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ties for chtldren and mmzmtze behaworal nsks
These results are discussed in terms of the differ-
ential availability and use of neighborhood re-
sources for parenting between the two racial
groups.

The historical record of industrial societies docu-
ments the widespread consequences of economic
hard times for families and children, including
greater risks of marital breakdown, ¢hild ‘abuse,
and negléct (Eckenrode & Gore, 1990) I'These'
hardships arel commonly hnked to the recess1ons‘
and depressnons of economlc cycles, but they also
stem from an expanding economlc méquahty be-
tween families at opposite ends of the class struc-
ture In the United States, this gap has significant-
ly increased in recent decades, placmg a large
nuinber of lower i income families in ore desper-
ate straits.

" Socioeconomic trends over the 1980s marked-
ly reduced the size of the middle class (Duncan,
Smeedmg, & Rodgers, 1991) and placed lower
income families under mounting economic pres-
sures as their standard of living lost ground rela-
tive to that of upper income households (Brad-
bury, 1990). Featured among these declines are
the younger heads of households and single par-
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ents. However, no families have experienced
more disadvantages from this change than

younger African American and European Ameri-:

can families who are concentrated in the impover-
ished neighborhoods of America’s inner cities
(Jencks & Peterson, 1991; Wilson, 1987). Similar

to inner-city families during depression eras of - -

plummeting income and soaring hardship (Elder,
1974), these families face stark necessities with
limited options.

What are the consequences of this rising level
of economic pressure for parenting among inner-
city families? Two complementary approaches
are relevant to an investigation of this question.

One approach traces the effect of macro sociode-.

mographic and economic changes on families

through their impact on characteristics of the
neighborhoods in which the families and children -

reside (Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, Klebanov, &
Sealand, 1993). These characteristics include so-
cial composition, cohesion, and control, as well as
the presence of service institutions and family
networks.

The other approach views parents and children
as actors within the correlated constraints and op-
tions ‘of their inner-city neighborhoods. This ap-
proach focuses on the within-neighborhood het-
erogeneity of families, as expressed in financial
and psychological resources, perceptions of
neighborhood, and family management strategies
(Eccles et al., 1992; Furstenberg, 1993; Walker &
Furstenberg, 1994), The central questions of this
approach focus on modes, of family adaptatlon,
their variations and consequences. Both of these
approaches are concerned with the extent to
- which families select themselves into the places
where they live (Tienda, 1991). .

This study follows the second approach in ad-
dressing the process by which economic hardship
and pressures adversely affect both the emotional
health and parenting behaviors of inner-city
African Amcrlcan and European American par-
ents. Building upon the insights of an ethnograph-
ic study of inner-city parenting in Philadelphia
(Furstenberg, 1993), a team of senior researchers,
working in conjunction with their membership in
the MacArthur Network on Successful Adoles-
cent Development in High-Risk Settings (see Jes-
sor, 1993), developed survey instruments to in-
vestigate variations in parenting among inner-city
neighborhoods. These instruments were then ad-
ministered to a sample of nearly 500 Philadelphia
families of lower middle-class to lower lower-
class status with a young adolescent (ages 11 to
15) in the household.
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In this study we test the hypotheses (a) that
parental emotional distress represents an'impor-

tant bridge between family economic hardship

and parental ineffectiveness in beliefs and ac-
tions, (b) that the process varies by family struc-
ture and social emotional support, and (c) that
parents with asense of efficacy tend to engage in
family strategies that promote developmental op-
portunities and minimize risks. Emotional distress
refers to a variety of uncomfortable subjective
states, from forms of malaise to anxiety and de-
pressed affect (Mirowsky & Ross, 1989). The
first hypothesis is based on an accumulation of re-

- search findings that link socioeconomic decline or

loss to emotional distress, which in turn under-
mines effective parenting (e.g., Conger & Elder,
1994; Downey & Coyne, 1990; McLoyd, 1990).
Our model of family stress traces a sequence of
steps from economic hardship to felt economic
pressures, then to emotional distress and reduced
confidence in one’s efficacy as a parent. In theo-
ry, low family income and unstable work/income
increase the risk of emotional distress by increas-
ing the level .of economic pressure, and this gen-
eralized emotional distress reduces parents’. confi-
dence in their ability to make a positive difference
in their children’s lives.

A similar causal sequence has been found i ina
study of rural Jowa families (Conger & Elder,
1994) and in other research by Voydanoff and
Donnelly (1988). Among these Jowa famlhes, all
of the effect of economic hardship on the de-
pressed feehngs of parents was mediated ‘through
the parents’ reports of economic pressure. Rela-
tively low income, income loss, and unstable
work mcreased the emotional .distress of parents
only among those who reported experiencing

- strong economic pressures. By using observer as

well as self- and spouse reports of depressed
mood (Conger et al.; 1992), the Iowa study effec-
tively challenged an alternative interpretation—
that depressed parents are most likely to report
economic cutbacks and strain. This research also
showed that eeonomic’hardship (e.g., low income,
etc.) significantly increases reports of economic
pressure but does not directly influence depressed
feelings.

As specified by our model, emotional distress
resulting from economic misfortune undermines
beliefs in the efficacy of parent behavior (Ban-
dura, 1995). The sequence connects a generalized
state, such as depressed feelings, to a set of spe-
cific beliefs concerning parental effectiveness. It
does not relate such feelings to a general trait re-
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garding personal mastery (see Pearlin, Menaghan,
Lieberman, & Mullan, 1981). Economic:-con-
straints and cutbacks in standard of living togeth-
er generate economic pressure and elicit feelings
of loss and emotional distress, with their negative
implications for effective parenting. .

