child and family characteristics identified in 1986 and 1988 are used to predict
to child behavior outcomes in 1990. While full analyses have been conducted on children in two age
groups -- 6 to 9 and 10 to 14 (Morrison and Glei, 1993)-- in this paper. we present data for children
between 10 and 14.

The National Survey of Children (NSC)

The NSC is a nationally representative househoid survey of children who were aged 7-11 and
living in the contiguous United States in 1976. Three waves of the NSC have been conducted. The
first wave, in 1976 when the children were 7-11, the second in 1981 when they were 11-16, and the
third in 1987 when they were 18-22. Wave [ was designed to broadly assess the social, physical, and
psychological characteristics of U.S. children. Wave II was designed to examine the consequences
of marital disruption for children’s development and well-being. Wave III focussed on the impact
of early pregnancy and parenthood on the lives of teenage parents. In each wave, both the parent
and the child were interviewed. and in the first two waves a teacher was also interviewed. For waves
II and I1I a sub-sampie of children whose families have experienced a marital disruption since 1976.
or who were living in high contlict families in 1976 were reinterviewed. A sub-sample of children
living in two-parent families with low or medium conflict in 1976 were also reinterviewed. Although

the purpose of the NSC was not to assess family processes per se, it is quite rich in family process



measures. For the analyses reported here, baseline demographic and family strengths measures were
taken from the second wave of data collection, and youth outcome measures were taken from the
third interview. The sampie is limited to only whites and blacks, and to cases in which the youth’s
mother served as the aduit parent respondent

None of the three databases explicitly includes measures intended to tap "family strengths"
constructs. However, we were able to develop measures that approximate positive family processes.
Our efforts are guided by the work previously conducted by Krysan, Moore, and Zill (1990) and Zill
and Rhoads (1990), which provide an overview of constructs and measures that identify successful
families. While a wide range of constructs were developed and assessed for each data base, in this
paper we describe and present results for those measures or constructs that are relatively common
in at least two of the three data bases. We say "relatively common”, because we were not able to
create identical scales for each construct in each data base, as identical questions across data bases
were not available. The NLSY-CS and the NSC do contain common measures for parent-child
communication. appreciation, and a summary measure of behavior problems, however. Detaiis of
the full analyses for each data set and the entire set of family strengths constructs used in the three
separate analyses are available (see Brown (1993); Morrison and Glei (1993) and; Sugland (1993)).

Variables used to measure family strengths and youth behavior problems in this paper are
described in Table 1. Appendix A summarizes the general availability of family strengths measures
across the three databases. For this effort, we select measures that represent common or at least
simitar family strengths and youth behavior constructs in the three data sets. Items appear to
represent three potentially distinct domains of family processes. The first domain focuses on

interactions between the adult respondent and the child. Items in this domain, for example, tap

'Fathers as adult respondents make up less than 10% of the adult respondent sampie. To limit confounding due to differences in
mother/father reports or to exclude children single-parent families where father reports are not avaiiable, the NSC sample is limited
10 mothers.



parent-child communication, appreciation. and time-together or family activities. Our scales include
questions that measure the amount of communication between parent(s) and children, tﬁe amount
of praise and affection children receive from parent(s) for positive behavior and accomplishments,
and how often parents and children spend time doing certain activities together.

The second domain revolves around the adult respondent and his/her feetings about marriage
and family and avaiiability and use of social networks. Items in this second conceptuai realm
measure th|‘3 adult respondent’s beliefs about the longevity of marriage, and the importance of
marital fidelity.

The third domain measures parental discipline and harsh punishment. These constructs are
not included in the family strengths literature explicitly, but other studies have found this domain
to be important for child outcomes (Baumrind. 1971: Maccoby & Martin. 1983). Items for the third
construct include parent’s attitude toward harsh punishment and use ot harsh discipline.

To measure youth behavior problems, we select two outcome measures from each data base.
In the NSFH., we use a summary measure of behavior problems comprised of difficuit behavior and
personality characteristics, such as a child who is irritabie or sad. fearful, and bullies (Behavioral
Problems I), and a measure of more serious behavior problems, such as being suspended/expelied.
running away, or in trouble with the police (Behavioral Problems II).

In the NLSY-CS, we also explore a summary measure of behaviorat problems, the Behaviorai
Problems Index (BPI), reported by the aduit respondent. Developed by Zill and Peterson (Zill,
1990), from prior indices, the BPl measures acting out behaviors, depressed and withdrawn
behaviors, as well as distractable/hyperactive behavior.

We examine the relationship between family strengths and child reported behavior problems
in the NLSY-CS as well. Our measure of child-reported behavior includes the number of times

youth stayed out tater than instructed. hurt someone badly enough to require medical attention, lied



to parent(s), stole something or skipped school.

In the NSC, we examine the same BPI measure included in the NLSY-CS and‘ a youth-
reported scale measuring delinquent behaviors in the previous 12 months.
Analytic Strategy

As previously mentioned. we employ a prospective design with the NLSY-CS and the NSC
data, and take a cross-sectional approach with data from the NSFH. We assess the utility of large-
scale survey day to assess family processes via principal components analysis and alpha retiabilities:
we assess the appropriateness of family strengths constructs for families with children for varied
subgroups using mean distributions of family strengths; we examine the association of family
strengths with children’s behavior with product moment correlations and muitiple regression
analyses. In the NLSY-CS, we examine racial, gender. and family type subgroup differences in the
presence of family strengths: in the NSC, we explore racial and family type subgroup differences: in
the NSFH family type subgroup differences are examined. In all data sets, we control for
socioeconomic factors such as parental education. income, family type and size. and the influence
of other family life situations such as maritai disruption.

