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I. Introduction

In 1990, the proportion of young women (aged 25 to 29) who had completed four-year
college degrees, after steadily increasing for several decades, reached near equality with
young men in the United States. By 2014, the long-standing gender gap in educational
attainment had not just disappeared but reversed—favoring women by a substantial
margin. More than 37 percent of young women now have four-year college degrees or
higher educational attainment, compared to less than 31 percent of young men (U. S.
Census, 2016b). Similar gender gaps in education are opening up around the world, with
women completing tertiary degrees at higher rates than men in almost all OECD countries
(OECD, 2015).

Rising female educational attainment has been enabled by the removal of barriers to
women’s schooling and labor force participation that had hindered investments in women’s
human capital. However, the emergence of a female advantage in higher education, even
though women continue to have lower employment rates and work hours than men, has
been treated as a puzzle in the social sciences. Some studies find a higher college wage
premium for women than for men (Dougherty, 2005) but a consensus seems to be emerging
that the principal source of the college gap lies in gender differences in the nonpecuniary
costs of educational persistence. These cost differences are reflected in a persistent female
advantage in school performance and are due, some argue, to lower levels of non-cognitive
skills among boys (Goldin, Katz, and Kuzmienko, 2006; Becker, Hubbard, and Murphy,
2010).

Recent work in economics has focused on possible causes of this gender gap in skills
that enhance academic achievement, including the hypothesis that the development of
capabilities such as self-control among boys is more sensitive to family disadvantage than
the skill development of girls. Autor and Wasserman (2013) suggest that the increased
prevalence of single-parent families and decreased contact with a stable male parent may
have a particularly negative impact on boys and contribute to the growing gender gap in
education. A couple of studies report empirical evidence consistent with this hypothesis.
Bertrand and Pan (2013) find that the gender gap in behavior problems and school
suspensions is much larger for the sons and daughters of single mothers than for children

in two-parent households. Autor, Figlio, Karbownik, Roth, and Wasserman (2016) show



that family disadvantage, measured by mother’s education, marital status, and father
absence, have larger effects on a variety of school outcomes for boys than for girls. So far,
these studies have focused on school achievement and disciplinary measures rather than
educational attainment and adult labor market outcomes. In contrast, Brenee and
Lundberg (2016) analyze Danish administrative data and find that family disadvantage,
though it has more negative effects on school-age outcomes of boys relative to girls, tends to
have stronger impacts on the educational attainment, employment, and earnings of adult

women.

In this study, I use rich longitudinal data from the National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health) that lets me extend analysis of the impacts of
early father absence to long-run outcomes, including college graduation, in an American
context. In particular, I examine the association between family structure in adolescence
and outcomes that include behavior in school, educational aspirations, and educational
attainment for a recent cohort of young adults. In both cross-sectional and fixed-effects
estimates using a sample of full siblings, I find, as do prior studies, that boys are more
sensitive to father absence in terms of reports of problems in school. Girls, on the other
hand, are more likely to respond to father absence with increased indicators of depression,
and are particularly negatively affected by residence with a stepfather. When we turn to
final educational attainment in later waves of Add Health, however, family structure in
adolescence does not have differential effects on the college graduation rates of men and

women.

These results suggest that it may be premature to interpret the greater elasticity of
boys’ behavioral and school disciplinary problems to father absence and other dimensions of
family disadvantage as evidence of a gender gap in skills that could, in turn, help to explain
the college gender gap. School-age boys and girls appear to respond to father absence and
step-father families in distinct, gender-typical ways. Though non-traditional family
structures in adolescence are associated with lower educational attainment for both men
and women, there appears to be no significant gender difference in the effects of family
structure on college graduation rates, and no evidence of greater male vulnerability to

father absence in the long run.



II. The Educational Gender Gap, Non-Cognitive Skills, and Family Disadvantage

An extensive literature in education and the social sciences has documented gender
differences in the academic and behavioral outcomes of boys and girls in elementary and
secondary school (Buchmann, DiPrete, and McDaniel, 2008). These gender gaps are not
new phenomena: girls have consistently outperformed boys in grades and have been less
likely to get in trouble at school (Duckworth and Seligman, 2006). Recent studies interpret
the observed gender differences in academic performance, grade repetition, special
education placement, homework hours and school reports of disruptive behavior as
indicative of gaps between the non-cognitive skills of boys and girls (Becker et al., 2010;
Goldin et al., 2013). Gender gaps in social and behavioral skills appear to develop early—
girls begin school with more advanced learning skills than boys, and this advantage grows
over time. In turn, these early skill gaps explain much of the gender differential in early

elementary academic outcomes (DiPrete and Jennings, 2012).

Autor et al. (2016) note that gender gaps in educational outcomes are higher among
minorities, and postulate that the single parenthood and economic disadvantage
disproportionately experienced by minority children may have particularly negative effects
on boys. One possible explanation for such an effect is that boys are developmentally more
sensitive to deficiencies in household resources, neighborhood influences, or parental
attention. In particular, boys may also be more vulnerable than girls to the absence of a
stable, same-sex parent. Alternatively, parental behavior may vary by socioeconomic status

such that low-income parents tend to invest more in daughters than in sons.

Why might boys be particularly vulnerable to environmental influences that hamper
educational success, such as poor parents, absent fathers, or low-quality schools? One
possible source of male vulnerability may be sex differences in early developmental
trajectories. Preschool girls are more mature than preschool boys in language skills and
emotional regulation, and this may increase their resilience in adverse circumstances.
Others have argued that school environments, which limit opportunities for physical play
and punish losses of self-control, systematically disadvantage boys. A cultural explanation
is provided by DiPrete and Buchmann (2013), who argue that developing a masculine self-
image may involve a rejection of school values, and that this “oppositional culture” may be

particularly relevant for boys with absent or low-education fathers. There is limited



evidence, however, supporting the notion that a consistent paternal presence is more
important for the healthy development of boys than of girls. A few studies find that boys
may do worse, emotionally and academically, following a divorce (Hetherington and Kelly,
2002), but meta-analysis of (correlational) studies of father absence and child wellbeing by
Amato and Gilbreth (1999) finds no support for the hypothesis that boys benefit more than

girls from paternal involvement.!

Finally, parental investments may tend to favor girls in low-resource environments.
Though a large literature shows that, on average, fathers spend more time with sons than
with daughters, and that this gap grows with age (Lundberg, 2005), Bertrand and Pan find
that single mothers spend less time with sons than daughters and report less emotional
closeness with sons in early school years. Such a result suggests a parental investment
variant of the Trivers-Willard hypothesis from evolutionary biology: parents who are
maximizing reproductive success invest more in male offspring in good conditions but more
in females in poor conditions (Trivers and Willard, 1973). Explicit attempts to test for
evidence of Trivers-Willard patterns in modern families, however, have not found it to be

well-supported (Keller, Nesse, and Hofferth, 2001).

