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Abstract 

This thesis focuses on child well-being from a developmental perspective 
and is conceptualized in terms of how positive outcomes are associated with 
well-being in families and parents. Results based on representative samples 
of the German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP)-Study are presented in 
three research papers introduced and discussed by a general Synopsis.  
 The first research paper narrows the focus to parents as the founda-
tion of family well-being. The birth of the first child is considered to mark 
one of the most important transitions in family life. The role of fathers in 
this situation is if often neglected in the literature. This study explored the 
relationship between the father’s involvement and life satisfaction changes 
among cohabitating couples before and after childbirth. Longitudinal data 
and reports from both parents were analyzed regarding their time spent on 
housework and childcare. Their life satisfaction was then analyzed with 
piecewise latent growth models. Fathers’ relative involvement trajectories 
for housework and childcare (weekly workday hours men spent compared to 
their partners) were positively correlated. Fathers’ relative involvement was 
perceived as supportive towards mothers’ childcare when the children were 
around 6 months old. In families where fathers were more involved, life 
satisfaction trajectories were much steeper; both parents had elevated levels 
around birth and returned to their baseline levels compared to families with 
less-involved fathers. Fathers who were less involved did not increase their 
life satisfaction at birth and decreased below their baseline levels within the 
3rd year post-birth. 
 In the second research paper, child well-being outcomes were opera-
tionalized using various age specific indicators related to regulative and 
socio-emotional competencies across five age groups (Newborns, 2–3, 5–6, 
7–8, and 9–10 years). Factor analyses showed that domain specific first 
order and hierarchical second order factors related to child well-being had a 
good fit to the data and replicated well across age groups. Also, the factor 
scores on the children’s physical health status were obtained at each age 
group using a conceptualization that combined causal-formative indicators 
(e.g., children’s BMI and retrospective assessments of their physical health) 
and reflective indicators (maternal subjective evaluations of child’s health). 
Contextual variables, like family structure, economic stress, child health, 
and use of external childcare, explained the significant, albeit relatively 
small, variance in this general well-being indicator as shown using structur-
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al equation modeling. The overall negative effects of objective economic 
hardship variables (e.g., poverty, unemployment, low housing conditions) 
and subjective economic stress (e.g., parental concerns/low satisfaction) on 
child well-being can be buffered by certain dyadic parent–child interactions 
and by using external child care. 
 The third paper explored both possible antecedents and possible out-
comes of 17-year-old adolescents’ future orientations using structural equa-
tion models. Family income levels over two preceding years were positively 
associated with parents’ subjective well-being and their economic situation; in 
turn, supportive parenting as perceived by adolescents was associated with 
parental subjective well-being and predicted adolescents’ internal control orien-
tation and their optimistic future career expectations. Additionally, adoles-
cents’ future orientations were positively associated with better school grades 
and their exploration and commitment towards future career/job goals. Fur-
thermore, mothers’ and fathers’ subjective well-being was positively and simi-
larly associated with their internal control beliefs and optimistic future expec-
tations, and these were partly transmitted via parenting to their children.  
 Taken together, these findings add further evidence to the pathway 
model on developmental outcomes across childhood and adolescence, in 
which more distal factors of family well-being (i.e., family SES and econom-
ic hardship) are associated with parental subjective well-being factors (e.g., 
economic stress related worries/life satisfaction), as well as with the proxi-
mal factors of parenting behaviors and fathers’ involvement. Three sets of 
findings have implications on what can be most effectively targeted by poli-
cy and intervention programs to promote healthy and positive development 
in families and children. First, concerning child well-being outcomes, the 
available GSOEP indicators can be used to obtain context sensitive and 
reliable health and well-being indexes on children’s regulation and socio-
emotional competencies. For adolescents, internal control orientations and 
optimistic future career orientations proved to be a motivational resource for 
their achievement outcomes. Second, concerning how family well-being and 
parenting behaviors are associated with these outcomes, several enhancing 
and buffering mechanisms were identified that go beyond cumulative risk 
hypotheses in which various family stressors are added together. Third, our 
results highlight the importance of fathers beyond instrumental involve-
ment (e.g., sharing housework) but as a psychological resource for family 
well-being in two very distinct phases (transition to parenthood/infancy 
and adolescence).  
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Zusammenfassung 

 

Die vorliegende Dissertation konzeptualisiert das kindliche Wohlergehen als 
Wahrnehmung von positiven Entwicklungschancen und untersucht wie die-
ses mit dem Wohlbefinden in Familien und der Eltern zusammenhängt. 
Hierfür werden  die repräsentativen Daten des Sozio-ökonomischen Panels 
(SOEP) herangezogen. Die Dissertation besteht aus drei empirischen Arbei-
ten, die durch eine Synopse eingeführt und übergreifend diskutiert werden.  
 Die erste Studie grenzt den Fokus auf die Eltern als Fundament des 
familiären  Wohlbefindens ein. Die Geburt eines Kindes wird häufig als 
einer der wichtigsten Übergangsphasen im Familienleben angesehen. Die 
Rolle der Väter in dieser Lebenslage wird in der Forschung häufig ignoriert. 
Diese Studie untersuchte die Rolle des väterlichen Engagements für die für 
Veränderungen in der Lebenszufriedenheit von zusammenlebenden Paaren 
vor und nach der Geburt ihres ersten Kindes. Längsschnittliche Selbstaus-
künfte beider Elternteile zu ihrem Zeitaufwand in Haushaltsarbeit und der 
Kinderbetreuung wurden untersucht. Zudem wurde die elterliche Lebenszu-
friedenheit unter Anwendung von Piecewise Growth Modellen analysiert. 
Die Trajektorien des väterlichen Zeitaufwandes in Hausarbeit und Kinder-
betreuung  (an wöchentlichen Arbeitstagen; im Vergleich mit den Müttern) 
korrelierten positiv untereinander. Dieses eher instrumentelle Engagement 
wurde von den Müttern als unterstützend wahrgenommen als die Kinder im 
Durschnitt ca. 6 Monate alt waren. In den Familien, in denen die Väter 
involvierter waren, waren auch die Trajektorien in Lebenszufriedenheit aus-
geprägter; beide Elternteile hatten höhere Werte zur Geburt und ihre Le-
benszufriedenheit nahm in den drei Folgejahren bis zum vorgeburtlichen 
Baselineniveau (3 Jahre vor der Geburt) graduell ab. Im Vergleich, zeigten 
die Paare mit Vätern, die weniger oder kaum involviert waren, eine geringe-
re oder keine bedeutsame Zunahme in ihrer Lebenszufriedenheit zur Geburt; 
in den nachfolgenden Jahren nahm in diesen Familien das Wohlbefinden 
der Väter weiter ab, so dass es im dritten Jahr leicht unter deren Baseline-
werten lag.  
 In der zweiten Studie, wurde das kindliche Wohlergehen über meh-
rere altersspezifische Indikatoren zu ihren regulativen Fähigkeiten und sozi-
o-emotionalen Kompetenzen operationalisiert (Altersgruppen der Neugebo-
renen, 2-3, 5-6, 7-8 und 9-10 Jährigen). Faktorenanalysen zeigten, dass do-
main-spezifische Faktoren erster Ordnung und hierarchische Faktoren zwei-
ter Ordnung zum kindlichen Wohlergehen einen guten Fit zu den Daten 
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hatten und über die Altersgruppen repliziert wurden. Zudem konnten Fak-
torenwerte zum kindlichen physischen Gesundheitsstatus gewonnen werden. 
Hierfür wurde ein Messmodell, das sowohl objektive kausal-formative Indi-
katoren (bspw. altersnormierte BMI-Werte oder retrospektive Angaben zu 
Arztbesuchen und diagnostizierten Krankheiten) als auch subjektiv-
reflektive Indikatoren (mütterliche Sorgen zum Gesundheitszustand des 
Kindes) kombiniert hat, hinzugezogen. Strukturgleichungsmodelle zeigten, 
dass die Variablen zum Sozialisationskontext (Familienstruktur, ökonomi-
sche Belastungen, außerfamiliäre Kinderbetreuung) sowie zum Gesundheits-
zustand der Kinder zu einer bedeutsamen – wenn auch relativ geringer – 
Varianzaufklärung beitrugen. Der insgesamt negative Zusammenhang zwi-
schen den eher objektiven Variablen der ökonomischen Belastung (z.B. Ar-
mut, Arbeitslosigkeit und Wohnbedingungen) sowie den subjektiven Belas-
tungsvariablen (elterliche Sorgen und geringe Zufriedenheit mit der ökono-
mischen Situation der Familie) mit dem kindlichen Wohlergehen, konnten 
durch förderliche Mutter-Kind Interaktionen und Teilnahme in der außer-
familiären Kinderbetreuung ausgepuffert werden.  
 Die dritte Studie untersuchte mittels Strukturgleichungsmodellen 
mögliche Ursachen und Wirkungen von Zukunftsorientierungen von 17-
Jährigen. Die Angaben zum Familieneinkommen ermittelt über zwei vo-
rausgehende Jahre korrelierten positiv mit dem elterlichen subjektiven 
Wohlbefinden mit der ökonomischen Lage der Familie; das wahrgenommene 
elterliche Unterstützungsverhalten hing wiederum positiv mit dem subjekti-
ven Wohlbefinden der Eltern zusammen und erwies sich als prädiktiv für 
deren optimistische Zukunftserwartungen hinsichtlich ihres Berufs. Zudem 
hingen die Zukunftserwartungen der Jugendlichen positiv mit besseren 
Schulnoten und deren Explorationsverhalten und Committment hinsichtlich 
zukünftigen Berufszielen zusammen. Letztendlich konnte in der Studie ge-
zeigt werden, dass das elterliche subjektive Wohlbefinden mit den elterli-
chen internalen Kontrollüberzeugungen und allgemeinen optimistischen 
Zukunftserwartungen positiv zusammengingen; die positiven Zusammen-
hänge zwischen den Kontrollüberzeugungen/Zukunftsorientierungen der 
Eltern und Jugendlichen wurden wiederum teilweise über das unterstützen-
de Erziehungsverhalten vermittelt.  
 Zusammengefasst tragen diese Befunden zu weiterer Evidenz bei, 
dass Entwicklungsoutcomes über die Zusammenhänge mit den eher distalen 
Faktoren des soziökonomischen Status und ökonomischen Belastungen und 
dem elterlichen subjektiven Wohlbefinden sowie den eher proximalen Fak-
toren des elterlichen Erziehungsverhaltens und väterlichen Engagements 
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erklärt werden können. Drei Hauptbefunde sind als mögliche Zielgrößen für 
zukünftige Interventionen und politische Maßnahmen hervorzuheben. Ers-
tens, zeigt sich hinsichtlich der Erfassung des kindlichen Wohlergehens, 
dass auf Basis der SOEP-Indikatoren entwicklungsrelevante Parameter ge-
wonnen werden können, um die regulativen Fähigkeiten und sozial-
emotionalen Kompetenzen der Kinder zu erfassen. Für die Jugendlichen 
zeigt sich, dass die internalen Kontrollüberzeugungen und beruflichen Zu-
kunftserwartungen als motivationale Ressource für die schulischen und be-
ruflichen Leistungsoutcomes fungieren können. Zweitens zeigten sich zu den 
Zusammenhängen zwischen den Kind-Outcomes mit den Faktoren des fami-
liären Wohlbefindens und Erziehungsverhaltens mehrere fördernde (bzw. 
vor Risiken auspuffernde) Wirkungswege, die über die klassischen Annah-
men von kumulativ-additiv wirkenden Familienstressoren hinausgehen. 
Drittens zeigt sich, dass  der Beitrag der Väter zum familiären Wohlbefin-
den über ihre instrumentelle Unterstützung hinaus (z.B. Zeitaufwand für 
Hausarbeit) sich in zwei wichtigen Familienphasen als psychologische Res-
source wiederspiegelt (Übergang zum Eltern werden und Adoleszenz). 
 
 
 

 



 viii 

Contents 
 

Abstract	...........................................................................................................	i	
Zusammenfassung	......................................................................................	v	
Synopsis	..........................................................................................................	1	
Present	Research:	A	Pathway	Model	of	Family	and	Child	Well-Being	..........	5	

Child Well-Being Outcomes .................................................................. 10	
Family Well-Being and Parenting Factors ............................................ 16	
Research Paper 1: Do Fathers Promote Subjective Well-Being After 

Childbirth? ............................................................................................ 18	
Research Paper 2: How Can Well-Being in Children Be Promoted? .... 20	
Research Paper 3: How Can Adolescents’ Future Orientations Be 

Promoted? ............................................................................................. 24	
General	Discussion	.......................................................................................................	25	

Child Well-Being Outcomes .................................................................. 26	
Risk and Promoting Child Well-Being Factors ..................................... 28	
Father’s Role ......................................................................................... 31	
Limitations ............................................................................................ 32	

General	Conclusions	....................................................................................................	35	
Research	Paper	1	.....................................................................................	37	
Abstract	............................................................................................................................	38	
Introduction	...................................................................................................................	39	

Childbirth and Life-Satisfaction Trajectories ........................................ 39	
Paternal Involvement and Support in Childcare ................................... 40	
Research Questions ............................................................................... 41	

Methods	............................................................................................................................	42	
Measures ................................................................................................ 42	
Analytic Strategy .................................................................................. 44	

Results	..............................................................................................................................	46	
Fathers’s Involvement, Support in Childcare, and Sociodemographics . 46	
Life Satisfaction and Fathers’ Relative Involvement ............................. 49	
Support in Childcare as Moderator for Life-Satisfaction Trajectories ... 51	

Discussion	.......................................................................................................................	54	



 ix 

Limitations and Outlook ....................................................................... 55	
Research	Paper	2	.....................................................................................	57	
Zusammenfassung	........................................................................................................	58	
Abstract	............................................................................................................................	58	
Einleitung	......................................................................................................................	59	
Methoden	.......................................................................................................................	65	
Ergebnisse	.....................................................................................................................	70	
Schlussfolgerungen	....................................................................................................	76	

Research	Paper	3	.....................................................................................	78	
Abstract	..........................................................................................................................	79	
Introduction	.................................................................................................................	80	

Family Economic Well-Being ................................................................ 81	
Supportive Parenting and Parent- Children Conflicts .......................... 83	
Future Orientations ............................................................................... 84	

Methods	..........................................................................................................................	86	
Measures	........................................................................................................................	87	
Data Analysis	..............................................................................................................	92	
Results	.............................................................................................................................	93	

Preliminary Analyses ............................................................................. 93	
Structural Equation Models .................................................................. 96	

Discussion	...................................................................................................................	109	
Limitations .......................................................................................... 113	
Summary and Outlook ........................................................................ 114	

Eigenabgrenzung	...................................................................................	116	
References	...............................................................................................	117	



 x 

Index of Figures 
 

Figure 1: Bibliographic analysis on family and child well-being using Google’s 

Ngram View Tool ........................................................................................ 2	
Figure 2: A pathway model on family and child well-being integrating the 

analyzed research questions across the three research papers. .................... 6	
Figure 3: Latent growth analysis model ........................................................... 45	
Figure 4: Fathers’ shares in housework and childcare and parents’ working 

hours before and after childbirth across the groups of low, medium and 

highly supportive fathers in childcare ....................................................... 47	
Figure 5: Life satisfaction trajectories across couples with low, medium and 

highly supportive fathers in childcare ....................................................... 53	
Figure 6: Finale Faktorenstruktur 2. Ordnung zum Wohlergehen von 2-3-

jährigen ...................................................................................................... 68	
Figure 7: Strukturgleichungsmodell der Effekte der familiären ökonomischen 

Belastung für das Wohlergehen von Kindern ............................................ 74	
Figure 8: Effekte ökonomischer Belastung und der Gesundheit von Kindern für 

das Wohlergehen ....................................................................................... 75	
Figure 9: Conceptual model for the associations between family economic well-

being, parents’ subjective well-being, adolescents’ future orientations, and 

their outcomes ........................................................................................... 82	
Figure 10: Mean item profiles of the career identity mixture clusters .............. 91	
Figure 11: ML estimates of the model predicting school grades (Model 1.1). . 102	
Figure 12: ML estimates for the model including parental control and future 

orientations (Model 2.2) ........................................................................... 103	
Figure 13: Alternative post-hoc models…………………………………………..108 



 xi 

 
Index of Tables 

 
Table 1: Means (and Standard Deviations) of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Life 

Satisfaction and Their Weekday Hours in Housework and Childcare Across 

All Measurement Points (Years and Months Before and After the Birth of 

the First Child) ......................................................................................... 43	
Table 2: Differences in Sociodemographics Across Couples with Low,        

Medium and Highly Supportive Fathers in Childcare ............................... 48	
Table 3: Means, Variances and Factor Correlations from the Pricewise Growth 

Models of Parents’ Life Satisfaction and Fathers’ Relative Involvement in 

Housework and Childcare .......................................................................... 50	
Table 4: Trajectories in Life Satisfaction .......................................................... 52	
Tabelle 5: Erhebungsinstrumente in SOEP und FiD ....................................... 66	
Table 6: Effekte der Betreuung für das Wohlergehen der 2-3-Jährigen ........... 71	
Table 7: Unterschiede im Wohlergehen bei Armutsgefährdung bei 5-6-Jährigen

 .................................................................................................................. 72	
Table 8: Descriptive Statistics .......................................................................... 90	
Table 9: Correlation Matrix of All Analyzed Variables .................................... 95	
Table 10: Decomposition of Latent Variables Effects in Structural Equation 

Models Predicting Adolescents’ Outcomes (Standardizes Estimates) ....... 97	
Table 11: Decomposition of Latent Variable Effects in Structural Equation 

Models With Parents’ Future Orientations Predicting Adolescents’ 

Outcomes (Standardized Estimates) ........................................................ 105	
 

 
  

 
 
 



 1 

Synopsis 

 
I will begin by posing a question to the reader. Can you think of someone 
who does not want children to grow up in a healthy and happy way, devel-
op skills and competencies and eventually make a positive contribution to 
society as an adult? I would guess that you cannot. In other words, aiming 
for high levels of children’s well-being seems to be a universal mantra. But 
how are children actually doing? In Germany, 18.9% of 11- to 17-year olds 
are overweight (Brettschneidera et al., 2015); between 15-25% young chil-
dren have regular sleep problems (Lehmkuhl et al., 2015); ca. 9% report 
being bullied in school (Melzer, Oertel, & Ottova, 2012); only 33% of ado-
lescents from the lowest socioeconomic strata (SES) are optimistic about 
their own future compared to 74% from the highest strata (Shell-
Deutschland, 2015); and 17% (ca. 2 mil.) of children and adolescents lived 
below the poverty in year 2014 (below 60% of the median household in-
come; Goebel, Grabka, & Schröder, 2015). Children from poorer families are 
at risk because they score, on average, lower in their health status and 
emotional, social, and cognitive competencies than non-poor children 
(Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997). It is not surprising, then, that families’ 
financial resources are typically indexed as indicators of children's well-
being (e.g., OECD, 2009). However, it would be misleading to infer that all 
children or adolescents within one “risk group” (or from a special cohort or 
country with higher ascribed risk rates) are equally affected. Moreover, the 
causal mechanisms involved in linking many of these risk factors with child 
outcomes are still under-researched; most prominently, results on negative 
“poverty effects” on child outcomes are found systematically, but causal 
inferences are often hard to draw, as many selection and confounder varia-
bles can play a role (for an overview, see Duncan, Magnuson, & Votruba‐
Drzal, 2015). For example, in Germany, children from families with a mi-
gration background have a higher probability of growing up in poverty 
(27% of immigrant children compared to 13% of non-migrant children un-
der the age of 18; Henkel et al., 2016). Equally, the gap between migrant 
and non-migrant families regarding socio-economic resources has diminished 
in recent years and hides many sub-group differences (Aldashev et al., 2012; 
Leyendecker et al., 2014).  

These examples show that, although most children are healthy and 
“doing well” on a broad range of indicators, there are also considerable be-
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tween- and within-group differences. Further, the understanding of well-
being is often not disentangled in the literature from concepts such as 
“health”, “quality of life”, and “happiness”. In other words, there is no uni-
fying understanding of what exactly child well-being is. From a develop-
mental psychology perspective, child well-being broadly comprises multidi-
mensional child outcomes (i.e., on biological, motoric, cognitive and socio-
emotional maturation and competencies) that result from a process of con-
tinuous adaptation to contexts and to socialization experiences in interplay 
with individuation processes (Holte et al., 2014). From this perspective, it is 
useful to study children’s well-being in relation to family well-being (i.e., in 
this thesis, parental socio-economic resources, parental subjective well-
being, and family processes) and parenting factors.  
 The question of how to promote child and family well-being has seen 
undeniably increased policy and research interest during the last three dec-
ades. This is mirrored in the publication rates on these topics, as presented 
in Figure 1 below.  
 

 

Figure 1: Bibliographic analysis on family and child well-being using 

Google’s Ngram View Tool 
Note. The y-axis represents the relative frequency of the occurrence of the two phrases (bigrams) “child 

well being” (red line) and “family well being” (blue line). To ease interpretation, the frequencies are 
smoothed using a three-year period; e.g., analysis for year t on the x-axis is averaged across the three 

years as (year t-1+year t+ year t+1)/3.  Analysis using Google’s Ngram View tool with case insensitive 
search and the database “English 2009” retrieved on 18.10.2016. 
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Between the 1970s and the 2000s, there was an increase of about 50% in 
the published work on both topics. Moreover, there are also notable differ-
ences in these trends. First, whereas the topic of family well-being has re-
ceived continued interested since the 1970s, there was an explosive boost in 
the publication rates on child well-being starting in the mid-1980s. Second, 
beginning in the mid-2000’s, there seems to be a continuous decline in the 
publications rates on family well-being, whereas the interest in child well-
being seems to remain constant or even increase. This apparent shifting 
trend in focus from family to child is historically unsurprising. In 1989, the 
UN Convention on Children's Rights was released (CRC; UN 1989), and its 
article 44 implied that the member states should develop an indicator-data 
system on children’s well-being (CRC Committee, 2003). This was followed 
by concentrated research efforts beginning in the 1990s to measure and 
monitor children’s well-being around the world (e.g., UNICEF, 2016).  
 Surprisingly, then, we still know little about what well-being in chil-
dren is, how it can be measured and whether and how it can be “best” 
promoted. For example, the UNICEF reports consistently have shown that, 
even across the wealthy OECD countries, between 10% and 30% of children 
are “at risk” across a wide range of health related and socio-economic indi-
cators (Bertram & Kohl, 2011; Bradshaw & Richardson, 2009). From a 
normative child rights point of view, the reduction of adversities in chil-
dren's life quality is a necessary condition for making well-being possible 
(Pollard & Lee, 2003). But are deprivation and well-being different sides of 
the same coin (Bradshaw, Hoelscher, & Richardson, 2006), and can we con-
clude that the reduction of risk factors can promote well-being? In an at-
tempt to empirically tackle these questions, the established child well-being 
indexes summarize data on various dimensions of children’s life. However, 
typically these indexes summarize indicators of risk (e.g., rates of teenage 
pregnancy; poverty rates). In addition, typically macro-units of analysis 
(e.g., aggregated across countries, cohorts, regions) have been employed (for 
an overview, see Fernandez, 2011), thus making inferences about individual 
differences in children difficult.  
 This thesis focuses on how child well-being can be conceptualized in 
terms of positive outcomes and how it is associated with well-being in fami-
lies and parents from a developmental perspective. The general goal of this 
thesis is thus to contribute to a better understanding of how children may 
develop into healthy, competent and responsible adults by incorporating 
measures that consider both attributes of strengths and competencies as 
well as difficulties and dysfunctional outcomes in children. I use family and 
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individual-child data on representative samples from the German Socio-
Economic Panel (GSOEP) Study. 
 The empirical part of the thesis is divided into three research pa-
pers, each addressing one main goal: 

• Research Paper 1 narrows the focus on parents as the founda-
tion of family well-being. In developmental life cycle theories, 
family stress is assumed to be greatest during transition phases 
(Rodgers & White, 1993). The birth of the first child is believed 
to mark one of the most important transitions, while the role of 
fathers if often neglected in the literature (for an overview, see 
Cabrera et al., 2014). Therefore, the first paper explores in 
greater depth whether a father’s involvement in the household 
and childcare is associated with his own and his spouse’s life sat-
isfaction before, during, and after childbirth.  

• Research Paper 2 aims to contribute to developmental re-
search and policy recommendations on promoting well-being 
throughout childhood. First, the paper aims at operationalizing 
child well-being with the available GSOEP data. Thus, the pa-
per’s first contribution consists in testing a refined conceptual-
ization of child well-being using a measurement model that 
combines health variables and various indicators on children's 
developmental competencies into domain-specific and global 
well-being indexes. We replicated this measurement model using 
age specific indicators across five age groups (Newborns, 2–3, 5–
6, 7–8, and 9–10 years). Second, the paper investigates multivar-
iate associations between child well-being variables and contex-
tual and subjective variables of family well-being (especially on 
effects of economic stress factors). Third, the paper examines to 
what degree these associations can be modified (moderated) by 
certain parenting behaviors and early child care experiences.  

• Research Paper 3. The first two papers focus on child and 
family processes from the pre-birth period up to the point at 
which children are 10 years old. The third paper explores well-
being factors and outcomes during adolescence. We focus here 
on adolescents’ future career and educational expectations – var-
iables that are assumed to be highly relevant for adolescents’ 
health and well-being. We explored both possible antecedents 
and possible outcomes of adolescents’ future orientations. Sever-
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al pathway models were tested on the associations between fami-
ly economic well-being, supportive parenting, parents’ future 
orientations and adolescents’ educational and career future ori-
entations. As outcomes, adolescents’ career identity and their 
school grades were included. 

 In the following, I present a general summary and discussion of the 
concepts, research questions, methods and results employed by these Re-
search Papers. I start with a theoretical pathway model on family and child 
well-being to show how limitations in the literature were addressed. Next, I 
summarize the main findings. Finally, a general discussion consisting of 
implications, limitations, and directions for future research is presented.  

