
 

 

 

 

EFFECT OF FAMILY STRUCTURE ON CHILDREN'S SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT 

  

 

 

 

 

 

A Thesis 

submitted to the Faculty of the 

Graduate School of Arts and Sciences 

of Georgetown University 

in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the 

degree of 

Master of Public Policy 

 

 

 

 

By 

 

 

 

 

Tongxin Zhu, B.M.S. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Washington, D.C. 

April 15, 2020



 

ii 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 2020 by Tongxin Zhu 

All Rights Reserved 

 

  



 

iii 

 

EFFECT OF FAMILY STRUCTURE ON CHILDREN'S SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT 

 

Tongxin Zhu, B.M.S. 

 

Thesis Advisor:  Donna R. Morrison, Ph.D.  

 

ABSTRACT 

 

 Much research has been done to investigate the effect of divorce on children’s academic 

performance, behavior problems, physical and psychological wellbeing, while surprisingly little 

research attention has focused on the relationship between parent marital status change and 

children’s social-emotional skills, although research has demonstrated its critical importance to 

children’s adult life outcomes. In this study, I use the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, 

Kindergarten Class of 2010-11 (ECLS-K:2011) to address the impact of family structure change 

on children’s social-emotional skills, and how does parental warmth, parenting practices and 

parent involvement mediate this process. Fixed effects regression is used to control for both 

observed and unobserved characteristics and to take advantage of the longitudinal dataset. I 

estimate a series of models that treat children’s social-emotional skills as dependent variables 

while adding more independent variables that capture child, parent and family characteristics 

incrementally. The analyses reveal a negative impact of divorce while a positive one of 

remarriage on children’s interpersonal skills, and the negative impact of both divorce and 

remarriage on children’s internalizing problem behavior. Parent involvement serves as a mediator 

for the negative impact of family structure changes on children’s social-emotional outcomes. 

Contrasting to the previous research, the impact of being in a divorced family on boy’s 

internalizing problem behaviors is significantly negative, while girls respond more adversely in 

terms of externalizing problem behaviors.  
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

The study of changes in marital status and family structure has experienced a renaissance in 

academia, as family structure in the U.S. has become increasing complex. The share of children 

living in two-parents in first marriage household has declined from 61% in 1980s to 46% in 

2014, due to the rise of divorce, cohabitation and remarriage (Parker, Horowitz, & Rohal, 2015). 

Apart from the increase in diversity in family living arrangements, the fluidity of family structure 

continues to evolve throughout childhood. Study found that 31% of children under 6 and 13% of 

children aged 6 to 11 had experienced at least one transition in family structure over a three-year 

period (Census 2014). As a result, researchers and policymakers have increased their interest in 

exploring the impact of family change on children’s well-being and outcomes.  

The process of divorce – characterized by a sequence of potential challenges that happen 

before and after the actual physical and legal separation (Kaslow, 1980) – and its consequences 

are well understood. Family scholars, psychologists, and pediatricians have studied both the 

short-term and long-term effect of divorce on children’s academic performance and educational 

outcome, behavior problems, physical and psychological wellbeing. Although research has 

demonstrated the critical importance of social-emotional skills to children’s adult life outcomes, 

surprisingly little research attention has focused on the relationship between parent marital status 

change and children’s social-emotional skills. Most studies compare divorced and/or remarried 

families to intact families instead of focusing on within-family transitions. Although 

methodological design such as mediational analyses can be accounted for finding mediators to 

understand the family structure outcome-relationship, it doesn’t eliminate selection problem 

because there is possibility that other variables could also serve as mediators, and the proposed 
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mediators are often times based on previous findings (Demo & Fine, 2010). Furthermore, study 

of change should involve multi-wave data that allow one to predict later outcomes based on 

earlier ones in order to separate true effect from measurement error. 

In this study, I use the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 2010-11 

(ECLS-K:2011) to build on previous work. My primary objective is to address the impact of 

family structure change on children’s social-emotional skills, which hasn’t been fully explored 

by previous research. Given the longitudinal nature of the dataset and social-emotional skills 

variable – 4-scales score continuous variable – I will apply fixed-effect regression models to 

perform the analysis. Secondly, using national level longitudinal data to make within-family 

comparisons can help us eliminate the selection bias in that plagues cross-sectional design. 

Third, to capture changes in the child’s family structure and child’s social-emotional skills, we 

draw six waves of data from Spring Kindergarten to Spring Fifth Grade to estimate a fixed-effect 

model. Variables that capture parental warmth, parenting practice and parental involvement are 

used as key explanatory variables based on previous research, with demographic and 

socioeconomic variables used as controlled variables. 

My research explores the impact of family structure change on children’s social-emotional 

skills beyond divorce and how the key explanatory variables mediate this process. It sheds 

additional light on the importance of parental involvement to children’s social-emotional 

wellbeing and the possibility for schools and parents to jointly address this issue. It also points 

out that patterns of boys and girls revealing problem behaviors may have changed in recent 

years, which needs to be further researched in the future. 
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CHAPTER 2 PREVIOUS LITERATURE 

In the US, between 40-50% of the marriages end up divorcing and nearly half of these 

divorces involve children under eighteen (Kreider & Ellis, 2011). Starting from 1980s, the share 

of children living in two-parents in first marriage household has declined from 61% to 46% 

while the share of divorce, cohabitation and remarriage is increasing (Parker, Horowitz, & 

Rohal, 2015). Given the increase in diversity and fluidity of family structure change in the U.S. 

family life, researchers and policymakers are becoming interested again in its impact on 

children’s outcomes and well-being. Previous research on family instability and children’s well-

being has been primarily focused on divorce and remarriage, with an increased interest in 

cohabitation in recent decades. A growing body of studies suggest that children who experience 

a family structure change are more likely to lag behind children across different domains 

compared to children who stay in a stable family (Fomby & Cherlin, 2007; Magnuson & Berger, 

2009; Manning, 2017). This is because family structure transitions disrupt family relationships 

and increase stress in the family (Magnuson & Berger, 2009). 

Impact of Parental Divorce on Children 

Since the 1970s, social scientists have conducted numerous studies on whether, how and 

why parent marital dissolution affects children’s adjustment, given the rise in the divorce rate 

(Rappaport, 2013). Although children are affected by and adjust to divorce differently, they 

generally go through more behavioral, emotional, health and academic problems than children 

whose parents remain together (Anderson, 2014). These differences are not necessarily 

permanent, but are statistically significant and consistent across studies and a variety of 

outcomes (Clarke-Stewart & Brentano, 2006). The vast majority of studies have revealed 
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relationships between parental divorce and children’s more frequent behavioral problems, lower 

academic achievement, and worsened physical and psychological conditions. Amato and Keith 

(1991) conducted a meta-analysis of 92 studies that examined the effects of divorce on child 

well-being. The largest reliable mean effect size observed across various outcomes was for 

aggressive conduct and the father-child relationship – one quarter of a standard deviation in size. 

The effect size for divorce, was markedly smaller for psychological well-being, self-esteem and 

social adjustment – roughly one tenth of a standard deviation (Amato & Keith, 1991). However, 

this can’t be ignored since the size of an effect is equally important as the level of statistical 

significance. 

Longitudinal data and more advanced methodologies allow sophisticated research structure. 

More recent studies show less adverse effects than earlier studies which were less sophisticated - 

effects are not as strong once endogeneity of divorce and unobservable factors of children are 

taken into account (Amato, 2001). Morrison and Cherlin (1995) adopted a prospective research 

design following children in initially intact families and found little marital disruption effect on 

girls’ behavioral problems and reading achievement while about one-third of a standard 

deviation increase in behavioral problems for boys in divorced family, both before and after 

controlling pre-disruption characteristics such as mother’s background, family economic 

resources and the child’s prior development (Morrison & Cherlin, 1995). Weaver and Schofield 

(2015) applied a quasi-experimental approach to model children’s trajectories of behavior 

problems after parental divorce in order to eliminate selection bias. They found that children 

from divorce families have more behavior problems, both externalizing and internalizing, 

compared with their propensity score matched peers from intact families. The mediation analyses 
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suggested that mediators for children’s behavior problems includes post-divorce family 

environment and supportiveness, mother’s sensitivity and depress, as well as household income 

(Weaver and Schofied, 2015).  