This debate has recently been revived by Autor and Wasserman (2013), who suggest
that changes in family structure may be disadvantaging boys and thus help to explain the
emergence of the educational gender gap. Though co-residential fathers’ time with children
has been rising over time, increasing rates of lone motherhood have decreased paternal
involvement for many children, particularly those with less-educated and minority mothers.
This development may have a particularly negative impact on boys, either because boys are
more vulnerable to the loss of parental time and financial resources, or due to the role

model effect of the same-sex parent.

I Gender differences in responsiveness to childhood environment may also be related to the “differential
susceptibility” hypothesis in psychology (Belsky, 1997, 2005). Differential susceptibility implies that some
individuals are inherently more vulnerable to the negative effects of contextual adversity, and also that they are
more likely to benefit from supportive environments. Genetic drivers of susceptibility lead to gene-environment
(GxE) interactions that have been extensively documented in animals and to some extent humans (Manuck and
McCaffery, 2014; Thompson, 2014). At this point, there is limited evidence of systematic gender differences in
specific GxE effects, and thus little empirical basis for a genetic interpretation of the vulnerable boys
hypothesis. One exception is a study that finds that genetic factors (plasticity alleles) predict the self-regulation
responses of male adolescents to good and bad parenting, but finds no such link for females (Belsky and Beaver,
2011).



A recent literature has provided some evidence that boys are more sensitive to
father absence, particularly as measured by behavioral problems and disciplinary actions in
school. Bertrand and Pan (2013) examine the relationship between having a single or
young mother and school outcomes, in particular externalizing behavior in kindergarten
and in Grade 5 and school suspensions in Grade 8.2 They find that living with a single
mother has a much larger negative effect on the behavior of boys than girls and interpret
this as evidence that the non-cognitive skills of boys are adversely impacted by non-
traditional family arrangements. They suggest that “boys’ higher tendency to act out and
develop conduct problems might be particularly relevant to their relative absence in
colleges.” Autor et al. (2016) examine the effects of family disadvantage, measured by
mother’s education and marital status, father presence, an SES index, neighborhood income
and school quality on school absence and suspension, test scores and high school graduation
for a large sample of children in Florida. Mother’s education, and particularly college
graduation, has significantly larger effects on boys than girls for a variety of outcomes,
including kindergarten readiness and test scores. Family structure, including father
presence, also has significantly greater effects on boys for a few outcomes (including school
absences and suspensions in Grades 3 through 8). In sharp contrast, Slade and Beller
(2013) find a stronger association between nontraditional family structure in childhood and

later health outcomes, including self-reported health and smoking, for girls.

Assessing the role of excess male vulnerability to father absence in explaining the
emerging gender gap in college graduation requires longitudinal data that permits us to
link family structure in childhood with longer-term outcomes, including final educational
attainment.? Brenege and Lundberg (2016) are able to do this with Danish administrative
data. Linking entire population cohorts from birth into adulthood, they find that the
education and employment of adult women are more influenced by childhood family
disadvantage than are the outcomes of adult men. In this paper, I use American

longitudinal data with a richer set of intermediate outcomes to examine whether these

2 Externalizing behaviors are problem behaviors directed outwards, including physical aggression, disruptive
and impulsive behavior, and disobeying rules. Internalizing behaviors, in contrast, are directed inwards, and
include anxiety, depression, and withdrawal (Leadbeater, Kuperminc, Blatt, Hertzog, 1999).

3 The only measure of educational attainment examined in any of the studies discussed above is high school
graduation in Autor et al. For this outcome, they can use only their oldest cohorts of Florida students and are
not able to link siblings, so the models are cross-sectional. Father presence is not included, but mother’s marital
status and mother’s college graduation do have significantly larger associations with the high school graduation
of sons compared to daughters.



results hold in an environment with different educational, social welfare, and labor market

institutions.

III. Data

The National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health) has
collected a rich array of longitudinal data on the social, economic, psychological and
physical well-being of young men and women from adolescence through young adulthood.*
The Add Health study began in 1994-95 with a nationally-representative school-based
survey of more than 90,000 students in grades 7 through 12. The students were born
between 1976 and 1984 and attended one of 132 schools in the sampling frame. In addition
to oversamples of several ethnic groups and disabled students, the Add Health genetic
sample includes sibling pairs living in the same household, including twins, half-siblings,
and biologically unrelated siblings. About 20,000 respondents were followed in subsequent
surveys, the last of which (Wave IV) was conducted in 2007-08 when the respondents were

between 24 and 32 years of age.

Race and ethnic differences in family circumstances are substantial, with black and
Hispanic teenagers less likely to live with both biological parents than are white, non-
Hispanic teenagers. To focus on gender differences in responses to father absence, most of
the analysis in this paper uses subsamples of 3,868 non-Hispanic white women and 3,459
non-Hispanic white men who lived with their biological or adoptive mother in Wave I, and

for whom all key variables are non-missing.’ For this subsample, I define three different

4 This research uses data from Add Health, a program project directed by Kathleen Mullan Harris and designed
by J. Richard Udry, Peter S. Bearman, and Kathleen Mullan Harris at the University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill, and funded by grant P01-HD31921 from the Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development, with cooperative funding from 23 other federal agencies and foundations.
Special acknowledgment is due Ronald R. Rindfuss and Barbara Entwisle for assistance in the original design.
Information on how to obtain the Add Health data files is available on the Add Health website
(http://'www.cpc.unc.edu/addhealth). No direct support was received from grant P01-HD31921 for this analysis.

5 The discrepancy in the male-female sample sizes is the result of consistently lower rates of both contact and
response for male Add Health sample members. By Wave IV, the overall male/female response ratio had fallen
to .88 from .98 in Wave I, very close to the .89 in my sample. Brownstein et al. (2011) conclude that Wave IV
non-response results in very little bias in measures of health and risk-taking. The unweighted rates of college
graduation in this sample (.33 for men, .41 for women) are somewhat lower than the rates for equivalent cohorts
in the Current Population Survey (.35 for men, .43 for women) but the gender ratio is the same (U.S. Census,
2016a).



family structure groups: living with both biological parents (or adoptive parents) in Wave 1,
living with a step- or other non-biological father figure in the household, and living in a

household with no father or father figure.

I focus on the attainment of a 4-year college degree or more as a long-term outcome.
The rising returns to education in recent decades have been largely restricted to college
graduates, and though there is a gender gap in high school graduation and college
attendance as well, the college graduation gap has received the most attention given its
substantial implications for lifetime income. I also examine high school graduation,
however, as well as years of schooling. School-age outcomes that are more comparable to
those in previous studies include Math and English grades, school problems including
suspensions, and a standard depression scale. Educational aspirations in Wave I are based
on student responses on a 5-point scale asking how much they want to attend college, and
how likely it is that they will attend college. Table Al presents summary statistics by
gender for key variables for the white, non-Hispanic sample. The gender differences are as
expected: adolescent boys have higher rates of school problems, lower grades, lower
educational aspirations and are more likely to have a father in the household than
adolescent girls; women have higher rates of high school and college graduation than adult

men.

Figure 1 plots the college graduation rates for men and women who were in each of
the three family structure groups in adolescence. Though women are more likely to be
college graduates in each group, the ratios of male to female graduates are not significantly
different. In the raw data, therefore, there is no evidence that father absence has a more
negative influence on the educational prospects of boys than girls in the Add Health

sample.

