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Abstract
High rates of nonmarital fertility and divorce mean that many fathers do not live with some or all of their children.  Using the 2002 National Survey of Family Growth, which interviewed men for the first time, this research examines the factors which influence men’s visitation with nonresidential children.  Nonresident fathers are more disadvantaged than fathers with only resident children, and many nonresident fathers have competing obligations in the form of new relationships and coresidential children (both biological and nonbiological).  One-fourth of men with nonresidential children report no visits in the past year, but over one-third report seeing their children weekly or more.  Current relationship status, relationship status at first birth, child coresidence history, and particularly child support payments emerge as important predictors of visitation in multivariate models.  There is no evidence that the presence of nonbiological coresidential children affects visitation, although the number of nonresidential children is positively related to visitation.
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Introduction


With a fairly high, though stable, divorce rate and rising levels of nonmarital childbearing, combined with the volatility of such unions, more and more children will live apart from at least one of their parents, usually the father, at some point in their lives.  The growth in nonresident fathers has been accompanied by the recognition that father absence can have severe and long-lasting consequences for children’s well-being (see review by Amato 2000).  Yet father nonresidence does not universally translate into father absence; some fathers remain actively involved with their nonresident children long after the relationship with the mother dissolves.  And on the other hand, despite the fact that children who grow up in single-mother households are usually worse off compared to their peers in two-parent households (McLanahan and Sandefur 1994), evidence increasingly suggests that nonresident fathers are a disadvantaged group whose involvement with their children may not be particularly beneficial (Sorensen and Zibman 2002).  The existing research on nonresident fathers is often conflicting and, at best, incomplete.  The purpose of the present research is to improve our understanding of who nonresident fathers are and how involved they are with their children by comparing fathers with at least one nonresidential child to fathers with no nonresidential children and examining the factors that influence visitation with nonresidential children, particularly why some fathers seem to abandon their children completely while others remain highly involved.  This work moves beyond prior studies on nonresident father visitation to include the influence of competing obligations, including those to new families and children, as well as factors concerning men’s entrance into and experience of parenthood.
Background

On the whole, fairly little is known about nonresident fathers due to data limitations (Garfinkel, McLanahan, and Hanson 1998), though this has been improving in recent years.  From work comparing U.S. Census Bureau or Current Population Survey information, though, we know that there is generally a large discrepancy between the number of custodial mothers and the numbers of men who report having nonresidential children, but these data sources cannot contain the more detailed information necessary to thoroughly understand complex family behaviors (Graham and Beller 2002).   Unfortunately, household-based surveys typically under-represent low-income and minority men (those most likely to be nonresident fathers) due to their loose attachment to households and their disproportionate rates of military participation and institutionalization (Hernandez and Brandon 2002).    The current work uses a new, nationally representative survey of men (and women) that uses an innovative way to gather information on men’s childbearing and childrearing, Cycle 6 (2002) of the National Survey of Family Growth.

Still, there is an emerging, if complex, picture of nonresident fathers.  A consistent finding among noncustodial fathers is that involvement is generally low and declines over time (Mott 1990; Furstenberg and Harris 1992; Furstenberg 1995).  However, father involvement may vary by father’s characteristics, and there is growing recognition that nonresident fathers are a diverse group.  Whereas once fathers largely became nonresident after a separation or divorce, many fathers are now nonresident for most, if not all, of their children’s lives through the rise of nonmarital fertility.  Even fathers who were living with the mother at birth have a high risk of becoming nonresident due the fragility of cohabiting unions (Carlson, McLanahan, and England 2004).  There are clear socioeconomic differences between divorced and never-married fathers:  divorced fathers are more likely to be white and tend to have higher levels of education, while men who were unmarried at the time of birth are more likely to be racial and ethnic minorities and have lower levels of education.  The differences in how men become nonresident fathers may have a strong impact for their subsequent paternal involvement beyond socioeconomic differences; men who were married at the time of birth almost uniformly have legal paternity established, which leads to formal visitation and child support arrangements, and, more subjectively, to have spent more time living with their children and engaging in the daily activities of parenting compared to men who were unmarried, especially those who never lived with the child’s mother.  As a group, the evidence suggests that nonresident fathers are more disadvantaged than resident fathers, though much of this work uses rather dated or selective samples.  These men tend to have low incomes, which can impede payment of child support, and often have new families to support (Sorensen 1997; Garfinkel, McLanahan, and Hanson 1998).   
Factors Affecting Visitation

Although more frequent contact with nonresident fathers has been linked to better emotional well-being and academic success among children (Perloff and Bucker 1996; Coley 1998; Amato and Gilbreth 1999), visitation with nonresident fathers is far from uniform.  Several factors may influence the frequency that men see their nonresidential children.
Socioeconomic Status

Studies of nonresident fathers have generally demonstrated that fathers with higher levels of education and income have higher levels of father involvement (Furstenberg, Nord, Peterson, & Zill 1983; Seltzer, Schaeffer, and Charng 1989; Seltzer 1991; King, Harris, and Heard 2004).  Although the ideal of the father as the breadwinner has waned over time, it still has a strong influence on how men (and others) see their roles in the family.  Beyond formal child support, the activities that nonresident fathers and their children do together, such as going to the movies or shopping, often cost money.  Men who feel unable to contribute may have feelings of guilt or shame and curtail their visits or withdraw from parenting (Doherty, Kouneski, and Erickson 1998; Harris and Marmer 1996).  And of course, the ability to pay child support is important; this issue will be discussed in greater detail below.

There are likely to be racial and ethnic differences as well.  Despite the popular image of minority fathers, especially those who bear children outside of marriage, as men who abandon their children, empirical evidence suggests that this is not necessarily the case.  In particular, African American men exhibit very high rates of involvement with their young children (Isaacs and Leon 1987; Mott 1990; Seltzer 1991; Stier and Tienda 1993; King 1994).  Hispanics, conversely, appear to be the most likely to not visit their children (Seltzer and Bianchi 1988; King 1994)

Finally, we might see differences according to men’s own familial background.  Men who spent time living without their biological fathers, especially those who lived in single-parent households, might repeat their own childhood experiences (which likely included little paternal involvement) as adults.  Conversely, men may make a conscious decision to be more involved with their children than their own fathers were (Nelson, Clampet-Lundquist, and Edin 2002).