Whether this negative cycle unfolds depends
upon many factors, both individual and social.
The link between exogenous economic conditions
and parent behavior may weaken when family
members and neighbors help out with emotional
support, loans, material. gifts, and labor (Taylor,
1994). The support and confidence ‘of an under-
standing spouse are known to moderate the de-
pressive effect of hard times (Pearlin et al., 1981),
and the same conclusion applies to the support of
friends and relatives. Though generally deprived
of a caring partner, single mothers frequently
have access to-the support and child-care exper-
tise of their own mothers, older daughters, and
other kin (Furstenberg, Brooks-Gunn, & Morgan,
1987). Consistent with House, Landis, and Um-
berson’s (1988) findings, we assume that the per-
ception of social-emotional support, whether from
relatives or friends, will serve to minimize the
psychological costs of economic pressures among
adults in single-parent households. - -

The beliefs of inner-city adults about their ef-
fectiveness as parents do not tell us-what they ac-
tually do. In this study we focus on the behavior
that parents actually use to organize and arrange
their children’s social environment for promotive
and preventive purposes (Eccles et al., 1992;
Furstenberg, 1993). Promotive strategies are de-
signed to create positive experiences or to help the
child develop skills and interests; these strategies
include assisting with the child’s school work, en-
couraging the development of talents and interests,
enrolling the child in special classes and pro-
grams, or getting an older sibling or other relative
to help the child with homework. Preventive
strategies are those behaviors that are intended to
minimize behavioral risks and negative outcomes;
these include careful monitoring of the child’s
whereabouts, enforcing strong curfew practices,
involving the child in protective activities such as
church groups, or discussing negative role models.

We assume that parents” use of such strategies
will depend on their sense of parental efficacy,
but the importance of such strategies also depends
.on the degree to which parents are able to rely
upon and trust community agencies and institu-
tions. From one generation to the next, European
American families have learned that they can rely
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upon such agencies to act on their behalf. Com-
munity leaders typically shared the families’
racial status. Moreover, these families have gen-
erally lived in racially exclusive neighborhoods.
By contrast, the personal experience of African
American parents has favored a culture of distrust
toward community institutions (Lareau; 1991;
Ogbu, 1985). In their expectations, schools, social
service agencies, city hall,-and the police are less
likely to act on their behalf. As a consequence,
Black parents have often felt they had to do more
than White parents to protect and guide their chil-
dren. They could not count on community sup-
port. From this perspective, their family manage-

.ment initiatives .are likely to be characteristic of

the socialization style of efficacious Black par-
ents; rather than that of their European American
counterparts, though community barriers may ob-
scure any difference of this kind. .

In conclusion, we pose three questlons in this
study of parenting. (a) Does the model we have
outlined depict processes linking economic hard-
ship and a sense of effective parenting? (b) Does
the model vary between Black and White fami-
lies, between single-parent, conflicted house-
holds, and harmonious couples, and between dif-
ferent levels of perceived support from kin and
friends? And (c) do African American and White
parents with a high sense-of efficacy more active-
ly engage in promotive and protective family
strategies with their children? We turn now to the
sample description and to the measurements.

?SAMPLEANDME.A“SUREMEV INTS

Sample

Through an interview and quesnonnan'e the 429
study families provided data-on the primary care-

-giver and on the target adolescent (ages 11 to 15),

along with an older sibling. The families were
drawn from an existing -sample of households in
four inner-city areas of Philadelphia where neigh-
borhood poverty rates vary from 10% to 40% or
more. The sampling frame excluded families
from middle- to upper middle-class areas as well
as those from the.most impoverished neighbor-

‘hoods of north Philadelphia. To maximize the

number of Black families, we chose to underrep-

resent other ethnic minorities, such as Hispanics.

- Census tracts- were identified in each of the
four catchment areas. Four block groups were
randomly selected from each tract. From an enu-
meration of all households, we identified 598 that
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-had an adolescent within our preferred age range,
from 11 to 15 years. Eighty-two percent of these
families completed the interviews, for a total of
489; 429 of the families are either African Ameri-

can or White. In each household, the iprimary

caregiver, typically the mother, and a target ado-
lescent were interviewed by a trained field work-
er. Both were also given a self-administered ques-

‘tionnaire to complete while the interviewer was at -

. the house. When the older sibling was present and
willing, he or she completed a self-admlmstered
questionnaire.

Two-thirds of the families in this sample are
African American. Nearly 9 out of 10 of the pri-
mary caregivers are mothers; 6% are fathers, and
5% are grandmothers of the target youth. Eighty
percent of the single mothers-are African Ameri-
can. Forty-five percent of the families rank below
$20;000 in total family income. Twice as many
Black as White families -have incomes below the
median, and the Black families are also concen-
trated in the poorer neighborhoods. Twelve per-
<ent of the mothers have a college education, and