Three specific research areas are addressed by our work:

. What is the utility of national-level data to adequately assess measures of family
processes? Are relevant measures available? Do available measures have reasonabie
psychometric properties?

. What is the appropriateness of family strengths constructs for varied sub-groups (e.g.,
single and two-parent families. blacks and whites. boys and girts)? Are there any
robust measures for these varied sub-groups?

. Are family strengths associated with positive outcomes for children? Which strengths
are more strongly correlated with problem behavior among children and adolescents?
Do family strengths predict to child outcomes across varied population sub-groups?

Do these associations hold even after controlling for other social and economic
family characteristics?



RESULTS
What is the utility of national-level data to adequately assess measures of family processes?

Our first step is to explore the feasibility of creating measures of family strengths in the
NSFH. NLSY-CS, and the NSC. We assess whether any relevant items are available from which to
create summary measures, as well as the item variability and reliability of created indexes.

In describing the selected family strengths items in Table 1, we note. in some instances there
are no or insutficient relevant items with which to create specific family strengths constructs. For
example. the NSFH has insufficient measures for positive communication, appreciation, or parental
discipline to produce reliable scales. The NLSY-CS does not contain items relating to commitment
to marriage and family. Even among measures that are present, there are difference in the range
of items and the breadth of the constructs they are able to measure. For instance, the NSC
measures tl.'le extent of social networks via a surmmary item that inciudes the frequency of parentat
contact with friends and the number of close friends in near geographic proximity. In the NSFH,
social networks can be measured by the totai number of adult kin outside the household with whom
the respondent is very close emotionally, the item we explore in this paper. The NSFH also contains
measures for the total number of family members living near the respondent, and the number of
days per year the adult respondent socializes in the evening with friends, neighbors, or co-workers.
The NLSY-CS contains one question about the frequency of family visits with friends or relatives.
Thus. the possibility for creating a more comprehensive measure of social networks is somewhat
greater in the NSFH than in the NSC or NLSY-CS, and is most limited in the NLSY-CS.

Although the range of items is somewhat narrow in the three data bases. we are nonetheiess.
interested in the psychometric properties of the available items. Table 2 summarizes the
psychometric properties of the family strengths indicators for all three data bases. The items making

up each index are entered into a principal components analysis, a form of factor analysis. Only



multiple-item indices were factor analyzed. We use the following criteria to assess the psychometric

properties of our measures:

a) there shouid be only one factor extracted, or, if there is more than one. the first factor
should explain a large proportion ot the variance in the items (around 40 percent or more);

b) subsequent tactors should exptain fairly equal proportions of the remaining variance:
¢) all or most of the items should have substantial loadings (.30 or more) on the first factor:

d) all or most of the items should have higher loadings on the first factor than on subsequent
components (Carmines and Zeller, 1979);

e) items should demonstrate a Cronbach’s alpha ot .60 or more.

Based on the above criteria. it is evident that many of our family process measures do not
have satisfactory psychometric properties. In the NSFH. two of the three items have reliabilities of
.60 or more. these include family activities and social networks. However, while the reliability of the
social networks measure is .60. factor analyses produces four factors. The tirst factor does expiain
close 1o 40% with remaining tactors explaining less variance. In the NLSY-CS. only two of the four
constructs. that we report here, demonstrate satisfactory properties. These are interviewer-evaluated
parent-child communication and appreciation. Both of these produce oniy a single factor on which
ail of the items load at least .30. and all have quite acceptable levels of reliability, .75 and .84,
respectively.

We note that the NSC has the greatest number of family process items. but the psychometric
properties of these items are relatively weak. Three of the six constructs have reliabilities of .60 or
more -- parent-child communication. appreciation. and parental discipline. Only one of these
measures, parent-child communication. produces a single factor. While the reliability of the
remaining two are acceptable at .75 and .71. they both produce three factors. In each case, the first
factor explains less than 40 percent of the variance in the items.

While none of these three data bases (nor any other nationally representative data base of



which we are aware) explicitly includes measures intended to tap "family strengths" constructs, we
were able to develop measures that assess many of the family strengths measures with reasonable
reliability. However. in most cases, only a few items are available to construct scales. reducing scale
reliability, and some constructs could not be assessed at all. This is particularly true of the NLSY-
CS. These analyses clearly indicate that while good measures are available in these three data sets.
more relevant items are needed to construct better summary measures of family processes.

What is the appropriateness of family strengths constructs for varied sub-groups?

Next we explore the presence of family strengths separately by sample sub-groups, and
examine the appropriateness of these measures for various sub-groups. Tables 3 and 4 summarize
the mean values for tamily strengths indices from all three data sets by family type and race/ethnicity
respectively. In general. there are few substantial differences in the distributions of mean scores on
indicators of family sirengths across famiiy type. This suggests that family strengths are common
among all types of families, irrespective of family structure or race/ethnicity. The differences that
are notable occur primarily among white families and two-parent families, with family strength
characteristics showing a more positivé ranking. For example, in both the NSFH and ;he NSC, two-
parent families have higher scores on the social network indices than single-parent families, Parent-
child communication is slightly higher among white families than black families in the NSC, and
somewhat higher among whites than non-whites in the NLSY-CS.