Present Research: A Pathway Model of Family and Child 

Well-Being 

Figure 2 provides an outline of the conceptual framework across the three 
research papers by depicting the hypothesized causal dependencies between 
the investigated constructs. I next describe the theoretical and empirical 
rationales for the constructs and paths in the model. The model posits that 
family well-being factors (e.g., parental decisions, parental economic stress 
and subjective well-being) are associated with child outcomes both directly 
and also indirectly vial developmental parenting factors (e.g., parenting be-
haviors and fathers’ involvement). The generic assumption that family well-
being factors are related to positive development is supported by numerous 
studies. Figure 2 addresses child outcomes at different developmental stages 
from childhood through adolescence. Most recently, Newland (2015) and 
Moore and colleagues (2007, 2008 2012; Child Trends, 2016) systematized 
the constructs and the assumptions from Figure 2 in a similar way; howev-
er, to my knowledge, they did not investigate these pathways empirically. 
 Before presenting a concrete outline of how each box and depicted 
pathway translates into the research questions of this thesis, a short con-
ceptual clarification is in order. The model is rooted in the bioecological 
perspective, in which families are the proximal micro-context for children’s 
development (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). According to the bioecologi-
cal perspective, children’s development is shaped by the interplay between 
the child and nested contexts (family, childcare) described by the quality of 
children’s interactions (i.e., so-called “proximal processes”).  
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Figure 2: A pathway model on family and child well-being integrating the analyzed research questions across the three 

research papers. 
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For example, in this thesis, maternal dyadic interactions with their 2-3 year 
olds and supportive parenting behaviors as reported by adolescents are both 
aspects of proximal processes (“Developmental Parenting box” in Figure 2). 
The model also implies that other micro-contexts (including childcare set-
tings, peers and school) and other nested larger contexts (meso-, exos- and 
macroystems) may impact the family microsystem (i.e., the moderated 
paths of the childcare “microsystem” experiences in Figure 2. 
 Considering children’s outcomes in Figure 2, one basic assumption 
outlined here is that children’s well-being operates in response to funda-
mental psychological needs, including the need for security/stability, at-
tachment, emotional comfort, competence, autonomy, and relatedness 
(Bandura, 1987; Deci & Ryan, 2008; Dweck & Elliot, 2005; Trommsdorff & 
Cole, 2011). Family well-being factors and parent-child interactions play a 
central role because they can fulfill these needs (Tomasello, 1999). On the 
other hand, ecological and family-system-oriented theories do not make 
clear predictions regarding how variation in socialization experiences may 
shape children’s outcome across their development. Instead, Bronfenbrenner 
formulates a general proposition that provides a reasonable basic assump-
tion regarding how family functioning may impact children’s outcomes: 
“The greater developmental impact of proximal processes on children grow-
ing up in disadvantaged or disorganized environments is to be expected to 
occur mainly for outcomes reflecting developmental dysfunction. By con-
trast, for outcomes indicating developmental competence, proximal process-
es are posited as likely to have greater impact in more advantaged and sta-
ble environments” (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006, p. 803). 
 A useful distinction this proposition makes is in contrasting devel-
opmental competencies with “dysfunctions”. Bronfenbrenner defines dys-
functions as “recurrent manifestations of difficulties on the part of the de-
veloping person in maintaining control and integration of behavior”, where-
as competencies are further defined “as the demonstrated acquisition and 
further development of knowledge and skills – whether intellectual, physical, 
socioemotional, or a combination of them”. (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 
2006, p. 803). As I show in the next subsection, the shift in focus from 
studying dysfunctions to competencies is necessary, as most previous find-
ings in the established tradition of diathesis stress models focus instead on 
stress coping and transitions from “normal” to “dysfunctional” outcomes 
(Cummings, Davies, & Campbell, 2000). It is also important to distinguish 
possible outcomes from traits. Traits, such as temperamental characteristics 
in early childhood (i.e., whether a child is irritable or “easy going”) or per-
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sonality dimensions (e.g., extraversion) in adolescence are found in the lit-
erature to be more stable over time, whereas outcomes are assumed to be 
more context-sensitive.  
 In explaining how children may develop both negative and positive 
outcomes, several theories address family functioning through the lens of 
risk, protective and resiliency factors (e.g., Rutter, 2012). According to find-
ings supporting family stress and investment models (Conger & Donnellan, 
2007), disruptions in families’ socio-economic resources (e.g., income insta-
bility and economic deprivation) may lead to increased parental stress (e.g., 
marital problems and depressive symptoms) that may alter the parents’ 
interaction with their children and, consequently, child outcomes. One un-
derlying assumption is that parents’ decisions and actions are associated 
with how parents allocate monetary and time resources within families 
(Becker, 1981; Lugo-Gil & Tamis-LeMonda, 2008). Here, influences of the 
macro system, represented in Figure 2 by family policy, can play a role. For 
example, families in Germany can make many choices about children’s nu-
trition, whereas the options on children’s health care insurance are limited, 
since health care assurance is compulsory for all family members and is 
highly regulated. Government funding of preschools may lead to improve-
ments in the available early child care facilities and thus to improvements 
in their quality; this, in turn, may influence young parents’ decisions to 
access public childcare services. It is thus clear that influences of the macro 
context – in this case, family policy regulations – can mainly affect children 
indirectly by targeting parents’ decisions and actions (e.g., by strengthening 
families’ financial resources or by making investments in preschool child 
care quality; for an overview, see Betram, Krüger, & Spiess, 2006 and 
Schölmerich et al., 2013). In recent years, considerable efforts of family pol-
icy in Germany have been made to support the life of families and children. 
One example is the reform of 2007 regarding the parental allowance 
(“Elterngeld”); by this reform, financial support (monthly between ca. 60% 
of parent’s income before childbirth up to a maximum of 1800 EUR) is as-
sured for about 12 months for the parent taking parental leave (in Germa-
ny, mostly mothers) or to a maximum of 14 months after childbirth if the 
second parent (in practice, mostly fathers) also enters the parental leave for 
at least 2 months. Currently, there are more than 145 family-related bene-
fits in German, totaling about 192 billion EUR for 2012. For example, one 
classical welfare benefit is the child allowance (“Kindergeld”), which cur-
rently consists of 190 EUR monthly for the first child until he or she reach-
es age 18. However, family policy instruments are not limited to financial 
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benefit programs. In addition to having an impact on parents’ material re-
sources, they can impact, for example, the available time parents spend 
with their children (e.g., in Germany, a maximum of three years of so-
called parental time can be taken with a guaranteed return to the parent’s 
old job). They can also impact children’s age of enrollment in childcare and 
preschool and, thus, their socialization experiences (e.g., in 2012, a new 
reform introduced mandatory available child care places for children under 
age 3). In turn, early childcare experiences coupled with high-quality teach-
er-child interaction positively impact children’s outcomes (e.g., Perlman et 
al., 2016). However, previous research findings on the effectiveness of family 
policies in supporting families and children are scarce and inconclusive. For 
example, a recent literature overview on parental leave policies and chil-
dren’s development shows mixed and overall modest positive effects (Hue-
bener et al., 2016). It is thus obvious that the potential impact of family 
policy on children’s well-being can be mainly studied indirectly via varia-
tions in family well-being. Research Paper 1 addresses the potential im-
pact in families’ “time resources” by focusing on fathers’ involvement in-
cluding measures on parents working hours, and shares in housework and 
childcare (amount of weekly hours of fathers compared to their spouses). 
The potential impact via the “monetary route” is mainly addressed in Re-
search Papers 2 and 3 by testing several models on parent’s socio-
economic resources/family stress and children’s and adolescents’ outcomes. 
However, although income and poverty measures are the most studied indi-
cators of family socio-economic status (SES), there are also other important 
factors for child outcomes, with the most prominent being parents’ educa-
tion (Nobel et al., 2015; Magnuson, 2003), occupation status and working 
hours (Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, & Britto 1999). For instance, if maternal 
occupation status is more predictive of children’s outcomes than in-
come/poverty, then family policy investments could be directed more effec-
tively toward educational programs or improving working conditions and 
child care services rather than increasing the minimum wage. Also, the role 
of parents’ subjective perception of their socio-economic situation and their 
satisfaction with life in general has not been thoroughly studied previously 
in relation to family and child well-being. This is surprising, since it seems 
plausible that parents’ decisions are influenced not only by their objective 
life conditions but also by how these are evaluated. Before detailing how 
family well-being factors (socio-economic status and parents’ subjective 
well-being) are addressed across the three research papers, I will now turn 
to children’s well-being outcomes.   
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Child Well-Being Outcomes 

The study of children’s well-being is a rapidly growing field of research 
(Ben-Arieh et al., 2014; Holte et al., 2014). However, there is no unifying 
understanding of what exactly child well-being is. Despite the conceptual 
shortcomings, however, there is a vast body of empirical research conducted 
in the tradition of the quality of life research that results in a multitude of 
child well-being indexes including health risks factors (e.g., child mortality 
rates). I first sketch the weaknesses of these indexes. Then I turn to how 
child well-being outcomes are addressed in Research Papers 2 and 3 
with the available GSOEP data. 
 
Limitations of Existing Child Well-Being Indexes  
The established OECD uses six dimensions to monitor child well-being in 
participating countries are (for an overview, see Schölmerich, Agache & 
Leyendecker, 2015): Material well-being (e.g., poverty rates), Education 
(e.g., percentage of 15-year-olds in institutionalized education), Health and 
Safety (e.g., infant mortality rates, percentages of low birth weights), Fami-
ly and Environment (e.g., percentage of children reporting on their time 
spent with their parents or their peers as helpful), Risk behavior and life-
style (e.g., percentage of children having daily breakfast and risk indicators 
like percentage of 15-year-olds who smoke, are sexually active and regularly 
consume alcohol and drugs), and Subjective well-being (e.g., percentage of 
adolescents reporting very good health or percentage of children who score 
above the mean scale on happiness or satisfaction-with-life questions). Sev-
eral similar indexes were developed, including The Child and Youth Well-
Being Index in the US (Land et al., 2011) and the Index of Child Well-
Being in Europe (Bradshaw et al., 2009).  
 These indexes are often bimodally distributed and include heteroge-
neously aggregated indicators. These indexes are useful because they allow 
for time series comparisons (for an overview, see Fernandez, 2011). For 
examples between 1978-2008, we can see that, for the US, there were im-
portant improvements in the dimensions of Safety and risks, but there was 
also significant deterioration in children’s health conditions (Land et al., 
2011). However, the interpretation of macro data (e.g., national mean aver-
ages in Health) is not applicable at the individual child level (e.g., on the 
health of all children). Inferences on macro data thus can be misleading, as 
they do not account for intraindividual changes in development (e.g., how 
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does a child develop?) or for interindividual differences between children 
(e.g., why do some children score higher than others on a particular dimen-
sion of well-being?). Another obvious limitation of these indicators can be 
found in the combination of data across different age groups.  
 To overcome this limitation, Moore and colleagues 
(2007/2008/2012) proposed several indexes based on microdata of the Na-
tional Survey of Children’s Health. They derived a multidimensional index 
for children aged 6-11 and 12-17 along 4 domains (each with each 3 subdo-
mains of constructs and indicators; Moore et al., 2012): Physical health 
(e.g., percentage of children scoring “Excellent or very good” on overall 
health status; percentage of children having normal weight according to the 
BMI; absence of chronic diseases), Psychological health (e.g., percentage of 
children without internalizing-externalizing problems), Social health (e.g., 
quality of parent-child relationships; engagement in sport; frequency of so-
cial behaviors such as respect, empathy and conflict resolving with other 
children), and Educational achievement and cognitive development (e.g., 
indicators on the absence of schools problems like grade repetition since 
kindergarten; parental reports on whether children care about doing well in 
school). They found that, in both age groups, around 30-35% scored posi-
tively on three domains, and about 40% scored positively on all four do-
mains. Thus, although these indexes uses micro-data and focuses on posi-
tive indicators, this domain-framework and operationalization seems lim-
ited, since it focuses on different aspects of health or absence of behavioral 
problems. 
 Overall, the existing child well-being indexes are limited because 
they usually do not address the quality (reliability) of indicators or 
weighting and measurement equivalence of indicators (e.g., lack of statisti-
cal tests in testing whether indicators differ in weight across coun-
tries/socio-demographic groups), because age groups are combined arbitrari-
ly, and so on.  
 
Health and Well-Being 
All of the mentioned child well-being indexes included measures of mental 
and physical health. The relation between health and well-being is also em-
phasized by the current WHO definition, which states that “mental health 
is a state of well-being in which an individual realizes his or her own abili-
ties, can cope with the normal stresses of life, can work productively and is 
able to make a contribution to his or her community” (WHO, 2004). This 
also fits to a recent and more broader definition of health as “the ability to 
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adapt and self-manage in the face of social, physical, and emotional chal-
lenges” (Huber et al., 2011). An important distinction these definitions 
make is to define mental well-being not through the absence of risk factors 
but by emphasizing the role of individuals’ competencies and the realization 
of their strengths. This shift in focus coincides with the body of research 
inspired by the so-called positive psychology movement (e.g., Snyder & 
Lopez et al., 2009). As such, current child psychology conceptualizations 
are more focused on understanding children’s competencies and enhancing 
positive outcomes (Holte et al., 2014). However, most of the measurement 
instruments are still limited in that they focus on adjustment problems. An 
often-used instrument for screening children’s mental health is the 
“Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire” (Goodman, 1997), which consists 
of behavioral ratings and mainly captures children’s externalizing-
internalizing problems and their relation to peers. A shortened version of 
the SDQ is also included in the GSOEP study. In Research Paper 2, 
items on children’s regulatory difficulties and strengths and their relation to 
peers were selected to operationalize their socio-emotional competencies (for 
more information, see below).  
 The question on how children’s physical health status is intertwined 
with children’s development and contextual influences has not been thor-
oughly studied previously. There are countless findings on how risk factors 
like pre-term birth, diverse impairments (e.g., visual, hearing, motoric) or 
physiological stress reactions (e.g., variations in serotonin levels for children 
in preschool) may impact developmental outcomes (e.g., Blair et al., 2011). 
On the other hand, there are only few well-formulated integrative concep-
tual frameworks on the associations between family well-being factors, chil-
dren’s health status and children’s development. Miller and Chen (2013) 
articulate a model in which socioeconomic disadvantages and unhealthy 
lifestyles during childhood foster into the functions of immune cells. They 
argue, that contextual influences of social factors like family instability, low 
nurturance, conflict violence, poor nutrition, and toxic exposure can get 
programmed into immune cells called monocytes/macrophages that are 
responsible for regulating inflammation processes. As a result, a pro-
inflammatory phenotype may develop that is relatively insensitive to termi-
nate aggressive microbial response; by this the child immune system would 
be in a perpetual state of mild inflammation. According to the authors 
(Miller & Chen, 2013), these programming effects of pro-inflammatory 
tendencies can be accentuated over the life course by behavioral patterns 
(e.g., unpredictability of low SES contexts, may lead to development of 
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constant vigilance and mistrust in children; this may lead to conflictual 
social interactions and development of poor regulation skills which in turn 
may result in unhealthy behaviors like smoking or sedentary life-
style/obesity).  
 For our work in Research Paper 2, it seemed therefore plausible 
that children’s health partially mediates some of the contextual influences 
on children’s developmental outcomes throughout childhood. This assump-
tion is supported by recent findings using large samples and careful statisti-
cal controls showing systematic associations between childhood SES, later 
health and adult socioeconomic status (e.g., Bravemann et al., 2005; 
Mathew & Gallo, 2011).  
 
Positive development and the “5 Cs” 

To overcome limitations in existing well-being indicator research, we pro-
pose a refined conceptualization and measurement model of children’s well-
being that is centered on the idea of positive outcome indicators and devel-
opmental competencies. Within this framework, child well-being outcomes 
are broadly defined as developmental mastery and progress on a wide range 
skills (i.e., language-cognitive, emotional, behavioral, self-regulatory, and 
social skills). Regarding the “Child Well-Being Outcomes” Box in Figure 2, 
I consider as self-regulatory measures age-specific assessments on how well 
children can regulate cognitive processes, behaviors, emotions and stress. 
Development of socio-emotional competencies is strongly related to self-
regulative processes and includes skills such the successful building and 
maintaining of relationships (family, peers), developing a sense of caring 
and empathy for others, and controlling one’s own emotions. Given the 
available GSOEP data, the development of cognitive competencies was not 
a focus in either of the research papers, but we did include as outcomes 
parental reports on two- and three-year-olds’ language development skills 
(Research Paper 2), as well as data on adolescents’ school grades (Re-
search Paper 3).  
 A measurement approach of well-being that integrates the self-
regulative process and developmental outcomes in children has been devel-
oped within the framework of Positive Youth Development (PYD; Benson 
et al., 2006). This rather metatheoretical perspective is rooted in a rich 
body of research on the design and evaluation of youth intervention pro-
grams in the US (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016). In the PYD view, adoles-
cents’ potential, ability to master challenges, and development of compe-
tencies are constituent parts in understanding the core of adolescents’ well-
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being. One of the most prominent conceptualizations of PYD is the “5 Cs”, 
representing the constructs of competence, confidence, connection, charac-
ter, and caring/compassion (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Lerner et al., 2005). 
According to Lerner et al. (2005), competence is defined as a positive view 
of one’s action in domain-specific areas (cognitive, social, academic, 
work/vocational). Confidence is an internal sense of overall self-confidence 
and self-efficacy. Connection captures positive relationships with family and 
peers and within schools/communities. Character refers to respect for socie-
tal and cultural values, as well as a sense of good/bad and moral actions. 
Finally, caring is defined as a sense of empathy for others. The constructs 
were modeled with factor analyses using a large sample of adolescents (n> 
900) from the 4-H Study. As indicators for the constructs, the authors have 
used composite scores of 19 scales (e.g., for the competence scale, several 
scores from the academic, social and physical subscales of the Self-
Perception Profile for Children (SPPC, Harter, 1982) were used as indica-
tors). These constructs were then defined as first-order latent variables cov-
ering a second-order construct of PYD. These factor models were shown to 
have good fit to the data both in cross-sectional (Lerner et al., 2005) and 
longitudinal models (from Grades 5 to 7; Phelps et al., 2009). The general 
PYD factor explained a consistent amount of variance in the 5 Cs and 
showed high stability over time (e.g., longitudinal correlations >.75). The 
second-order PYD construct was also found to be predictive of a sixth C, 
the construct of contribution (to self, society and family), as well as of de-
pressive problems and risk behaviors in adolescence (Lerner et al., 2005; 
Jeličić et al., 2007). Also, the 5 Cs proved to be useful in explaining differ-
ent patterns in adolescents’ transitions to romantic involvement in German 
natives, Russian-Jewish immigrants and Turkish immigrants (Silbereisen et 
al., 2014).    
 The validity of the 5 Cs model in relation to contextual antecedents 
and longitudinal associations has not been studied, however, for younger 
age groups. Thus, in Research Paper 2, we investigated whether diverse 
indicators of developmental competencies (as available in the GSOEP data) 
from the ages 0-1, 2-3, 5-6, 7-8 and 9-10 can be mapped to the 5 Cs model 
in early childhood. Lerner et al. (2015) assume that when there is an align-
ment of children’s strengths with resources within families, personal “thriv-
ing” and achievement of psychosocially valued outcomes occur. Extrapolat-
ing from this assumption, it can be assumed that all children have 
strengths, since they deal with biological, emotional, and social changes 
across childhood and youth. The plasticity of these potential strengths is 
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supported by quasi-experimental adoption studies, documenting that recov-
ery in neurological and developmental outcomes is possible even when chil-
dren were exposed to extreme institutional deprivation (e.g., Nelson et al., 
2007). The question of the existence of a general second-order factor ac-
counting for contextual influences and for variance in the 5 Cs during 
childhood, however, remains highly explorative. 
 
Adolescents’ Future Orientations 
Another relevant outcome on which Research Paper 3 focuses is that of 
adolescents’ future career orientations. Surprisingly, the research on adoles-
cents’ motivations, planning and behavior vis-à-vis their future is relatively 
scarce within developmental psychology (for overviews, see Nurmi, 2005; 
Seginer, 2009). Recently, the conceptual richness of future orientations has 
been rediscovered as a conceptual framework for explaining variations in 
adolescents’ health and well-being outcomes (Johnson, Blum, & Cheng, 
2014). Adolescence is a period of complex physical, cognitive, and socio-
emotional changes. Important changes include the development of the hip-
pocampus, the maturation of executive function and progress in capacities 
to plan, anticipate, evaluate and strive for goals. Indeed, one of the few 
studies comparing future orientations across different age groups showed 
steep linear increases in the capacity to plan and anticipate consequences 
from the ages of 10-12 to the mid-20s (Steinberg et al., 2009). Along with 
these changes, normative expectations deal with school success and explora-
tion of career plans. But what do adolescents expect when they think about 
their future education and careers? Are pessimistic-optimistic expectations 
associated with school achievement and later educational and career trajec-
tories? Do these future orientations relate to family SES, or are they more 
contingent on parents’ emotional support?  
 Future orientation (FO) is defined as the anticipation and evalua-
tion of the future self in interaction with the environment (Trommsdorff, 
1994). According to Trommsdorff (1983), FO can be described by eight 
dimensions: length of extension into the future, level of detail, domain (fam-
ily/education/career), affect (positive/negative), motivation (optimistic-
pessimistic evaluations), control, sequence of events, and number of cogni-
tions. Both Trommsdorff (1994) and Nurmi (2005) describe how somewhat 
vague representations about the future (i.e., aspirations) may develop into 
more concrete goal representations based on normative expectations and 
self-evaluations (e.g., optimistic outcome expectations) that can affect their 
goal striving and accomplishments. Most recently, Seginer (2009) conceptu-
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alized future orientations as an intra-personal process relating motivational, 
cognitive and behavioral components. The motivational component is de-
scribed by the value of a particular goal (e.g., how important is it?), a sense 
of internal control (e.g., I can master the task through effort), and optimis-
tic expectancies (e.g., I will succeed). The cognitive component includes 
thinking and planning about the future, while the behavioral component 
comprises exploration of different goals and commitment to particular goals.  
 Previous studies have shown that optimistic educational expecta-
tions are associated with educational and vocational achievement across 
adolescence and early adulthood. Regarding antecedents of FO, there are 
consisting findings of a positive association between accepting, sensitive 
parenting behavior (as perceived by the adolescents) and adolescents’ future 
orientations (Germeijs & Verschueren, 2009; Nurmi & Pulliainen, 1991; 
Seginer, Vermulst, & Shoyer, 2004; Trommsdorff, 1986). Regarding ante-
cedents of future orientation, one of the few quasi-experimental studies 
(McLoyd et al., 2011) showed that an early intervention in low SES families 
supporting parents’ employment situation over three years had long-term 
positive effects on adolescent boys’ optimistic career future expectations 
and their preparation for work (effects for girls were not found). Another 
randomized control study of middle-age school children at risk showed that 
increased educational expectations improved school grades and reduced 
risky behaviors in the following years (Oyserman et al., 2006). Other than 
the above-cited studies, most data on future orientation research are correl-
ative and do not include large samples that are representative across differ-
ent SES groups. 
 I address these limitations in Research Paper 3 by focusing on 
how family SES and parenting factors are associated with the motivational 
and behavioral components of adolescent’ FO. Regarding the motivational 
component, we investigate whether adolescents higher in control orienta-
tions will be more confident of success in their career and education. Re-
garding the behavioral component, we investigate whether adolescents with 
more optimistic educational/career expectations explore more career options 
but are also more focused and more committed in pursuing career goals.  
 
 

Family Well-Being and Parenting Factors 

Both family well-being and parenting factors are multidimensional con-
structs. In this thesis, the main family well-being factors we consider are 
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data on socio-economic status/economic hardship and parents’ subjective 
well-being. The term developmental parenting was used by Roggman et al. 
(2008) and Newland (2014) to describe parenting practices such as sensitive 
behaviors, teaching activities and co-parenting relationships that are 
thought to be child-age-appropriate and enhance their skills and develop-
ment. In this thesis, I focus on three aspects of parenting: dyadic compe-
tence promoting parent-child activities during childhood (e.g., reading to a 
child; Research Paper 2), supportive parenting behaviors (as perceived 
by adolescents; Research Paper 3) and fathers’ involvement (Research 
Paper 1).    
 Regarding the association between family well-being and parenting 
factors, a common assumption is that stressful experiences due to low in-
come/difficult working conditions could lead to psychological distress in 
parents and thus affect interactions among all family members. Although 
measures of psychological distress were not assessed in this thesis, it was 
assumed that the spiral of worry and low life satisfaction with families’ sit-
uation could generate persistent negative thoughts and distress symptoms 
in parents, and, in turn, spillover effects into parent-parent and parent-
child relationships could occur (Couter & McHale, 2005; Rapport & 
LeBourdais, 2008). Therefore, (reflective) indicators for subjective economic 
stress/well-being (Research Papers 2 and 3) included parents’ worries 
about their households’ financial situation, worries about their work situa-
tion, and satisfaction with their standard of living and family income. The 
underlying assumption for this latent variable was that if perceived stress is 
high, then parents should either worry much more or report lower levels of 
life satisfaction. Life satisfaction refers to the cognitive evaluation of a per-
son’s subjective well-being (Diener, 1994). Domain-specific cognitions of life 
satisfaction are consistently associated with context and time-varying ef-
fects but also with satisfaction in life in general (e.g., as shown in Latent 
State-Trait models, Schimmack et al., 2010). However, domain-specific are-
as of life satisfaction are mostly not analyzed in the literature. Life satisfac-
tion can be threatened by negative events, such as unemployment or acci-
dents, but can also be challenged by positive events, such as marriage and 
childbirth. According to the set-point theory, each individual has a stable 
level of life satisfaction. Life events cause a short-term fluctuation in this 
level but are likely to converge back to the initial level (Brickman, Coates, 
& Janoff-Bulman, 1978; Lykken & Tellegen, 1996). Some events (like 
layoffs) were identified as having a rather temporary influence on life satis-
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faction, while others (like marriage, unemployment, or disability) have more 
long-lasting effects (Clark, Diener, Georgellis, & Lucas, 2008; Lucas, 2007). 
 One of the most significant life events for parents is the birth of the 
first child. Several studies found an increase in life satisfaction for the par-
ents in the time before childbirth and in the first year after childbirth (e.g., 
Feldman & Nash, 1984; Luhmann, Hofmann, Eid & Lucas, 2012). Converse-
ly, the reality of having a child confronts the parents with various new 
challenges that might negatively influence their well-being (McLanahan & 
Adams, 1987; Umberson & Gove, 1989). Parents must adapt to life with a 
child, an increase in housework, having less time for themselves and their 
partners, the worry of financial burdens, and concerns regarding the well-
being of a new family member. Looking at the trajectories of parents, an 
initial increase in life satisfaction during pregnancy with a peak at the time 
of birth can be found. This peak in life satisfaction is followed by a decrease 
in happiness within the first year after child’s birth (Clark et al., 2008; 
Dyrdal & Lucas, 2013; Dyrdal, Roysamb, Nes & Vittersø, 2011). In addi-
tion, several studies have considered the role of the transition to father-
hood. These studies found an association between prenatal and postnatal 
paternal involvement. In other words, young men who are committed to 
their partner's pregnancy were more likely to be postnatally involved with 
their infants (Cabrera, Fagan, & Farrie, 2008; Cook Jones, Dick, & Singh, 
2005). Most of the available research is based on studies with the mother as 
the primary informant. Conversely, little is known about fathers’ perspec-
tives. In Research Paper 1, we were therefore particularly interested in 
identifying the pathways of support – that is, how a father’s involvement in 
childcare contributes to his own and the mother’s life satisfaction. In the 
following, I summarize the methods and results of the research papers.  
 

Research Paper 1: Do Fathers Promote Subjective Well-Being 
After Childbirth? 

To my knowledge, this is the first study to document variations in child-
birth effects on parents’ life satisfaction by levels of paternal involvement. 
We addressed this gap in the literature by using longitudinal data from 
n=598 cohabitating couples before and after the birth of their first child 
from the GSOEP study. The longitudinal data consisted of annual assess-
ments in three data waves before childbirth and three waves after child-
birth. For assessing parents’ subjective well-being, the life satisfaction of 
participating mothers and fathers was assessed annually on a ten-point 
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scale with the question: “How satisfied are you at present with your life as 
a whole?”. Both mothers and fathers annually reported how much time 
they spent during the workday on housework and childcare. From these 
reports, measures of fathers’ shares in housework and childcare (relative to 
their spouses) were calculated. In addition, mothers rated fathers’ support-
iveness in childcare when children were around 6 months of age. Based on 
this subjective measure, three groups of fathers were identified: unsupport-
ive, medium supportive, and highly supportive fathers. For modeling longi-
tudinal changes, piecewise latent growth modeling was used as a main ana-
lytical tool to estimate intraindividual and interindividual variations in a 
pre-birth slope, in an intercept at birth, and in a post-birth slope.    
 On average, parents were satisfied with their lives before becoming 
parents and up to three years after the transition to parenthood. Baseline 
levels and trajectories of mothers were higher compared to fathers. Our 
results show that, on average, both parents’ life satisfaction profited from 
the childbirth and from fathers’ involvement in childcare in the year after 
the infant was born. Life satisfaction of both mothers and fathers increased 
before childbirth, peaked in the birth year, and declined to at or slightly 
below the baseline level three years after childbirth (irrespective of control 
variables such as demographics and the number of children born after the 
first child). Mothers reported receiving more support from fathers when the 
fathers were older and had higher socioeconomic status, but these effects 
were rather small. Overall, demographics and socioeconomic status were not 
associated with the patterns in fathers’ involvement. Moreover, fathers’ 
relative involvement in both childcare and housework was perceived as 
supportive of mothers’ childcare. For example, in couples from the highly 
supportive group, fathers shared between 60%-80% of the housework before 
childbirth (compared to about 50% of unsupportive fathers), mothers re-
turned more quickly to work, and fathers’ shares increased from about 33% 
to about 47% within the first 3 years (compared to the group of unsupport-
ive fathers, which showed an increase from about 18% to about 28%). We 
also demonstrated that the fathers’ support in childcare (as perceived by 
the mothers) was associated with higher levels of life satisfaction for both 
parents in the years surrounding childbirth. In families in which the fathers 
were more involved, life-satisfaction trajectories of mothers and fathers were 
much steeper; both parents had elevated levels around the time of child-
birth and then returned to their baseline levels. Overall, the parents from 
the highly supportive group had the highest increases at birth in life satis-
faction compared to the unsupportive group (e.g., between-group differences 
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at birth: d=.69 in mother’s well-being and d=.52 in father’s well-being). 
Conversely, mothers and fathers from the unsupportive group had the low-
est life satisfaction levels, and these did not significantly vary around child-
birth. Comparing the baseline and endline levels, fathers from the medium 
supportive group decreased below their baseline levels within the third year 
post-birth (d=.20 for the within-differences in endline compared to base-
line).  
 In sum, the main finding of this study is that both parents’ subjec-
tive well-being will be higher during the transition to parenthood when fa-
thers are more involved. The main practical implication of our study urges 
a focus on the development of intervention programs focused not only on 
the event of birth itself but also on how parents jointly cope with potential 
difficulties in the years after birth. 
 

Research Paper 2: How Can Well-Being in Children Be Promot-
ed? 

The first research question of this paper sought to operationalize child well-
being using the aforementioned framework of positive development of the 5 
Cs on the basis of the GSOEP Data. This was investigated by testing a 
measurement model using latent variable methods, including indicators on 
both the 5 Cs variables and health indicators. Second, the paper investi-
gates how family well-being variables are associated with these outcomes. 
Here, a special focus was to disentangle the interplay of family SES and the 
(cumulative) risk effects of family economic hardship/stress on children’s 
outcomes. Third, we investigated possible protective factors against family 
economic stress factors by means of buffering moderation mechanisms rep-
resented by dyadic-mother child interactions and quantity of external child 
care. Data consisted of cumulated cross-sections of the GSOEP and the 
extension study “Families in Germany” (FID, first wave). Variables on 
child-outcomes were assessed by maternal ratings of their children via the 
so-called “mother-child” questionnaires for newborns, 2- to 3-year-olds, 5- 
to 6-year-olds, 7- to 8-year-olds, and 9- to 10-year-olds. Sample sizes ranged 
between n=913 (9- to 10-year-olds/FiD data) and n=3384 (newborns). 
Most indicators for the 2- to 3-year-olds were based on the Vineland Ma-
turity Scales (Schmiade, Spieß & Tietze, 2008), whereas most of the items 
for the older age groups were based on a shortened version of the Strengths 
and Difficulties Questionnaire (Woerner et  al., 2002). Data on SES, eco-
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nomic stress, parenting, and child care were assessed in SOEP via inter-
views with mothers and fathers.  
 
