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Executive summary

Overview

Content

The kids are alright review of longitudinal studies investigates the quantitative data about
fathers of adolescents (ages 10-18 years inclusive), father-adolescent relationships, and co-
parenting during adolescence that has been collected in six large-scale UK longitudinal
studies. It is aimed at an audience of researchers and research funders.

The six longitudinal studies reviewed are: the Millennium Cohort Study (MCS), the Avon
Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children (ALSPAC), the first Growing Up in Scotland birth
cohort study (GUS), the first and second Longitudinal Survey of Young People in England
(LSYPE) studies (Nexz Steps and Owur Future) and Understanding Society (the UK Household
Longitudinal Study).

Resources for research studies are tight, and these multi-purpose studies have broader aims
than researching fathers. Yet collecting equivalent data about fathers and mothers is central
to researching the lives and development of children, including adolescent children.

Aims
This review’s aims are to identify ‘fathers-in-adolescence’ data collection and data analysis gaps,
the implications of study design for data about fathers, and opportunities for future analysis.

Methods
Using study documentation available online, a desk review was carried out of:

e the ‘father-factor’ content of the questionnaires and interviews which collected data
from fathers, mothers and children during children’s adolescence in the six selected
longitudinal studies

e features of study design connected to the breadth and quality of the fathers-in-
adolescence data collected.

The kids are alright father-factor framework was developed for categorising data collected in the
six longitudinal studies about father involvement (three types: engagement, accessibility and
responsibility), father-child relationships, co-parenting and other aspects of fathering during
children’s adolescence.

To identify analysis gaps, the breadth of fathers-in-adolescence’ data which had been collected
by the six longitudinal studies was compared with the content of published analyses of these
studies in the Fatherhood Institute’s extensive and systematically collected Literature
Library. In this way, it was identified where data collected has not been analysed within
publications in the Literature Library.

Data review The kids are alright page 5
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Findings in brief

Broad categories of data collected

The studies have collected a variety of data about fathers living for all or most of the time
with their adolescent child/ren, giving much potential for secondary analysis on issues of
scholarly, policy and practice interest. The questions asked of fathers, mothers and children
fall into the following broad categories:

Contextual factors

Father involvement — accessibility
Father involvement- direct engagement
Father involvement — responsibility
The father-child relationship
Co-parenting

Nk e

Fathers’ beliefs, feelings and attitudes in relation to their fathering role.

Data collection gaps

Despite around 40% of adolescents having a birth father living elsewhere for all or most of
the time, far less data has been collected about these Own Household Fathers (OHFs),
who were rarely included in data collection, than has been collected about co-resident
fathers.

There is need for a balance in the fathers-in-adolescence data collected so that it includes
father involvement, the father-child relationship and co-parenting as well as father
economic activity, employment and income. These two sets of factors can interact in their
influences on children.

Questions about father accessibility (which may be especially relevant during adolescence)
and father responsibility, as well as fathering-related beliefs, feelings and attitudes, have been
less extensively asked than questions about fathers’ direct engagement with their child/ren
(which generally declines during adolescence) and (for co-resident fathers) father-adolescent
relationships. Co-parenting is also a key data collection gap, both where parents live together
and where they live separately.

Given that educational attainment is such a policy focus, less data has been collected about
fathers’ involvement in their children’s education than would be expected, even in studies
focusing on educational and vocational outcomes.

The importance of study design decisions

The breadth of ‘fathers-in-adolescence’ data collection, and the validity of these data, are
increased when (i) data is collected directly from a full range of fathers in every sweep or

Data review The kids are alright page 6




January 2024 Contemporary Fathers in the UK Fatherhood Institute

wave; (ii) substantial efforts are made to recruit fathers, including Own Household Fathers,
for example with interviewer time and sufficient budgets; (iii) interviews and self-
completion questionnaires, including those for fathers as research participants, collect
equivalent data about ‘father-factors’ and ‘mother-factors’; (iv) questions are asked
separately about fathers and mothers, rather than about a single category of ‘parents’; (v)
questions are asked about birth fathers living elsewhere (Own Household Fathers —
OHFs), whether or not they are engaged in their children’s day-to-day lives; and (v)
questions asked about fathers differentiate between co-resident fathers and OHFs; and also
where possible between birth/adoptive fathers and ‘father-figures’/’stepfathers’.

Data analysis gaps

Most extensively used in analysis are (in relation to co-resident fathers) questions about
father-adolescent relationships; and (in relation to OHFs) the quantity of engagement.

Least used in published analysis, in relation to both co-resident fathers and OHFs, are
questions about the extent of father and child co-residence, types of father engagement,
father involvement in their children’s education, father responsibility and co-parenting.

Several analyses of MCS, ALSPAC and other data in the Fatherhood Institute’s Literature
Library frame OHFs as ‘absent’, and parental separation as ‘father loss’ and do not
incorporate the data that have been collected about OHF involvement in their children’s
lives.

Few published analyses were found of the large-scale longitudinal data most recently
collected in the UK about the fathers of contemporary adolescents: in the Millennium
Cohort Study, Growing Up in Scotland, and Understanding Society (including parenting style).

The oldest cohort studies offer enduring value for analyses of the impact of fathering in
adolescence and father-adolescent relationships on adult outcomes and pathways, and of
intergenerational effects for the adolescents’ future children.

Factors in explaining why researchers have not so far used the collected data in analysis
may include sample sizes and data quality, the data only recently becoming available for
analysis, and researcher knowledge of the data that have been collected.

Recommendations
The kids are alright review of longitudinal studies will be disseminated to highlight this rich

longitudinal data about the fathers of UK adolescents that is available to be drawn on by
current and future generations of researchers.
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Recommendations for data collection

Equivalent data should be collected about ‘father-factors’ and ‘mother-factors’ in
quantitative studies of influences on children during adolescence and young adulthood.
The ‘father-data’ should include father characteristics, fathering ‘status’, father involvement,
fathering style, father-adolescent relationships and co-parenting.

Both co-resident fathers and Own Household Fathers should be included in research
studies of adolescents and younger children.

Involved Own Household Fathers should be asked a similar range of questions about
father involvement, fathering, father-adolescent relationships and co-parenting as asked of
co-resident fathers.

Longitudinal and cross-sectional studies providing data for research about families and
children should incorporate from the outset those resources and fieldwork practices that
will be likely to achieve high engagement from fathers as research participants. In
longitudinal studies, this includes continued participation from parents (usually fathers)
who leave a child’s main household during the study.

Recommendations for research analysis and reporting

Research publications about children and their families should give evidence specific to
fathers and to mothers, rather than for ‘parents’ as a single category in order to explore
similarities and differences in relation to situation or gender. In addition, the term ‘parent’
as a euphemism or synonym for mother excludes consideration of father-factors and may
‘mask’ the absence of fathers from the sample.

Analyses of the impacts of family structures and parental separation should not explicitly or
implicitly conceptualise or label Own Household Fathers as ‘non-resident’ or ‘absent’ or
even ‘separated”’. They should incorporate into analysis the data collected about OHFs’
involvement in their children’s lives, including part-time co-residence.

Quantitative researchers and research funders in the fields of fatherhood, families and
adolescence should investigate the rich data available in the UK’s large-scale longitudinal
studies for developing the evidence base about fathers and adolescents, as documented in
The kids are alright review of longitudinal studies.

" Some may never have lived with their child and the child’s birth mother together at the same address.
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1. About the review of UK longitudinal studies

The kids are alright review of longitudinal studies’ has investigated the quantitative data about
fathers’ of adolescents (ages 10-18 years inclusive”, father-adolescent relationships, and co-
parenting’ during adolescence’ that have been collected in the following large-scale UK
studies: the Millennium Cohort Study (MCS), the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and
Children (ALSPAC), the first Growing Up in Scotland (GUS) birth cohort study, the first and
second Longitudinal Survey of Young People in England (LSYPE) studies (INext S7ps and
Our Future) and Understanding Society (also known as the UK Household Longitudinal Study).

This review is part of the Nuffield Foundation-funded Contemporary Fathers in the UK series,
in which the Institute has already published reviews of longitudinal studies in relation to
fathers at other points in the patenting life-cycle’. The kids are alright review of longitudinal
Studies 1s the companion review to 1)e kids are alright research revien.

1.1. Aims

The aims of this review are:

e to identify data collection gaps, and the implications of study design for collection
of father-focused-data, which might inform the content of new longitudinal studies
and large-scale cross-sectional surveys

e to show the potential for secondary analysis of the data already collected, by
identifying under-studied ‘fathers-in-adolescence’ data (in published research) and
future analytic opportunities.

These aims were operationalised in the form of four main research questions, which also
form the chapter titles in this report®. The term ‘data’ refers to the questions asked of

2 The longitudinal studies have followed samples of children or households over time to study change, with multiple
‘sweeps’ or ‘waves’ of data collection.

% The term ‘father’ in this report includes birth fathers, adoptive fathers, ‘stepfathers’ (e.g. mothers’ cohabiting
partners) and foster fathers.

* The World Health Organisation defines adolescence as between ages 10 and 19 Adolescent health (who.int)

® Co-parenting is about how parents collaborate and support one another (or not) as parents, in the context of child-
rearing. The quality of co-parenting is relevant whether or not parents are living together or in a couple-relationship.

¢ The term ‘adolescence’ in this report refers to the adolescence of the fathers’ children, and not to the adolescence
of children’s fathers, nor to adolescent fathers.

’ The antenatal period — Who's the Bloke in the Room? (Burgess & Goldman, 2018); and the postnatal period -
Bringing Baby Home (Burgess & Goldman, 2022).

8 Chapter 2: Study design: how has ‘fathers-in-adolescence’ data been collected?
Chapter 3: What ‘fathers-in-adolescence’ data have been collected?
Chapter 4: What are the implications of study design decisions for the data collected?

Chapter 5: Identification of under-studied data: to what extent has the data collected been used in published
analysis?


https://www.fatherhoodinstitute.org/_files/ugd/efff1d_a73fee1a9f1c429da6cef60dd9cc0a8d.pdf
https://www.who.int/health-topics/adolescent-health#tab=tab_1

research participants’ in the longitudinal studies which give fathers-in-adolescence variables
for analysis. Issues of sample size, response rate, item non-response and representativeness
of the study datasets are not explored in detail'” nor is detailed comparison of father-
focused v. mother-focused data within the remit of this review.

1.2. The need for equivalent data about fathers and mothers

The topics and questions included in the six longitudinal studies result from decisions made
by research funders and directors in specific contexts''. Resources are tight, and these
multi-purpose studies have broader aims than researching fathers. Yet researching fathers is
central to researching children including adolescent children:

e TFathers are a key part of adolescents’ world (Burgess and Goldman, 2023), with
59% of 14-year-old gitls and 69% of 14-year-old boys in the UK reporting in
2014/15 that their relationship with their ‘natural’ father was extremely or very
‘close’ (Benson & Mckay, 2018). The centrality of fathers to adolescents applies
when both birth parents are fully co-resident with the young person in the same
household, and also when one birth parent (usually the father) lives full-time or
part-time in another household (Goldman et al., 2019). Around 40% of adolescent
children have a birth father living elsewhere; and at least half of those in contact
with him, see him regularly'*

e Collecting data about and from fathers (as well as mothers) is important to examine
the influences of parents on adolescents’ development and ‘outcomes’ via genetic,
epigenetic, socioeconomic, psychosocial, environmental and other pathways.

e Without data from fathers, it may be assumed (without evidence) that only
maternal effects are important as predictors of child outcomes (Sharp et al., 2018).
Yet there are distinctive independent father effects (Burgess and Goldman, 2023).

e If father involvement and characteristics are not controlled for in analyses of
mother-effects, then the apparent net ‘mother effect’ may represent the impact of
both parents".

? In interviews and questionnaires.

' Table 1E (in Section 2.4.4, below) and Appendix A Table 1 give brief details of sample size and response rates for
the cohort study data collections completed by fathers.

" Including the aims of the study, the funder/s of the study, and constraints created by its overall study design (see
Sections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 below).

2 New analysis of UK-wide MCS data conducted for this review (by Professor Stephen McKay, July 2023) shows that
around 40% of 17-year-olds in 2018-19 had a birth father living elsewhere. Among 17-year-olds in contact with this
father, 52% reported seeing him in-person once a week or more, and another 23% at least once a month; while 75%
had ‘virtual’ contact (e.g. by phone, messaging or social media) at least once a week (29% at least five times a week).
Among 14-year-olds who saw their father who lived elsewhere, 36% reported staying overnight with him once a
week or more (Burgess and Goldman, 2023).

3 This applies in reverse to father-effects where there are no equivalent variables relating to mothers, but this
situation is far less common.



Collecting equivalent data about fathers and mothers regardless of division of time
and childcare responsibilities may enable parental gender effects to be disentangled
in analysis from the impact of different shares of parent-child time and other
parenting responsibilities.

If the father’s and mother’s shares of parenting time or activities change; or their
interest in the research study changes; or the parental couple separates or changes
their living arrangements', then the individuals completing ‘main parental
participant’, ‘partner’ and ‘father living elsewhere” (Own Household Father — OHF)
interviews may change over time", potentially limiting the sample for some
longitudinal analyses. This difficulty can be avoided where father and mother, from
the outset, complete equivalent questionnaire modules about parental
characteristics, parenting and parent-child relationships.

Finally, biological fathers contribute half a child’s genetic inheritance: collecting
data about the characteristics of biological fathers (such as demographics, health,
height and weight, mental health, health behaviours, personality and numeracy),
especially when combined with genetic samples, has value in biosocial research
aiming to disentangle genetic and social influences on children’s development.

1.3. Gathering father-data: who is the informant?

An important issue is whether the data is collected from fathers, mothers and/or children:

Direct data collection from fathers (rather than by proxy from mothers) is crucial
for valid data collection about the fathers; and to obtain both parents’ perceptions
of the couple relationship and coparenting. There is potential inaccuracy and bias in
mothers’ reports of fathers’ characteristics'’, perceptions, attitudes, and
behaviours'” (Goldman & Burgess, 2017; Hinchliffe, 2013) and even more so when
the father and mother live apart (Bryson et al., 2017; Kiernan, 2016).

Including fathers as research participants enables studies to ask about fathers’ own
parents'® — key for analyses of intergenerational mechanisms and adolescents’ social
mobility through to adulthood.

" The child may also change their living arrangements over time.

"5 The parent completing the main (or sole) parental interview was more likely to change between sweeps in the
LSYPE1 study than in the MCS and GUS.

' For some factual measures and analytic purposes, concordance levels between mother and father may be sufficient
(Prady & Kiernan, 2016) to mean that collecting data from mothers is adequate in terms of data validity. However,
even facts such as occupation, educational qualifications, paid work hours and income can be problematic where a
survey respondent reports on their partner (Dawe & Knight, 1997; Prady & Kiernan, 2016; Tagiyeva et al., 2011).

7 This may not apply to socially undesirable behaviours, which some fathers may under-report compared to their
partner or children.
'8 e.g. socio-economic status, educational qualifications and health problems.
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e Adolescents can be asked about time and relationships with their father/s.

1% can be collected from father, child, and where relevant, from

‘Symmetrical data
the mother. This is especially important for information about father-child
relationships, fathering styles and co-parenting, because the perspectives of those

involved are subjective.

1.4. Categories of fathers in this review of longitudinal studies

This review looks at the data collected about two main categories of fathers during their
children’s adolescence: (1) Cohabiting Partner Fathers (CPFs); and (2) Own Household
Fathers (OHFs)*” These can be birth, adoptive, ‘step’ or foster fathers. Box 1, below, gives
definitions of CPFs*', OHFs™, birth fathers and ‘stepfathers’, as used in this report.

Box 1: Categories of fathers included in this review of longitudinal studies

Definition for this review Comments
Cohabiting A birth, adoptive, ‘step’ or foster father Most CPFs are birth fathers. The rest are
Partner Father | who is a cohabiting partner?® of their mostly ‘stepfathers’ (see the row below).
(CPF) child’s (birth, adoptive, ‘step’ or fo§ter? Nearly all mothers living with adolescent
mother or father?*, both of whom live in hildren are birth mother
the child’s (sole or main) household at ¢ enare others.
the time of data collection.
Own A father?® whose main home is a separate | OHFs are sometimes (often
Household household from his child’s sole or main inappropriately) called ‘non-resident’ or
Father (OHF) household. ‘separated’ or ‘absent’.
Research and public discourse The great majority of OHFs are in
sometimes restrict OHFs to birth fathers, | contact with their adolescent, and a

19 Here this term denotes identical or similar data collected from at least two of fathers, mothers and children about
a father-factor — behaviour, characteristic etc.

2 The term ‘OHF’ in this report refers to birth fathers unless otherwise stated, and to the vast majority who are not
currently in a relationship with their child’s other birth or adoptive parent, whom we call ‘Non-partner OHFs’. A small
proportion are a non-cohabiting partner of the birth mother in a (LAT) ‘Living-Apart-Together’ relationship, and data
collected about these ‘Partner OHFs’ are excluded from the scope of this review.

21 In the Millennium Cohort Study (MCS), in 2012-13, almost 75% of 11-year-olds lived with a CPF (birth/ 'step’/
adoptive/ foster) (Connelly et al., 2014). Similar proportions of adolescents in Growing up in Scotland and the first
sweep of the second Longitudinal Study of Young People in England had a second parent eligible for data collection
in their main household.

22 Around 40% of adolescent children have an OHF who is a birth father.

2 Included in this category are the small proportion of fathers co-residing with both their adolescent child/ren and
their children’s mother while not (or no longer) in a couple relationship with her.

% This report refers to mothers when discussing the CPF’s cohabiting partner, but in a small proportion of families,
the partner would be a CPF’s male partner.

% Around 90% of birth parents living separately from their child/ren for all or most of the time are fathers (Connelly
et al., 2014).
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although a child can have an adoptive,
‘step’ or foster OHF.

substantial minority can be considered to
be part-time resident (i.e. their child
stays regularly). Most but not all have
lived with their child. Most but not all
have been in an ongoing relationship
with their child’s mother.

cohabiting male partner who is not a
birth or adoptive father to the child. In
this report, the term refers only to
‘stepfathers’ living in the child’s (sole or
main) household?.

Birth father A father whose name is on his child’s The longitudinal studies generally use
birth certificate (whether or not he is the | the term ‘natural father’ or ‘biological
biological father of the child) or who is father'.
otherwise recognlsed as the biological Most but not all birth parents are
father of the child. . .

biological parents.
‘Stepfather’ A birth/adoptive mother's/father’s 11%? of all 11-year-olds in the MCS (in

2012-13) lived with a mother’s partner
who was not their 'natural’ father
(Connelly et al., 2014).

Not all such fathers are termed
‘stepfathers’ by children or their parents.
Because terms such as ‘mum’s partner’
or ‘'mum’s boyfriend’ may be used, some
cohort studies use “step-parent/parent’s
partner” (or similar) in questionnaires.

In this review of longitudinal studies, the Cohabiting Partner Fathers (CPFs) and Own
Household Fathers (OHFs) were investigated separately but in parallel (i.e. in a linked way)

because:

e much more extensive data were collected about the CPFs — in large part because

OHFs were rarely included as research participants

e CPFs and OHFs have distinctive elements of father involvement (as well as many

elements in common) and distinctive contextual factors potentially underlying their

involvement (see Section 1.5, below).

Data collected in the longitudinal studies about ‘single’ or ‘lone’ fathers’® are not within

scope of this review.

% A ‘stepfather’ can also be the male partner of an OHP (a birth parent who does not primarily live with their child).
or can be a previously co-resident ‘stepfather’ (Goldman & Burgess, 2017).

? Calculated by the Fatherhood Institute from figures in (Connelly et al., 2014). The proportion of children in the
MCS with a co-resident ‘stepfather’ had increased from 6% at child-age seven (Calderwood, 2010) while still
remaining a small minority at age 11.

%8 Fathers without a cohabiting partner who live (for all or most of the time) with their adolescent child/ren have low
prevalence in the included longitudinal studies. The longitudinal studies generally collected the same data about
these fathers as about co-resident mothers, which was much more extensive than the data collected about CPFs and
OHFs. In the MCS, around 1.5% of the 11-year-old children lived in a ‘single father household’ (calculated by the
Fatherhood Institute from figures in Connelly et al., 2014). This was a higher proportion than in early childhood.




1.5. The kids are alright father-factor framework

This review of the six longitudinal studies has developed a bespoke framework — “The kids
are alright father-factor frameworf’. This is comprised of three established broad categories of
father involvement (Lamb et al., 1987) plus four other broad categories for which data have
been collected in relation to CPFs and/or OHFs in af least one of the included studies® The
‘father-factor framework’ therefore consists of seven broad categories of data relating to
tathers during the adolescence of their children.

o Contextual factors for father involvement, fathering, the father-child relationship and
coparenting which are about the father or parental couple relationship during the
child’s adolescence, and which go beyond the ‘father characteristics’ covered in
Section 3.2, below. Other potentially important contextual factors” are outside the
scope of this review.

o Father involvement — direct engagement (Lamb et al., 1987): focused on the frequency and
quantity of direct father-adolescent interactions and activities together, rather than
the quality of time together.

o Father involvement — accessibility’* (Lamb et al., 1987): father being available and ‘on
call’ so he can provide practical or emotional support’ or transportation” when
needed™. Note: for adolescents, ‘accessibility’ may be of increasing importance
relative to direct engagement (Lewis & Welsh, 2005; Norman, 2017; Warin et al.,
1999) as young people go out independently and spend more time in so/o activities
at home (including when other family members are in the same or a different
room). Support or ‘monitoring’ may be carried out ‘virtually’ on the phone or via
messaging, as well as in-person.

o Father involvement — responsibility (Lamb): this was later characterised (by Pleck, 2010)
as (i) ‘indirect care’ — activities carried out exclusively for his child/ren when not
physically present with them™ (so — not including breadwinning/financial

36

responsibilities®”; and (ii) ‘process responsibility’ — making decisions about the

27 Other relevant factors which may be collected in longitudinal studies internationally, or in smaller-scale studies, or
not at all, could be added to the framework in further work.