We note. again, that while these differences emerge, they are minimal and, in general. not
statisticaily significant. Given the substantial differences in socioeconomic status across the family
sub-groups. the relatively minimal differences found in measures of family process is potentiaily
important. It may reflect common processes across families unrelated to income. race. or family
structure. In the case of the NLSY-CS, however, it may reflect the disadvantaged nature of the

sample. with less variation than found in a truly heterogenous national sample. However. it may also
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reflect the limited nature of the measures we empioyed and a reliance on overly global measures that
cannot tap sub-group differences.
Do the family strength variables predict to behavior problems among children?
Bivariate Analyses

The most central question for these analyses is whether family strengths affect the incidence
of problem behaviors in children and youth. We first explore this question using correlational
analyses presented in Table 5, controlling for family type. Correlational analyses do indeed indicate
that the presence of varied family strengths is associated with tewer behavior problems among
chiidren and youth aimost without exception, irrespective of family structure. For example, strong
parent-child communication, appreciation, and joint activities, are all found to be associated with
fewer subsequent behavior problems among young adults in the NSC across all family types.
Similarly, in the NLSY-CS, measures of appreciation, communication, and social networks all predict
to fewer subsequent behavior problems among school-aged children. The magnitude and level of
significance of the associations varies, and sometimes associations are not statistically significant: but
the direction of the effect rarely goes opposite to prediction. That s, the data virtually never suggest
that the presence of family strengths is correfated with the more frequent occurrence of behavior
problems. Measures of harsh or strong punishment. on the other hand. do predict to later problems.

Table 6 and 7 summarizes correlations of family strengths with behavior problems by race
and gender of the child respondent for the NLSY-CS and the NSC. Family strengths show positive
effects on child behavior for whites, non-whites. and males and females as well. The magnitude and
level of significance of the associations are often modest, however. The patterns for males and
females are similar among the 10 to 14 year olds in the NLSY-CS, although the association between
communication, appreciation and both the parent and child reported behavior outcomes appear to

be stronger for temales than males: the relationship between social networks and behavior outcomes
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is opposite for males and females.

Similar patterns of statistically significant associations between family strengthsrand child
outcomes are observed among white and nonwhite 10 to 14 year oids in the NLSY-CS. Although
the relationship between BPI scores and the appreciation and parental discipline measures work in
opposite direction for the two groups.

In NSC, parent-child communication is also associated with fewer behavior problems for both
males and females. although its appears to be more strongly associated with measures of delinquency
among males. and the BPI among females. Appreciation is most strongly associated with behavior
outcomes for females. Strong punishment is associated with more negative behaviors for both males
and females in the NSC.

These correlations provide clear evidence that family strengths are predictive of child
outcomes. Measures of internal family functioning, parent-child communication, appreciation, strong
punishment are more predictive of outcomes than external measures, such as sociai networks. These
patterns are consistent for family subgroups as well as across the three data bases. However. the
evidence presented does not address the very important question of whether these correlations
remain when tamily background differences are taken into account. Multivariate analyses are
therefore conducted on each of the data bases to address this question.

Muitivariate Analyses

We employ ordinary least squares regression to predict child behaviors. In our models, we
control for family type. gender and age of the child respondent, sex and age of the aduit respondent
(NSFH and NLSY-CS}), race/ethnicity of child, parental education, family income. family size or
number of siblings, prior child behaviors or characteristics (e.g., low birthweight, previous measures
of the BPI, handicapping conditions), and respondent-partner measures (e.g., marital contlict,

parental depression).
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Table 8 summarizes the results from the final regression analyses for the selected behavior
outcomes across all three data sets. Rather than presenting regression coefficients for the full
models across each data set, we describe the influence of famiiy strengths on the selected outcomes
we presented. In Table 8, a "0" indicates that no significant association is observed at the p < 0.05
level, while a "-" indicates a negative influence on behavior problems (i.c.. family strengths leads to
more negative behavior problems); a "+" indicates a positive influence on behavior problems (i.e.,
family strengths leads to fewer negative behaviors); "na” indicates the variable was not included in
the final regression model.

A review of table 8 suggests that controlling for socioeconomic variabies, such as parental
education. income. race, and family structure, tends to diminish but not erase the effects of family
process variables. Inthe NSC, parent-child communication demonstrates a significant influence on
the two vouth outcomes examined. leading to fower scores on the BPI and fewer delinquent
behaviors. Commitment to family reduces delinquent behavior, but has not significant intluence on
BPI scores. The remaining family strength measures. appreciation, family activities or measures of
social networks. do not predict to either of the behavior problem measures in multivariate models
in the NSC.

In the NLSY-CS, the family strength measures have little effect on child outcomes once
sacioeconomic variables are controlled. In fact, none of the tamily strength measures consistently
affects children’s behavior, though appreciation is associated with fewer child-reported behavior
problems. The lack of effects of family strengths on child outcomes in the NLSY-CS may retlect
the paucity of strong measures of family processes or the limited variability found in the
disadvantaged sample of NLSY-CS mothers with school-age children. Since a goal of examining
family strengths, however, is to identify family processes that represent a positive resource for

families regardless of their socioeconomic assets. the minimal effects in this sample are important
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to recognize.

In the NSFH, the variables found to be the most important were those that tap the internal
family processes, including parent-child time together and parental commitment to the tamily. The
availability of social networks was not found to predict directly to child outcomes in the muitivariate
models.

The parental discipline measure we present is not technically a part of the family strengths
tradition, but represents a construct that has nevertheless been found in other studies to affect
children’s development. This measure was inciuded in the multivariate models both as a controi
variable and as substantive variable, to explore the expectation that the family strengths measures
did not fully tap all dimensions of family functioning. We included parental discipline along with
measures of marital conflict, parental depression and marital disruption. These measures wére
included along with socioeconomic controls and were found to have some negative etfects on
children’s development, net ot background factors and other measures of family strengths. For
example. in the NLSY-CS, though family strength variables were not significant in multivariate
analyses. the use of strong punishment (spanking) by the parent to discipline their school-aged child
did predict to subsequent behavior problems. Strong punishment was shown to increase negative
behaviors in youth in the NSC as well. In the NSFH. both parental depression and marital conflict
were associated with higher scores on the index for Behavioral Problems I.