Child Well-Being Operationalization  
First, indicators on developmental competencies in children were identified 
in each age group and mapped as close as possible to the 5 Cs; however, 
there were no indicators found for the Character dimension. Confirmatory 
analyses were run with first-order factor representing the identified dimen-
sions. For the group of newborns to 1-year-olds, only two more tempera-
mental-oriented factors on positivity/irritability could be operationalized. 
For the 2- to 3-year-olds, 6 first-order factors were identified, whereas the 
majority of factors were on Competencies (language, social, everyday, and 
motor skills; e.g., item for social competence: child plays with other chil-
dren), one factor for Confidence (e.g., child is mostly happy/satisfied), and 
one factor for Caring (e.g., child shows sympathy when other children are 
sad). For the 5- to 10-year-olds, four first-order factors were identified on 
Regulation Competencies (e.g., can concentrate for long periods of time; not 
easily distracted), Confidence (low internal problems on items from the 
SDQ), Caring (e.g., is considerate/helps others), and Connection (e.g., child 
is popular/has at least one good friend). These factors were explained by a 
second-order factor in each age group (for the newborns, the model was 
identified by using the health variables, see below). In addition, objective 
and subjective health ratings clustered well together and were jointly asso-
ciated with this general second-order factor at each age group. For the 
health variable, a formative measurement approach was used, in which 
“causal”-formative indicators on objective assessments (e.g., BMI, retro-
spective reports of hospitalizations and health treatments) explained be-
tween 43% (2-year-olds) and 93% of variance (9- to 10-year-olds) in a latent 
health variable; these variable had one reflective variable indicator on ma-
ternal assessment of the general health status of the child (averaging load-
ings >.50). This model was identified by specifying a direct effect for 
Health → Child Well-Being (second order factor).  This theoretical meas-
urement was then applied to each age group, and the contribution of the 
available items was estimated using structural equation modeling. Global 
model fit was evaluated using Chi-Square values, RMSEA, SRMR, and 
CFI. Inspection of standardized residuals was used to identify sources of 
local misfit; overall, the models were only slightly modified (i.e., by exclu-
sion of items that were only loosely causally connected to our well-being 
constructs). All final models showed a good fit to the data (although with 
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significant Chi-Squares) and comprised different numbers of observed vari-
ables across age groups (e.g., 29 items were included in the model for 2- to 
3-year-olds as indicators of the first-order factors, and no factors on Con-
nection were identified for this age group).  
 In a series of factor analyses with multiple group comparisons, we 
established measurement equivalence for the reflective part of the model 
(i.e., without the health variable) in comparing boys with girls, single-
parent families with two-parent families, families with and without a migra-
tory background, and data sources (SOEP vs. FiD). In a final step, individ-
ual factor scores were computed based on these factor analyses (in the main 
analyses, first-order factor scores served as indicators for the general well-
being factor). These factor scores were negatively skewed (most of the chil-
dren showed high well-being values), and the variances of these scores was 
considerable. Although the longitudinal correlations were low in size, a clos-
er inspection of the data showed that about 50% of children remained rela-
tively stable in their individual position on this general factor (between ages 
0-1 to 2-3, and 2-3 to 5-6 years). The results on the measurement equiva-
lence showed that the computed factor scores can be compared across dif-
ferent groups of children (e.g., by gender, migration background, and family 
status). They thus showed that they are not biased in multivariate analyses 
assessing associations with family well-being factors (for further details, see 
also Schölmerich, Agache, Leyendecker, Ott, & Werding, 2013, pp.: 56-86).   
 
 
Risk and promoting well-being factors 
Variations in these factor-based child well-being indexes by family struc-
ture, family SES, and migration background replicated previous findings, 
although the differences were low in their effect size (e.g., lower well-being 
scores in low SES, single-parent families, and families with immigration 
background). Also, the differences in domain-specific well-being factors were 
quite homogenous across different types of enrollment patterns and quanti-
ty of external childcare. Across all age groups, there were no evident associ-
ations with the total level of family income; however, children in poverty 
(measured as <60% of the median equivalized family income after the new 
OECD scale) scored generally lower in their health and well-being scores.  
 A Multiple Causes and Indicator Model (MIMIC; Bollen & Bauldry, 
2011) was specified in measuring family economic stress. In this MIMIC 
model, “causal” indicators were represented by economic hardship variables 
(e.g., poverty, unemployment history, housing conditions, weekly hours 
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spent caring for an ill family member) that explain variance in a latent var-
iable with three subjective “effect” indicators (maternal satisfaction with 
financial situation of the household, parents’ worries about their workplace 
and parents’ worries about their economic situation). The hardship “causal” 
indicators explained, together with parents’ education, about 35% of vari-
ance in the newborns and between 50-55% of variance in the older age 
groups. In a second step, a structural equation model (SEM) was specified 
by adding children’s health and a latent variable of child well-being repre-
sented by the factor scores on caring, competence/regulation, connection, 
and confidence. In the SEM, both direct and indirect effects of the “causal” 
hardship variables were tested, and support was found for the model in 
which the effects of these variables were mediated by the latent stress fac-
tor (while allowing for the direct effect of parental education and other so-
cio-demographic covariates on child outcomes). Taken together, the results 
show that the effects of the objective hardship variables on children’s out-
comes were mediated by parents’ subjective economic stress. The effects of 
the economic stress variables on children’s well-being were partially mediat-
ed by health. The associations between economic stress and child well-being 
were negative (low to moderate effect sizes), while the associations between 
health and well-being were positive and somewhat stronger than the associ-
ations between economic stress and child well-being. This pattern of results 
was consistent across all age groups (except for the 5- to 6-year-olds, where 
no direct association between health and child well-being was found). Re-
garding risk factors, we found that poverty, cumulated history of mothers’ 
unemployment, and housing conditions (burdens due to rent costs and 
number of rooms > 6 m2) explained most variance in economic stress and 
were indirectly and negatively associated with children’s well-being. When 
at least one of the parents had a university degree, economic stress was 
lower and children scored higher in health and well-being outcomes (above 
and beyond the negative effects of the hardship risk variables).  
 Because the effects of the hardship causal indicators to the economic 
stress variables did not significantly change across the analyses, it was con-
cluded that the MIMIC model is justified. Therefore, for testing potential 
protective factors of parenting behavior in subsequent analyses, an index 
variable was calculated based on the factor scores from the MIMIC model. 
Moderated regression analyses showed that maternal dyadic-competence-
promoting activities at age 2-3 (e.g., reading, singing, and painting with the 
child) buffered negative effects of the economic stress index on child out-
comes, while other more routine mother-child activities like shopping, play-
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ing outside or visiting friends/family were not associated with child out-
comes. Also, 2- to 3-year-old and 5- to 6-year-old children were not affected 
by the negative effects of economic stress if they were enrolled in full-time 
(≥ 8 hours per day) external childcare (across all moderation analyses,  
sociodemographics and parents’ education were included as controls).  
 

Research Paper 3: How Can Adolescents’ Future Orientations Be 

Promoted? 

This research paper consists of two studies. In the first study, structural 
equation models on the associations between family SES variables, parents’ 
subjective economic well-being, supportive parenting, adolescents’ control 
beliefs and future orientations, school grades and identity status were test-
ed. This study relied on a sample of n=1624 17-year-old adolescents living 
with both of their parents (cumulated GSOEP samples from the years 
2001-2005). In the second study, both parents’ control beliefs and optimistic 
future expectations were added to the model based on the subsample of 
parents and adolescents assessed in the 2005 subsample (n=254). Adoles-
cents’ optimistic future orientations (or expectations) were measured in 
both studies using self-ratings on 5 items on the probability (from 0% to 
100%) of having educational and career success in the future and not being 
unemployed. Regarding their career identity status, adolescents reported on 
5 items regarding how much they explore/are decided/uncertain on future 
career goals and what role parents play in these decisions. These career 
identity items were analyzed with a mixture model that revealed two al-
most equally sized groups of adolescents: one group who were uncertain 
about their future career plans and a second group with a career achieved 
status (i.e., adolescents who had mostly set career goals, decided on a par-
ticular job, explored career opportunities more intensively, and were not 
uncertain about their future jobs).  
 Taken together, the results were consistent with the hypothesis that the 
effects of family economic well-being (family SES variables and adjusted family 
income levels from the previous two years) on adolescents’ future orientations 
are explained by parents’ cognitions and worries about their economic situation 
and by how children perceive the parenting behavior of their parents. Overall, 
the associations between family income and children’s outcomes were small in 
their effect size. In contrast, family economic well-being accounted for a sub-
stantial amount of the variations in parents’ evaluations of satisfaction with 
and worries due to their economic situation. These findings were almost identi-
cal for fathers and mothers; the direct positive association of the subjective 
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economic well-being variables on supportive parenting had a small effect size 
and was very similar for both parents.  
 Insights on the impact of variations in parental subjective well-being on 
parenting and adolescent children were more evident when parents’ control 
orientations and their optimistic future orientation were included in the analy-
sis. In models where these two parental psychological constructs were not in-
cluded, the direct effect of parental subjective well-being was only partially 
transmitted via parenting; the inclusion of these two parental psychological 
constructs led to a complete mediation of parental subjective economic well-
being on adolescents’ measures of control, future orientation and achievement 
dimensions. Less satisfied and more worried parents were less prone to believe 
that they exerted control and were more pessimistic when thinking about their 
future. No direct link between parents’ optimistic future orientation and par-
enting behaviors was present, but internal parental control was positively 
linked with supportive parenting and was also directly positively associated 
with the control orientations of the parents’ children. Moreover, adolescents 
who perceived their parents as showing more support, emotional warmth, love 
and understanding reported fewer conflicts with their parents. Therefore, pa-
rental economic subjective well-being was also indirectly linked with adoles-
cents’ outcomes via parents’ control beliefs and via the parenting dimensions. 
In turn, parenting dimensions were linked with adolescents’ control orientations 
and, via these, were indirectly linked to adolescents’ career future orientations.  
 Overall, parenting and adolescents’ control orientations were the most 
important predictors of their optimistic future orientations; in turn, adoles-
cents’ internal control beliefs and optimistic future orientations predicted bet-
ter school grades and higher probabilities of having a more achieved career 
identity (exploring, setting and striving for goals as opposed to uncertain career 
goals). 

 

General Discussion 

 
The presented research papers examined family well-being factors and pro-
cesses associated with children’s and adolescents’ child well-being outcomes 
across large and representative samples. Taken together, these findings 
support the pathway model on developmental outcomes across childhood 
and adolescence (Figure 2), in which more distal factors of family well-being 
(i.e., family SES and multidimensional measures of economic hardship) are 
associated with parental subjective well-being factors (i.e., life-satisfaction-
related cognitions and worries about their economic situation), as well as 
with the proximal factors of parenting behaviors and fathers’ involvement. 
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In turn, each of these components of family well-being and parenting 
proved to have their own, but also shared and interactive, associations with 
developmental outcomes. First, concerning child well-being outcomes, the 
results point to the important role of considering a broad range of age-
specific indicators on multiple outcomes of developmental competencies 
(while also considering the potential confounding role of children’s health) 
rather than focusing on isolated single outcomes. The available GSOEP 
indicators can be used to obtain meaningful and reliable health and well-
being indexes on children’s regulation and socio-emotional competencies. 
Second, concerning how family well-being and parenting factors are associ-
ated with these outcomes, several enhancing and buffering mechanisms 
were identified that go beyond cumulative risk hypotheses in which various 
family stressors are added together. Third, our results highlight the im-
portance of fathers in two very distinct phases (transition to 
parenthood/infancy and adolescence). In the following sections, I will pre-
sent conclusions for each of these three points based on the initial research 
questions. Finally, I will sketch out the main limitations and directions for 
future research.  
 

Child Well-Being Outcomes 

Research Paper 2 shows how the rather vague concept of child well-being 
can be disentangled empirically by using parental ratings of child develop-
mental outcomes. Whereas previous research focused on child well-being 
indexes using macro-aggregated data and mostly negative risk indicators, 
we tested the multivariate structure of age-specific indicators to determine 
whether these structures fit the 5 Cs concept of positive development. Re-
sults of factor analyses replicated across 5 age groups (from age 0-1 to ages 
9-10) and showed that a broad range of markers of self-regulative and socio-
emotional competencies cluster well together in domain-specific factors as 
well as in a general second-order factor. Using multi-group comparisons, the 
full factorial, the full metric, and partially the scalar equivalence of these 
first and second factors were established across different socio-demographic 
groups and data sources. Taken together, these factor analyses and the in-
dexes reported in Research Paper 2 provide a substantial and practical 
approach to describe variations child well-being outcomes with the GSOEP 
data.  
 On a conceptual-measurement level, the existence of the general 
factor suggests that contextual effects on self-regulative and developmental 
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outcomes are shared and indirectly mediated by this general factor. Howev-
er, this raises the question of what processes/construct are responsible for 
the shared influences that are captured by the second-order factor. Does the 
general well-being factor represent a common sensitization process for con-
textual influences as opposed to habituation? The results from the second 
paper fit the construct of the 5 Cs, where a second-order factor represents 
“positive development” (e.g., Phelps et al., 2009). They are also in line with 
the existence of the general component of “non-cognitive skills” validated in 
different samples of children using latent variable techniques (Cuhna & 
Heckmann, 2008). Likewise, the existence of a second-order factor has been 
found in relation to a well-being factor capturing affective/hedonic, eudai-
monic, and social well-being first-order factors on representative national 
US and European samples (Gallagher, Lopez, & Preacher, 2009; Longo et 
al., 2016). However, these analogies should be made with care. Most of the 
items in Research Paper 2 for the 2- to 3-year-olds were assessed using 
the Vineland Maturity Scale, while most items for the 5- to 10-year-olds 
came from the Strengths and Difficulties Scale. The second-order factor 
thus captures more shared variability in “adaptive behaviors” and skills in 
2- to 3-year-old and more shared variability in (low) internalized-
externalized problems in older age groups. Therefore, a strong mutual influ-
ence between single facets of development (as reported by maternal ratings 
of their child behaviors) may be accounted for by these shared variances in 
factor analyses. For example, early self-regulative skills could enhance in-
teractions with other children, which in turn could foster children’s lan-
guage skills and social competencies. These bidirectional relationships could 
not be carefully tested longitudinally in within-child designs with GSOEP, 
since the factors relied on age-specific indicators. Difficulties in capturing 
longitudinal processes are unavoidable since the same indicator could have 
a different meaning at different ages (e.g., to share a toy or to laugh/cry a 
lot may have a different meaning at very young ages as compared to ages 9-
10). However, even with the cross-sectional first-order well-being factors 
identified in Research Paper 2, one fruitful approach for the future would 
be to examine more closely the potential mutual associations between the 
identified first-order factors (or between the single items) by means of, for 
example, network analysis (Borsboom & Cramer, 2013). Given these open 
measurement questions, future research should also focus more on how pa-
rental ratings of child development cluster together with multi-informant 
observation and test data on developmental outcomes (e.g., by using the 
archived and GSOEP-harmonized data of the cross-sectional NUBBEK 
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Study on n=1956 2- and 4-year-olds; Leyendecker, Agache & Madsen, 
2014). Since questionnaires are also added for older age groups in the ongo-
ing GSOEP study, longitudinal data will be available for the period of early 
puberty to early adolescence (e.g., temperament and personality measures 
and self-reports on social competencies at ages 12-14). Thus, it is crucial to 
further investigate dynamic patterns and interrelations between specific 
developmental outcomes.  
 For the analyzed GSOEP adolescent samples in Research Paper 
3, however, no developmental data were measured at earlier time points. 
Thus, the analyses focused only on predictors of family well-being and 
cross-sectional assessments of adolescents’ future orientations. The results 
supported the assumption that internal control beliefs coupled with more 
confident expectations vis-à-vis their success in future career/educational 
domains were associated with better school grades and greater exploration 
and focus on future career goals (in terms of an “achieved” identity status). 
 The data described in Research Paper 3 are therefore important, 
since they rely on adolescents’ self-reports and a large sample size compared 
to previous studies, which were based mostly on rather small or conven-
ience samples. As such, whether future orientations are associated with 
well-being relevant outcomes throughout adolescence and early adulthood 
remains open for future research. There are only a few studies on the asso-
ciation between future orientation dimensions and subjective well-being as 
separate variables. For example, Zaleski, Cycon and Kurc (2001) found, in 
a Polish sample of 17- to 18-year-olds, that those scoring higher in long-
term goals were also higher in various dimensions of subjective well-being 
(e.g., meaningful life and social self-efficacy) and had lower scores on emo-
tional distress and hopelessness measures compared to adolescents who were 
more oriented to present activities. Recent work suggests that variations in 
life satisfaction could have a motivational function on their own (Hofmann 
et al., 2014; Luhmann & Hennecke, 2017), as they are likely to be predic-
tive of positive outcomes and life events (e.g., partnership relations, health, 
work). Therefore, future analyses using GSOEP data could further describe 
how adolescents’ control, future orientations, and life satisfaction at age 17 
are correlated with trajectories in their later educational, occupational and 
family related outcomes.   

Risk and Promoting Child Well-Being Factors 

Across Research Papers 2 and 3, parents’ subjective evaluation of their 
economic situation played a crucial role in explaining the associations be-



 29 

tween families’ socio-economic resources and children’s and adolescents’ 
outcomes. Taken together, parents’ subjective evaluations and worries 
about their economic situation were much more predictive than the objec-
tive SES/economic hardship factors considered alone. Across all age groups, 
the direct association between the equivalized family income and child out-
comes was small. In adolescence, the association between stable family in-
come across two years and parents’ subjective economic well-being was 
higher compared to childhood. On the other hand, the economic hardship 
variables (e.g., unemployment, poverty) were much more predictive for 
both parents’ subjective evaluations for child outcomes than the family 
income variable alone. One possible explanation for these results, often ad-
vanced from a more economic standpoint, is that families with lower SES 
are “investing” less time and monetary resources into providing a cognitive-
ly and emotionally stimulating environment for their children. However, in 
contrast to most of the previous US studies, we found no strong evidence 
for parenting behaviors as a mediating mechanism. In fact, maternal dyad-
ic-competence-promoting activities at age 2-3 (e.g., reading, singing, and 
solving puzzles with the child) buffered negative effects of economic stress 
on child outcomes (while other more routine mother-child activities, like 
shopping, playing outside or visiting friends/family, were not associated 
with child outcomes). In Research Paper 3, we found that parental sup-
portive behaviors explained more variance in adolescents’ control and fu-
ture orientations (albeit with a small to moderate effect size) compared to 
family economic well-being variables. Parents’ education correlated in both 
papers negatively with economic stress and positively with parenting behav-
iors. These results suggest that parental education has a protective function 
for child outcomes since it reduces perceived economic stress and enhances 
child’s competencies. Parental unemployment history and parental occupa-
tion status were among the strongest predictors of family economic stress.  
 In addition, variables on difficulties in housing conditions (difficul-
ties with rent payments, small room sizes) proved to be predictive of eco-
nomic stress during childhood. This further suggests that families and chil-
dren growing up in more crowded households, or possibly in neighborhoods 
with higher percentages of low SES families, may be exposed to greater 
stress. Increases in the allostatic load within families may lead to the devel-
opment of pro-inflammatory phenotypes and long-term effects in children 
for later diseases (Miller & Chen, 2013). Previous findings consistently have 
shown that children from low SES families have higher cortisol levels; by 
means of dysfunctions of the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal (HPA) axis 
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functioning, this could impact children’s learning capabilities (Hackman, 
Farah, & Meaney, 2010). These speculations fit to the systematic associa-
tions found in the second paper between children’s health and children’s 
outcomes. Moreover, children’s health partially mediated the associations 
between family economic hardship/stress variables and children’s outcomes. 
This provides consistent evidence that children’s health could be effectively 
targeted in intervention programs promoting child well-being. Since varia-
bles on children’s health are assessed longitudinally in GSOEP in a rather 
similar way, future analyses could focus on within-child variations in health 
status and how these variations correlate with developmental outcomes. It 
can be assumed that an accumulation of health problems coupled with high 
levels of parental economic stress during early childhood could be more det-
rimental to later developmental outcomes than each of these risk factors 
considered alone.  
 Research Paper 3 further showed that parents’ internal control 
beliefs and optimistic expectations were negatively correlated with economic 
stress variables and positively correlated with supportive parenting. Future 
research could address more closely whether parents’ and adolescents’ con-
trol and future orientation buffer effects of economic stress.  
 Taken together, these findings support theories of economic hard-
ship (McLoyd, 1998) and Family Stress Theory/Family Interactionist Mod-
el (Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010; Conger et al., 2015), with the im-
portant addition that parenting behaviors may play an independent, pro-
tective role. Since maternal working hours were not associated with child 
outcomes, these results instead support the notion that it is not the amount 
of time mothers spend with their children that is predictive (Milkie, No-
maguchi, & Denny, 2015) but rather the quality of their interactions with 
their children.  
 Finally, the important role of external childcare as a buffer for ad-
verse effects of family economic stress at age 2-3 (while controlling for so-
cio-demographic variables, parental education and migration status) is im-
portant to note, since children, and especially children at risk, are entering 
childcare at older ages. Further GSOEP analyses could replicate and extend 
these analyses, since an interactive effect with other family backgrounds is 
plausible (e.g., most children with an immigration background enter child-
care after the age of 3; Agache et al., 2017).   
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Father’s Role 

Our results highlight the importance of fathers in two very distinct phases 
(transition to parenthood/infancy and adolescence). In Research Paper 1, 
fathers’ instrumental involvement in household and childcare (as measured 
by their shares in weekly hours spent on these tasks) proved to be associat-
ed with mothers’ perceived support in childcare when newborns were 
around 6 months old. In addition, positive longitudinal associations were 
found between fathers’ involvement and both parents’ trajectories in life 
satisfaction before, at, and after childbirth. The previous literature docu-
mented only an average pattern of variations of increases before and at 
childbirth, followed by decreases to at or slightly below baseline levels sev-
eral years after childbirth. The results of the first paper are therefore con-
sistent with recent criticism of the set-point theory, which predicts a return 
to a fixed, individual baseline level of well-being after major life events like 
childbirth (Headey, 2010). However, this raises the question of the causality 
of these associations. An omitted variable bias due to selection effects (e.g., 
the decision to start a family, personality traits, etc.) seems plausible. One 
direction for future research can be seen in light of a newer study by  
Pollmann-Schult (2014), who addressed this issue of omitted variable bias 
using a larger GSOEP sample but without including measures on fathers’ 
involvement. The study analyzed the effects of parenthood on life satisfac-
tion using individual fixed change effects models to control for omitted 
time-invariant effects (e.g., genetic influences or personality traits). The 
study found support for a positive and long-lasting effect of childbirth on 
life satisfaction but also an interaction effect with household income and 
time-use variables; the interactive effects suggest that these overall positive 
effects of parenthood may be offset due to an increase in financial and time 
costs associated with raising a child. For measuring relative time use, the 
Pollmann-Schult (2014) study used a measure of weekly hours of time lei-
sure relative to the amount of time spent on housework and childcare. For 
future research, it would be interesting to use not only variables measuring 
time costs relative to one’s own leisure time but also spouses’ shares of time 
invested in housework/childcare, as we did in Research Paper 1. Fur-
thermore, it is well known that results of individual fixed-effects models are 
biased if important time varying predictors are excluded. Therefore, future 
research on long-lasting effects of childbirth on life satisfaction could inte-
grate into fixed effects change models the fathers’ involvement variables we 
used in the first paper. For future research extending the results on child 
well-being outcomes from our second paper, fathers’ involvement seems to 
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be a potential moderating/buffering variable for the associations between 
family stress variables and child outcomes.  
 We further found that fathers’ control beliefs and their optimistic 
future expectations with life in general were positively associated with sup-
portive parenting and with adolescents’ control beliefs and career future 
orientations (Research Paper 3). These associations did not differ consid-
erably from the mother-child correlations. In addition, positive associations 
were found between parents’ subjective economic well-being variables and 
their control beliefs and optimistic future expectations; since these variables 
are measured longitudinally in GSOEP (although not all at equally spaced 
(annual) intervals), future research could further investigate the bidirec-
tionality of these associations. The bidirectional nature of these associations 
is supported by first evidence reported elsewhere that longitudinal correla-
tions between mothers’, fathers’ and adolescents’ life satisfaction from age 
17 to age 21 differ according to levels of perceived supportive parenting 
(e.g., in families where adolescents report higher levels of support, correla-
tions among all family members were stronger, with no noticeable differ-
ences between correlations involving mothers’ and fathers’ variables; 
Agache & Trommsdorff, 2010).  
 Taken together, the results from Research Papers 1 and 3 are 
consistent with a systemic theoretical view that fathers and mothers are 
similarly important for family and child well-being outcomes. The main 
implication of these results for policy and intervention programs is therefore 
not to focus only on family resources (e.g., income) or exclusively on single 
family members (e.g., mother’s time with the child) but rather to encourage 
fathers’ involvement in childcare and fathers’ sensitive and supporting par-
enting behaviors.   
 

Limitations  

In additions to the points outlined above, there are some methodological 
limitations across all three research papers. One major limitation concerns 
so-called endogeneity issues (e.g., Duncan et al., 2004; Antonakis et al., 
2014). Technically, the endogeneity problem occurs in linear models for the 
associations between X and Y, if X correlates with the residual variance in 
Y (or vice versa). This may result in biased estimates (regardless whether 
they are ML or OLS estimates). Although the estimated models fit well 
with the data across the three research papers, the possibility cannot be 
ruled out that the observed covariance structure is generated by other 
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“true” bidirectional causal relationships or other omitted variables (e.g., 
cultural norms, genetic effects, or personality traits). For example, in Re-
search Paper 1 such endogeneity issues could occur if couples with higher 
levels of life satisfaction have different expectations regarding childbirth 
(e.g., different values of children; Trommsdorff & Nauck, 2010) or are more 
supportive of each other’s regardless of decisions involved in childbirth 
compared to couples with lower life satisfaction three years before child-
birth.  That children’s characteristics may impact parents’ parenting behav-
ior has been long recognized (Belsky, 1984; Cabrera et al., 2014), but there 
are only few studies addressing such bidirectional relationships. One solu-
tion to this endogeneity problem is to use so-called instrumental variable 
estimation (Bollen, 2012), where the instrument is a third variable Z that 
correlates either with parents’ or children’s characteristics, thus allowing for 
the correlation of the residual variances in parent-child variables (and thus 
controlling for possible bidirectional effects). Therefore, ideally, the esti-
mates on the direct and indirect mediating effects from Research Papers 
2 and 3 should be further investigated in future studies using randomized 
intervention-control groups, which could serve as perfect instruments for 
family well-being variables (e.g., in evaluations of intervention programs 
that target parents’ employment situations, as in Gennetian, Magnuson, & 
Morris, 2008). However, identifying such instrumental variables in devel-
opmental psychology (or in observational data like the GSOEP) is difficult 
since, for ethical reasons, randomization (e.g., into SES groups) is not pos-
sible; moreover, it generally cannot be ruled out that a variable that corre-
lates with family well-being variables is not also associated with child well-
being outcomes. Another, more feasible solution with the GSOEP data 
would be to use fixed-effects models for longitudinal assessments, where the 
individual-specific mean of each variable is subtracted from the values at 
each time point (e.g., Allison, 2009). Consequently, the time-invariant be-
tween-variance is eliminated, and the fixed effects estimates rely only on 
intraindividual change (thus, any omitted, time-invariant confounding ef-
fects are controlled for). These kinds of models (or derivated hybrid models, 
including observed time-invariant predictors like gender) can be systemical-
ly tested in nested SEM models (e.g., Bollen & Brand, 2010).   
 In Research Paper 2, methods of factor analyses were used to test 
measurement models on child well-being outcomes. These methods rely on 
large sample sizes (as we used with the GSOEP data) but are underpow-
ered and would be difficult to apply in future studies with sample sizes n < 
200. In the second paper, we also used the factor analysis solution to com-
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pute individual factor scores; however, computing factor score indexes may 
be affected by so-called factor indeterminacy issues, especially if the factor 
scores are used as outcome variables. Future studies should thus further 
investigate how weighted factor scores/indexes on child well-being behave 
compared to latent variable models within nomological networks of family 
and child well-being. Further, in contrast to previous research that assessed 
cumulative, additive risk scores (Sammeroff et al., 1987; Evans & English, 
2002) or used reflective latent variables (Belsky et al., 2012) to assess cu-
mulative effects of family risks, our results support the conceptualization of 
economic stress with a formative measurement approach; in this approach, 
more objective risk factors explain variance in a latent MIMIC variable 
represented by subjective indicators on parental worries/low satisfaction 
with family income. Further research could investigate whether weighting 
indicators in a total “risk” score index by combining objective and subjec-
tive indicators is a valid approach for assessing cumulative effects on child 
outcomes.  
 Another methodological issue concerns the generalizability of the 
results. Although variables on immigration background were used as co-
variates across all three research papers, the sample sizes in the analyzed 
GSOEP data for subgroups based on families’ countries of origin is rather 
small. Future studies could better disentangle immigration experiences and 
cultural values as a resource for families’ and children’s well-being.   
 Despite these methodological issues, the results reported in this the-
sis have their strengths in the large sample sizes of the GSOEP data, the 
inclusion of a large set of covariates, the application of latent variable 
methods (i.e., control for measurement errors), and analysis across different 
age groups. Therefore, the associations we report between family well-being 
and parenting factors (incl. fathers’ involvement) and child well-being out-
comes from infancy to adolescence appear to be robust and reliable, and 
unlikely to be marred by the omission of important confounding variables.  
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General Conclusions 

 
Although a lot of work remains to be done, the work reported in this thesis 
contributes to the literature in several ways:  
 

1) Child well-being outcomes can be conceptualized in terms of health 
status and socio-emotional outcomes that tap into aspects of posi-
tive development. In Research Paper 2, we showed that context sen-
sitive indexes of children’s health and well-being can be derived on 
the basis of child oriented data from the GSOEP across five age 
groups (Newborns, 2–3, 5–6, 7–8, and 9–10 years), either as domain 
specific factor scores, or as a general, hierarchical well-being factor. 
In Research Paper 3, adolescents’ internal control orientations and 
their optimistic career future orientations were positively associated 
with school grades and career relevant behaviors (e.g., exploration 
and commitment to career goals). Taken together, both papers of-
fered new insights regarding what psycho-functional outcomes can 
be best targeted by policy and intervention programs to promote 
healthy and positive development in childhood and adolescence. 