According to a CDC report, a higher proportion of children in non-intact families (22%) 

were considered to be in poor health than children in intact families (12%) (CDC/NCHS, 2013). 

Researchers found worse physical health outcomes for children in non-intact families compared 

with their counterparts in intact families, which can be attributed to the tension of parent-child 

relations and the stress they felt about their parents’ divorce (Fabricius & Luecken, 2007). 

Parental divorce was associated with higher risk of physical injuries, disease, and hospitalization 

(Nunes-Costa, Lamela, & Figueiredo, 2009), consistent with a later finding that emergency room 

usage was higher for non-intact families due to higher risk of neglect or physical abuse in 

divorced single families (Blackwell, 2010). Apart from that, parental divorce was also associated 

with increased health-risk behaviors, such as tobacco and alcohol use, and earlier initiation of 

drug ((D’Onofrio et al., 2006). Children who experienced parental divorce are more vulnerable 

to obesity during young adulthood (Novak, Ahlgren, & Hammarström, 2006) and diabetes 

(Clarke-Stewart & Brentano, 2006) due to the decrease in parent supervision. 

Studies have also revealed a negative effect of divorce on children’s psychological health 

(depression, distress symptoms). Children from single-parent households were nearly twice as 

likely to be identified with psychological problems by clinicians than children from intact family 

(Kelleher et al., 2000). However, making comparisons from two separate datasets that represent 

population in Rochester and its surrounding towns in New York state, and 44 states across the 

U.S. respectively, it’s problematic to attribute the increase of clinicians identified psychological 
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problems to divorce. Moreover, other factors, such as additional attention from clinicians to 

higher-risk children, could bias the results.  

Social-Emotional Outcomes 

Considerably less attention has been given to children’s social-emotional well-being, 

though it has been examined as a mechanism of the divorce effect. However, to my knowledge, 

it has not been explored as a dependent variable. Potter (2010) examined the role of children’s 

social-emotional health in the link between divorce and academic achievement. He found a 

significant association between divorce and social-emotional health and its significant 

relationship with academic achievement controlling other mechanisms, which adds to the 

validity of our study to use social-emotional skills as the dependent variable. Lee and 

McLanahan (2015) found pronounced impact of family instability on children’s social-emotional 

development than cognitive development. The negative effect was bigger for white children 

transitioning out of a two-parent family and bigger for Hispanic children on the opposite side. 

However, they used “social-emotional” nominally, their real variables were externalizing and 

internalizing behavior problems, which didn’t convincingly capture emotional elements. 

Furthermore, the underlying population in this study is “fragile family” -- parents were 

unmarried at the birth of the child, which is different from the average population and may lack 

generalizability. 

Impact of Remarriage on Children 

Some parents remarry or live with a partner after divorce, while others remain single. 

Stepfamilies are becoming pervasive both domestically and internationally, even increasing in 

Asian countries where divorce rates were historically low (Kim, 2010). Remarriages comprised 
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40% of all U.S. marriages in 2013 (Lewis & Kreider, 2015), nearly twice as many as that in 1980 

(Livingston, 2014). Cohabiting, unmarried step couples are included in stepfamilies as well, 

given its increasing proportion in the variety of family structure (Kreider & Ellis, 2011) in the 

U.S.  

Divorce can create lingering painful feelings for children when compounded with conflicts 

between parents, substantial changes in living arrangement and routine, as well as relationship 

loss (Kelly & Emery, 2003). Even when divorced families moving on, researchers believe that 

stepfamilies generally face various stressors that intact families would never encounter, which is 

attributable in part to the "incomplete institution" of remarriage as posited by Cherlin (1978), in 

which the roles and relationships within remarriage are not well defined (Coleman, Ganong, & 

Russell, 2013).  

Research on remarriage has found a similar impact on children’s development as divorce, 

which is generally negative. Meanwhile, research on remarriage faces its own challenges in data 

source and methodology. Making between-group comparisons by running an OLS Logistic 

regression, Manning and Lamb (2003) found adolescents living in remarried families had lower 

GPA in secondary school than adolescents living in intact families (Manning & Lamb, 2003). 

Later research by Jensen et al. (2017) employed longitudinal analysis to examine the association 

between the relationship quality of stepfamily and children’s behavioral problems. Using sample 

drew from small towns in rural Pennsylvania and Iowa, they found a negative relationship 

between parent-child affectivity and frequency of both externalizing and internalizing problem 

behaviors performed by children, even after controlling children’s previous problematic 
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behavior. However, the small sample size (N=191) and narrow geographic focus limited the 

generalizability of their conclusion.  

Transitions in parental relationships have been associated with diminishing parenting in the 

shortly after remarriage for mothers (Wang & Amato, 2000), with recovery occurring later 

(Hetherington et al., 1992). Hetherington and Kelly (2002) reported an average of 5 – 7 years 

period needed to establish a new equilibrium in stepfamilies, and the length of that period 

depends on economic resources and social support. The period tends to be shorter for families 

with younger children and longer for families with more complexity (Hetherington & Kelly, 

2002). Therefore, some of the disadvantages observed in children from remarried families may 

be associated with relationship transitions and family characteristics. As a result, the existing 

majority of the studies – between-group studies that compared stepfamilies to biological intact 

families (Anderson & Greene, 2013) and cross-sectional studies that didn’t capture the 

relationship transition processes (Jensen et al., 2017) – did not eliminate the selection problem. 

Explanatory Variables for Conceptual Framework 

The effect of family structure changes on children have been explained by economists, 

sociologists, and psychologists using multi-disciplinary perspectives. Although the theories 

cannot describe the whole picture of family structure changes, they shed some light on the 

mechanisms that mitigate the difference between intact families and disrupted families when 

they are jointly applied to the research (Magnuson & Berger, 2009). 

First, on average, two-parent intact families have more economic resources than other types 

of families (Morrison & Ritualo, 2000), because disrupted families, especially single parent 

families are less likely to have a loose budget to fulfill children’s consumption needs. As a result, 
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children from those families are more likely to live in environments of lower quality (Votruba-

Drzal, 2003). Economic difficulty may also put additional stress and on parents and reduce their 

energy and time into qualified parenting (McLoyd, 1998).  

Second, children in single-parent families have a greater propensity to experience 

diminishing sensitive care, partly due to their inflexible schedule we mentioned before. 

Moreover, divorced parents might turn their priority from parenting to rebuilding intimate 

relationships along with increasing economic resources during post-divorce years (Wallerstein et 

al., 2013) and thus deteriorating their parental care. The greater family boundary and roles 

ambiguity in cohabiting families (Brown & Manning, 2009) can also be accounted for 

diminishing parenting and warmth after marriage dissolution. 

Third, psychologists have been addressed children’s psychological issues by advocating 

parents’ responsiveness and sensitivity to children’s emotional needs (Suchman, et al., 2007). 

Parental warmth is considered to reduce children’s behavioral problems through parents’ acts of 

providing emotional support, showing interests in and opinions on children’s activities and 

willingness to understand children’s daily life, (Grolnick, 2002). 

Research on the link between parental divorce and academic achievement has explored a 

variety of mediators and moderators. Anthony, DiPerna and Amato (2014) used fix-effect 

regression to test the mediation effect of approaches to learn (ATL) on the negative impact of 

divorce. They found that ATL mediated 18% of the decrease in children’s reading scores and 

12% of the reduction in math scores. Also, the negative relationship between divorce and 

academic outcomes was larger for girls’ math scores and for children whose parents divorced 

when they are older (Anthony, DiPerna, & Amato, 2014). This finding is consistent with 
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previous research that younger children generally didn’t have a clear understanding of the 

meaning of divorce or separation (Clarke-Stewart & Brentano 2006). Potter examined children’s 

psychological well-being as a mediator for the negative relationship between divorce and 

academic achievement. He found that children’s psychological well-being would decrease by 

one fifth of the standard deviation on average, if the child experience parental disruption. The 

results remained significant after controlling mechanisms such as income, family routine, 

parental conflict and parent-child relationship (Potter, 2010). 