Although we control for other tamily and background characteristics in our final regression
models. one potential problem is that many of the family strengths measures as operationalized in
these data bases may be confounded with family structure. For exampile, child-related activities and
communication may be atfected by the number of adults present in the tamily and their relationship
to the child. Moreover, membership in particular family structure categories. such as single parent

families, is correlated with attributes such as low parental education and low income. Thus. it is
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possible that the intluence of family characteristics is a result of group membership. To examine the
possibility that such selectivity factors were distorting the multivariate results, models were estimated
on NLSY-CS data employing selection models (Maddala, 1983} that take both observable and
uncbservable differences between the groups into account. First a probit model was estimated
predicting membership in a continuously married family compared to membership in any other
family type. The Inverse Mills Ratio derived from this estimation. the hazard instrument. was then
included in the muiltivariate equation. Results from this equation are found to be about the same
as the estimates without controlling for selectivity, both in terms of magnitude and statisticai
significance. Hence, sample selectivity was not found to be a significant problem for these analyses.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Overall, the results from these analyses suggest that including measures of family processes.
such as family strengths constructs, in large-scale national surveys is promising. Measures of family
strengths predict to later behavior problems even after controlling for social and economic variables.
Results suggest that parent-child interaction in particular (such as parent-child communication) can
affect children’s behavior over and above the intluence of income, family structure. race, and parent
education. Moreover, family process measures seem to be important within sub-groups defined by
family structure and race, as well as in the total sample.

The variance explained by family strength variables, however. is generally modest. particularly
in the NLSY-CS and the NSC. In the NSFH. family strengths measures explained as much of the
variance as other sociodemographic characteristics. The total variance explained by the full modeis.
however, was still quite modest (between 10 and 12 percent).

Several factors may explain the minimal associations found here. One primary reason
probably reflects the lack of a theoretical or conceptual framework for the family strengths measures.

The constructs we employ were developed and refined by researchers and practitioners who tended
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to first identify successful families and then to identify the characteristics of those famities. This
process yielded an intuitively meaningful set of family strengths in need of theoretical linkage with
the child development and family sociology literatures. A stronger linkage between the insights
afforded by the successful families literature and the theoretical perspectives of these other traditions
(i.e.. child development research, and research on resilience or invulnerable youth) would help to
put family strengths constructs within a single, coherent theoretical framework. For example, the
resilience literature identifies "social capital” --encouragement and investment in the development
of children’s human capital-- as an important factor in minimizing disadvantage (Coleman. 1988:
Luthar, 1991; Parcel and Menaghan, 1993; Sugiand and Hyatt, (in preparation); Sugland.
Blumenthal, and Hyatt, (in preparation)).

A stronger theoretical approach would aiso inform hypotheses regarding which family
strengths are important as direct effects and which function indirectly. For example, the etfect of
religion on children may be transmitted indirectly through family structure or commitment to
marriage, or it may function as a direct effect on the child’s own standards and values. In addition.
it would help discern which family strength constructs. if any, are redundant. For example, are
parent-child activities. family religious activities. and religiosity multiple and discrete constructs, or
do they overlap in part. Similarly, some variables may be important primarily in interaction with
other variables. Thus. the importance of extended kin may be manifest primarily among single
parent families, where they play an essential role supporting the childrearing etforts of that single
parent. Clear theoretical arguments indicating the mediating mechanisms between constructs and
child outcomes are needed.

Apart from insufficient theoretical development. the family strengths constructs lack adequate
measurement in existing national surveys. Indeed. this critique would have to be extended more

generally to measures of family processes in current national surveys. Relatively few resources have
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been devoted to developing scales appropriate for survey administration. Entire constructs are often
measured with a single item. The validity of items and scales and entire constructs in different sub-
popuiations has not been assessed. The role of the extended family and religious institutions. for
example. may be quite different in black and single parent families than in white or two biological
parent tamilies. Similarly, communication within the family requires different measures when there
is one parent than when there are two, and the signiticance of social connectedness seems to differ
across family types. However, the number of such instances is fairly modest: in general, the various
family strengths do seem to be relevant to most family types. To understand the role of family
processes apart from family socioeconomic resources will require an investment in measure
deveiopment.

One methodological issue to which the answer appears clear is the need for muitiple
respondents. In particular, obtaining the perspective of the child or youth on family processes and
on their own behavior seems to be important. Family strengths, as reported by the child-respondent,
were more predictive of child outcomes reported by the child respondent than the aduit respondent.

Ultimately, the vaiue of these analyses is that they have systematically taken promising
constructs developed in one literature and examined them with stringent multivariate methods. This
interplay across disciplines and methods can enhance our understanding of the processes that
underlie child and adolescent development much more rapidly than if narrow specialties work in
isolation. These analyses indicate that most of the family strength constructs do atfect the
development of children and adolescents net of socioeconomic variables across varied social groups.
At the same time, they indicate a need for theory-driven measures, more reliable survey items, scale
items that are appropriate within varied cultural groups and within different family structures, and
variables that assess the critical mediating processes that connect parental inputs with child

outcomes.

17



REFERENCES

Bank. L.. Forgatch. M.S.. Patterson. G.R.. and Fetrow. R.A. (1993). "Parenting Practices of
Singie Mothers: Mediators ot Negative Contextual Factors”. Jou of riage and

the Family. 35(May):371-384.

Brown. B. (1993). "Family Functioning and Adolescent Behavior Problems: An Anaiysis of the
National Survev of Families and Housenotds". Washington. D.C.:Child Trends. I[nc.

Bumpass, L. and Rindfuss. 1979. "Children’s experience of Marital disruption”. American
Journal of Sociology. 85(1):49-65.