2) Our analyses provided further evidence that variables associated 
with low SES (e.g., poverty, parental unemployment, and poor liv-
ing conditions) are increasing parent’s perceived economic stress; in 
turn, parental economic stress is negatively associated with chil-
dren’s outcomes during childhood and adolescence—albeit with low 
to moderate effect sizes—thus supporting the “family stress” path-
way idea. Parental education proved to be an important protective 
variable against economic stress and in promoting family and child 
well-being. Likewise, dyadic mother-child competence promoting ac-
tivities during early childhood proved to be an important buffering 
variable against negative effects of economic stress on children 
above and beyond parental education and occupational status. Sen-
sitive-supportive parenting behaviors as perceived by adolescents 
partially explained the effects of family SES and economic stress 
variables on adolescents’ career future orientations but also seem to 
have more power to predict adolescents’ outcomes than family SES 
variables. Taken together, these results point to the important roles 
of parental education and parents’ subjective well-being in dealing 
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with stress factors, and parenting behaviors in promoting children’s 
well-being outcomes.  

3) Fathers’ involvement in housework and childcare (as indicated by 
couples’ relative shared time spent in these activities and as per-
ceived by mothers) proved to be associated with both mothers’ and 
fathers’ changes in life satisfaction before, at, and after childbirth. 
One main finding was that in couples where fathers were most in-
volved both spouses reported the highest increases in life satisfaction 
at birth and have returned to their initial levels or even slightly 
gained in their own life satisfaction three years later (compared to 
their own baseline three years before birth and compared to couples 
where fathers were less involved). During adolescence, fathers’ in-
ternal control orientations, their optimistic future expectations and 
their supportive parenting were predictive— with similar effects siz-
es as for mothers—for adolescents’ control orientations and their op-
timistic future orientations. Taken together, these results demon-
strate that fathers are an important resource for well-being in fami-
lies in two important transition phases (the birth of the first child 
and in adolescence).  
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Abstract 

 
This study explored the role of fathers’ involvement for life satisfaction 
changes among cohabitating couples (N = 598) before and after childbirth 
using data from the German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP). We included 
longitudinal data and reports from both parents on their time spent on 
housework and childcare and their life satisfaction. Piecewise latent growth 
models showed that fathers’ relative involvement trajectories for housework 
and childcare (amount of time men spent compared to their partners) were 
positively correlated. Fathers’ relative involvement was perceived as 
supportive for mothers’ childcare. In families where fathers were more 
involved, life satisfaction trajectories were much steeper; both parents had 
elevated levels around birth and returned to their baseline levels compared 
to families with less-involved fathers. Fathers who were less involved did 
not increase in life satisfaction at birth and decreased below their baseline 
levels within the 3rd year post-birth. 

 
 

Keywords: life satisfaction, childbirth, fathers’ involvement, parenthood  
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Introduction 

According to worldwide surveys, people perceive childbirth as a desirable 
and positive life event (e.g., Vanassche, Swicegood, & Matthijs, 2013), but 
findings on the benefits of parenthood for well-being are mixed; childbirth 
brings more “joy than misery” (Nelson, Kushlev, English, Dunn, & Lyubo-
mirsky, 2013) and becoming a parent is both detrimental and rewarding 
(Nomaguchi & Milkie, 2003). Parenthood appears to be associated with 
decreased well-being as measured by life-satisfaction scales (Hansen, 2012). 
In the results from a recent meta-analysis by Luhmann, Hofmann, Eid, and 
Lucas (2012), parents’ trajectories bear some similarities with the flight of 
Icarus: The birth of the first child gives people wings to fly high, but this 
positive effect starts to melt after childbirth, and within two years life satis-
faction decreases below the original baseline levels. 
 Few longitudinal studies examined the role of fathers’ involvement 
on both parents’ transitions into parenthood. They identified positive links 
between fathers’ involvement during pregnancy and maternal health out-
comes (Redshaw & Henderson, 2013), and paternal childcare and relation-
ship quality (Schober, 2012). There is also evidence for the positive associa-
tion between prenatal and postnatal paternal involvement (Cabrera, Fagan, 
& Farrie, 2008; Cook Jones, Dick, & Singh, 2005).  
 A major aim of our paper was to determine whether paternal 
involvement is reflected in higher levels of parents’ life satisfaction before, 
around, and after childbirth.  

Childbirth and Life-Satisfaction Trajectories 

According to the set-point theory, life-satisfaction levels are stable and life 
events cause only short-term fluctuations that eventually return to initial 
levels (for a review, see Diener, Lucas, & Scollon, 2006). Lucas and col-
leagues suggested that some life events (e.g., divorce, unemployment, or 
disability) have long-lasting negative effects (Lucas, 2007).  
 Few longitudinal studies, examined life-satisfaction trajectories in 
the years surrounding childbirth. These studies found initial life-satisfaction 
increases during pregnancy, which peaked at the time of birth, then de-
creased and returned to the baseline or below (Germany: Clark, Diener, 
Georgellis, & Lucas, 2008; Germany and UK: Myrskylä & Margolis, 2012; 
Australia: Frijters, Johnston, & Shields, 2011). More recently, Dyrdal and 
Lucas (2013), using GSOEP data and hierarchical modeling, found a nega-
tive net effect after adjusting for changes in partnership status.  
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 Research addressing what factors influence parents’ reactions and 
adaptations to parenthood is both scarce and inconclusive. For example, 
Myrskylä and Margolis (2012) found a positive, long-term effect of mothers’ 
age and socioeconomic status on post-birth trajectories. However, Dyrdal 
and Lucas (2013) found no effect of income, yet a small effect of personality 
factor and additional births and a long-term positive effect of age. How 
parents support each other in raising children has not been addressed.  

Paternal Involvement and Support in Childcare 

Several theories have been formulated on paternal involvement mostly 
focusing on fathers’ direct interactions with their children (Cabrera, 
Fitzgerald, Bradley, & Roggman, 2007). Lamb, Pleck, Charnov, and Levine 
(1985) first introduced the concept of fathers’ involvement and proposed 
fathers’ interactions as a prominent involvement dimension. Empirical 
studies distinguished between multidimensional aspects of fathers’ 
involvement (Pleck, 2010), but the amount of time fathers spend with their 
children remained central (e.g., Wical & Doherty, 2005). There is little 
evidence that the absolute time of father-child interactions has a direct 
effect on parents’ life satisfaction. Although fathers tend to feel more 
strained for time with their children, only mothers’ life satisfaction was 
affected when they reported feeling strained for time with their children 
(Nomaguchi, Milkie, & Bianchi, 2005).   
 Fathers who spend more time with their children are more likely to 
be supportive in social interactions (Almeida, Wethington, & McDonald, 
2001). They also may benefit in life satisfaction because of an increase in 
family interactions (Knoester & Eggebeen, 2006). Fathers not only influence 
themselves and their children by these interactions, but their involvement is 
also strongly tied to mothers’ well-being and marital satisfaction (see 
Cummings, Merrilees, & George, 2010).  
 While only few longitudinal studies have investigated the positive 
link between parental well-being and fathers’ involvement in childcare (e.g., 
Riina & Feinberg, 2012), division of housework during transition to 
parenthood has received less attention. Childbirth brings the most powerful 
shift in time allocation; mothers become the main caregivers and are mainly 
responsible for housework, while fathers increase their work hours. This 
general pattern has recently been documented in several countries using 
nationally representative time-use data (Germany: Kühhirt, 2012; USA: 
Bianchi, Sayer, Milkie, & Robinson, 2012). A cross-sectional analysis with 
representative samples from 23 European countries found negative 
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consequences for maternal happiness when the share of housework for 
women was greater than 75% (Mencarini & Sironi, 2012). Few studies 
include fathers’ involvement in both childcare and housework, and findings 
are mixed, pointing to differential effects on parents’ well-being. Fathers’ 
lack of involvement in childcare, but not housework, was negatively linked 
to distress in mothers (e.g., Goldberg & Perry-Jenkins, 2004).  
 Family systems theory stresses the notion of interdependent support 
between mothers and fathers’ involvement as a basis for mutual, 
supportive, co-parental relationships (Cox, Paley, & Harter, 2001). Findings 
indicated that fathers’ involvement is a predictor for co-parenting behaviors 
(Fagan & Cabrera, 2012) with children as the main beneficiaries (Palkovitz, 
Fagan, & Hull, 2012); however, we can assume that shared responsibility of 
child rearing and joint division of household tasks also contributes to 
mothers’ well-being (Nomaguchi, Brown, & Leyman, 2012). Therefore, we 
expected that higher shares of fathers’ time spent on childcare and 
housework would be perceived by mothers as supportive, and would 
positively influence mothers’ and fathers’ life satisfaction.  

Research Questions 

Using GSOEP study data, we investigated if paternal involvement is 
associated with higher life satisfaction during the transition into 
parenthood, as measured at three annual waves before and after childbirth. 
We defined transition into parenthood as a positive developmental phase if 
both parents’ life-satisfaction levels were elevated by childbirth and did not 
decline below baseline levels within 3 years after childbirth. We limited the 
post-birth period to a maximum of 3 years because, in Germany, children 
typically enter childcare at this time, which may be a new demanding phase 
for parents. We used longitudinal time-use reports for mothers and fathers 
on housework and childcare, and one maternal subjective measure of 
fathers’ support in childcare.  
 Based on the family systemic view, we expected that mothers would 
perceive fathers’ time spent on childcare and housework as supportive. 
Specifically, we expected that higher paternal involvement would be 
associated with a steeper increase in both mothers’ and fathers’ life 
satisfaction around the time of birth of the first child, and not decline 
beyond the original baseline in the years following birth. Conversely, we 
expected that lower levels of paternal involvement would be associated with 
lower life-satisfaction levels.  
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Methods 

 
We used data from the GSOEP, a nationally representative longitudinal 
annual panel study of private households and individuals (details in 
Wagner, Frick, & Schupp, 2007). Because mothers’ ratings of fathers’ 
support in childcare were collected only starting with 2003 we selected only 
healthy first-born children born between 2003 and 2009 living with both 
biological parents, resulting in a total sample of 1196 men and women (N = 
598 couples). Parents’ relationship duration before childbirth averaged 
41.39 months; 67% of parents were married and 100% were living within 
the same household at the year of birth and did not separate or divorce 
within the 3 years after birth. Data were selected before and after birth 
from six annual waves: T1: ~2.6 years pre-birth; T2: ~1.6 years pre-birth; 
T3: ~0.6 years pre-birth; T4: ~6 months following birth; T5: ~1.6 years 
post-birth; and T6: ~2.6 years post-birth. 

Measures 

Life Satisfaction. Life satisfaction was assessed annually using a 11-point 
scale with the question: “How satisfied are you at present with your life as 
a whole?”. Answers ranged from 0 (totally dissatisfied) to 10 (totally satis-
fied). The variance of the measure was considerable (Table 1).  Mean values 
for men and women were high across all waves (e.g., within the months 
post-birth: M = 7.77 [SD= 1.46] for women; M = 7.41 [SD = 1.48] for men.  
Time spent with housework and childcare. Both spouses reported 
their typical hours spent on housework and childcare in one workday. The 
raw values of the measures are presented in Table 1. To examine trajecto-
ries of fathers’ relative involvement in housework and childcare, men’s 
hours within each dyad were multiplied by 100 and then divided by the 
spouses’ reported hours. The resulted proportional scores reflected men’s 
relative amounts of time use compared to their spouses (i.e., 0 indicated no 
sharing, whereas 100 indicated equal sharing).  
Support in childcare. Mothers rated fathers’ supportiveness in childcare 
when children were approximately 6 months old on a 4-point scale (1 = not 
supported, 2 = less supported, 3 = somehow supported, and 4 = very sup-
ported). Ratings were grouped into three categories: (1) “unsupportive,” 
based on the first two answer categories of no support (n = 2) and less 
supported (n = 99); (2) “medium supportive” (so-named because it was 
also the median of the measure), based on the answer category of somehow 
supported (n = 263); (3) “highly supportive,” based on the fourth answer 
category of very supported (n = 234). 
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Table 1:	Means (and Standard Deviations) of Mothers’ and Fathers’ 
Life Satisfaction and Their Weekday Hours in Housework 
and Childcare Across All Measurement Points (Years and 
Months Before and After the Birth of the First Child) 

 

 T1 

(-2.6 
Years) 

T2 

(-1.6 
Years) 

T3 

(-6 
Months) 

T4 

(+6 
Months) 

T5 

(+1.6 
Years) 

T6 

(+2.6 
Years) 

Fathers’ life 
satisfaction 

7.29 7.23 7.41 7.41 7.13 7.10 

 (1.31) (1.40) (1.51) (1.48) (1.50) (1.54) 
Mothers’ life 
satisfaction 7.43 7.44 7.72 7.77 7.37 7.44 

 (1.47) (1.41) (1.38) (1.46) (1.56) (1.44) 

Fathers’ hours 
in housework  0.91 0.86 0.87 0.80 0.84 0.82 

 (0.82) (0.74) (0.75) (0.82) (0.84) (0.86) 

Mothers’ 
hours in 
housework 1.47 1.51 1.69 2.87 2.77 2.69 

 (0.97) (1.01) (1.08) (1.67) (1.59) (1.55) 

Fathers’ hours 
in childcare    2.37 2.61 2.60 

    (3.06) (2.61) (2.78) 
Mothers’ 
hours in 
childcare    11.88 10.40 10.18 

    (6.29) (6.27) (6.22) 
 

 
 
Socio-Demographics and Additional Controls.  At each wave, each 
couple member reported their working hours per day. As a proxy for unem-
ployment, we calculated each parent’s cumulative unemployment history 
from all months before the child was around 6 months old.   
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 We dichotomized each parent’s education degree into either below 
lower-secondary degree (ISCED I-II coded with 0) or above upper-
secondary degree (coded with 1).  
 We selected annual net disposable household income assessed for the 
year before childbirth as a proxy for families’ material resources during the 
pregnancy and the first months after birth.  Income data were transformed 
using the new OECD equivalence scale, which weighs for age and number 
of household members. 
 Additional measures included parents’ age at their first child’s birth, 
the degree of pregnancy planning (maternal ratings: 0 = rather not 
planned; 1 = rather planned), birth cohorts, and mothers’ additional births. 
Birth cohorts were dichotomized into births before or after the year 2007, 
when a new law on parental leave was introduced in Germany. 

Analytic Strategy 

We first compared fathers’ share in housework and childcare across the 
three groups of supportive fathers (repeated-measures ANOVAs conducted 
with IBM SPSS 21). Parents’ life-satisfaction trajectories and fathers’ 
shares of housework and childcare were then analyzed with the piecewise 
latent growth models (Duncan, Duncan, & Strycker, 2006, Chapter 9) de-
picted in Figure 3. Because we expected higher variability due to childbirth, 
we specified a linear rate of change across the three waves preceding birth 
and a linear change rate for the three post-birth waves.  
 The latent growth variables mean represented the average trend of 
change across all individual slopes and intercepts of mothers or fathers 
while allowing each individual in the sample to have its own trajectory. 
Growth factors variance represented the interindividual variability around 
these trends. Since childbirth occurred between the third and fourth meas-
urement wave, the loadings of the slope coefficients were fixed at [-3-2-1000] 
for the first pre-birth slope and [000123] for the post-birth slope such that 
the intercept for both slopes was centered where the zero loadings over-
lapped between the third and fourth wave (Figure 3). To control for dyadic 
dependencies, we correlated the errors of the life-satisfaction measures be-
tween mothers and fathers (Kenny, Kashy, and Cook, 2006).  
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Figure 3: Latent growth analysis model 

Using multigroup analysis, we investigated whether parents’ life-
satisfaction trajectories differed across the couples with unsupportive, me-
dium, and highly supportive fathers in childcare. This allowed a comparison 
between the intercept and rates of change across groups and to test for dif-
ferences in the model-based estimated means at each time point (i.e., base-
line and endline). To calculate effect sizes of the differences between two 
estimated means, we used Cohen’s d formula (Cohen, 1988) and divided the 
difference between two means by the square root of their pooled variances.  

To address missing data in ANOVAs, we used single-use data impu-
tation based on the expectation-maximization algorithm that performs best 
when conducting descriptive analyses (Enders, 2010). Inspection of the cor-
relations before and after imputation yielded no significant differences. To 
manage missing data when analyzing latent growth we used Bayesian mod-
el estimation as implemented in Mplus 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012). 
With Bayesian estimation, covariances are fitted into the model covariance 
structure and into each participant based on all available data and without 
data imputation (for technical details see Asparouhov & Muthén, 2012). 
We chose Bayes estimation (with non-informative priors) because it is high-
ly accurate in the estimation of latent models with a high number of pa-
rameters (Muthén & Asparouhov, 2012). All latent growth models were 
analyzed with the Mplus program (scripts can be obtained from the first 
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author). All estimated means were depicted using the R-package ggplot2 
(Wickham, 2009). 

 

Results 

Fathers’s Involvement, Support in Childcare, and Sociodemographics 

We explored whether fathers’ relative involvement measures were associat-
ed with mothers’ ratings of support in childcare. We compared fathers’ tra-
jectories of shares in housework and childcare across groups with low (LS), 
medium (MS), and highly supportive (HS) fathers using ANOVAs with 
repeated measures and controlling for sociodemographics. Because fathers’ 
shares were assessed for a typical workday, we included both parents’ work-
ing hours in the preliminary analysis (Figure 4). Except for fathers’ work-
ings hours, a significant change existed before and after childbirth in all 
trajectories. 

Fathers' shares in housework gradually decreased before birth (Fig-
ure 2a). Supportive fathers shared between 60%-80% of the housework be-
fore childbirth compared to 50% of LS-fathers [F (2, 586) = 8.97, p < .001, 
η2 = .03]; the MS/HS-men shared more than ≈40% compared to LS-men 
(≈24 to ≈31%) in the 3 post-birth years. The decline in fathers’ shares in 
housework around birth reflects an increase in spouses’ housework hours 
(separate analyses for each measurement point showed no significant differ-
ences in women’s housework hours across the three groups).  

On average, differences in childcare trajectories were more evident 
compared to housework (Figure 4b). HS-men increased their shares from 
~33% to ~47% within the first 3 years compared to LS-men (shares from 
~18% to ~28%); simple between-contrasts: F (2, 584) = 4.97, p < .01, η2 = 
.02. Separate ANOVAS for each time point revealed that HS-fathers had 
higher shares in childcare at the first 2 post-birth waves compared to MS-
fathers; at 6-months: F (2, 595) = 8.26, p < .01, η2 = .03; at 1.6-years: F (2, 
595) = 5.27, p < .01, η2 = .02.  

To sum up, fathers of first-borns were perceived as highly support-
ive by their spouses if they shared more than ≈60% in housework before 
birth and more than ≈40% (housework) and ≈35% (childcare) right after 
birth. 
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Figure 4: Fathers’ shares in housework and childcare and parents’ working 
hours before and after childbirth across the groups of low, medium 
and highly supportive fathers in childcare 

Note. Estimated means with SE (error bars) adjusted for sociodemo-
graphics, degree of pregnancy planning, and additional births (unemploy-
ment history was excluded as a covariate when analyzing parents’ working 
hours).  

Mothers from the HS-group had slightly higher working hours in the 
second year after birth; the between-effect was not significant (Figure 4c). 
A significant between-effect existed for men’s working hours (Figure 4d).  
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Table 2: Differences in Sociodemographics Across Couples with Low,        
Medium and Highly Supportive Fathers in Childcare 

  Low sup-
portive fa-
thers (LS) 
(n = 101) 

Medium sup-
portive fathers 

(MS) 
(n = 263) 

Highly support-
ive fathers 

(HS) 
(n = 234) 

F partial 
η2 

Mothers’ age at birth 
(years) 

M 28.54a 29.30ab 30.20b 4.11* .014 

 (SD) (5.03) (5.21) (5.16)   
Fathers’ age at birth 
(years) M 31.87a 32.41ab 33.64b 3.97* .013 

 (SD) (5.58) (5.99) (6.30)   
Annual family net 
(equivalized) income  M 17717.28 18902.68 20081.03 2.78 .009 

during the pre-birth 
year (SD) (7578.27) (8412.23) (9538.58)   

Mothers’ unemploy-
ment  M 0.61a 0.34b 0.36b 3.50* .012 

history (months until 
birth) (SD) (1.16) (0.76) (0.95)   

Fathers’ unemploy-
ment M 0.61 0.73 0.68 0.31 .001 

history (months until 
birth) 

(SD) (0.99) (1.33) (1.37)   

Mothers’ higher edu-
cation  
(> ISCED 2) 

% 47.5 44.5 50.4   

Fathers’ higher educa-
tion 
(> ISCED 2) 

% 38.6 45.2 43.2   

Birth cohort 2007 % 33.7 37.3 34.6   

Planned births % 73.3 75.3 75.6   

Additional births (1 
year after first birth) % 4.0 4.6 3.8   

Additional births (2 
years after first birth) % 13.9 12.9 14.5   

 
Note. * p < .05. abNumbers with different letter superscript differ signifi-
cantly across groups (ANOVAs with Sidak post-hoc tests); Bonferroni z-
tests were used for testing differences between percentages across groups, 
but no significant differences were found. 
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LS-men reported more working hours than supportive men across all 
time points; simple contrasts: F (2, 586) = 7.34 p < .001, η2 = .02. MS/HS-
fathers did not differ in working hours. 

Parents from the MS/HS-groups were older at childbirth and moth-
ers from the LS-group had a longer unemployment history at birth (Table 
2); these differences were small (0-1% in explained variance). A multivari-
ate probit-regression with all sociodemographics as predictors and support 
in childcare as the dependent variable revealed that mothers’ unemploy-
ment history had a marginal effect (z = -.11, p < .10). Because of these 
small effects, we excluded sociodemographics from further analysis. 

 

Life Satisfaction and Fathers’ Relative Involvement  

As expected, parents’ life satisfaction increased before childbirth 
(positive slope parameter), maxed at birth, and decreased. The slopes at 
post-birth were larger than pre-birth;  after childbirth life satisfaction de-
creases more rapidly compared to increases seen before birth. Life satisfac-
tion was higher and increased more intensively around birth for mothers 
compared to fathers. Only men decreased in satisfaction below the baseline 
levels 3 years after birth (d = .20). 

 Correlations between the life satisfaction pre-birth slope and inter-
cept at birth were positive; those who increased more in life satisfaction had 
higher levels of satisfaction around birth. The negative correlation between 
the pre- and post-birth slope simply reflects that parents who increased life 
satisfaction around birth had higher decreases after birth. Consistent with 
GSOEP results (Dyrdal & Lucas, 2013), changes were similar across moth-
ers and fathers within the same couple (.98 and .75 for pre- and post-birth, 
respectively).  

 Concerning fathers' relative involvement, changes estimated in the 
growth model were consistent with ANOVA results; before birth a system-
atic decline in fathers’ participation in housework emerged (Table 3). Fa-
thers’ participation in childcare yielded an overall positive trend after birth. 

 Fathers’ shares in housework and childcare correlated positively 
(Table 3). The pre-birth slope in housework and mothers’ life satisfaction at 
birth yielded a medium positive correlation. All other correlations involving 
life-satisfaction were not significant. 
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Table 3: Means, Variances and Factor Correlations from the Pricewise Growth Models of Parents’ Life Satisfaction and Fathers’ 
Relative Involvement in Housework and Childcare 

 Means Variances 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Intercept (birth), life satisfaction, mothers 7.87* 1.98* 1          
2. Pre-birth Slope 1, life satisfaction, mothers .17* .12* .27 1         
3. Post-birth Slope 2, life satisfaction, mothers -.17* .07* -.10 -.43* 1        
4. Intercept (birth), life satisfaction, fathers 7.51* 1.80* .73* .41* -.22 1       
5. Pre-birth Slope 1, life satisfaction, fathers .09* .13* .39* .98* -.40† .53* 1      
6. Post-birth Slope 2, life satisfaction, fathers -.14* .18* -.19 -.51* .75* -.39* -.55* 1     
7. Intercept (birth), fathers’ shares in 
housework 

38.07* 627.66* 
.17 .05 .05 .11 .23 .04 1    

8. Pre-birth Slope 1, fathers’ shares in 
housework 

-10.63* 223.46* 
.31† .28 -.14 .23 .17 -.32 .27 1   

9. Post-birth Slope 2, fathers’ shares in 
housework 

1.07 115.16* 
-.43 .02 -.28 -.29 -.59 -.08 .16 -.29 1  

10. Intercept (6 months after birth), fathers’ 
shares in childcare 

26.35* 242.84* 
-.09 -.06 .15 -.01 -.03 -.07 .44* .11 -.07 1 

11. Post-birth Slope, fathers’ shares in 
childcare 

7.59* 166.52* 
.01 .02 -.16 -.07 -.10 .00 .10 .27* .74* -.43* 

Bayesian model fit (unconditional piecewise growth models) 
 Mothers’ and fathers’ life satisfaction: 95% CI for the difference between observed and replicated χ2 values= -16.06, 55.72, posterior predictive p-value= 0.14 
 Fathers’ involvement in housework: 95% CI for the difference between observed and replicated χ2 values = -6.581, 44.85, posterior predictive p-value= .06 
 Fathers’ involvement in childcare: 95% CI CI for the difference between observed and replicated χ2 values = 46.72, 83.33 posterior predictive p-value= .000 
 

Note. * p < .05, † p <. 10 (one tailed p-values based on the posterior distribution). Means and variances resulted from three sepa-
rate, unconditional models: on parents’ life satisfaction, and on fathers’ relative involvement in housework and childcare. Correla-
tions were estimated pairwise by including in separate models only two trajectories (i.e., only mothers’ life satisfaction and fa-
thers’ involvement in childcare). For estimating the correlations involving fathers’ shares in childcare time was centered at 6 
months after birth (the first available measurement for childcare). 
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Support in Childcare as Moderator for Life-Satisfaction Trajecto-

ries 

Results of the multi-group analysis comparing the trajectories of 
parents’ life satisfaction across mothers’ ratings of fathers’ support in child-
care are presented in Table 4. The Bayesian model fit was good with the 
lower bounds of the 95% -χ2-credible interval below 0 and the posterior 
probability greater than .05 (Table 4).  

The covariances between all growth factors were freely estimated 
across groups; no significant differences between groups were found (results 
not shown). The means and variances of change factors for both spouses 
from couples with MS/HS-men were significant (Figure 5; estimated means 
based on model parameters reported in Table 4). 

Mothers and fathers from the LS-group had the lowest levels of life 
satisfaction and did not change before and after childbirth (shown by non-
significant slopes). Although the difference between spouses in this group 
was small at baseline, a marginal effect emerged in the third year after 
birth (10% significance); about 55% of LS-fathers became less satisfied 
compared to their spouses (d = .20).  

Mothers from the HS-group had significantly higher life satisfaction 
at birth than did LS-mothers (d = .69). Because the 95% credible interval 
[.33; 1.06] did not contain zero, this result was significant (credible interval 
is the Bayesian equivalent of confidence interval).  

It is important to note that the differences in both parents’ trajecto-
ries across groups were gradual: LS < MS < HS. Mothers from the HS-
group differ at baseline only slightly from MS-mothers (d = .10). At birth, 
differences between these two groups of supported mothers double in size (d 
= .24). This effect is significant because it means that ≈30% of the HS-
mothers gain more at birth in life satisfaction than MS-mothers. 

HS-fathers life satisfaction at birth compared to MS/LS-fathers al-
most doubled (i.e., d = .27 at baseline and d = .52 at birth). While all 
mothers returned to baseline levels within 3 years after birth, only HS-
fathers returned. MS-fathers’ increase at birth was similar to LS-fathers, 
small and not significant; at birth, satisfaction was not significantly higher 
compared to LS-fathers. The third year after birth ≈55% of MS-fathers 
dropped below baseline (d = .20).  

 To sum up, only supported mothers and highly supportive fathers 
increased life satisfaction at birth and gradually returned to baseline levels 
after birth. 
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. 
 