52% report having a thh school diploma or its

eqmvalent

Descnptton of Measures

The socioeconomic measures mclude* (a) total
family income for household in 1989, as reported
by the head of household; (b) unstable work/in-
come, identified by the head of household as at

least one of six negative work/income events that

happened in the past year—changed job for worse
one, got demoted, laid off, or fired, stopped work-
ing for a time, or experienced a cut in wages or
salary and suffered financial loss; (c) felt con-
‘straints (adapted from Pearlin et al., 1981), an av-
erage of standardized scores for “difficulty over

paying bills,” “whether enough mohey is left over -

‘at end of month to pay bills,” and “worry over
having enough money to pay for things” (alpha =
»73); (d) economic adjustments, a summated
index of cutbacks in expenditures made over the
past:year—changed eating habits, reduced utility
use, postponed medical or dental care, and fell be-
hind in paying bills (responses‘= yes or no, score
= 0—4); and (e) neighborhood problems, identified
by the caregiver from a list of 27 neighborhood
problems such as unemployment and vandalism,
‘with responses varying from big problem,scored
3,10 not.a problem, scored 0 (alpha = .92). '

. As measures of emotional and social behavior,
we use an adult self-report:-measure of the fre-

‘cy.
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quency of depressed affective states; items ‘are
adapted from the Symptom Checklist 90-Revised
(Derogatis & Melisaratos, 1983). The index con-

‘sists of eight 5-point items—including felt hope-
‘less, felt lonely; and felt like it’s no use—that are

answered by the primary caregiver (alpha = .89).
Two scales were designed to measure parent be-

- liefs on effectiveness or efficacy. Scale 1 empha-

sizes'change in the child (14 items, such as “get-

ting child to study” or “to stay away from dan-

ger”; alpha = .90). Scale 2 focuses more-on
change in-the environment (six items, such as
“make child’s school a better place for child to
learn”; alpha = .78). The two scales are highly
correlated (r = .62) and-are treated as two indica-
tors of a single latent construct of parental effica-

Marital quality is indexed by two measures,
marital relations and marital adjustment. The for-
mer represents a composite of positive relations
minus negative relations. Positive relations refer
to such behaviors as “acted loving and affection-
ate toward each other.” Negative relations are il-
lustrated by physical and verbal abuse (both alpha
coefficients = .85). Marital adjustment taps the
extent to which parents argue in each of seven
areas, from child discipline to money. All scales
were unit weighted and applied to partnerships as
well as marriages. Unmarried parents who are
currently. living with a partner were included in

‘the intact family sample (alpha = .77).

Lastly, kin and friend support is measured by a
sum of two indicators of support. The kin mea-
sure represents the number of relatives that the
parents can count on either for favors or for moni-
toring and watching ‘the children.: The maximum
number is five and each relative could provide
one or both kinds of support (0 = none, 1 = one
kind, 2 = both kinds). Fnend support was mea-
sured the same way.

Four scales measure famlly management
strategies (yes =1, no = 0 on all items). These
strategies are:-(a) encouragement, an average of
four items that describe the frequency of verbal
feedback that parents use.to encourage their chil-

dren—for example, “point out How (activity) will

help in future,” “point out-how it helped a relative
get ahead,” ““discuss' how to get better at it,” and

“point out what will happen if you don’t get bet-

ter” (alpha'= .73); (b) work with child, an average
of two items that indicate supervision of child’s
work by parents and joint activity. with child
(alpha = .67); (c) involvement in outside activi-
ties, an average of four items that tap the extent to
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which parents provide child with opportunities for

getting involved in programs, such as an athletic

team or choir—for example, “found out about
programs that could help child get better,”
“signed up child for classes or programs,” “took
child to program,” and “arranged for someone to
take child to program” (alpha = .68); and (d)
proactive prevention, an average of three items
reflecting preventive' strategies for keeping chil-
dren away from the destructive force of neighbor-

hood dangers, such as “point out’how dangers °

have destroyed the lives of people you know,”
“getting child involved in good neighborhood ac-
tivities,” and “getting child involved in good ac-
tivities out of neighborhood” (alpha = .56). A full

account of the parent measures and their develop- ~
ment is reported in a forthcoming monograph -

(Furstenberg, Eccles, Elder, Cook, & Sameroff,
1995). We obtained some qualitative data from
the adolescents about their perceptions of parent-
ing, but not about the family strategies included
in this project.

RESULTS

Living Conditions and Economic Strategies
by Income and Race

Families in the Philadelphia sample are evenly
distributed across four income levels: $9,900 or
less, $10,000 to $19,900, $20,000 to $29,900, and
$30,000 or more. Four out of five families with
less than $20,000 total income per year are
African American, in comparison to slightly less
than half of the highest income families. Whether
Black or White, the lowest income parents typi-

cally find themselves at the end of the month with -

no money to pay bills; 92% reported this prob-

lem, in comparison with 53% of the highest-in- -
come families. Nearly half of the lowest income ¢
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parents experience great difficulty paying their
bills, whereas this applies to"only 16% of the
highest income families, Black and White.

The major exceptions to this socioeconomic
effect center on the prevalence of single-parent
households and the perception of neighborhood
problems among African Americans (for details
on these and other variations, see Furstenberg et
al., 1995). Single-parent households are more
common among African Americans and they are
also concentrated in the lower income brackets
(approximately 62%). Lower income parents also
tend to perceive more neighborhood problems,

“‘but on all levels African Americans tend to rate

their neighborhoods lower on ‘quality, from items
‘on pérceived dangers and 1mpover1shed living

* conditions to those concemmg the lack of social

control and services. This perception of the resi-
dential environment has special relevance to the
belief of Black parents that they-cannot count on
the child-oriented beneficence of forces beyond
the family. We shall come back to this issue on
the topic of family management strategies.

Financial strain is virtually a way of life for
the lower income families in the sample. We turn
now to some family consequences of economic
pressure, as indexed by financial constraints and
downward adjustments in living conditions. Be-
cause these consequences may be expressed in
different ways among African American and
White families, we begin with correlations among
key indicators for the two samples and then trace
the effects of family hardship through economic
pressure and depressed feelings to effective par-
enting.