Capalidi. D.M. and Patterson. G.R. {1991). "Relation of Parental Transitions to boys’
Adjustment Problems: [. A Linear Hyphothesis. [I. Mothers at Risk tor Transitions and

Unskiilled Parenting. Developmental Psychology. 27( ):489-504.

Carmines, E. and Zeller. R. (1979). Reliability and Validity. Sage Universitv Paper Series 6n
Quantitative Applications in the Social Sciences. U7-017. Beverly Hills. CA: Sage
Publicartions. Inc.

Dawson. D.A. (1991). Family Structure and Children’s Health and Well-being: Data From the

1988 Nationai Health Interview Study. Jeournai of Marrfage and the Famly, 33(7):573-
4.

(.O

Dishion. T.J.. Parterson. G.R.. Stoolmilier. M.. and Skinner. M.L. (1991). "Familv. School, and
Behavioral Antecedents to Earlv Adolescent Involvement With Antisocial Peers'.

Developmental Psvchology. 27:172-180.

Forehand. R.. Thomas. A.M.. Wierson. M.. Brody. G.. and Fauber. R. (1990). "Role of Naternai
Functioning and Parental Skiils in Adloescent Functioning Foilowing Parental Divorce .
Journal of Abnormal Psychoiogy. 99:278-283.

Jayakody. R. Chatters. L.M.. and Taylor. R.J. (1993). "Family Support to Singie and Married
African American Mothers: The Provision of Financial. Emotional. and Child Care
Assistance’. Journal of Marriage and the Family. 55(May):261-276.

Krvsan. A.. Moore. K.. and Zill. N. (1990). “Identifying Successtul Families: An Overview of
Constructs and Selected Measures”. Washington. D.C.:Child Trends. Inc.



Kurdek. L.A.. and Fine, M.A. (1993). "The Relation Between Family Structure and Young
Adolescents’ Appraisals of Family Climate and Parenting Behavior'. Journal of Famijy
[ssues. 14(2):279-290.

Luthar. S.S. (1991). "Vulnerability and Resilience: A Study ot High Risk Adolescents’. Child
Deveiopment. 62:600-616.

Maddala. G.S. (1983). Limited-Dependent and Qualitative Variabjes in Econometrics
Cambridge. MA: Cambridge University Press.

Morrison. D.R. and Glei. D. (1993). "Assessing Family STrengths in the National Longitudinal
Survey of Youth - Child Suppiement”’. Washington. D.C.:Child Trends.

Parcei. T.L. and Menaghan. E.G. (1993) "Parental Work. Family Social Capitai and Early
Childhood Cutcomes”. Unpublished Manuscript.

Santrock. J.W. and Sitterfe. K.A. (1987). "Parent-child Relationships in Stepmother Families. In

K. Pasley and M. lhinger-Tallman {Eds.), Remarriage and Stepparenting: Current
Research and Theory (pp.289-315). Hillside. N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum,

Simons. R.L.. Beaman. J.. Conger. R.D.. and Chao. W. (1993). "Stress. Support. and Antisocial
Behavior Trait as Determinants of Emotional Well-being and Parenting Practices Among
Singie Mothers”. Jou of Marriage and the Famiiy. 55(May):385- 398.

Sugland. B.W. (1993). "The Effect of Family Strengths on Youth Behavior: An Analysis of the
National Survev of Children. Washington. D.C.:Child Trends. Inc.

Sugiand. B.W.. Blumemhal. C.B.. and Hyatt. B. (in preparation). "Successtul Life Events Among
"At-Risk” Young Women: The Mediating Effects of Social Capital". Washingion.
D.C.:Child Trends. Inc.

Sugiand. B.W. and Hyartt. B. (in preparation). "Social Capital and the Qrdering of Life Events
Among ‘At-Risk’ Young Women". Washington, D.C.:Child Trends. Inc.

U.S. Department of Commerce Economics and Statistics Administration (1992). "Housing of
Single-Parent Families”. Statistical Brief. Bureau of the Census.

Zill. N. (1990). Behavior Problems Index Based on Parent Report. Washington. D.C.:Child
Trends. Inc.



Table 1. Description o Family Stuengths Characteristics and Child Owicomes s the NSELE (1987), the NESY CS (1958), and ihe NSC (1951)

DESCRIFITON OF SE1 ECTED SURVEY TITEMS

Famile Sweagths Characteristis

N5iTl

NLSY (S

“ CONSC

Parent Clald Communication

-“ll’l'l“l“i"h-' Hemes aal aviadlable

Fitem index from 04, Measores
the amount and type of
wmmunication between pnent amd
child as obsceved by the

inenviewer  during the 1984
mterview.  (Ineaviewer Repon,
1988)

3 wem index from G-12;
Measmies how [requentiy
parent(s) lalk over impm‘l:mi
deddsions with child, how such
say child has in making up
rules; (Clild gepont - 1981)

Appreciation

#
Insaflicient pdems T creme i

h nehiable inchey

Ve index from 0 12 sicasunes
the number of gmes mother shows
child physical .ffection; priscs
child Tor duing somcthing
worthwlule; 1old another adule
stincting positive abow duld
{(Muther repan - 1988)

and physical affeaion reccived
for acoomplishments  or positive
behavior; how ofien paeat

tells child (shhe is pleased with
child, how ofien parcat hugs or
kisses child; (Chuld repon -

1981}

B acm index from (48;
measiies  the amount of praise

v

Family Adivides/Jime Togemer

b item index from 1 I8;
measties  the number ol lnies
past week at ancals wath chiid,
friequenty of leisue activities
ontsidde e home, hegueary of
private ks, pliying fogather,
helping with reading or
homework (Parent aepoit, [947)

Tiem imdex from 07, measuies
how olten gone o ouwies, out to
dinner, shopping or family outag;
Trequency of plying ogether,
buihling somthing, warking on
sthool wink together. (Child
repent, JYSE)

Titem iwdex from 07,
freguency of joint parent-child
activitics in the past month
such s going o movics, ot
dinner, playing sogether, doing
school wank wpgether.