 
Table 4: Trajectories in Life Satisfaction 

 Means  d-Effect Sizes for Mean Differences [95% Credible Interval] 
 LS MS HS  HS > LS MS > LS HS > MS Within LS Within MS Within HS 

Mothers           
Baseline  
(2.6 Yrs. before birth) 

7.16* 7.34* 7.50*  .19 
[-.06, .43] 

.01 
[-.15, .34] 

.10 
[-.09, .29] 

- - - 

Intercept (at birth) 7.24* 7.88* 8.14*  .69* 
[.33, 1.06] 

.48* 
[.14, .84] 

.24†  
[-.02, .51] 

- - - 

Endline  
(2.6 Yrs. after birth) 

7.13* 7.31* 7.52*  .24* 
[.01, .48] 

.11 
[-.12, .34] 

.13 
[-.05, .31] 

- - - 

Baseline > Endline - - -  - - - .01 
[-.19, .21] 

.01 
[-.10, .14] 

-.01 
[-.16, .14] 

Slope 1 (pre-birth) .03 .18* .21*  - - - - - - 
Slope 2 (post-birth) -.04 -.19* -.21*  - - - - - - 
Fathers           
Baseline  
 (2.6 Yrs. before birth) 

6.86* 7.30* 7.35*  .27* 
[.02, .55] 

.27† 
[-.01, .54] 

.04 
[-.16, .22] 

- - - 

Intercept (at birth) 7.05* 7.40* 7.86*  .52* 
[.19, .87] 

.21 
[-.11, .53] 

.35* 
[.11, .60] 

- - - 

Endline  
(2.6 Yrs. after birth) 

6.80* 6.99* 7.32*  .30* 
[.04, .55] 

.11 
[-.14, .36] 

.20* 
[.01, .38] 

- - - 

Baseline > Endline - - -  - - - .03 
[-.24, .30] 

.20* 
[.05, .34] 

.02 
[-.11, .16] 

Slope 1 (pre-birth) .06 .03 .17*  - - - - - - 
Slope 2 (post-birth) -.08 -.13* -.18*  - - - - - - 
Mothers > Fathers           
Baseline  
(2.6 Yrs. before birth) 

- - -  - - - .16 
[-.08, .40] 

.03 
[-.13, .18] 

.09 
[-.07, .24] 

Intercept (at birth) - - -  - - - .12 
[-.19, .41] 

.39* 
[.19, .59] 

.25* 
[.06, .45] 

Endline  
(2.6 Yrs. after birth) 

- - -  - - - .19† 
[-.05, .43] 

.19* 
[.06, .33] 

.12† 
[-.01, .25] 

Note. * p < .05, † p < . 10 (one tailed p-values based on the posterior distribution). Bayesian model fit (multigroup picewise la-
tent growth model): 95% CI for the difference between observed and replicated χ2 values=  -24.63, 106.21 posterior predictive p- 
value= 0.10 
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Figure 5: Life satisfaction trajectories across couples with low, medium and 
highly supportive fathers in childcare 

Note. Estimated means from the multigroup dyadic picewise growth model 
(Bayesian estimation) 
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Discussion 

 To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to document 
variations in childbirth effects on parents’ life satisfaction by levels of pa-
ternal involvement. We addressed this gap in the literature by using longi-
tudinal data from the GSOEP study. Overall, our results are consistent 
with previous research (Dyrdal & Lucas, 2013) that life satisfaction was 
likely to peak around the actual birth of the first child, followed by a de-
cline to or below baseline levels. However, consistent with our expectation, 
life satisfaction of both parents was contingent on fathers’ involvement. We 
found that trajectories of fathers’ relative involvement in housework and 
childcare (amount of time men spent compared to their partners) were pos-
itively correlated. Moreover, fathers’ relative involvement in both childcare 
and housework was perceived as supportive for mothers’ childcare. We also 
demonstrated that fathers’ support in childcare was associated with higher 
levels of life satisfaction in both parents in the years surrounding childbirth. 
These findings add to the growing literature concerning fathers’ instrumen-
tal involvement as emotional resources for mothers (e.g., Nomaguchi et al., 
2012), and suggest that fathers’ involvement is a resource for their own 
well-being.  

 Our major finding concerns the role of paternal involvement for var-
iability in both mothers’ and fathers’ life satisfaction. While mothers’ life-
satisfaction levels returned to baseline within ~2.6 years post-birth, only the 
highly supportive fathers followed this pattern. In contrast, the trajectories 
of fathers with medium levels of involvement and support were less steep 
and dropped below baseline levels within ~2.6 years post-birth. The acceler-
ated trajectory decline of fathers with lower involvement suggests that fa-
thers’ involvement has long-term positive effects for their life satisfaction 
(see also Riina & Feinberg, 2012).  

 Our main findings suggest pathways of bidirectional influences be-
tween fathers’ involvement and mothers’ life satisfaction, which is in line 
with recent articulations of family systems theories (for review, see Holmes, 
Cowan, Cowan, & Hawkins, 2012). Both parents seem to profit from fa-
thers’ involvement. A possible interpretation of this finding is that fathers’ 
involvement might be directly linked to relationship quality. Several studies 
have shown a similar drop in relationship quality during the first 2 years 
after childbirth (e.g., Doss, Rhoades, Stanley, & Markman, 2009). During 
this time, the couple has to figure out new ways of partnership and they 
might quarrel over routine problems and division of labor at home. High 
father involvement might buffer potential risks for marital conflicts, while 
low involvement might lead to or result from these conflicts. Fathers with 
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an increased vulnerability in marital conflicts might also withdraw from 
interactions with their children as they lack clearly defined roles as parents 
compared to mothers  (e.g., Cummings, Merrilees, & George, 2012). 

 Finally, our results do not indicate long-term positive effects of 
childbirth in the sense that parents’ life satisfaction will increase compared 
to baseline levels. This is consistent with Dyrdal and Lucas (2013) who 
used data from the same GSOEP study. While our results indicated a long-
term negative effect in only men, Dyrdal and Lucas (2013) reported nega-
tive decreases below baseline in both parents’ life satisfaction after the 2nd 
post-birth year and only when controlling for time-varying changes in re-
spondents’ partnership statuses. Differences between the results from their 
study and our study may be due to either to different methodological ap-
proaches or due to the different cohorts. While our study included the birth 
cohorts 2003 to 2009, their study included also older generations of parents 
(birth cohorts starting with 1986). 

Limitations and Outlook 

 There are some limitations of this study. First, we relied on fathers’ 
relative measures of time compared to mothers, but absolute or multidi-
mensional measures (childcare: Pleck, 2010; housework: Minnotte, Stevens, 
Minnotte, & Kiger, 2007) may play a role as well. For example, fathers’ 
higher engagement in non-routine activities (e.g., play with child; household 
repairs) may benefit fathers but not mothers.  

 Second, using GSOEP-data we capture only mothers’ ratings respec-
tively her perception of fathers’ support in childcare. The positive associa-
tion between perceived support and actual involvement may be an indicator 
of the quality of co-parenting relationships, which implies mutual support 
between parents in their division of household tasks and child rearing 
(Feinberg, 2003). Future research is needed to investigate the reliability 
and validity of support and co-parenting constructs as reported by both 
parents. 

 Finally, since we included only cohabitating couples, our findings 
cannot be generalized to other family constellations. For example, involve-
ment of non-resident fathers with their children may have a different mean-
ing.  

Despite these limitations, the present findings contribute to a better 
understanding of the role of fathers’ involvement for couples’ transition into 
parenthood. Our study included longitudinal data and reports from both 
parents on their time use in housework and childcare and their life satisfac-
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tion. Our findings challenge the image we used in the Introduction compar-
ing the trajectories in life satisfaction before and after childbirth with Ica-
rus’ flight. In families where fathers were more involved, life-satisfaction 
trajectories of mothers and fathers were much steeper; both parents had 
elevated levels around birth and returned to their baseline levels compared 
to families with less-involved fathers. However, fathers who were less in-
volved did not increase in life satisfaction at birth and decreased below 
their baseline levels within the third year post-birth. The main practical 
implication of our study urges a focus on the development of intervention 
programs centered not only on the event of birth itself, but also on how 
parents find a joint way of coping with potential difficulties in the years 
after birth. 
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Zusammenfassung 

Das Wohlergehen von Kindern wird als relevante Zielgröße familienpoliti-
schen Handelns betrachtet. Aus entwicklungsbezogenen Individualdaten im 
Datensatz des Sozioökonomischen Panels (SOEP) und der Erweiterungs-
studie „Familien in Deutschland“ (FiD) werden mittels theoriegestützter 
konfirmatorischer Faktorenanalysen für die untersuchten Altersgruppen 
zunächst Indikatoren 1. Ordnung für das Wohlergehen von Kindern gene-
riert und diese auf ihre Messmodelleigenschaften überprüft. In einem zwei-
ten Schritt werden die so gewonnenen Indikatoren zu einem altersspezifi-
schen Wohlergehensfaktor 2. Ordnung zusammen gefasst. Verschiedene 
Kontextvariablen (Familienstatus, außerfamiliäre Betreuung, ökonomische 
und subjektive Belastung der Familie, Gesundheitsstatus), die durch politi-
sches Handeln unterschiedlich beeinflussbar sind, werden mit einem Struk-
turgleichungsmodell auf ihre Wirkung auf das kindliche Wohlergehen ge-
prüft. Kombinierte subjektive und ökonomische Belastung von Eltern wirkt 
sich auf negativ auf das Wohlergehen von Kindern aus, der Gesundheitszu-
stand der Kinder spielt eine vermittelnde Rolle, und diese Effekte sind 
durch andere Kontextfaktoren (Fremdbetreuung, Häufigkeit dyadisch-
didaktischer Interaktion) in ihrer Wirkung moderierbar. 

 

Abstract 

Child well-being is a highly relevant goal of family policy. Based on indi-
vidual developmental data from the Socio-oeconomic Panel and an exten-
sion study, domain-specific well-being indicators were derived using con-
firmatory factor analyses for five age groups (Newborns, 2-3, 5-6, 7-8, and 
9-10 years). The specific indicators can be combined into a general well-
being index with good fit to the data. Contextual variables, to varying de-
grees modifiable by family policy measures, like family structure, economic 
stress, child health, and use of day care, explain significant, albeit relatively 
small, proportions of the variance of this general well-being indicator as 
shown using structural equation modeling. The generally negative effect of 
subjective and objective economic hardship and concerns on child well-
being can be modified by certain parent—child interactions and by partici-
pation in child care. Implications for family policy are discussed.  
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Einleitung 

Das Bundesministerium der Finanzen und das Bundesministerium für Fa-
milie, Senioren, Frauen und Jugend hat 2011 die Geschäftsstelle Gesamte-
valuation der ehe- und familienbezogenen Leistungen in Deutschland mit 
der wissenschaftlichen Evaluation dieser Leistungen beauftragt. Die Evalua-
tion wurde in verschiedenen Teilmodulen durchgeführt, diesem Bericht liegt 
das Teilmodul „Wohlergehen von Kindern“ (Schölmerich et al. 2013) zu 
Grunde, das auf die Operationalisierung des Wohlergehens und die Analyse 
des Einflusses unterschiedlicher Kontextvariablen zielt, die ihrerseits durch 
familienpolitische Leistungen und Maßnahmen beeinflussbar sind. Ein wei-
teres Modul der Gesamtevaluation hat die Entwicklungsmaße aus dem glei-
chen Datensatz zum Gegenstand (Müller et al. in diesem Heft). Wegen der 
besonderen Bedeutung des erfolgreichen Aufwachsens der nächsten Genera-
tion ist das Wohlergehen von Kindern ein zentrales Kriterium für den 
nachhaltigen Erfolg familienpolitischen Handelns. Die Evaluation einschlä-
giger Maßnahmen unter diesem Aspekt stellt daher ein entscheidendes 
Komplement zu den in der Gesamtevaluation ansonsten angestellten Wir-
kungsanalysen, die auch die Partizipation von Frauen am Erwerbsleben, die 
wirtschaftliche Stabilität von Familien, Realisierung von Kinderwünschen 
und die Vereinbarkeit von Familien und Beruf zum Gegenstand haben, dar. 
Aufgabe des hier dargestellten Teilmoduls war sowohl eine umfassende Be-
standsaufnahme der Literatur zum kindlichen Wohlergehen als auch eine 
Wirkungsanalyse auf Basis der Daten aus dem soziooekonomischen Panel 
(SOEP) und der Ergänzungsstudie Familie in Deutschland (FiD). Zu die-
sem Zweck ist allerdings zunächst zu klären, was unter dem Wohlergehen 
von Kindern zu verstehen ist und wie dieser Begriff für die angestrebten 
Wirkungsanalysen operationalisiert werden kann. Eine ausführlichere Dar-
stellung findet sich im Endbericht (Schölmerich et al. 2013).  
 
Wohlergehen als Wahrnehmung positiver  
Entwicklungschancen 
Das Wohlergehen eines Kindes bezeichnet eine Lebenslage, die ihm die 
Wahrnehmung positiver Entwicklungschancen erlaubt. Damit grenzt der 
Begriff sich vom Wohlbefinden als der subjektiven Wahrnehmung eines 
Zustandes und vom Kindeswohl als Richtlinie juristischer Erwägungen, die 
vor allem auf dem Ausschluss von Risiken beruht, ab. In der englischspra-
chigen Literatur wird sowohl well-being als auch der etwas eingeschränktere 
Begriff des „adjustments“ (Lamb 2012) benutzt. Die Operationalisierung 
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und Messung der Ausprägung des Wohlergehens von Kindern ist problema-
tisch, weil hier leicht normative Bewertungen einfließen. Auch die altersbe-
zogene Skalierung von „Entwicklungsmeilensteinen“ als Indikator sollte mit 
großer Vorsicht angewendet werden, weil eine schnellere Entwicklung nicht 
immer optimale Entwicklungsergebnisse mit sich bringt. Da für politisches 
Handeln und dessen Rechtfertigung eine evidenzbasierte Evaluation der 
Wirkungen vorgenommen werden sollte, müssen sich die Entwicklungsindi-
katoren aus einem Prozess theoriegestützter Argumentation und empirisch-
statistischer Überprüfung der so gewonnenen Messmodelle ergeben. 

Der Aspekt der Entwicklung von Kindern stellt in diesem Zusam-
menhang besondere Anforderungen, denn abhängig von der jeweils betrach-
teten Altersgruppe sind unterschiedliche Indikatoren heranzuziehen. So 
steht im Säuglings- und Kleinkindalter die Beziehungs- und Bindungsent-
wicklung eindeutig im Vordergrund. Diese kann beispielsweise durch ein 
schwieriges Temperament des Kindes, Stressreaktionen oder postnatale De-
pression der Mutter beeinträchtigt werden. Mit Vollendung des ersten Le-
bensjahres werden die zentralen Entwicklungsbereiche durch zunehmende 
sprachliche und motorische Kompetenzen erweitert. Im Bereich der sozialen 
Entwicklung treten erste stabile Freundschaften im dritten Lebensjahr auf, 
daneben werden typischerweise aber alle Gelegenheiten zur Interaktion mit 
Gleichaltrigen wahrgenommen. Ab dem Grundschulalter spielt das Selbst-
wertgefühl eine wesentliche Rolle, das auch durch selektivere Freundschaf-
ten beeinflusst wird. 

Als negative Entwicklungen sind teilweise schon ab dem Kindergar-
tenalter Aufmerksamkeitsstörungen zu beobachten, im mittleren Grund-
schulalter fallen etwa 4-5% der Kinder durch Lese-Rechtschreibstörung 
(Schulte-Körne und Remschmidt 2003) und ein etwas geringerer Teil durch 
Dyskalkulie auf. In dieser Altersgruppe ist ebenfalls der Beginn verschiede-
ner anderer psychischer Störungen zu verorten (z.B. Depression und Angst-
störungen). Positiv imponieren in diesem Altersabschnitt die Bereitschaft 
und der Wunsch, Verantwortung zu übernehmen und sich auch selbst zu 
beweisen. 
 Indikatoren, die insbesondere positive Entwicklungsfortschritte ab-
bilden, sind – allerdings zunächst für das Jugendalter – unter dem Titel 
„5C’s“ diskutiert worden (Phelps et al. 2009). Dabei wird die Frage ver-
folgt, welche Entwicklungsindikatoren vorhersagen lassen, ob sich Kinder zu 
jungen Erwachsenen entwickeln, die „sich intellektuell, sozial und beruflich 
kompetent verhalten und überzeugt sind, Teil eines fürsorgenden Gemein-
wesens zu sein, das produktive und wertgeschätzte Beiträge zur Qualität 
von Familien- und gesellschaftlichem Leben leisten kann“ (BMFSFJ 2009, 
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S. 46). Unter den „5C’s“ werden (1) kognitive, akademische und soziale 
Kompetenz („competence“); (2) Selbstkontrolle, Moral und Spiritualität 
(„character“); (3) Selbstwertgefühl und Identität („confidence“); (4) Bin-
dung und Beziehungen zu Freunden und Institutionen wie Schule und Ver-
eine („connection“); (5) Empathie und prosoziales Verhalten („caring“) 
zusammengefasst (Lerner et al. 2005). 
 
Bisher in der Forschung verwendete Indikatoren 
Um die Wirkung familienpolitischer Maßnahmen auf das Wohlergehen von 
Kindern zu beurteilen, kann man sehr unterschiedliche Indikatoren heran-
ziehen. Manche Indikatoren, wie zum Beispiel der Anteil eines Altersjahr-
gangs, der eine Tagesbetreuung in Anspruch nimmt, werden je nach Alters-
gruppe und politischer Perspektive als positiv oder negativ interpretiert. Es 
erscheint zunächst als naheliegend, in der international vergleichenden Be-
richterstattung verwendete Indikatoren wie die Abwesenheit von Erkran-
kungen, gesundheitlichen Risiken und psychischen Störungen als erstre-
benswerte Ziele im Auge zu behalten. Damit wird allerdings dem Anspruch, 
Wohlergehen im Sinne der Wahrnehmung positiver Entwicklungschancen 
zu beschreiben, in keiner Weise Genüge getan. 
 
Indikatoren der internationalen Berichtserstattung 
Die Länderberichterstattung der OECD und der UNESCO stützt sich auf 
hoch aggregierte Indikatoren, die typischerweise besondere Risikolebensla-
gen anzeigen, aber nicht den Entwicklungsstand oder den Verlauf der Ent-
wicklung des einzelnen Kindes abbilden. Vorliegende Studien decken inhalt-
lich im Wesentlichen die Bereiche der materiellen Situation, der Gesund-
heit, der Bildung, der Risiken und Lebensweise, der Beziehungen zu Gleich-
altrigen und der Familie, der Nachbarschaft und des Wohnumfeldes sowie 
des subjektiven Wohlbefindens ab, und zwar als Prozentzahl bzw. Anteil 
betroffener Kinder in einer definierten Alterskohorte (UNICEF 2007, OECD 
2009). Solche Indikatoren sind insbesondere im Querschnittsvergleich zwi-
schen Staaten oder Ländern mit unterschiedlichen Investitionsquoten in 
einzelne Komponenten von Leistungen (z.B. beitragsfreie Mitversicherung 
in der gesetzlichen Krankenkasse) hilfreich und darüber hinaus als Indikato-
ren erfolgreicher Veränderungen nach Einführung solcher Maßnahmen in 
zeitlicher Perspektive informativ.  
 
Mehrdimensionale Indikatoren der Lebensqualität 
Mit der Einführung des Konzepts der Lebensqualität (quality of life) wur-
den in der Gesundheitsforschung mehrdimensionale Indikatoren etabliert, 
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die sowohl objektive (Lebenslagen) als auch subjektive Komponenten (Be-
wertungen) enthalten. Allerdings sind diese Indikatoren entweder auf ge-
sundheitsbezogene Aspekte eingeschränkt (Ravens-Sieberer et al. 2010), 
oder konzeptuell nicht hinreichend klar konstruiert und vor allem nicht auf 
ihre statistischen Eigenschaften überprüft. Die vorhandenen Längsschnitt-
Studien zur Entwicklung von Kindern verfolgen teilweise recht eng definier-
te Ziele, so steht bei der Early Childhood Longitudinal Study (ECLS) 
(http://nces.ed.gov/ecls/), der spätere Schulerfolg als Zielkriterium im 
Vordergrund. Konsequenterweise werden insbesondere bildungsbezogene 
Indikatoren wie kognitive und sprachliche Förderung durch Elternhaus und 
Bildungsinstitutionen als Kontextvariablen betrachtet. Im Atlas of Child 
Development (ACD) (Kershaw et al. 2005) werden relativ kleinteilig erho-
bene Indikatoren des Sozialraumes verwendet, die den sozioökonomischen 
Status und die Ressourcen abbilden, und die Zielvariablen bestehen aus der 
Gesundheit, der sozialen Kompetenz und emotionalen Reife, den kommuni-
kativen Fähigkeiten sowie dem sprachlichen Entwicklungsstand und dem 
Allgemeinwissen. In einer Übertragung dieses Ansatzes auf die Verhältnisse 
in Deutschland werden seit 2009 mit einem für das Kindergartenalter adap-
tierten Verfahren (KOMPIK) umfangreiche Entwicklungsstandsindikatoren 
mit Sozialraumindikatoren in zwei ausgewählten Städten verknüpft 
(KECK-Atlas, Bertelsmann-Stiftung http://www.keck-atlas.de/keck.html). 
 
Mängel vorhandener Indikatoren 
Die gebräuchlichen Indikatoren beruhen auf aggregierten Makrodaten, und 
die Auswahl der zugrunde liegenden Dimensionen wird in der Regel nicht 
empirisch begründet. Vor allem fehlt es an der statistischen Überprüfung 
der zugrunde liegenden Messmodelle. Weiterhin wird nicht überprüft, ob 
die Indikatoren in unterschiedlichen Populationen und Altersgruppen Äqui-
valentes messen. Angesichts der Differenziertheit und Vielfältigkeit fami-
lienpolitischer Maßnahmen erscheint es nicht als aussichtsreich, ihre Wir-
kung ausschließlich an der Verminderung des Anteils einer Altersgruppe in 
einer definierten Lebenslage mit besonderen Risiken zu messen. Es ist wün-
schenswert, sozialpolitische Investitionen sowohl auf ihre Wirkung bei der 
Verminderung von Leid und Elend als auch im Hinblick auf die Definition 
von Wohlergehen als Wahrnehmung positiver Entwicklungschancen zu 
überprüfen. 
 
Wirkung familienpolitischer Maßnahmen  
Bei der Bewertung der Wirkung einzelner familienpolitischer Leistungen 
und Maßnahmen (z. B. Geldleistungen in Form von Kindergeld, steuerli-
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chen Erleichterungen oder der beitragsfreien Versicherung von Kindern in 
der gesetzlichen Krankenversicherung) auf das kindliche Wohlergehen 
ergibt sich das Problem, dass die Wirkung einer Einzelmaßnahme nur be-
dingt und unter komplexen Annahmen untersucht werden kann, weil letzt-
endlich das verfügbare Haushaltseinkommen durch alle diese Maßnahmen 
beeinflusst wird. Zudem ergibt sich eine Wirkung staatlichen Handelns erst 
durch den Filter elterlicher Entscheidungen, die ihrerseits durch staatliches 
Handeln beeinflussbar erscheinen. Das gilt – wenngleich eingeschränkt – 
auch für Investitionen in die Infrastruktur beispielsweise der Tagesbetreu-
ungseinrichtungen. Die verschiedenen familienpolitischen Leistungen und 
Maßnahmen werden daher im Rahmen unserer Analyse entsprechend dem 
familienpolitischen Dreiklang unter die (Zwischen-)Zielgrößen (1) Geld, (2) 
Zeit und (3) Infrastruktur subsumiert und deren gemeinsame Wirkung be-
trachtet. 

Im Rahmen der Analyse geht es zunächst darum, die Angemessen-
heit der Definition und Operationalisierung des Wohlergehens von Kindern 
anhand der Wirkung von Kontextfaktoren des Entwicklungsumfeldes zu 
überprüfen und in einem multivariaten Modell deren relativen Einfluss auf 
das Wohlergehen zu schätzen. Aus dieser Analyse ergeben sich Hinweise auf 
Faktoren, die durch familienpolitische Leistungen und Maßnahmen beein-
flussbar sind. Bei der Modellbildung leitend waren Erkenntnisse aus der 
Literatur, die hier zunächst kurz vorgestellt werden. 
 
Materielle Situation von Familien und kindliches Wohlergehen 
Armut ist eine Lebenssituation, deren Wirkung auf die kindliche Entwick-
lung nicht durch einen klaren Einflussmechanismus beschrieben werden 
kann. Vielmehr bündeln sich in diesem Begriff verschiedene, miteinander 
korrelierte Risiken. Dazu gehören ein geringerer Zugang zu kognitiv stimu-
lierenden Umweltangeboten, qualitativ hochwertigem Spielzeug, didakti-
schen Aktivitäten der Eltern und zu vor-, außer- und schulischen Bildungs-
aktivitäten. Ferner sind Beeinträchtigungen des Wohlbefindens der Eltern 
und damit einhergehende Stresssituationen wahrscheinlich. Eltern in Lang-
zeitarbeitslosigkeit sind unter Umständen weniger in der Lage, für ihre 
Kinder einen geregelten Tagesablaufs zu organisieren, und Eltern mit gering 
entlohnter Tätigkeit müssen häufiger zu unterschiedlichen bzw. ungünstigen 
Tageszeiten außer Haus arbeiten. Effekte von genereller Armut (immer rela-
tiv zu den nicht von Armut betroffenen Familien in gleicher kultureller 
bzw. historischer Lage) sind in der internationalen Literatur vielfach doku-
mentiert, allerdings häufig in Form einfacher Odds ratios und ohne Kon-
trolle der Dauer der Exposition der Armut (Brooks-Gunn und Duncan 
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1997). Duncan, Magnuson, Kalil und Ziol-Guest (2012) haben inzwischen 
vorgeschlagen, dass es insbesondere Armut in der frühen Kindheit ist, die 
sich auf die Leistungsfähigkeit im Erwachsenenalter (gemessen am späteren 
Einkommen) auswirkt, während sich der Einfluss auf den Gesundheitszu-
stand, der in der Kindheit beobachtbar ist, im Erwachsenenalter verliert. 
Die Autoren berichten auch, dass sich wenig Evidenz für Auswirkungen von 
Armut in der frühen Kindheit auf andere übliche Risikolebenslagen (außer-
eheliche Schwangerschaften, kriminelle Delikte) finden lässt. Die komplexen 
Zusammenhänge zwischen Gesundheitszustand in der Kindheit und der 
Entwicklung im weiteren Lebensverlauf werden in einer aktuellen Veröffent-
lichung diskutiert (Ziol-Guest et al. 2012).  
 
Außerfamiliäre Betreuung von Kindern  
Die außerfamiliäre Betreuung von Kindern wirkt sich unmittelbar auf die Par-
tizipation von Müttern an der Erwerbsarbeit aus. Die pädagogische und psy-
chologische Forschung zu den Auswirkungen auf Kinder unterschiedlichen Al-
ters basiert auf einer Reihe von Studien, unter denen die des National Institute 
of Child Health and Human Development die wichtigste US-amerikanische 
(NICHD Early Child Care Research Network 1998) und die NUBBEK-Studie 
(Tietze et al. 2013) die aktuellste deutsche ist. In beiden Studien wird auch bei 
Kindern unter drei Jahren kein genereller negativer Effekt von außerfamiliärer 
Betreuung gefunden, allerdings gibt es unterschiedliche Effekte für unterschied-
liche Bevölkerungsgruppen und einzelne Domänen der Entwicklung. In beiden 
Studien finden sich entweder keine Unterschiede oder Entwicklungsvorteile 
hinsichtlich der kognitiven und der Sprachentwicklung, und in der NICHD-
Studie insbesondere bei Ganztagsbetreuung von sehr kleinen Kindern eine 
leichte Zunahme von aggressiven Verhaltensweisen in der Kindheit (Allhusen et 
al. 2003) und im Jugendalter, allerdings moderiert durch personenspezifische 
Faktoren (Pluess und Belsky 2009, Belsky und Pluess 2012). Beide Studien 
legen großen Wert auf die Wirkung der Qualität der Betreuungsangebote, und 
beide finden einen relativ stärkeren Einfluss des familiären Erziehungsumfeldes 
als der Merkmale der Betreuungseinrichtungen auf den Entwicklungsstand der 
Kinder. 
 
Gesundheit und Wohlergehen von Kindern 
Die Gesundheit von Kindern gilt als ein wesentlicher Indikator für das 
Wohlergehen von Kindern (OECD 2009). Sie ist auch abhängig vom sozio-
ökonomischen Status, was mit der unterschiedlichen Inanspruchnahme von 
medizinischer Versorgung zusammenhängt. Relativ wenig aktuelle For-
schung findet sich zum Zusammenhang von kindlicher Gesundheit und all-
gemeiner Entwicklung. Es erscheint aber als sinnvoll, Effekte des Gesund-
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heitszustandes auf andere Entwicklungsbereiche zu vermuten. Die vorhan-
dene Evidenz bezieht sich vor allem auf Effekte chronischer Erkrankungen 
und Behinderungen. Daneben werden Zusammenhänge zwischen spezifi-
schen Erkrankungen wie Mittelohrentzündungen und spezifischen Entwick-
lungsergebnissen wie Sprachentwicklung gesehen, allerdings auch mit wider-
sprüchlichen Befunden. Trotz der wenig aussagekräftigen Literaturlage hin-
sichtlich der Entwicklungskonsequenzen halten wir es für geboten, den ak-
tuellen Gesundheitsstatus der untersuchten Kinder als einen wesentlichen 
Faktor in die Analysen einzubeziehen.  
 