IV. Identifying the Differential Effect of Father Absence on Boys and Girls

Estimating the difference in the causal impact of father absence on outcomes for
boys and girls requires that the distribution of male and female children across households

with and without fathers is identical in terms of their potential outcomes with a father



present. For any outcome Yfor boys (b) and girls (g), we can define possible outcomes in

alternative family structures as:
v, e{¥2, ¥y} Yue{¥D Y5},

Where Y is the outcome for child 7 if his or her father is present in the household (4=0),
and Y;! is the outcome if their father is absent (4=1).

The causal effect of father absence on boys is:
E[YylA=1] - E[Y,|A=0] =
E[vy —YQ|A=1]+ (E[Y?|A =1] - E[¥2|A =0])

The second term is selection bias—the difference between potential outcomes in the father-
present state between boys who were raised in that state and boys who were not. This will
be non-zero, and any estimate of the effect of father absence will be biased if there are
unobserved differences in child capabilities and mother characteristics in father-present
and father-absent households. An estimate of the gender difference in the effects of father
absence, however, will be unbiased if the selection terms are identical for boys and girls.
This will hold if the relationship between father absence and mother/child characteristics is
the same in son/daughter households. Table 1 presents tests for differences in observable
household characteristics between boys and girls in the same family structure. This
exercise shows little evidence of differential selection of boys and girls in Add Health into
the three family structure types (biological father, other father, no father), since the means
of maternal characteristics, family income, and birth weight are significantly different in

only one of 16 cases.®

Though substantial bias due to differential selection seems unlikely, an alternative
approach is to use family fixed-effects and compare the outcomes of brothers and sisters
across family structure groups. This requires that we assume only that the gender gap in
sibling potential outcomes is independent of family disadvantage. A within-family

approach eliminates concerns about selection, but has the disadvantage that it restricts

6 Autor et al. (2016) and Brenge and Lundberg (2016) show that there are no gender differences in the effects of
family disadvantage on outcomes at birth, which suggests an absence of selection on child capability, but Add
Health does not have similar early measures.



estimation to families with gender-discordant siblings. It is also not obvious that the causal
impact of father absence must be independent of the presence of siblings or sibling gender
composition. If there are behavioral spillovers within the family Gf boys, for example,
engage in more stereotypical male behavior when they have a brother, rather than a sister),
or if maternal investments in boys and girls are affected by family size or by child gender
mix, then fixed-effect estimates of the effect of father absence may not be representative.

In this paper, I report results from both cross-section and family fixed-effects models.

V. Results
A. College Graduation and Educational Attainment

Cross-section linear probability models of college graduation are reported in Table 2,

with the base model in column 3 taking the form:
Yi = ﬁo + ﬁlMALEl + ,BZNFi + ,8320Fi + ,84,NFi X MALEL + BSOFL' X MALEL + XL}/+ &

NF; is a dummy variable equal to one if child I lived in a household with no father figure in
Wave I and OF; is equal to one if a non-biological, non-adoptive father, such as a step-
father, lived in the household. X; includes maternal characteristics and the child’s birth
cohort. The coefficients of interest are those on the family structure-male dummy
interaction terms—f, and Bs. Standard errors are clustered by the school attended in Wave

L

In each model, being male has a large negative effect on the probability of receiving
a 4-year college degree by Wave IV, when the Add Health subjects were in their late
twenties and early thirties, beginning at about 7 percent in the initial model with no other
covariates. Controlling for mother’s characteristics (Columns 2-8) has little effect on the
college gender gap. The coefficients on dummy variables for living in a family with no
father figure or with a non-biological (step) father figure in Wave I are also large and

negative.

Non-traditional family structures do not, however, have differentially negative
impacts on the college graduation rates of young men (column 3). The interaction effects,

expected to be negative, are positive and insignificant. Column 4 decomposes the “no

10



father” group into young adults who, though they did not live with their biological father at
Wave I, did do so after the age of 5 (No Father Recently) and those who never lived with
their father after age 5 (No Father Always). The latter status, as expected, has a larger
negative association with college graduation but the gender interaction effects are once
again positive, small and insignificant. Columns 6-8 report results from the core model for
subsamples based on mother’s education level, and the pattern is similar—negative effects
of non-traditional family structures, but no evidence that the college graduation rates of

men are more strongly affected by father absence than is college graduation by women.

Columns 1-3 in Table 3 show similar patterns in the determinants of high school
graduation. Men are less likely to graduate from high school than women, living with no
father or a step-father in Wave I has a strong negative association with graduation, and
there is no significant differential effect of family structure for men. There is, however, a
significantly larger impact of father absence before age 5 (No Father Always) on men’s high
school graduation, compared to women’s. Columns 6-8 split the sample by mother’s
education and show that the effects of family structure on high school graduation are
largely concentrated in families in which the mother had a high-school education or less.
There is also a single, marginally-significant interaction term for the some college
subsample—men with a mother who attended college but did not achieve a 4-year degree
were more affected by father absence than similar women, in terms of their likelihood of

graduating from high school.

Finally, the OLS and family fixed-effects models in Table 4 use a sample of mixed-
sex siblings with the same mother and father who lived in the same household in Wave I to
estimate within-family determinants of educational attainment. Since siblings experience

the same family structure in Wave I, the fixed-effects model of college graduation is:

where the variables in Z;; (mother’s age at birth and birth order) vary across siblings and ¢,
is a family fixed effect. The sample consists of only 206 sibling pairs and trios, and there is

a loss in precision, though neither the OLS nor the fixed-effects estimates are very different
from OLS estimates using the full sample. Neither the male dummy nor the male-family

structure interaction terms have significant effects on college graduation, but in this sibling

11



sample father absence has a larger impact on high school graduation for boys than for girls.
To increase the within-family variation in educational outcomes in this small sample,
columns 3 and 4 replace the dichotomous graduation variables with completed years of
education and a 0-5 discrete measure of educational attainment. In these models, the effect
of being male is significant and negative in the fixed-effect model but the father interaction

terms are, once again, not significant.

To summarize, the evidence from the Add Health cohorts of young adults strongly
suggests that, though being male and living in a household without a biological father in
adolescence are negatively associated with educational attainment, young men do not
appear to be differentially affected by father absence when we focus on long-term outcomes
such as college graduation. There is some limited evidence that high school graduation

may be a hurdle for which father presence is more important for boys, however.
B. Early Outcomes: School Problems, Depression, Grades and Educational Aspirations

Most previous studies of differential male vulnerability to family disadvantage have
focused on the behavior and achievements of schoolchildren rather than final educational
attainment. This section investigates the effect of family structure in Wave I on
contemporaneous outcomes such as grades and problems in school to see whether similar

patterns can be found in the Add Health data.