Consequences of Economic Pressure

- Table 1 shows the zero order correlations among

. the relevant variables. Results for African Ameri-

TABLE 1. CORRELATION MATRIX OF SELECTED CHARACIERIS‘I‘ICS IN PHILADELPHIA FAMILIES (n = 429)

Factors - (D ) (€] (C)) 3 O - SD Mean
1. Family income - —_ -.09 ) R & VAL .05 11* 1.58 345
2. Unstable work/income -.15% — 26%kx Dexe O(pkkk (3 07 . A48 37
3. Economic adjustment —42%Ex  grRx - — 53w 4% 09 -04 1.29 1.59
4, Felt constraint ’ =38%kk 20k o GB¥E¥ —_ 24%%x D x¥k _J(**# .79 02
5. Depressed affect, e . :

head of household =11 04 JFkdek Ak c —28***F  _D5%k* .70 2.00
6. Parent efficacy (Scale 1)- .12 .03 -20%*  —-10 —23%** — Kt 57 2.88
7. Parent efficacy (Scale2) .07 04 -10 -07 =33%k*x  G6*** — .39 3.58
SD . 1,65 . 47 . 131. .. .86 ..69 S5, 39
Mean 449 33 146 -07 199» -+ 2.80 3.56.

Note: Correlations for Black parents appear above the diagonal, for White parents below the dlagonal.

*p<.10. **p<.05. ***p< .01,
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FIGURE 1. INFLUENCE OF Ex:ONOMIc HARDSHIP ON PARENT’S DEPRESSED AFFECT AND EFFICACY‘

Parental Depressed Affect
Black Parents (n=286)¢ = = (1.0)
Total :
Family
Income - - \-.43“’
(-20)™

‘Economic
Pressure

Rz=.24

- " = .20'..'

Unstable . L~ (:29) :
Work/income N - .56 .95

- (1.0) (1.06)

‘Economic Felt .81 74
Adjustment Constraint (1.0) (.63)

|ﬁdicator 1 Indicator 2

Parental _D_epressed Affect,

45atn
(- 30)

Economic
Pressure

. Re=27

05

21
: |~ (:48) (02)
| Workfincome T 85 81 2?.='.§2$~
(1.0) - (.62) Re13
Economic Felt 67 '.98‘

Adjustment - Constraint - (1.0)  (1.04)..

Iﬁ&it;ator 1 Indicator2

*Unstandardized coefficients in parentheses. e ; =
‘*xzu-ZS 16 (p= 01); GFI = .975, AGFI = .936. =~~~ =~ = o

2, =9.24 (p =.60); GFI = 981, AFGI = :950. " " Lo '
**p< .05, ***¥p< .0l S Con
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can families are presented above the diagonal,
with the coefficients for White families displayed
below. A glance at the pattern of intercorrelations
provides tentative support for the indirect effects
of hardship conditions on a diminished sense of
parental éfficacy:

First, note that objective hardship, measured
by low income and unstable work/income, is not
highly correlated with beliefs regarding parental
efficacy. These conditions do, however, increase
the likelihood of subjective financial strain and
sacrificial economic adjustments (e.g., economic
pressure), which, in turn, are positively related to
the risk of emotional depression. As expected, the
efficacy scores of parents are negatively related to
their reports of emotional depression.

In order to chart the sequential process, we
begin with the effects of family hardship on eco-
nomic pressure, then link economic pressure to
emotional depression and parental efficacy, and
finally explore the relations in families with dif-
ferent social structures, single parent and other.

Linking economic pressures and parental effica-

cy. Two models were compared on the mediating '

role of depressed feelings. The first excluded any
mediation and assessed only the direct effect of
economic pressure on parental efficacy. The sec-
ond analysis introduced depressed feelings as a
link in the model and thus enabled us to select the
best fit to the data.

Economic pressure is indicated by two con-
structs: felt constraints and economic adjustments.
Financial constraints measure the parent’s finan-
cial worries and anxieties, whereas economic ad-
justments index what families actually do in order
to ease economm strain. As expected these two
indicators of economic pressure are highly corre-
lated (r, = .53 for Black and .68 for White fami-
lies) and can, therefore, serve as indicators of eco-
nomic pressure in a measurement model (J6reskog
& Sorbom, 1989). We also use two indicators of

parents’ efficacy beliefs.- With both variables high- -

ly correlated (r, = .60 for Black and .66 for White
families), they are used as dimensions of a single
latent construct, sense of parental efficacy.

A multigroup analysis by race, using LISREL
(Bollen, 1989, p. 356), revealed that the factor

loadings of the two latent constructs economic -

pressure and parental efficacy are statistically dif-
ferent for African American and European Amer-
ican families. For example, among Black fami-
lies, economic pressure is more strongly related to

the subjective component (felt constraints) than to

T17

actual economic adjustments, possibly reflecting
limited alternatives; given their already low in-
come. Emotional responses are more possible
among low-income families than are additional
cutbacks in expenses. By contrast, both indicators
represent the latent construct equally well for
White families. Hence, the analysis was carried
out separately for the two groups of families.