30 Such as the father’s earlier life (including his involvement when his child was younger), mother-factors, adolescent-
child-factors and household and broader family factors.

31 In tables for this review, accessibility has been placed first in the ‘father involvement’ trio (engagement,
accessibility and responsibility) due to its prominence cf direct engagement for adolescents.

32 # .. something more than physically ‘being there’, carrying with it some sense of being psychologically available”

(Warin et al., 1999, pé).

3 Transportation is included as ‘accessibility’ because it gives the opportunity for ‘direct engagement’ e.g.
conversation between father and child (Warin et al., 1999).

34 In contrast, ‘accessibility’ for younger children often involves continuous in-person supervision of the child.

35 For adolescents, this could involve e.g. buying or arranging resources for the child, dealing with school
communications, and child-related paperwork and appointments.

3¢ Breadwinning is excluded because the income generated is usually for the whole household and not exclusively for
children.



child, taking initiative, monitoring and planning for the child. ‘Process
responsibility” involves the associated concepts of ‘mental load3” and ‘cognitive
and emotional labour’ including forward planning, associated anxieties, and the
emotional maintenance of family relationships.

The father-child relationship — including broad emotional aspects of the relationship,
conflict, parenting style’ and the quality of father-child interactions, conversations
and emotional support, drawing on Pleck (2010)’s ‘warmth’, ‘responsiveness’ and
‘control’).

Co-parenting — including the ‘parenting alliance™’, co-parental decisions about and
with the child, and triadic (father-mother-child) interactions. Co-parenting is
specifically in relation to the child, so goes beyond the overall relationship between
the parents (the ‘couple relationship’), which is instead classified as a contextual factor
(above).

Fathers’ beliefs, feelings and attitudes in relation to their parental role or the child — called the
‘affective and cognitive domains of fathering’ (Palkovitz & Hull, 2018) and
“fathering attitudes” (Shafer & Jeffery, 2022).

Appendix B shows how these seven ‘broad categories’ of data relate to sub-categories of
data collected in the longitudinal studies — called ‘topics’ in this report. For example, the
‘direct engagement’ broad category includes the following ‘topics’ for both CPFs and

OHFs:
1.

Frequency or amount of father-child in-person time together

Looks after child/ren without mother present, including when mother working
Father involvement in specific activities and outings with child — leisure and
‘routine’

‘Virtual’ time together including video-calls, messaging and social media

Father involvement with homework;

Conversations with child about school, schoolwork, or educational /vocational
options

Conversations with child about other specific issues

Father’s, child’s or mother’s perception of amount of time that father spends with
adolescent child/ren

(for OHFs only) Regular overnight stays of child with OHF.

See Appendix B for a// the sub-categories of data (topics) collected in relation to all the
seven ‘broad categories’ of data collected.

37 For an account of mental load in separated families see (Luthra & Haux, 2022).

3 Parenting style has been included in the broad 'father-child relationship' category, but some. components of
'parenting style' (e.g. parental monitoring) could be classified as 'responsibility’.

37 Cohen and Weissman (1984) describe ‘parenting alliance’ as occurring when parents “acknowledge, respect, and
value the parenting roles and tasks of the partner (Cohen & Weissman, 1984).



Notes

1. For contextual factors and the three father involvement’ broad categories, there is a core
of common topics for both CPFs and OHFs, and also some topics which are
relevant to ezther CPFs or OHFs.

ii.  This framework is not derived empirically but has drawn on the fatherhood
literature as a way of structuring discussion of the questions asked across the six
UK longitudinal studies (see Section 3.3, below). Empirical work using the
framework could involve quantitative analysis of large-scale studies®, or in-depth
qualitative research.

1.6. Review methods

1.6.1. Methods for review of the data collected

A desk review was carried out of:

o the ‘“father-factor’ content of the questionnaires** and interviews which collected
data from fathers, mothers and children during the children’s adolescence in the six
selected longitudinal studies

e features of study design connected to the breadth and quality of the ‘fathers-in-
adolescence’ data collected.

This investigation involved manual and electronic searches for questions relating to fathers
in study questionnaires”, and examination of technical documentation*, available online in
2023 on individual study websites or the UK Data Service website. Data dictionaries and
variable catalogues, such as those provided by the individual studies and CLOSER
Discovery® were consulted for clarification where needed but were not searched
comprehensively. Clarifications and information were also received from study research
teams (see Acknowledgements, above).

%0 See Norman and Elliot, 2015 for an example using MCS postnatal father involvement variables.
*1In Understanding Society, this included questions which were asked to all study participants, regardless of their
parental status.

%2 |n this report, the term ‘questionnaire’ refers to the data collection instrument, whether that is a paper or online
self-completion questionnaire or a structured interview schedule (which sometimes includes a self- completion
component).

43 Questionnaires were available online in 2023 (at the time of writing this report) for all adolescence sweeps of
ALSPAC, the MCS (except for household interview questions at ages 14 and 17) and the first LSYPE study (Next
Steps); but only for the first three (out of four) adolescence sweeps of the first GUS cohort study (ages 10. 12 and
14); and only for the first three adolescence sweeps (out of six) of the second LSYPE study (Our Future — ages 13-14,
14-15 and 15-16). The most recent Understanding Society questionnaire available in 2023 (at the time of writing) was
wave 13. Previous Understanding Society waves were consulted only for additional modules (for which the
questionnaire from the most recent wave was examined).

% The technical documentation reviewed included dataset user guides, technical/fieldwork reports and interviewer
instructions where available.

4 About — CLOSER Discovery



https://discovery.closer.ac.uk/page/about/4

January 2024 Contemporary Fathers in the UK Fatherhood Institute

1.6.2. Methods for review of the data analysed to identify ‘under-
studied data’

The range of ‘fathers-in-adolescence’ variables included in research papers in the
Fatherhood Institute’s extensive digital Literature Library* that had analysed data collected
in the six longitudinal studies, was compared to the breadth of ‘fathers-in-adolescence’ data
which had actually been collected by these longitudinal studies. In this way, analysis gaps were
identified i.e. where data collected has not been analysed within publications in the
Literature Library. This identification of analysis gaps is therefore in relation to published
research.

The Institute’s Literature Library is likely to include the great majority*’ of published
analyses of data about fathers from the six included longitudinal studies. It is an extensive
collection of research publications (and unpublished papers with author permission) about
UK fathers, fatherhood and inter-parental relationships, as well as relevant international
research reviews and methodological papers, back to 1998. It was created through
systematic searches of eleven bibliographic databases* (in 2014 and repeated in 2019) and
supplementary search methods to identify journal articles, book chapters and ‘grey
literature’ (Davies et al., 2017). It has been continuously updated*’ since 2014, including
screening of recent publications (up to April 2023) listed on longitudinal study websites™.

Box 2: Exclusions from the scope of this desk review

i. retrospective data about fathers during their children’s adolescence years that were collected
later when the children were adults — this data would generally have lower reliability than data
collected during the adolescence years

ii.  data about fathers during earlier phases of their children’s lives or prior to the birth of their
children that were collected during the adolescence years

iii. the content of proxy interviews in the MCS and Understanding Society — these were carried
out in small minorities of study households

4 The Literature Library was searched for all analyses of data from the six selected longitudinal studies. Each full text
was screened for analysis that included variables about father involvement, fathering, coparenting or father-child
relationships during children’s adolescence. This could be a descriptive analysis of variables, or a cross-sectional or
longitudinal analysis of statistical relationships between father-factors and other variables.

4 Analyses of father-factors that form a minor part of a publication with a wider or different focus, or had a
biomedical focus, may have been missed.

“8 Prioritising social science databases, UK databases and those covering UK research journals.
4 Through expert contacts, web searches, social media, and organisational alerts and newsletters.

%0 A title screen of recent publications listed on study websites was carried out. Where the title suggested that the
focus of the paper was fathers, mothers, or parental relationships, the abstract was screened and, where relevant,
the full text was also screened, looking for inclusion of relevant variables.
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Vi.

linked administrative data (Lut et al., 2022), clinical measures and bio-samples e.g. in the
MCS, saliva samples were collected from birth fathers and mothers when children were aged

14 years.

data collected about fathers living with their adolescent child/ren (for all or most of the time)
in ‘single father households’ (see section 1.4)

data collected about fathers who are a non-cohabiting partner of their adolescent child/ren’s
mother and may live part-time with her in the child/ren’s (main) household (see section 1.4).




2. Study design: how has ‘fathers-in-adolescence’ data

been collected?

2.1. The six selected UK longitudinal studies

The six longitudinal research studies included in this review were listed at the beginning of

Chapter 1. Below, in Table 1A (an extract from the very detailed Appendix A Table 1 we

name them again, adding information about the type and focus of each study, the

geographical area covered and the birth dates of the children/young people who are the

focus of this review:

Table 1A: The six longitudinal studies

Child cohort studies

Household
panel study

Abbreviation and full name of study

LSYPE1 ALSPAC MCs LYSPE2 GUS Understanding
Next Steps (Aven (Millennium Our Future (Growing Up in Society
(Longitudinal Longitudinal Cohort Study) (Longitudinal Scotland - Birth
Study of Young | Study of Study of Young | Cohort 1)
People in Parents and People in
England - 1st Children -G1 England, 2nd
cohort) cohort® of cohort)
adolescents
Geographical area covered
England The old All four England Scotland All four
administrative countries of the countries of the
county of Avon UK UK
(in and around
Bristol) in SW
England
Focus of study (funder/s)
During Environmental, Social science — | Educational and | Evidence to Social science —
adolescence biological and multidisciplinary | vocational develop and multi-
sweeps® — genetic factors evidence for transitions, and | monitor policies | disciplinary
) that affect science and young people’s | and services for | evidence for
Educational and ; ) X ) )
i health and policy wider lives and children and science and
vocational . "
i development development experiences families,
transitions especially

51 The fathers of these Generation 1 (G1) adolescents are the ALSPAC 'GO Partners cohort’.

52 The focus broadened from age 25, when the funder changed to the Economic and Social Research Council.



(Department for | (Medical (Economic and (Department for | education and policy
Education) Research Social Research Education) health development
C il; C il; tral
ound ounctl; centra (Scottish (Economic and
Wellcome Trust; | government) ]
Government) Social Research
University of Council; central
Bristol) government)
Adolescents born i
1989-1990 1991-1993 2000-2002 1998-1999 2004-2005 Various years —
from 1991 to
2013 in wave 1
up to wave 13%*
Age of children in first sweep or wave of the study
13-14 years Pregnancy 9 months 13-14 years 10 months All ages

Each study has gained information about a large-scale research sample of thousands of
children, fathers and mothers over a long stretch of time, including the adolescent years.
When these data are analysed longitudinally (i.e. using data from at least two ‘sweeps’ or
‘waves’), these studies give much greater validity in evidencing cause-and-effect
relationships between father-factors and subsequent changes in children’s development and
outcomes than do ‘cross-sectional studies’ that collect data only at one point in time.

Given the range of birth dates of the children, this set of six research studies gives
longitudinal ‘fathers-in-adolescence’ data for children who entered adolescence (at age 10)
in the early 21* century (LSYPE1 and ALSPAC), during the 2010s (the MCS, GUS and
LSYPE2), and to 2023 and beyond (Understanding Society).

While all six studies set out to be representative of a specific cohort of children or of
households™ in specific geographical ateas, their representativeness has declined to some 2.
over time, due to ‘attrition’ (drop-out) of children or parents, with some population
subgroups less likely to continue to engage with the study than others™. This especially
applies to the longer-running birth cohort studies such as the MCS and GUS, which had
been running for nearly ten years by the time the cohort children began to enter
adolescence at age 10.

As already observed, tight resources and the broad aims of these multi-purpose studies
constrain the amount of data relating to fathers that can realistically be collected:

3 Wave 13 was the most recent Understanding Society questionnaire available in 2023 (at the time of writing this
report).

% The child cohort study samples were designed to give representative data for a cohort of children; whereas the
Understanding Society sample was designed to be representative of households in the UK.

%5 In the British Household Panel Survey (a study with similar design to Understanding Society), couples with low
education, low income, who were renting or who were unemployed were more likely than other couples to drop out
between waves (Brewer and Nandi, 2014).


http://www.mrc.ac.uk/index.htm
http://www.mrc.ac.uk/index.htm
http://www.mrc.ac.uk/index.htm
http://www.wellcome.ac.uk/
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/

furthermore, if too many questions are asked of respondents in questionnaires or
interviews, the burden on them can become so great that response rates or data quality are
compromised, or they drop out of the study. In addition, longitudinal studies strive for

consistency over time™’

which can constrain participant selection criteria, questions asked
and other key features in each sweep or wave. Even so, changes are made in longitudinal
studies where there is a good case for doing so, and respondent burden can also depend on
interest in the topic (Calderwood, 2016), which gives the potential for greater breadth and

validity of fathers-in-adolescence data in later sweeps and waves (see Section 2.3, below).

In light of these important contextual issues, Table 1B, below — our second excerpt from

the more detailed Appendix A Table 1 — provides information about fathers-in-
adolescence data collection in each of the six longitudinal studies:

Table 1B: Fathers-in-adolescence data collection: when and from whom

Type of Child cohort studies Household
study panel study
Name of LSYPE1 ALSPAC MCS LYSPE2 GUS Under-
study Next Our Future standing
Steps Society
Ages of Age 13-14 | Carer Age 11 Age 13-14 | Age 10 Adolescent
adolescent (sweep 1) question- (sweep 5) (sweep 1) (sweep 8) sample
children naires ages members
Age 14-1 Age 14 Age 14-1 Age 12
(average) in (S\?veee 2)5 10, 11,12, (S\?veee 6) (S\?veee 2)5 (S\?veee 9 aged 10-18
sweeps or P 12.5,17.5, P P P in every
waves Age 15-16 | 18.5 Age 17 Age 15-16 Age 14 annual wave
(sweep 3) Partner (sweep 7) (sweep 3) (sweep 10) .:,lgce 2009-
Age 16-17 | question- Age 16-17 Age 17
(sweep 4) naires ages (sweep 4 - (sweep 11) | Most recent
Age 17-18 10, 11,12, I-’JO pa{'ental Questionna qu.estlon—
12.5 interviews) . naire
(sweep 5 - ire not vailable
no parental | Child-based Age 17-18 available a
. . . was wave 13
interviews) | question- (sweep 5 - for sweep
Age 18-19 naires no pa{'ental 11
years (completed interviews)
(sweep 6 - by mgther Age 18-19
or main
no parental years
. . carer) ages
interviews) (sweep 6 -
?g%ro;(i 5 no parental
13' 1’4 1.61 interviews)
16.5 years Question-
naires not

% For example in study design, methods and research instruments.




Child- available®”
completed for sweeps
question- 4,5and 6
naires and
puberty
question-
naires at
various time
points
Research Mothers Mothers Mothers Mothers Mothers Mothers
participants | ¢ thers Fathers Fathers Fathers Fathers Fathers
Cohort Cohort Cohort Cohort Cohort Dependent
children children children children children children (of
(not (not (not (not any age)
. . 0 0 (not LS
siblings) siblings) siblings) siblings) siblings) living in
Teachers sample
Teachers households
(including
adolescent
children’s
younger and
older
siblings)
Categories Cohabiting | Cohabiting | Cohabiting | Cohabiting | Cohabiting | Cohabiting
of fathers®®) Partner Partner Partner Partner Partner Partner
included (as | Fathers Fathers Fathers Fathers Fathers Fathers
participants) | (CPFs) (CPFs) (CPFs) (CPFs) (CPFs) (CPFs)
Icncﬁ:z:ion o Partner Partner Own
at loast one Own Own Household
sweep or Household Household Fathers
Fathers Fathers (OHFs)
wave (‘Partner (‘Partner (including
OHFs')%? OHFs')e° OHFs who
previously
lived with
their
child/ren in

7 The term ‘available’ in Table 1B refers to whether the questionnaire was available online (on the study website or
the UK Data Service website) in 2023 at the time of writing this report.

%8 |n the cohort studies, this refers to the vast majority of fathers who were not the main parental research

participant.

57 ‘Partner OHFs’ are those currently in a non-cohabiting (LAT) ‘Living-Apart-Together’ relationship with the child’s

other birth or adoptive parent, usually the mother. A small proportion of Non-partner OHFs (those not currently in a
relationship with the child’s mother) could have been included, because mothers could pass on the questionnaires to
whoever they felt appropriate (Northstone et al., 2023).

€0 Only those ‘Partner OHFs’ (a small number of fathers in a romantic relationship with their children’s mother) and
reported by the household interview respondent to be part-time resident in the cohort child’s main household.




another

participants)
in data
collection

study
household
and have
been
tracked into
a new study
household)

Ages of Ages 13-14 | Ages 10, Atages 11, | Age 13-14 Ages 12 In every

adolescent and 14-15 11,12 and 14 and 17 and 14¢2 annual wave

children 12.5 since 2009-

when 10

fathers?®!

were actively

included (as

Notes

1. All six longitudinal studies have collected data about fathers of adolescents from
fathers, mothers and the adolescent children. Fathers completed interviews (in
Understanding Society, the MCS age 11 and age 14 sweeps®> and the LSYPE studies)
and/or self-completion questionnaires (paper questionnaires in ALSPAC and GUS,
and online questionnaires in the age 17 sweep of the MCS).

ii.  There were differences in the main categories® of fathers who were research
participants:

ii.  In the five child cohort studies, the father-reported data is only from Cohabiting
Partner Fathers (CPFs* This is due to these studies collecting data only in the
cohort child’s sole or main household.

iv.  Despite around 40% of adolescents having a birth father-living-elsewhere® (an
Own Household Father — OHF), only Understanding Society has collected data from
this category of fathers. This is explored further in Section 2.2B, below.

¢! In the cohort studies, this refers to the vast majority of fathers who were not the main parental research

participant.

2 GUS had a further adolescence sweep during 2021-23, at age 17. This is not included in The kids are alright review
of longitudinal studies because questionnaires and technical documentation were not yet available online in 2023 at
the time of writing this report.

3 These Understanding Society and MCS interviews included a self-completion component.

% See Box 1, above. This review did not cover data collected from fathers in ‘single father households’, who were
also included as research participants in all six studies.

5 With the exceptions of very small samples of ‘Partner OHFs' in ALSPAC and the MCS.

¢ And not in an ongoing romantic relationship with their birth mother.




v.  This means that, in the cohort studies, co-resident ‘stepfathers’ were included in
data collection, while involved OHFs were not — even if the cohort child was part-
time resident in the OHF’s household.

vi.  In cohort study sweeps which included a full span®” of CPFs in data collection
(where that applied, in two-parent households), the co-resident mother generally
completed a more extensive questionnaire or interview as the ‘main’ parental
research participant, and the CPF generally completed a less extensive ‘partner’ or
‘second parent’ questionnaire or interview. This issue is covered in more depth in
Section 2.4, below.

2.2. Three types of longitudinal study — birth cohorts,
adolescent cohorts and a household panel study

In the previous section, we described our six included longitudinal studies as comprised of
one ‘household panel study’ and five ‘child cohort studies’ (Tables 1A and 1B, above). In
fact, our included child cohort studies comprise two sub-types: birth cobort studies and
adolescent cobort studies, each of which begins with a sample of children of a specific

age during a defined time-period, referred to as ‘a cohort’ of children. Their main objective
is to track the cohort children’s development, experiences and ‘outcomes’ over time, and
collect data across a range of child-related factors, so that researchers can examine socio-
demographic, economic, family, educational and other influences on the life course. The
focus in each study is data collection in relation to the selected ‘cohort child’.

In contrast, a household panel study such as Understanding Society follows a representative
sample of households in a defined geographical population, measuring a broader set of
changes over time. Only some of the households at each wave include dependent children
(or specifically adolescent children) and so (unlike the child cohort studies) the main study-
aim and the data collection are not focused on specific ‘cohort children’ nor on child
development. This type of study can however be used to track the development of a
specific age-cohort within the overall sample, such as examining how 10-year-olds in the
first study wave (in 2009-10) change through their adolescence (by 2017-18).

2.2.1. More about the five cohort studies

The three included birth cohort studies (ALSPAC, MCS and GUS) have followed samples of
thousands of babies from birth or the postnatal year® through childhood and into
adolescence and adulthood, with a data collection sweep annually, biennially or every few

¢’ j.e. including (in a small minority of study households) the CPFs who were selected as the main parental research
participant.