In Wave I, students self-reported about problems they experienced in school, such as
trouble getting along with teachers and other students, trouble getting homework done and
paying attention in school (coded 0-4 from “never” to “every day”), number of absences
without an excuse, and a dummy variable indicating whether the student has ever received
an out-of-school suspension. Factor analysis was used to aggregate these measures into a
standardized school problems index, and Table 5 reports the determinants of this index and
its components. Male students report higher incidence of all these school difficulties except
absences, and the male effect on the index is greater than one-quarter of a standard
deviation. Living in a household without a father or father figure is positively associated
with every school problem, and a step-father family increases the overall index and is

significantly associated with a couple of the components.

12



Problems in school are often triggered by the self-control and behavioral issues that
teachers report are more typical of boys, and in these results we see some evidence of
differential male susceptibility to non-traditional family structure. The male/no-father
interaction, in particular, is significantly predictive of school suspensions, reported
problems paying attention in school and getting homework done, and the overall school
problems index. The results for school suspensions in particular are strongly consistent

with the findings of both Bertrand and Pan and Autor et al.”

A different picture emerges when we look at another set of Wave I self-reports—how
often during the past week the student felt sad, lonely, depressed, blue, happy, or hopeful.
These six items (plus 13 more that are not reported separately here) are the components of
a standard depression scale (CES-D). Factor analysis indicates that a single factor is
appropriate and it is used to form a standardized depression index that is the dependent
variable in column 1 of Table 6. Boys are significantly less likely to report frequent
negative emotions, and youth in no-father and step-father families are more likely to make
such reports. The interaction terms indicate that depression in girls is more strongly
affected by non-traditional family structure than is depression in boys.8 This is particularly
true of living with a step-father or other parent figure, which has a substantially higher
positive effect on the depression index and several index components for girls than for boys.
Depression is one example of an “internalizing” response to stress that is more common for
girls, as opposed to the “externalizing” or disruptive behavior more typical of boys. The
contrasting results in the last two tables show that our conclusions about which gender is

more sensitive to father absence depends on which school outcomes we are measuring.

Family structure does not appear to have any differential effect on self-reported
grades in English and Math, though we find the usual pattern that boys’ grades are lower
than girls, particularly in English (Table 7). When asked in Wave I about their college
plans, Add Health boys are less likely than girls to report either that they want to attend

7 Bedard and Witman (2015), who find that the gender gap in diagnosis and treatment of ADHD is much larger
in non-traditional families, suggest that parents in traditional families may find it easier to cope with male
behavioral difficulties in early life.

8 This is consistent with the Add Health findings of Slade and Beller (2013). They also find that many of the
effects of father absence on health and mental health outcomes in Wave I, including depression, are no longer
significant in Wave IV.
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college or that they expect to attend college.® In this case, being in a household with no
father does appear to have a more severe effect on the college intentions of boys—they are
substantially less likely to report that they want to attend college than girls in similar
families. This may be one indicator that boys in disadvantaged families are more likely to
be influenced by an “oppositional” masculine culture with respect to education, as DiPrete
and Buchmann assert, even though there is no significant association with eventual college

graduation.

Table 8 reports family fixed-effects models of the key Wave I outcomes—the school
problems index, depression index, and college aspirations. The excess sensitivity of girls to
step-father presence persists in the within-family pattern of depression—girls in step-
father households experience more depression in school than their brothers—but the
interaction effect in the school problems model is not significant. One interaction effect
that was not apparent in the cross-sectional models is a strong negative effect of step-father

families on the college expectations of boys, compared to their sisters.

The results in this section both reinforce and expand upon the findings of previous
studies that show excess vulnerability of school-aged boys in the face of family
disadvantage and father absence. The gender gap in school problems is much higher for
adolescents who are not living with both biological parents, and this pattern is consistent
with earlier studies that find increasing gender gaps in schools suspensions and
externalizing behavior. Examining a component of internalizing behavior—depression—
indicates that girls may have distinctive responses to family disadvantage that were not

reflected in the behavioral outcomes included in earlier studies.

9 Fortin, Oreopoulos and Phipps (2015) find that much of the gender gap in high school grades can be attributed
to differences in the post-school plans of boys and girls.
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C. Additional Results
Race

The African-American sample in Add Health is much smaller than the non-Hispanic
white sample, but the higher prevalence of non-traditional families in this population
makes a parallel analysis of key outcomes on this subsample potentially informative. On
some dimensions, the results reported in Table 9 contrast sharply with those from the
majority sub-sample. Young black men are less likely to graduate from high school or
college than young black women (and by larger margins than in the white sample) and no-
father households are still associated with less education, more school problems, and a
higher probability of school suspension. However, in important departures from the white
sample results, there are no significant gender or family structure effects on college
aspirations, and no family structure effects on the depression index. There is only one
significant gender/family structure interaction, and it is a surprising one. The gender gap
in school suspensions is smaller for adolescents in no-father families, rather than larger. In
general, school discipline rates are much higher for black students, male and female, and
the behavioral determinants appear to be very different as well. The differences between
the black and white samples on this dimension may be reflective of racial differences in the

institutions of school discipline.
School Quality

The “male vulnerability” hypothesis has been studied primarily in terms of
adolescent responses to family disadvantage, but Figlio, Karbownik, Roth, and Wasserman
(2016) have also found that boys appear to be more sensitive than girls to variations in
school quality in terms of test scores, absences, and suspensions. The Add Health Study
includes a school administrator questionnaire that can be used to construct an index of
school quality for the schools attended in Wave I. The components of the index are average
daily attendance, class size, percentages of new and of experienced teachers, the percentage
of teachers with a Masters’ degree, the grade 12 dropout rates, the percentages of students
with standardized achievement tests at, below, or above grade level, and the percentage of

12th graders that enrolled in a 2-year or 4-year college the next year. The models in Table
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10 investigate whether the short-run and long-run outcomes of male students are more

responsive to variations in school quality than outcome for female students.

The school quality index has a significant positive association with college and high
school graduation and college aspirations, and a negative association with school
suspensions. As with father absence, gender/school quality interactions effects for
educational attainment are insignificant, and this is also the case in the models for school
problems and depression. However, the gender gaps in the college attendance desires and
expectations and in school suspensions are much smaller in high-quality schools. In terms
of short-term attitudes to education and disciplinary problems, male students do appear to
be more responsive to their school environment than female students though, as with father
absence, these effects do not appear to have implications for eventual educational

attainment, including high school and college graduation.

VI. Conclusions

Using data on young cohorts of men and women from the National Longitudinal
Study of Adolescent to Adult Health, I investigate the association between college
graduation and father (and step-father) presence earlier in life. I find no evidence that
father absence is associated with lower rates of college graduation for boys than for girls in
either cross-sectional or family fixed-effect models. I find that girls appear more resilient to
this element of family disadvantage when the outcomes are school problems, suspensions,
and educational aspirations, while boys appear more resilient to father absence when we
examine depression. Though these school-age outcomes are themselves associated with poor
educational outcomes, these gender gaps related to father absence do not result in
differential college graduation rates. The pattern of results is similar when boy/girl

vulnerability to poor school quality, instead of father absence, is examined.