The first model on direct effects addressed the
question of whether parents under economic pres-
sure are likely to believe that they have less con-
trol over their child’s development. Using a struc-'
tural equation model, we found that economic
pressure has a negative effect on the efficacy be-
liefs of parents, in both Black and White house-
holds (~.26 and -.18). However, this:simple
model did not fit the data well: The chi-square
value for Black families is 62.6 and, for White
households, 38.5. The fit is markedly better with
depressed feelings defined as a proximal conse-
quence of family economic instability, and as a
source of perceived ineffectiveness in parenting.
Figure 1 shows models-of this formulation for
African American and European American par-
ents. For Black parents, the chi-square value: de-
creased to 25.2 and, for White parents, to 9.2.

Heavy economic pressures among families in
both racial groups enhance the likelihood of de-
pressed feelings, and the latter increase the
chance that adults perceive themselves as rela-
tively powerless to make a positive difference in
their children’s lives. This link completely ac-

counts for the perceived ineffectiveness of White
parents. Those who felt depressed over their eco-
nomic plight did not think they were effective as
parents. However, depressed feelings are only
part of the story for Black parents in deprived cir-
cumstances. Hardship also has direct, negative ef-

fects on their sense of effectiveness. Overall, the

total standardized effect of pressure on parental
efficacy for Black and White parents is —27 and

-—11, respectively.-

~ Several tests of alternative formulations were

carried out and none of them provided a stronger

fit to theory and to the data than the model we
have tested. First, hardship conditions, such as
low and unstable income, do not increase the
level of reported economic pressure by increasing
depressed feelings. The various hardship condi-
tions in the study show little relationship to such
feelings, and that model did not fit the data at
hand. Second, logically and in empirical data,
parents’ feelings of ineffectiveness do not link
general feelings of emotional depression to strong
€COoNomicC pressures.
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Variations by spouse and other support. All of the
analyses up to this point document the adverse ef-
fect of economic pressure on the self-efficacy be-
liefs of parents, whether directly or through emo-
tional distress. Does this.process apply equally
when social support is present or lacking, as in the
support of a partner and/or relative? On theoretical
grounds, parents in strong marriages should be
more protected against the negative consequences
of economic pressure than parents in weak part-
nerships. Through mutual assurance and under-
standing, -a strong partnership would empower
parents to manage stress and the negative emo-
tions resulting from economic deprivation.

In this sample, the African American families
provided the best opportunity to test these expec-
tations. As a group, the families experienced more
severe economic hardship than White families,
and a significant number of the Black households
were headed by a single parent (n = 151). The
subgroup of European American families included
a relatively small number of single-parent house-
holds (n = 35), too small for a multivariate analy-
sis. We first divided all Black parents who were in
partnerships at the median on conjugal conflict
(measured by an average of scores on the marital
relations-and adjustment scales). To provide more
specific information on the state of partnerships in
each category, we compared them on a single in-
terview item concerning marital adjustment:
“How well do you and your spouse/partner get
along?” Seventy-three percent of the respondents
in strong relationships replied “very well,” com-
pared with 27% of the parents in weak relation-
ships. Given this difference, we proceeded to

Journal of Marﬁage and the Family

compare all three family -types (strong marriage,
weak ‘marriage, single parent) on economic, so-
cial, and psychological measures (Table 2). ,

Results show that the three types of family
structure are differentiated by socioeconomic fac-
tors and psychological attributes. Parents with a
strong family structure have the benefits of partner
support, .as well as the support. of relatives and
friends. They score higher on the support they re-
ceive from people outside the immediate family or
household. These parents also score lowest on de-
pressed feelings. Both support from relatives and
friends and parental efficacy are lowest among
parents in discordant family circumstances, but the
differences are .not significant. These parents may
not be able to count on the help of their partner
and they have less to rely upon from family and
friends as well. The differences observed in this
table did not change when we restricted the single-
parent category to only mothers.

. We first performed a multigroup analys1s in
LISREL that revealed that the structural coeffi-
cients are not statistically different across the
three family types. However, since we had pre-

* dicted a moderating role of family structure, we

ran the analyses separately. for the different

groups and found noteworthy differences. The

separate LISREL solutlons for the three famlly
types are presented in Table 3. Unstandardized, as
well as standardized, coefficients are shown be-
cause the variances of the measures . are likely to
differ across the groups.

As expected, African American parents in
strong marriages are less negatively influenced by
economic pressure than are parents with either a
conﬂlcted marriage or no partnership. When the

TABLE 2. SOCIAL STATUS AND BEHAVIORAL VARIATIONS BY SniucrURE OF BLAck FAMILIES \

“ Type of Family Structure
- Co - Significance
Strong Marriage Weak Marriage Single Parent ° Level
, n M- SD n M. SO n M. SD FVaue p
Social factors ~ '
Total family income S '

(% < $30,000) 63 62 49 72 6 48 153 92 28 19.57 00
Unstable work (%) . . 68 29 46 74 41 49 163 40 49 " 158 21
Economic pressure (M) 68 -27 .13 .74 d6 75 163 . <10 ~ .78 " 8.00 00

Social relations . L ) S ‘ o
Ever married (%) 4 68 97 .17 74 88 33 163 .61 - 49 2433 . .00
More than one marriage (%) 68 - .25 =~ 44 74 22 41 . 163 .12. -33 - 385 02

* Other adult in household (%) 68 - .50 .47 74 ) 163 .62 49, 564, 00
Kin and friend support 68 . 929 539 ~74 766 442 163 788 4. 74 199 .14

Parent behavior G . ) L. o :
Depressed affect (M) -.~61 1.56 ='.47 <74 2260 .73 T161 203 .67 2076 .00
Parental efficacy (M) 68 331 36, 74 317 M 161 323 45 -1.86 16"
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TABLE 3. LINKING PARENTAL EFFICACY TO ECONOMIC CONDITIONS AMONG BLACK PARENTS BY TYPE 6F FAMILY STRUCTURE