 This framework models the effects of family structure change on children’s social-

emotional skills from kindergarten through fifth grade. The fundamental premise of the 

framework is based on a divorce process model from Morrison and Cherlin (1995), in which they 

pictured divorce as a process characterized by a series of stressful experience begins before and 

continue after legal dissolution. The key explanatory variables are taken from Potter’s study 

(2010) on the relationship between divorce and children’s academic behavior, where he used 

psychological well-being as the primary mechanism, and included other divorce mechanisms 

such as economic resources, parenting practices, parenting conflict, parent-child relationship. My 

framework draws upon the proximate explanatory variables inasmuch as I examine parental 

warmth (providing emotional resources, showing interests in and knowledge about children’s 

activities and willingness to understand children’s daily life) instead of parental conflict and 

parent-child relationship.
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Conceptual Framework 

 

 
 

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework of Effect of Family Structure on Children's Social-Emotional Development
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CHAPTER 3 DATA AND METHODS 

Data and Analysis Sample 

Data come from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 2010-11 

(ECLS-K:2011) public-use version, a nationally representative sample of individuals selected 

from both public and private schools attending both full-day and part-day kindergarten in 2010-

11. Children, their families, teachers, schools and care providers provided information on 

different domains of children’s development and wellbeing. With the same children being 

followed from kindergarten through the fifth grade and nine waves of data collected, ECLS-K: 

2011 allows me to track children’s social-emotional skills development and family structure 

change over time. Sponsored by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) within the 

Institute of Education Sciences (IES) of the U.S. Department of Education, ECLS-K: 2011 

benefits from its partnership with and several additional federal agencies and endorsement by 

education professional organizations.  

Parents-reported information was collected by qualified field staff by assessing children in 

the sampled schools and then reached out to parents. The majority of the parent interviews were 

done through telephone. Parents who didn’t have a telephone or were difficult to reach were 

contacted in person for interviews. Similarly, teachers-reported information was also collected by 

trained staff at schools by filling hard-copy questionnaires. In the base school year 2010-2011, 

ECLS-K:2011 drew a national sample size of 18,174 children starting from Kindergarten. Since 

there is a subset of children who entered into the study in the spring collection and were not part 

of the Fall Kindergarten sample, it’s better for me to start from the Spring instead of Fall. 

Another reason for starting from the Spring is that the ECLS-K:2011 data is collected once per 
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semester from Kindergarten through Second Grade, while once a year (Spring semester) from 

Third Grade to Fifth. As a result, I restricted my sample to children who were in intact family in 

Spring Kindergarten (2011) in my analysis and ended up with 9,511 observations instead of 

18,174. It’ noteworthy that Black is underrepresented in this sample due to the methodology. It’s 

unfortunate to lose 63% of the Black when I tried to limit the sample into the intact family in the 

first place since the probability of a single parent within Black is higher than that for other races. 

Multistage sampling design was used to produce approximately the same probabilities for 

each child to be sampled in ECLS-K:2011. Therefore, I include weights variable 

W9C19P_9T29B0 since it covers parents and teachers in all the rounds of data collection that 

I’m interested in. Additionally, the corresponding weights for primary sampling units (PSU) - 

W9C19P_9T29BPSU, sampling strata - W9C19P_9T29BSTR, and a set of replicate weights 

from W9C19P_9T29B1 to W9C19P_9T29B80 are also included for analyses. 

Variables 

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable in our analysis is children’s social-emotional skills adapted from the 

Social Skills Rating System (NCS Pearson 1990). It was included in the teacher questionnaire 

from kindergarten through fifth grade in nine waves. I chose teacher-reported scores over parent-

reported scores because the latter was only reported for Fall Kindergarten, Spring First Grade 

and Spring Fifth Grade. Four scales were developed based on teachers’ responses to these 

questionnaire items, the specific content of which is restricted due to copyright issues. The four 

scales are: Self-Control, Interpersonal Skills, Externalizing Problem Behaviors and Internalizing 

Problem Behaviors. Teachers reported how often their sampled students exhibited certain social 
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skills and behaviors using a four-option frequency scale ranging from “1 = never” to “4 = very 

often”, with a higher value indicating a child exhibited the behavior more often. To make it more 

intuitive, I reversed the coding direction of the original variables for Externalizing Problem 

Behaviors and Internalizing Problem Behaviors so that the higher score for each social-

emotional skills variable represents better social-emotional skills for a child. Students who have 

a reported value of -9 (not ascertained) for social-emotional skills are recoded as system missing 

value to avoid skewness of the distribution. 

The score on each scale is the mean rating on the items included in the scale. The 

descriptive table in user manuala (Table 3-9) presents the descriptive statistics and internal 

consistency reliability of the four scales derived from teachers’ questionnaires across the study 

period. In general, all of the Cronbach's alpha values are greater than 0.75, indicating a good 

level of consistency reliability. 

Key Explanatory Variables 

Based on the conceptual framework and data availability of ECLS-K:2011, I include parent 

involvement, parenting, and parental warmth as key explanatory variables. Parent involvement 

indicates the extent of parents’ commitment and active participation to a student and to the 

school (Murray et al., 2014). I use teacher-reported parent involvement levels instead of parents’ 

self-reported data since the former is included in all nine waves of data collection and therefore 

can better serve the purpose of explaining the dependent variables. In my analyses, parent 

involvement is measured using a three-level frequency level form “1 = not very involved” to “3 

 
a Tourangeau, K., Nord, C., Lê, T., Wallner-Allen, K., Vaden-Kiernan, N., Blaker, L. and Najarian, M. (2019). Early 

Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 2010–11 (ECLS-K:2011) User’s Manual for the ECLS-

K:2011 Kindergarten–Fifth Grade Data File and Electronic Codebook, Public Version (NCES 2019-051). U.S. 

Department of Education. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics. 
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= very involved”. Any reported number of 4 (don’t know) and -9 (not ascertained) is coded as 

system missing value. 

Parental warmth reflects parents’ expression of interest in children’s activities and social 

life, demonstration of affection and love to children, and expression of encouragement for 

children’s achievements (Amato,1990). Items used for collecting information on parental warmth 

varied across the data collection period because new items are added in the more recent parents' 

interview questions. Collected in the spring semester in each school year but Spring First Grade, 

it is measured by three or four questions (differ across years) with four levels of frequency: “1 = 

never true”, “2 = sometimes true”, “3 = often true” and “4 = very often true”. The value 

representing “not ascertained”, -9, is coded as system missing as well. As a result, I applied 

factor analysis to group similar indicators in different data collection periods for easy 

understanding and interpretation. One warmth variable for each Spring semester – except for 

Spring First Grade – is generated by using Kaiser criterion of eigenvalues equal to or greater than 

1.  

Parenting practices that demonstrate more emotional supportiveness tends to respond 

appropriately to children’s needs for social support (Zinsser & Curby, 2014). Same as parental 

warmth, data on parenting is also collected in the Spring semester in each school year and 

measured by four levels of frequency, with a larger number representing better parenting 

practices. Parents who reported “not ascertained” for are treated as system missing values. Items 

used for collecting information on parenting practices also varied across the survey period. 

Likewise, I used factor analysis to better utilize the relevant information. One parenting variable 

for each Spring semester is generated by using Kaiser criterion of eigenvalues equal to or greater 
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than 1. 

Other Explanatory/Control Variables 

Besides the key explanatory variables, I also cover other explanatory/control variables 

based on research on prior studies. These variables include child level, parent level, and 

household level characteristics – race, gender, and age of the child when family structure change 

occurs, educational attainment and employment status for child’s primary parent, as well as 

household income and poverty level. 