These mixed results—gender-specific behavioral responses to father absence among
school children that do not result in gendered consequences for eventual educational
attainment—suggest that previous findings of excess male vulnerability, while provocative,
can be over-interpreted. Measures of problem behaviors in school often reflect gendered

responses to disadvantage and they do not have clear implications for actual skill
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development in boys and girls or for eventual educational outcomes. Behavior in school is a
consequence, not just of underlying skills and traits, but also of constraints and
expectations that operate very differently for boys and girls due to gender norms in
behavior on the part of parents, teachers, and the children themselves. Externalizing
behavior that leads to problems in school is much more prevalent among boys, while
internalizing behavior, which includes anxiety and depression, is a more common response
to stress for girls. Most of the socio-behavioral outcomes examined in other studies, such as
kindergarten readiness and school suspensions, are related to externalizing behavior and so
suggest greater male vulnerability to disadvantage. My analysis of Add Health data,
though consistent with these earlier studies, find no evidence supporting the hypothesis
that changes in family structure have contributed to the growing gender gap in college

graduation.

17



References

Amato, P. R., and Gilbreth, J. G. “Nonresident Fathers and Children's Well-Being: A Meta-
Analysis”, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 61 (1999): 557-73.

Autor, David, and Melanie Wasserman. “Wayward sons: The Emerging Gender Gap in
Labor Markets and Education.” 7Third Way Report 20013 (2013).

Autor, David, David N. Figlio, Krzysztof Karbownik, Jeffrey Roth, and Melanie
Wasserman. "Family Disadvantage and the Gender Gap in Behavioral and Educational
Outcomes." NBER Working Paper w22267 (2016).

Becker, Gary S., William HJ Hubbard, and Kevin M. Murphy. “Explaining the Worldwide
Boom in Higher Education of Women.” Journal of Human Capital 4, no. 3 (2010): 203-241.

Bedard, Kelly and Allison Witman. “Family Structure and the Gender Gap in ADHD.”
Unpublished (2015).
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0BOLyD008gz2TOTIESWQzOURLWHc/view

Belsky, Jay. “Variation in Susceptibility to Environmental Influence: An Evolutionary
Argument.” Psychological Inquiry 8, no. 3 (1997): 182-186.

Belsky, J. “Differential Susceptibility to Rearing Influence.” Origins of the Social Mind-
Evolutionary Psychology and Child Development (2005): 139-163.

Belsky, Jay, and Kevin M. Beaver. "Cumulative-Genetic Plasticity, Parenting and
Adolescent Self-regulation." Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 52, no. 5 (2011):
619-626.

Bertrand, Marianne, and Jessica Pan. “The Trouble with Boys: Social Influences and the
Gender Gap in Disruptive Behavior.” American Economic Journal® Applied Fconomics 5, no.
1 (2013): 32-64.

Brenge, Anne Ardila and Shelly Lundberg. “Gender Gaps in the Effects of Childhood
Family Environment: Do They Persist into Adulthood?” IZA Working Paper 10313.

Brownstein, Naomi, William D. Kalsbeek, Joyce Tabor, Pamela Entzel, Eric Daza, and
Kathleen Mullan Harris. "Non-response in Wave IV of the National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent Health." Carolina Population Center, University of North Carolina’ Chapel
Hill(2011).
http://www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/addhealth/documentation/guides/W4_nonresponse.pdf

Buchmann, Claudia, Thomas A. DiPrete, and Anne McDaniel. "Gender Inequalities in
Education." Annual Review of Sociology 34 (2008): 319-337.

18



DiPrete, Thomas A., and Claudia Buchmann. The Rise of Women: The Growing Gender
Gap in Fducation and What it Means for American Schools: The Growing Gender Gap in
FEducation and What it Means for American Schools. Russell Sage Foundation, 2013.

DiPrete, Thomas A., and Jennifer L. Jennings. “Social and Behavioral Skills and the
Gender Gap in Early Educational Achievement.” Social Science Research 41, no. 1 (2012): 1-
15.

Dougherty, Christopher. “Why are the Returns to Schooling Higher for Women than for
Men?” Journal of Human Resources 40, no. 4 (2005): 969-988.

Duckworth, Angela Lee, and Martin EP Seligman. "Self-discipline Gives Girls the Edge:
Gender in Self-discipline, Grades, and Achievement Test Scores." Journal of Educational
Psychology 98, no. 1 (2006): 198-208.

Figlio, David, Krzysztof Karbownik, Jeffrey Roth, and Melanie Wasserman. "School Quality
and the Gender Gap in Educational Achievement." The American Economic Review 106, no.
5 (2016): 289-295.

Fortin, Nicole M., Philip Oreopoulos, and Shelley Phipps. "Leaving Boys Behind Gender
Disparities in High Academic Achievement." Journal of Human Resources 50, no. 3 (2015):
549-579.

Goldin, Claudia, Lawrence F. Katz, and Ilyana Kuziemko. “The Homecoming of American
College Women: The Reversal of the College Gender Gap.” Journal of Economic
Perspectives 20, no. 4 (2006): 133-156.

Hetherington, E. M. and Kelly, J. (2002), For Better or for Worse, New York: Norton.

Keller, Matthew C., Randolph M. Nesse, and Sandra Hofferth. “The Trivers—Willard
Hypothesis of Parental Investment: No Effect in the Contemporary United
States.” Evolution and Human Behavior 22, no. 5 (2001): 343-360.

Leadbeater, Bonnie J., Gabriel P. Kupermine, Sidney J. Blatt, and Christopher Hertzog. “A
Multivariate Model of Gender Differences in Adolescents' Internalizing and Externalizing
Problems.” Developmental Psychology 35, no. 5 (1999): 1268.

Lundberg, Shelly. "Sons, Daughters, and Parental Behaviour." Oxford Review of Economic
Policy 21, no. 3 (2005): 340-356.

Manuck, Stephen B., and Jeanne M. McCaffery. "Gene-environment Interaction." Annual
Review of Psychology 65 (2014): 41-70.

Slade, Alexander N., and Andrea H. Beller. "The Role of Family Structure in the Evolution
of Health from Adolescence to Young Adulthood by Gender." Urbana 51 (2013): 61801.

19



Thompson, Owen. "Economic Background and Educational Attainment The Role of Gene-
Environment Interactions." Journal of Human Resources 49, no. 2 (2014): 263-294.

Trivers, Robert L., and Dan E. Willard. "Natural Selection of Parental Ability to Vary the
Sex Ratio of Offspring." Science 179, no. 4068 (1973): 90-92.

OECD (2015), The ABC of Gender Equality in Education’ Aptitude, Behaviour, Confidence.
PISA, OECD Publishing. http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264229945-en

U.S. Census Bureau. Educational Attainment in the United States: 2010.
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2010/demo/educational-attainment/cps-detailed-
tables.html (2016a).

U.S. Census Bureau. Educational Attainment in the United States: 2015.
http://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/educational-attainment/cps-historical-
time-series.html (2016b).