Past and present family experiences

Most of the research on father involvement has focused on separated and divorced fathers (Coley 2001; Carlson, McLanahan, and Brooks-Gunn 2005).  Yet with over a third of all births occurring to unmarried women (and forty percent of those births to cohabiting couples), the need to understand father involvement across a wider spectrum of relationship experiences is becoming increasingly pressing.  The limited evidence suggests that separated and divorced fathers see their children more often than never-married fathers (King 1994), though cohabitors have more involvement that those who never lived together (Landale and Oropesa 2001), and that the relationship between children and fathers is particularly fragile if they never or only briefly lived together (Lerman 1993).

It has also been suggested that men’s involvement with their nonresident children declines when they form new relationships and especially when they have new children (Furstenberg et al 1983).  Most divorced men go on to form new relationships (Bumpass, Sweet, and Cherlin 1991), and this is almost certainly the case among never married fathers as well.  Men may feel pressured not to divert resources away from current union, and current partners may resent having to plan their lives around their partner’s children (and thus their partner’s children’s mother).  In addition, new partners may be reluctant to take on ambiguous stepmother roles.  Finally, jealousy may play a role; there is growing evidence that paternal claims from previous families are a source of jealousy and conflict between men and their new partners (Furstenberg 1995; Edin and Kefalas, 2005).

There is also concern that as men form new relationships, they are having new children, becoming social parents to their partner’s children, and withdrawing as parents to their nonresident children, in essence “swapping” families (Furstenberg et al 1983; Manning and Smock 2000).  Though unflattering to men, the argument essentially suggests that men’s parental obligations are largely based on residence (Furstenberg and Cherlin 1991; Seltzer 1991; Furstenberg 1995) and that men tend to concentrate their attention and resources to their current household, even if means diverting resources from their nonresidential children.  However, Manning and Smock’s work (2000) suggests that only biological resident children, not stepchildren, negatively impact men’s investment with nonresident children.  It is also possible that the number of nonresidential children can play a role.  On the one hand, simply having more nonresident children can increase the likelihood that fathers see at least some of their children, but on the other hand, having a large number of nonresident children can overwhelm men and discourage involvement.  This may especially be the case if the children are with different partners (Manning, Stewart, and Smock 2003; Carlson et al 2005) – men who have obligations to multiple households may have their time and monetary resources stretched particularly thin.  Moreover, men who have children with multiple partners may do so precisely because they are the type of men who engage in serial sexual relationships but take no responsibility for the children their unions produce.
Child support, coresidence history, and paternity establishment

Another issue which is strongly related to visitation is the payment of child support.  As Koball and Principe (2002) note, child support forges a monetary connection between nonresident fathers and their children.  Men who pay child support often feel entitled to see their children, since they are actively contributing to their children’s lives.  In visiting their children, they may also want to ensure that their support is benefiting their children rather than other household members.  Of course, the relationship can go the other way: men who see (or want to see) their children often may pay child support as a way of securing access.  Custodial mothers often act as gatekeepers; many (though certainly not all) mothers limit visitation by nonresident fathers who fail to contribute to the costs of childrearing (Bloomer, Sipe, and Ruedt 2002).   Regardless of the direction, empirical evidence shows that men who pay child support see their children more frequently (Graham and Beller 2002; Koball and Principe 2002; Mincy, Garfinkel, and Nepomnyaschy 2005).  There are also informal and nonmonetary ways that nonresident fathers contribute.  Many provide clothing and transportation and share in the child care responsibilities by watching children when the custodial mothers work, though these aspects have received far less attention in quantitative studies due to the difficulty in measurement (Nepomnyaschy and Garfinkel 2006) and are not included in the present analysis.  
Unmarried fathers who lived with their children at some point, especially during the early years, are much more likely to continue to be involved with their children than men who never lived with their children (Carlson et al 2005).  Men who live with their children engage in the daily activities of parenting and likely feel a stronger bond with their child; their feelings of paternal responsibility and love may encourage and facilitate an ongoing relationship when coresidence ends.  There is also evidence that men who have taken legal responsibility for their children, by establishing paternity, are more likely to visit their children (Mincy et al 2005), though the research on this issue is limited and often based on samples of very young children.
DATA AND METHODS
This paper uses Cycle 6 (2002) of the National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG), released in early 2005.  The NSFG is a nationally representative, household-based cross-sectional survey of Americans aged 15-44.  Past cycles of the data have interviewed only women, but the most recent wave included men for the first time.  The NSFG includes 4,928 men aged 15-44, and this analysis focuses on men with at least one nonresidential child, with a sample size of 616 (out of 1,726 men with at least one child who had nonmissing information on birth/child characteristics).
Although the women’s fertility histories are collected in the traditional manner, in a separate module by dates of all births, men’s fertility experiences are situated within the detailed relationship history, which includes information on current spouse/partner, last three sexual partners, up to three former wives, and the first premarital cohabiting partner.  That is, in gathering information about men’s current and prior partners, men are asked whether they had any children with each partner.  In addition, men are then asked if they had any children that have not yet been discussed and whether these children are with the same woman.   Situating fertility within a relationship context is considered a more accurate way to measure men’s fertility, especially outside of marriage (Groves, Benson, Mosher et al 2005).  Based on the information from the fertility history, then, men are asked questions regarding their involvement.  Unfortunately, this technique cannot solve the more general problem of the under-representation of low-income and minority men found in household based surveys.