Children’s race information was collected in the base year in both parents' interview and 

teacher’s questionnaire. I used race reported by both parents and school to reduce missing values 

and/or data entry mistakes. I created six mutual-exclusive dummy variables for race – White, 

non-Hispanic, Black, non-Hispanic, Hispanic, Asian, Native American, and two or more races. 

The original race variable describes the subgroups of Hispanic and Native American, which 

makes eight groups for race variable in total, is considered too nuanced and not much help in 

terms of statistical significance, since the subgroups have relatively small sample sizes. Only one 

student out of my 9,511 observations reported “not ascertained” for race and is coded as system 

missing. 

Data on children’s sex was acquired in each semester of kindergarten, first grade, and 

second grade. I used the revised version of the gender variable generated in ECLS-K: 2011 to 

reduce missing values and/or data entry mistakes. Among my analysis sample, there are 4,900 

boys and 4,611 girls in total, with no missing values. 

Children’s age was assessed in every data collection period from Spring Kindergarten to 

Spring Fifth Grade and was measured by months. To capture children’s age when a family 
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structure change occurs, I used the age data at the point when the child’s parent report family 

structure change of my interests for the first time. There is no need to do additional coding since 

the missing values are left in blanks and treated as system missing at the first place. 

At the parent level, I took primary parent’s education level and employment status as 

explanatory variables and generated dummy variables for each of the categories. For education 

level, parents from two subgroups who reported having less than high school level education are 

merged into one group. Parents who participated in a vocational training program and who have 

some college education but without a bachelor’s degree are grouped. Likewise, parents who 

reported having been to graduate school, either with or without a master’s degree, are merged 

into one group. I ended up with five dummy variables for the education level instead of the eight 

original categories. Education attainment data is collected for five periods except for Spring 

Third Grade and is all included in my analysis. Since there is no need to regroup the employment 

status variable, I converted the four category – “35 or more hours/week”, “less than 35 

hours/week”, “looking for work” and “not in the labor force” – into four dummy variables. 

Employment status data is not available for Third and Fourth Grade due to data limitation. Just 

like other variables discussed above, I recoded the user-defined missing value as system-missing 

value for educational attainment and employment status. 

Family’s economic resources are captured by the annual household income and poverty 

level. Both variables are available for Spring semesters from kindergarten through fifth grade 

and are perfectly consistent with my dependent variable. Household income is imputed and 

divided into 18 different categories from less than $5,000 to more than $200,000 per year. I 

treated the household income variable as a continuous variable given its extensive categories. 
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Meanwhile, the household poverty level is divided into three categories – “below poverty 

threshold”, “at/above poverty threshold, below 200 percent of poverty threshold” and “at/above 

200 percent threshold”. I created three corresponding dummy variables for poverty levels for 

regression analysis.  

Methodology 

Empirical Model and Estimation Strategy 

Before estimating regression models, I run a Hausman test on each of the dependent 

variables to determine whether fixed-effects is preferable over random-effects. The test results 

further confirmed that I should perform fixed-effects regression – the chi-square of Hausman 

tests are all greater than 13 and the associated p-values are smaller than 0.001. Fixed effects 

regression is preferred since it allows me to control for both observed and unobserved 

characteristics and to take advantage of the longitudinal dataset. In principle, fixed effects 

regression uses individuals as their own control variable for both observed and unobserved 

characteristics on the outcomes (Alison, 2009). It strengthens the casual relationship by 

controlling both observed and unobserved variables and reducing the missing variable issue. 

Fixed effects regression also is preferred over other longitudinal analytic methods because it 

measures within-individual change over time and therefore generates better internal validity 

(Anthony, DiPerna, & Amato, 2014).  

Data Limitations 

The quality of marriage and parents’ psychological wellbeing isn’t captured by the data 

since the survey is child-focused. Some of the children who live in a family of poor marriage 

quality or parents with poor psychological conditions may also suffer from social-emotional 
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difficulty. But, since their family structure remained unchanged, these potential mediators are not 

captured by the regression estimates. Therefore, there is a potential concern about the omitted 

variables. Moreover, although my independent variable and dependent variables are matched in 

terms of the data collection period, some of the explanatory variables, such as parent’s 

educational attainment and employment status, are not collected for two and three periods that 

I’m interested in, respectively. I included parent’s background information and family economic 

resources as the substitute for parent’s socioeconomic status variable, the explanatory variable 

that I wish I had, however, only available for Spring Kindergarten, Spring First Grade, and 

Spring Fifth Grade. Lastly, even for one of my key explanatory variables – parental warmth, no 

relevant questions were asked in the Spring First Grade parents’ interview so I had to leave it 

blank. All in all, I would be more comfortable with the validity of my results if I had these 

variables in my data. 

Study Limitations 

There could be concern about endogeneity bias since the unobserved variables can be 

correlated with both changes in family structure and child’s social-emotional skills. Another 

concern might be the reverse causation, or “simultaneity” that children’s social-emotional skills 

might change before or at the same time with family structure.  
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS 

I first examined the bivariate association between the experience of family structure change 

between 2011 and 2016 and children’s social-emotional development skills before estimating a 

series of fixed-effect regression models. To test my hypothesis of an adverse effect of family 

structure change on children’s social-emotional outcomes, I begin with the question of whether 

children’s social-emotional outcomes vary by family structure. In the first chunk of Table 2, it’s 

clear that children from intact families score higher than their counterparts from remarried 

families, and much higher than those from disrupted families. Although the difference for some 

indicators – self-control and externalizing problem behaviors – are smaller than interpersonal 

skills and internalizing problem behaviors, the distinction between intact-family child and 

divorced-family child is still distinguishable, with intact-family kids scored 0.04 – 0.07 points 

higher in social-emotional skills than kids from a disrupted family. 

In the rest of Table 2, I look at the association between other background characteristics and 

the social-emotional outcomes. In line with previous studies on children's behavior, girls tend to 

perform better in social-emotional skills and score higher than boys across the four indicators. In 

terms of the child’s demographic characteristics, African American children and Hispanic 

children score lower than other racial groups in three out of the four categories. Native American 

and White kids show greater interpersonal skills while Asian kids perform better in both 

externalizing and internalizing problem behavior. Interestingly, Asian American kids appear to 

be the outlier in internalizing problem behavior, which might be explained by the culture but is 

beyond this scope of this study.  
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As for the primary parent’s educational attainment and household poverty level, the cross-

tabulation results show a similar pattern in terms of both magnitude and direction as family 

structure changes in the first part. When it comes to parent’s employment status, working 35 or 

fewer hours per week seems to have a greater positive association than working more than 35 

hours of work. Being outside of the labor force doesn’t hurt too much, but being currently 

unemployed has a negative association with the child’s social-emotional development. 

My next step was to examine the correlation between key explanatory variables and the 

dependent variables. As expected, three out of four indicators for social-emotional development 

are highly positively correlated with one another, with Pearson correlation coefficients ranging 

from 0.61 to 0.80. Internalizing behavior problem is mildly positively correlated with the other 

three indicators, with Pearson correlation coefficients around 0.3. Correlation between the key 

explanatory variables and dependent variables are generally lower. 

In general, as the bivariate analysis shows, family structure change is associated with 

declines in children’s social-emotional outcomes. Divorce appears to increase the probability of 

achieving lower scores in social-emotional skills. Remarriage tends to mitigate this effect to 

some extent, but is still associated with relatively lower social-emotional scores compared with 

being in an intact family. 

Background Characteristics and Social-Emotional Outcomes 

Having found a negative association between family structure change and children’s social-

emotional outcomes, I examine to what extent children’s characteristics, their parents’ 

background, and their family background account for the differences across three types of family 

structure. To address this question, I estimate a series of models that treat children’s social-
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emotional skills as dependent variables while adding more independent variables that capture 

child, parent and family characteristics incrementally. The four indicators – interpersonal skills, 

self-control, externalizing problem behaviors and internalizing problem behaviors – are treated 

as dependent variables for separate series of regression models. Since fixed-effects remove the 

effect of time-invariant characteristics such as child’s sex and race, I only include child’s age 

measured in months for the child-level independent variable in the regression models.  