8 ALSPAC recruited a cohort of pregnant mothers, collecting data from the women and expectant fathers
antenatally as well as from early infancy onwards. The MCS and GUS each recruited a cohort of infants from birth
registration records, and started collecting data when the babies were nine or ten months old. For the purposes of
this report, we call all three ‘birth cohort’ studies.



years (depending on the study and life-stage). The ALSPAC babies were born in 1991-
1993, the MCS babies in 2000-2002; and the GUS (birth cohort 1°) babies in 2004-05™"
These three studies had differing key objectives, perhaps influenced by their funders (see
Table 1A, above).

The two LSYPE adolescent cobort studies” have followed samples of thousands of adolescents
through their remaining adolescent years and into adulthood. LSYPE1 has tracked
adolescents who were born in 1989-90; with the first sweep in 2004. LSYPE2 has tracked
adolescents who were born in 1998-99, with the first sweep in 2013. They interviewed the
young people annually from the age of 13-14 (Year 9 in school); and collected data from
one or two parents living in the adolescent’s (main) household at the first few sweeps. The
adolescence sweeps of LSYPE1 focused on education, training and employment in the
transition to adulthood; whereas LSYPEZ2 also aimed to collect broader data about young
people’s lives such as risk behaviours and leisure time.

2.2.2. More about the household panel study

The broad aim of Understanding Society is to understand how different generations
experience life in the UK, by collecting data about an extensive range of short-term and
long-term changes in and influences on people’s lives. Individuals living in a nationally
representative sample of UK households in 2009-10 have been tracked in numerous
‘waves’ of data collection. Adult sample members, who include fathers and mothers of
adolescents, as well as older adolescents aged 16-21, are approached annually for an
interview. In addition, adolescent children aged 10-15 in study households are asked to
complete a self-completion ‘youth questionnaire’ (left in the household or posted to a
parent) at each wave. Response rates for these ‘youth questionnaires’ (ages 10-15) are lower
than for the main interviews (with participants aged 16 years and older).

Understanding Society includes (Pelikh 2019):

e atleast 7,000 children born between 2006 and 2010 — who would be aged 13 to 17
in 2023

e atleast 7,000 young adults born between 2001 and 2005 who would be aged 18 to
22 in 2023.

7 GUS Birth Cohort 1 babies have been followed through to the adolescent years, whereas GUS Birth Cohort 2
babies (born in 2010-11) were followed only until they were aged just under five years, Therefore this second cohort
is not included in The kids are alright review of longitudinal studies.

70 ALSPAC is carried out by the University of Bristol; the MCS is carried out by the Centre for Longitudinal Studies at
University College London with partner fieldwork companies; and GUS is carried out by the Scottish Centre for Social
Research (ScotCen).

71 The first LSYPE study (LSYPE1 — Next Steps) is carried out by the Centre for Longitudinal Studies at University
College London, and previously during the children’s adolescent years by the Department for Education. The second
LSYPE study (LSYPE2 - Our Future) is carried out by the Department for Education — with partner fieldwork
companies.



e around 12,000 children born between 1993 and 2008 who completed at least one
youth questionnaire across waves 1 to 8%

For those adolescents living in two-parent households, Understanding Society has collected
extensive interview data directly from their CPFs (as part of their sample of adults) during
every annual wave since 2009-10.

As mentioned in Section 2.1 (above), Understanding Society is the only one of the six
longitudinal studies which includes (as participants) in data collection those fathers with
dependent children not living (primarily or at all) in their main household. These sample
members (Own Household Fathers — OHFs), interviewed annually, are asked broadly the
same set of questions about their non-parenting-related characteristics, beliefs and
behaviours as are asked of other sample members, including CPFs. However (see Section
4, below), the OHFs are asked only a relatively narrow set of questions about their
children living elsewhere (who may or may not be part of the study), even if they are much
involved with these children. Male sample members’ self-identification as an OHF (i.e.
having a dependent child living elsewhere) is lower than expected” and biased towards
those more involved with their children in a different household (Bryson and McKay,
2018).

Uniquely among ongoing large-scale UK longitudinal studies — and related to its household
panel design (Lugtig and Smith, 2019) — Understanding Society includes adults who have
moved out of the initially sampled household to live elsewhere during the course of the
study. This means that if a father (who is a sample member) was living with his child/ren
and their mother but then moved out (permanently or temporarily) from the sampled
household to become an OHF, he remains part of the study and can be interviewed
annually at his new address along with new household members. In these family scenarios,
both the OHF and his adolescent child/ren living elsewhere (in the OHF’s previous
household) could be interviewed at the same sweep. However, the study drop-out rate has
been high for Understanding Society sample members who, whilst participating in the study,
become an OHF™ after a relationship separation (Bryson et al., 2017"%; Brewer and Nandi,
2014). Ongoing work is taking place to improve participants’ retention in the study after
major life transitions (Benzeval 2019, Benzeval 2021).

72 Around 4,800 of these 12,000 young people had first been interviewed at age 10, with 86% of these completing a
questionnaire in at least 2 waves (waves 1 to 8). 82% of 15-year-old children in study households across waves 1 to 6
joined the Understanding Society sample of adults after turning 16 (Pelikh, 2019).

73 Additionally, men who are OHFs may be less likely to participate in the study in the first place.
74 j.e. following the relationship separation, the father no longer lives (fully or primarily) with his child/ren.

75 Also see Brewer and Nandi (2014) for a higher attrition rate for men after a couple break-up than for women. This
analysis is not specific to couples with dependent children.



2.3. Questionnaire content and flexibility for changes in study
methods

This section discusses features of the three types of longitudinal study that can influence
questionnaire content and flexibility for change in study methods, and/or can create
constraints on data collection design. These constraints are not insurmountable.

In common with other child cohort studies, the selected birth cohort and adolescent
cohort studies have been able to tailor their questionnaire content and other measures to
‘child outcomes’ and child-related factors. While they have repeated core question topics and
questions at each sweep to enable measurement of change in longitudinal analysis, they
have also introduced new questionnaire topics and questions over the years of the study to
reflect the changing developmental stage of the children, and improvements in measures.

As already mentioned, the aims of the multi-purpose household panel study, Understanding
Society, are not specifically focused on children. Much of the questionnaire for adult sample
members is relevant to a broad cross-section of adults in the UK, and this data is collected
from sample members regardless of their family circumstances. Nevertheless, the interview
includes annual and biennial question modules specifically for parents of dependent
children, including questions about family life and parental involvement; questions about
parents (of dependent children) living elsewhere and dependent children living elsewhere;
and child-age-specific questions to collect age-appropriate data about child development
and parenting behaviours.

As a result of the longitudinal studies’ objective of measuring change over time, the study
methods and research participant selection criteria in all these studies have remained as
consistent as possible across sweeps or waves, but with changes and additions where these
have increased the validity, representativeness or breadth of data. This emphasis on
‘consistency where possible’ constrains to some extent the questions asked and study
methods (including research participant selection criteria) in the adolescence sweeps of the
birth cohort studies, and in more recent waves of Understanding Society, which developed
their main design features many years previously for the first sweep or wave. In contrast,
because their starting sample was of adolescents, the LSYPE studies had flexibility within
their resources and priorities to design data collection and the content of questionnaires in
a way that was optimal for this developmental stage and that could provide evidence for
adolescent-related policy development at that time.

Nevertheless, changes and additions can be made for the adolescence sweeps of birth
cohort studies that increase the extent and validity of fathers-in-adolescence data. One
example is that fathers (specifically CPFs who were not, originally, the main parental
research participant) were included in data collection in GUS at the second (age 3) sweep,
but then not again until the age 12 and 14 adolescence sweeps. Another example is that the
MCS and GUS collected data about OHFs only from mothers in their earlier childhood
sweeps but then started asking children about their OHFs in the adolescence sweeps. And



the MCS in its age 17 sweep changed from a longer ‘ain respondent’ interview and a shorter
‘partner interview’ to a design in which both co-resident parents received an identical
online questionnaire (see Section 2.4.2, below). There have also been changes in modes of
data collection over time, such as a shift from in-person interviews to the use of online
questionnaires.

This degree of flexibility also applies to Understanding Society, which is now planning to
collect data from the OHFs of children in study households (including adolescent children)
where the OHF has not been part of the study (Benzeval, 2019). A ‘Significant Other
Survey’ is due to be included in the 15" wave starting in 2023 (Understanding Society,
2022). If implemented, this will bring the full range of OHF's of Understanding Society’s
adolescent children into the scope of data collection.

Another contextual issue is that the LSYPE studies had to leave questionnaire space for
collecting all relevant details about research participants, whereas the birth cohort studies
and Understanding Society had already, in eatlier sweeps/waves, collected ‘stable’
characteristics (e.g. age, ethnicity, religion and educational qualifications) and the research
participants’ ‘history’ (e.g. previous economic activity). This did not, of course, apply where
the participant was a new entrant to the study (usually when they had moved into the study
household).

2.4. Cohabiting Partner Fathers as ‘partners’ or ‘second
parents’ in the cohort studies

Where an adolescent child’s main household included two co-resident parents, there were
key differences between the cohort studies and Understanding Society in, firstly, how often a
full span of CPFs”® were included as research patticipants (see Section 2.4.1, below); and
secondly (in sweeps or waves in which CPFs were included) the extent of data collection
from CPFs compared to that from co-resident mothers (Section 2.4.2, below). In
summary, in almost all the cohort studies — but not in Understanding Society — (co-resident)
mothers were research participants at a greater number of data collection points (sweeps or
waves) than were CPFs; and in sweeps which interviewed two co-resident parents for each
cohort child, mothers tended to complete a more substantial ‘main parent’ data collection
instrument (interview or questionnaire) than did CPFs.

2.4.1. How often a full span of Cohabiting Partner Fathers were
included as research participants

CPF's of adolescents were interviewed annually in Understanding Society, as part of the overall
sample of adults, as were mothers of adolescents. But among the cohort studies, only the

76 .e. including (in a small minority of households) the CPFs who were selected as the sole or main parental research
participant.
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MCS set out to include a full span of CPFs as research participants in every adolescence
sweep (see Table 1C, below — our third excerpt from the more detailed Appendix A

Table 1.

Table 1C: Proportion of cohort study sweeps which actively included a full span of CPFs in the

scope of data collection

Name of LSYPE1 ALSPAC MCS LYSPE2 GUS
study Next Steps | Gl cohort Our Future Birth cohort 1
Full span of | Two out of Four out of All One out of the Two out of the
CPFs the four the twelve adolescence three younger three
included as | younger adolescence sweeps adolescence adolescence
research adolescence | sweeps which sweeps which sweeps for which
participants | sweeps involved at involved at least | documentation
in data which least one one parent (the | is available
collection involved at parent’’ later

least one adolescence

parent (the sweeps did not

later interview

adolescence parent/s, only

sweeps did the young

not interview people)

parent/s,

only the

young

people)
Name of ‘Second ‘Partner Ages 11 and ‘Second parent | ‘Partner
research parent questionnaire’ | 14 ‘Partner interview’ questionnaire’
instrument interview' interview'
for collecting Age 17
data from ‘Parent
CPFs’® . .

questionnaire

2.4.2. The extent of data collection from Cohabiting Partner Fathers

As a household panel study not specifically focused on child development, Understanding

Society collects broadly the same data annually from both parents and non-parents in its
sample, but several questionnaire modules are dependent on the individual’s characteristics,
including modules specifically for parents of dependent children (see Section 2.3, above).
In general, the study has collected the same set of data about parental involvement,

77 Additionally there were five girls puberty questionnaires to be completed by “mother or daughter” and five boys
puberty questionnaires to be completed by “parent or son” (gender of completing parent not collected).

78 In the cohort studies, this refers to the vast majority of fathers who were not the main parental research
participant.
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parenting and father-child relationships from CPFs as collected from their cohabiting
partner, usually the child/ren’s co-resident mother, so giving equivalent ‘father-factor’ and
‘mother-factor data. A co-resident birth mother was automatically prioritised over a co-
resident birth father to answer questions (as the ‘responsible adult’) about their adolescent
children’s schooling, non-parental childcare and any special educational needs or
disabilities™

In almost all those adolescence (and eatlier) cohort study sweeps which collected data from
both co-resident parents, there were separate questionnaires or interviews for:

¢ the main parental® research participant, usually the mother, who completed a
mote extensive wain respondent’ MCS), ‘main/ chief carer’ (GUS and ALSPAC) or
main parent’ LSYPE1 and LSYPE2) interview or questionnaire

¢ the main parental participant’s cohabiting partner (MCS, GUS and LSYPEs®")
or partner (ALSPAC), usually the CPF, who completed a less extensive partner’
or econd parent’ interview or questionnaire.

The selection criteria (see Table 1D, below — our fourth excerpt from the more detailed
Appendix A Table 1 — and their implications are discussed in Section 2.4.3, below. Due
to the great majority of the sole or main parental participants being mothers, and the great

majority of ‘partners’ and ‘second parents’ being fathers, many fewer variables were
collected from CPFs than from mothers. Some of these additional questions for mothers
were about the child, her partner™, the child’s OHF, and the household, wider family and
neighbourhood; but they also included questions about mother characteristics, mother
involvement and the mother-adolescent relationship.

The exception was the MCS age 17 sweep, in which the cohort child was the main research
participant, and each parent living in the child’s main or sole household received an
identical self-completion online questionnaire®™ One of these parents also completed a
Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire about the child, with the decision about who
completed it being left up to the parents. Of the SDQ respondents, 86% were female
(Booth et al., 2023) which is a similar proportion to that for main and sole parental
research participants in LSYPE1.

’? In recent waves, it appears from questionnaires that only the ‘responsible adult’ (usually the birth mother) was
asked about helping their child with homework. and their educational aspirations for their adolescent child. In earlier
waves, these questions were asked to all co-resident parents of dependent children — both fathers and mothers.

8 The term ‘parental’ in relation to data collection in the cohort studies is used to mean acting in a parental capacity.
This includes grandparents and other non-parental caregivers living with the child without a resident birth, adoptive,
‘step’ or foster parent.

8 In the first sweep of LSYPE1 (but not in later sweeps), the parent completing ‘second parent’ data collection had to
be in a stated parental role to the child (‘natural’, adoptive, step or foster parent).

82 Or were asked in relation to e.g. “you and/or your partner”.

8 The relative proportions of mothers and fathers among household interview respondents is not known.
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The MCS, the LSYPE studies and Understanding Society also had a ‘household interview™ to
collect data about the household and its members, which only needed to be asked of one
parent or adult at the child’s main address. In cohort study sweeps for which there is data.
most of these interviews were carried out with the mother.*>

2.4.3. Criteria for selection of sole or main parental research
participants in the cohort studies

Table 1D, below (shows that the cohort studies had different ways of allocating the role
of the sole or main parental research participant in a two-parent household.

Table 1D: Cohort studies’ ways of allocating the role of sole/main parental research participant

Name of LSYPE1 ALSPAC MCS LYSPE2 GUS
study Next Steps Our Future
How The parentin | Mother or The 'natural The parentin | The parent
sole/main child’s person taking | mother’ or (if | child’s participating
parental sole/main the role of not present) sole/main as the ‘'main
research household mother (for the 'natural household carer’ in
participant who had most | ‘carer father’, orthe | who had most | previous
was selected involvement in | questionnaires | parent involvement in | sweep, who
at each child’s '88) participating child’s was nearly
sweep® education® as the ‘main education always the
Mother or ..
. respondent’ in mother
person taking )
previous
the role of
sweep, who
mother or I
. was nearl
“the chief | thy
w
carer"® (for @ taﬁ/s N
. mother
‘child-based ome
question-
naires'?)

84 Sometimes called the 'household module’ of the questionnaire, or similar.

8 For example in the first sweep of LSYPE1, 19% of household interview respondents were co-resident fathers
(Goldman and. Burgess , 2017).

8 Documented on the basis of technical reports and questionnaires because interviewer guidance was not available
online for every study,

8 In both the LSYPE studies, this was according to the mother, father or other adult completing the household
section of the interview.

8 ALSPAC ‘carer questionnaires’ were primarily about the mother and her partner and family.

8 This was most probably the mother’s assessment, because the mother received all questionnaires (including the
‘partner questionnaire’) from the study team.

9 ALSPAC ‘child-based questionnaires’ were primarily about the child, including parenting-related questions.

Data review

The kids are alright

page 31




Notes

1. For ALSPAC ‘carer questionnaires’, the MCS (ages 12 and 14) and GUS, the
mother was specifically selected, and/or interviewers were instructed to prioritise
the sole or main parental research participant in the previous sweep. If traced back
through the sweeps, the mother was prioritised in the first sweep/s due to
questions asked about pregnancy and birth (see Burgess and Goldman, 2018;
Burgess and Goldman, 2022)”". This meant that in the vast majority of cases, the
sole or main parental participant in adolescence sweeps was the mother, regardless
of the current division of parental time with the adolescent cohort child.

. Asa result, the proportion of the so/ or main parental research participants who
were fathers (both CPFsand ‘lone fathers’) was tiny, ranging from 3% to 6% in
the MCS (ages 11 and 14) and GUS adolescence sweeps (see Appendix A Table
1). Similarly, for ALSPAC ‘child-based questionnaire’ sweeps, the mother or ‘chief
carer’ of the cohort child was prioritised — the emphasis was questions about the

child. Fathers were involved in completion (sometimes jointly with the mother
and/or child) in only 3% of cases.

ii.  These tiny minorities of sole or main parental research participants who were
fathers are too small for substantial separate analysis.

iv.  However, in LSYPE1, with a focus on adolescent educational and vocational
pathways, the selection criterion was which parent was most involved in the
adolescent child’s education. This resulted in a relatively higher proportion (just
under a fifth™) of sole or main parental research participants who were fathers —
see Appendix A Table 1. LSYPE2 used the same criterion.

v.  If the LSYPE cohabiting parents were equally involved, they could do a joint ‘main

parent’ interview, but this occurred in only a small proportion of cases (Goldman
and Burgess, 2017).

vi.  Inthe LSYPE studies, the more substantial subset of involved fathers receiving a
‘main parent’ interview’* were asked a much fuller set of questions than those
fathers interviewed as ‘second parents’, including educational aspirations for their
teenaged children, involvement in their child’s schooling, parental monitoring and
discipline, and the quality of their relationship with the child. This sample of

91 Additionally, the ALSPAC, MCS and GUS cohort babies were generally recruited through their mothers (via health
services or Child Benefit records).

92 These included CPFs in birth father/stepmother families (in the MCS), and where the mother was away, could
otherwise not participate (e.g. due to illness, disability or language issues), or did not want to participate. In the MCS
and GUS, co-resident parents could over-ride the CAPI interview program'’s or interviewer’s selection.

3 This is broadly consistent with the COSMO study, a new cohort study of older adolescents being followed into
adulthood, in which around four fifths of the sole parental respondents (one parent per young person) were female
(Cullinane et al., 2023).

94 Skaliotis (2010) shows that fathers who were the ‘main parent’ at child-age 13-14 and 15-16 years were more likely
than other co-resident fathers to have a degree, be living without a partner, be older than 45 years, be working part-
time, unemployed, ‘looking after the family’ or retired, and Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Black African or “Other
race”.



involved fathers is large enough in LSYPE1 to be separately analysed (Skaliotis
2010), and possibly also in LSYPE2”

2.4.4. Features of ‘partner’ and ‘second parent’ data collections in the
cohort studies

The partner of the main parental research participant completed ‘partner’ or ‘second
parent’ data collection and was generally the child’s father. As seen in the detailed
Appendix A Table 1, CPFs completed almost all ‘partner’ data collections in ALSPAC,
GUS, and the MCS age 11 and age 14 sweeps; and around 80% of LSYPE1 ‘second parent’
%. These CPF participants were split mainly between birth fathers (the
predominant ‘father’ category) and ‘stepfathers’. Response rates were generally high (see
summary in Table 1E, below (our fifth excerpt from the more detailed Appendix A
Table 1).

interviews

Table 1E: Features of ‘partner’ and ‘second parent’ data collections

Name of LSYPE1 ALSPAC MCS LYSPE2 GUS
study Next Steps Our Future
Average Time taken ‘Partner 15-20 7 minutes Approx 15
interview/ not available | questionnaires’ | minutes minutes’®
questlon-nalre ranged from9 (depending 14 pages (at age
completion 15-54 pages” | on the sweep) 12)
time/length
11 pages (at age
14)
Response Almost all around 70% to 80%, including GUS self-completion questionnaires; and
rates approaching 90% in the MCS age 11 sweep and in LSYPE2.
ALSPAC ‘partner questionnaire’ rates were lower and calculated on a different basis.
Response In the MCS (Plewis 2007) and GUS (Sweep 9 User Guide), there was differential
bias response from ‘partners’ according to key ‘main respondent/carer’, ‘partner’ and area
characteristics .
Achieved Ranged from almost 11,500 in the first sweep of LSYPE1 (8,800 with birth or 'step’

sample sizes | fathers) to 2,000 in age 12 and age 14 GUS sweeps

% The sample size of ‘main parent’ fathers in LSYPE2 was not available for this review.
% The sample size of ‘second parent’ fathers in LSYPE2 was not available for this review.
% In Table 1E, the number of pages refers to the number of pages of questions, i.e. excluding introductory pages.

% Bradshaw, P. (personal communication, 31 May 2023).




Notes

1.

1.

1v.

The MCS (ages 11 and 14), LSYPE1 and LSYPE2 collected data from both co-
resident mothers and fathers using in-home interviews carried out by skilled survey
interviewers.