Visitation with nonresidential children is based on the following question asked of all men who reported having one or more nonresidential child under age 19 who was still alive and was not adopted or placed in foster care:  “During the last 12 months, about how often did you see or have a visit with [this child/ either of these children/ any of these children]?”  Responses were measured on a scale of 0 (not at all) to 6 (every day).  Unfortunately, this question does not reference particular children but refers to any and all residential children, and it is certainly possible that men may see different nonresidential children, particularly those in different households, at different frequencies, and it is not possible to determine whether this level of visitation applies to all children.  Although the original variable is an ordinal variable, I am particularly interested in the predictors of complete father absence and of highly involved fathers.  As such, in the multivariate analyses, this question is recoded into two dichotomous variables representing the extremes of father visitation:  no visits at all and weekly or more often.  
Socioeconomic and demographic control variables include age, race/ethnicity, nativity, family structure at age 14, and whether the respondent’s mother had a birth prior to age 18.  The men’s socioeconomic variables include his current level of education, whether he currently works full-time or not, and total reported household income in the past twelve months; it is expected that men with higher levels of education and employment will be less likely to have no visits and more likely to have frequent visits.

Of particular importance are indicators of men’s current and prior relationships and measures of men’s childbearing history.  Relationship information includes whether men had ever been married or ever cohabited (excluding any current relationship) and whether the men are currently married or currently cohabiting.  It is expected that men who are currently in a relationship (either cohabitation or marriage), because of their obligations to their current relationship, will be more likely to have no visits and less likely to have frequent visits.  There is an indicator of whether men have children with multiple partners; men who have children across multiple households are expected to visit their children less frequently.  There are also two measures of men’s entrance into parenthood, including the age at first birth and relationship status at first birth (no coresidential relationship, cohabiting, or married).  Men who were younger at first birth and were in less stable unions are more likely to not see their nonresidential children.

There are also several variables indicating the extent of men’s obligations to children: the number of biological coresidential children, the number of nonbiological but coresidential children, and the number of biological nonresidential children.  It is expected that having coresidential children, especially biological children, will increase the likelihood of having no visits and decrease the likelihood of having weekly or more visits with nonresidential children, though the more biological nonresidential children a man has, the more likely he is to visit at least some of them.  The age of men’s youngest biological child is also included, since men’s involvement with their children often declines as the child ages.  There are also two measures of men’s relationships with their children: whether they never lived with any of their biological children and whether they failed to establish paternity for at least one of their children.  Information on paternity establishment is missing for some men; of the sample analyzed here, only 574 (out of 616) had full information on paternity establishment for all births.  It is expected that men who never lived with at least one child or who failed to establish paternity are more likely to not see their nonresidential children.  Finally, there is a measure of child support payment in the past year: paid no child support, paid child support irregularly, or paid child support regularly.  Men who fail to pay child support regularly are more likely to have not seen their children at all during the past year and less likely to see them frequently, even after accounting for indicators of men’s ability to pay (i.e., employment and income).
It is important to reiterate that because the information on visitation does not reference particular children, it is impossible to know which children men see and how often. As such, the indicators of men’s entrance into parenthood, coresidence, and paternity histories do not necessarily refer to the specific nonresidential children men claim to be visiting (or not visiting).  However, since fertility patterns often repeat themselves (for instance, paternity establishment at first birth is highly predictive of paternity establishment at second birth (Guzzo 2006)) and since failure to engage in “normative” parenting behaviors such as coresidence or paternity establishment likely indicate a general disregard for traditional paternal obligations, these variables are included as global indicators of paternal responsibility.

After describing the sample of men, I document the bivariate association between visitation and key parenting variables.  I then conduct two multivariate logistic regressions, one predicting whether men reported no visitation in the past year and one predicting whether men reported seeing their nonresidential children weekly or more often in the past year. 

RESULTS

Descriptive Results
The weighted socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of fathers by the presence of nonresident children aged 18 or under are detailed in Table 1.  Fathers in the NSFG are, on average, in their mid-thirties.  The racial/ethnic make-up of fathers differs significantly across coresidency with children.  Nonresident fathers are disproportionately minority – fifty percent of nonresident fathers are either black or Hispanic compared to only twenty-five percent of fathers with no nonresident children.  Nonresident fathers are also more likely to be foreign-born.  Not surprisingly, there are significant differences in prior and current union experiences.  Fathers who have at least one nonresident child are more likely to have experienced the demise of a prior residential union than fathers without nonresident children.  Fewer nonresident fathers are currently married but more are currently cohabiting.  Men with nonresident children also tend to come from more disadvantaged backgrounds than their counterparts; about one-third did not live with both biological parents at age 14 and about one-fifth had a mother whose first birth occurred prior to age 18.  Men’s own socioeconomic characteristics exhibit significant differences as well.  Fathers with only resident children have much higher levels of education (about 25% have a college degree or higher compared to only 10% of men with nonresident children), and 80% of men with only resident children are working full-time compared to only 70% of men with nonresident children.  Nonresident fathers have lower levels of income than their peers as well – 12.3% have incomes under $10,000 compared to 4.7% of fathers without resident children, while over a third of fathers without nonresident children reported incomes of $60,000 or more compared to only 17.5% of men with nonresident children.  Clearly, men with nonresident children are a more disadvantaged group than their counterparts.
– Table 1 here –

Turning now to fertility-related factors, there are again a number of significant differences between men with and without nonresident children.  Over 40% of men with at least one nonresident child have children with at least two different mothers (including any coresidential children with their current partner) compared to just 7% of men with only resident children.  Men with nonresident children also began childbearing earlier and were less likely to be married or cohabiting at their first birth.  Nearly 65% of men with nonresident children have no resident children, though a not insubstantial minority have both nonresident and resident children.  Note that about 5% of fathers without nonresidential children aged 18 or under have no resident children; these are men whose children are older than 19.  Nearly a fourth of men with nonresident children, however, live with children who are not biologically related, compared to only 15% of men with only resident children.  Sixty percent of men with nonresident children have only one nonresident child, about a quarter have two nonresident children, and over twelve percent have three or more nonresident children.  The youngest child of nonresident fathers is, on average, about a year older than the youngest child of resident fathers.  The majority of nonresident fathers do contribute child support – three-fourths do so regularly and an additional 9% contribute more sporadically.  Almost a fourth of nonresident fathers have never lived with any of their children, and about 12% have a least one child for whom they have not legally established paternity.  These descriptive statistics suggest that many fathers with nonresident children have competing obligations for their time and that, while most nonresident fathers have made some investments in their children at some point in time in terms of coresidence, child support, and paternity establishment, a sizeable minority have not.