Types of Family Structure

Strong Marriage (n = 63) . _

Weak Marriage (n = 72)

Single Parent (n = "151)

Parents

Measurement coefficients
Economic 'pressure :
Ay, economic adjustment . 1.00° .- .58
Ay,,: felt constraint 1.06 - ‘ .99
Depressed feelings
Ay,,: depressed affect *~  1.00 .87
Parental efficacy - B
Ay,;: Indicator 1 1.00 - .81
Aygy: Indicator2 - - .63 o760
Structural coefficients . - :
¢$,,: income and .
. economic instability ~01 . =02
Y, income to pressure ~ 13 C=30%
¥,,* €conomic instability s
to pressure "J34 S 23
. le prcssurctodepressed . :
~affect ... . =01 -02
B,l pressuretocfﬁcacy . =07 P § |
B,,: depressed affect to K -
efficacy -8 - 19
Model fit measures '
R?: pressure 15
"R?: depressed affect - .00
. R% efficacy . o . 05
s . 1743
Probability o 18
Goodness-of-fit index 936 ) -
Adjusted goodness-of -fit S
mdex .862

Unstandardized Standardized ' Unstandardized Standardized Unstandardized Standardized

1.00 - 53 100 . 54
106 . .% . 106 . 95

100 95 - 10 T o4

1.00 : .88 - ~-1.00. - .78
.63 : 77 L 63 L T2

0z =03 00 -1
19 7 _agwe . 35 44w
32 24w 2 . A5

Py
QxRN

28 260 :m
o T e e

-32 ! — A5k -18 =.25%*

31 | v o
20 e 18
1578 15.15
942 S
& : o939

'*p< 10, **p <.05. *+*p< 0L,

quality of the partnership is high, economic pres-
sure does not have a negative effect, direct or indi-
rect, on the efficacy beliefs of parents. Also, it does
not increase the risk of emotional distress, such as
depressed feelings. By contrast, and as expected,
economic pressure in conflicted relatlonshlps has
the predicted indirect negative effect on parents’

efficacy beliefs through depressed feelings.

 In smgle-parent households, the adverse ef-
fects of economic pressure are expressed directly,
as well as indirectly, on beliefs of parental effica-
cy. The absence of a partner exposes single Black
caregivers to greater risk of economic misfortune
.and pressures than exists for parents in either
strong or discordant families. These findings for
the single-caregiver subgroup did not change
when we focused on mothers only and re-estimat-
ed the model. The LISREL analysis shows that
we can explain the effects of hardship in single-
parent families and weak marriages, but not in
strong marriages.

The smgle—parent households vary greatly on

resources that could make a dlfference in parcntal
effectiveness. Indeed, a good many caregivers in
these households feel as effective as pareﬂts in
strong majrriagcs, but they are more depressed
Does it matter whether another adult such’ as an
older daughter or. the iparent’s mbther |1s in the
househiold? Complex h0usehqlds may| prdwde
support in {childrearing, but they also mdrease the
likelihood &vf confrontations and dctlons that lun-
dermine authority. What about access to’ relatlves
and friends? Does this assistance protect mothers
from the adversity of mountmg economic hard-
ship?

" To explore these questions concerning single
mothers, we used the multigroup option of LIS-
REL. We first compared the causal model for the
other-adult-present and other-adult-absent house-
holds, and then for households that were above
and below the median on support from kin and
friends. These comparisons did not produce the
expected differences between levels of social and
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emotional support. The presence of another adult

does not insulate parents in single-parent house- .

holds from the adverse effects of economic pres-
sure. Indeed, the presence of other adults makes
no difference in these effects. The availability of
kin and friend support does not significantly
lessen the adverse direct effects of economic
pressure on parental efficacy, when compared
with parents who lack such support, and the indi-
rect effect through depressed feelings is not sig-
nificantly reduced. As such, the total effects of
economic pressure (both direct and indirect) are
not reliably different under high and low support.

The missing element in these measures of so-
cial support is relationship quality. The presence
of .another adult may bring conflict rather than
support, and even support from relatives and
friends may be coupled with emotional tensions
and conflicts. In this sample of Black families,
strong ties protect women in partnerships and
their children from the negative impact of eco-
nomic adversity because they represent quality re-
lationships and emotional support.

Parents’ Beliefs about Efficacy and
Their Management Strategies

Some parents in the Philadelphia sarnple believe
that they can make a positive difference in their

child’s behavior and options. However, economic

hardship and pressures lessen this belief to some
extent, especially when parents foster a depressed
outlook. Yet even in hard-pressed, single-parent
households, we find parents who continue to be-
lieve in their ability as effective parents (Garbari-
no, Dubrow, Kostelny, & Pardo, 1992). With
these patterns in mind, we turn to what these con-
fident parents do as parents.

Two types of family strategies apply to activi-
ties within the :household: the encouragement of
competence and working with the child on activi-
ties, such as a class project. Two types of strate-
gies also focus on the world outside the house-
hold: the involvement of children in outside pro-
grams and parent verbal and nonverbal actions
that warn the child about dangers and risks. Table
4 shows the means -and standard deviations of
each management strategy and dimension of
parental efficacy for Black and White parents,
along with their intercorrelations. Black parents
.are shown above the diagonal and White parents
below. ,

Three general themes emerge from this table.
‘First, parents who engage in. management activi-

Journal of Marriage and the Family

* ties inside the household also tend to be involved

in such activities within the neighborhood and
larger community. Second, even though Black and
White parents are virtually identical on mean
score$ of parental efficacy, African American par-
ents are slightly more mvolved in management

strategies. This difference is consistent with differ-

ing racial views of the community environment
and agency responsiveness. Black parents do not
generally perceive the community to be responsive
to their needs—hence the requrrement to do more
in terms of promotive and protective activities. ..