CPFs in GUS completed self-completion paper questionnaires, but interviewers
(who were in the child’s main home to conduct both the ‘main carer’ and child
interviews) obtained their contact details, and so the study office was able to follow
up with reminders, and potentially a repeat interviewer visit.

The advantage of interviewer involvement in these studies was a higher response
rate from CPFs than in ALSPAC (see Appendix A Table 1), including for the
GUS self-completion questionnaires (which were also substantially shorter than
ALSPAC questionnaires).

In ALSPAC, recruited mothers were asked to give paper questionnaires to their

partner at each survey sweep — and the fathers were asked to post back the
questionnaires. But because ALSPAC had no information on the identity of the
mother’s partner, nor whether the mother had passed the questionnaire to him,
reminders could not be sent, reducing response rates (Northstone et al., 2023), with
potential impacts on the representativeness of ALSPAC ‘partners’ data.



3. What “fathers-in-adolescence’ data have been
collected ?

This section looks at the breadth of data collected about Cohabiting Partner Fathers
(CPFs) and Own Household Fathers (OHFs) of adolescent children by examining:

e the questions asked in study questionnaire documentation available online
(interviews and self-completion research instruments)

e whether the data about fathers was collected from fathers, mothers and/or
children.

The methods used and the exclusions from scope are set out in Section 1.6 and Box 2,
above.

There is a balance to be struck in each study between questions about the following ‘father-
factors’ (alongside equivalent data about mothers):

e father characteristics including their demographics, health, wellbeing, economic
activity, employment, income and attitudes and behaviours (Section 3.2, below);
and

e father involvement, fathering, father-child relationships and co-parenting (Section
3.3, below)

especially since these factors can interact in their influences on children (Dermott &
Fowler, 2020; Keizer, 2020).

Whilst the ‘breadwinning role’ is an important part of the parental role (Gatrell et al., 2015),
questions about economic activity (for example, whether working, and reason for
economic inactivity), occupational status (which is used to derive socio-economic status)
and income are usually ‘treated’ in analysis as important demographics, and are covered as
‘father characteristics’ in Section 3.2, below.

Given that in all the cohort studies, the great majority of main or sole parental research
participants are mothers and the great majority of ‘partner’ or ‘second parent’ research
participants are fathers, the discussion of what data have been collected about CPFs is
restricted (for the cohort studies) to families in which the (co-resident) mother completed
data collection designed for mothers or main parental research participants, and, if included at that
sweep, the CPF” completed data collection designed for fathers or partners | ‘second parents’.
As explained in Section 2.4.2, above, this issue did not apply to the same degree in

9 The MCS and Understanding Society also collected data about Cohabiting Partner Fathers in a ‘proxy interview’
with the mother when her cohabiting partner could not be interviewed, but only when specific criteria applied. The
content of proxy interviews is excluded from this review of longitudinal studies.



Understanding Society or in the age 17 MCS sweep, where the fathers and mothers received
very similar data collection instruments.

With the exception of Understanding Society, and small subsets of ‘Partner OHFs" in
ALSPAC and the MCS, the included studies did not collect data from OHFs, so discussion
in relation to OHFs and the child cohort studies is restricted to the limited data collected
about OHFs from mothers and children.

3.1. What categories of fathers (of adolescent children) can be
identified in the data collected?

3.1.1. Identifying Cohabiting Partner Fathers (CPFs)

Cohabiting Partner Fathers'" of adolescent children can be clearly identified in all sweeps
and waves of all of the included studies except ALSPAC'", both as fathers about whom
mothers report, and as participants in data collection. However, in a few of the studies, it
appears from questionnaire documentation that some questions for the children about their
‘father’” did not specify whether the question should be answered in relation to a CPF
(who could be a ‘stepfather’) or an OHF (birth or adoptive father), which was relevant for
the tenth of children who had both fathers.

The ‘household interview” respondent'™ (in the MCS, the LSYPE studies and Understanding
Society) or the child’s mother (GUS and ALSPAC) answered questions about whom they or
the child lived with, deciding whether or not to include a part-time resident partner (or
child’s parent) as a household member. In most of the studies, there were household
residence criteria for the interviewer to apply if this partner was temporarily away, for
example for work or study — which was usually to include him as a household member (and
therefore a CPF) if he was away for less than six months. These issues are covered in more
depth in Goldman & Burgess, 2017.

10 ‘Partner OHFs’ are those currently in a non-cohabiting (LAT) ‘Living-Apart-Together’ relationship with the child’s
other birth or adoptive parent.

%7 See Box 1, above: a birth, adoptive, ‘step’ or foster father who is a cohabiting partner of their child’s (birth,
adoptive, ‘step’ or foster) mother or father, both of whom live in the child’s (sole or main household at the time of
data collection.

192 Although most ALSPAC ‘carer questionnaires’ did not explicitly identify the gender of the mother’s partner (this
was collected in ‘partner questionnaires’); and not all of the ‘partner questionnaires’ explicitly identified whether the
completing father lived with the child or mother, it can be assumed that in the vast majority of cases, these mothers’
partners were male cohabiting partners. This could also be derived to some extent from data given at previous
sweeps. The partner may have changed between sweeps, but individuals can be matched on the basis of date of
birth. Changes of partner occurred for only around 4% of the 98% of cases with complete date of birth data
(Northstone et al., 2023).

193 This issue also applied to some questions in ALSPAC for mothers about the ‘father’.

194 Usually the mother in the cohort study sweeps (LSYPE1 and the MCS) for which we have data on the relative
proportions of fathers and mothers among household interview respondents.



3.1.2. Identifying Own Household Fathers (OHFs)

All the included studies can identify to differing extents whether an adolescent child (the
cohort child or, in Understanding Society, a ‘young sample member’) has a /ving birth (or
adoptive) OHF'™. In the LSYPE studies, it can be identified that the child does not live
with a birth father, but not whether this father is living'", although only a tiny proportion
will have died (around 1% in the MCS). In the other studies, the gender of the parent living
elsewhere who is being asked about is rarely explicitly identified and is instead assumed'””
A few questions referred to an ‘ex-partner’ of the mother (with gender and relationship to
the child unknown)'” rather than to a parent (of the child) living elsewhere. Nevertheless,
in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 (below) which documents the data collected about OHFs, all the
questions about parents living elsewhere or ex-partners are treated as being about OHF's,
since the proportion of OHFs and ex-partners who are of the same gender as a residing
birth or adoptive parent will be very small, and around 90% of Own Household Parents
are fathers (see Section 1.4, above).

As stated above, it appears from questionnaire documentation available online that some
questions for the children about their ‘father’ did not specify whether the question was
about a2 CPF or an OHF, which is relevant for the tenth of children who had both fathers.
Data from these questions could be analysed 7 relation to OHF'’s for the children who do not
have a CPF — that is, do not live with a birth, adoptive, ‘step’ or foster father.

3.2. What father characteristics have been collected?

The term ‘father characteristics’ in this report denotes data collected about fathers’
demographics, health, attitudes and behaviours that are not directly about father
involvement, fathering or the father-child relationship; and could be asked to any adult, not
only to the parent of a dependent child. These father characteristics may be used as
independent variables in their own right in relation to children’s experiences and outcomes,
or in analyses of intergenerational transmission of circumstances and inequalities. They are
often controlled for as confounding variables in analyses of the impacts of fathering and
father involvement on children; or can be used to specify subsets of fathers for analysis.
Sometimes they act as moderating factors for the impact of fathering and father
involvement on children.

105 See Box 1, above; a father whose main home is a separate household from his child’s sole or main household.

1% Except where the birth father had been in the study household at the previous sweep, and their death had been
reported during the interview.

197 ALSPAC asks mothers specifically about fathers living elsewhere, whereas in the MCS, GUS and Understanding
Society, the gender of the parent living elsewhere is not asked. In contrast, the GUS age 14 sweep does ask the
cohort child about the gender of their parent living elsewhere.

'8 For example, questions about who attended parents evening or looked after the child [LSYPE studies and the
MCS] and about child maintenance (Understanding Society).



3.2.1. Cohabiting Partner Father characteristics

A core set of father characteristics (see Box 3 below for a summary) was collected'” in all
six studies or in five of the studies (see Appendix A Table 2) covering demographics,

health, economic activity and socio-economic status. Other father characteristics were
asked in at least two of the studies. This gives the opportunity for time series of father
characteristics, showing how these have changed between the decades for adolescents of
broadly the same age; and also for cross-cohort analyses of the statistical associations of
father characteristics with father involvement, fathering and child outcomes. Many of the
characteristics were collected about both mothers and fathers, although not always with
identical questions and scales. Therefore, within the constraints of sample sizes and data
quality, analysis is possible which integrates equivalent mother-characteristics and father-
characteristics into statistical models of the impacts of parental factors on child
development, experiences and outcomes.

BOX 3: Key points about CPF characteristics collected in the studies

Overall, Understanding Society and the MCS collected the greatest variety of CPF characteristics,
including cognition, numeracy, literacy, and social attitudes. Understanding Society collected the same
set of characteristics about CPFs as is collected about every adult sample member. It is the only one of
the six longitudinal studies to have collected data about:

e the sexual orientation of fathers
e loneliness among fathers
o specific features of father personality such as self-efficacy and delayed gratification.

ALSPAC collected detailed data from both the (co-resident) mother and CPF about the father's health
(physical and mental) and health behaviours (probably because the study is rooted in medical, health
and genetic studies). It is also the only one of the six studies to have collected data about:

o father suicidal attempt
e father criminal conviction.

Apart from father demographics, the LSYPE studies collected mainly data on father socio-economic
status and economic activity, linked to the study focus on adolescents’ transitions to further study and
employment.

The studies differed in who reported the ‘father characteristics’ data — the mother, the CPF
or the adolescent child, with details in Box 4, below.

199 Or available from earlier sweeps and waves, such as the father’s current age, ethnicity, and the age at which he
left continuous full-time education.



BOX 4: Who reported CPF characteristics?

Most of the CPF characteristics that the MCS and Understanding Society collected were reported by
fathers, with mothers asked little about their cohabiting partner (except for a few demographics); but
there was the option of a ‘proxy partner interview’ with the mother to collect basic data about her
cohabiting partner when he could not be interviewed (carried out in only a small proportion of cases,
and so not included in scope of this review of longitudinal studies).

In contrast, GUS collected CPF demographics (including ethnicity, religion and educational
qualifications) and economic activity / employment details from mothers, even in the two adolescent
sweeps in which these fathers received a questionnaire.

In ALSPAC, both fathers and mothers were asked for a lot of information about their partner’s
characteristics. This meant that broadly ‘symmetrical’ father-reported and mother-reported data was
obtained (where the mother and father both completed a questionnaire) about father (and mother)
characteristics, including the father’s health and health behaviours.

3.2.2. Own Household Father characteristics

In Understanding Society, sample members who were OHFs were asked the same huge
breadth of questions that were asked to other participating adults (where relevant).
However, in this study, only age and economic activity were collected (from mothers)
about the OHFs of adolescent sample members who were not, themselves, sample
members.

In great contrast, few variables were collected in the adolescence sweeps of the cohort
studies about the characteristics of the OHF of the adolescent cohort child (which were
not directly about parenting, the parent-child or inter-parental relationship). ALSPAC
asked a few questions about the OHI’s physical characteristics such as height and eye
colour, and whether the father had experienced mental health conditions; and the MCS
asked about the age of the OHF.

In all these studies, if the OHF had previously lived with the adolescent child (in the child’s
main household) during a previous study sweep or wave (and especially if they had
completed data collection), their ‘stable’ characteristics (e.g. age, ethnicity, religion and
educational qualifications) would be known; and also their ‘history’ (e.g. previous economic
activity and health problems) during the child’s earlier adolescence and childhood and
perhaps also prior to their birth, depending on the study.

3.3. What data have been collected about father involvement
(three types), the father-child relationship, co-parenting
and fathering beliefs and attitudes?

This section summarises the data collected about father involvement (three types), the
father-child relationship, co-parenting and fathering beliefs and attitudes during children’s



adolescence in the six longitudinal studies, using the seven broad categories of data as set
out in The kids are alright father-factor framework (see Section 1.5, above).

3.3.1. Cohabiting Partner Fathers — broad categories of data collected
(contextual factors, father involvement — three types, the father-
child relationship, co-parenting and fathering beliefs and
attitudes )

Table 3A below provides a summary assessment of Appendix A Table 3 showing how
110

extensively the seven broad categories of ‘father factor’ data’ " are covered by the
questionnaires from the six included longitudinal studies, in relation to CPFs during their
children’s adolescence. An additional row has been added w for fathers’ involvement in
their child/ren’s education, drawing on education-linked topics actoss the seven broad

categories.

The three colours in Table 3A represent the number of topics covered in each broad
category:- each of the seven broad categories of data includes a number of “zgpics’ (sub-
categories of data collected), as shown in Appendix B. The three colours do not represent
the number, quality or depth of the individual questions and measures, nor the breadth of
types of informants (father / mother / child), sample sizes/response bias, or numbers of
sweeps at which data is collected. Therefore, they do not constitute a quality assessment of
the data from each study.

"0 n The kids are alright father-factor framework.
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Table 3A: Summary assessment of how extensively the broad categories of data are covered for

Cohabiting Partner Fathers (CPFs)

Yellow = One topic
(for which data is
collected to an
adequate degree")

White = No topics
(for which data
collected to an
adequate degree)

From whom data collected: F=Father. M=Mother. C=Child. T=Teacher

Type of study Child cohort studies Household
panel study

Name of study ALSPAC | MCS LSYPE1

Next

LSYPE2 | Understanding
Our Society
Future

Contextual factors

Father involvement —
accessibility

Father involvement — direct
engagement (including
education-relevant engagement)

Father involvement —
responsibility (including
education-relevant responsibility)

Father-child relationship

Co-parenting

Beliefs, feelings and attitudes in
relation to parental role or the
adolescent child (including

"1 Collection “to an adequate degree” excludes where the data collected on a topic was very limited or (in
Understanding Society) was not specific to adolescent children. See the colour coding in Appendix A Tables 3 and 4.

Data review The kids are alright page 41



January 2024 Contemporary Fathers in the UK Fatherhood Institute

education-relevant beliefs and
attitudes)

Involvement in child’s education

Notes

Looking across the rows of Table 3A above, it can be seen that, for CPFs:

L

1.

1.

1v.

All broad categories except accessibility''” have at least four topics covered by at least
one study.

The broad category covered most extensively across the set of studies is contextual
Jactors, followed closely by the father-child relationship, more so than any father
involvement category of data

The most extensively covered broad category in the Lamb et al. ‘father
involvement’ trio is direct engagement. This probably reflects that engagement is the
easiest to define, and the easiest to measure, for example in terms of the frequency
or quantity of time spent on specified types of father-child activities and
interactions together. Accessibility is less extensively covered, despite the fact that it
is likely to be a core part of father (and mother) involvement for adolescent
children.

GUS is the only study to have covered all broad categories, because only GUS
collected data related to co-parenting.

GUS and the MCS covered the broad categories most extensively in terms of
topics, with Understanding Society following closely behind. GUS collected
demographics and contextual factors from mothers, so reserving space in the ‘partner
questionnaires’ for questions on father involvement, fathering and the father-child
relationship.

3.3.2. Own Household Fathers — broad categories of data collected

(contextual factors, father involvement — three types, the father-
child relationship, co-parenting and fathering beliefs and
attitudes)

Table 4A below provides a summary assessment of Appendix A Table 4 showing how

extensively the seven broad categories of ‘father factor’ data'" are covered by the

questionnaires from the six included longitudinal studies, in relation to OHFs during their

"2 And co-parenting, which is not sub-categorised into ‘topics’ in Appendix A Tables 3 and 4.

"3 In The kids are alright father-factor framework.
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children’s adolescence. As in Table 3A, an additional row has been added for fathers’
involvement in their child/ren’s education, drawing on education-linked topics across the
seven broad categories.

The three colours in Table 4A represent the number of topics covered in each broad
category:- each of these seven broad categories of data includes a number of ‘Zgpics’ — sub-
categories of data collected — as shown in Appendix B. As in Table 3A, the three colours
in Table 4A do not represent the number, quality or depth of the individual questions and
measures, not the breadth of types of informants (father / mother / child), sample
sizes/response bias, or numbers of sweeps at which data is collected. Therefore, they do

not constitute a quality assessment of the data from each study.

Table 4A: Summary assessment of how extensively the broad categories of data are covered for
Own Household Fathers

Yellow = One topic Light orange = Two White = No topics

(for which data is or three topics (for (for which data
collected to an which data is collected to an
adequate degree'® | collected to an adequate degree)

adequate degree)

From whom data collected: F Father M Mother C Child

Type of study Child cohort studies Household
panel study
Name of study ALSPAC | MCS GUS LSYPE1 | LSYPE2 | Understanding
Next Our Society
Steps Future

Contextual factors M

Father involvement —
accessibility

Father involvement — M
direct engagement
(including education-
relevant engagement)

Father involvement — M
responsibility

"4 Collection “to an adequate degree” excludes where the data collected on a topic was very limited or (in
Understanding Society) was not specific to adolescent children. See the colour coding in Appendix A Tables 3 and 4.
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(including education-
relevant responsibility)

Father-child M C C C
relationship
Co-parenting M M

Beliefs and attitudes in
relation to parental
role or the adolescent
child (including
education-relevant
beliefs and attitudes)

Involvement in child’s M M M
ducati
education C C
Notes

i.  Looking across the rows of Table 4A, above, it can be seen that, for OHFs:

e The table is much more sparsely populated for OHFs than for CPFs (c.f. Table
3A, above). Only contextual factors, accessibility and direct engagement have at least
four topics covered by at least one study.

e The broad categories of data covered most extensively across the six studies are
contexctual factors and direct engagement, although ALSPAC and the LSYPE studies
covered only one or two topics for these broad categories.

e  Only the MCS and Understanding Society collected data relating to co-parenting
between birth/adoptive patents living separately.

e None of the studies collected data relating to the beliefs and attitudes of OHF's in
relation to the patental role or the child/ren (that was specific to adolescent
children).

ii.  The range of broad categories and topics covered, in particular the father-child
relationship, co-parenting and the father’s beliefs and attitudes, were strongly limited by
OHFs not being included in data collection in the cohort studies, so that all the
data was from mothers (most often) and adolescent children.

iii.  Even though Understanding Society sample members included involved OHFs'">

these men were not asked the questions about parental involvement and parenting

(including parenting style) that were asked of co-resident mothers and CPFs.

Neither were they asked all the questions that were asked of the mother of a child

with an OHF about various forms of support to the child, the inter-parental

relationship, co-parenting and child maintenance. Instead they were asked a more
limited range of questions, mainly focusing on the extent of contact and time with
their children living elsewhere, which were not specific to individual children.

"5 For example, those in regular in-person contact with their children or having their children to stay regularly.



3.3.3. Cohabiting Partner Fathers and Own Household Fathers — data
topics collected and data collection gaps within the broad
categories (contextual factors, father involvement — three types,
fathering, the father-child relationship and co-parenting)

Box 5, below, presents the topics about which data have been most frequently collected
(to at least some extent) across the six included longitudinal studies. This is based on
Appendix A Table 3 for CPFs and Appendix A Table 4 for OHFs, which show (for
each study) the data topics collected within the seven broad data categories of ‘father
factor’ data''®

BOX 5: Topics collected in at least three of the six included longitudinal studies

CONTEXTUAL FACTORS

How father/'father-figure’ is related to child (CPFs, OHFs)

Features of employment (CPFs)

Quality of couple relationship (CPFs)

Caring for adults inside or outside household (CPFs)

ACCESSIBILITY AND DIRECT ENGAGEMENT

Extent of co-residence / regular overnight stays (CPFs, OHFs)

Frequency of any in-person time together (OHFs)

Looks after child/ren without mother present; including when mother working (OHFs)
Father's, mother’s or child’s perception of father’s amount of time with child (CPFs)
QUALITY OF FATHER-CHILD RELATIONSHIP AND EMOTIONAL ACCESSIBILITY

Quality of the father-child relationship (including perceived closeness, attachment and conflict (CPFs,
OHFs))

Emotional accessibility of the father to the child / Emotional support/Conversation (CPFs)

Parenting Style, focused on parental monitoring and control (CPFs)

FATHERS' BELIEFS AND ATTITUDES

Feelings and confidence about parental role, or towards child (CPFs)

RESPONSIBILITY / INVOLVEMENT IN CHILD’S EDUCATION

Attending parents evening or other meetings with teachers about their individual child (CPFs, OHFs)
Educational or vocational expectations or aspirations for the child (CPFs)

Payment of child maintenance (OHFs)

"¢ In The kids are alright father-factor framework.



Appendix C presents detail about the topics that are relative or absolute'” data collection
(questionnaire) gaps for CPFs and/or OHFs across the six included longitudinal studies.
This is based on Appendix A Table 3 for CPFs and Appendix A Table 4 for OHFs.

Some of these data collection gaps may also apply to mother involvement, mothering and
mother-child relationships. However, across the cohort studies, and to a lesser extent in
Understanding Society, (co-resident) mothers were asked a greater range of questions than
were CPFs, in more extensive data collection (see Section 2.4.2, above). In some cohort
sweeps, this included questions about her own involvement and mothering and about the
mother-child relationship that were not asked (as equivalent ‘father-factor’ questions) to
fathers in ‘partner’ or ‘second parent’ data collection'".