20


http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264229945-en
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2010/demo/educational-attainment/cps-detailed-tables.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2010/demo/educational-attainment/cps-detailed-tables.html
http://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/educational-attainment/cps-historical-time-series.html
http://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/educational-attainment/cps-historical-time-series.html

Figure 1: College Graduation Rates and Male/Female Graduation Ratio
White Non-Hispanic sample, Add Health
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Note: The "No Dad" and "Other Dad" ratios are not significantly different from the "Biological Dad" ratio.
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Table 1: Selection of Boys and Girls Across Household Types—Non-Hispanic White Sample Living with Bio-mom in Wave I

Biological Father Other Father No Father
Girl Boy t-test Girl Boy t-test Girl Boy t-test
Mean Mean p-value Mean Mean p-value Mean Mean p-value
Mother’s education
High School 435 432 0.81 .454 510 0.13 419 423 0.86
Some College 178 .200 0.04 .237 .224 0.67 .223 221 0.96
College Graduate .294 .290 0.76 .183 .146 0.17 214 219 0.82
Mother foreign-born .035 .039 0.48 .013 .025 0.22 .030 024 0.41
Young mother (<22) 107 .110 0.71 .296 311 0.67 217 .199 0.37
Family income 51.2 49.2 0.22 44.8 45.2 0.93 25.7 31.1 0.005
Low birth weight 071 .064 0.32 077 .059 0.32 .080 .073 0.62
N 2568 2396 388 357 912 709

Family income is annual income from all sources in 1994 dollars. Low birth weight is less than 88 oz.
pvalues from t-test for equal means.
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Table 2: College Graduation by Wave I Living Arrangements, Non-Hispanic White Sample

6)) (2 3 (4) (5) ) (7 ®
Mother Mother Mother
Living with Bio-mom in Wave I High Some College
School College Grad
Male -0.0702%%*  -0.0768%**  -0.0893***  -0.0778%**¥  -0.0891%** -0.0599**¥*  -0.0915%*  -0.136%**
(0.0169) (0.0146) (0.0178) (0.0145) (0.0179) (0.0215) (0.0489) (0.0338)
No Father -0.130%**  -(.149%** -0.129%%*%  -0.133%¥*  -(,235%**
(0.0166) (0.0209) (0.0241) (0.0467) (0.0556)
Other Father -0.108%**  -0.126%*¥*  -0.108%**  -0.127*¥*  -(,107*** -0.0958 -0.207%**
(0.0195) (0.0264) (0.0195) (0.0264) (0.0333) (0.0639) (0.0670)
Male*No Father 0.0397 0.0351 -0.0212 0.0691
(0.0296) (0.0358) (0.0826) (0.0750)
Male*Other Father 0.0365 0.0364 0.0229 0.00945 0.0800
(0.0423) (0.0423) (0.0460) (0.0962) (0.101)
No Father Recently -0.0896***  -0.106***
(0.0209) (0.0284)
No Father Always -0.175%%* -0.192%**
(0.0196) (0.0235)
Male*No Father Recently 0.0325
(0.0421)
Male*No Father Always 0.0368
(0.0329)
Constant 0.155 -0.128 -0.123 -0.109 -0.105 -0.00262 -0.0194 0.590%*
(0.217) (0.168) (0.168) (0.167) (0.167) (0.204) (0.299) (0.261)
Observations 7,327 7,327 7,327 7,327 7,327 3,932 1,468 1,922
R-squared 0.006 0.170 0.171 0.172 0.172 0.037 0.038 0.063
Mother’s characteristics NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Mean of dependent variable .368 .368 .368 .368 .368 273 .362 .643

Standard errors clustered by school in parentheses.
Mother’s characteristics include education and dummies for foreign-born and young mother (under 22). All models include birth cohort.

** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 3: High School Graduation by Wave I Living Arrangements, Non-Hispanic White Sample

6)) (2 3 1) (5) ) (7 ®
Mother Mother Mother
Living with Bio-mom in Wave I High Some College
School College Grad
Male -0.0250%%*  -0.0291%**  -0.0235%**  -0.0294***  -0.0235%**  -0.0257* -0.0110 -0.0140%*
(0.0082) (0.0079) (0.0084) (0.0079) (0.0084) (0.0152) (0.0130) (0.0058)
No Father -0.0493***  -0.0336%* -0.0591%** -0.0257 -0.0124
(0.0113) (0.0129) (0.0209) (0.0181) (0.0010)
Other Father -0.0293**  -0.0378%*  -0.0294**  -0.0380***  -0.0662** 0.00107 0.0010
(0.0123) (0.0176) (0.0123) (0.0176) (0.0325) (0.0178) (0.0020)
Male*No Father -0.0327 -0.0298 -0.0720* -0.0024
(0.0196) (0.0291) (0.0452) (0.0265)
Male*Other Father 0.0170 0.0170 0.0433 -0.0171 -0.0202
(0.0272) (0.0273) (0.0484) (0.0360) (0.0309)
No Father Recently -0.0352** -0.0293*
(0.0139) (0.0156)
No Father Always -0.0648%** -0.0379*
(0.0161) (0.0204)
Male*No Father Recently -0.0117
(0.0240)
Male*No Father Always -0.0597*
(0.0332)
Constant 0.796%** 0.610%** 0.607%** 0.616%** 0.612 0.761%%* 0.809%** 0.906%**
(0.0859) (0.0780) (0.0774) (0.0774) (0.0788) (0.117) (0.126) (0.0496)
Observations 7,327 7,327 7,327 7,327 7,327 3,932 1,468 1,922
R-squared 0.003 0.079 0.080 0.080 0.081 0.023 0.032 0.012
Mother’s characteristics NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Mean of dependent variable .935 .935 .935 .935 .935 .930 .958 .988

Standard errors clustered by school in parentheses.
Mother’s characteristics include education and dummies for foreign-born and young mother (under 22). All models include birth cohort.

*¥* p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 4: Educational Attainment, Non-Hispanic White Sibling Sample

(1) (2 3 (4)
High School Educational
College Graduation Graduation Years of Education Attainment
Fixed Fixed Fixed Fixed
OLS effects OLS effects OLS effects OLS effects
Male -0.0720 -0.0814 0.0300 0.0258 -0.454 -0.524%* -0.294* -0.323%*
(0.0514)  (0.0508)  (0.0405)  (0.0412) (0.307) (0.261) (0.169) (0.150)
Male*No Father 0.0626 0.0482 -0.194 -0.224* -0.453 -0.597 -0.302 -0.391
(0.145) (0.115) (0.119) (0.131) (0.861) (0.649) (0.483) (0.430)
Male*Other Father -0.0150 -0.0155 0.0101 0.0249 -0.439 -0.396 -0.167 -0.149
(0.104) (0.115) (0.0979) (0.117) (0.528) (0.657) (0.429) (0.424)
Constant 0.0536 0.367%%*  (.866%**  (.941%%* 19 53%%* 14 (7¥¥* ] 51H¥¥* 9 [3QEkk
(0.0613)  (0.0253)  (0.0678)  (0.0247) (0.317) (0.106) (0.190) (0.0686)
Observations 430 430 430 430 430 430 430 430
R-squared 0.204 0.024 0.044 0.045 0.188 0.073 0.231 0.075
Number of families 206 206 206 206

OLS models: Standard errors clustered by school in parentheses. Sample excludes same-sex sibling pairs.