Table 2 shows men’s reported frequency of visitation with their nonresident children aged 18 and younger, by selected characteristics of their childbearing and childrearing experiences.  The first row shows the overall distribution.  The bad news is that a fourth of men reported not visiting any of their nonresident children in the past year, but conversely, over half also reported seeing at least one of the nonresident children monthly or more often.  11% reported weekly visits, 18% reported multiple visits a week, and 8% reported daily visits.  Thus, lack of coresidence with children does not immediately translate into father absence.  
– Table 2 here –


As expected, though, visitation with nonresident children is strongly associated with key aspects of childbearing and childrearing.  Men with children by multiple partners reported significantly fewer visits than men without multi-partnered fertility.  There is also support for the argument that competing obligations to other children, though only those who are biologically related, impacts visitation.  The number of biological coresidential children is, roughly, inversely related to the frequency of visitation with nonresidential children; men with no coresidential children report the highest levels of visitations, while those with more residential children report lower levels of high-frequency visits and are more likely to report no visits at all.  Interestingly, the association between the number of nonresidential children and visitation, though significant, is far from clear.  For instance, men with three nonresident children reported the highest levels of having both no visits and weekly visits.  This suggests a bit of duality – having many nonresident children sometimes means not being involved with any of them (perhaps this is the case when the children are across multiple households), or it can increase the likelihood of being involved frequently with at least one child.

Child support payments in the past year are also significantly associated with the frequency of visitation, though again the relationship is not straightforward.  60% of fathers who paid no child support did not see their child at all or only saw them once or twice in the past year compared to less than 30% of fathers who paid regular child support.  However, about a fourth of men who paid no child support and of those who paid regular child support saw their child several times a week or daily; the former might be contributing though informal mechanisms.  Men whose child support payments were irregular reported the lowest frequency of visitation.  Finally, men’s history of coresidence with their children also matters.  Men who lived with all of their children at some point in their lives had higher levels of visitation, while forty percent of fathers who had never lived with any of their children reported no visitation in the past year.  Paternity establishment was not significantly associated with visitation, although 50% of those who failed to establish paternity for at least one child reported no visits compared to only 35% of those who established paternity for all their children.
Multivariate Results

The multivariate results from two logistic regressions, one predicting having no visits and one predicting weekly or more visits, are presented in Tables 3 and 4.  Each set of analyses includes 6 models.  Model 1 includes just socioeconomic and demographic characteristics.  Model 2 adds in an indicator of multi-partnered fertility, while Model 3 adds in conditions of the entrance into parenthood.  Model 4 includes the measures of competing obligations, and Model 5 includes child support and coresidence history.  Model 6 includes whether men failed to establish paternity with at least one of their children; because this variable is not available for all fathers, the sample size for Model 6 is only 574 cases.  The results from Model 6 are thus not directly comparable to the previous models but will give an indication of whether paternity establishment history is important for visitation.
– Table 3 here –


In Table 3, odds ratios from logistic regression predicting no visitation in the past year are presented.  Father’s age is positively and significantly related to the odds of having no visits.  Race is also important – compared to their white peers, black nonresident fathers are much less likely to have no visitation in the past year.  This counters the portrayal in the media of nonresident black fathers who abandon their children but supports the findings of prior work (Isaacs and Leon 1987; Mott 1990; Stier and Tienda 1993; King 1994).  Although other racial/ethnic groups are not significantly different than whites, foreign born fathers are 2.7 times as likely to have not visited their nonresidential children in the past year; this may represent foreign born men’s more precarious financial and legal situation and jobs which often require significant mobility.  The measures of socioeconomic status (education, income, and employment) are unrelated to a complete lack of visitation, but men’s prior and current union histories are important.  Men who were previously married are about half as likely to have no visits with their nonresidential children.  It is likely that these men were married when their children were born, and their more formal relationship with their child translates into a stronger bond.  Although men’s current marital status is not significant, men who are currently cohabiting are three times as likely to have reported not seeing any of their residential children in the past year.  The more precarious and unstable nature of cohabiting unions may mean that visitation with children from prior relationships (and thus often contact with prior sexual partners) may provoke jealousy in new mates and discourage visitation (Furstenberg 1995; Edin & Kefalas 2005).

Model 2 adds in an indicator of multi-partnered fertility.  Among the baseline socioeconomic and demographic variables, relatively little changes.  Age is no longer significant, largely because older men are more likely to have experienced multi-partnered fertility (Guzzo and Furstenberg 2006).  More importantly, we see that in the absence of other aspects of fertility and childrearing, men whose children are with more than one partner are twice as likely to not have seen their children in the past year than fathers who have children with only one partner.  Multi-partnered fertility may create such high obligations to multiple households that men are overwhelmed and cannot meet them.  Alternatively, it may be the case that men who have children with multiple partners may be the kind of men who move from relationship to relationship, occasionally producing children, but who take no responsibility for children, abandoning children when the relationship fizzles (or abandoning the relationship when a child appears).

