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After years of declines, rates of adolescent
pregnancy and parenthood in the United States
still remain among the highest among indus-
trialized nations.1 In fact, the most recent data
suggest that the rate of childbirth among females
aged 15 to 19 years actually increased 3% from
the previous year, resulting in over 435000
babies born to adolescent women in 2006
alone.2

Adolescent parenthood can negatively affect
young parents and their offspring. Adolescent
mothers and fathers typically have more lim-
ited educational attainment and more re-
stricted economic opportunities than peers who
delay childbearing. Furthermore, adolescent
parenthood hinders normative psychological
development and can result in poorer psycho-
logical functioning.3 The adversity associated
with young parenthood makes it difficult for
adolescent parents to transcend the cycle of
poverty into which many are born.3–5 Their
children are often raised in lower-income homes
and are at higher risk for abuse and neglect than
children of older mothers.6 They are also at
increased risk for developmental delays and
deficits leading to cognitive impairment and poor
behavioral outcomes over time.3,7,8

Several studies have documented an inter-
generational cycle of adolescent motherhood,
in which daughters of adolescent mothers are
more likely than are daughters of older
mothers to become adolescent mothers them-
selves.9–13 Research suggests that the transmis-
sion of the timing of first birth may be a direct
effect of a biological predisposition14,15 or heri-
tability of attitudes and norms surrounding early
childbearing.13,16,17 Additionally, this intergener-
ational transmission of adolescent parenthood
may be an indirect result of the socioeconomic
environment created by early first births.18–23

Such an intergenerational cycle among young
men, however, has not yet been studied despite
a strong rationale for doing so. Characteristics
associated with young fatherhood may create
contexts for children that would predispose them

to increased sexual risk behavior and adolescent
parenthood. For instance, adolescent fatherhood
is associated with low socioeconomic status,
low educational attainment,3 delinquency,24 and
poor parental attachment.25,26 Low socioeco-
nomic status,3,24,25 low parental education,27

negative parenting practices,25,27–29 and low
parental support27,30,31 all have been associated
with increased sexual risk behavior or adolescent
fatherhood among young males, suggesting the
possibility of an intergenerational cycle of ado-
lescent fatherhood.

In this study, our primary aim was to pro-
spectively examine whether paternal adoles-
cent fatherhood and maternal adolescent
motherhood (i.e., the fathers and mothers of
study participants were age 19 years or youn-
ger when their first child was born) were
significant predictors that the study participant
would become an adolescent father (referred to
here as ‘‘participant adolescent fatherhood’’).
Additionally, we used Bronfenbrenner’s eco-
logical systems theory32 to identify ecological

predictors of adolescent fatherhood. This theo-
retical approach asserts that multiple levels of
environmental factors influence individual be-
havior, with the strongest influences being those
most proximal to the individual. The theory
also asserts that influences can be both bidirec-
tional and interrelated.32 Finally, we examined
whether the identified risk factors of adolescent
fatherhood differed between sons of younger
parents and sons of older parents (i.e., interaction
effects) on the basis of previous work suggesting
unique predictors of adolescent pregnancy
across the ecological model for daughters of
adolescent mothers.9

METHODS

Data for this study came from the National
Longitudinal Survey of Youth1997 (NLSY97),33

a longitudinal, nationally representative survey
(which included an oversample of racial minor-
ities) of 8984 youths born in the early 1980s
and living in the United States. Households
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were randomly selected for participation. After
an extensive screening process that collected
demographic information both on the youth’s
household members and those immediate family
members living elsewhere, interviews were con-
ducted with computer-assisted devices to im-
prove data validity and consistency. The youth
and1parent each completed a personal interview
lasting approximately 1 hour. Adolescent partic-
ipants were interviewed on a yearly basis. Fur-
ther details on the NLSY97 procedures can be
found elsewhere.34

Baseline interviews were completed in 1997
and1998. Although there are11rounds of data
currently available (1997–2007), 8 rounds
were used for this analysis (1997–2004) to
ensure follow-up of participants through age
20 years. For this study, sampling weights were
not used because the purpose was to examine
predictors of adolescent fatherhood, not to
describe rates of adolescent fatherhood in the
United States.35