“Years of education” range from 10 to 20 years. “Educational Attainment” is a discrete measure ranging from 0=less than high school to 5=post-

graduate degree.

All models control for mother’s age at birth and first-born. OLS models also include mother’s education and household type.

P p<0.01, k% p<0.05’ * p<0.1
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Table 5: Wave I Outcomes, School Problems Index and Components

(1 (2) (3 (4) (5) (6) (7
Trouble Trouble Trouble Trouble
School Ever Getting Paying Getting Getting
Problems Absences Suspended : .2, :
Index from School Along with  Attentionin Homework  Along with
VARIABLES Teachers School Done Students
Male 0.260*** 0.179 0.134*** 0.246%** 0.116%** 0.191*** 0.154%**
(0.0384) (0.230) (0.0137) (0.0378) (0.0370) (0.0448) (0.0341)
No Father 0.171%** 0.850** 0.0947*** 0.0977* 0.107* 0.111** 0.0915
(0.0570) (0.407) (0.0184) (0.0501) (0.0559) (0.0537) (0.0582)
Other Father 0.143** 0.233 0.0309 0.0392 0.0558 0.189** 0.138**
(0.0702) (0.356) (0.0189) (0.0657) (0.0672) (0.0932) (0.0639)
Male*No Father 0.183** 1.047 0.0817** 0.07419 0.182** 0.148* -0.0247
(0.0790) (0.642) (0.0270) (0.0687) (0.0796) (0.0843) (0.0651)
Male*Other Father 0.0556 0.250 0.0790** -0.0038 0.156 -0.0121 -0.144
(0.0892) (0.444) (0.0374) (0.0937) (0.0973) (0.120) (0.0985)
Constant -0.994%** -12.85%** -0.488%** 2.094*** -0.371 -0.397 2.404***
(0.354) (2.096) (0.142) (0.267) (0.327) (0.347) (0.305)
Observations 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172
R-squared 0.051 0.049 0.115 0.034 0.030 0.029 0.022
Mother’s characteristics YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Mean of dependent variable .0004 1.686 .202 .862 1.313 1.220 .884

Standard errors clustered by school in parentheses.

“School problems” is a standardized index based on factor analysis of the other variables in this table. “Absences” is student-reported absences
without excuse in past year, “trouble” variables from student-reported experiences from O=never to 4=every day.
Mother’s characteristics include education and dummies for foreign-born and young mother (under 22). All models include birth cohort.

Tk p<0.01, *% p<0.05, * p<0.1

26



Table 6: Wave I Outcomes, Depression Index and Items

(1 (2 3 (4) (5) () ¢
Depression Hopeful Can’t
Index about Shake Depressed Happy Lonely Sad
Future Blues

Male -0.237%¥* 0.0439 -0.142%%* -0, 162%** -0.0258 -0.128%** -, 173%%*

(0.0304) (0.0297) (0.0198) (0.0229) (0.0326) (0.0225) (0.0216)
No Father 0.179%%* -0.0314 0.125%%* 0.162%** -0.0687* 0.0615%* 0.0709**

(0.0486) (0.0450) (0.0313) (0.0355) (0.0391) (0.0302) (0.0336)
Other Father 0.259%%* -0.0202 0.209%** 0.171%* -0.0639 0.10894* 0.128%*

(0.0959) (0.0702) (0.0714) (0.0670) (0.0648) (0.0508) (0.0609)
Male*No Father -0.0073 -0.0593 -0.0355 -0.102%* -0.0026 0.0100 -0.0020

(0.0660) (0.0719) (0.0518) (0.0434) (0.0682) (0.0462) (0.0424)
Male*Other Father -0.193* -0.0015 -0.178%* -0.147%* 0.0225 0.0098 -0.133*

(0.115) (0.0995) (0.0768) (0.0709) (0.0906) (0.0685) (0.0791)
Constant -1.635%** 0.908*** -0.603%**  -0.585%%* 3 (540%**  -0.805%** -0.179

(0.263) (0.264) (0.153) (0.191) (0.269) (0.154) (0.170)
Observations 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172
R-squared 0.058 0.020 0.042 0.051 0.019 0.028 0.036
Mother’s characteristics YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Mean of dependent variable -.010 1.873 .359 .483 2.189 418 .532

Standard errors clustered by school in parentheses.
“Depression” is the CES-D depression scale (standardized) based on 19 items, including the other variables in this table. Other variables
are based on responses to “How often have you felt this way during the past week?” ranging from O=never or rarely to 3=most/all of the

time.

Mother’s characteristics include education and dummies for foreign-born and young mother (under 22). All models include birth cohort.

Tk p<0.01, *% p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 7: Wave I Outcomes, Grades and Aspirations

(1) (2 (3) 4)
. Wants to Expects to
Eé‘ﬁéih &2&1}; Attend Attend
VARIABLES College College
Male -0.366%** -0.0955%* -0.141%** -0.214%%*
(0.0320) (0.0388) (0.0310) (0.0328)
No Father -0.253%%* -0.201*** -0.0059 -0.156%**
(0.0533) (0.0521) (0.0428) (0.0488)
Other Father -0.0852 -0.146 0.0319 -0.0286
(0.0641) (0.0883) (0.0606) (0.07573)
Male*No Father 0.0427 -0.0211 -0.140%** -0.0975
(0.0774) (0.07190) (0.0640) (0.0735)
Male*Other Father 0.0181 0.0923 -0.0762 -0.107
(0.0972) (0.118) (0.100) (0.107)
Constant 3.509%** 3.986%** 1.422%** 0.0380
(0.335) (0.378) (0.268) (0.2881)
Observations 7,037 6,723 7,172 7,172
R-squared 0.091 0.038 0.085 0.128
Mother’s characteristics YES YES YES YES
Mean of dependent variable 2.919 2.791 .013 .012

Standard errors clustered by school in parentheses.

Grades are student-reported and range from 1=D or lower to 4=A. College desires/expectations are

measured on a 0-5 scale.

Mother’s characteristics include education and dummies for foreign-born and young mother (under 22).

All models include birth cohort.

Tk p<0.01, *% p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 8: Wave I Outcomes, Non-Hispanic White Sibling Sample

(4)
Pf(fl})ll(;is Depression Wants to Expects to
Index Attend College Attend College
Index
Fixed Fixed Fixed Fixed
OLS effects OLS effects OLS effects OLS effects
Male 0.363*** 0.351%* -0.243% -0.245 -0.224%* -0.216* -0.191* -0.188
(0.128) (0.169) (0.128) (0.154) (0.106) (0.111) (0.099) (0.122)
Male*No Father 0.263 0.481 -0.0016 0.163 -0.0177 -0.00840 -0.388%* -0.413
(0.552) (0.319) (0.395) (0.381) (0.275) (0.324) (0.207) (0.276)
Male*Other Father 0.587 0.511 -0.436%* -0.494%* 0.213 0.245 -0.697* -0.633*
(0.375) (0.342) (0.184) (0.284) (0.426) (0.418) (0.394) (0.378)
Constant 0.130 -0.0663 0.0823 -0.0581 -0.143 0.221%¥%%  -0.392%** (). 196%**
(0.191) (0.0836) (0.166) (0.0730) (0.201) (0.0676) (0.121) (0.0692)
Observations 420 420 430 430 429 429 429 429
R-squared 0.055 0.090 0.044 0.054 0.086 0.032 0.179 0.078
Number of families 206 206 206 206

OLS models: Standard errors clustered by school in parentheses. Sample excludes same-sex sibling pairs.
“School problems” is a standardized index from factor analysis of variables including absences, suspensions, and student reports of trouble at school.
“Depression” is the CES-D depression scale (standardized) based on 19 items. College desires/expectations are measured on a 0-5 scale.