Based on the bivariate analysis and previous studies that have demonstrated the potential 

difference between boys and girls in terms of my outcome of interest, I run the series of 

regression models separately for boys and girls to explore any distinction. Tables 4 to Table 7 

report the results from four models in which explanatory variables at child-, parent- and family-

level are added incrementally, with the last model including the key explanatory variables – 

parental involvement, parenting, and parental warmth. Indicators for family structure are coded 

as dummy variables to indicate whether a divorce or remarriage has ever occurred from 2011 to 

2016.  

Child-Level Characteristics 

Model 1 includes indicators for both divorce and remarriage as independent variables. The 

indicator for intact family is left out to avoid perfect collinearity. As expected, there is a negative 

effect on a child’s interpersonal skills for both boys and girls, but the effect is only significant for 

boys (t= -2.69, p =0.007). The magnitude of this effect is one-fifth of the standard deviation.  

Surprisingly, the results show a positive relationship between divorce and self-control. The 

effect of divorce on a child’s self-control ability is significant at a 5% level for girls (t=2.49, 

p=0.013) but not for boys. The magnitude of this effect is about one-third of the standard 
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deviation. Also, the results demonstrate that there is a positive relationship between remarriage 

and self-control. 

Contrary to the results of other studies, I didn’t find any statistically significant effects on 

boys externalizing problem behaviors. The effect of family structure change on externalizing 

problem behaviors is only significant (t=2.08, p=0.038) for girls, but the sign is positive. 

Meanwhile, boys score more adversely than girls on the measure of internalizing problem 

behaviors, with the negative effect of divorce significant at 0.1% level (t= -4.94, p < 0.001) and 

the negative effect of remarriage at a marginally significant level (t= -1.74, p=0.083). Girls’ 

internalizing behavior is also negatively affected by family structure change, but their changes in 

scores are not statistically significant. This is again, inconsistent with earlier research that found 

less effect of disruption on girls than on boys or girls show their distress in more internal ways 

that are difficult to observe (Emery, 1988). Maybe this can be attributed to the change of social 

norms or the prevalence of divorce over the past decades. Overall, this is an interesting question 

that needs further research in the future study. 

Next, in Model 2, I add a child’s age as a child-level independent variable. The results for 

interpersonal skills are in the same direction for both sexes, but the magnitude of the negative 

divorce effect on boys has become smaller and is not significant anymore. This is probably 

because child’s age appears to be a moderator for this effect. Older girls tend to experience a less 

negative effect of family structure change on interpersonal skills scores while older boys tend to 

suffer more (t= -3.04, p=0.002). However, the effect size of a child’s age is quite small – 

approximately 1 percent of the standard deviation. By adding a child’s age, the effect of family 

structure change on girls’ self-control ability has decreased and isn’t significant for girls from 
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divorced families anymore. The magnitude of the adverse remarriage effect for boys has grown 

larger and becomes significant at a 5% level (t= -2.04, p=0.041). The moderating effect of a 

child’s age is significant for both boys and girls, but the effect size is small.  

The coefficients predicting externalizing problem behaviors are not statistically significant 

after controlling for age. While for internalizing problem behaviors, the size of the coefficients is 

reduced by adding a child’s age for both family types and both sexes (Table 7); However, the 

negative effect of divorce on boys internalizing problem behaviors is still significant at 0.1% 

level (t= -3.74, p<0.001) and the magnitude of this effect is nearly half of the standard deviation. 

This again is consistent with results from Model 1 and interesting for further study. 

Parent-Level Characteristics and Family Economic Resources 

In Model 3, I examine how parent-level characteristics including primary parent’s 

educational attainment, employment status and family economic resources affect children’s 

social-emotional development. At the parent level, the group with less than high school 

education and unemployed parents are left out as baseline variables. Household income is treated 

as a continuous variable and need no recoding, while the dummy variable of “above 200 percent 

of poverty threshold” is treated as the baseline variable for poverty level. 

Adding additional background variables doesn’t change the direction of any coefficients 

predicting interpersonal skills for both boys and girls. The effect of family structure change 

improves slightly for boys but worsens slightly for girls in terms of magnitude – none of them 

are significant or with a big effect size. Similar to Model 2, the coefficients on self-control ability 

is only significant for boys from remarried families. The significance level and magnitude almost 

remain unchanged (t= -1.98, p=0.048), and is still negative. This may or may not be attributed to 
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the difference in problem behaviors between boys and girls, as previous research has explored. 

Both a greater understanding of and more variables on remarried families are needed to be 

considered for a better analysis. Working for more than 35 hours per week shows a negative 

effect on boys’ self-control (t= -1.98, p=0.048), which has an effect size of one-tenth of the 

standard deviation.  

In terms of externalizing problem behaviors, the negative effect of family structure change 

on boys is moderated by parent’s employment status and educational attainment, compared to 

both Model 1 and Model 2. Fewer working hours per week appears to be positively related to 

boys’ externalizing behavior scores, while the increase of educational attainment doesn’t show a 

linear increase for the dependent variable. Coefficients on girls’ family structure predicting 

externalizing behavior scores remain nearly unchanged compared to Model 1 and Model 2. The 

surprising positive relationship between divorce and externalizing behavior is at a marginally 

significant level for girls (t=1.86, p=0.063) with an effect size of one-fifth of the standard 

deviation. Unlike their male counterparts, the primary parent’s employment status doesn’t seem 

to have a significant effect on girls’ externalizing behavior, and the positive effect of an increase 

in educational attainment is smaller for girls in terms of magnitude and significance level. 

Similarly, the negative effect of family structure change on children’s internalizing problem 

behaviors is mitigated by parent’s employment status and educational attainment, compared to 

both Model 1 and Model 2. Boys are significantly adversely affected by divorce compared with 

girls (t= -3.09, p=0.002), but this effect has decreased compared to Model 1 after accounting for 

parent employment status and educational attainment. The negative effect of family structure 

changes on girls internalizing behavior is also mitigated by parent’s employment status and 
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educational levels, however, the direction of the coefficients on education moderators is not 

constant.  

Being in a family that is below 200 percent of the poverty threshold also negatively affects 

girls internalizing behavior (t= -2.08, p=0.037), compared with being in a family that is above 

200 percent of the poverty threshold. The magnitude of this effect is larger than one-third of the 

standard deviation. 

The Mediating Effect of Parent Involvement 

Additionally, the last model accounts for key explanatory variables, including parenting, 

parental warmth, and parent involvement. The size of the disruption effect on interpersonal skills 

is reduced slightly for both from what it was in Model 3, while the size of the remarriage effect is 

increased slightly for both, compared to Model 3, but all of them remain insignificant. Both 

levels of parental involvement are positively related to interpersonal skill scores and significant, 

with a larger size for boys. At a given observation, if a boy’s parent is somewhat or very 

involved, the boy’s interpersonal skill scores is 0.07 or 0.22 points higher than the average across 

all the male observations. The magnitude of these effects is one-sixth and nearly one half of the 

standard deviation, respectively. The size of parent involvement for a girl is 0.03 points and 0.14 

points, with a corresponding effect size of one eighth and one-third of the standard deviation. 

Thus, the result of adding all of the controls is to reduce the negative effect of divorce on boys’ 

interpersonal skill scores to one-tenth of the standard deviation. For girls, the result of adding 

controls is to leave the effect of divorce and remarriage nearly unchanged. 