Comminment 10 Magnage/Tanly

Jatem ddex fromi 15 how
much adult agrees with: s
better 1o be gracicd than
sinple: murtage s Lo il
better o have s chibd than v
clubdlos. (Parenr seport. L7

Approgriele dents ped awvadiabile

S-dem dex from 020,
measuies mother’s belicl aboual
longeviy of marnage,
importanee of marital fidedity,
inlimacy. amd honesty within
warrage (Paent report, 1981)




Table 1. Description of Family Steeagihs Chanacteristies and Child Outcomes in the NSEFL (1987), the NESY €S (1988), and the NSC (1981)

DESCRIPTION OF SE ECTED SURVEY T'TEMS

Family Swengthy Characteristics

Nsi

I

NISY €S

NSC

Baiended Socid Netwotks

Yopwem tdex;, measuges the
mumber ol adull extended
family with whom sespombeat s
very dose cmotionally

Singhe ilem from 04, how ofien
whole tamily gets topether with
relatives of Ldends (Cild repoa),
1948)

S-item imbex from G- §5;
measures frequency of pazents’
wniaet with faends and
relatives, # of dose friends
within an hour’s drive;
frequency of omtace with dose
fricnds. (Pavent reposs, 1981),

Parental Disapline

Approprisie items ol available

Fitem index from 04 parent’s
espoise {0 how they would
hypothenally discipline a diibd
that swears or is disrespectfuf,  how
W disciphne their child if (sjhe
trouglt home poor grades. (Parent
tepon, 1988)

B-item index from 6-12;
mcasures  exienl oy Which
parent nses sirong or abusive
punishinear, makes fun o
tucatens o slap or spank
child; child cver been physicilly
harmied by parental
putiishment. (Child sepan,
1981).

Chik! Behavior Oritcomivs

Helaviond Problems hudex

7 item index from 7 21
meastnes how often cld s
imtide or sal, loses wemper, is
cheerful, is feadul, bulics other
children, does what (s)he is
asked, ges alung with otlier
children, (Parent repont, 1987)

A Xitem sale;, measures some of
the more common behavior
syudromes in young people {c.g,
"auting ow”, distradable  behavior,
hyperacive  behavior, depressed-
withdrawn behavior),  (Parent
report.  1954).

17 item scale from 017,
includes extent w which child
chealsMics, has a hard tine
concentraling, has strong
temper, is aucd or mean o
others, fecls worthless.  (Parcat
cpoa - 1987)

Index of Delinguent or Trouble Behavior

5-item index from 0 5;mcasires
whether dhild, since age 12, has
wer becn suspended/expelled
froun school sinee age 12 ever
g away, cver i troubile with
police; mcaseires whether child
his seen doctor (o emotional
problems, or met with
teacher/principal - re:chibd's
prublem bebavior in past year.
{Parent report, 1987).

Sitean index; measaees namiber of
limes in last year that youth: stayed
out later than histher parcnts said
they shoukd; Lt someone badly
enough 1o require medical
assistance;  stole somcthing or
damaged school propeny; bronght
parent(s) 1o school because of
someibing (s)he did wrong; skipped
schibol, stayed out at least one
night without pemiission (Child

epor, 1014 yr olds, 1958).

Iiem scale from 0-23;
atcasures how oflen in past 12
months chifd damaged or
destoyed propenty, cned
hidden weapon, stale or ned
o steal o motar vehide, sold
drags, or stopped of
questioned by police 3+ times
for doing somcthing wrong.
(Child repon, 1987

[+

N
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Table 22 Psychometric Propertics of Family Strengths Tndicators Amang Childien 12 38 (NSEFLD, 10 160 13 (HESY-CH), and TF o 16 {NSC).

NSKH

Measures

Parent-Child Communic.
Appreciation

Family Activilics

Parental Discipline
Commitment to Marr/Fam
Social Networks

NLSY-CS

Mecasures

Interviewer reporied
Parent-Child Communic.

Appreciation

Family Activitics

Pareatal Discipline

Commitment to Marr/Ifam

Sacial Nelworks

NSC

Measures

Pareni-Child Communic.
Appreciation

Family Activitics

Parental Piscipline
Commitment to Mar/Fam
Sacial Networks

Source: Child Trewds, Ine. Tabubations of the National Survey of Families and Houscholds, $987, the National Longitadinal Survey of Youwth-Child

# ol
Componcenl
Ilems

# ol
Componend
lems

# of
Component
Tems

ALA O~ 00 W

Alphit # of Vactors
Reliabilily baxtracied
a2 |
5 1
ill] 4
Alpha # of Factors
Reliahibity Lixtracted
5 l
84 |
55 2
42 1
NA NA
Alpha # of Faclors
Rcliability Bxtracted
61 1
5 3
53 2
v 3
50 |
A7 2

2 of Tal Variance
Accoumlted for by
Fiach Factor

# of Compaonenl
ltems with Highest
1 oading on st Faclor

nol available
nol availuble
not available

% of Yot Variance
Accounted [or by
Lach Factor

# of Component
Items with Highest
1 aading on Ist Factor

57.7%
75.9%
20.2%, 15.2%
38.4%

NA

% ol Tol Variance
Accounted for by
Fiach Faclor

NA
NA
ool7
NA

NA

# of Component
Items with Highest
L anding on Ist Factog

399,

3%, 15%, 13%
26%, 17%
33%, 17%, 13%
33%

329%, 26%

Supplement, 1986, 1988, 1990 wave, and the Nationat Sureey of Chitdren, Waves T and waves 11 (1981 and 1987).