All models control for mother’s age at birth and first-born. OLS models also include mother’s education and household type.

% p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 9: Educational Attainment and Wave I Outcomes—Black Sample

(1) (2) 3) 4) (5) (6) (7)
. School Ever . Want to Expects to
Gr(;(c)lllllZ%fon Ié;i}aszﬁzil Problems Suspended Deiﬁgiilon Attend Attend
VARIABLES Index from School College College
Male -0.137*** -0.0495%** 0.195** 0.240%** -0.325%** -0.0808 -0.112
(0.0330) (0.0184) (0.0903) (0.0346) (0.102) (0.0736) (0.0918)
No Father -0.0984*** -0.0677*** 0.162** 0.145%** 0.0430 -0.0337 -0.0324
(0.0287) (0.0195) (0.0730) (0.0310) (0.0986) (0.0683) (0.0841)
Other Father -0.0976* -0.0312 0.185 0.160%** 0.0374 -0.0996 -0.120
(0.0527) (0.0343) (0.133) (0.0580) (0.131) (0.136) (0.175)
Male*No Father 0.0396 -0.0138 -0.0423 -0.125%** -0.0503 0.0012 -0.0787
(0.0447) (0.0302) (0.114) (0.0463) (0.128) (0.0976) (0.114)
Male*Other Father -0.0238 -0.0364 0.0200 -0.0829 0.223 -0.279 -0.258
(0.0560) (0.0639) (0.209) (0.0875) (0.203) (0.218) (0.249)
Constant 0.202 0.510%* -0.863 0.223 -1.206** 1.766%** 1.048**
(0.244) (0.243) (0.591) (0.259) (0.466) (0.526) (0.484)
Observations 2,634 2,634 2,634 2,634 2,634 2,634 2,634
R-squared 0.166 0.060 0.030 0.085 0.061 0.041 0.067
Mother’s characteristics YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Mean of dependent variable 0.299 0.921 -0.001 0.398 -0.012 0.015 0.013

Standard errors clustered by school in parentheses.

“School problems” is a standardized index from factor analysis of variables including absences, suspensions, and student reports of trouble at
school. “Depression” is the CES-D depression scale (standardized) based on 19 items. College desires/expectations are measured on a 0-5 scale.
Mother’s characteristics include education and dummies for foreign-born and young mother (under 22). All models include birth cohort.

P p<0.01, k% p<0.05’ * p<0.1
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Table 10: School Quality Effects on Educational Attainment and Wave I Outcomes, Non-Hispanic White Sample

6)) ) (3) (4) (5) () @)
. School Ever . Wants to Expects to
Gr(;(ii%fon Ié;i}afggzil Problems Suspended Deiﬁgiilon Attend Attend
Index from School College College
Male -0.0766%%*  -0.0337%** 0.2668%** 0.1766%** -0.2859%%%  -(0.2441%¥%*  -(.2954%**
(0.0176) (0.0078) (0.0371) (0.0132) (0.0339) (0.0349) (0.0298)
School Quality Index 0.0595%%** 0.0179%%** -0.0163 -0.0309%** -0.0161 0.0557** 0.0936%**
(0.0214) (0.0067) (0.0259) (0.0130) (0.0268) (0.0259) (0.0246)
Male*School Quality Index 0.0062 0.0124 -0.0246 -0.0323%** -0.0128 0.0826** 0.0861%**
(0.0175) (0.0076) (0.0311) (0.0161) (0.0333) (0.0356) (0.0264)
Constant -0.1582 0.5359%** -0.6933%* -0.2953% -1.2361%%* -0.1288 -1.6189**
(0.1980) (0.0987) (0.441) (0.1649) (0.3167) (0.8935) (0.7383)
Observations 5,468 5,468 5,468 5,468 5,468 5,468 5,468
R-squared 0.150 0.067 0.029 0.110 0.041 0.087 0.140
Mothers characteristics YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Mean of dependent variable .379 .947 .000 216 .000 .000 .000

Standard errors clustered by school in parentheses.

“School Quality” is a standardized index based on school administrator reports of average daily attendance, class size, % of new and experienced
teachers, % of teachers with a Masters’ degree, grade 12 dropout rates, % of students with achievement tests below and above grade level, and %

of 12th graders enrolled in college next year.

“School problems” is a standardized index from factor analysis of variables including absences, suspensions, and student reports of trouble at
school. “Depression” is the CES-D depression scale (standardized) based on 19 items. College desires/expectations are measured on a 0-5 scale.
Mother’s characteristics include education and dummies for foreign-born and young mother (under 22). All models include birth cohort.

Tk p<0.01, *% p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table Al: Summary statistics, White Non-Hispanic sample, Add Health Wave I

Family Background
No Father
No Father Recently
No Father Always
Other Father
Mother High School
Mother Some College
Mother College Graduate
Young Mother
Foreign Mother
Child Outcomes
High School Graduate (Wave IV)
College Graduate (Wave IV)
School Problems Index
Unexcused Absences
Ever Been Suspended
Trouble with Teachers
Trouble Paying Attention
Trouble Doing Homework
Trouble with Other Students
Depression Index
Hopeful
Can’t Shake Blues
Depressed
Happy
Lonely
English Grade
Math Grade
Expect to Attend College
Want to Attend College
Observations

White Non-Hispanic

Different-sex siblings
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Men Women Men Women
0.205 0.236 0.155 0.152
0.110 0.114 0.0986 0.0876
0.095 0.122 0.0610 0.0599
0.103 0.100 0.0845 0.0829
0.438 0.433 0.404 0.426
0.207 0.194 0.251 0.230
0.260 0.264 0.232 0.230
0.149 0.152 0.141 0.138
0.034 0.032 0.0329 0.0369
0.920 0.948 0.915 0.940
0.326 0.405 0.305 0.401
0.160 -0.142 0.301 -0.0994
1.964 1.436 2.290 2.338
0.288 0.125 0.300 0.157
0.988 0.750 1.086 0.876
1.411 1.226 1.657 1.233
1.341 1.111 1.467 1.110
0.936 0.837 1.052 0.905
-0.141 0.108 -0.277 0.0259
1.901 1.849 1.765 1.862
0.269 0.440 0.305 0.456
0.387 0.570 0.338 0.636
2.171 2.204 2.160 2.138
0.355 0.474 0.282 0.581
2.720 3.097 2.691 3.083
2.734 2.844 2.733 2.829
-0.129 0.141 -0.181 0.137
-0.104 0.115 -0.229 0.123
3459 3868 213 217