Methoden 

Operationalisierung des kindlichen Wohlergehens auf Basis der 
Daten von SOEP und FiD 
 
Seit 2003 werden im Rahmen des Sozio-oekonomischen Panels (SOEP) spe-
zielle Informationen zur Entwicklung von innerhalb der Stichprobe gebore-
nen Kindern erhoben. Dazu werden Eltern-Fragebögen verwendet, die es 
zum Zeitpunkt der Datenanalyse in vier verschiedenen Versionen gab (für 
Neugeborene, Kinder im Alter von 2-3, 5-6 und 7-8 Jahren) (Wagner et al. 
2007). Der Datensatz „Familien in Deutschland“ (FiD) (Schröder et al. 
2013) ergänzt die Altersgruppe 9-10 Jahre und differenziert 2- und 3-
Jährige mit speziellen Fragen. Inhaltlich lassen sich die wesentlichen Vari-
ablen aus beiden Instrumenten gemeinsam verwenden. Bei den erhobenen 
Daten handelt es sich ausschließlich um Auskünfte der Eltern, überwiegend 
der Mütter. Die Fallzahlen unterscheiden sich nach der zu Grunde liegen-
den Geburtskohorte (siehe Tabelle 5). Längsschnitt-Daten sind nur für eine 
relativ kleine Zahl von Fällen verfügbar. 
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Tabelle 5: Erhebungsinstrumente in SOEP und FiD 
Altersspanne Konstrukt Kindliches Wohlergehen Fallzahlen 

alle Jahrgänge 
Betreuungssituation, Sprachpräferenzen, Persönlichkeit 
und Temperament des Kindes, körperliche und gesund-
heitliche Entwicklung (inkl. Krankheiten) 

 

0-1-Jährige SOEP / 
FiD Entwicklung in den ersten Monaten 3.334 

2-3-Jährige SOEP 
1-2-Jährige FiD 
2-3-Jährige FiD 

Aktivitäten und Verhalten des Kindes 4.384 

5-6-Jährige SOEP / 
FiD Beziehung zu Eltern, Verhalten zu anderen Kinder 1.610 

7-8-Jährige SOEP / 
FiD  

Schulsituation, Erziehungsverhalten und Erziehungsziele, 
Elternrolle, Bildungsaspirationen 1.175 

9-10-Jährige FiD Schulsituation, Erziehungsverhalten und Erziehungsziele, 
Elternrolle, Bildungsaspirationen 913 

Quelle: Eigene Darstellung. 
 
Die Fragebögen sind jeweils spezifisch für Altersgruppen von zwei Jahren. 
Da die Auswahl der Instrumente altersspezifisch erfolgt, gibt es keine 
durchgängig erhobenen Variablen auf der Ebene einzelner Fragebogenitems. 
 
Das Messmodell für das kindliche Wohlergehen 
Wohlergehen lässt sich nicht durch einen einzigen Indikator messen, son-
dern kann nur durch ein Konstrukt aus verschiedenen Variablen beschrie-
ben werden. Die Gruppierung in verschiedene inhaltliche Wohlergehens-
Dimensionen sollte dabei durch statistische Tests gestützt werden. Ausge-
hend von den theoretischen Vorüberlegungen (altersspezifische fokale Ent-
wicklungsbereiche, Kompetenzen entsprechend dem 5C-Modell, Gesundheit) 
wurden die einzelnen erhobenen Variablen zu Faktoren gruppiert, und dann 
mit konfirmatorischen Faktorenanalysen überprüft, ob die gestellten An-
sprüche an das Messmodell erfüllt sind. Die Modellgüte wurde anhand kon-
ventioneller Schwellenwerte beurteilt (Bollen 1989, Brown und Cudeck 
1993, Kline 2011). Damit ergaben sich altersspezifische Faktoren 1. Ord-
nung, die sich mit dem gleichen Verfahren zu einem einheitlichen Faktor 2. 
Ordnung, den wir „Wohlergehen“ nennen, kombinieren lassen. Beispielhaft 
ist in Abbildung 1 die finale Faktorenstruktur für die Kinder im Alter von 
2-3 Jahren dargestellt. Dabei werden die sprachliche Kompetenz, die All-
tagsfertigkeiten, die soziale Kompetenz, die Motorik, Confidence (Selbstver-
trauen) und Caring als reflektive (also das Wohlergehen der Kinder im Ur-
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teil der Mütter wiederspiegelnde) Faktoren und der Gesundheitszustand als 
formativer (also das Wohlergehen direkt beeinflussender) Faktor modelliert. 

Aufgrund von Vergleichen der beiden unterschiedlichen Datenquel-
len SOEP und FiD (Kreuzvalidierung) und der Prüfung der Messinvarianz 
(nach Geschlecht der Kinder, Familientyp und Migrationshintergrund) 
ergaben sich leichte Einschränkungen der Verwendbarkeit einzelner Variab-
len im Hinblick auf die Güte der Modelle. Zusammenfassend lässt sich sa-
gen, dass die Passung der Modelle mit den vorhandenen Daten sehr gut bis 
gut ist: die normierten χ2/df-Maße liegen zwischen 3 und 5; die RMSEA 
und SRMR-Werte liegen deutlich unter 0,08; die CFI und AGFI sind auf-
grund der hohen Anzahl der zu schätzenden Parameter zwar schlechter, 
liegen aber im akzeptablen Bereich. Kritisch kann man die geringe Zahl der 
Items bei einigen Faktoren zu einigen Messzeitpunkten sehen. Offen bleibt 
auch der mögliche Bias, der durch die Verwendung der Einschätzungen der 
Mutter in die Gewichtung der Indikatoren einfließt. Trotzdem spricht diese 
Analyse dafür, dass sich über die Altersgruppen eine weitgehend einheitli-
che Konstruktion der Faktoren 1. Ordnung erzeugen lässt, die ihrerseits mit 
dem globalen Wohlergehensfaktor interpretierbar zusammenhängt.1 

Bei den Neugeborenen und 1-Jährigen stehen nur sechs Variablen 
(Fragen) zur Verfügung, daher können dort nur Positivität und Irritabilität 
erfasst werden, was zusammen mit dem Faktor Gesundheit das Wohlerge-
hen von Kindern dieser Altersgruppe definiert. Bei den 2-3-Jährigen werden 
die Kompetenzen aufgrund der hier verwendeten Vineland Social Maturity 
Scale (Schmiade et al. 2008) in vier unterscheidbare Dimensionen getrennt, 
und Confidence sowie Caring abgebildet. Neben den Gesundheitsindikato-
ren waren für die Stichproben der 5-10-jährigen Kinder (zwei Fragebögen: 
5-7 und 8-10 Jahre) 17 Items verfügbar, adaptiert aus dem Strengths and 
Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ; (Woerner et al. 2002), daneben weitere 
Temperaments- bzw. Persönlichkeitseigenschaften. Insofern ergaben sich 
hier neben der Gesundheit vier Faktoren 1. Ordnung (Regulation, Con-
fidence, Caring und Connection), die das Wohlergehen von Kindern abbil-
den.Umfangreiche Analysen und Modellvergleiche zeigen, dass für die so 
definierten Faktoren konfigurale, metrische und mit Einschränkungen auch 
skalare Messinvarianz gegeben ist, sodass die Faktoren über Altersgruppen 
und Datenquellen hinweg als äquivalent betrachtet werden können. Die 
gebildeten Faktorenwerte wurden mit den Faktorenladungen gewichtet und 
auf T-Werte (Mittelwert 50, Standardabweichung 10) standardisiert. 

                                            
1  Eine ausführliche Darstellung der FIT-Indices für alle Altersstufen 

findet sich im Endbericht (Schölmerich et al., ,2013. S. 83-86) . 
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Figure 6: Finale Faktorenstruktur 2. Ordnung zum Wohlergehen von 2-3-jährigen 

Anmerkungen: Im Pfaddiagramm werden die latenten (unbeobachteten) Variablen als Ovale und die manifesten (beobachteten) Variablen als 
Rechtecke dargestellt. Kausale Beziehungen zwischen den Variablen werden durch Pfeile dargestellt. Alle dargestellten standardisierten Koeffi-
zienten > |0,09| sind statistisch signifikant, p< 0,05.  Datenbasis: FiD-Daten 2010-2011, 2-Jährige Kinder, N= 1.434. Fitindizes:  χ2= 1150,  
df= 383,  p < 0,05, χ2/df= 3.003, RMSEA= 0.05, SRMR0= 0,04. (Quelle: Eigene Darstellung) 
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Operationalisierung der Kontextvariablen  
Als mögliche Einflussfaktoren auf das Wohlergehen von Kindern wurden 
der Familienstatus, der Migrationshintergrund, die Inanspruchnahme außer-
familiärer Betreuung sowie die psychologische und ökonomische Belastng 
der Familie untersucht. Diese Faktoren sind in unterschiedlicher Weise 
durch familienpolitische Leistungen und Maßnahmen beeinflussbar.  

Der Familienstatus (Ein-Kind-Familie, Mehr-Kind-Familie, Alleiner-
ziehende mit einem oder mehreren Kindern, Patchwork-Familie) wird nur 
als jeweils aktueller Status verwendet, weil in den hier untersuchten Alters-
gruppen die Fallzahlen nicht für eine spezifischere Betrachtung der Status-
biografie ausreichen. Ein Migrationshintergrund wird dann angenommen, 
wenn mindestens ein Elternteil nicht in Deutschland geboren war. Bei der 
Inanspruchnahme außerfamiliärer Betreuung wurde für jedes Kind die indi-
viduelle Betreuungsbiografie seit Geburt konstruiert. Hier zeigt sich mit 
dem Alter erwartungsgemäß eine deutliche Abnahme der ausschließlich fa-
milienbetreuten Kinder: bei den Kindern im 1. Lebensjahr sind das noch 
1.719 (im Vergleich zu 84 Kindern, die halb- oder ganztags in Einrichtun-
gen betreut werden), mit 2-3 Jahren ist etwa die Hälfte mindestens halbtags 
außerfamiliär betreut, und im Alter von 5-6 Jahren sind nur noch 68 aus-
schließlich familienbetreut, 489 Kinder nehmen Einrichtungen in Anspruch. 
Die familiäre ökonomische Situation lässt sich mit den im SOEP vorliegen-
den Daten nicht nur als rein ökonomische Variable (äquivalenzgewichtetes 
Haushaltseinkommen), sondern als Kombination objektiver und subjektiver 
Faktoren modellieren. Dies erscheint in unserem Zusammenhang als ange-
messen, weil bei Reproduktionsentscheidungen und Elternverhalten gerade 
die subjektive Einschätzung der Situation von Bedeutung ist. Mit dem glei-
chen Vorgehen wie bei der Modellierung der Wohlergehensfaktoren wurde 
hier eine latente Variable gebildet, die folgende formative Indikatoren ent-
hält: (1) Höhe des Ausbildungsabschlusses (invertiert), (2) kumulierte Zeit 
in Arbeitslosigkeit, (3) aktuelle Arbeitslosigkeit, (4) Armutsgefährdung des 
Haushalts (< 60% des äquivalenzgewichteten Medianeinkommens), (5) die 
Stunden pro Woche, die mit Pflege bedürftiger Personen verbracht wurde, 
sowie (6) die subjektive Belastung durch Miete als negative und (7) die 
Wohnsituation (Zahl der Zimmer > 6 qm) als entlastende Variable. Als 
reflektive Indikatoren wurden (8) Sorgen der Eltern um den Arbeitsplatz, 
(9) Sorgen der Eltern wegen der eigenen wirtschaftlichen Situation sowie als 
entlastenden Indikator (10) die Zufriedenheit mit dem Haushaltseinkommen 
benutzt. Die Fit-Indikatoren dieser latenten Variablen waren nach konven-
tionellen Kriterien als gut zu bezeichnen. Als Kontrollvariablen gingen (11) 
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das Alter der Mutter bei der Geburt des ersten Kindes, (12) der Migrati-
onshintergrund, (13) Familienstatus alleinerziehend, (14) Bildungsniveau 
der Eltern, (15) Arbeitszeit der Mutter (Stunden pro Woche) und (16) die 
Anzahl der Personen im Haushalt ein. 
 

Ergebnisse  

Univariate Betrachtung zur Prüfung der  
Operationalisierungsvalidität 
Zunächst nutzen wir die Indikatoren für das Wohlergehen von Kindern in 
univariaten Analysen, um festzustellen, ob diese Indikatoren mit Erkennt-
nissen aus der vorhandenen Literatur vereinbare Ergebnisse liefern. Das 
wird hier exemplarisch durch einen Vergleich alleinerziehender Familien mit 
vollständigen Familien, mit dem Effekt der außerfamiliären Betreuung und 
mit der Wirkung sozioökonomischer Deprivation untersucht.  
 
Familienstatus  
Über alle Altersgruppen zeigen sich in alleinerziehenden Familien leicht 
geringere Ausprägungen des Wohlergehens von Kindern als in den anderen 
Familienformen, die aufgrund der Fallzahlen zusammengefasst werden. Die 
Unterschiede sind bei den 1-Jährigen und den über 8-Jährigen statistisch 
nicht bedeutsam, bei den anderen Altersgruppen liegt die Differenz zwi-
schen 2 und 4 T-Punkten, also 0,2 bis 0,4 Standardabweichungen. Die vor-
handen Literatur, die sich allerdings vorwiegend auf die Effekte von Tren-
nung und Scheidung bezieht, berichtet ebenfalls geringeres Wohlergehen 
von den betroffenen Kindern (Amato und Keith 1991, Amato 2010), bezie-
hungsweise eine geringfügige Steigerung psychopathologischer Phänomene 
(Walper 2002). Damit werden bisherige Befunde aus der Literatur repli-
ziert. 
 
Inanspruchnahme der außerfamiliären Betreuung  
Analysen zur außerfamiliären Betreuung erfolgen aufgrund der Fallzahlen 
nur für Kinder ab 2 Jahren. Es finden sich keine Unterschiede im globalen 
Wohlergehen zwischen halb- und ganztags fremdbetreuten Kindern. Die 
ausschließlich familienbetreuten Kinder schneiden im globalen Wohlergehen 
signifikant schlechter ab. Das etwas differenziertere Bild auf der Ebene der 
Faktoren 1. Ordnung zeigt einen schwach signifikanten (p < 0,1) negativen 
Effekt für die Gesundheit und positive Effekte für Alltagsfertigkeiten, sozia-
le Kompetenz und Motorik. Tabelle 6 zeigt die Effekte für den Wohlerge-
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hensfaktor 2. Ordnung und die zu diesem Alter vorhandenen Faktoren 1. 
Ordnung anhand von standardisierten T-Werten. Ein möglicher Einfluss 
der Qualität der Betreuung auf diese Befunde kann aufgrund fehlender In-
dikatoren im Datensatz nicht untersucht werden. 
 
Table 6: Effekte der Betreuung für das Wohlergehen der 2-3-Jährigen 
 

   
nur  

Familie 
n= 650 

extern 
halbtags 
n= 418 

extern 
ganztags 
n= 268 

F η2 

Wohlergehen M 48,64 51,08 51,58 
12,07** ,02 

 SD 10,58 8,85 9,62 

Faktoren 1. Ordnung:       
Gesundheit M 50,45 50,04 48,78 

2,66+ ,004 
  SD 8,67 9,20 13,54 

Caring M 49,04 50,88 50,91 
5,84** ,01 

  SD 10,29 9,61 9,45 

Confidence M 49,28 50,43 51,04 
3,53* ,01 

  SD 10,56 9,32 9,31 
Competence:  
Alltagsfertigkeiten M 48,57 50,16 53,22 

21,04*** ,03 
  SD 9,86 10,06 9,21 

Competence: Motorik M 48,75 51,31 51,02 
10,29*** ,02 

  SD 10,50 9,05 9,59 

Competence: Sozial M 48,62 51,08 51,66 
12,61*** ,02 

  SD 10,59 8,85 9,57 

Competence: Sprache  M 48,70 51,11 51,39 
10,03*** ,02 

  SD 10,63 8,82 9,57 
Anmerkungen: *** p < 0,001, ** p < 0,01, * p < 0,05, + p < 0,1; M: Mittelwert, 
SD: Standardabweichung 
 
Sozioökonomische Ressourcen der Familie 
Hier wurden Korrelationen zwischen dem globalen Wohlergehen und (a) dem 
äquivalenzgewichteten Haushaltseinkommen, (b) dem Berufsstand, (c) der 
Wohnungsgröße und (d) der Zufriedenheit mit der Wohnsituation berechnet. 
Bei den 2-3-Jährigen zeigen sich positive, stark signifikante Korrelationen (0,1 
< r < 0,12; alle p < 0,001) mit allen vier Indikatoren. Die Ergebnisse der ande-
ren Altersgruppen gehen in die gleiche Richtung, sind aber etwas schwächer 
oder sind nur für einzelne Indikatoren statistisch bedeutsam. Bei den 5-6-
Jährigen ergibt sich für das gesamte Spektrum der Haushaltseinkommen kein 
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statistischer Effekt für das Wohlergehen, andererseits zeigt sich im Vergleich 
der Kinder aus Familien mit Armutsgefährdung mit Nicht-armutsgefährdeten 
ein signifikant niedrigerer T-wert für das globale Wohlergehen (T = 47,43 ge-
genüber T = 50,27; F = 4,611, p < 0,05). Die Effekte für alle Altersgruppen 
sind in Tabelle 7 dargestellt. 

Zusammenfassend können wir bezüglich der Operationalisierung des 
Wohlergehens von Kindern festhalten, dass das hier vorgeschlagene Verfah-
ren Indikatoren erzeugt, mit denen sich die aus der Literatur bekannten 
Effekte im Wesentlichen replizieren lassen. Die Effekte sind allerdings bei-
spielsweise im Vergleich mit der amerikanischen Forschung zu Auswirkun-
gen von Armut nur recht schwach ausgeprägt, und die Effekte der außerfa-
miliären Betreuung aufgrund fehlender Qualitätsindikatoren möglicherweise 
zu undifferenziert, um daraus bereits konkrete Hinweise für politisches 
Handeln abzuleiten. 
 

 

Table 7: Unterschiede im Wohlergehen bei Armutsgefährdung bei 5-6-Jährigen 
 Armutsgefährdung (<60% Median) 
 Nein Ja  
 M (SD) n M (SD) n F 

Wohlergehen 0-1-J. 50,23 (9,85) 1476 49,02 (10,49) 334 4,031* 
Wohlergehen 2-3-J. 50,56 (9,43) 1143 46,66 (12,13) 193 25,79*** 
Wohlergehen 5-6-J. 50,27 (9,87) 594 47,43 (9,61) 62 4,611* 
Wohlergehen 7-8-J. 50,26 (9,99) 818 47,62 (9,31) 88 5,62* 

Wohlergehen 9-10-J. 50,24 (9,83) 794 48,67 (10,56) 67 1,563*** 

Anmerkungen: *** p < 0,001, ** p < 0,01, * p< 0,05; M: Mittelwert, SD: Stan-
dardabweichung. 
Quelle: Eigene Berechnungen 
 

Multivariate Analyse der Einflussfaktoren auf das Wohler-
gehen von Kindern  
Mit einem Strukturgleichungsmodell lassen sich die relativen Beiträge ein-
zelner Kontextfaktoren auf das Wohlergehen von Kindern schätzen. Das 
hat insbesondere bei Faktoren, die miteinander konfundiert sind (wie z. B. 
materielle Ressourcen und Bildungshintergrund) den Vorteil, deren jeweilige 
Einflüsse zu kontrollieren und sich damit einem kausalen Wirkungsmodell 
anzunähern. In einem abschließenden Schritt wird dann untersucht, ob be-
stimmte gemeinsame Aktivitäten (dyadisch-didaktische Mutter-Kind Inter-
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aktionen) und die Partizipation an außerfamiliärer Betreuung diese Wir-
kungen der Kontextfaktoren moderieren können.  
 
Effekte kombinierter Belastungsfaktoren 
Entsprechend der theoretischen Überlegungen wurde hierbei davon ausge-
gangen, dass diese Kontextfaktoren vermittelt über die Eltern auf das 
Wohlergehen des Kindes wirken, und eine latente Variable „ökonomische 
Belastung“ modelliert, in die sowohl objektive als auch subjektive Bedin-
gungen eingehen. Die Analyse erfolgt mit einem Strukturgleichungsmodell, 
in dem zwei Gleichungen für den formativen und reflektiven Teil der laten-
ten Variablen „ökonomische Belastung“ und zwei weitere Gleichungen für 
die strukturellen Effekte der Belastung für das Wohlergehen eingesetzt wer-
den.2 Aufgrund der besonderen Stellung der Gesundheit von Kindern ist in 
diesem Modell vorgesehen, dass sich die ökonomischen Belastungen sowohl 
direkt auf das Wohlergehen von Kindern auswirken können als auch ver-
mittelt über die Gesundheit von Kindern. Diese wird als abhängig von den 
ökonomischen Belastungen angesehen, kann sich aber ebenfalls auf die an-
deren Komponenten des Wohlergehens von Kindern auswirken. Daraus er-
geben sich Implikationen für die Bewertung familienpolitischer Leistungen 
und Maßnahmen. Dem Wirkungsmodell entsprechend können sich hier Leis-
tungsbündel der Veränderung der ökonomischen Situation, der subjektiven 
Situation durch Vermittlung von Zuversicht und das Gefühl der Unterstüt-
zung von Familien durch die Gesellschaft, der Betreuungsmöglichkeiten 
oder auch des Gesundheitszustandes der Kinder auswirken. 
 
 

                                            
2 Zur ausführlichen Darstellung des Modells siehe Schölmerich et 

al. (2013), Kap. 5.5.1. 
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Figure 7: Strukturgleichungsmodell der Effekte der familiären ökonomischen 

Belastung für das Wohlergehen von Kindern 

Anmerkungen: Latente Variablen sind als Ovale, manifeste Variablen als Rechtecke 
und kausale Beziehungen zwischen den Variablen durch Pfeile dargestellt. Die In-
terkorrelationen zwischen den exogenen Variablen werden durch ein eine gerade 
Linie dargestellt, die die exogenen Variablen mit Pfeilen verbindet. Die Fixierung 
des Pfades von den ökonomischen Belastungen auf die Variablen zu den elterlichen 
Sorgen und des Pfades vom Wohlergehen auf den Faktorenwert Confidence auf 1 
steht dafür, dass die Skalierung der latenten Variablen anhand dieser reflektiven 
Indikatoren vorgenommen wird. Die latente Variable Gesundheit hat als Einzelin-
dikator den T-skalierten Faktorenwert der Gesundheit von Kindern; dieser Pfad 
wird ebenfalls auf 1 fixiert und kein Messfehler angenommen. 
 
Die Beziehungen der latenten Variablen ökonomische Belastungen, Gesund-
heit von Kindern und Wohlergehen von Kindern, also der innere Kern aus 
Abbildung 7, ist in Abbildung 8 dargestellt. Hier sind die Effekte für alle 
untersuchten Altersgruppen eingetragen, jeweils von links nach rechts mit 
den Altersgruppen 0-1, 2-3, 5-6, 7-8 und 9-10 Jahre. Für alle Altersgruppen 
mit Ausnahme der 9-10-Jährigen ist der direkte negative Einfluss der öko-
nomischen und subjektiven Belastung auf das Wohlergehen signifikant; die 
Stärke des Einflusses scheint mit dem Alter zuzunehmen. Ebenfalls negativ 
und signifikant ist der Einfluss der subjektiven und ökonomischen Belas-
tung auf die Gesundheit von Kindern; lediglich bei den 5-6-Jährigen ist der 
Einfluss nicht erkennbar. Die Gesundheit hat ihrerseits einen vergleichswei-
se starken Einfluss auf das Wohlergehen von Kindern. Die in der Abbildung 
als totale Effekte bezeichneten Größen fassen den direkten Einfluss und den 
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über die Gesundheit vermittelten Einfluss zusammen. Hier finden sich bei 
allen Altersgruppen signifikante negative Zusammenhänge zwischen subjek-
tiven und ökonomischen Belastungen und dem Wohlergehen von Kindern. 
 
 

 
Figure 8: Effekte ökonomischer Belastung und der Gesundheit von Kin-

dern für das Wohlergehen 

Quelle: eigene Berechnungen  
 

Die einzelnen Komponenten der latenten Variablen subjektive und 
ökonomische Belastungen haben unterschiedlich starken Einfluss.3 Armuts-
gefährdung sowie Erfahrungen der Arbeitslosigkeit tragen relativ am stärks-
ten zum Einfluss bei, danach folgt eine hohe Mietbelastung (die allerdings 
durch Zufriedenheit mit der Größe der Wohnung kompensiert werden 
kann). Sehr junge Mütter (< 25 Jahre) und Alleinerziehende mit Kindern 
im Vorschulalter weisen ebenfalls eine höhere Belastung auf. Protektiv 
wirkt dagegen die Höhe des Bildungsabschlusses der Eltern, wobei man sich 
diesen Effekt auch aufgrund der besseren Zukunftsaussichten von Familien 
mit höheren Bildungsabschlüssen als eine subjektive Komponente erklären 
kann. Eine Teilzeitbeschäftigung der Mutter wirkt nur bei den Kindern 
zwischen 2 und 6 Jahren protektiv; bei den anderen Altersgruppen hat der 
Umfang der Berufstätigkeit keinen Einfluss auf die empfundene Belastung. 
 

                                            
3 Vgl. hierzu ausf�hrlich die Tabellen 26 bis 32 in Sch�lmerich et 

al. (2013). 
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Moderation des Zusammenhangs zwischen subjektiver und öko-
nomischer Belastung mit dem Wohlergehen 
In weiteren Analysen wurde untersucht, welche Schutzfaktoren sich finden 
lassen, die den deutlich negativen Zusammenhang zwischen subjektiver und 
ökonomischer Belastung und dem Wohlergehen abschwächen. Hier wurden 
zunächst elterliche Aktivitäten betrachtet, die bei den 2-3-Jährigen umfang-
reich erhoben wurden. Anhand einer exploratorischen Faktorenanalyse 
konnten diese in dyadisch-didaktische Aktivitäten (Basteln, Vorlesen, Ma-
len) und Aktivitäten mit eher passiven Interaktionen zwischen Mutter und 
Kind (Einkaufen gehen, Fernsehen schauen) unterteilt werden. Es zeigt 
sich, dass der negative Einfluss der Belastungssituation bei denjenigen Fa-
milien verschwindet, bei denen die Mütter angeben, täglich dyadisch-
didaktische Aktivitäten auszuüben. Das Ausmaß der passiven Interaktionen 
wirkt sich dagegen nicht aus.  
Ein ähnlicher Effekt zeigt sich auch durch die Inanspruchnahme außerfami-
liärer Betreuung. Bei den 2-3-Jährigen sind die negativen Wirkungen der 
subjektiven und ökonomischen Belastungen deutlich abgeschwächt, wenn 
die Kinder außerhalb der Familien betreut werden, wobei dies vom Umfang 
der Betreuung abhängt. Kinder aus Elternhäusern mit hoher Belastung 
profitieren deutlich von einer längeren außerfamiliären Betreuung. Bei den 
älteren Kindern zeigt sich dieser Effekt auch – allerdings weniger direkt, 
sondern vor allem vermittelt über die Lebenszufriedenheit der Mutter, was 
nochmals die hohe Bedeutung der subjektiven Faktoren unterstreicht. 
 

Schlussfolgerungen 

Familienpolitische Konsequenzen aus der Analyse des 
Wohlergehens von Kindern  
 
Verbesserung der materiellen Situation 
Hinsichtlich materieller Ressourcen, zunächst gemessen am verfügbaren, äqui-
valenzgewichteten Haushaltseinkommen, zeigt sich über den gesamten Ein-
kommensbereich kein signifikanter Zusammenhang mit dem Wohlergehen von 
Kindern. Trotzdem gibt es einen bedeutsamen Unterschied im Gruppenver-
gleich der Kinder aus Familien mit und ohne Armutsgefährdung. Für familien-
bezogene Leistungen und Maßnahmen bedeutet dies, dass unterstützende Maß-
nahmen sich nur im unteren Einkommensbereich auf das Wohlergehen von 
Kindern auswirken, während oberhalb der Schwelle der Armutsgefährdung kein 
positiver Effekt solcher Maßnahmen erkennbar ist. Damit sind insbesondere 
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Leistungen zu Armutsvermeidung wie SGB II, Wohngeld und Kinderzuschlag 
für das Wohlergehen von Kindern relevant. 
 
Gesundheitsvorsorge 
Die Gesundheit von Kindern hat einen erheblichen Einfluss auf das Wohlerge-
hen in allen Altersgruppen. Die kindliche Gesundheit ist nicht unabhängig von 
der subjektiven ökonomischen Belastung, aber der Zusammenhang zwischen 
Gesundheit und Wohlergehen ist enger als der zwischen Belastung und Ge-
sundheit. Dies spricht für einen eigenständigen Beitrag des Gesundheitszustan-
des. Aufgrund dieser Ergebnisse könnte man verstärkte Bemühungen um die 
kindliche Gesundheit als Aufgabe der Familienpolitik begreifen. 
 