NA
6ol 8
5007
6of 8

NA
2al)b



Table 3: Mc:m Values for Family Strengths Indices Among Children 12-18 (NSEFH, 10 to 14 (NLSY-CS), and 10 to 17 (NSC) by Family Type

Family Married Twa- Never-Married  Divarced/Sep | Comtinnously Ever Separated)  Never- Two-Biological/  Never Marriced, Tiver
Strengths Biological Female Head Female Head | Married Divorced Marricd Step-Parent Scp/Widowl])i\;orccd
Characteristics  Parents
Parent-Child ---- 35 32 35 1.2 7.1
Communic,
Appreciation - - 6.4 5.9 48 6.0 6.2
Activitics 22.08 23.72 23.07 34 3.5 34 32 3.0
l’arc“‘al R, . ——— ——— 2-)- 23 23 ]-"‘ l-4
Discipline
Commitment 10.86 9.75 9.49 -one -—-- 16.5 153
to Marriage &
Family
Social 4405 3.43 3.09 2.5 26 25 9.4 75
Networks -
Noute: Table values are based on weighted data.

Sowrce; Child Trends. Iuc. tabulativns of the National Susvey of Familics and Houscholls, 1987, the Mational Fangitudingl Swvey of Youth Child Supplement, 1986, 1988, and 1990 waves and; the National Susvey of Clililien

Waves 1] and 111 {1981 and 1987).




Table 41 Mean Values for Family Streapths Indices Among Chikleen 10 to 1 (NELSY-C5) and 10 10 17 (NSC) by Race

Fumily Strengths Whites Blacks Hispanics Twao-Biolagicul/ Never Married, Ever
Characteristics Step-Parent Sep/WidowMivorced
Parent-Chitd 34 340 i3 713 6.9
Communic.
Appreciation 6.7 44 52 6.1 5.8
Activilics 35 34 35 32 2.8
Yarental Discipline 22 25 22 1.4 1.4
Commitment 1o - - 16.4 15.3
Marriage & Family
Social Networks 25 2.6 2.5 9.2 7.9
Note: Table values are based on weighied data.

v

Source: Child Trends, Inc. 1abulations of the National Suvey of Familics and Louscholds, 1987, the Nationad Longitudinad Suivey of Youth-Child Supplement, 1986, 1988, and 1990 waves and; the National Survey of Childie
Waves 1 and HL (1981 and 1987). . y ot (] en,




Table 5: Corrclations Between Behavior Problems and Family Steengths Indicators Among Clilldeen 1208 (NSELE), 1010 14 (NESY-CS) and 1 w0 17 '(NS(‘.) by
Family Type

MSKlI NISY 5!

Manricd Two-Biological Never Marricd Divoras/Sep Comtinuously Buer Scpasated! Never-Marricd

Pareuts Female Head Female 1lead Mlassicd Divenoed
Fumdy Nirenghs Bohav Hehay Nehay Hehuv Hchav Welbav nil Child Kepud i Child Repud Bt £ hild Repd
Characieristics rob. | Prob. 11 Prob 1 Prob 11 I'rob 1 Prab. 1§ (Parcm ichavior {Paremt Behavior (Parcnt Behavior

Rep) Problums Repyy Problems Repyy Probicms

Parest-Child — - - - - L -4 -1 ath 16 "
Communialivn
Appreaation - - o —- (1N 18~ o 13" -2 10
Aclivitics 8" W » ] T " au an T s A3 14
Parental Disdipline - — -— - - H K (1] ul i 02
Commitment Lo " i) K] -2 A7 i R - - _ — . .
Marriage & Family
Snal Networks - -0 3 - 10 - -7 (3 M . I} 13 AT

=p <00
" p<oos
fp<0l0

Vhe number of ascs on which asmrelations were basad mnges iom 197 0 H7 @among watineously manivd), 27 w285 (among aer dispuplady and 72 1o 193 (2among never manicd), Figuies are based oo weighted Jaga.
P Cuse siee rmagas from 1) o 1122

Sonrac Child Teends, Foc thulations of the National Survey ol Familics and Elonschobds, 1987, ahe Nadonal Sangindinal duavey of Youth Clild Supploment, 1950, 5985, and 19 waves aml; the Mational Suevey of Chilibicn,

Waves 1E and HI (1981 and 1Y87).




Table 3: Cogreltions Between Behavior Problems and Family Strengths Dndicators Aamong Children 1218 (NSELD, 10 0 1 (NLSY-CS) and 1) 10 17 (NSC) by
Family Type {Conlinued) _ :

NSt E

Twn Miokogieal/ Mever Magried, Ever Scpanated, Widowed or Divoracd

Siep Parent
Famiy Sineugths 1301 Bohinqueny nel Dolinguency
¢ humac teristics past 12 mos past 12 mos
Parcut-Child Communicition B -1 8™ T
Appredation ’ An” w' T ™
Activitics an ]| - 03
Parenial Disapline as” 157 2 a7
Commitment 10 Marpage & Family -2 Ak’ B -

Iy u3i 1 N

Social Networks

e number of cises on which aorrelatinns were bsed ranges fiom 193 10 247 (among vimtitionsly margiad ] 207 o 235 famong over distupled ) and 72 1o 103 pameng pocer psnnedy, Piguies e basad on

weighted data,
Case st ranges kom 471 w 45 for Twn Parcat aml 159 o 276 For Never mariiedAvidowodisepasatcdidivorced - il

Soura: Child Tronds, Yo Gbulations of the Nationad Survey wl Familics and {lawscholls, 19870 the Navonal Tongaadingl Sunvcey of Youtl¢hild Supplement 1986, 983 and 1990 waves and; the Natiosal Susvey of Chibdics
Waves 1L and 11 (1951 and 1987). .