17 Data on some of these topics have not been collected in any of the set of six studies; whereas others have been
collected in a minority of the studies.

"8 Detailed comparison of the extent of ‘father-factor’ data and ‘mother-factor’ data collection is not within scope of
this review.



4. What are the implications of study design decisions
for the data collected?

The breadth of data collection about fathers — Cohabiting Partner Fathers (CPFs) and Own
Household Fathers (OHFs) — is linked to the overall design of a study, including decisions
taken about questionnaire topics and question design. Below, in three columns, we name

seven specific design features and their consequences for the fathers-in-adolescence data

collected, while also giving examples from the six included longitudinal studies.

Design feature

Consequences of this

design feature

Examples in this review of datasets

(1) The proportion
of sweeps or waves
in which data were
collected directly
from CPFs (those
who are not the
sole/main parental
research
participant) and
from OHFs (see
Sections 2.1 and
2.4A, above)

In general, in sweeps of the
cohort studies in which CPFs
were not participants in data
collection (i.e. information
was not gathered from them
but was gathered from
others about them), no data
or much less data was
collected about these
fathers’ mental health;
engagement and
relationship with the child
(i.e. no father perspective);
parenting-related beliefs;
and perceptions of the
couple relationship and
coparenting.

Because OHFs''? were not
included as research
participants in any of the
cohort studies, the data
collected about OHFs was
limited to a small set of
variables gained from
mothers and children
(including the extent of OHF
involvement, the OHF-child
relationship and child
maintenance).

In the LSYPE studies, more data was collected
about father demographics (e.g. education) and
employment (e.g. work income and hours) in
the first sweep/s (in which CPFs were
interviewed) than in subsequent sweeps (in
which only the mother or young person
reported information about a CPF).

Data collection from CPFs themselves in the
GUS age 12 and 14 sweeps had a substantial
impact on the breadth of variables collected: in
these sweeps, data about the father’s mental
health and wellbeing, father involvement,
fathering, relationship with the child, and
health/risky behaviours were collected in the
‘partner questionnaires’ — i.e. those filled out by
CPFs.

In contrast, in the GUS age 10 sweep, data
about CPFs were only collected from mothers
and children. So the variables were mainly
limited to factual data that mothers were able to
report, and to only the child’s perspective on
fathering and the father-child relationship.

Because OHFs were full sample members in
Understanding Society, this was the only one of
the six longitudinal studies to collect an
extensive range of variables about OHF
characteristics (including demographics, health,
health behaviours and economic activity); and
contextual factors for father involvement (such
as the OHF's household members, gender role
attitudes and features of his employment).

"% Those OHFs (the vast majority) who were not ‘Partner OHFs’ — i.e. they were not currently the mother’s romantic
partner living in a separate household.



Equivalent data were collected about the
characteristics of OHFs, CPFs and mothers.

Understanding Society was also the only study
to collect the OHF's perspective on his time and
relationship with and financial contributions for
child/ren living elsewhere. However, this was a
limited set of questions, and not specific to his
adolescent child/ren if he also had younger
children living elsewhere (see below).

(2) How substantial
the data collection
from fathers was in
terms of interview
time or self-
completion
questionnaire
length, compared
to data collection
from mothers (see
Sections 2.4B, 2.4C
and 2.4D, above)

In cohort study sweeps
which interviewed two co-
resident parents for each
cohort child, (co-resident)
mothers tended to complete
a more extensive ‘main
parent’ data collection
interview or questionnaire
than did CPFs, who instead
completed a ‘second parent’
or ‘partner’ interview or
questionnaire. This meant
that substantially fewer
variables were collected
from CPFs than from the
mothers

The LSYPE ‘second parent’ interviews were the
shortest out of the cohort study
‘partner'/'second parent’ data collections, with
an average time of seven minutes in LSYPE2.
Questions asked to fathers were mainly about
his demographics, economic activity/income,
and own parents. There were no questions to
fathers about father involvement, fathering or
the father-child relationship. Despite their focus
on children’s educational and vocational
outcomes, LSYPE1 and LSYPE2 (together with
the health-focused ALSPAC) collected the least
data about CPFs’ involvement in or aspirations
for their adolescent child’s education out of the
six studies included in this review.

(3) Decisions taken
(explicitly or
implicitly) about
how limited
questionnaire space
or interview
length'?° for fathers
was to be allocated
to different topics
(see Chapter 3,
above)

As stated, at the beginning
of Chapter 3 (below), there is
a balance to be struck in
each study between
questions asked about (1)
father characteristics and the
detail of fathers’ economic
activity, employment and
income; and (2) father
involvement, fathering, co-
parenting and father-child
relationships; especially
since these two sets of
father-factors can interact in
their influences on children.

Even though the aim of Understanding Society
is broader than researching families with
dependent children, this household panel study
collected rich data about CPF father
involvement, fathering and father-child
relationships — although this data was
adolescent-specific only for 10-year-olds.
However, there were no questions for involved
OHFs about their parenting style, and few
about their parenting activities, because these
fathers were not asked the in-depth questions in
the ‘Parents and Child’ and ‘Parenting Style’
modules'?' that were asked of CPFs (despite
many of these questions being relevant'??).

In contrast to Understanding Society, ALSPAC
asked few questions of fathers about their

20 |n Understanding Society, this comprises the questionnaire modules and questions specifically for parents of

dependent children.

21 |n Understanding Society, these questionnaire modules and questions are asked only to fathers and mothers who
are co-resident (for all or most of the time) with their dependent children in a study household.

122 For example, questions about educational aspirations for their child; help with homework; activities and outings
together; talking with their child about “things that matter” (to the child); praising and hugging their child; conflict
with their child; setting and enforcing rules; shouting and physical punishment.




An undue emphasis on one
of these broad topics means
that there is a substantial
gap in the data collected
about influences on
children’s development and
outcomes.

parental role, parenting, or relationship with
their adolescent child. There were four lengthy
questionnaires for fathers / partners during the
adolescence sweeps; but most of these
questions were about father and mother
characteristics (with a strong focus on health,
health behaviours, employment, adult learning,
life events, broader social and environmental
factors, and the couple relationship) — often with
equivalent data collected from mothers in ‘carer
questionnaires’. Fathers were asked about their
partner’s feelings towards the child — but were
not asked about their own feelings. This is a
very different emphasis from the content of
‘partner questionnaires’ in the antenatal and
postnatal ALSPAC sweeps which collected rich
data about fathering and father involvement
(Burgess & Goldman, 2018, 2022).

(4) Decisions taken
(explicitly or
implicitly) about
how limited
questionnaire space
or interview length
for adolescent
children was to be
allocated to
different topics

Questionnaires and
interviews for the adolescent
children in all the studies
covered many topics.
‘Family’ and ‘parents’ were
given a relatively small
amount of questionnaire or
interview space, which
restricted the breadth and
depth of data collected
about the adolescent’s
perspective on the father-
child relationship, fathering
and other 'father-factors'.

In general, there were only a few questions
specifically about fathers and about mothers in
questionnaires for the adolescent children. The
exception was GUS, which included a set of
'People in My Life’ (PIML)'?® questions for each
adolescent child about their relationship with
their co-resident father / father-figure and
(separately) their relationship with their OHF
(where that applied).

Across the six studies, there was rarely
symmetrical data from both father and child
about father involvement, fathering or the
father-child relationship. The main exception
was in GUS for emotional accessibility and the
father-child relationship, because near-identical
'People in My Life’ (PIML) items were asked of
both co-resident father and child.

(5) Decisions taken
about the extent to
which data about
fathers was
collected from
mothers in sweeps
/waves in which
fathers could also
participate in data

In almost all the studies,
there was at least some
doubly-reported
‘symmetrical’ data in which
both fathers and mothers
reported on specific father
characteristics'?*, for
example father health and
health behaviours in

In ALSPAC, since both fathers and mothers
were asked many questions about their partner,
there was broadly ‘symmetrical’ data for some
father characteristics (e.g. work hours, health
behaviours and abuse towards the child), as well
as about the couple relationship (including
division of household labour, and partner
violence) i.e. with both mother and father
reports. This meant that data about father

123 This comprised items from the trust and communication subscales of the validated People in My Life (PIML) scale
(Ridenour et al., 2006). These items can be categorised as both emotional accessibility and the father-child
relationship in The kids are alright father-factor framework (see Appendix B, below).

24 Not always with identical questions or scales; and (in ALSPAC) not always asked in the same sweep.




collection (see ALSPAC, and father income | characteristics were gained in cases where the
Section 3.2A, in the MCS. This may have father didn’t complete a ‘partner questionnaire’.
above) been F)eca.use this data was The other studies collected fewer ‘doubly-
especially important for the d’ data about father characteristics but
study, and it was predicted (rje.porte ata abol fathe N
that mothers were more id so for qL.Jestlo'ns (where asked). about the
likelv to particioate than couple relationship and co-parenting.
y to partcip a
fathers. For cases in which GUS collected CPF demographics (e.g.
fathers participated, data for | ethnicity, religion and educational qualifications)
analysis could be taken from | and economic activity / employment details
the father (including work hours and job security) from
interview/questionnaire due | mothers only (i.e. not from fathers) in the two
to greater validity, especially | adolescent sweeps in which fathers received a
where questions were questionnaire. This ensured that these data
identical. Of course about fathers were collected even if the father
interviewers’ time is did not participate’® . It also left space in the
expensive, and respondent ‘partner questionnaire’ for questions to fathers
fatigue increases with longer | about father involvement, fathering and the
interviews and father-child relationship as well as their health
questionnaires. and wellbeing. There may have been impacts
on data validity for some mother-reported
father demographics and employment details.
The MCS and Understanding Society took the
‘middle ground’, asking the mother little about
her cohabiting partner’s characteristics, but had
the option of a ‘proxy partner interview’ (to
collect basic data about her partner) when the
father did not participate.
(6) Whether Where the child lived in a Many questions for mothers and adolescent
questions about two-parent household, children across the longitudinal studies were
parental questions asked to mothers | asked about ‘parents’ or ‘family’, so greatly
involvement, and children about parents restricting the data available about fathers and
parenting and (including parent-child about mothers. In ALSPAC, a few questions
parent-child relationships and parenting asked to mothers and to adolescent children
relationships were style) may be asked in terms | which would have given data about father
to be asked of the parental couple or the | involvement were asked in relation to any male
specifically about parents living apart as a adult (e.g. “a father or other male adult in your
fathers and about single unit (e.g. ‘your family”) which could have included grandfathers
mothers, or instead | parents’ or ‘you and/or your | and older siblings aged 16+ years.
?bOUt p.ar’ents o partner), rather than There may be concerns about how questions
the family separately about a mother o .
which differentiate fathers and mothers, or
and about a father. ‘resident’ fathers and OHFs, can work for
Yet fathers and mothers may | children living in a wide range of family types, to
parent differently, and the avoid sensitivities or distress when a child is not
quality of relationship of the | in contact with their birth father. Understanding
child with each parent may Society and GUS had ways of overcoming this

' Unlike in the MCS and Understanding Society, there was no proxy partner interview in GUS, nor in the LSYPE
sweeps which interviewed ‘second parents’.




be different. For example,
whether the father and
mother (including any
involved OHP) have similar
or different parenting styles
could be relevant factors in
addition to the type/s of
parenting style.

Furthermore, children may
find it difficult to ‘average’
across their parents, so
potentially affecting the
validity of the data gained.

by asking feeder questions or using interviewer
preambles.

In Understanding Society, there was also an
issue about differentiating children: questions
for both CPFs and OHFs were often asked
about all dependent children (resident in the
study household, or living elsewhere), so that
analysis cannot be focused on a specific age-
range, except for those families with only
younger children or only adolescent children. Of
course, questions asked individually about each
child take up a lot more questionnaire space
and can be repetitive.

(7) Whether
questions for
mothers and
adolescent children
about father
involvement,
fathering and
father-child
relationships were
to be asked
separately about
co-resident fathers
(CPFs, and fathers
in single-father
households1) and
OHFs.

If co-resident fathers (mainly
CPFs) and OHFs are not
differentiated in questions
(with separate questions
where possible), then
analysis of children with both
a co-resident ‘stepfather’
and an OHF (around a tenth
of adolescent children)
cannot give evidence which
is specific to co-resident
fathers, OHFs, birth fathers
or 'stepfathers’, despite
these differing living
arrangements and
relationships potentially
having an impact on father
involvement, father-child
relationships, fathering and
children’s outcomes.

In some of the studies, it was unclear in
questionnaires for adolescent children whether
a question to the child about a ‘father’ was to
be answered in relation to a ‘resident’ parent
(who could be a co-resident ‘stepfather’) or an
OHF.

GUS was an example of good practice:-
questions were asked to the adolescent child
separately about a ‘resident’ father (also
differentiating birth fathers and ‘father-figures’)
and about an OHF.

Likewise, Understanding Society asked separate
questions about a ‘father’ who may live with the
child or elsewhere, and a ‘step-parent’.




5. To what extent has the data collected been used in
published analysis? (identification of under-studied

This chapter investigates the extent to which data collected about father involvement (three
types), the father-child relationship, co-parenting and fathering beliefs and attitudes during
children’s adolescence have been included'* in published analyses of the six UK
longitudinal studies: ALSPAC, the MCS, Growing Up in Scotland, the two LSYPE studies and
Understanding Society. It aims to identify analysis gaps and opportunities for future analysis.
Father characteristics and contextual factors for father involvement were excluded from
scope of this work.

The methods used were set out in detail in Section 1.6, above. In summary, the content of
analyses of the six longitudinal studies in research publications in the Fatherhood Institute’s
extensive and systematically collected Literature Library was compared to the fathering-in-
adolescence data which had been collected in these longitudinal studies (see in Appendix A

Tables 3 and 4) so that analysis gaps could be identified — i.e. where data collected has not
127

been analysed within publications in the Literature Library . This identification of analysis
gaps is therefore in relation to published research. There may have been additional fathers-

in-adolescence analyses carried out of these longitudinal datasets which have not yet been
published or which will not be published.

In the Fatherhood Institute’s equivalent reviews of longitudinal studies (Who's the Bloke in
the Room and Bringing Baby Home), the authors found that substantial numbers of data items
on fathers did not appear to have been analysed in published literature (Burgess &
Goldman, 2018, 2022). Other investigations into ‘analysis gaps’ (on topics other than
fatherhood) have likewise found under-studied data'*®.

5.1. Under-studied data

Appendix A Table 5 shows the ‘fathering in adolescence’ topics for which variables'”
have been included in published analyses (of data from the six longitudinal studies) which

126 The findings of many of these analyses are reported in the evidence synthesis in The kids are alright research
review (Burgess and Goldman, 2023).

27 The Institute’s Literature Library is likely to include the great majority'?’

fathers from the six included longitudinal studies (see Section 1.6, above).

of published analyses of data about

128 The EPPI-Centre and Centre for Longitudinal Studies at UCL examined published studies that used MCS data for
analysis on selected topics about children, and found under-utilised MCS data (Kneale et al., 2016). The
Understanding Society project team found no published research papers using Understanding Society data on
pregnancy outcomes, nor data on child development for children aged one to eight years (Benzeval, 2019).

' This comparison is restricted to variables collected about the CPFs who were not the main or sole parental
research participant.



are in the Fatherhood Institute’s Literature Library. The ‘fathering in adolescence’ topics
may have been analysed descriptively or included as part of a correlational analysis or
statistical model of variables collected only at the same sweep (a cross-sectional analysis) or
as part of an analysis including variables from earlier or later sweeps (a longitudinal
analysis).

The greatest number of analyses found are of MCS data, with 17 analyses of MCS
‘fathering in adolescence’ data published in or since 2015", compared to nine analyses of
Understanding Society data and four analyses of GUS data. No analyses published in or since
2015 were found of LSYPET1 data, nor of the first three sweeps of LSYPE2 data (one
analysis only was found, published in 2014). Only one analysis was found of ALSPAC
‘fathering-factor’ data. Section 3 (above) shows that far fewer fathering-in-adolescence
variables were collected in ALSPAC and the LSYPE studies.

The main ‘fathering in adolescence’ topics for which variables have been muost extensively used
in analysis in the published literature (in the Fatherhood Institute’s Literature Library) are set
out in Box 6, below.

BOX 6: Categories of variables most extensively used in analysis

For Cohabiting Partner Fathers/co-resident fathers; or for ‘fathers’ without differentiation of CPFs
and OHFs

e Emotional accessibility to the child, such as talking to the child about matters important to
the child — the variables collected in Understanding Society have been most extensively used
in analysis, with limited analysis of MCS and LSYPE variables.

¢ The father-adolescent relationship, in particular father-child closeness, father-child conflict,
and emotional support/conversation (collected in the MCS and Understanding Society),
although there are relatively few analyses of the GUS "People in My Life’ (PIML) data (see
Chapter 4, above), and none were found that used the Understanding Society child’s rating
of their relationship with a ‘step-parent’.

For Own Household Fathers

¢ Quantity of engagement, with a focus on variables measuring the frequency of in-person and
‘virtual’ time. together including overnight stays.

Notes

i.  The CPF"" ‘fathering in adolescence’ data have been analysed descriptively and in
cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses in relation to a wide variety of variables

%0 Another two analyses of MCS ‘fathering-factor’ adolescence data, another five analyses of Understanding Society
data, and three analyses of LSYPE1 data (one of which also incorporated LSYPE2 data) were published prior to 2015.

131 Or using child-reported data about fathers with CPFs and OHFs not differentiated in analysis. For example,
father-child and mother-child relationship quality were compared without taking account of living arrangements.
Nearly all children live with their birth mother; around 40% of adolescents do not live with their birth father.



which include child, father, mother and family characteristics (e.g. family
employment pattern, father working hours, parental relationship quality and child
gender), as well as earlier father involvement and father-child relationship quality,
and an array of child outcomes.'”*

ii.  The OHF ‘fathering in adolescence’ data have been analysed (descriptively and in
cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses) in relation to child gender, child age at
separation, pre-separation fathering, adolescent cognitive and educational
outcomes, adolescent violence in early adulthood, adolescent gender attitudes, and
the experience of childhood deprivation.

Appendix D presents detail about the topics for which fathers-in-adolescence variables
have been collected but little or not at all used in the published analyses in the Fatherhood
Institute’s Literature Library. Least used in published analysis, in relation to both CPFs and
OHFs, are questions about the extent of father and child co-residence; types of father
engagement; father involvement in their children’s education; father responsibility; and co-
parenting. There are also analysis gaps that are specific to CPFs or OHF's, including
Understanding Society and GUS data about father parenting style; and data collected about
OHF-child relationships.

It is surprising that UK analyses of the impact of father involvement in their adolescent
child’s education on educational attainment have only used data collected in the National
Child Development Study and the British Cohort Study for earlier cohorts of adolescents
(born in 1958 and 1970). Equivalent analyses have not been found that use more recent
UK datasets such as the MCS or GUS.

Sample sizes and quality of the data collected may contribute to explaining why researchers
have not used data in analysis (even where it is highly relevant to policy and practice
interests) although this should not be assumed. There may also be a lack of researcher
knowledge of the fathers-in-adolescence data that have been collected — and this is
commonly found in other arenas. For example, by 2019, there were no published analyses
using the child development data collected for children aged 1 to 8 in Understanding Society
(Benzeval, 2019). In response, Understanding Society has launched a new ‘PEACH’ dataset
which brings together all the data collected on each child from pregnancy to the age of 10
years including the age 10 ‘parenting style’ data'”> It would be valuable to extend this
datafile to include data collected from young people in the youth questionnaires, so that
parenting style at age 10 could be easily linked with later outcomes such as adolescents’
emotional wellbeing, risky behaviours and relationships with their fathers and their
mothers.

132 These child outcomes include adolescent mental health and behavioural outcomes (e.g. the SDQ measure), self-
esteem, life satisfaction, peer issues, school wellbeing, happiness with family, satisfaction with appearance, risky
behaviours, sexual activity, gender role attitudes, being bullied, educational aspirations and GCSE results.

33 The PEACH User Guide is at https://doc.ukdataservice.ac.uk/doc/9075/mrdoc/pdf/9075 peach user guide.pdf



https://doc.ukdataservice.ac.uk/doc/9075/mrdoc/pdf/9075_peach_user_guide.pdf

5.2. Father ‘absence’

Several analyses of MCS, ALSPAC and other data in the Fatherhood Institute’s Literature
Library frame OHFs as ‘absent’, and parental separation as ‘father loss’. Often analyses of
the impact of parental separation and lone mother’ family structure on adolescent children
(and also younger children) do not incorporate the data that has been collected about OHF
involvement in their children’s lives (see Section 2.2 (‘Family Composition), p.21 in The kids

are alright research review. This confuses parental separation with termination of the father-
child relationship.

In addition, no analyses have been found of the adolescent-reported Understanding Society
data about OHF-child conversation and quarrels'**, and an OHF’s help with homework'”.
Such analyses could also draw on the rich data collected directly from OHFs about their
characteristics and other contextual factors for father involvement. This is the on/y large-
scale UK longitudinal study (included in this review) in which data has been collected
directly from OHFs, and which tracks fathers who leave study households, for example
after parental separation, although as discussed in Section 2.2.2, above, the attrition rate is
high.