The size of the remarriage effect on self-control ability remains virtually unchanged for boys 

and increases slightly for girls from Model 3, while the direction of the divorce effect shifts from 
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slightly negative to positive from Model 3. Therefore, it can be concluded that the negative effect 

of divorce on boys’ self-control only works through other mechanisms. The results also show a 

positive effect of parental involvement on self-control, and this effect is significant for boys at 

both levels of engagement, but only significant for girls with very involved parents. In general, a 

boy’s self-control score is 0.06 points higher than the average if his parent is somewhat involved 

and 0.14 points higher if his parent is very involved. The magnitude of this effect is one-eighth 

and one-third of a standard deviation, correspondingly. For girls, the positive effect of parental 

involvement is 0.07 points higher than the average girl if her parent is very involved, with the 

magnitude of one-fifth of a standard deviation. 

Adding parenting, warmth and parent involvement doesn’t virtually change the magnitude 

and direction of the coefficients on externalizing problem behaviors. As a result, there is no 

enough evidence to conclude the mediating effect of key explanatory variables. Parenting 

practice is still significant at a 5% level for both boys (t=2.14, p=0.033) and girls (t=2.02, 

p=0.043), though the magnitude of these positive effects is far less than one-tenth of a standard 

deviation for both sexes. Likewise, both levels of parent involvement are significant for boys at 

1% (t=3.04, p=0.002) and 0.1% (t=3.94, p<0.001) level, with the effect sizes of one-ninth for the 

former and one-fifth for the later. As for girls, the positive effect of having very involved parents 

is significant at a 5% level (t=2.3, p=0.021), but the magnitude of this effect is one-tenth of the 

standard deviation.  

Likewise, the negative impact of family structure changes on internalizing problem 

behaviors for boys and girls hasn’t been altered much by adding parenting, warmth and parental 

involvement. The size of the coefficients on divorce and remarriage is reduced slightly, but the 
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significance level of divorce on boys’ internalizing problem behaviors hasn’t changed virtually – 

with a significance level of 1% (t= -3.03, p=0.002) and an effect size of one-third of a standard 

deviation. The size of other explanatory variables such as parent employment status and 

educational attainment has also decreased slightly or become insignificant from Model 3 (see 

Table 7 in appendix). As a result, I can confirm a mild mediating effect of parent involvement on 

the negative effect of family structure change on children’s internalizing problem behaviors. 

Overall, a very involved parent is likely to increase the internalizing behavior score of a boy by 

0.07 points (t=2.84, p=0.005) and a girl by 0.04 points (t=2.14, p=0.033) compared to an average 

boy and girl. The related magnitude of this effect is one-fifth of a standard deviation for boys and 

more than one-eighth of a standard deviation for girls. 
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CHAPTER 5 CONCLUSIONS 

I began my analyses with two questions: (a) Do changes in family structure have any impact 

on children’s social-emotional development, and (b) do the child, parent, or family 

characteristics account for or mediate any of the effects? Let me start by stating that I did find 

some commonalities between boys and girls – the negative impact of divorce while the positive 

impact of remarriage on children’s interpersonal skills, and the negative impact of both divorce 

and remarriage on children’s internalizing problem behavior. This is consistent with previous 

findings that parental divorce affects children’s interpersonal relationships adversely (Kunz, 

2001). Surprisingly, there is a slightly positive impact of disruption on self-control ability for 

both boys and girls, while the impact of remarriage on boy’s self-control ability is significantly 

negative.  

To conclude more on the difference side, the impact of being in a divorced family on boy’s 

internalizing problem behaviors is significantly negative, while girls respond more adversely in 

terms of externalizing problem behaviors. This is inconsistent with the previous results that 

found boys suffer more externalizing problem behaviors and girls experience more internalizing 

problem behaviors. Another interesting finding is the differences in the direction of the impact 

that family structure changes have on externalizing problem behaviors. Being in divorced 

families has a negative impact on girls’ externalizing problem behaviors while the impact 

becomes positive when it comes to girls from remarried families. However, the direction of the 

impact of family structure changes on boys’ externalizing problem behaviors is totally opposite. 

This needs to be further researched in the future to with the consideration of potential cultural 

norms and other unobserved factors that lead to the different reactions of boys and girls on 
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family structure changes. It’s also worthwhile conducting research on other datasets to check the 

generalizability of this conclusion. 

The key explanatory variable, parent involvement appears to have positive mediating effects 

across the four dependent variables for both boys and girls. After accounting for parent 

involvement, the negative impact of divorce on boys’ interpersonal skills and the positive impact 

of divorce on girls’ self-control ability is not statistically significant anymore. These findings 

support my hypothesis that parent involvement is a mediator for the negative impact of family 

structure changes on children’s social-emotional outcomes.  

For future study, there might be other mediators that account for the effect of family 

structure change on social-emotional skills. Ideally, I would like to find indicators for parent’s 

psychological wellbeing or stress, and indicators for the parent-child relationships. Given the 

nature of the ECLS, it doesn’t have enough psychological elements. I’m also hesitant to conclude 

that parental warmth isn’t a mediator for children’s social-emotional skills, although it is not 

significant in any of the models. That can be partly contributed to the different parent 

questionnaires for different waves of data collection, as well as lacking in warmth indicators for 

Spring 2012 in the original dataset.  
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APPENDIX 

Table 1: Means and Standard Errors for Independent Variables Included in Analysis 

Models, by Sex 
 

Variables 

Boys (n=4,900) Girls (n=4,611) 

Mean/Percent SE Mean SE 

Child     

Age in months in 2011 73.7 0.13 73.1 0.12 

White (=1) 0.61 - 0.58 - 

Black (=1) 0.07 - 0.08 - 

Hispanic (=1) 0.21 - 0.22 - 

Asian (=1) 0.05 - 0.06 - 

Native American (=1) 0.01 - 0.01 - 

Two or More Races (=1) 0.05 - 0.04 - 

Primary Parent’s Characteristics in 2011     

Education Attainment (=1)     

    Less Than High School 0.1 - 0.09 - 

    High School Diploma or Equivalent 0.2 - 0.19 - 

    Vocational/Some College 0.3 - 0.3 - 

    Bachelor’s Degree 0.25 - 0.26 - 

    Graduate/Master’s Degree or higher 0.15 - 0.16 - 

Primary Parent’s Employment Status (=1)     

35 or More Hours/Week 0.41 - 0.41 - 

    Less Than 35 Hours/Week 0.23 - 0.22 - 

    Currently Unemployed 0.04 - 0.05 - 

    Not in the Labor Force 0.31 - 0.31 - 

Parental Involvement Level in 2011     

Not Involved at all (=1) 0.15 - 0.15 - 

Somewhat Involved (=1) 0.44 - 0.46 - 

Very Involved (=1) 0.4 - 0.38 - 

Parenting Scores in 2011 8.38 0.05 8.37 0.05 

Warmth Scores in 2011 10.62 0.02 10.63 0.05 

Family Poverty Level in 2011     

Below Poverty Threshold 0.15 - 0.13 - 

At/Above Poverty Threshold, Below 200 

percent of Poverty Threshold 

 

0.2 

 

- 

 

0.22 

 

- 

    At/Above 200 percent of Poverty Threshold  

0.65 

 

- 

 

0.65 

 

- 
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Table 2: Means and Standard Errors of Social-Emotional Skills Scores, by Family Structure, 

Child’s Race, Child’s Sex, Parent Education Attainment, Parent Employment Status, and 

Poverty Level 
 

 

 