On the basis of our objectives, our sample
was limited to the 4599 adolescent males in
the NLSY97 cohort. The study population
was further restricted to those who were age13
or 14 years on December 31, 1996 (n=1887)
to prospectively examine fatherhood across
the teen years. Participants who were already
fathers at baseline (n=2) or who did not have
at least 1 follow-up visit (n=31) were ineligible.
Participants of mixed race (n=14) were also
excluded as they could not be appropriately
reclassified. Additionally, participants without
valid information on paternal age at first birth
(n=344) were excluded. These exclusions
resulted in a final sample size of 1496 adoles-
cent males.

Measures

The main predictor variables and ecological
covariates were obtained from baseline inter-
views, and the outcome measure was compiled
from available subsequent interviews (1998–
2004).

Primary outcome measure. Participant’s age at
birth of first child was determined by self-
report of age of respondent at birth of first
biological child. Participant adolescent father-
hood was defined as the participant being less
than age 20 years at birth of his first child.

Baseline predictor variables. Both maternal
and paternal ages at first child were determined

by computing the difference between the self-
reported biological father’s and mother’s date
of birth and the date of birth of their first
biological child, which was collected at the
initial household screening. Maternal adoles-
cent motherhood and paternal adolescent fa-
therhood were dichotomized into 2 categories:
adolescent (aged less than 20 years) or older
(aged 20 years or older).

Ecological covariates. Four variables were
used to describe individual characteristics of
the adolescent respondents. Participants
reported their date of birth, from which age at
baseline was calculated. The Behavioral/Emo-
tional Scale for Boys was assessed by 4 ques-
tions from the Child Behavior Checklist (e.g.,
‘‘Do you get along with other kids?’’).36 Re-
sponses were measured on a 3-point scale—not
true, sometimes true, or often true; higher scores
indicated greater distress. Although internal
consistency was slightly less than acceptable
(a=0.52), this measure demonstrated strong
construct and predictive validity.37 Delinquency
was obtained from the study’s Delinquency In-
dex,37 which consisted of 10 items asking about
deviant behaviors (e.g., running away). Re-
sponses were summed for a possible total of 10
points, with higher scores indicating higher levels
of delinquency. Substance use was derived
from the Substance Use Index,37 which consisted
of 3 items that ascertained use of cigarettes,
alcohol, and marijuana. These responses were
summed for a possible total of 3, with higher
scores indicating higher levels of substance use.

The family domain was described by 8
covariates. The responding parent of each
participant was asked to report the number of
years of education completed by the youth’s
biological parents. Maternal education and
paternal education were dichotomized into less
than 12 years or 12 years or more. Parents also
indicated whether the participant lived in 1
home with both biological parents at age 2.
From the household roster information, num-
ber of children in home tallied the number of
people aged younger than 18 years who lived
with the participant at baseline. The participant
reported whether he lived with a ‘‘mother
figure’’ or ‘‘father figure’’ and his relationship
with this figure (biological, step, adoptive, and
so on). This information was used to develop 3
dichotomous variables: participant lived (1) in
single-parent home, (2) with biological mother,

and (3) with biological father. Finally, a series of
4 questions was used to measure parental
monitoring. Participants responded to items
(e.g., ‘‘How much does [he or she] know about
your close friends?’’) on a 5-point scale to
indicate maternal monitoring and again to in-
dicate paternal monitoring; scores could range
from 0 to 16, with higher scores indicating
more monitoring (a=0.71 and a=0.78, re-
spectively).37 For this study, parental monitoring
was based on the highest score for either
maternal or paternal monitoring.

Three variables were used to understand
behavior among participants’ peers. A deviant
peer norms variable was created from 5 items
(smoke cigarettes; get drunk; belong to gangs; use
drugs; skip school) and an enriching peer norms
variable was created from 4 items (participate
in organized activities; plan to go to college; do
volunteer work; go to religious services regularly).
Participants used a 5-point scale to report the
percentage of peers who engaged in these be-
haviors. Mean scores were computed for each
scale (a=0.82 for deviant norms; a=0.57 for
enriching norms). Early adolescent dating was
defined as having been on a date with a girlfriend
by the time of the baseline interview.