5.3. New opportunities

Few published analyses were found of the large-scale longitudinal data most recently
collected in the UK about the fathers of contemporary adolescents. To date, no published
analysis been found of the ‘fathering in adolescence’ data collected in the age 17 MCS
sweep; nor (see Box 6, above) of the rich ‘Pegple in My Life™* (PIML) data (on emotional
accessibility and father-child relationships) collected from both fathers and children in the
age 14 GUS sweep'”’. These datasets have become available relatively recently and offer
future opportunities for analysis. There has been a subsequent GUS adolescence sweep for
which data is not yet available for analysis (in 2023, at the time of writing).

No analyses were found of the MCS data about fathers’ time with 14-year-old children that

have been collected in child-completed time use diaries'® (other age 14 fathers-in-

'3 These questions were asked to the child (age 10-15) about their “father”, preceded by a preamble that the
questions were about “your parents even if either of them lives in a different household to you”, and followed by a
separate question about their relationship with a step-parent. This implies that the child should answer in relation to
their OHF if they have both an OHF and a co-resident ‘stepfather’. Data could be analysed for the third of
adolescents who have an OHF and no co-resident ‘stepfather’.

% |n wave 13, the question about help with homework differentiated “Dad” and “Step-dad”.
136 Ridenour et al., 2006.

'3 The Scottish Government's report of findings from the age 14 sweep analysed this data for mothers but not for
fathers (Scottish Government, 2022).

'3 For each episode of activity on one randomly selected weekday and one randomly selected weekend day, the
child was asked the nature of the activity, who it was with (including father), where it took place and how much they


https://www.fatherhoodinstitute.org/_files/ugd/efff1d_a73fee1a9f1c429da6cef60dd9cc0a8d.pdf
https://www.fatherhoodinstitute.org/_files/ugd/efff1d_a73fee1a9f1c429da6cef60dd9cc0a8d.pdf

adolescence data have been analysed in a number of publications). Depending on data
quality, these diaries give potential for deriving the frequency and quantity of total father-
child in-person time together, of specific activities together, and of father-child time when
the mother and/or siblings are not also involved, in particular in relation to CPFs. There
may be an equivalent analysis gap for data about mothers, since published analyses of MCS
time use diary data to date appear to be focused on screen and social media use, sedentary
activity, sleep and mental health.

Recent and forthcoming developments in Understanding Society have the potential to improve
the quality and sample size for data collected about and from OHFs, such as a greater
number of child-specific questions; harmonisation of questions asked of OHFs and
mothers'” and attempts to increase the retention rate after life events such as relationship
separation (see Burgess and Goldman, 2022; Benzeval, 2019; 2021).

Beyond these most recent sweeps and waves, there is also current and future potential to
exploit the enduring value of the older fathers-in-adolescence data collected across these
longitudinal studies for analyses of the impact of ‘fathering in adolescence’ (including co-
parenting and father-adolescent relationships) on adult outcomes measured at later sweeps,
and (where data allows) looking at intergenerational effects for the adolescents’ future
children. Only long-running studies can offer this analytic potential, even though the
experiences of the adolescents and their fathers (entering adolescence in the 2000s or
2010s) may not reflect the contemporary context of fatherhood 10 or 20 years later.
Changes include a growing focus on father involvement, and the influence of the internet
and social media.

Where there is symmetrical data collected from cohabiting mothers and fathers, or parents
living separately, for example about the child’s behaviour (MCS) or co-parenting (GUS); or
collected from fathers and children, for example about father-child closeness and conflict
and father emotional support; analyses could look at the level of concordance between
reports, and the impact of differing views and perceptions.

Further work would need to establish specific research questions, as well as the sample
sizes, item non-response and response bias for individual questions and composite

measures.

liked the activity. See Millennium Cohort Study Sixth Sweep (MCSé6): Time Use Diary Documentation
(ukdataservice.ac.uk).

139 This refers to future harmonisation of questions about OHFs and their child/ren in the Child Maintenance and
Family Networks modules.


https://doc.ukdataservice.ac.uk/doc/8156/mrdoc/pdf/mcs6_time_use_diary_documentation.pdf
https://doc.ukdataservice.ac.uk/doc/8156/mrdoc/pdf/mcs6_time_use_diary_documentation.pdf

6. Conclusions and recommendations

6.1. Conclusions

In summary, this review found that the six large-scale UK longitudinal studies have
collected a variety of data about partnered fathers living for all or most of the time with
their adolescent child/ren (Cohabiting Partner Fathers — CPFs), giving much potential for
secondary analysis on issues of scholarly, policy and practice interest. However, some
important questions about fathers during their children’s adolescence have not been asked
(‘data collection gaps’); and some of the data collected appears not to have been used in
published analyses (‘data analysis gaps’).

Despite around 40% of adolescents having a birth father living elsewhere for all or most of
the time, far less data have been collected about these Own Household Fathers (OHFs).
This is mainly because OHFs were rarely included in data collection, other than in
Understanding Society'"’; and also because mothers and children were asked relatively few
questions about OHFs. Topics covered in this review of longitudinal studies (father
involvement, fathering, father-child relationships and co-parenting) are as relevant to
involved OHFs as they are to CPFs.

There is the need for a balance in the fathers-in-adolescence data collected so that it
includes father involvement, fathering, the father-child relationship and co-parenting as
well as father-factors not directly about children such as health, economic activity,
employment and income. These two sets of father-factors (child-centred; and not directly
about children) can interact in their influences on adolescents.

Questions about father accessibility and responsibility, and fathering-related fathers’ beliefs,
feelings and attitudes, have been less extensively asked than questions about fathers’ direct
engagement with their child/ren and (for CPFs) father-child relationships. This is even
though the importance of father accessibility may rise during adolescence in tandem with a
fall in the amount of direct father-child (and mother-child) engagement. Co-parenting is
also a key gap, both where parents live together and where they live separately'*. Given
that educational attainment is such a policy focus, less data has been collected about father
involvement in their children’s education than would be expected, even in the LSYPE
studies which had educational and vocational outcomes as a core objective.

140 And small subsets of ‘Partner OHFs’ were included in ALSPAC and the MCS.

1 |n addition to obtaining data from fathers and mothers, young people could be asked about their experiences of
and perspectives on co-parenting by their parents.



Study and questionnaire design are important for the collection of fathers-in-adolescence
data. The breadth of data collection about fathers, and the validity of these data, are
increased when:

1. a full range of fathers are included as research participants in every sweep or wave;

i.  substantial efforts are made to recruit fathers, including OHF's. for example with
interviewer time and sufficient budgets;

ii.  interviews and self-completion questionnaires (including those for fathers as
research participants) collect equivalent data about ‘father-factors’ and ‘mother-
factors’; and

iv.  questions are asked separately about fathers and mothers, rather than about a single
category of ‘parents’.

Despite not being a child cohort study, exclusively focused on children and their families,
Understanding Society has collected in-depth data about fathering, father involvement and
father-child relationships.

A longer or identical interview for fathers — or for ‘partner’ research participants or ‘second
parent’ research participants (who are much more often fathers than mothers) — carries
increased costs and participant burden. Yet this may raise the response rate from fathers by
showing that the study values both fathers and mothers as research participants, and by
including a range of relevant and interesting questions that are not limited to fathers’
characteristics and breadwinning role. Questions were added to the MCS ‘partner
interview’ after early piloting so that the interview was more interesting for fathers
(Kiernan, 2016). Growing up in Ireland is an exemplar of a large-scale birth cohort study
which has collected data from fathers on a range of parenting activities, parenting stress,
and the father-child relationship (Smyth & Russell, 2021).

Fathers-in-adolescence topics for which variables have been most extensively used in
analysis are (for CPFs/co-resident fathers; or for ‘fathers’ without differentiation of CPFs
and OHFs) the father-adolescent relationship and emotional accessibility of the father to
the child, and (for OHFs) the quantity of engagement. Least used in published analysis, for
both CPFs and OHFs, are questions about the extent of father and child co-residence,
types of father engagement, father involvement in their children’s education; father
responsibility; and co-parenting.

In particular, there are few or no published ‘father and adolescence’ analyses found of GUS
‘Peaple in My Life’ (PIML) data'”®, Understanding Society parenting style data, age 17 MCS data,
age 14 GUS data, and the MCS age 14 child time use diaries (some of this data has become
available for analysis only recently). This is the large-scale longitudinal study data that has
been collected most recently about the fathers of contemporary adolescents.

142 Ridenour et al., 2006.



The oldest cohort studies offer enduring value for analyses of the impact of fathering in
adolescence and father-adolescent relationships on adult outcomes and pathways, and of
intergenerational effects for the adolescents’ future children. All offer potential for future
analyses relevant to scholarly interests (some of which feature in international literature)
and practice and policy issues.

6.2. Recommendations

6.2.1. How to collect fathers-in-adolescence data in future studies and
study sweeps

Longitudinal and cross-sectional studies collecting data for research about families and
children should incorporate into their design and budget from the outset:

e Data collection directly from both co-resident fathers and involved Own
Household Fathers

e Sufficient study resources to implement fieldwork practices (including interviewer
involvement) that will be likely to achieve high engagement from fathers as research
participants — as for data collection from mothers and other main parental research
participants (see Goldman et al., 2019)

¢ In longitudinal studies, tracking of parents (usually fathers) who leave a child’s main
household during the study, and continued data collection from these fathers as for
other parents

e Largely identical data collection instruments for co-resident mothers, co-resident
fathers and involved parents who live separately (who are mainly Own Household
Fathers) to collect equivalent father-data and mother-data about parental
characteristics, parental involvement, parenting style, parent-child relationships and
co-parenting.

e A ’household’ or ‘child-based’ interview can ask one parent for data about the
household, other family members and the child’s schooling, activities and
development; although it is useful to collect some data from both mothers and
fathers (including involved parents living elsewhere) about the child’s personality
and behaviours.

6.2.2. What fathers-in-adolescence data to collect in future studies and
study sweeps

e Data about father characteristics, fathering-‘status’ (birth, ‘step’, adoptive or foster;
co-resident for all or most of the time, or Own Household Father), father
involvement, parenting style, father-adolescent relationships, fathers’ relevant
beliefs and attitudes, and co-parenting should be collected in quantitative
longitudinal studies of influences on children during adolescence and young

adulthood.



6.2.3.

This data should be gained primarily from fathers (including involved Own
Household Fathers) and adolescent children, rather than from other study
participants. Fathers and children should be asked the same or similar questions
about father-child relationships and ‘parenting style’ to obtain symmetrical data
incorporating both perspectives.

Involved fathers living separately from their child should be asked a similar range
of questions about father involvement, fathering, father-adolescent relationships
and co-parenting as asked of co-resident fathers.

Mothers’ perspectives should be gained where relevant, for example in relation to
co-parenting; and also to collect data about less involved Own Household Fathers,
who are less likely to participate and may not be eligible for data collection.
Questions asked to research participants should include questions that are specific
to fathers and to mothers, rather than asking about ‘parents’ as a single category.
Questions should be asked separately about co-resident fathers (living for all or
most of the time in the child’s main household), differentiating between co-resident
birth fathers and father-figures, and also about Own Household Fathers, as in the
in-depth data collected by Growing Up in Scotland about father-child relationships.

Recommendations for future analysis of the fathers-in-
adolescence data collected

Quantitative researchers and research funders in the fields of fatherhood, families
and adolescence should investigate the rich data available in the UK’s large-scale
longitudinal studies for developing the evidence base about fathers and adolescents,
as documented in The kids are alright review of datasets. This includes recently
collected data in Growing Up in Scotland, the Millennium Cohort Study (e.g. time use
diaries) and Understanding Society.

Research findings about children and their families should give evidence specific to
fathers, mothers and other parents, rather than for ‘parents’ as a single category, in
order to explore similarities and differences in relation to situation, parental roles
and gender. In addition, the term ‘parent’ as a euphemism or synonym for mother
excludes consideration of father-factors and may ‘mask’ the absence of fathers
from the sample.

Analyses of the impacts of family structures and parental separation should not
explicitly or implicitly conceptualise or label Own Household Fathers as ‘non-
resident’ or ‘absent’ or even ‘separated’’®. They should incorporate into analysis the
data that has been collected about OHFs’ involvement in their children’s lives,
including part-time co-residence.

43 Some may never have lived with their child and the child’s birth mother together at the same address.
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APPENDIX A

Appendix A Table 1: Characteristics of the six longitudinal studies in relation to fathers in adolescence

Type of study | Child cohort studies Household panel
study
Abbreviation | LYSPE 1 ALSPAC MCs LYSPE2 GUS Understanding
a:dtfuclll name | Next Steps (Avon Longitudinal | (Millennium Cohort Our Future (Growing Up in Society
of study (Longitudinal Study | Study of Parents Study) (Longitudinal Study | Scotland - Birth
of Young People in | and Children - G1 of Young People in | Cohort 1)
England 1st cohort) | cohort of England 2nd cohort)
adolescents'
Geographical | England The old All four countries of England Scotland All four countries of
area covered administrative county | the UK the UK
of Avon (in and
around Bristol) in SW
England
Current Department for Medical Research Economic and Social | Department for Scottish Government | Economic and Social
funder Education during Council, Wellcome Research Council; Education Research Council;
adolescence Trust and University and government and government
sweeps' of Bristol departments departments
144 The fathers of these G1 adolescents are the ALSPAC ‘GO Partners cohort’.
145 Currently funded by the Economic and Social Research Council.
Data review The kids are alright page 65
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Focus of
study

Educational and
vocational transitions

during adolescence
146

Environmental,
biological and
genetic factors that
affect health and

Social science -
multidisciplinary
evidence for science

Educational and
vocational
transitions, and

Evidence to develop
and monitor policies
and services for

children and families,

Social science —
multidisciplinary
evidence for science
and policy

sweeps and policy young people’s
development development wider lives and especially education | development
experiences and health

Adolescents 1989-1990 1991-1993 2000-2002 1998-1999 2004-2005 Various years — from

born in... 1991 to 2013 in
wave 1 up to wave
13147

Adolescents 1999-2000 2001-2003 2010-2012 2008-2009 2014-2015 Various years — from

aged 10 in... 2001 to 2023 in
wave 1 up to wave
13

Approximate | 13-14 years Pregnancy 9 months 13-14 years 10 months All ages

age of
children in
first sweep or
wave of the
study

Ages of
adolescent
children
(average) in

Age 13-14 (sweep 1)
Age 14-15 (sweep 2)
Age 15-16 (sweep 3)

Carer questionnaires
ages 10, 11,12, 12.5,
17.5,18.5

Age 11 (sweep 5)
Age 14 (sweep 6)
Age 17 (sweep 7)

Age 13-14 (sweep 1)
Age 14-15 (sweep 2)
Age 15-16 (sweep 3)

Age 10 (sweep 8)
Age 12 (sweep 9)
Age 14 (sweep 10)

Adolescent sample
members aged 10-
18 in every annual

wave since 2009-10

146 The focus broadened from age 25 when the funder changed to the Economic and Social Research Council.

%7 Wave 13 was the most recent Understanding Society questionnaire available in 2023 (at the time of writing this report).




Cohort children (not
siblings)

Cohort children (not
siblings)

Cohort children (not
siblings)

Teachers

Cohort children (not
siblings)

Cohort children (not
siblings)

Teachers

sweeps or Age 16-17 (sweep 4) | Partner Age 16-17 (sweep 4 | Age 17 (sweep 11)
waves Age 17-18 (sweep 5 questionnaires ages - no parenta/ Questionnaire not
10, 11,12, 12.5 interviews) .
- no parental available for sweep
interviews) Child-based Age 17-18 (sweep 5 11
Age 18-19 (sweep 6 questionnaires — no parenta/
(completed by interviews)
- no parental .
. . mother or main carer)
interviews) Age 18-19 years
ages approx. 10.5, (sweep b — no
11.5,13, 14, 16, 16.5 po=no.
parenta/ interviews)
years
. Questionnaires not
crscorgient
questio sweeps 4, 5 and 6
puberty
questionnaires at
various time points
Research Mothers Mothers Mothers Mothers Mothers Mothers
participants Fathers Fathers Fathers Fathers Fathers Fathers

Dependent children
(of any age) living in
sample households
(including
adolescent children’s
younger and older
siblings)

'8 The term ‘available’ in this row of Table 1 refers to whether the questionnaire was available online (on the study website or the UK Data Service website) in 2023 at the time of

writing this report.




Categories of | Cohabiting Partner Cohabiting Partner Cohabiting Partner Cohabiting Partner Cohabiting Partner Cohabiting Partner

fathers'#?) Fathers (CPFs) Fathers (CPFs) Fathers (CPFs) Fathers (CPFs) Fathers (CPFs) Fathers (CPFs)

lnclu.d'ed (as Partner Own Partner Own Own Household

:‘a:t:t:;pants) Household Fathers Household Fathers Fathers (OHFs)

collection in ('Partner OHFs)™0 157 | (‘Partner OHFs') 152 (|nc|gd|ng QHFs v\{ho

at least one pre}noqsly ||vec.i with

sweep or their child/ren in

wave another study
household and have
been tracked into a
new study
household)

How The parent in child's | Mother or person The ‘natural mother’ | The parentin child’s | The parent N/A

sole/main sole/main household | taking the role of or (if not present) the | sole/main household | participating as the

parental who had most mother (for ‘carer 'natural father’, or who had most ‘main carer’ in

research involvement in child’s | questionnaires'®® the parent involvement in child's | previous sweep, who

participant education’®* Mother or person F,Jartfcipating as thlg education was nearly always the

was selected . main respondent’ in mother

taking the role of

%9 In the cohort studies, this refers to the vast majority of fathers who were not the main parental research participant.

150 ‘Partner OHFs’ are those currently in a non-cohabiting (LAT) ‘Living-Apart-Together’ relationship with the child’s other birth or adoptive parent, usually the mother.

31 It appears that at ages 10, 11 and 12 in ALSPAC, around 3% of fathers/partners completing ‘partner questionnaires’ as “the study child’s father or the person taking the role of
father” did not live with the cohort child, and another 0.5% or less lived with the child occasionally (CLOSER Discovery, August 2023. London, UK:

CLOSER. https://discovery.closer.ac.uk/). A small proportion of Non-partner OHFs (those not currently in a relationship with the child’s mother) could have been included, because

mothers could pass on the questionnaires to whoever they felt appropriate (Northstone et al., 2023).

152 Only those ‘Partner OHFs’ who were reported by the ‘household interview’ respondent to be part-time resident in the cohort child’s main household:-The interviewer instruction
in the household grid stated include in household “- person e.g. partner of parent who stays overnight for one or two days a week”.

4 |In both the LSYPE studies, this was according to the mother, father or other adult completing the household section of the interview. The exception was LSYPE1 sweep 4, for
which the sole/main parental participant was the parent (in the child’s main household) whom the interviewer thought was more likely to take part.

135 ALSPAC ‘carer questionnaires’ were primarily about the mother and her partner and family. The ‘child-based questionnaires’ were primarily about the child.



https://discovery.closer.ac.uk/

were actively
included (as
participants)
in data
collection

at each mother or ‘the chief | previous sweep, who

sweep'53in carer™¢ (for ‘child- was nearly always the

the cohort based mother1 57

studies questionnaires’)

Ages of Ages 13-14 and 14- Ages 10, 11,12 and | Atages 11, 14 and Age 13-141¢0 Ages 12 and 147¢ In every annual wave
adolescent 1519 12.5 17 since 2009-10
children when

fathers's®

Full span of
CPFs
included as
research

Two out of the four
younger adolescence
sweeps which
involved at least one

Four out of the
twelve adolescence
sweeps which

All adolescence
sweeps

One out of the three
younger adolescence
sweeps which

involved at least one

Two out of the three
adolescence sweeps
for which

In every annual wave

'3 Documented on the basis of technical reports and questionnaires because interviewer guidance was not available online for every study,

1% This was most probably the mother’s assessment, because the mother received all questionnaires (including the ‘partner questionnaire’) from the study team.

37 . In the MCS and GUS, co-resident parents could over-ride the CAPI computer program’s or interviewer’s selection of the sole or main parental research participant. It is not
known whether this also applied in the LSYPE studies because interviewer instructions (outside of the questionnaire) were not available for this review.

%8 |n the cohort studies, this refers to the vast majority of fathers who were not the main parental research participant.

159 CPFs could additionally be included in the LSYPE1 16-17 sweep if they were available to give data as part of the ‘main parent’ interview, but they were not actively recruited for
fieldwork. CPFs could also do a joint ‘main parent’ interview (if the cohabiting parents were equally involved in the child’s education), but this occurred in only a small proportion of
cases (Goldman and Burgess 2017).

10 CPFs could additionally be included in the LSYPE2 14-15 and 15-16 sweeps (the ‘individual parent module’) if they were at home during the ‘main parent’ interview, but they were
not actively recruited for fieldwork. CPFs could also do a joint ‘main parent’ interview if the cohabiting parents were equally involved in the child’s education.