Model 3 adds in indicators of the circumstances in which men entered parenthood, namely age and relationship status.  Here, men’s current age becomes significantly and positively related to the likelihood of not visiting their nonresidential children during the past year, while men’s prior marital experience is no longer significant.  Whether men had children with multiple partners is not significant here either, and this is largely due to the relationship between multi-partnered fertility and the conditions at first birth.  As shown by Guzzo and Furstenberg (2005, 2006), individuals who enter parenthood early and in less stable unions are far more likely to experience multi-partnered fertility, so accounting for these conditions mediates the direct relationship between multi-partnered fertility and visitation.  Interestingly, it appears that while older men are more likely to report not visiting their children, men who were older at the time of their first birth are less likely to not visit their children, perhaps reflecting greater maturity at the time of birth and thus greater feelings of responsibility and attachment to their children.  Men whose first birth occurred in a noncoresidential union are nearly three times as likely to have not seen any of their coresidential children in the past year compared to men who were married at their first birth (or cohabiting at first birth, not shown).  Together, these findings suggest that men who entered parenthood older, in more formal unions likely had stronger relationships with their partners and children that translated into an ongoing relationship after the parental relationship dissolved and fathers no longer lived with their children.

Measures of the degree to which competing obligations affects whether men had no visits with their children in the past year are included in Model 4.  Age is no longer significant, and men’s current cohabiting status becomes only marginally significant.  As with Model 3, multi-partnered fertility is not significant, and the inclusion of the number of men’s children renders men’s age at first birth insignificant, though relationship status at first birth remains important.  The number of men’s nonbiological coresidential children does not play a factor in visitation, suggesting that men’s parenting practices (if any) toward residential stepchildren does not automatically translate into abandonment of nonresidential children.  However, for men who have both residential and nonresidential children, the number of residential children significantly increases the likelihood that men did not see their nonresidential children in the past year.  This suggests that, unfortunately, men’s serial fatherhood means that new families replace old families, and children from prior relationships fall by the wayside as men have new children.  Finally, it should be noted that the age of the youngest child is marginally significant, consistent with prior research (Furstenberg and Harris 1992; Lerman 1993); the older men’s youngest child is, the more likely it is that men had no visitation with their nonresident child.  This perhaps represents a belief that older children need their fathers less or that men are unsure of what to do with older children, especially as they reach their teenage years.  It may also reflect the general decline in visitation over time.

Model 5 includes two measures indicating potential commitment to children: whether the father has never lived with any of his children and regularity of child support.  With the continued exceptions of being black and being foreign born, no socioeconomic characteristics are important.  Union status at first birth becomes insignificant (reflecting the strong relationship between marital status at birth and the existence of formal child support orders as well as child coresidence), as does the number of residential biological children and the age of the youngest child.  As expected, men who paid no child support are significantly more likely to have not seen their nonresidential children in the year prior to interview, with the odds of no visitation nearly 6 times that of men who paid child support regularly.  Even men who contributed irregularly are two and a half times as likely to have not seen their children compared to men who contributed regularly, and men who contributed irregularly are only marginally less likely to have reported no visits than men who did not contribute any child support during the past year (not shown).  Men who have never lived with any of their children are also significantly more likely to have not seen their children.  Finally, Model 6 adds in an indicator of men’s paternity establishment history, although it should be noted that this model is not directly comparable to the previous models.  Still, this model suggests that there is no significant relationship between failing to establish paternity for at least one birth and visitation with nonresidential children; men do not necessarily need to have formally established paternity to be informally but actively involved in their children’s lives.

While the models in Table 3 focused on the predictors of no visitation, the models presented in Table 4 seek to understand what predicts a high level of involvement – seeing one’s nonresidential children weekly or more frequently.  Although I largely expect that many of the factors that were related to no visitation in one direction will be related to weekly visitation in the opposite direction, it is possible that some new factors may become important or that the association between the variables and visitation is not linear.  
– Table 4 here –


As with no visitation, socioeconomic and demographic characteristics are only weakly related to frequent visitation.  The older men currently are, the less likely they are to visit their children weekly or more.  There are no significant racial/ethnic differences; although the prior analyses suggested that black fathers are less likely than their white counterparts to abandon their nonresident children completely, they are no more likely to visit their children frequently than whites.  Men’s marital status is marginally important – men who were previously married are about 50% more likely to see their children at least weekly, and men who are currently married or cohabiting are about 40% less likely, which may reflect the competing demands of their new union.  Contrary to expectations, men’s education is negatively related to the likelihood of having frequent visits, though only significant for those with a high school degree or GED.  Men’s employment status and income are unimportant.

Men who have children with multiple partners are not significantly less likely to see their children weekly or more, as shown in Model 2.  However, in adding conditions of the entrance into parenthood in Model 3, men’s prior marital status becomes insignificant, though current marital status is still important.  Men who began childbearing later are more likely to be highly involved with their children than men who began childbearing earlier, though relationship status at first birth is not important.  

The number and type of men’s children, added in Model 4, are also important.  The presence of coresidential children, regardless of biological paternity, does not impede men’s frequent visitation with their nonresidential children, and the more nonresidential children a man has, the more likely he is to see at least one child frequently.  Consistent with the prior analyses predicting no visitation, it appears that as men’s children age, men are less likely to report frequent visitation.  In this model, men’s own age becomes unimportant.  Child support and coresidence prove to be particularly important, as indicated in Model 5.  Men who paid no child support or paid only irregularly are about 70% less likely to report frequent visitation during the past year compared to fathers who contributed regularly, and, in fact, there is no difference in the odds of having weekly or more frequent visits between those who paid irregularly and those who did not pay child support at all (not shown).  Men who never lived with any of their children are also less likely to frequently see their children.  Finally, the results of the subsample analyzed in Model 6 suggest that men who failed to establish legal paternity for all their births are unlikely to see their child at least once a week.  Although failure to establish paternity for at least one birth does not necessarily reflect a cavalier attitude toward paternal responsibility that translates into a greater risk of not seeing their nonresidential children at all (Table 3), it does suggest that men who do not legally take responsibility for all their children are unlikely to be highly involved fathers.
DISCUSSION

With the high levels of nonmarital fertility and divorce, it is estimated that over half of all children will spend some time in a single-parent family, usually with their mother (Bumpass and Raley 1995; Bumpasss and Sweet 1989).  A major concern, then, is that such fathers disappear from their children’s lives when they no longer live together and that father absence can have serious detrimental consequences for children’s well-being.  In response to this concern, there has been an increased emphasis on “responsible fatherhood,” which includes increasing men’s involvement with their nonresidential children.  However, besides the knowledge that most nonresidential fathers disappear from their children’s lives, researchers have known little about who nonresidential fathers were and what affected their relationships with their nonresidential children.  Recent advances in data collection, combined with greater focus on fathers, has allowed us to gain a better, though still incomplete, picture.