The environmental domain was described
by 3 covariates. Race/ethnicity was self-
reported by each youth and categorized into
non-Hispanic White or other, non-Hispanic
Black, and Hispanic. Enriching environment37

was based on participants’ responses to 3 items:
having a computer in the home, having a dictio-
nary in the home, and taking extra classes or
lessons. Items were summed for a composite
score ranging from 0 to 3, with higher scores
indicating a more enriching environment. Finally,
physical risk environment37 was compiled by
responses to 3 questions answered by the in-
terviewer (i.e., regarding perceived safeness of
neighborhood and home, physical status of
youth’s home, and physical status of the buildings
on the street) and 2 questions answered by the
participant (i.e., regarding electricity and heat in
the home and frequency of gunshots in the
neighborhood). Responses were summed, with
higher scores indicating higher risk. Both indices
have acceptable measures of validity.37

Statistical Analysis

Frequencies were determined and the c2

test was conducted to compare age at birth of
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first child among sons of adolescent parents
versus sons of older parents. Survival analysis
compared the difference in these rates across
the adolescent years. Individual, family, peer,
and environmental characteristics were com-
pared for those who became adolescent fathers
versus those who did not via the c2 test for
categorical variables and the t test for contin-
uous variables. Risk factors were considered
significant through use of a Bonferroni adjust-
ment for multiple comparisons (P=.002).

To examine the influence of paternal ado-
lescent fatherhood on participant adolescent
fatherhood after accounting for maternal ado-
lescent motherhood and other potential risk
factors, we used hierarchical Cox regression
analysis. Risk factors that were significant at
P<.20 in bivariate analyses (without adjust-
ment for multiple comparisons) were included
in multivariate analysis. In accordance with
the ecological systems theory, the individual-
level factors were entered as a block first,
followed by family-level, peer-level, and envi-
ronment-level factors. Maternal adolescent
motherhood was then entered into the model,
followed by paternal adolescent fatherhood.
We examined interaction effects for paternal
adolescent fatherhood by all other predictor
variables by adding cross-product terms 1-by-1
to the final regression model.

Because the inclusion criteria required that
participants were aged 13 or 14 years on
December 31, 1996, and because baseline
interviews took place in February through
October 1997 and March through May 1998,
age at baseline interview could vary from 13 to
16 years. Therefore, all analyses controlled for
age at baseline interview.

A small proportion of participants had
missing data for some predictor variables (all
less than12%). Missing values were imputed on
the basis of means for continuous variables and
modes for categorical variables. All analyses
were conducted with SPSS version 16.0 (SPSS
Inc, Chicago, IL).

RESULTS

The sample comprised 1496 adolescent
males. At baseline interview, participants
ranged in age from 13 to 16 years, averaging
13.85 years (SD=0.713). Approximately 57%
were non-Hispanic White or other (including

Note. The model controlled for age at baseline interview. For paternal adolescent fatherhood, c2
2 = 46.49; P < .001; for

maternal adolescent motherhood, c2
2 = 39.50; P < .001.

FIGURE 1—Unadjusted Cox regression survival curves for participant’s age at first child, by

(a) paternal adolescent fatherhood and (b) maternal adolescent motherhood: National

Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1997–2004.
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Asian), 22% were non-Hispanic Black, and
21% were Hispanic. Whereas 90.1% lived with
a biological mother, only 68.9% lived with
a biological father. Additionally, 23.3% lived
in a single-parent home. On average, mothers
of the participants were aged 23.0 years
(SD=4.62) and fathers of the participants aged
25.7 years (SD=5.83) at the birth of the first
child. Approximately 10% (n=154) of partici-
pants were sons of adolescent fathers and 25%
(n=379) were sons of adolescent mothers.