'¢1 GUS had a further adolescence sweep during 2021-23, at age 17. This is not included in The kids are alright review of longitudinal studies because questionnaires and technical
documentation were not yet available online in 2023 at the time of writing this report.




participants
in data
collection

parent (the later
adolescence sweeps
did not interview
parent/s, only the

young people)

involved at least one
parent'¢?

parent (the later
adolescence sweeps
did not interview
parent/s, only the

young people)

documentation is
available

Mode of data
collection for

In-person interview
(CAPI)

Self-completion
paper questionnaire:-

Ages 11 and 14: in-
person interview

In-person interview
(CAPI)

Self-completion
paper questionnaire

Mixed mode

In-person interview,

163 i i -
.CPFS . Given t,o the (CAPD W.lth self Posted to the child’s or (from wave 3)
included in a mother’s partner by completion (CASI) . . .
) sole/main household; | phone interview, or
sweep or the enrolled mother | section
and collected where (from wave 7) web
wave (to whom the . . .
. . Age 17: web possible by questionnaire
questionnaire was . o . . .
ted) questionnaire ideally interviewer during
pos completed during ‘main carer’ and child
household visit (or data collections in the
emailed) and child’s (main) home.
followed up with Followed up by office
reminders reminders, and
interviewer visit if
needed
Name of ‘Second parent 'Partner Ages 11 and 14 ‘Second parent 'Partner N/A
research interview’ questionnaire’ 'Partner interview’ interview’ questionnaire’
instrument
Age 17:' t
for collecting 9e pérer}
questionnaire
data from

(parent 1 and parent
2)

12 Additionally there were five girls puberty questionnaires to be completed by “mother or daughter” and five boys puberty questionnaires to be completed by “parent or son”

(gender of completing parent not collected).

'3 |n the cohort studies, this refers to the vast majority of fathers who were not the main parental research participant.




CPFs'%*in the
cohort
studies
Average Time taken not ‘Partner Ages 11 and 14 7 mins Approx 15 mins'é® N/A
intervie\fv available questionnaires’ approx. 20 mins Age 12: 14 pages
completion ranged from 15-54
R 166 Age 17 parent
time and/or pages'® across the . ) Age 14: 11 pages
. . questionnaire —
questionnaire sweeps aporox. 15 mins'é’
length for pprox.
‘second
parent’ or
'partner’%s
data
collections
Response Age 13-14: at least Age 10: 34% Age 11: 87% of Age 13-14: 88% of Age 12: 80% of N/A
rate for 85% in calculations Ade 11: 30% eligible ‘partners’ eligible ‘second eligible ‘partners’ for
‘second by the Fatherhood 98 11 ouR o parents’ main longitudinal
. . . Age 14: 82% of
parent’ or Institute using Age 12: 27% L , sample
. , ) . eligible ‘partners
partner’ data | different assumptions
X . ) (Note — not based on o Age 14: 77% of
collections based on information | . Age 17: 64% of D L, ,
issued S L , eligible ‘partners’ for
. . eligible ‘Parent 2s . o
questionnaires, cf . main longitudinal
(completing the
sample

"% |n the cohort studies, this refers to the vast majority of fathers who were not the main parental research participant.

"% n all the studies, but more so in the LSYPE studies, ‘second parent’ and ‘partner’ interviews included a small minority of mothers and non-parents, in particular where the main
parental research participant was a father. Timings and response rates specific to fathers were not available in technical documentation.

' The number of pages for ALSPAC and GUS questionnaires (in Table 1) refers to the number of pages of questions, i.e. excluding introductory pages.

"7 This timing is for the parent questionnaire only (averaged across Parent 1 and Parent 2), so excluding the ‘household interview'.

168 Bradshaw, P. (personal communication, 31 May 2023).




in the LSYPE1 User
Guide'®?

response rates for
other studies'”)

‘parent
questionnaire’)

Achieved
sample size'”!
for 'second
parent’ or
‘partner’'72
[and parent 2
in MCS]
participating
in cohort
study data
collection

Age 13-14"73 Approx
11,300 ‘second
parent’ interviews
(approx 8,800 with a
birth father or
'stepfather’)

Age 14-15 Approx
9,900 ‘second
parent’ interviews
(approx. 7,800 with a
birth father or
'stepfather’)

Age 10 Approx
4,000 ‘partner
questionnaires’

Age 11 Approx
3,500 ‘partner
questionnaires’

Age 12 Approx
3,000 ‘partner
questionnaires’

Age 11" Approx
8,800 ‘partner
interviews' (approx
8,400 with a birth
father, ‘stepfather’
adoptive father or
foster father)

Age 14 Approx
7,300 ‘partner
interviews'
(approx.6,800 with a
birth father,
‘stepfather’ adoptive

Age 13-14 Approx
7,900 'second
parent’ interviews

Ages 12'"> Approx
1,900 ‘partner
questionnaires’

Age 14 Approx 1,600
‘partner
questionnaires’

N/A

169 SN 5545 — L ongitudinal Study of Young People in England — User Guide (ukdataservice.ac.uk)

"0 These ALSPAC response rates (Northstone et al, 2023) are based on the 12,113 mothers’ partners who have given data to the study (almost all are fathers), and not on how many
questionnaires were issued to eligible ‘partners’ at each sweep (Northstone, K. - personal communication, 24 Sept 2023). This is because mothers’ partners were not enrolled

directly in the study until 2010. Instead questionnaires were sent to mothers to pass on if she wanted to.

71 This is the number of interviews conducted or questionnaires received; and may not be the same as the sample size (unweighted) in datasets created for analysis, for example

those deposited in the UK Data Archive.

72 |n all the studies, but more so in the LSYPE studies, ‘second parent’ and ‘partner’ interviews included a small minority of mothers and non-parents, in particular where the main

parental research participant was a father. Sample sizes specific to fathers were not available in technical documentation.

173 Sample sizes for LSYPE1 were calculated by the Fatherhood Institute based on unweighted descriptive data tables provided by Wu, A. F. (personal communication, 15 June
2023), excluding cases with missing data on ‘second parent’ gender and/or relationship to the child.

74 Sample sizes for MCS were calculated by the Fatherhood Institute based on unweighted MCS data, excluding cases with missing data on ‘partner’ gender and/or relationship to

the child.

75 These sample sizes are for the main longitudinal samples at each sweep, excluding the boost sample.
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father or foster
father)

Age 17 Approx
5,000 Parent 2
questionnaires
(approx.4,800 with a
birth father,
'stepfather’) adoptive
father or foster
father)

% of
sole/main
parental
research
participants
(completing
an interview
or question-
naire) who
were fathers

Age 13-14 Approx
18%'7¢

Subsequent sweeps
-16% 10 17%

Age 10 ‘child based’
questionnaire —
Approx 3%’

Age 11 — Approx
4%178

Age 14 — Approx 6%

Age 17 — 4% of
Parent 1
questionnaires were
completed by
fathers.

Data not available

Age 10 Approx 3%'7?
Ages 12 and 14 - 4%

N/A

76 These %s for LSYPE1 were calculated by the Fatherhood Institute based on unweighted descriptive data tables provided by Wu, A. F. (personal communication, 15 June 2023),
excluding cases with missing data on ‘main parent’ gender and/or relationship to the child.

77 Calculations by the Fatherhood Institute from data tables available on CLOSER Discovery (CLOSER Discovery, August 2023, London, UK:
CLOSER. https://discovery.closer.ac.uk/).

78 These %s for MCS were calculated by the Fatherhood Institute based on unweighted MCS data, excluding cases with missing data on ‘main respondent’ or ‘Parent 1’ gender
and/or relationship to the child.

79 These %s for GUS were calculated by the Fatherhood Institute based on weighted descriptive data tables provided by Bradshaw, P. (personal communication, 31 May 2023),
excluding a small number of cases with missing data on ‘main carer’ gender and/or relationship to the child.
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% of 'second
parents’ or
'partners’

Approx 78%'®° (a
birth father or a
‘stepfather’)

Approx 95% of
parents completing
‘partner

Ages 11 - 95%'%20f
‘partners’
interviewed

Data not available

Ages 12 and 14
Approx 95% 183

N/A

(completing
an interview
or question-
naire) who
were fathers

questionnaires’ were
biological fathers at
ages 10, 11 and 12;
and at age 11, an
additional 6% were At age 17, around
‘father figures''® 95% of Parent 2
questionnaires were
completed by
fathers.

Age 14 - 93% of
‘partners’
interviewed

'8 Calculated by the Fatherhood Institute from unweighted descriptive data tables provided by Wu, A. F. (personal communication, 15 June 2023), excluding cases with missing data
on 'second parent’ gender and/or relationship to the child.

'81 Calculated by the Fatherhood Institute from data tables available on CLOSER Discovery (CLOSER Discovery, August 2023, London, UK: CLOSER. https://discovery.closer.ac.uk/).

82 These %s for MCS were calculated by the Fatherhood Institute based on unweighted MCS data, excluding cases with missing data on ‘partner’ or ‘Parent 2’ gender and/or
relationship to the child.

183 Calculated by the Fatherhood Institute based on weighted descriptive data tables provided by Bradshaw, P. (personal communication, 31 May 2023), excluding a small number of
cases with missing data on ‘partner’ gender or relationship to the child.
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Appendix A Table 2: Father characteristics collected across the six longitudinal studies

Fatherhood Institute

Cohabiting Partner Father characteristics collected in all six studies - in at least one sweep

Age (or known from previous sweep for fathers who lived in household at previous sweep of the study)
Ethnicity (or known from previous sweep for fathers who lived in household at previous sweep of the study)
Whether parental couple in child’s main household are married/in Civil Partnership with one another
Educational qualifications

Global health rating (by father or mother)

Has chronic health conditions/disability

Current economic activity

Occupation / Socio-economic status

Employee or self-employed

Full-time or part-time work, and work hours

Earnings from employment/self-employment; and father work income relative to mother work income (only age 18 in ALSPAC)

Father is economically inactive 'home-dad’

Cohabiting Partner Father characteristics collected in five studies - in at least one sweep

Religion
Legal marital status
Age left continuous childhood education

Disability-linked economic inactivity

Data review The kids are alright
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Cohabiting Partner Father characteristics collected in at least two studies - in at least one sweep

Demographics

Health, and mental and social wellbeing

Health behaviours

Other characteristics or behaviours
including risk factors

Whether born in UK

Religiosity

Weight (self-reported)

Mental health problems / psychological
distress / mental wellbeing

Sleep and exhaustion or energy levels

Life satisfaction

Optimism about future

Social / emotional connectedness to others
Social / emotional support / friendships
Views of neighbourhood

Problems / life events during their child’s
adolescence

Diet / nutrition

Physical / sedentary activity
Smoking / e-cigarettes
Alcohol use / alcohol problem

Drug use

Language/s other than English spoken by
father (at home)

Personality
Risk taking or attitudes to risk
Cognitive skills

Literacy + numeracy skills or problems /
cannot read in English

Reading for pleasure

Use of social media / mobile phones /
electronic games / TV, film & video (varied
between studies)

Social / political attitudes

Antisocial / criminal behaviour (current /
recent as well as ever)

Father away in prison (currently)
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Appendix A Table 3: The breadth of questions asked in relation to Cohabiting Partner Fathers'®* of adolescent children in the six longitudinal studies

White box: No data collected on
this topic

Yellow box: Collected minimal or
much less data on this topic, or (in
Understanding Society'®®) not
specific to adolescent children

Name of study ALSPAC
G1/GO cohorts'®®

GUS LSYPE1 LSYPE2 Understanding

Birth cohort 1 Next Steps Our Future Society

FATHER CHARACTERISTICS (from whom collected)

Demographics Father

Mother

"84 Or collected about “fathers” (not differentiating CPFs and OHFs) and could be analysed for adolescents with a CPF and no OHF.

'8 This Understanding Society data was collected in relation to all co-resident dependent children; and could be analysed where the CPF has only co-resident adolescent children
i.e. no younger co-resident children.

186 The fathers of these G1 adolescents are the ALSPAC ‘GO Partners cohort’.

" The 'household interview’ collected data about the household and its members, which only needed to be asked of one parent or adult at the child’s main address. Sometimes
called the “household module” of the questionnaire, or similar.

'8 |n the MCS, 89% of’ household interview’ respondents at age 11 and 87% at age 14 were mothers. Almost all the remainder were fathers (around 1% non-parental). Calculated by
the Fatherhood Institute, excluding cases with missing data on respondent’s gender and/or relationship to the child.

'8 |n the first sweep of LSYPE1, 19% of 'household interview’ respondents were co-resident fathers (Goldman and Burgess, 2017).

% No data was available about the relationship (to the cohort child) and gender of LSYPE2 ‘household interview’ respondents.

Data review The kids are alright page 77
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Father

Health/wellbeing, Father
health behaviours,
personality and
other
attitudes/behaviours
(not directly about

parenting/child)

Mother

Economic activity, Father
socio-economic

. Mother
status and income

"1 The child may also have been asked questions about their father’s economic activity and occupational status (as in LSYPE1) but questionnaires were not available for the later
LSYPE2 sweeps (which did not include parental interview/s).
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Fatherhood Institute

Name of study

ALSPAC
G1/GO cohorts

MCsS

GUS
Birth cohort 1

LSYPE1

LSYPE2

Our Future

Understanding
Society

Next Steps

CONTEXTUAL FACTORS for father involvement (three types)/fathering/father-child relationship, involving the father or the parental couple®? (from
whom collected)

How father/father-figure is related to
child™?®

Features of employment'?* (beyond Father Father

economic activity / occupational status) Household

interview
respondent

Gender role attitudes

Division of household jobs and overall
childcare within cohabiting parental
couple'?®

Dependent children living elsewhere'® | Mother

192 Other contextual factors (for father involvement, fathering and the father-child relationship) are about mothers, the adolescent child, their siblings, the family system as a whole
and broader influences; but are outside the remit of this review of longitudinal studies, and therefore not included in Tables 3 and 4.

'93 Birth, adoptive, ‘step’/parent’s partner, foster, other male parental carer/guardian.
"% Including work hours; work satisfaction, job security, work stresses, and work flexibility.

195 Overall parental childcare in the adolescent child’s main/sole household, including care of younger children where that applies. The term ‘childcare’ may not be seen as relevant
for older adolescent children.

19 Dependent children living elsewhere with whom the father has contact or for whom the father pays child maintenance.
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Caring for adults inside or outside Father

household

Quality of couple relationship (in the Mother

child’s main household)

Partner violence (in the child’s main
household)

Data review The kids are alright page 80
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Fatherhood Institute

Name of study

ALSPAC MCS
G1/GO cohorts

GUS
Birth cohort 1

LSYPE1 LSYPE2

Next Steps Our Future

Understanding
Society

Extent of co-residence of
father and child in
household'”

Emotional accessibility'?®

Mother

FATHER INVOLVEMENT - Accessibility (from whom collected)

Father

Household
interview
respondent

Father transports child Father
Mother

Father stays at home when Father

child isill Mother

97 Full-time, part-time/second address, temporary absence from household, ‘stepfather’ recently moved in.

'%8 This means that the father meets the child’s needs for engagement time, attention, emotional support or conversation, especially when that is child-initiated.

Data review
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Fatherhood Institute

Name of study ALSPAC MCs GUS LSYPE1 LSYPE2 Understanding
G1/GO cohorts Birth cohort 1 Next Steps Our Future Society

FATHER INVOLVEMENT - Direct engagement’?® (from whom collected)

Frequency or amount of father-child

in-person time together

Looks after child/ren without mother Mother

present; (including when mother

working)

Leisure activities/outings with the Father

child Mother

Routine activities/outings with the Mother Mother Father

child Child Child Mother

Child

‘Virtual’ time together (including

video-calls, messaging and social

media)

Father involvement with homework Father Father

199 This includes the frequency, amount of time and types of direct father-child engagement. The quality of time together is covered in the Father-Child Relationship broad category.

200 The "father” code in the MCS time use diary does not differentiate OHFs and resident ‘stepfathers’ where the cohort child has both fathers. Analyses could be carried out for

children with a CPF and no OHF.
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Conversations with child about
school, schoolwork or educational
/vocational options

Conversations with child about other
specific issues

Father's, mother’s or child’s
perception of amount of time that
father spends with adolescent
child/ren
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Name of study ALSPAC MCsS GUS LSYPE1 LSYPE2 Understanding

G1/GO cohorts Birth cohort 1 Next Steps Our Future Society

FATHER INVOLVEMENT - Responsibility (from whom collected)

Division of responsibility for Household Household Household
adolescent child in the interview interview interview
parental couple respondent respondent respondent

Knows of child’s Father Father
whereabouts and activities
when not engaging with
them

Worry/emotional/cognitive Father Father
labour

Organising what the child Father

needs?®’

Attending parents evening Mother Father Mother Mother
and other meetings with
teachers about their

individual child

Other father involvement Father Father Father
with school/child’s
education

201 For example, shopping, appointments, activities, child-related paperwork.



January 2024

Contemporary Fathers in the UK

Fatherhood Institute

Name of study

ALSPAC
G1/GO cohorts

MCs

GUS
Birth cohort 1

LSYPE1
Next Steps

LSYPE2

Our Future

Understanding
Society

child relationship?

Overall quality of father-

Emotional
support/conversation

Parenting style?®

Physical punishment /

Abuse of child (by father)

main household)

Co-parenting (in child’s

22 |ncluding perceived closeness, attachment and conflict.

203 |ncluding control/autonomy and discipline.
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Name of study ALSPAC MCsS GUS LSYPE1 LSYPE2 Understanding
G1/GO cohorts Birth cohort 1 Next Steps Our Future Society

FATHERS’ BELIEFS, FEELINGS AND ATTITUDES IN RELATION TO THE PARENTAL ROLE OR THE CHILD (from whom collected)

Father’s perception/rating Father Father

of child’s behaviour

Feelings and confidence Mother Father Father

about parental role, or .

towards child?* clile

Father's beliefs about Father

adolescents’ behaviour (not

specific to their child)

Father's interest in child's Teacher

education

Educational/vocational Father Father Father

expectations/aspirations for

child

204 See Father-Child Relationship (broad category) for the father’s perceptions of father-child closeness/attachment/ conflict, emotional support given to the child, and his parenting

style.




expectations/aspirations for child

Name of study ALSPAC MCS GUS 1 LSYPE1 LSYPE2 Understanding
G1/GO cohorts Birth cohort 1 Next Steps Our Future Society

FATHER INVOLVEMENT IN CHILD’'S EDUCATION, SCHOOL AND SCHOOLWORK?% (from whom collected)

Father's interest in child’s Teacher

education

Father involvement with Father Father

homework Mother

Child

Attending parents evening and Mother Father Mother Mother

other meetings with teachers

about their individual child

Other father involvement with Father Father Father

school / child’s education

Conversations with child about Child

school, schoolwork, or

educational/vocational options

Educational/vocational Father Father Father

205 This section of Tables 3 and 4 collates father involvement topics and father beliefs/attitudes which are connected with their child’s education, school and schoolwork. These

topics are also covered in previous sections of Tables 3 and 4 where they apply e.g. father involvement with homework is also covered above as part of the Father Involvement-

Direct Engagement broad category.
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Appendix A Table 4: The breadth of questions asked in relation to Own Household Fathers?°® (OHFs) of adolescent children in the six longitudinal

studies

Light orange box: Collected data

Yellow box: Collected minimal or

White box: No data collected on

on this topic much less data on this topic, or (in this topic
Understanding Society) not specific
to adolescent children?”’

Name of study ALSPAC MCs GUS LSYPE1 LSYPE2 Understanding
G1/G0 Birth cohort 1 Next Steps Our Future Society
cohorts?%®

FATHER CHARACTERISTICS?°? (from whom collected)

Demographics Mother

Health/wellbeing, physical characteristics,
health behaviours, personality and other
attitudes / behaviours

Mother

2% Those OHFs who were not currently in a relationship with the child’s other birth/adoptive parent (usually the mother). Or collected about “fathers” (not differentiating CPFs and

OHFs) and could be analysed for adolescents with an OHF and no CPF.

207 This Understanding Society data was collected in relation to all dependent children living elsewhere; and could be analysed where the OHF only has adolescent children living

elsewhere (i.e. no younger children).

208 The fathers of thee G1 adolescents are the ALSPAC ‘GO Partners cohort’.

209 Limited to the data collected in adolescent sweeps. Stable characteristics of OHFs such as age, ethnicity and ‘age left continuous education’ may be known from earlier sweeps,
especially if the OHF lived with the child at the time of a previous sweep and completed ‘partner’ or ‘second parent’ data collection.

210 Some of these OHFs have adolescent birth child/ren living elsewhere who are not sample members. Others have adolescent birth child/ren living elsewhere who are sample
members, and with whom they previously lived during the study. However, the study retention rate for OHFs following a relationship separation is relatively low.

Data review

The kids are alright

page 88



January 2024 Contemporary Fathers in the UK Fatherhood Institute

(not directly about parenting / child)

Economic activity, socio-economic status
and income
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child?"

Quality of relationship
between the birth/adoptive
parents living separately

Why relationship ended
with mother?'2 (where they
had an ongoing
relationship)

Features of employment
(beyond economic activity/
occupational status)

Name of study ALSPAC MCS GUS LSYPE1 LSYPE2 Understanding
G1/GO cohorts Birth cohort 1 Next Steps Our Future Society

CONTEXTUAL FACTORS (from whom collected)

How father/father-figure is

related to child

Whether ever lived with Mother Mother

Gender role attitudes

Lives with partner (i.e. not
the other birth/adoptive

Mother

211 Limited to the data collected in adolescent sweeps. Whether the OHF ever lived with the child may be known or derived from data collected in earlier sweeps/waves.
212 including existence of alcohol and drug issues and/or partner violence.
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parent of the adolescent
child)

Lives with other dependent
children for all/most of the
time; and/or has other
dependent children in a
separate household?'?