Variables 

Social-Emotional skills 

Interpersonal 

skills 

Self-control Externalizing 

problems 

Internalizing 

problems 

Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE 

Family Structure  

Intact family  3.23 0.01 3.33 0.01 3.41 0.01 3.49 0.01 

Divorced  3.02 0.03 3.20 0.03 3.28 0.03 3.28 0.03 

Remarried 3.15 0.08 3.24 0.07 3.36 0.07 3.36 0.07 

Child Race         

White (=1) 3.24 0.01 3.34 0.01 3.41 0.01 3.47 0.01 

Black (=1) 3.09 0.04 3.16 0.04 3.25 0.03 3.46 0.04 

Hispanic (=1) 3.17 0.03 3.29 0.04 3.41 0.03 3.49 0.01 

Asian (=1) 3.20 0.05 3.37 0.04 3.50 0.04 3.57 0.02 

Native American (=1) 3.34 0.05 3.40 0.03 3.43 0.03 3.44 0.04 

Two or More Races (=1) 3.24 0.04 3.37 0.04 3.44 0.04 3.47 0.03 

Child Sex         

Boys 3.07 0.02 3.20 0.02 3.27 0.02 3.46 0.01 

Girls 3.37 0.01 3.44 0.01 3.54 0.01 3.50 0.01 

Parent Education         

Less Than High School 3.13 0.04 3.27 0.04 3.42 0.04 3.43 0.03 

High School Diploma or 

Equivalent 

3.14 0.02 3.27 0.02 3.36 0.02 3.44 0.02 

Vocational/Some College 3.19 0.02 3.30 0.02 3.38 0.02 3.45 0.01 

Bachelor’s Degree 3.28 0.02 3.28 0.02 3.45 0.01 3.53 0.01 

Graduate/Master’s Degree or 

higher 

3.30 0.02 3.40 0.02 3.47 0.02 3.54 0.01 

Parent Employment         

35 or More hours/week 3.22 0.01 3.30 0.01 3.38 0.01 3.50 0.01 

Less Than 35 hours/week 3.24 0.02 3.34 0.02 3.43 0.02 3.50 0.03 

Currently Unemployed 3.11 0.04 3.21 0.04 3.31 0.04 3.41 0.03 

Not in the Labor Force 3.23 0.02 3.32 0.02 3.42 0.02 3.50 0.01 

Poverty Level         

Below Poverty Threshold 3.04 0.03 3.18 0.03 3.31 0.03 3.40 0.02 

At/Above Poverty 

Threshold, Below 200 

percent of Poverty 

Threshold 

 

3.19 

 

0.02 

 

3.29 

 

0.02 

 

3.38 

 

0.02 

 

3.45 

 

0.01 

At/Above 200 percent of 

Poverty Threshold 

3.26 0.01 3.36 0.01 3.43 0.01 3.50 0.01 
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Table 3: Correlation Coefficients Between Dependent Variables and Key Explanatory 

Variables 
 Parental 

Involvement 

Parenting Parental 

Warmth 

Interpersonal 

skills 

Self-

control 

Externalizing 

problems 

Internaliz

ing 

problems 

Parental 

Involvement 

1       

Parenting  0.03 1      

Parental 

Warmth  

0.05 0.09 1     

Interpersonal 

skills 

0.15 0.05 0.05 1    

Self-control 0.12 -0.001 0.05 0.80 1   

Externalizing 

problems 

0.09 0.07 0.05 0.61 0.72 1  

Internalizing 

problems 

0.08 0.07 0.01 0.34 0.32 0.30 1 
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Table 4: Coefficients from Fixed-Effects Regression Models Predicting Child’s Interpersonal 

Skills, by Child’s Sex  
 

 

Independent 

variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Boys 

(9,347) 

Girls 

(9,261) 

Boys 

(9,347) 

Girls 

(9,261) 

Boys 

(9,347) 

Girls 

(9,261) 

Boys 

(9,347) 

Girls 

(9,261) 

Divorce  -0.10* 

(0.05) 

-0.06 

(0.05) 

-0.07 

(0.05) 

-0.08 

(0.05) 

-0.06 

(0.05) 

-0.09 

(0.05) 

-0.05 

(0.05) 

-0.08 

(0.05) 

Remarriage 0.03 

(0.15) 

0.07 

(0.11) 

0.06 

(0.15) 

0.06 

(0.11) 

0.07 

(0.15) 

0.04 

(0.11) 

0.08 

(0.15) 

0.05 

(0.11) 

Child age   -0.001** 

(0.0003) 

0.0005 

(0.0003) 

-0.001** 

(0.0003) 

0.001* 

(0.0003) 

-0.003 

(0.0006) 

0.002** 

(0.0005) 

Parent work 

more than 35 

hours/week   

    -0.02 

(0.02) 

0.01 

(0.02) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

-0.002 

(0.02) 

Parent work 35 

or less 

hours/week 

    0.04 

(0.02) 

0.01 

(0.02) 

0.04 

(0.02) 

-0.001 

(0.02) 

Parent not in the 

labor force 

    0.04 

(0.03) 

0.01 

(0.02) 

0.03 

(0.03) 

-0.01 

(0.02) 

High school 

diploma 

    0.05 

(0.04) 

0.02 

(0.03) 

0.03 

(0.05) 

0.001 

(0.03) 

Some college or 

vocational 

program 

    0.01 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.03) 

-0.01 

(0.03) 

-0.03 

(0.03) 

Bachelor’s 

degree 

    -0.004 

(0.03) 

-0.04 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.03) 

-0.05 

(0.03) 

Graduate or 

more 

    0.03 

(0.03) 

0.002 

(0.03) 

0.002 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.03) 

Household 

income 

    0.002 

(0.005) 

-0.01 

(0.006) 

0.002 

(0.005) 

-0.01 

(0.006) 

Below poverty 

threshold 

    0.003 

(0.06) 

-0.05 

(0.07) 

-0.001 

(0.06) 

-0.04 

(0.07) 

At/above 

poverty 

threshold, below 

200 percent 

    0.01 

(0.04) 

0.02 

(0.04) 

0.01 

(0.04) 

0.02 

(0.04) 

Parenting        0.01 

(0.01) 

0.01 

(0.01) 

Parental warmth       -0.003 

(0.01) 

0.005 

(0.007) 

Somewhat 

involved 

      0.07** 

(0.02) 

0.03* 

(0.02) 

Very involved       0.22*** 

(0.03) 

0.14*** 

(0.02) 

Notes: Numbers in parentheses under coefficients are standard error and numbers in parentheses under boys/girls are 

number of cases. A flag variable is coded 1 for cases with no system-missing in order to keep a constant sample size 

for the same dependent variable. Number of cases are different for the four social-emotional development indicators 

due to system missing value. 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001 (two-tailed tests) 
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Table 5: Coefficients from Fixed-Effects Regression Models Predicting Child’s Self-Control 

Ability, by Child’s Sex 
 

 

Independent 

variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Boys 

(9,342) 

Girls 

(9,201) 

Boys 

(9,342) 

Girls 

(9,201) 

Boys 

(9,342) 

Girls 

(9,201) 

Boys 

(9,342) 

Girls 

(9,201) 

Divorce  0.04 

(0.04) 

0.11** 

(0.04) 

-0.01 

(0.04) 

0.02 

(0.04) 

-0.001 

(0.05) 

0.01 

(0.04) 

0.01 

(0.04) 

0.02 

(0.04) 

Remarriage -0.08 

(0.06) 

0.12 

(0.09) 

-0.12* 

(0.06) 

0.07 

(0.10) 

-0.12* 

(0.06) 

0.06 

(0.10) 

-0.12* 

(0.06) 

0.07 

(0.10) 

Child age   0.001*** 

(0.0003) 

0.003*** 

(0.0003) 

0.001*** 

(0.0003) 

0.003*** 

(0.0003) 

0.002*** 

(0.0005) 

0.003*** 

(0.0005) 

Parent work more 

than 35 

hours/week   

    -0.03* 

(0.01) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

-0.04** 

(0.02) 

-0.03 

(0.02) 

Parent work 35 or 

less hours/week 

    0.03 

(0.02) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

0.02 

(0.02) 

-0.03 

(0.02) 

Parent not in the 

labor force 

    0.004 

(0.02) 

-0.01 

(0.02) 

-0.002 

(0.02) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

High school 

diploma 

    0.05 

(0.03) 

0.02 

(0.03) 

0.04 

(0.04) 

0.002 

(0.03) 

Some college or 

vocational 

program 

    -0.002 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

-0.02 

(0.03) 

-0.03 

(0.03) 

Bachelor’s degree     0.02 

(0.02) 

-0.03 

(0.03) 

-0.004 

(0.03) 

-0.05 

(0.03) 

Graduate or more     0.003 

(0.03) 

0.02 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.03) 

0.002 

(0.03) 