Overall, 140 participants (9.4%) became
a father before age 20 years. Across the teen
years, sons of adolescent fathers were signifi-
cantly more likely to have had a child than sons
of older fathers. Specifically, by age 19 years,
sons of adolescent fathers were more than 3
times as likely to have had at least 1 child
compared with sons of older fathers (relative
risk [RR]=3.13; 95% confidence interval
[CI]=2.24, 4.38; P<.001). Similarly, sons of
adolescent mothers were 2.7 times more likely
than were sons of older mothers to have had an
adolescent childbirth (RR=2.70; 95%
CI=1.98, 3.69; P<.001; data not shown).
Figure 1a and Figure 1b plot the unadjusted
Cox regression survival curves stratified by
paternal and maternal adolescent parenthood,
respectively. Sons of adolescent fathers were
more likely than were sons of older fathers to
have a child during the adolescent years
(c2

2=46.49; P<.001), with the absolute dif-
ference growing larger with increasing age.
Similarly, sons of adolescent mothers were
more likely than were sons of older mothers to
become a father before age 20 years
(c2

2=39.50; P<.001).
Table 1 presents bivariate associations be-

tween individual, family, peer, and environ-
mental risk factors and participant adolescent
fatherhood. Specifically, higher delinquency,
higher substance use, fewer years of parental
education, more children in the home, biolog-
ical parents not living with the child at age
2 years, living in a single-parent home, not
living with biological father, higher level of
deviant peer norms, early adolescent dating,
non-Hispanic Black or Hispanic race/ethnicity,
lack of enriching environment, and higher
physical risk environment were significant
predictors of participant adolescent fatherhood.
Additionally, as demonstrated in survival
analysis, paternal adolescent fatherhood and

maternal adolescent motherhood were signifi-
cantly associated with participant adolescent
fatherhood.

To examine the multivariate association
between the risk factors and a participant’s age
at birth of first child, hierarchical Cox regres-
sion survival analysis was used. Each domain
significantly improved the fit of the model
(individual, c2

3=24.50; P<.001; family,
c2

7=66.89; P<.001; peer, c2
3=17.55;

P=.001; environment, c2
4=41.81; P<.001).

Additionally, factors from each domain
remained significant in the final multivariate
model (Table 2). Specifically, delinquency
(RR=1.12; 95% CI=1.01, 1.23), less maternal
education (RR=1.61; 95% CI=1.09, 2.37),
early adolescent dating (RR=2.15; 95%
CI=1.39, 3.32), non-Hispanic Black race/eth-
nicity (RR=1.95; 95% CI=1.24, 3.06) and
Hispanic race/ethnicity (RR=2.20; 95%

TABLE 1—Individual, Family, Peer, and Environmental Characteristics, by Adolescent

Fatherhood Status: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1997–2004

Characteristic

Overall,

Mean 6SD or

No. (%)

Adolescent Fatherhood

(n = 140), Mean 6SD or

No. (%)

No Adolescent Fatherhood

(n = 1356), Mean 6SD or

No. (%) P

Individual

Behavioral/Emotional Scalea 2.1 61.57 2.4 61.58 2.1 61.57 .020

Delinquency Indexb 1.6 61.93 2.4 62.44 1.5 61.85 <.001c

Substance Use Indexd 0.9 61.05 1.2 61.14 0.87 61.04 <.001c

Family

Maternal education < 12 y 321 (21.5) 63 (45.0) 258 (19.0) <.001c

Paternal education < 12 y 332 (22.2) 53 (37.9) 279 (20.6) <.001c

No. of children in the home 2.5 61.18 3.0 61.34 2.4 61.15 .001c

Both biological parents living

with child at age 2 y

892 (59.6) 57 (40.7) 835 (61.6) <.001c

Single-parent home 349 (23.3) 53 (37.9) 296 (21.8) <.001c

Live with biological mother 1348 (90.1) 122 (87.1) 1226 (90.4) .217

Live with biological father 1030 (68.9) 70 (50.0) 960 (70.8) <.001c

Parental monitoring 10.0 63.17 9.6 63.45 10.1 63.14 .074

Maternal adolescent motherhood 379 (25.3) 67 (47.9) 312 (23.0) <.001c

Paternal adolescent fatherhood 154 (10.3) 37 (26.4) 117 (8.6) <.001c

Peer

Deviant peer norms 1.9 60.84 2.2 60.89 1.9 60.83 .001c

Enriching peer norms 3.0 60.72 3.0 60.78 3.0 60.71 .183

Early adolescent dating 860 (57.5) 109 (77.9) 751 (55.4) <.001c

Environmental

Race/ethnicity <.001c

Non-Hispanic White/other 857 (57.3) 43 (30.7) 814 (60.0)