‘Table 6 Correlations Between Behavior Problems and Family Strengths Indicators Among Children 1o 14 (NESY-C8) and 1) 10 17 (NSC), by Race

NLSY (%! Ns¥

Whites Nui Whites Whiles Bliscks
Fumily Sli.'e.'yiglhs m Child Reprd 1Bl Child Repd nel Delinguency Bl Liclinguenty
Characteristics (Parcut Behavior (Preal Behavior past 12 mos past 12 mas

Repor)  Paobleins Report)  Prublems
Parent-Child  Communication - 05 A - -0 N7 T I T
Appreciation e Sl 43 - 45" -5 -0 AT 05
Adivilics 6 Jo - - -m o 04 -0
Pacental Discipline iy 2 ar m T are e o
Commitment o Marrage & Family - e e -7 -.05 -9 AR
Soviat Networks -z -A12 LR -n- 102 -2 Ly us

ST
T p <O
T p<010

"Whe owinber of @ses va which anrclitions were based ranges Gom 234w H8 (among whites) aml 217 0 296 (among nonwhitcs ) Gigoies are based an weighted data.
Case size panges from 209 10 K35 for whites, and 130 ks 238 lox bladks.

Seriracs Child Frends, Ioc. bulations of the National Survey of Familics and Hovscholds, 1987, the Nationat Longiivdinal Suney of Youth-4hild Sapplement 1986, 1985, and 1990 waves and: the Mational Suivey of Childica
Waves 1 and 11 (1981 and 1987). ' ¥ .



‘Table 7: Corrclations Between Bebavior Problems and Family Strengihs Indicators Among Childeen 10 10 [4 (NLSY €S) and 1) 10 17 (NSC), by Gender of Child

Respondent
NESY 1S NS

Males Females Mabes Female
Founidy Suengthi hel Child Reptd {1L} Cluld Repad ne Pelingneny "l Dclinguency
{ haacicries {Parent Behavior {(1une Behavior past 12 mus past 12 mos

Repard) Problcms Report) Prablems
Parent-Child Communication Y] n -5 15T -5 Nl 2 7
Appsedation oy’ -2 -0 W ol -0 N e
Activitics o 7] -2 it} it ] -08 -3
Pzrental Disapline m -5 -5 n- 257 A8 A3 e
Commilment 10 Marnage & Family —- —- - - B MY Y ™
Sadsl Networks -1 N o n 45 ot m Ty

=g <om
" op < 0§
‘p<old

*The number of @ses on whidh wrrclations were based ranges from 24 10 304 Gamang lemales) and 229 10 324 (among males ) Bgines are basa) oo weighted data.
ase size ranges from 327 10571 {among lemabesy and 302 10 549 (among males). :

Soure Child Treuds, Inc. tabulstions of the National Sunvey of Familics and Houschobls, 1987 ihe Nattonal Longindingd Suncy ol Youth Child Supplemcnt. 1986, 1983, and 19%) wavey

Waves I and 1T (1981 and 1987).

and; the National Suivey of Chidien,



‘Table 8: Summiry of Results of Multiple Regression Analyses: Family Strengths, Background Characteristics, and Youth Behavior in the NSELL (1987) N|..5y_('-;
(1986, 1988, and 1990), and the NSC (1981 and 1987) ) ’ '

NSEI NI SY-C8 NS
ddependent Behavior Behavior B (Pasem Behav Prablems | BPL (Pasent Delinquent Behavior
Variables Problems | Problems 11 ] Reported) {Child Report) Reporied) (Child Reported)
Family Strengths
Communication Ba na 0 i ¥ +
; Appreciation n ni 1] b ] {
Fanuly Activitics + + ni na 0 0
| Commitment 1o 1] 0 TR ni 0 +
| Marriage/Family
Sacial Networks 0 ] 1 0 ] 1]
Discipline measures
Usce of Strong ni nit - -
Punishment
Mother/Partner
I Mcasuges
Parcntal Depression - ] i i nit wa
Marital Disruption na T na na 0 {
g Parent-Parent na i t 0 - -
Communication

Key: "I = no statistically significant association, *+" is positive influence (i.c., an increase in family strengths chacacteristics leads 1o less negative behavior
outcomes); "-" is a negative influence (i.e., an increase in the family characteristic leads 10 more negative behavior outeomes); "na=variable not included in
the final model. Statistical significance is at the p < 105 Jevel.

Note:  Table values are based on weighted data.

Source: Child Trends, Inc. Tabulations of the National Survey of Familics and Houscholds, 1987; the National Loagitudinal Survey ol “hild 8
: 8, ; ; al Longitudinal Survey of Youlh-Child § lement,
1986, 1988, and 1990 waves and; the Nativnal Survey of Children, Waves L and [ (1981 and 1987). ) AppEmEn



Appendix A: Availability of Family Strengths and Family Process Measures Across the NSFH.
NLSY-CS, and the NSC.

R .
i NSFH - NLSY-CS NSC

Farmiv Strengths Constructs
Communication - v v
Encouragement of ~ae -
Individuals

v -ee v
Commitment to Family

v v v
Religious Orientation/
TrainingzAttendance

v v \/
Sociat Connectedness/Social
Networks

- - v
Famiiv Adaptability

- v v
Expressing Appreciation

v Vv v
Clear Roles

A \/l \/
Time Together:Family
Activities
Other Family Process
Constructs
Strong Punishment/Spanking - v v
Mother-Partner Relationship - v v
Satistaction
Parental/Marital Contlict v v —
Parental Agreement about --- v v
Child
Parental Depression v v -

Key: "/ = {amily strengths/famiiy process vanaoie(s) are avaiiable.