The present analysis contributes to existing knowledge by examining a new source of information on fathers.  Compared to their peers whose children are all coresident, fathers with nonresident children are a more disadvantaged group.  They entered parenting earlier but in less secure relationships – a third were not in a coresidential union and a fourth were cohabiting.  Many of them have gone on to form new relationships, but these new relationships are more likely to be unstable relationships, like cohabitation, than marriages.  Their children often have to share their father’s time with coresidential children; 35% of men with nonresidential children have biological coresidential children and 25% also have residential stepchildren.  Although men with nonresidential children do contribute to their children’s lives – three-fourths pay child support regularly and half see their children at least once a month – a fourth of all nonresident fathers report paying no child support and not seeing their nonresidential children at all in the past year, and this is particularly alarming.

Men who entered parenthood outside of a coresidential relationship and who never lived with any of their children, combined with those who paid no regular child support, are especially likely to have not visited their nonresidential children at all in the past year.  Nonresident African American fathers, however, are significantly less likely to have complete father absence than nonresident white fathers, which suggests that despite very high rates of nonmarital fertility, African American children are not necessarily growing up without a father.  However, nonresident African American fathers are not more likely to be highly involved fathers.  Instead, we see that the most involved fathers tend to be those who began childbearing later and in marital unions and have higher incomes.  Men who lived with all of their children at some point, who established paternity for all their children, and who contributed child support were also more likely to see their children weekly or more, as were those who simply had more nonresidential children.  Although not significant in every model, the results also suggest that when men go on to form new unions and especially when they have additional children, visitation with nonresidential children from earlier unions suffers.
Limitations

The analysis here cannot, unfortunately, determine the causal relationships between visitation with nonresidential children and other factors, particularly the payment of child support.  Do men who pay child support see their children more often because they pay child support and feel entitled to be part of their children’s lives?  Or do men who see, or want to see, their children then decide to pay child support as means of gaining access?  Does men’s inability to pay child support prevent them from seeing their children out of guilt?  Is the very nature of having to “visit” one’s own children so painful and discouraging that men feel isolated from their own children and pushed out of their lives (Lamb 2002)?  Do mothers act as gatekeepers and limit access, especially if men do not contribute financially (Bloomer, Sipe, and Ruedt 2002), or do strained parental relationships inhibit visitation?


Because the data is cross-sectional rather than longitudinal, it cannot provide information on how visitation changes over time; other work has suggested that visitation declines with time.  And because the question refers to any and all nonresident children, we cannot be sure that frequency of visitation with all children is the same; men may be reporting their most or least frequent visitations with a particular child.  Moreover, issues of accuracy are a concern – do men overstate their visitation due to concerns over social desirability?  The few studies with data on both mothers’ and fathers’ reports of involvement generally found that fathers overstate their involvement while mothers understate fathers’ involvement (Braver, Wolchik, Sandler, Fogas, and Zvetina 1991; Smock and Manning 1997; Coley and Morris 2002); men might be overstating their visitation as well. Though questions on frequency of visitation are generally not considered particularly sensitive, surveys that use techniques such as Audio Computer Assisted Self-Interviewing (A-CASI) might yield different results than interviewer-administered questions if men are too embarrassed to accurately admit their level of involvement.  
Another potential limitation is related to larger concerns over whether household-based surveys accurately reach the most disadvantaged populations.  Low-income men, who have higher risks of nonmarital fertility and union dissolution, are often loosely attached to households (Sans-Abiodun and Sanchez 2003) and are disproportionately imprisoned and in the military.  For these reasons, Hernandez and Brandon (2002) estimate that 5-10% of non-Hispanic white men, 15-25% of Hispanic men, and 20-40% of non-Hispanic black men aged 20-39 are missing from household-based surveys like the NSFG.  As such, it is possible that the NSFG might miss a large proportion of those least likely to visit their children, and that nonresident fathers are even more disadvantaged compared to resident fathers than the results here suggest.

Finally, a focus on the frequency of visitation does not tell us anything about what fathers do with their children when they visit with them.  A father who sees his children once a week, taking them out to a movie and dinner, is not necessarily a better father than a man who talks to his children daily on the phone, talking about school and other things, but who sees his children only once a month.  It is the quality of the parenting, not the quantity, that matters.  Unfortunately, it seems to be the case that many nonresident fathers do not actually engage in authoritative parenting, sharing childrearing decisions (which schools to attend, setting appropriate bedtimes or curfews), providing instrumental help (helping finish homework, attending parent-teacher conferences), and disciplining the child, and it is this type of parenting that most benefits children (Amato and Gilbreth 1999).  Rather, many nonresident fathers engage in more recreational parenting (Stewart 1999), taking their children to movies and sporting events, and this type of parenting seems to benefit children little (Amato and Gilbreth 1999; Stewart 2003).  Future work is planned that will examine how the characteristics analyzed here are related to the types of involvement nonresident fathers engage in.  
Conclusion

 Since the trends in single-parent families are unlikely to change course, the concerns over how children fare in increasingly complex family situations is justified.  Even if marriage promotion programs increase the proportion of children born in wedlock or encourage unmarried parents to marry, many of these relationships will still fail.  Perhaps a wiser approach, as suggested by Mincy and Oliver (2003), is to focus more on getting and keeping noncustodial parents involved with their children.  In particular, current efforts to improve the provision of child support (and relatedly, paternity establishment since it is a necessary precondition for formal child support), may be the best way to ensure that men stay involved with their children’s lives by creating formal, ongoing obligations.
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	Table 1. Weighted Descriptive Statistics for Fathers by the Presence of Nonresident Children  ≤ 18 (sample size is unweighted)