Non-Hispanic Black 332 (22.2) 50 (35.7) 282 (20.8)

Hispanic 307 (20.5) 47 (33.6) 260 (19.2)

Enriching environment 1.7 60.75 1.4 60.75 1.7 60.74 <.001c

Physical risk environment 1.3 61.30 2.2 61.50 1.2 61.25 <.001c

Note. SD = standard deviation. ‘‘Paternal adolescent fatherhood’’ and ‘‘maternal adolescent motherhood’’ mean that the
fathers and mothers of study participants were aged 19 years or younger when their first child was born.
aAssessed by 4 questions from the Child Behavior Checklist36 measured on a 3-point scale—not true, sometimes true, or often
true; higher scores indicate greater distress.
bAssessed by 10 items from the Delinquency Index37 asking about deviant behaviors; responses were summed for a possible total of
10 points, with higher scores indicating higher levels of delinquency.
cThese factors remained significant after a Bonferroni adjustment for multiple comparisons (P£.002).
dAssessed by the Substance Use Index37 consisting of 3 items that ascertained use of cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana; responses
were summed for a possible total of 3, with higher scores indicating higher levels of substance use.
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CI=1.42, 3.43), and physical risk environment
(RR=1.26; 95% CI=1.12, 1.42) were inde-
pendent predictors of a participant’s age at
birth of first child.

Notably, after accounting for these risk
factors, maternal adolescent motherhood only
marginally improved the fit of the model
(c2

1=3.66; P=.056) and was not a significant
independent predictor of age at birth of first
child in the final model (RR=1.26; 95%
CI=0.86, 1.85). On the other hand, as hy-
pothesized, paternal adolescent fatherhood was

significant (c2
1=7.37; P=.007). Specifically,

the increased risk of adolescent fatherhood for
sons of adolescent fathers compared with sons
of older fathers remained even after control
for all risk factors and maternal adolescent
motherhood (RR=1.80; 95% CI=1.19, 2.71;
Table 2). Figure 2 presents the multivariate
Cox regression survival curve stratified by
paternal adolescent fatherhood. Although the
effect was attenuated after risk factors were
accounted for, sons of adolescent fathers were
more likely than were sons of older fathers to

have a child during the adolescent years
(c2

20=184.50; P<.001), with the difference
growing larger with increasing age.

To determine whether the effect of paternal
adolescent fatherhood on participant’s age at
birth of first child differed according to the risk
factors included in the multivariate model, we
tested for statistical interaction. We examined
interaction terms by treating the continuous
variables as continuous and as dichotomous
using median splits. Surprisingly, there were
no significant interaction effects (P<.05) be-
tween paternal adolescent fatherhood and any
of the covariates with either approach. Most
notably, no interaction effect was found be-
tween paternal and maternal adolescent par-
enthood (P=.83; data not shown), indicating
that there was no added risk of becoming an
adolescent father when both parents were
adolescent parents.

DISCUSSION

We prospectively examined the effect of
paternal adolescent fatherhood on participant
adolescent fatherhood among a national cohort
of young males from the NLSY97. Sons of
adolescent fathers were at significantly in-
creased risk for becoming adolescent fathers
themselves compared with sons of older fa-
thers. This effect remained significant even
after control for other related risk factors,
thereby providing evidence for an intergener-
ational cycle of adolescent fatherhood. This
report, therefore, is the first to suggest an
intergenerational cycle of risk for young fa-
therhood among a contemporary population of
young males.