Partizipation von Müttern an der Erwerbsarbeit 
Wir haben in unserer Analyse keinen generellen negativen Effekt mütterlicher 
Erwerbstätigkeit für das Wohlergehen von Kindern identifiziert. Lediglich bei 
den 5- bis 6-Jährigen gibt es einen marginal signifikanten, negativen Effekt für 
diejenige Gruppe von Müttern, die 20 bis 30 Stunden pro Woche arbeiten, und 
bei den 7- bis 8-Jährigen einen ebenfalls marginal signifikanten positiven Wert 
bei der Gruppe von Müttern, die über 30 Stunden arbeiten. Bei der vergleichs-
weise kleinen Gruppe von Müttern von Neugeborenen und 1-Jährigen, die bis 
zu 20 Stunden arbeiten, ergibt sich ebenfalls ein geringer, aber signifikanter 
positiver Effekt. Damit lässt sich vermuten, dass eine mütterlicher Erwerbstä-
tigkeit, die zum einen positive Wirkungen auf das Familieneinkommen hat und 
zum anderen die Zufriedenheit der Mütter durch Partizipation und verbesserte 
Zukunftschancen erhöhen kann, das Wohlergehen von Kindern nicht beein-
trächtigt. 
 
Außerfamiliäre Betreuung 
Neben den direkten förderlichen Wirkungen der außerfamiliären Betreuung auf 
das Wohlergehen von Kindern hat diese eine nachweisbare Funktion als 
Schutzfaktor gegen die ökonomische Belastung von Familien. Das mit zuneh-
mender Belastung generell abnehmende Wohlergehen von Kindern bleibt bei 
Inanspruchnahme außerfamiliärer Betreuung vergleichsweise stabil. Der Zu-
sammenhang zwischen außerfamiliärer Betreuung und der Möglichkeit der Par-
tizipation von Müttern an der Erwerbsarbeit ist ebenfalls offenkundig. Insofern 
ist das Erreichen einer höheren Inanspruchnahme außerfamiliärer Betreuung 
grade der Bevölkerungsanteile mit höherer ökonomischer Belastung ein sinnvol-
les Ziel der Familienpolitik. Vor dem Hintergrund der öffentlichen Diskussion 
ist hier ausdrücklich zu betonen, dass wir aufgrund unserer Analysen nicht 
festgestellt haben, dass familiäre Betreuung von Kindern unter 3 Jahren im 
Vergleich zu institutioneller Betreuung grundsätzlich schlechteres Wohlergehen 
zur Folge hat. 
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Abstract 
 

This paper aims to investigate pathways of how parental economic well-

being is associated to adolescents’ career future orientation, academic suc-

cess and career identity via parental future orientation and parenting. Sev-

eral structural equation models relied on combined cross-sectional data of 

the German Socioeconomic Panel study for 17-year-old adolescents and 

their parents (total families n = 1624). Family economic well-being had a 

strong impact on parents’ subjective well-being; in turn, parenting (support 

and parent-children conflict) was a strong predictor of adolescents’ control 

orientations and their optimistic future career expectations. Additionally, 

adolescents’ future orientation was a powerful predictor for academic suc-

cess and adolescents’ setting, exploration and commitment to job goals (ca-

reer identity achievement). Parents’ subjective well-being was strongly as-

sociated with their control and optimistic future orientations, and these 

were partly transmitted via parenting to their children. Overall, these find-

ings support the „family economic stress“ idea and point to the motivation-

al role of control and positive future orientations for adolescents’ achieve-

ment behavior. 
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Introduction  

One of the most dominant views provided by existing theories is that hu-
man development across a life span is influenced by how people deal with 
their future goals (Baltes & Baltes, 1990; Lewin, 1939). Especially in mod-
ern societies, adolescents are increasingly faced with setting future goals on 
career and educational paths. Current research shows that being employed 
or following a professional career has an important contribution to an indi-
vidual’s subjective well-being (SWB) (e.g., Diener, Kesebir, P. & Lucas, 
2008; Winkelmann & Winkelmann 2008). On the other hand, adolescents’ 
way of subjectively organizing their future has an impact on their occupa-
tional success as adults (e.g., Pinquart et al., 2004). Conversely, longitudi-
nal studies have shown that parental socio-economic status (e.g., parental 
educational and occupational levels, family income) and adolescents’ aca-
demic success are the strongest predictors of later occupational attainment 
(e.g., Dubow et al., 2006). It is also widely accepted that the influence of 
parental economic wealth or hardship on adolescent development is mediat-
ed by parenting behavior: compared to middle-class parents, parents with 
lower status tend to be more authoritarian and show less warmth towards 
their children (e.g., Conger et al., 2002; McLoyd, 1998).  
As for future orientation (FO), Seginer et al. (2004) found a positive rela-
tionship between an authoritative, accepting parenting style and motiva-
tional (goal value, optimistic evaluations and internal control), cognitive 
(prospective plans), and behavioral aspects (exploring and commitment 
behaviors for pursuing goals) of adolescents’ career FO. However, the ex-
tent to which different levels of family economic well-being may affect ado-
lescents’ FO and which role parenting may have for this relationship has 
not been thoroughly investigated.  

Low levels of family economic well-being in modern societies contin-
ue to be a potential risk factor during childhood and adolescence for emo-
tional, social, cognitive and behavioral development (e.g., Duncan, Mag-
nuson, & Votruba‐Drzal, 2015). This is the case for more than 15% (Ger-
many) and 20% (USA) of children and adolescents living below the poverty 
line during the first decade of the 21st century (UN, 2010). Whereas the 
explanatory power of parenting behavior in relation to these potential risks 
has received attention in the family stress theory (Conger & Donnellan, 
2007), additional canals of intra and interpersonal processes that might be 
involved (e.g., via parental control orientations or parent-children conflicts) 
have not been examined in detail.  
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The main purpose of this study was to explore mediators of the as-
sociation between family well-being and adolescents’ future orientations.  

Another including adolescents’ academic success and adolescents’ 
level of exploration and commitment to a career (achievement identity sta-
tuses) as “outcome” variable, this study aims to explore the predictive va-
lidity of optimistic future orientations. 

Overall, we focus on the mediating role of supportive parenting and 
parent-children conflicts to explain the mechanisms by which family eco-
nomic well-being may affect adolescents. To test the above mentioned rela-
tionships a conceptual model has been developed and data on representa-
tive samples of parents and their children were considered for the study. 

 
Conceptual Model 

Figure 9 provides an outline of the conceptual model of this study by de-
picting the hypothesized causal dependencies between the constructs within 
a directed graph (Pearl, 2000). We next describe the theoretical and empir-
ical rationales for the constructs and paths in the model.  
 

Family Economic Well-Being 

An extensive body of research has indicated that variations in family eco-
nomic well-being are associated both with the level of psychological (or sub-
jective) well-being of adults, children, and adolescents and with relation-
ships among family members (Scaramella et al., 2008; Conger, et al., 1994; 
Elder & Caspi, 1988; McLoyd, 1989; Voydanoff, 1990). The primary conclu-
sion from research in this area is that parents’ anxiety regarding their job 
and financial issues often distracts them from the problems of their chil-
dren. Consequently, the causal paths depicted in our conceptual model 
(Figure 9) start with the assumption that family economic well-being has a 
direct impact on parents’ SWB with regard to their economic situation. 
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Figure 9: Conceptual model for the associations between family economic 

well-being, parents’ subjective well-being, adolescents’ future orientations, 

and their outcomes 

 There has recently been a strong demand within the well-being re-
search for a differentiation between specific domains (like contribution of 
peoples’ satisfaction with family, career, and with other life domains to 
their overall happiness) and for the distinction between two main compo-
nents of the subjective dimension: (1) the cognitive (e.g., evaluations of life 
satisfaction) and (2) the affective (e.g., positive or negative states of emo-
tions) (Diener et al., 2009). Comparatively, we see in our study the life do-
main-specific subjective well-being in relation to the families’ economic sit-
uation as mirrored in multifaceted indicators comprising both affective as-
pects (e.g., worries parents may have about their economic situation) and 
cognitive aspects (e.g., satisfaction with own personal economic conditions). 
In contrast, the more objective economic well-being component - represent-
ed by families’ available economic resources - is conceptually a product of 
different cause indicators (like the parental level of education, and/or em-
ployment status) while being reflected at the same time by measures of 
wealth, such as family income; this construct belongs, thus, to the type of 
formative constructs (Bollen  & Bauldry, 2011; Wilcox, Howell & Breivik, 
2008). In other words, it is assumed that different causal dimensions (e.g., 
unemployment, region, education, or occupational status) have different 
effects on the economic well-being construct and a common, indirect effect 
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(as a latent variable) on the observable measures of family resources when 
being linked to other constructs in the conceptual model (primarily subjec-
tive well-being in this study). To our knowledge very few studies of eco-
nomic well-being have been published using this conceptualization, and as a 
formative construct there is no prior knowledge of measurement and theo-
retical validity when estimated this way. While the relationship between 
material wealth and subjective experiences is often far from linear (e.g., 
Easterlin, 2001), it seemed nonetheless reasonable to assume first linear 
positive relationships between family economic well-being and parents’ eco-
nomic SWB in this study especially because we are investigating several 
cohorts of adolescents and parents, and not hypotheses of longitudinal 
change patterns.   

The idea of subjective economic well-being is theoretically similar to 
the constructs used in family stress research on economic strain (Conger et 
al., 1994). An increasing number of family stress studies have shown that 
when families experience economic burdens, the stress experienced by chil-
dren is significantly dependent on disruptions in family relationships, espe-
cially parent-child interactions (McLoyd, 2002). This is why the assumption 
of linear dependency between constructs of economic well-being on one 
hand and supportive parenting and parent-children conflicts on the other 
hand, fits within our conceptual model.  

Supportive Parenting and Parent- Children Conflicts 

Much previous research on parent-adolescent relationships has focused on 
support and conflict as two primary components of relationship quality. 
Supportive behaviors between parents and their children include actions 
such as praise, encouragement and parental expressions of emotions like 
empathy and love (Simons et. al, 1992). Conflict behaviors include actions 
such as criticism or arguments between parents and adolescent children, 
and as few longitudinal studies showed are a risk factor for development 
across the life span (e.g., Brook & Brook, 2009; Flannery, Torquati, and 
Lindemeier, 1994). Additionally, parent support is associated with less 
depression and maladaptive behavior and is positively related to better 
mental well-being in adolescents (Bornstein, 2008). Furthermore, the family 
stress model conceptualized the negative effects of economic hardship by 
explaining negative influences on supportive style. (e.g., Maccoby, 1980). In 
line with these findings, the present study assumes that occurrence of 
parent-children conflicts is negatively related to supportive parenting. As 
for FO, previous research has shown that adolescents who experience 
supportive parenting are more optimistic in their FO, are much more 
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convinced that they could master/control their future while profiting and at 
the same time construct future plans together with their parents (Seginer et 
al., 2004; Nurmi & Pullianen 1991; Trommsdorff, 1983). Accordingly, it is 
expected in the present study that supportive parenting would be 
associated with high levels of control orientations and optimistic evaluation 
of future career goals. 

The key claim of our conceptual model places supportive parenting 
as mediating the effects of family economic well-being on adolescents’ out-
comes. As mentioned previously, this was found from a rich body of re-
search mostly in support of the Family Stress Model (e.g., Conger, & Don-
nellan, 2007; Simons, 1992). However, the moderation hypothesis – which 
assumes that parenting is not affected by conditions of low economic wealth 
and thus may protect adolescents from potential risks of financial burdens 
or bad neighborhoods – also receives some support. This support is not as 
plentiful and is present especially when cultural minority samples were 
studied.. Since the present study aims to include samples from minority 
ethnic groups, the alternative hypothesis of moderation of adverse effects of 
family economic well-being will be also tested. 

Future Orientations  

Future orientation (FO) may be defined as the anticipation and evaluation 
of the future self in interaction with its environment (Trommsdorff, 1994). 
As youth is a crucial developmental phase in preparing adolescents for their 
future roles as adults, the concept of FO was especially being tested with 
samples of adolescents or samples of young students (e.g., Nurmi 2005). 
Recently, a comprehensive theory has been proposed that conceptualizes 
the findings from the last decades on FO within the developmental 
research, by defining FO as a multifaceted construct comprising three main 
components (Seginer, 2008; Seginer, Nurmi and Pole, 1991, Nurmi, 1991): 
motivational, cognitive and behavioral. Using this train of thought it was 
shown that authoritative parenting style (characterized by parents’ 
emotional support to their children) is associated with higher levels of 
adolescents’ FO motivation which leads to more cognitions towards goals 
and more specific action plans on how to implement these goals in behavior 
(Seginer et al, 2004). We focus in our study on the motivational and 
behavioral aspects of FO.  
Motivational Components of Future Orientation. One may count specific 
expectations (pessimistic- optimistic) to diverse areas of life (e.g. further 
education, profession, family) among the motivational components of FO as 
well as control orientations people have towards their future (e.g., Nurmi, 
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2002). This idea is more explicitly formulated in the recent FO-theory 
(Seginer, 2009), where control orientations are measured in relationship to 
specific goals, and are tested as a reflective indicator of the motivational 
component of FO. As a long tradition of research demonstrated, starting 
with the classical learning theory of Rotter (1966), a differentiation could 
be made between people with higher levels of internal control who are ra-
ther convinced that they could exert influence on present and future events, 
and in the opposite case, people with high levels of external control who 
have formed rather generalized expectations of helplessness with how they 
can influence their future. Therefore our conceptual model hypothesizes a 
positive connection between internal or low external control and an affec-
tive component (Carver, Scheier, & Segerstrom, 2010) delineated in opti-
mistic future expectations. This assumption is also elaborated in the mod-
ern expectancy-x-value theory (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002). Consequently, it 
is assumed in our conceptual model that the causal process involved in de-
veloping FO (the development of internal control and expectations for suc-
cess) leads to pursuit of particular goals and its result is mirrored in future 
orientated behaviors.  
Behavioral Outcomes of Future Orientation. The manifestation of the FO 
in behavior is imperative for the further development of adolescents and is 
therefore the final dependent construct in the model. Specifically for this 
study we considered that adolescents with high levels of FO will have high-
er levels of achievements mirrored in behavior. Because academic involve-
ment and school success are of great importance for the future academic 
career (Melby et al., 2008), we considered indicators of school success as a 
first aspect of adolescent achievement behavior. A number of studies have 
shown a moderate-to-strong relation between academic achievement and 
motivation (e.g., Murayama et al., 2013 Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2005). There 
seems to be no debate in the literature on our expectation that adolescents 
who develop internal control orientations and have optimistic expectations 
towards future goals will implicitly develop performance goals and abilities 
that promote more school success.  

Our conceptual model captures further effects on adolescents’ behav-
ior of the motivational interplay of control orientations and optimistic ex-
pectations reflected in adolescents’ setting, exploration and commitment 
towards a chosen career.  Similar to this hypothesis, the classical identity 
theory showed that successful completion of the processes of goal explora-
tion and achievement leads to a stable identity as a base for a successful 
development in adulthood concerning further academic education, family 
and profession (Marcia, Waterman, Matteson, Archer, & Orlofsky, 1993). 
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These hypotheses are also consistent with Seginer’s proposed model (2009) 
for identifying indicators of adolescents’ specific future orientated behaviors.  
Because reciprocal effects between general self-beliefs, motivation and 
achievement have been found (Valentine, 2002; Valentine, DuBois, & 
Cooper, 2004), they are considered in our conceptual model and we expect 
that the effects from FO will be much stronger than the reciprocal effects.  
Transmission from Parents to Children of Future Orientation and Control. 
To our knowledge, transmission patterns from parents to children with re-
spect to components of FO were not thoroughly investigated (Trommsdorff, 
1983; Scabini et al, 2006). In an attempt to fill this gap, the conceptual 
model assumes that parental control orientations and future expectations 
are transmitted via parenting to their children. This is based on a recent 
study by Malmberg, Ehrman, and Lithen (2005) which identified the effects 
of parents’ estimate of goal fulfillment on adolescents’ goals as direct and 
mediated by adolescent-parent relationships. Similarly, we assume both 
direct and indirect effects via parenting between parents’ and children’s 
control and FO. Longitudinal studies provided evidence for the direct 
transmission of control orientations from parents to children (Schneewind & 
Ruppert, 1998), but these processes were not thoroughly investigated in 
relation to parenting and FO. It is hypothesized that parental economic 
SWB is positively associated with parents’ control orientation which will 
have a positive effect on parents’ optimistic FO. We assume that the inter-
play between control and optimistic FO will play a similar motivational 
function as in the case of adolescents predicting parenting behaviors.   
 

Methods 

Sample and Participant Selection 
This study used data from the German Socio-Economic Panel Study 
(SOEP). The SOEP is a nationally representative longitudinal annual panel 
study of private households and individuals. In total, SOEP records data 
for more than 20,000 interviewed persons and span over 25 years (1984-
2008), including residents from West and East Germany, immigrants and 
residents without German citizenship. Additional details regarding the larg-
er SOEP study, its design, participants, and variables can be found in 
Wagner, Frick and Schupp (2007). An overview on psychological research 
with SOEP can be found in Trommsdorff (2009).  
  Starting in the years 2000 and 2001, SOEP introduced a special 
cross-sectional instrument named Youth Questionnaire for adolescent re-



 87 

spondents aged 17 years old participating for the first time in the study (for 
details see Haisken-De New & Frick, 2005). For the purposes of the present 
study we used combined cross-sectional data collected in the years 2001, 
2002, 2003, 2004 and 2005 from a total of 1,624 families with adolescents 
(M age = 17, 1; 794 men and 830 women) living with both parents (M age 
mothers = 42.12; M age fathers= 44.81). As the interest was to have varia-
tion in data for the representative population, this data selection was done 
by excluding a special SOEP sample (so-called “sample G”), designed for 
high income households. Data from adolescents and theirs parents were 
collected individually via face- to face interviews or, for about 10% of 
mothers and fathers who had for much time participated in the study, via 
self-administrated questionnaires. The minority of the sample consisted of 
families where at least one of the parents had immigrated to Germany 
(22%) and the majority of the participants were living in the region of the 
former West-Germany (78.2%). Using the International Standard Classifi-
cation of Education (ISCED-97, Schneider, 2008), 60.2% of adolescents 
were classified as being enrolled in (or having completed) a school track 
corresponding to secondary education which allows direct transition to vo-
cation training or labor market (ISCED level 2) and 39.2% of adolescents 
were enrolled in a high school education path which allows access to ter-
tiary education (ISCED level 3). 
 
Measures 
The description of the measures is structured by the constructs depicted in 
Figure 9. Table 8 provides the means, standard deviations, and ranges for 
all study measures.  
 
Economic Well-Being and SES variables. Annual net income (after 
taxes) across two years previous to the assessment was included as an effect 
indicator of a family’s level of economic well-being. For example, for data 
collected in 2004, annual income reported for the year 2002 and annual in-
come reported for 2003 were included in the analysis. The income data were 
transformed by using the “new OECD scale” which weights for age and 
number of household members (e.g., Atkinson et al., 2003). The equivalized 
average annual income data for the year preceding the assessment (income 
year 2 in Table 1) was 16810.32 (SD = 7927.26). As evident by the high 
standard deviation, variance in income was high and ranged from 2,134 
EUR to 101,144 EUR.  
The following parental indicators assumed to be causally related to families’ 
economic well-being were selected: parents’ education level, occupational 
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status, unemployment, immigration background (present or not for at least 
one of the parents), and region (East-West). For parents’ education level 
we averaged mothers’ and fathers’ years of education (M = 12). For meas-
uring parents’ occupational status, scores of the Standard Index of Occupa-
tional Prestige (SIOPS) (Ganzeboom & Treiman, 1992) were averaged 
across both parents (range= 13- 78, where higher scores indicate higher 
prestige). The SIOPS scores were assigned by SOEP to the occupational 
titles reported by parents. For measuring unemployment, the reported total 
months over one year previous to the assessment date were averaged across 
both parents.  
Economic Subjective Well-Being. Three indicators of subjective well-
being were included for each mother and father: life satisfaction with the 
household financial situation, life satisfaction with the standard of living 
and worries because of the personal economic situation. All measures were 
based on parent self-reports. Life satisfaction items ranged on a scale from 0 
(not satisfied) to 10 (high satisfaction). Parents reported their economic 
worries on a scale from 1 to 3 (1 = great worries; 2 = some worries; 3= 
none worries). The internal consistency of these items, assessed by their 
composite reliability (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), was adequate: .75 (mothers) 
and .77 (fathers). 
Supportive Parenting. Parenting was measured by using the Supportive 
Parenting Scale (Simons et al., 1992; German version: Schwarz & Walper, 
1997) as reported by adolescents for each parent. This measure consists of 9 
items and captures the frequency of occurrence of supportive behavior from 
parents in parent-children interactions (e.g., “how often does your mother 
show you that they really love you”). Items were rated on a 5-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (always) to 5 (never). The scale proved highly 
reliable (Cronbachs’αmothers = .83; Cronbachs’α fathers = .86) and the items 
were reversed and summed to create a total score of supportive parenting 
for each parent.  
Parent-Child Conflicts. Conflicts between parent and child were reported 
by adolescents by answering 1 item for each parent assessing how often 
they have an argument with their parents on a response scale ranging from 
1 (never) to 5 (very often). Items were reversed so that high scores depict 
higher levels of parent-child conflict. The omega composite reliability for 
these two items was good (.81).  
Control Orientations. For measuring control orientations of parents and 
children, self-reports from a shortened Locus of Control Scale (Krampen, 
1989) were selected. The measurements of parents’ control orientations 
were assessed in the SOEP study only in the year 2005. Parents and chil-
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dren responded to the following two items: (1) “others have an influence on 
my life” and (2) “I have little control of my life” (adolescents on a 4-point 
scale and parents on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1= disagree to highest 
value = agree). Items were reversed, so that higher levels indicate a high 
level of internal control. The omega composite reliability for the scale was 
acceptable, ranging from .63 (fathers) to .66 (children). 
Adolescents’ Future Orientation. Adolescents’ pessimistic-optimistic 
career expectations were assessed using 5 items concerning the likelihood 
with which adolescents reported they will succeed in implementing their 
career or educational plans (e.g., “how probable is that you will be success-
ful and ‘go ahead’ in your career”; response scale ranging from 0% to 100%, 
on a 11-point scale). This scale demonstrated high internal reliabilities, with 
α= .86 (composite reliability = .91).  
Parents’ Future Orientation. For each mother and father a 1-item self-
reported assessment of general pessimism-optimism for their future was 
chosen that had the following wording: “When you think about your future 
are you…?”. The response scale ranged from 1 (pessimistic) to 4 (optimis-
tic). This measurement was available only for samples from the SOEP wave 
of the year 2005. The literature usually reports, for scales of optimism, in-
ternal consistency measures between .70 and .85 (e.g., Carver, Scheier, & 
Segerstrom, 2010). This information was considered in the data analysis 
step for modeling the measurement error of this item (see Results section).  
Academic Succes. Academic success was measured by adolescents’ self-
reported school grades in German language and in mathematics. Because 
the scaling of these variables reflected the German grade-scale system, they 
were anchored in 1 (very good) to 5 (inadequate) and we reversed the vari-
ables’ values. The composite reliability with these two variables was satis-
factory (.72). 
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Table 8: Descriptive Statistics  

Variable N Mean SD Minimum Maximum 
Family economic well-being indicators      
 Migration (No/Yes) 1624 0.22 0.42 0 1 
 Region (West/East) 1624 0.27 0.44 0 1 
 Parental  education (nr. of years) 1606 12.00 2.23 7 18 
 Parental occupational prestige (SIOPS) 1481 42.14 11.81 13 78 
 Parental unemployment (months) 1621 0.86 2.22 0 12 
 Annual income- Year 1 (new OECD scale, in EUR) 1599 16,182.19 7,658.52 1,402 81,281 
 Annual income- Year 2 (new OECD scale, in EUR) 1624 16,810.32 7,927.27 2,130 101,144 
Parents economic subjective well-being indicators      
 Mother: Satisfaction with finance  1610 6.22 2.29 0 10 
  Father: Satisfaction with finance  1549 5.99 2.24 0 10 
  Mother: Satisfaction with standard of living  1615 6.94 1.83 0 10 
 Father: Satisfaction with standard of living 1561 6.82 1.77 0 10 
 Mother: Worries about economic situation (r) 1611 1.94 0.68 1 3 
 Father: Worries about economic situation (r) 1559 1.89 0.69 1 3 
Parenting      
 Supportive parenting (mother) 1614 3.71 0.61 1 5 
 Supportive parenting (father) 1561 3.47 0.69 1 5 
Parent-child conflict      
 Arguments with mother (r) 1614 2.69 0.94 1 5 
 Arguments with father (r) 1573 2.63 0.96 1 5 
Control orientations      
 Adolescents: Others influence on life (r) 1605 2.91 0.79 1 4 
 Adolescents: Low control over own life (r) 1605 3.13 0.74 1 4 
 Mother:  Others influence on life (r) (only SOEP 2005 
data) 257 3.19 1.731 1 7 

 Father:  Others influence on life (r) (only SOEP 2005 data) 245 3.20 1.659 1 7 
 Mother: Low control over own life (r) (only SOEP 2005 
data) 256 2.84 1.597 1 7 

 Father: Low control over own life (r) (only SOEP 2005 
data) 245 2.85 1.631 1 7 

Future orientations      
 Adolescents expectations: Further  education 1588 68.26 24.33 0 100 
 Adolescents expectations: Finish studies 1597 78.08 19.93 0 100 
 Adolescents expectations: Desired job 1597 68.54 21.96 0 100 
 Adolescents expectations: Career success  1590 69.21 19.32 0 100 
 Adolescents expectations: Unemployed (r) 1573 27.87 23.05 0 100 
    Mother: Future orientation (only SOEP 2005 data) 251 2.16 .779 1 4 
    Father: Future orientation (only SOEP 2005 data) 266 2.21 .803 1 4 
Academic success      
 School grades: German  1599 2.88 0.83 1 6 
 School grades: Mathematics 1596 2.94 1.03 1 6 
Career achieved status (CAS) group membership probabilities 1624 51.14 56.18 0 100 
Indicators used for deriving CAS (within CAS group >50%)*      
  Career goal setting  (1= goal set; 3 = not set) 831 1.42 0.54 1 3 
  Influenced by parents (1= agree; 4=  disagree) 831 2.69 0.95 1 4 
    Not decided on which job (1= agree; 4=  disagree) 831 3.30 0.83 1 4 
    Intensive Exploration (1= agree; 4=  disagree) 831 2.04 0.90 1 4 
  Diffuse about job (1= agree; 4=  disagree) 831 3.61 0.49 3 4 

Note: (r) – Items were reversed so that its maximum value represents high values of the  underlying 
latent variable; * - Descriptive statistics only for the subsample of adolescents with membership probabil-
ities to the Career Achieved Status greater than 50%. 
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Career Identity Achievement. For measuring adolescents’ levels of ca-
reer goal setting, exploration and commitment, five items of the shortened 
scale of Career Identity Status (Kracke, 1996) were available. This short 
item battery asked adolescents (1) whether they have decided on a job; (2) 
if they have a clear picture on their future jobs; (3) if they are currently 
exploring choices for careers; (4) if they are committed to a decision on 
their job; and (5) what role parents play in their decision for a job (see Ta-
ble 8 for the list of items). Because of departures from the original scale, it 
was very hard to find criteria for assigning apriori in mutual exclusive clas-
ses these measurements to the four ideal types of foreclosure, achievement, 
identity and moratorium (i.e., Marcia, 1984). Consequently, a mixture 
modeling procedure was run (Vermunt & Magidson, 2002) using the AMOS 
software, and we finally retained two classes measuring achievement vs. 
diffusion in career identity. Figure 10 shows the mean profiles for these two 
groups. Adolescents from the achieved group explore more but also are 
more decided and committed towards choosing a job .  
 