	
	No Nonresident Children
	Nonresident Children

	Age

Race***
White

Black

Hispanic

Other

Foreign Born***
Union History (not mutually exclusive categories)
Previously married***
Previously cohabited**
Currently married***
Currently cohabiting***
Family structure at 14**
Both biological parents

Stepfamily

Other

Mother 1st birth<18**
Education***
Less than HS

HS/GED

Some college

College or higher

Work full-time**

Income in past twelve months***

<$5,000

$5,000-7,499

$7,500-9,999

$10,000-12,499
$12,500-14,999

$15,000-19,999

$20,000-24,999

$25,000-29,999

$30,000-34,999

$35,000-39,999

$40,000-49,999

$50,000-59,999

$60,000-74,999

$75,000 or more

	35.0 years (6.17)

68.3%

8.4%

17.7%

5.6%

16.9%

8.2%

54.5%

80.4%

9.4%

76.9%

8.4%

14.8%

13.5%

15.3%

37.2%

24.1%

23.3%

79.8%

1.5%

1.2%

2.3%

1.7%

3.6%

5.9%

4.1%

9.9%

8.8%

5.8%

10.3%

9.1%

11.4%

24.7%


	35.1 years (6.47)

43.7%

24.2%

25.8%

6.3%

21.8%

31.5%

63.8%

44.2%

20.0%

66.6%

10.7%

22.7%

20.9%

23.8%

42.1%

24.0%

10.1%

69.9%

6.5%

3.1%

2.75

4.8%

5.3%

7.9%

11.0%

8.6%

7.1%

7.4%

9.0%

9.1%

6.2%

11.3%

	N
	1110
	616

	*p≤0.05 **p≤0.01 ***p≤0.001    May not total 100% due to rounding.
A Sample size is 1013 for fathers w/out nonresidential children and 574 for fathers w/ nonresidential children.  


	Table 1. Weighted Descriptive Statistics for Fathers by the Presence of Nonresident Children  ≤ 18 (sample size is unweighted), continued

	
	No Nonresident Children
	Nonresident Children

	Multi-partnered fertility***
Age at first birth***
Relationship status at first birth***
No coresidential relationship

Cohabiting

Married

Number of biological coresidential children  ≤18***

0

1

2

3+
Number of nonbiological coresidential children  ≤18**

0

1

2

3+
Number of biological nonresidential children ≤18

1

2

3

4+
Age of youngest child*
Child support in past year

No child support

Irregular child support

Regular child support
Never lived w/ any bio children

Failed to establish paternity for at least 1 birthA**

	7.4%

26.3 years (5.31)

10.3%

17.7%

72.0%

4.8%

40.3%

37.2%

17.7%

85.0%

9.0%

5.0%

1.1%

n/a

5.5 years (5.65)

n/a

n/a

1.8%
	43.8%

23.4 years (4.64)

36.1%

25.0%

38.9%

63.9%

16.4%

14.9%

4.8%

76.6%

14.2%

4.7%

4.5%

60.6%

27.1%

7.5%

4.8%

6.5 years ( 5.22)

14.3%

9.1%

76.6%

24.4%

12.4%

	N
	1110
	616

	*p≤0.05 **p≤0.01 ***p≤0.001    May not total 100% due to rounding.

A Sample size is 1013 for fathers w/out nonresidential children and 574 for fathers w/ nonresidential children.  


	Table 2. Bivariate Distributions of Selected Independent Variables and Visitation with Nonresident Children ≤ 18 (weighted)

	
	No visits
	1-2/ year
	Several/ year
	1-3/ month
	Once/ week
	Several/ week
	Every day

	All men

	26.1%
	10.2%
	10.8%
	15.5%
	11.4%
	17.9%
	8.1%

	Multi-partnered fertility**

No

Yes

Relationship status at 1st birth

No coresidential relationship

Cohabiting

Married

No.  of biological coresidential children*

0

1

2

3+

No. of nonbiological coresidential children

0

1

2

3+

No. of biological nonresidential children**

1

2

3

4+

Child support in past year***
No support

Irregular support

Regular support

Residence with children*
Lived with all children at some point
Never lived with at least one child
Paternity establishmentA
Paternity established for all births
Failed to establish paternity for at least 1 birth


	18.0%

36.5%

27.0%

30.8%

22.3%

17.9%

31.2%

49.0%

46.6%

25.1%

33.4%

22.2%

23.4%

27.6%

21.6%

31.6%

24.4%

40.9%

48.0%

20.5%

21.9%

39.1%

24.5%

33.0%
	9.0%

11.7%

11.6%

8.4%

10.1%

8.8%

7.8%

19.3%

8.7%

11.2%

9.2%

0.0%

6.9%

11.4%

8.2%

10.8%

4.8%

21.4%

5.9%

8.6%

9.5%

12.3%

9.5%

20.1%
	9.4%

12.5%

11.1%

10.5%

10.6%

11.3%

10.4%

9.6%

8.7%

9.6%

16.8%

9.0%

13.6%

11.1%

10.5%

8.9%

11.2%

5.1%

17.5%

11.1%

10.5%

11.5%

11.6%

8.9%
	20.1%

9.6%

14.5%

16.7%

15.7%

16.1%

21.6%

8.4%

8.6%

13.6%

25.9%

25.2%

4.8%

18.4%

11.0%

4.3%

21.2%

4.0%

12.6%

18.1%

17.3%

10.0%

17.1%

8.4%
	12.6%

9.9%

12.0%

9.0%

12.4%

12.6%

9.9%

6.3%

16.4%

12.5%

6.0%

8.0%

14.4%

12.5%

11.3%

5.6%

8.1%

2.8%

5.1%

13.9%

12.1%

9.4%

10.9%

8.7%
	20.4%

14.8%

17.8%

17.0%

18.6%

21.8%

18.1%

4.0%

8.7%

18.9%

8.0%

35.6%

14.1%

15.1%

27.1%

13.4%

8.4%

18.8%

5.1%

19.2%

19.0%

14.7%

18.3%

12.3%
	10.5%

5.1%

6.1%

7.7%

10.4%

11.5%

1.1%

3.3%

2.5%

9.2%

1.0%

0.0%

22.8%

3.9%

10.3%

25.4%

21.9%

6.9%

5.7%

8.7%

9.8%

3.1%

8.0%

9.0%

	A  Sample size is 574

*p≤0.05 **p≤0.01 ***p≤0.001 Significant difference across categories for frequency of visitation