Parents often shape adolescent attitudes and
peer networks by communicating their values
and expectations through their behavior.30 For
instance, the work the Coley et al. demonstrated
that youths who interacted more regularly with
their families and who had more involved fathers
participated in less risky sexual behaviors.30

Similarly, Ream and Savin-Williams38 found that
closer parent–youth relationships were associ-
ated with later sexual initiation. Parents also
strongly influence the structural context in which
their children are raised. Single-parent homes
and dangerous physical environments are char-
acteristics derived from parents and associated
with increased sexual risk behavior.27,39 Several

TABLE 2—Multivariate Hierarchical Cox Regression Model Predicting Time to First Child

Among Adolescent Male Participants: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1997–2004

c2 (df )a Pa RR (95% CI)b

Block 1: individual 24.50 (3) <.001

Behavioral/Emotional Scalec 0.96 (0.86, 1.09)

Delinquency Indexd 1.12* (1.01, 1.23)

Substance Use Indexe 1.10 (0.91, 1.34)

Block 2: family 66.89 (7) <.001

Maternal education 1.61* (1.09, 2.37)

Paternal education 1.14 (0.78, 1.69)

No. of children in the home 1.12 (0.98, 1.27)

Both biological parents living with child at age 2 y 1.00 (0.64, 1.57)

Single-parent home 1.22 (0.77, 1.94)

Parental monitoring 1.00 (0.94, 1.06)

Child lives with biological father 0.76 (0.46, 1.26)

Block 3: peer 17.55 (3) .001

Deviant peer norms 0.91 (0.74, 1.13)

Enriching peer norms 1.08 (0.86, 1.36)

Early adolescent dating 2.15** (1.39, 3.32)

Block 4: environment 41.81 (4) <.001

Race/ethnicity: Black vs White/other 1.95** (1.24, 3.06)

Race/ethnicity: Hispanic vs White/other 2.20** (1.42, 3.43)

Enriching environment 0.86 (0.67, 1.10)

Physical risk environment 1.26** (1.12, 1.42)

Block 5: maternal adolescent motherhood 3.66 (1) .056 1.26 (0.86, 1.85)

Block 6: paternal adolescent fatherhood 7.37 (1) .007 1.80** (1.19, 2.71)

Note. CI = confidence interval; RR = relative risk. Individual, family, peer, and environmental predictors were measured at
baseline; only those that were significant at P < .20 in bivariate analyses were included in multivariate analysis. The analysis
controlled for age at baseline interview. The total sample was N = 1496.
aChi-square and P values refer to the additional variability explained by each block sequentially, after accounting for
previously entered blocks.
bRelative risk and confidence interval values are for the final model, with all blocks entered.
cAssessed by 4 questions from the Child Behavior Checklist36 measured on a 3-point scale—not true, sometimes true, or often
true; higher scores indicate greater distress.
dAssessed by 10 items from the Delinquency Index37 asking about deviant behaviors; responses were summed for a possible total of
10 points, with higher scores indicating higher levels of delinquency.
eAssessed by the Substance Use Index37 consisting of 3 items that ascertained use of cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana; responses
were summed for a possible total of 3, with higher scores indicating higher levels of substance use.
*P£.05; **P£.01.
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studies have demonstrated the importance of
a father figure in reducing the risk for early
fatherhood.40–43 This evidence suggests that
programs aimed at preventing adolescent preg-
nancy are needed for both young women and
young men.

Ecological Systems Theory and

Adolescent Fatherhood

Consistent with the ecological systems the-
ory, individual, family, peer, and environmen-
tal factors predicted adolescent fatherhood,
with each domain significantly contributing to
the final model. After control for these risk
factors, the relative risk of adolescent father-
hood among sons of adolescent fathers com-
pared with sons of older fathers was somewhat
attenuated but still significant, suggesting that
this effect is partially accounted for by factors
from each domain.

From the individual domain, delinquency
emerged as a significant risk factor for adoles-
cent fatherhood. Delinquency has been

commonly associated with other risky behav-
iors such as substance use and sexual risk.44,45

Because adolescent delinquency has been linked
to family structural factors,46 this may explain
why covariates from the family domain may
have been significant in the bivariate analysis but
did not retain significance in the multivariate
model.

Maternal education, which has consistently
been associated with adolescent sexual risk
behavior,27 was the only significant predictor
from the family domain. Lower maternal edu-
cation may represent lower expectations for
academic achievement and career development
or may be an indicator of socioeconomic status,
representing the availability of fewer economic
resources.