Household 

income 

    0.005 

(0.005) 

-0.003 

(0.005) 

0.01 

(0.005) 

-0.003 

(0.005) 

Below poverty 

threshold 

    0.03 

(0.06) 

0.02 

(0.06) 

0.03 

(0.06) 

0.02 

(0.06) 

At/above poverty 

threshold, below 

200 percent 

    0.02 

(0.03) 

-0.001 

(0.04) 

0.02 

(0.04) 

-0.001 

(0.04) 

Parenting        0.01 

(0.01) 

0.01 

(0.007) 

Parental warmth       -0.002 

(0.007) 

0.002 

(0.006) 

Somewhat 

involved 

      0.06** 

(0.02) 

0.02 

(0.02) 

Very involved       0.14*** 

(0.03) 

0.07** 

(0.02) 

Notes: Numbers in parentheses under coefficients are standard error and numbers in parentheses under boys/girls are 

number of cases. A flag variable is coded 1 for cases with no system-missing in order to keep a constant sample size 

for the same dependent variable. Number of cases are different for the four social-emotional development indicators 

due to system missing value. 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001 (two-tailed tests) 
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Table 6: Coefficients from Fixed-Effects Regression Models Predicting Child’s 

Externalizing Problem Behavior, By Child’s Sex 

Notes: Numbers in parentheses under coefficients are standard error and numbers in parentheses under boys/girls are 

number of cases. A flag variable is coded 1 for cases with no system-missing in order to keep a constant sample size 

for the same dependent variable. Number of cases are different for the four social-emotional development indicators 

due to system missing value. 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001 (two-tailed tests) 

  

 

 

Independent 

variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Boys 

(9,458) 

Girls 

(9,305) 

Boys 

(9,458) 

Girls 

(9,305) 

Boys 

(9,458) 

Girls 

(9,305) 

Boys 

(9,458) 

Girls 

(9,305) 

Divorce  0.01 

(0.04) 

0.09* 

(0.04) 

0.03 

(0.04) 

0.07 

(0.04) 

0.05 

(0.05) 

0.08 

(0.04) 

0.05 

(0.04) 

0.08 

(0.04) 

Remarriage -0.08 

(0.08) 

0.14 

(0.09) 

-0.06 

(0.08) 

0.14 

(0.09) 

-0.03 

(0.08) 

0.15 

(0.09) 

-0.03 

(0.08) 

0.15 

(0.09) 

Child age   -0.001* 

(0.0003) 

0.001* 

(0.0003) 

-0.001** 

0.0003 

0.0003 

(0.0002) 

-0.0001 

0.0005 

0.001* 

(0.0004) 

Parent work 

more than 35 

hours/week   

    0.03 

(0.02) 

0.02 

(0.01) 

0.02 

(0.02) 

0.01 

(0.01) 

Parent work 35 

or less 

hours/week 

    0.08*** 

(0.02) 

0.01 

(0.01) 

0.07** 

(0.02) 

0.01 

(0.01) 

Parent not in the 

labor force 

    0.06** 

(0.02) 

0.01 

(0.01) 

0.05* 

(0.02) 

0.01 

(0.02) 

High school 

diploma 

    0.17*** 

(0.03) 

0.05* 

(0.02) 

0.14*** 

(0.03) 

0.04 

(0.03) 

Some college or 

vocational 

program 

    0.08*** 

(0.02) 

0.05** 

(0.02) 

0.05* 

(0.02) 

0.03 

(0.02) 

Bachelor’s 

degree 

    0.11*** 

(0.02) 

0.04* 

(0.02) 

0.08** 

(0.03) 

0.02 

(0.02) 

Graduate or 

more 

    0.07** 

(0.02) 

0.08*** 

(0.02) 

0.04 

(0.03) 

0.07** 

(0.02) 

Household 

income 

    0.005 

(0.005) 

0.003 

(0.004) 

0.005 

(0.005) 

0.003 

(0.004) 

Below poverty 

threshold 

    0.03 

(0.05) 

0.004 

(0.05) 

0.03 

(0.05) 

0.007 

(0.05) 

At/above 

poverty 

threshold, below 

200 percent 

    -0.02 

(0.03) 

0.01 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.03) 

0.01 

(0.03) 

Parenting        0.02* 

(0.007) 

0.01* 

(0.006) 

Parental warmth       0.002 

(0.006) 

-0.005 

(0.005) 

Somewhat 

involved 

      0.06** 

(0.02) 

0.01 

(0.02) 

Very involved       0.09*** 

(0.02) 

0.04* 

(0.02) 
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Table 7: Coefficients from Fixed-Effects Regression Models Predicting Child’s Internalizing 

Behavior Problem, by Child’s Sex 
 

Independent 

variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Boys 

(9,424) 

Girls 

(9,286) 

Boys 

(9,424) 

Girls 

(9,286) 

Boys 

(9,424) 

Girls 

(9,286) 

Boys 

(9,424) 

Girls 

(9,286) 

Divorce  -0.2*** 

(0.04) 

-0.07 

(0.05) 

-0.15*** 

(0.04) 

-0.03 

(0.05) 

-0.14** 

(0.04) 

-0.02 

(0.05) 

-0.13** 

(0.04) 

-0.01 

(0.04) 

Remarriage -0.22 

(0.12) 

-0.07 

(0.09) 

-0.18 

(0.13) 

-0.04 

(0.09) 

-0.16 

(0.12) 

-0.05 

(0.09) 

-0.15 

(0.12) 

-0.04 

(0.08) 

Child age   -0.001*** 

(0.0002) 

-0.001*** 

(0.0003) 

-0.001*** 

(0.0003) 

-0.001*** 

(0.0003) 

-0.007 

(0.0005) 

-0.001** 

(0.0004) 

Parent work 

more than 35 

hours/week   

    0.05** 

(0.02) 

0.03* 

(0.01) 

0.04* 

(0.02) 

0.04* 

(0.02) 

Parent work 

35 or less 

hours/week 

    0.07** 

(0.02) 

0.03 

(0.02) 

0.06** 

(0.02) 

0.04 

(0.02) 

Parent not in 

the labor 

force 

    0.06** 

(0.02) 

0.04* 

(0.02) 

0.05* 

(0.02) 

0.05* 

(0.02) 

High school 

diploma 

    0.07* 

(0.03) 

0.04 

(0.03) 

0.05 

(0.03) 

0.04 

(0.03) 

Some college 

or vocational 

program 

    0.06* 

(0.03) 

-0.01 

(0.02) 

0.04 

(0.03) 

0.003 

(0.03) 

Bachelor’s 

degree 

    0.07** 

(0.02) 

-0.003 

(0.02) 

0.05* 

(0.02) 

0.006 

(0.02) 

Graduate or 

more 

    0.04 

(0.02) 

0.05* 

(0.02) 

0.02 

(0.03) 

0.06* 

(0.03) 

Household 

income 

    0.003 

(0.006) 

-0.005 

(0.005) 

0.003 

(0.03) 

-0.004 

(0.005) 

Below 

poverty 

threshold 

    -0.02 

(0.07) 

-0.12* 

(0.06) 

-0.02 

(0.07) 

-0.11* 

(0.06) 

At/above 

poverty 

threshold, 

below 200 

percent 

    -0.02 

(0.04) 

-0.05 

(0.04) 

-0.02 

(0,04) 

-0.05 

(0.04) 

Parenting        0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.004 

(0.007) 

Parental 

warmth 

      -0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.004 

(0.005) 

Somewhat 

involved 

      0.03 

(0.02) 

0.03 

(0.02) 

Very involved       0.07** 

(0.02) 

0.04* 

(0.02) 

Notes: Numbers in parentheses under coefficients are standard error and numbers in parentheses under boys/girls are 

number of cases. A flag variable is coded 1 for cases with no system-missing in order to keep a constant sample size 

for the same dependent variable. Number of cases are different for the four social-emotional development indicators 

due to system missing value. 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001 (two-tailed tests)  
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