The third and last theme focuses on the con-
nection between parents’ efficacy beliefs and the
use of management strategies. African American
parents who feel efficacious as parents are more
likely to be engaged in promotive and preventive
strategies, but this is not true for White parents.
The latter may be more supported by neighbor-
hood resources when-compared to Black parents,
no matter what their efficacy beliefs are.

To explore further the link between parents’
efficacy beliefs and management strategies, we
put this connection to a test in a comparison of
measurement models by race. Parental-efficacy is
measured by its two dimensions, in-home strategy
(encouragement and working at home) and out-
of-home strategy (outside programs and proactive
prevention). To facilitate comparisons by race,
Figure 2 presents the standardized parameters
within parentheses and above the arrows for the
measurement model for African American par-
ents. The values for White parents are presented
in conventional form below the arrows,

) In-home strategies are a satisfactory latent
construct for the strategies of encouragement and
working with child; the factor loadings are sub-
stantial. The same conclusion applies to out-of-
home strategies as a latent construct for outside
programs and proactive prevention. However the
factor loadlngs for the two racial groups point to

differences in the salience of partlcular strategies

outside the household. Involvement in outside
programs is the most salient strategy for both

groups, whereas proactive prevention (parental

warning about dangers and risks) loads more
highly on this latent construct for Black than for
White parents

The major theme in this analysis concerns the

:s'trong link between efficacy beliefs ‘and parents’
'use of management strategies among African

American families, and its insignificance among

'Furopean American families. Black parents do

not differ significantly from White parents'in
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TABLE 4. CORRELATION MATRIX OF FAMILY MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES AND PARENTAL EFFicACY
Indicators - (1) - ) (3) @ 5) - (6) SD - Mean
In-home strategies . - ’
1. Encouragement — 49¥k% 38* SIFsk 7wk 23%%x 57 2.30
2. Work with child AgFxx 43Rk 36%** (33%kx 2]%%* .55 1.88
Out-of-home strategies ‘ :
3. Outside programs 36%** 36%** — 52%%x L2TEER L 13%% .54 1.87
4, Proactive prevention 20%* 16* A0xH* — 27%Ex J16%** 52 .24
Parental efficacy 1, ' L
5. Scale 1 -02 . . .03 .06 .02 — . 60%%* .57 2.88
6.Scale2 A9 02 .09 .16 H4xxF e 37 3.59
s 54 53 .56 49 . 54 37
Mean 1.99 1.72 1.77 224 283 3.58

Note: Correlations for Black parents appear above the diagonal, for White parents, below.

*p<.10. **p< .05 ***p< 0],

their sense of efficacy, but the efficacious outlook
of only Black parents is strongly correlated with
the use of promotive strategies.

their parenting ability. For these parents, the im-
pact of economic pressure relates more to inner
resources than to bringing up children in a disad-

. - vantaged household, perhaps because European

DiscussioN

At a time of increasing pressure on the budgets of
lower income families, this study addressed three
issues: (a) the impact of economic stress on par-
enting beliefs and behaviors, with emphasis on its
effects on a sense of parental efﬁcacy,vas mediat-
ed by feelings of demoralization or depression;
(b) the extent to which types of family structure
(strong and weak marriages, and single-parent
families) and perceived support modify the ef-
fects of hardship and economic pressures; and (c)
the link between efficacy beliefs about parenting
and the use of family management strategies that
minimize risk and maximize developmental op-
portunities.

In line with expectations, family hardship and
strong economic pressures diminish a sense of
parental efficacy among Blacks and Whites, and
it does so directly and indirectly through its im-
pact on depressed feelings. Both effects, direct
and indirect, were recorded among African Amer-
ican families, while only indirect effects were ob-
served among White parents. Socioeconomic dif-
ferences between Black and White families may
_help explain this ethnic difference. African Amer-
ican families in this sample had fewer economic
resources to begin with, and therefore any loss of
economic resources could have a very direct ef-
fect on parents’ confidence in their ability to ef-
fectively manage their children’s experiences.

By contrast, a depressed mood is key for Euro-
pean American parents, who become demoralized
under economic pressure and lose confidence in

American parents have greater access to family

-services and programs than do African American

parents. Using the families’ reports of their neigh-
borhoods, it is clear that White families believe
that they live in less dangerous neighborhoods
and in neighborhoods with more services and so-
cial control than do the African American fami-
lies in the study. One plausible céns’équence is the
realization by White parents that they need not
rely upon their own resources in efforts to provide
children with positive, growth-promoting experi-
ences outside the household.