From the peer domain, participants’ history
of early dating not surprisingly emerged as an
important predictor of adolescent fatherhood,
signifying increased opportunities for early
sexual initiation47 or reflecting the desire to
build a family.48

Non-Hispanic Black and Hispanic males
had almost double the risk of non-Hispanic
White males, consistent with national teen
pregnancy and parenthood rates among these
subpopulations.2 This increased risk was evi-
dent even after we accounted for individual,
family, and peer characteristics, reflecting an
otherwise unmeasured environmental aspect of
race/ethnicity. Physical risk environment also
appeared as an important predictor of adoles-
cent fatherhood, corroborating other work.24

The effect of maternal adolescent mother-
hood, although significant in the bivariate
analyses, was only marginally significant after
we controlled for other factors. The effect of
adolescent motherhood appears to have been
explained entirely by these ecological covari-
ates, including delinquency, maternal educa-
tion, early dating history, race/ethnicity, and
physical risk environment. These results differ
somewhat from those in the existing litera-
ture,12,13,25,49 although this discrepancy may be
due to the order in which the covariates were
entered in our analysis or covariates that were
not controlled for in previous work.

Limitations and Strengths

Our analysis is not without limitations. We
report on the results of a secondary data
analysis of the NLSY97. As a result, we were
limited to the data that had been collected,
including certain constructs with questionable
reliability and validity, and were unable to
include potentially important predictors, such
as exposures that occurred in early childhood.
Additionally, data were collected by self-report,
which can lead to misclassification. As indi-
cated in Methods, however, audio- and com-
puter-assisted self-interviews were used to
assess sensitive constructs, such as sexual be-
haviors, to minimize bias. Last, as with any
study on fatherhood, the classification ‘‘father-
hood’’ assumes that men know about and are
willing to admit their paternal role.

Approximately18% of adolescent males were
excluded from this analysis because the father’s
age at first biological child could not be de-
termined. These excluded participants were
older at birth of their first child compared with
those participants who had adolescent fathers,
but were younger at birth of their first child
compared with participants with older fathers.
To better characterize the magnitude and

Note. Individual, family, peer, and environmental predictors were measured at baseline; only those that were significant at

P < .20 in bivariate analyses were included in multivariate analysis. The model controlled for age at baseline interview

(c2
20 = 183.30; P < .001).

FIGURE 2—Adjusted model of Cox regression survival curve for participant’s age at first child,

by paternal adolescent fatherhood, adjusted for individual, family, peer, and environmental

risk factors: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1997–2004.
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direction of this potential bias, we conducted
a sensitivity analysis to test the most extreme
scenarios for categorizing the excluded partici-
pants. The multivariate Cox regression was
repeated twice: first with all the excluded par-
ticipants categorized as being sons of adolescent
fathers (RR=1.374; 95% CI=1.004, 1.883;
P=.047) and then with all excluded participants
categorized as being sons of older fathers
(RR=1.664; 95% CI=1.127, 2.451; P=.010).
Although the magnitude was attenuated, the
effect of paternal adolescent fatherhood
remained significant in both scenarios. There-
fore, even in the most extreme circumstances,
paternal adolescent fatherhood remained an
important predictor of adolescent fatherhood.

Notwithstanding these limitations, this analy-
sis has a number of strengths. To the best of our
knowledge, it is the first to describe the in-
tergenerational cycle of adolescent fatherhood
among young adults in the United States. Addi-
tionally, the longitudinal design allowed us to
assess adolescent fatherhood prospectively over
time. Furthermore, the sampling techniques of
the NLSY97 allowed for comparison of a large,
diverse population of adolescents in the United
States. Finally, by allowing the ecological sys-
tems theory to guide our analysis, we were able
to understand the intergenerational cycle of
adolescent fatherhood in greater depth in the
context of multiple levels of risks.

Significance and Implications

Men are an important but neglected group in
reproductive health. The results of this study
indicate an intergenerational cycle of adoles-
cent fatherhood above and beyond the influ-
ence of having an adolescent mother and other
traditional risk factors for adolescent preg-
nancy. These findings support the need for
pregnancy prevention interventions specifically
designed for and targeted at young males who
may be at high risk for continuing this cycle.
Interventions that address multiple levels of
risk will likely be most successful at reducing
pregnancies among partners of young men. j
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