	Table 3.  Odds Ratios from Logistic Regression of Not Visiting Nonresidential Children in the Past Year

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	Age

Race

White

Black

Hispanic

Other

Foreign Born

Union History

Never married or cohabited

Previously married

Previously cohabited

Currently married

Currently cohabiting

Family structure at 14

Both biological parents

Stepfamily

Other

Mother 1st birth<18

Education

Less than HS

HS/GED

Some college

College or higher

Work full-time

Income 

Multi-partnered fertility

Age at first birth

Relationship status at first birth

No coresidential relationship

Cohabiting

Married

Number and type of children

No. of bio cores

No. of nonbio cores

No. of noncores

Age of youngest child

Child support in past year

No child support

Irregular child support

Regular child support

Never lived w/ any bio children

Never est. paternity for at least 1 birth


	1.035†
--

0.255***
0.760

0.773

2.716***

--

0.576†

1.654

1.210

3.011**

--

1.127

1.249

1.312

0.990

--

0.752

0.774

1.074

0.952
	1.027
--

0.230***

0.680

0.674

3.010***

--

0.567†

1.524

1.014

2.423*

--

1.109

1.170

1.287

0.986

--

0.732

0.829

1.090

0.957

1.960**
	1.056**
--

0.172***

0.628

0.682

3.712***

--

0.822

0.1682

1.319

2.549*

--

1.102

1.124

1.305

0.984

--

0.755

0.880

1.057

0.962

1.427

0.940*

2.816***

1.350

--
	1.019
--

0.192***

0.670

0.621

4.026***

--

0.823

1.636

1.059

2.192†

--

1.227

1.126

1.349

0.962

--

0.761

1.026

0.986

0.949

1.512

0.969

2.484**
1.314

--

1.484*

1.102

0.841

1.066†
	1.029
--

0.244***

0.862

0.633

3.942***

--

1.066

1.401

1.505

1.966

--

1.059

1.059

1.341

0.930

--

0.814

1.135

1.102

0.952

1.289

0.958

1.778

1.400

--

1.325

1.117

0.824

1.061

5.946***

2.632**

--

2.117*
	1.058
--

0.205***

0.968

0.801

4.454***

--

1.495

1.455

1.734

1.925

--

1.109

1.145

1.348

0.979

--

0.790

1.437

1.078

0.950

1.175

0.935

2.058†

1.822

--

1.374

1.152

0.832

1.044

5.970***

2.405*

--

2.473*

1.837

	N

df

-2 log likelihood
	616
17

554.387
	616
18

545.833
	616
21

529.142
	616
25

516.407
	616
28

477.490
	574
29

425.501

	†p≤0.10 *p≤0.05 **p≤0.01 ***p≤0.001


	Table 4.  Odds Ratios from Logistic Regression of Visiting Nonresidential Children Weekly or More in the Past Year

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	Age

Race

White

Black

Hispanic

Other

Foreign Born

Union History

Never married or cohabited

Previously married

Previously cohabited

Currently married

Currently cohabiting

Family structure at 14

Both biological parents

Stepfamily

Other

Mother 1st birth<18

Education

Less than HS

HS/GED

Some college

College or higher

Work fulltime

Income 

Multi-partnered fertility

Age at first birth

Relationship status at first birth

No coresidential relationship

Cohabiting

Married

Number and type of children

No. of bio cores

No. of nonbio cores

No. of noncores

Age of youngest child

Child support in past year

No child support

Irregular child support

Regular child support

Never lived w/ any bio children

Never est. paternity for at least 1 birth 


	0.971*
--

1.246

1.232

1.250

0.655

--

1.473†

1.164

0.590*

0.590†

--

0.956

0.772

0.870

0.788

--

0.631*

0.792

0.861

1.040


	0.974†
--

1.283
1.284

1.334

0.628†

--

1.478†

1.198

0.642†

0.653

--

0.961

0.796

0.874

0.791

--

0.639*

0.776

0.861

1.036

0.747


	0.954**
--

1.381

1.336

1.284

0.604†

--

1.210

1.212

0.559*

0.659

--

0.977

0.805

0.874

0.813

--

0.616*

0.701

0.864

1.035

0.956

1.054*

0.668

0.806

--


	0.987
--

1.271

1.263

1.358

0.553*

--

1.134

1.229

0.562*

0.677

--

0.930

0.793

0.874

0.801

--

0.614*

0.636

0.823

1.040

0.695

1.027
0.716

0.807

--

0.919

1.003

1.240*

0.948†
	0.980
--

1.099

1.099

1.383

0.563*

--

0.982

1.304

0.455**

0.670

--

0.958

0.779

0.917

0.842

--

0.562*

0.650

0.758

1.028

0.747

1.032

1.032

0.966

--

1.024

1.036

1.249*

0.955

0.293***

0.284***

--

0.563*
	0.936*
--

1.255

1.123

1.202

0.568†

--

0.756

1.387

0.332***

0.716

--

0.898

0.708

0.913

0.875

--

0.548*

0.685

0.785

1.051†

0.190

1.082*

0.808

0.578†

--

0.942

1.068

1.236†

0.979

0.282***

0.308**

--

0.478*

0.440*



	N

df

-2 log likelihood
	616

17

790.168
	616
18

787.879
	616
21

779.460
	616
25

768.753
	616
28

740.056
	574
29

663.625

	†p≤0.10 *p≤0.05 **p≤0.01 ***p≤0.001
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