We expected that the presence of a supportive
person would moderate the adverse effects of
economic reverses on emotional distress, and that
these effects would be most evident among par-
ents who lacked a supportive partner, as in weak
marriages or in single-parent households. Owing
to the small number of single White parents, we
used the multigroup option of LISREL to test this
expectation for African American families. A
strong relationship between married partners in
the Black sample completely buffers the negative
effects of economic hardship on emotional dis-
tress and parental efficacy. In discordant and part-
ner-absent families, by contrast, we find ‘parents

. whose loss of confidence in their parenting ability

is more fully megdiated by the link between eco-
nomic pressure and depressed affect. Feelings of
personal efficacy stem from the mastery of chal-
lenging or difficult situations’ (Bandura, 1995),
and partnership support increases or protects
morale under such conditions.
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FIGURE 2. A MODEL OF THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PARENTAL EFFICACY AND TwO TYPES

OF PROMOTIVE STRATEGIES, IN AND OUT OF HOUSEHOLD*

[.45**]

Parental '
Efficacy

Outside
: Programs

Prpmbﬁve
Strategy
" outof

Promotive
Strategy
in Home

7 4 g

White Parents (n = 109)

Proactive
.- Prevention

_ ®Only standardized parameters for Black parents (above arrows, within brackets) and White parents (below arrows, in

italics) are shown.
- bUnstandardized parameter is fixed to value in Figure 1.
"x26 =337 (p=.76); GF1 = 996, AGFI = .985.
9%, =1690(p= 102); GFI = 952, AGFI = .857.
**¥p < 01.

For the Black single-parent household, neither
the presence of another adult nor social support
from kin and friends protects parents from emo-
tional distress. Over half of the households stud-
ied include an extra adult, ranging from a parent’s
mother to a brother, sister, older daughter, and
niece. At least in terms of this study, caregivers in
single-parent households are not characterized by
the emotional support of partnerships. However,
we were unable to index the actual quality of so-
cial and emotional support experienced by single
parents, and this deficiency may well aécount for
our inability to demonstrate a moderating or

buffering effect of relationships with other adults -

in the household. A small number of the single-
caregiver households are headed by grandmothers
o other adults, but reanalysis of data that exclud-
ed these families did not produce different results.

"It is well to keep in mind the histories of these
families even though we do not have the longitu-
dinal records to investigate them satisfactorily.

Life histories shape the choices parents ‘make
within the limits of their circumstances. Thus a
sizeable number of the Black single mothers may
have chosen “nonmarriage” as the most effective
survival strafegy when the alternatives entailed
unemployed mates. Other Black mothers un-
doubtedly came to single status through the
breakup of their marriages. One might expect dif-
ferences in levels of personal competence, social
resources, and adaptive strategies between these
women, More information on the childhood fami-
ly experience and early life course of these
women would enable us to better understand dif-
ferences in parental resourcefulness in single-par-
ent households. I

What do confident parents do.in bringing up
their children? In this study, ‘home-based parental
strategies feature the use of encouragement and
joint activity between parents and children. In-
volvement in outside activities and prevention ac-
tivities are elements of an out-of-home strategy
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(see Furstenberg et al., 1995). We rely on the par-
ent’s or caregiver’s report, and confidence in
these measurements is buttressed by substantial
ethnographic' work that was carried out in the
pilot stage of the project and after the survey data
were collected. A field worker on the project re-
turned to selected families in order to better ap-
praise the validity of the quantitative measure-

ments on parenting. The results of this ethno-

graphic study were encouraging and led to
refinements in some measures. -

African American parents with a strong sense
of efficacy as parents are more involved in pro-
motive activities of one kind or another, but this
link is relatively weak among White parents. Why
do we find this racial difference? Aggregate level
comparisons of the Philadelphia neighborhoods
suggest that it may be related to ethnic differences
in neighborhood support for effective parenting
(Furstenberg et al., in press). These differences
indicate that there is less need for active manage-
ment strategies with adolescents in the. White
neighborhoods, owing to the presence of local
collective support for parents. Under these condi-
tions, even parents who lack confidence in their
parenting ability are able to count on neighbor-
hood resources. , .

Black parents may be less able than White par-
ents to depend on neighborhood help and re-
sources in raising their children. They may also
be less able to count on their children’s success in
getting into positive programs within the commu-

nity because such programs are less available.

Walker and Furstenberg (1994, p. 8) noted that
parents who live in neighborhoods where social
cohesion is low and poverty is high must make
sizable investments of personal energy and inge-
nuity to ensure a protective community for their
children. Black parents in this study are most
likely to live in such neighborhoods.

High levels of negative and risky opportunities
for youth in African American neighborhoods add
appreciably to the challenge encountered by fami-
ly efforts to minimize risk and promote opportu-
nity for children. Consequently, African Ameri-
can parents must be more vigilant and proactive
to ensure that such experiences are available for
their children. Michael Rutter (1993) noted that
the positive impact of protective factors such as
parental efficacy is likely to be demonstrated
when the family or the individual is under ex-
treme stress and must use individual resources for
coping. We believe that this account applies most
readily to the experience of African American
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families in inner-city neighborhoods. However,
future research is needed in order to investigate
this hypothesis directly. _

Examination of neighborhood influences is
part of the overall objective of the Philadelphia
project, but their assessment requires an under-
standing of family processes.in children’s lives.
As such, we view this investigation as an carlyre-
port from the field, an account that details our
thinking concerning the interplay of socioeco-
nomic forces and parent behavior in one inner-
city area. The cross-sectional nature ‘of our data
place well-known limitations on what we can
infer from family patterns. As a result, plans are
underway to reinterview the parents and adoles-
cents. Replication efforts are clearly needed to de-
termine the generalizability of our findings, al-
though some partial replications, as noted, have
been obtained in both rural and urban America.
Current research on the project is focused on
elaborating types of family processes and their ef-
fects on children, with emphasis on the multilevel
effects of neighborhood and family.
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