Quality of couple
relationship (in OHF's
household where relevant)

Division of household jobs
and overall childcare {in
OHF household where

relevant)

Caring for adults inside or
outside his household

213 j.e. not his household or the adolescent child’s household.
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Name of study

ALSPAC
G1/GO cohorts

MCsS

GUS
Birth cohort 1

LSYPE1
Next Steps

LSYPE2

Our Future

Understanding
Society

Whether any current
contact (of any type)

When last had contact

FATHER INVOLVEMENT - Accessibility (from whom collected)

Geographic distance or
time taken to travel
between OHF and mother’s
households

Regular overnight stays of
child with OHF/Part-time
co-residence

Emotional accessibility

Mother

Father transports child

Father

Child

Father
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Name of study

ALSPAC
G1/GO cohorts

MCs

GUS
Birth cohort 1

LSYPE1
Next Steps

LSYPE2

Our Future

Understanding
Society

Frequency or amount of
father-child in-person time
together

Looks after child/ren
without mother present;
including when mother
working

Regular overnight stays of
child with OHF

Specific activities and
outings with child

‘Virtual’ time together
(including video-calls,
messaging and social
media)

FATHER INVOLVEMENT - Direct Engagement (from whom collected)

Father

214 The "father” code in the time diary does not explicitly differentiate OHFs and resident ‘stepfathers’ where both apply. Analyses could be carried out for children with an OHF and
no CPF. The limitation is that the diary is completed on one weekend day and one weekday and so is likely to capture only a relatively small proportion of OHF-child time together in

some families.
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Father involvement with
homework

Mother
Child

Conversations with child
about school, schoolwork,
or educational / vocational
options

Child

Conversations with child
about other specific issues

Father's, child’s or mother's
perception of amount of
time that father spends with
adolescent child/ren

Child
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Name of study

ALSPAC
G1/GO cohorts

MCs

GUS
Birth cohort 1

LSYPE1

Next Steps

LSYPE2

Our Future

Understanding
Society

FATHER INVOLVEMENT - Responsibility (from whom collected)

Payment of child
maintenance

Mother

Mother

Other financial and non-
financial support from OHF
for child/birth mother

Knows of child’s
whereabouts and activities
when not engaging with
them

Mother

Worry/emotional/cognitive
labour

Organising what the child
needs

Attending parents evening
and other meetings with
teachers about their
individual child

Mother

Mother

Mother

Other father involvement
with school/child’s
education
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Name of study ALSPAC MCsS GUS LSYPE1 LSYPE2 Understanding
G1/GO cohorts Birth cohort 1 Next Steps Our Future Society

THE FATHER-CHILD RELATIONSHIP (from whom collected)

Overall quality of father- Mother Mother Child Child Father

child relat|onsh|p (including Child Child

emotional support and

conversation)

Parenting style

Physical punishment/

Abuse of child (by father)

Co-parenting (between the Mother Mother

birth/adoptive parents
living apart)




Name of study ALSPAC MCsS GUS LSYPE1 LSYPE2 Understanding
G1/GO cohorts Birth cohort 1 Next Steps Our Future Society
BELIEFS, FEELINGS AND ATTITUDES ABOUT PARENTAL ROLE OR THE ADOLESCENT CHILD (from whom collected)

Father’s perception/rating
of child’s behaviour

Feelings about parental
role, or towards child

Father's beliefs about
adolescents’ behaviour (not
specific to their child)

Father's overall interest in
child’s education

Teacher

Educational/vocational
expectations/aspirations for

child




Name of study ALSPAC MCsS GUS LSYPE1 LSYPE2 Understanding

G1/GO cohorts Birth cohort 1 Next Steps Our Future Society
FATHER INVOLVEMENT IN CHILD’S EDUCATION AND SCHOOLWORK?'> (from whom collected)
Father's overall interest in Teacher
child’s education
Father involvement with Mother
homework Child
Attending parents evening Mother Mother Mother

and other meetings with
teachers about their

individual child

Other father involvement
with school/child’s
education

Conversations with child Child
about school, schoolwork,
or educational/vocational
options

Educational/vocational
expectations/aspirations for

child

215 These topics are also covered in previous sections of Table 4 where they apply e.g. father involvement with homework is also covered above as part of the Father Involvement-
Direct Engagement broad category.
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Appendix A Table 5: The topic content of published analyses of data (from the six longitudinal studies) about father involvement?'¢ (three types), the

father-child relationship, co-parenting and fathering beliefs and attitudes during adolescence

Light orange box: Cross-
sectional analysis only?'®

Yellow box: No analysis found even though
the study collected variable/s?'? on this topic
about fathers (CPFs/ OHFs/ “fathers”?%°)

specifically during their children’s adolescence

White box: The study did not
collect?' variables for this topic
about fathers specifically during

their children’s adolescence

Name of study ALSPAC MCs GUS LSYPE1 LSYPE2 Understanding

G1/GO cohorts??? Birth cohort 1 Next Steps Our Future Society

Cohabiting Partner Fathers (CPFs): analysis about CPFs??% or about ‘fathers’ without differentiation of CPFs and OHFs

Emotional
accessibility (1)

Father involvement
— accessibility

Involvement with
homework (1)

Father involvement
—direct
engagement
(quantity and types)

216 Table 5 excludes where publications used variables on whole-family activities (e.g.meals) without any father-specific variables.

217 The adolescence father-factors analysed in relation to ‘outcome’ variables at a later sweep/wave; and/or ‘predictor’ variables from an earlier sweep/wave.

218 The adolescence father-factors reported descriptively, or used in an analytical analysis (usually multivariate) of data collected solely at one sweep or wave of the study.
219 This excludes where a topic was covered only minimally (see Tables 3 and 4 above).

220 Some questions were asked about the adolescent’s “father” without specifying whether to be answered about their CPF or their OHF where they had both fathers.
221 This includes where a topic was covered only minimally (see Tables 3 and 3 above).

222 The fathers of these G1 adolescents are the ALSPAC ‘GO Partners cohort’.

223 Table 5 excludes where publications have analysed father-variables only for the minority of fathers who were main or sole parental research participants.
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Father involvement
— responsibility

Father-child
relationship

(excluding abuse)

Co-parenting

Father's beliefs,
feelings and
attitudes about
parental role or the
adolescent child

Father involvement
in child’s education
and schoolwork
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Own Household Fathers (OHFs): analysis using data about OHFs

Name of study

ALSPAC
G1/GO cohorts

GUS LSYPE1

Birth cohort 1 (Next Steps)

Father involvement
— accessibility

LSYPE2
(Our Future)

Understanding
Society

Father involvement
— direct
engagement
(quantity and types)

Father involvement
— responsibility
(includes child
maintenance)
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Father-child
relationship
(excluding abuse)

Quality of father-
child relationship (2)

Emotional support

M

Co-parenting

Father's beliefs,
feelings and
attitudes about
parental role or the
adolescent child

Father involvement
in child’s education
and schoolwork
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Appendix B: The kids are alright father-factor framework of data collected about father involvement (three types), the father-child relationship, co-

parenting, and fathering beliefs and attitudes (See Section 1.5)

Broad categories of data collected

Contextual factors??*
for father
involvement,
fathering, the father-
child relationship
and co-parenting

Father involvement:
Accessibility (‘on
call’)

Father involvement:
Direct engagement
*quantity (frequency
and time)

*types of activities

Father involvement:
Responsibility??®

The Father-Child
Relationship

Co-parenting

Fathers' beliefs,
feelings and
attitudes in relation
to their parental role
or the child??®

Topics (sub-categories) of data collected

For both Cohabiting Partner Fathers (CPFs) and involved Own Household Fathers (OHFs)

How father/ ‘father-
figure' is related to
child??

Emotional

availability?32

Father transports
child

Frequency or
amount of father-
child in-person time
together

Division of
‘responsibility’ for
adolescent child
within parental

Overall quality of
father-child

relationship?*

Co-parental
decisions about and
with the child

(involving parents

Father’s perception
/rating of child’s
behaviour

Feelings and
confidence about

224 Contextual factors which involve the father, the parental couple or parents living apart. See also the ‘father characteristics’ covered in Section 3.2.

225 Excluding breadwinning — See Section 1.5.

22 Excluding the father's perceptions of the father-adolescent relationship/interactions, covered in the Father-Child Relationship broad category.

227 Birth, adoptive, ‘step’/parent’s partner, foster, other male parental carer/guardian.

232 This means that the father meets the child’s needs for engagement time, attention, emotional support or conversation, especially when that is child-initiated.

24 Including perceived closeness, attachment and conflict.
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Employment
features?®

Gender role
attitudes

Division of
household jobs and
overall childcare?®
within cohabiting
parental couple

Caring for adults
inside or outside
household

Quality of couple
relationship?®

Partner violence®'

Looks after child/ren
without mother
present, including
when mother
working

Father involvement
in specific activities
and outings with
child - leisure and
routine

Virtual’ time
together including
video-calls,
messaging and
social media

Father involvement
with homework

Conversations with
child about school,
schoolwork or

couple or between
parents living apart

Knows of child's
whereabouts and
activities when not
engaging with them

Worry/emotional/co
gnitive labour

Organising what the
child needs?*

Attending parents
evening and other
meetings with
teachers about their
individual child

Other father
involvement with
school/child’s

education

Emotional support /
conversation?3®

Parenting style?®

Physical
punishment/ abuse
of child (by father)

living together or
apart)

Beliefs about and
valuing the other
parent’s parenting
capacity or skills
(involving parents
living together or
apart)

Triadic (father-
mother-child)
interactions
(involving parents
living together or
apart)

parental role, or
towards child

Father's beliefs
about adolescents’
behaviour (not
specific to their
child)

Father's interest in
child’s education

Educational /
vocational
expectations /
aspirations for child

228 Including work hours; work satisfaction, job security, work stresses; and work flexibility.

229 Overall parental childcare in the adolescent child’s main/sole household, including younger children where that applies. The term ‘childcare’ may not be seen as relevant for older

adolescent children.

230 The couple relationship of cohabiting parents (birth, ‘step’, adoptive, foster) in the child’s main/sole household or in the OHF’s household.

21 Partner violence in the child’s main/sole household or in the OHF’s household, or between parents who live separately.

Z3For example, shopping, appointments, activities, child-related paperwork.
25 Including the quality of father-child interactions.

2% Including control/autonomy and discipline; and overlapping with Responsibility (Knows of child’s whereabouts and activities).



educational /
vocational options

Conversations with
child about other
specific issues

Father's, child's or
mother’s perception
of amount of time
that father spends
with adolescent

child/ren
For Cohabiting Partner Fathers only
Dependent children | Extent of co-
living elsewhere?’ residence of father
and child in
household?®
Father stays at
home when child is
ill
For Own Household Fathers only
Whether ever lived | Whether any current | Regular overnight Payment of child
with child contact (of any type) | stays of child with maintenance
OHF

%7 Dependent children living elsewhere with whom then father has contact or for whom the father pays child maintenance.

238 Full-time, part-time/second address, temporary absence from household, ‘stepfather’ recently moved in.



Quality of
relationship
between the
birth/adoptive
parents living
separately

Why relationship
ended with
mother®? (where
they had an
ongoing
relationship)

Lives with partner
(i.e. not the other
birth/adoptive
mother of the
adolescent child)

Lives with other
dependent children
for all/most of the
time; and/or has
other dependent
children in a
separate
household?#°

When last had
contact

Geographic
distance or time
taken to travel
between OHF's and
mother’s
households

Regular overnight
stays of child with

OHF/Part-time co-
residence

Other financial and
non-financial
support from OHF
for child/ birth

mother

239 Including existence of alcohol and drug issues and/or partner violence.

240 Not his household or the adolescent child’s household.
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APPENDIX C

Data collection gaps

The topics below are relative or absolute?*! questionnaire gaps across the six large-scale UK longitudinal studies, for Cohabiting Partner Fathers (CPFs) and/or
Own Household Fathers (OHFs).

Broad category Questionnaire gaps

Contextual factors Father’s gender role attitudes
For CPFs — Division of household jobs and overall childcare

For CPFs — Financial responsibilities (e.g. child maintenance or education-related) for and contact with children living
elsewhere

For OHFs — Features of employment

For OHFs — The quality of the current relationship between birth/adoptive parents living separately (e.g. friendliness, degree
of direct contact); why the relationship ended; and any court or mediation involvement (then/ongoing)

For OHFs Where a child spends substantial time in two parental households, co-residence of the OHF with a partner and/or
children for all or most of the time

For involved OHFs with a cohabiting partner where the child spends substantial time in their household— Characteristics of
and parenting by the partner; the quality of the partner-child relationship; the quality of the OHF-partner couple relationship
(and any partner violence); and the division of household jobs and childcare between the OHF and their cohabiting partner

Partner violence / Violence between parents living apart

Father involvement: accessibility | Questions which incorporate the notion of the father being ‘on call’ i.e. available to respond to the child’'s needs and
requests for conversation, time together or practical or emotional support

241 Data on some of these sub-topics have not been collected in any of the set of six studies; whereas others have been collected in a minority of the studies.
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How frequently the father is at home with the child when not directly interacting, so that he can be ‘on call’ — for example the
frequency with which he is co-present with the child after school or during the evening, or the amount of time (using time use
diaries)

Whether the father responds to?*?the child’s needs for emotional support and conversation, including "virtually’ (by phone
and messaging) — Not relying on ’significant adult’ questions which capture only one adult providing support

Being ‘on call’ for transport — and (more relevant for CPFs) when the child is unwell
For OHFs — Geographic distance or travel time between the two parental households
For OHFs — When the father and child were last in contact (if not currently)

Children’s time use diaries which can record ‘in-person accessibility’ (e.g. the father and child at home at the same time) as
well as direct father-child engagement

Father involvement:
direct engagement

Pattern/timing and total time (c.f. frequency) of engagement together, including ‘solo parenting’ by the father (without the
mother also present), for CPFs as well as for OHFs

Types of routine and leisure activities and outings together
Engagement by phone and through messaging when physically not together, for CPFs as well as OHFs
Conversations with the child about specific issues such as schoolwork, friendships and risk behaviours

Father’s, child’s or mother's perception of amount of time that father spends with child, for OHFs as well as CPFs

Father involvement:
responsibility?*?

Whether one parent takes a dominant ‘responsibility’ role; or instead this role is shared between the parents — Questions
which do not assume that one of the two parents is a ‘primary caregiver’ or has ‘main responsibility’

Organising what the child needs (not with the child) which may include supporting and advising the child to get what they
need

242 Questions about the child seeking out the father for emotional support feature across the studies, but less so whether the father meets this need.

243 Data collected on ‘breadwinning’, economic activity and income were not included in the Responsibility broad category in The kids are alright framework, unless they were
specifically in relation to the adolescent child.




Father monitoring of the child's whereabouts and activities

Cognitive and emotional labour and the ‘'mental load’ including for less involved OHFs

The Father-Child relationship
and co-parenting

Questions about the father-child relationship and emotional support/conversation which are asked symmetrically of fathers
(including OHFs) and children

Equivalent and relevant questions for OHFs who are research participants, potentially with different questions for involved
OHFs and for less involved OHFs

Whether one parent takes a dominant ‘supervision” or ‘disciplinary’ role; or instead this role is shared between the parents
Co-parenting between parents living together and/or apart

Parenting style questions for involved OHFs as well as for CPFs, and which go beyond parental monitoring and knowledge of
the child’s activities (including giving praise and physical affection; and shouting and negative or harsh parenting behaviours)

Physical punishment and abuse by the father

Fathers’ beliefs, feelings and
attitudes in relation to the
parental role or child

Feelings of competence and confidence as a father including for less involved OHFs

Fathers’ beliefs about adolescent development and behaviours; and the parental role during this life stage of their child/ren;
(including their values and aspirations in parenting an adolescent child)

Children’s perceptions of their father’s feelings and attitudes in relation to them

Fathers' reports of their child’s
personality and behaviours

Fathers’ perceptions and ratings of their child's personality and behaviours
The child may behave differently with each parent (including with the OHF in a different household), and each parent
may have a different perception of or response to the same child behaviour
Collecting at least some ‘child — outcome’ data from fathers/'partners’ as well as from mothers/'main respondents’ would
reduce shared methods variance in analyses

Fathers’ involvement in their
child’s education, school and
schoolwork

Day to day (or week to week) conversations between the father and child about schoolwork and ‘school life’; as well as more
infrequent discussions, for example about post-16 educational and vocational options.

Help with homework

Involvement/contact with the child’s school




Aspirations and expectations for child’s educational and vocational progress and outcomes
All of above for OHFs as well as for CPFs

For OHFs — Payments/purchases (e.g. education-related) for child outside of regular child maintenance
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APPENDIX D

Data analysis gaps (‘under-studied data’)

Cohabiting Partner Father (CPF) variables collected but little (or not at all) used in the published analyses in the Fatherhood Institute’s Literature Library

Variable Comments

Extent of co-residence of CPF and child The most extensive set of variables has been collected in the MCS, including part-time co-residence/second
in household addresses of CPFs

Father involvement - direct engagement | No analyses found of GUS variables on types of father-child leisure and routine activities
No analyses found of fathers’ perception of the amount of time together (collected in ALSPAC, MCS and GUS)

The MCS time use diaries may offer analytic potential for children with no OHF who have coded time spent with
their ‘father’ (assumed to be their CPF) in their diary for specific activities

Father involvement - responsibility No analyses found of:
MCS and GUS questions about parental monitoring by fathers

GUS and Understanding Society items relating to father cognitive or emotional load

Parenting style No analyses found of GUS data on father autonomy/control?**

Only one analysis found of the rich Understanding Society ‘parenting style’ module data for fathers of 10-year-olds

Beliefs, feelings and attitudes about the | No analyses found of GUS variables collected about fathers’ confidence about their parenting?; nor of GUS
parental role or the adolescent child variables (age 10) about children’s perceptions of their father’s feelings towards them

244 This has been recently analysed for mothers (‘main carers’) but not for fathers (‘partners’) (Scottish Government, 2022).

245 This has been recently analysed for mothers (‘main carers’) but not for fathers (‘partners’) (Scottish Government, 2022).
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No analyses found of MCS questions on fathers beliefs about adolescent anti-social behaviour

Involvement in the child’s education or
schoolwork

No analyses found of MCS variable on advice from fathers to their child about educational options

No analysis found of GUS variable on fathers' help with homework; and only one descriptive analysis of a similar
Understanding Society variable

No analysis found of fathers’ attendance at parents evenings (collected in several studies)
No analysis found of MCS and GUS variables about fathers” involvement in school or the child's ‘school/college life’

Only one analysis found of fathers’ aspirations or expectations for their child’s educational or vocational outcomes
(collected in MCS, GUS and Understanding Society)

Co-parenting in relation to CPFs/co-
resident mothers

No analyses found of GUS data on co-parenting between parents living together with the child (using the Feinberg
scale)

Own Household Fathers (OHF) variables collected but little (or not at all) used in the published analyses in the Fatherhood Institute’s Literature Library — N.B.
there are particularly substantial gaps in published analyses of variables collected about OHFs

Variable

Comments

Father involvement — accessibility

(including the extent of co-residence)

Analyses found of MCS variables on overnight stays with OHFs — but no analyses found of more recent GUS and
LSYPE2 data about overnight stays, or Understanding Society data on whether the child considers that they live in
two homes

Only one descriptive analysis found of the GUS ‘People in My Life* (PIML) variable on OHF emotional accessibility
(child-reported)

Father involvement — engagement
(quantity and types)

No analyses found of questions about OHFs looking after young adolescents when their birth mother was working,
or as a form of ‘childcare’ (collected in MCS, GUS and Understanding Society)

Little analysis found of GUS and MCS variables about ‘virtual’ forms of OHF-child contact

246 Ridenour et al., 2006.




Only one descriptive analysis of the GUS variable about whether the child would like more or less time with their
OHF

The MCS time use diaries may offer analytic potential for children with no CPF who have coded time spent with their
‘father’ (assumed to be their OHF) in their diary for specific activities

Father involvement — responsibility

Only a couple of analyses of MCS data on purchases and payments (including child maintenance) by OHFs for their
child; similar data were collected in other studies

The quality of the father-adolescent
relationship

No published analyses of:-

the set?” of 'People in My Life’ questions (child-reported) about OHF-child relationships that has uniquely been
collected in GUS
MCS and Understanding Society questions?*® relating to father-child relationships

Involvement in the child’s education or
schoolwork

No published analyses found of:-

MCS questions about fathers’ interest in their child’s education (teacher-reported?*);

MCS data on fathers’ conversations with their child about educational options?*°

Understanding Society question on ‘father’ and 'stepfather’ help with homework (both mother- and child-reported)

OHFs' attendance at parents evenings (collected in several studies)

Co-parenting in relation to OHFs/co-
resident birth mothers

No analyses found of MCS and Understanding Society data on co-parenting between birth parents living apart

247 Only one descriptive analysis was found - this included only one question in the People in My Life set of six items.

248 Asked in relation to ‘father’ but could be analysed for children with an OHF who do not have a CPF.

249 Asked in relation to ‘father’ but could be analysed for children with an OHF who do not have a CPF.

250 Asked in relation to ‘father’ but could be analysed for children with an OHF who do not have a CPF.