 
Figure 10: Mean item profiles of the career identity mixture clusters  

 
As a result, adolescents were assigned probabilities greater than 50% for 
being members of the achieved group. Because the individual probabilities 
of these two classes are complementary to each other (summing 100%), 
only the membership probabilities for the group of achievers were exported 
for each adolescent to the data set. These scores were further used (range: 0 
to 100) as an indicator for career achievement identity (see result section 
for specification of reliability).  
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Data Analysis  
To test how well the conceptual model fits to the data, structural equation 
modeling (SEM) was employed using AMOS 16 (Arbuckle, 2008). Because 
data presented some negligible (< 5%) and non-systematic missing values, 
Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) estimation was applied for 
all models. FIML is a method that performs among the best when dealing 
with missing values compared to mean list- or pair wise deletion of data 
(Enders, 2006). Concerning global fit measures, it has to be noted that 
given the large sample size and consequent increased statistical power, even 
tiny differences between the specified and estimated model could easily lead 
to a significant χ2 and thus to the rejection of something existing in data 
(Saris et al., 2010). To reduce the sensitivity of χ2 to sample size, the values 
of normed chi-square (the division of chi square by its df with cut-off values 
below 5:1) were chosen as indicating good fit (Kline, 2011). Following 
recommendations of SEM model inspection (Browne and Cudeck, 1993), 
several additional fit indices were chosen: the estimated root mean square 
error approximation (RMSEA; recommended cut-off values <.05); and two 
incremental fit indices: the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and the Comparative 
Fit Index (CFI) for both of which values that are generally >.90 indicate 
reasonably good fit. Data screening partially revealed departures from 
multivariate normality. Because maximum likelihood estimation requires 
the assumption of multivariate normality distributions (Hu and Bentler, 
1999), Bayesian SEM estimations with non-informative priors which are 
very robust to this kind of distribution violations (Lee, 2008) were run 
additionally. The Bayesian estimations offer some extra information on the 
95% credible interval for the posteriori probability distributions of all 
parameters (i.e., to be interpreted as the probability interval of the 
posteriori distributions), especially for the decompositions in total, indirect 
and direct effects. As measures of global fit in the Bayesian analysis, AMOS 
calculates the so called Posteriori p (recommended values for a good fit 
should be close to p =.50; Arbuckle, 2007). Therefore, it could be verified if 
the posteriori distributions of the SEM- parameters from the Bayesian 
estimation are consistent with the results of maximum likelihood-estimates. 
Across all SEM models the errors of manifest variances as well as the 
disturbances of latent endogenous variables were not correlated with each 
other, with the exception of correlating the error variances between the 
manifest indicators of parents and children measures on control 
orientations. This was required because it was theoretically assumed that 
each identical measurement across parents and children also shares method 
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bias, a common assumption when dealing with dyadic family data (Kenny, 
Kashy, & Cook, 2007). For testing the bidirectional effects hypothesized in 
our conceptual model, separate non-recursive models were specified by 
including the bidirectional effects between adolescents’ FO and academic 
success and achievement identity respectively, without correlating the 
disturbance variables between the two pairs of latent variables involved in 
these effects. Although the specification of this kind of non-recursive SEM 
models is seldom used in research, the equations are mathematically 
identified, as demonstrated by Rigdon (1995; identification case Nr. 5).  

Results 

Preliminary Analyses  

For testing the model depicted in Figure 9, latent variables were defined for 
each construct with the underlying indicators described in the previous 
section. Several analyses were run that were grouped into two sets of 
analyses, building on top of each other in testing the conceptual model. 
Given that data for parental control orientations and future expectations 
were available only for 2005, for the first set of analyses these variables 
were excluded and relied on combined samples for 2001-2005. Table 9 
displays the correlations of all manifest variables used in specification of 
structural equation models for both sets of analyses. As expected, variables 
measuring the same construct are more highly correlated (e.g., the measures 
of parental well-being with coefficients ranging from .64 to .80, p <.001) 
than correlations between variables belonging to different latent variables. 
All bivariate correlations were in the expected hypothesized direction. All of 
the factor loadings were above .50 and significant (p <.01). For the 
specification of latent variables with single indicators (parental future 
orientation and adolescents’ achievement status), the procedure 
recommended by Hayduk (1996) was used for fixing the error variance of 
each manifest indicator to a plausible reliability. We varied this 
specification with reliabilities ranging from .75 to .90 and because no 
differences were observed we specified an error variance of .15 for both 
single indicators. A further step that preceded the SEM analysis was to test 
if latent variables and the structural relationships between them have the 
same meaning across the different GSOEP data waves (2001-2005) for boys 
and girls, children with parents with immigration background vs. not, and 
for children enrolled in three different types of German school paths. For 
ease of understanding and because overall the results of multi-group 
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comparisons did not alter the universality of the substantive findings of the 
models, particularities provided by each group are presented further below, 
after results for each SEM analysis are presented. 
  



 95 

 
Table 9: Correlation Matrix of All Analyzed Variables  

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 

1. Migration (No/Yes)  -.33 -.23 -.26 .12 -.27 -.29 -.09 -.10 -.09 -.04 -.12 -.14 -.16 -.15 -.16 -.06 -.01 -.12 -.05 -.08 .03 -.02 .10 .08 .07 -.10 -.10 .09 -.21 -.19 .06 .05 

2. Region (West/East) -.31  .11 .06 .20 -.10 -.15 -.18 -.19 -.14 -.21 -.19 -.19 -.02 -.02 -.07 -.04 .03 .10 -.12 -.05 -.06 -.04 -.02 -.11 -.08 .04 .03 .12 -.03 .01 .17 .10 

3. Parental  education -.23 .15  .58 -.13 .27 .34 .16 .18 .16 .13 .19 .21 .14 .12 .00 -.07 -.03 .10 .11 .01 .06 .06 -.01 -.11 -.08 -.09 .09 -.02 .19 .08 .16 .11 

4. Parental SIOPS  -.27 .03 .60  -.15 .37 .46 .22 .11 .07 .07 .13 .12 .10 .04 .03 .02 .05 .11 .14 .03 .11 .09 -.04 -.13 -.08 -.12 -.03 -.04 .16 .06 .08 .02 

5. Parental unemployment .06 .24 -.14 -.18  -.29 -.35 -.45 -.43 -.41 -.43 -.32 -.31 -.04 -.04 -.02 -.01 -.06 -.14 -.14 .02 -.07 -.05 .15 -.03 .03 .00 -.11 -.04 -.05 -.13 -09 -.09 

6. Annual income- Year 1 -.16 -.13 .41 .44 -.25  .77 .42 .39 .36 .38 .33 .33 .09 .18 .09 .10 .04 -.01 .00 -.02 -.05 .06 .00 .06 .02 -.05 .12 .13 .15 .18 .10 .16 

7. Annual income- Year 2 -.18 -.13 .37 .44 -.28 .76  .47 .42 .38 .39 .31 .37 .08 .10 .07 .02 -.04 .03 .08 -.02 .00 .05 -.08 .04 -.04 -.01 .11 .12 .14 .22 .12 .20 

8. Mother: Satisfaction with finance  -.02 -.22 .17 .23 -.35 .33 .35  .73 .75 .66 .55 .49 .13 .18 .04 .13 .11 .18 .13 .00 .12 .11 -.03 -.05 -.05 -.03 .20 .24 .27 .36 .31 .30 

9.  Father: Satisfaction with finance  -.03 -.21 .20 .19 -.35 .31 .35 .68  .60 .77 .47 .56 .09 .11 .04 .06 .08 .17 .08 .01 .11 .05 -.02 -.07 -.04 -.07 .15 .24 .13 .28 .32 .33 

10. Mother: Satisfaction with standard of living  -.01 -.19 .16 .18 -.32 .29 .28 .73 .56  .70 .53 .47 .11 .24 -.07 .05 .14 .18 .15 .06 .12 .12 -.06 -.01 -.04 -.01 .26 .23  .22 .28 .38 .27 

11. Father: Satisfaction with standard of living .00 -.19 .16 .14 -.32 .29 .31 .58 .73 .64  .45 .47 .11 .16 .04 .05 .15 .18 .07 .02 .12 .10 -.04 -.05 -.04 -.04 .11 .22 .05 .27 .30 .38 

12. Mother: Worries about economic situation  -.10 -.19 .20 .24 -.27 .24 .28 .50 .42 .47 .41  .56 .08 .16 .06 .12 .08 .04 .10 .04 .00 .00 .02 -.05 .01 -.11 .23 .22 .25 .27 .35 .21 

13. Father: Worries about economic situation  -.15 -.14 .21 .22 -.25 .26 .27 .41 .48 .37 .44 .55  .06 .07 .01 .04 .11 .07 .08 -.01 .01 .09 -.04 -.01 .00 .04 .13 .20 .11 .29 .24 .27 

14. Supportive parenting (mother) -.11 .05 .16 .16 -.04 .08 .10 .07 .05 .07 .07 .04 .03  .58 -.10 -.08 .18 .10 -.03 .06 .05 .10 .03 -.20 -.02 -.05 .08 .05 .14 .05 .10 .09 

15. Supportive parenting (father) -.10 .02 .14 .13 -.06 .11 .12 .12 .10 .11 .12 .06 .05 .69  -.12 -.15 .17 .09 .02 .12 .12 .13 -.09 -.11 -.07 -.11 .15 .10 .18 .07 .10 .09 

16. Arguments with mother (r) -.09 -.07 .04 .04 -.09 .09 .06 .02 .04 .01 .06 .04 .05 -.16 -.12  .39 -.12 -.05 -.18 -.11 -.23 -.17 .05 .05 .00 -.04 .03 .03 .07 -.03 -.03 -.10 

17. Arguments with father (r) -.07 -.06 .01 .05 -.03 .07 .03 -.02 .01 -.05 -.01 .01 .01 -.05 -.13 .47  -.10 -.08 -.14 -.09 -.17 -.12 .13 .04 .14 -.02 -.10 -.12 -.03 -.01 -.00 -.02 

18. Others influence on life (r) -.06 .02 .07 .07 -.04 .02 .01 .03 .01 .03 .05 .05 .04 .17 .19 -.08 -.08  .32 .11 .14 .18 .28 -.11 -.04 -.10 .08 .22 .15 .10 .09 .02 .04 

19. Low control over own life (r) -.07 .05 .08 .07 -.09 .04 .07 .10 .10 .12 .11 .07 .05 .20 .19 -.06 -.05 .35  .17 .26 .18 .22 -.12 -.11 -.17 .10 .16 .12 .23  .15 .09 .04 

20. Expectations: Further  education -.07 -.10 .11 .10 -.14 .10 .12 .14 .13 .18 .14 .12 .12 .11 .10 -.07 -.09 .13 .14  .56 .62 .59 -.27 -.21 -.15 .31 .03 .04 .10 .07 .18 .14 

21. Expectations: Finish studies -.05 -.05 .07 .06 -.09 .04 .10 .13 .10 .17 .13 .12 .09 .14 .14 -.10 -.11 .13 .17 .51  .52 .58 -.25 -.05 -.11 .21 .02 .02 .07 .02 .13 .09 

22. Expectations: Desired job -.01 -.10 .02 .03 -.10 .06 .09 .13 .13 .16 .14 .09 .09 .08 .11 -.08 -.10 .11 .18 .57 .52  .70 -.38 -.12 -.17 .20 .04 .04 .10 .04 .23 .14 

23. Expectations: Career success  .01 -.09 .05 .04 -.10 .10 .11 .18 .16 .20 .19 .09 .10 .15 .15 -.06 -.07 .16 .22 .52 .58 .71  -.39 -.02 -.10 .25 -.01 .06 .09 .06 .13 .17 

24. Expectations: Unemployed (r) .01 .16 -.03 -.02 .11 -.08 -.10 -.10 -.09 -.13 -.11 -.08 -.10 -.06 -.09 .03 .07 -.14 -.16 -.29 -.26 -.36 -.35  -.05 .00 -.17 -.06 -.02 -.11 -.00 -.02 .06 

25. School grades: German  .10 .15 .17 .16 .02 .07 .07 .07 .07 .08 -05 .12 .08 .13 .07 .03 .05 ..05 .11 .21 .16 .09 .11 .04  .37 .07 -.01 -.04 .01 .05 -.05 -.02 

26. School grades: Mathematics .08 .06 .11 .10 .03 .03 .03 .03 .04 .05 .01 .06 -04 .09 .08 .08 .07 ..09 .12 .23 .18 .16 .18 .10 .35  .04 -.04 -.01 -.07 -.06 -.01 -.05 

27. Career achieved status -.04 .03 -.10 -.12 .04 -.08 -.06 -.04 -.05 .01 .00 -.04 .01 .02 .02 .00 -.07 .09 .09 .27 .19 .24 .18 -.09 .01 -.05  -.03 -.03 -.03 -.06 -.03 -.09 

28. Mother: Others influence on life (r) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -.43 -.45 -.23 -.24 -.03 

29. Father: Others influence on life (r) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -.34 -.42 -.27 -.31 

30. Mother: Low control over own life (r) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -.37 -.33 -.14 

31. Father: Low control over own life (r) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -   -.15 -.33 

32. Mother: Future orientation 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

-.36 

 

33. Father: Future orientation - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
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Note (Table 9): Correlations below the diagonal based on SOEP 2001-2005 data 
(for all r  .08, p < .05). Correlations above the diagonal based on SOEP 2005 
data  (for all r  .12, p < .05) 

Structural Equation Models 

Main results on the estimated SEM- models are summarized below in 
Figure 10 and 11 and Table 10 and 11. Because this study focuses on 
pathways of influences of parental well-being on adolescents’ FO, a baseline 
model was tested first, with adolescents’ FO as the single endogenous latent 
variable. In the next two steps, separate sets of models were estimated, 
predicting adolescents’ academic success (Model 1.1) and achievement in 
adolescents’ career identity statuses (Model 1.2). Finally, only with data 
measured in 2005, parental control beliefs and FO were added to the 
previous specified models resulting in Model 2.1 for academic success and 
Model 2.2 for achievement (see Figure 12 for a summary of a final Model 
2.1 with academic success). Because a latent variable on economic 
subjective well-being (eSWB) could be specified for each parent across all of 
the above mentioned models, separate estimations for mothers and fathers 
were run because we wanted to test the specific influence of parental eSWB 
in relation to parenting behavior (as reported by adolescents); each model 
was run separately for each manifest measure reported by parents. Note 
that the two summated scales of supportive parenting variables for each 
parent were modeled as indicators of the same latent variables, which thus 
captures the variance in parenting that adolescents share from both 
parents. Results are presented following the above described sequence of 
model estimation (from the baseline model to the final Model 2.2 with 
parental data for control and FO).  

≥
≥
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Table 10: Decomposition of Latent Variables Effects in Structural Equation Models Predicting Adolescents’ Outcomes (Stand-

ardizes Estimates) 

  

Model 1.1: Predicting 
Adolescent Academic Suc-

cess 
(Maximum Likelihood 

Estimates) 

Model 1.2: Predicting 
Adolescent Career  Identity 

Achievement  
(Maximum Likelihood 

Estimates) 

Predictor Dependent Variable 
Total 
Effect 

Direct 
Effect 

Indi-
rect 
Effect 

Total 
Effect 

Direct 
Effect 

Indi-
rect 
Effect 

Economic well-being 
Parents subjective economic 

well-being .47/.46 .47/.46 - .47/.46 .47/.46 - 
 Supportive parenting .07/.06 - .07/.06 .07/.06 - .07/.06 
 Parent-child conflicts -.01/-.01 - -.01/-.01 -.01/-.01 - -.01/-.01 
 Adolescents’ control .03/.03 - .03/.03 -.03/.03 - .03/.03 
 Adolescents’ future orientation .10/.09 - .01/.09 .11/.10 - .11/.10 
 Adolescents’ academic success .07/.06 - .07/.06 - - - 
 Adolescents’ achievement status - - - .03/.03 - .03/.03 
Parents subjective economic 

 well-being Supportive parenting .14/.14 .14/.14 - .14/.14 .14/.14 - 

 Parent-child conflicts 
-

.03/-.03 - 
-

.03/-.03 
-

.03/-.03 - 
-

.03/-.03 
 Adolescents’ control .06/.06 - .06/.06 .06/.05 - .06/.05 
 Adolescents’ future orientation .22/.20 .26/.22 -.04/-.03 .24/.21 .20/.18 .03/.03 
 Adolescents’ academic success 15/.13 - .15/.13 - - - 
 Adolescents’ achievement status - - - .07/.07 - .07/.07 

Supportive parenting Parent-child conflicts -.20/-.20 -.20/-.20 - -.02/-.20 
-

.20/-.20 - 
 Adolescents’ control .41/.41 .38/.38 .03/.03 .40/.40 .38/.38 .02/.02 
 Adolescents’ future orientation .15/.15 - .15/.15 .14/.14 - .14/.14 
 Adolescents’ academic success .10/.10 - .10/.10 - - - 
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Model 1.1: Predicting 
Adolescent Academic Suc-

cess 
(Maximum Likelihood 

Estimates) 

Model 1.2: Predicting 
Adolescent Career  Identity 

Achievement  
(Maximum Likelihood 

Estimates) 

Predictor Dependent Variable 
Total 
Effect 

Direct 
Effect 

Indi-
rect 
Effect 

Total 
Effect 

Direct 
Effect 

Indi-
rect 
Effect 

 Adolescents’ achievement status - - - .04/.05 - .04/.05 
Parent-child conflicts Adolescents’ control -.13/-.13 -.13/-.13 - -.12/-.12 -.12/-.12 - 
 Adolescents’ future orientation -.05/-.05 - -.05/-.05 -.04/-.04 - -.04/-.04 
 Adolescents’ academic success .03/.03 - .03/.03 - - - 
 Adolescents’ achievement status - - - -.01/-.01 - -.01/.01 
Adolescents’ control Adolescents’ future orientation .37/.37 .48/.49 -.11/-.11 .35/.35 .32/.33 .02/.02 
 Adolescents’ academic success .25/.26 - .25/.26 - - - 
 Adolescents’ achievement status - - - .11/.12 - .11/.12 
Adolescents’ future orientation Adolescents’ academic success .52/.52 .69/.68 .16/.16 - - - 
 Adolescents’ achievement status - - - .33/.35 .31/.33 .02/.02 
Adolescents’ academic success Adolescents’ future orientation .34/.34 .45/.44 .11/.10    
Adolescents’ achievement status Adolescents’ future orientation - - - .20/.17 .19/.16 .01/.01 
Global Model Evaluation Fit Indices    Fit Indices 

Model with mothers subjective well-
being 

χ2
 (211) = 887.71, p= .000, RMSEA 

= .044,  
TLI = .918, CFI = .937 
Bayesian posteriori p =.50   

�χ2 (191) = 819.41, p= .000, 
RMSEA = .045,  
TLI = .921, CFI = .940 
Bayesian posteriori p =.50 

Model with fathers subjective well-
being 

χ2
 (211) = 398.97, p= .000, RMSEA 

= .044,  
TLI = .917, CFI = .936 
Bayesian posteriori p = .50    

� χ2 (191) = 836.34, p= .000, 
RMSEA = .046,  
TLI = .918, CFI = .938 
Bayesian posteriori p = .50 

 
Note: Coefficients for the models with mothers/fathers subjective well-being. Analysis based on SOEP 2001-2005 data (n= 1624). 
Coefficients   03 had a non-zero Bayesian Credible Interval (95%). Blank cells were not estimated (parameters constrained to zero). ≥
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Adolescents’ Future Orientation, Academic Achievement and 
Career Identity Achievement 
As a precondition of testing the predictive power of adolescents’ FO a 
baseline model was estimated for testing all the relationships depicted in 
Figure 11, with the exception of having solely adolescents’ FO as the last 
endogenous variable. This model showed a very good fit to the data in both 
estimations with specific fathers’ and mothers’ eSWB respectively, with 
χ2/df < 5,  RMSEA <.05, and both TLI and CFI >.90 (see Table 10). 
About 20% of variance in adolescents’ career future expectations was 
explained by this model. Essentially the results of this model were 
consistent with the hypothesis that the family eSWB completely mediated 
the associations between family eSWB and adolescents’ FO. Effects of 
parental eSWB were not completely mediated by parenting behaviors 
perceived by adolescents, and as Figure 11 shows the direct relation 
between them was not constrained to zero in this and the following models 
(Model 1.1 to Model 2.2). Specifying a direct path between shared 
supportive parenting and FO led to a small direct effect on adolescents’ FO 
(.08) with a non-zero Bayesian credible interval. However, because this 
model did not fit the data significantly better than the model without 
direct effect, the mediational model without direct effects from parenting to 
FO was seen as more appropriate and kept in the subsequent analyses. 
Single parameter estimates of this model are not further presented because 
they remain largely identical in the subsequent more complex models 
predicting academic success and achievement identity. After we were sure 
that the basic hypothesis of predicting adolescents’ FO is consistent with 
the data, the next question was if FO is positively related with adolescent’s 
academic success. The model with the prediction of academic success fit the 
data adequately well with 90% probability of obtaining an RMSEA <.05, 
with χ2/df < 5 and all incremental fit indexes above .90; the Bayesian 
estimation also showed a good fit with a posteriori p = 50 (see Table 10). 
These results allowed for detailed investigation of the pathways in 
predicting adolescents’ FO and academic success. As Figure 11 shows, the 
latent variable of eWB was significantly predicted by its different parental 
socio-economic indicators that explained for about 38% of its variance and 
had large indirect effects (above .80, p<.001 ) on equivalent household’s 
income measurements. This effect was obtained by allowing the disturbance 
of this construct to be freely estimated, acknowledging thus that the 
construct is not a perfect index combination of its cause indicators (note 
that this model specification was made across all following SEM- analyses 
measuring eWB as formative construct). Given the significance of both 
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causal and effect manifest indicators associated with the construct of 
economic well-being and because the global fit measures of the whole model 
fit well, the basic conditions for assessing the validity of this construct as 
being formative have been met (Diamantopoulos, Riefler & Roth, 2008). 
Consequently, results can be interpreted as capturing relevant pathways of 
variations from family economic well-being on parent and adolescent 
variables. Results of FIML and Bayesian estimation were very similar and 
all of the direct effects estimated were significant at p <.01. The means of 
the posteriori distributions were with 95% probability different from zero 
for all the estimated paths depicted in Figure 11. Specifically, these results 
showed that with higher levels of family eWB, the eSWB of mothers (.47, 
p<.001) and fathers (.47, p<.001) was higher. The pathways from each 
parents’ eSWB to adolescents were largely similar between the models, with 
mothers’ and fathers’ eSWB suggesting that their individual well-being is 
largely similar in influencing supportive parenting (.14, p<.01, for each 
parent). Supportive parenting had in turn a negative effect (-.20, p<.001) 
on parent-children conflicts and a direct positive effect on adolescents’ 
internal control orientations (coefficients between .39 and .41, <.001). 
Adolescents reported frequency of parent-children conflicts negatively 
affected children’s internal control (-.20, p< .01). Higher levels of adolescent 
internal control orientations were associated with higher levels of optimistic 
career future orientations (.45, p< .001). FO was strongly positively 
associated (.69, p <.001) with their academic success (higher grades in 
mathematics and German language). What’s more interesting, Figure 11 
shows that the positive effect of FO on academic success was much higher 
than the feedback effect (.34, p<.001) of academic success on adolescents’ 
FO. Table 3 shows in more detail the decomposition in total, direct and 
indirect effects. The indirect effect of parental eSWB on adolescents’ FO 
and on academic success was .04 (mothers) and .03 (fathers), with 95% 
probability different from zero in the Bayesian estimation. The direct 
effects from both mothers’ and fathers’ eSWB on their children’s FO were 
also positive but much higher (.20) than the indirect ones (all associated 
Bayesian credible intervals of this effect were different from zero in both 
mothers and fathers model). Thus, the mediation effect from parents’ 
eSWB via the supportive parenting dimension (with an explained variance 
for about 3%) was not complete as hypothesized. The indirect effects of 
supportive parenting (via parent-children conflicts and adolescents’ control) 
on adolescents’ FO and academic success were also significantly different 
from zero in the Bayesian estimation (Table 10). The combination of 
indirect effects of parental SWB, and indirect and direct effects of parenting 
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and parent-children conflicts accounted for about 18% of variance in 
adolescents’ control orientations. Overall, indirect and direct effects of 
eSWB, coupled with indirect and direct effects of parenting dimensions and 
combined with direct effects of control orientations, gave an explanation for 
about 18% of the variance in adolescent’s FO and 12% of the variance in 
adolescents’ academic success.   

The next analyses tested the effects of adolescents’ FO on 
commitment and exploration towards career goals (see Table 10, Model 1.2: 
achievement identity). For both models, specified relationships fit the data, 
with χ2/df < 5, RMSEA <.05, both TLI and CFI >.90 and the Bayesian 
posteriori fit equal to the .50 threshold (see Table 10 for detailed results). 
Compared to Model 1.1 (academic success), all parameters were largely 
identical in depicting the previously estimated mediational pathways from 
parental eSWB to adolescents’ FO. The direct effect between FO and 
achievement was in line with the expectation that the more adolescents had 
optimistic expectations, the higher the probability was that they belong to 
the group with a career identity achievement (.39, p <.001). The test of 
bidirectional effects showed that the effect of FO on achievement identity 
(.19, p <.001) was higher but close to the feedback effect of achievement 
identity on FO (.15, p <.001). The total explained variance in achieved 
identity was between 20% (mothers’ model) and 22% (fathers’ model).  
Across both sets of models, multi-group comparisons showed that results 
were invariant across cohorts, gender, adolescents’ school, and families with 
an immigration background (∆CFI <.01).  
However, in families where parents had an immigration background, some 
weak associations between the SWB of parents and supportive parenting 
(Model 1.1., mothers: 11, p <.05; fathers: 08, p <.10) were found. These 
results suggest that in families with migration background, SWB and 
parenting are independent, leaving out the possibility of an interaction 
effect.  
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Figure 11: ML estimates of the model predicting school grades (Model 1.1).  

Note. Standardized coefficients for mothers/fathers for the relationship between family economic well-being and subjective well-
being (the rest of coefficients not displayed were identical across the models for mothers and fathers). 
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Figure 12: ML estimates for the model including parental control and future orientations (Model 2.2) 

Note. Standardized coefficients displayed for mothers/fathers models. Error variances and correlations between exogenous causal 
variables of economic well-being and between error variances of control orientations measures within the parent-child dyads not 
displayed.  
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Parental Control and Future Orientations 
The next step was to test the hypothesis (only with the available SOEP data for 
2005; n= 257 families) that mothers’ and fathers’ internal control orientations and 
their general pessimistic-optimistic FO are positively related to their parenting 
behaviors. These analyses were run separately for each parent and adolescent 
endogenous constructs as depicted in Figure 12. As documented in Table 11, all 
models showed an adequate fit to the data. These new analyses replicated almost 
identically the parameters of the previous findings (Model 1.1 and 1.2) in explaining 
the pathways from parental eSWB, parenting, and adolescents’ FO, and in 
predicting adolescents’ academic success (Model 2.1) and career achievement (Model 
2.2). Whereas in the previous models the direct effect between parental eSWB and 
adolescents’ FO was larger than its indirect effect, when including parental 
dimensions of FO, this direct path was no longer contributing to a better fitting 
model. This suggests that parental eSWB is completely mediated by parents’ control 
orientation, parents’ FO and parenting. Additional evidence for these mediating 
pathways is given in Table 11. The effects across Model 2.1 and 2.2 were mostly 
similar for mothers and fathers. For example, the results for mothers show that the 
direct effect of eSWB on their FO was almost double (.31 p< .01) than its indirect 
effect (.15) via internal control. The total effect of eSWB coupled with the direct 
effect of internal control (.35) explained 31% of mothers’ FO (R2 in fathers’ model: 
.37). The transmission effects of mothers’ and fathers’ control and FO to their 
children were not fully explained by variations in parenting. Only mothers’ control 
was directly positively associated with supportive parenting (Model 2.1, ßmothers= .21 
p <.01), whereas both mothers’ and fathers’ FO were directly associated with 
adolescents’ FO (coefficients ranging from .13 in fathers’ models to .19 in mothers’ 
model and different from zero with 95% probability). Consequently, only for mothers 
the indirect effects for the transmission of internal control to their children were 
mediated by parenting and parent-children conflicts with an indirect effect of .04 
with 95% probability different from zero. The direct effects of fathers’ control on 
supportive parenting were in the Bayesian estimation different from zero using an 
80% credible interval. This finding, coupled with the good global fit indices of the 
model suggests that a direct influence from fathers’ control on parenting, even if 
small (.06), might be in the data.  
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Table 11: Decomposition of Latent Variable Effects in Structural Equation Models With 
Parents’ Future Orientations Predicting Adolescents’ Outcomes (Standardized Estimates)  

 

  

Model 2.1: Predicting Ado-
lescent’s Academic Success 
(Maximum Likelihood 
Estimates) 

Model 2.2: Predicting 
Adolescent’s Career  
Achievement Identity 
(Maximum Likelihood 
Estimates) 

Predictor Dependent Variable 
Total 
Effect 

Direct 
Effect 

Indirect 
Effect 

Total 
Effect 

Direct 
Effect 

Indirect 
Effect 

Economic  
well-being 

Parent’s subjective eco-
nomic well-being .55/.52 .55/.52 - .55/.53 .55/.53 - 

 
Parent’s control orienta-
tions 

.23/.25 - .23/.25 .23/.25 - .23/.25 

 Parent’s future orientation .25/.24 - .25/.24 .25/.24 - .25/.24 
 Supportive parenting .14/.10 - .14/.10 .14/.11 - .14/.11 
 Parent-child conflicts -.03/-.02 - -.03/-.02 -.03 - -.03 
 Adolescents’ control .08/.06 - .08/.06 .09/.08 - .09/.08 

 
Adolescents’ future orien-
tation 

.08/.06 - .08/.06 .08/.07 - .08/.07 

 
Adolescents’ academic 
success 

.04/.04 - .04/.04 .03/.03 - .03/.03 

Parents subjective 
economic well-
being 

Parent’s control orienta-
tions 

.42/.47 .42/.47  .42/.48 .42/.48 - 

 Parent’s future orientation .46/.46 .31/.24 .15/.22 .46/.46 .31/.25 .15/.21 
 Supportive parenting .26/.18 .17/.14 .08/.04 .26/.20 .17/.17 .08/.03 
 Parent-child conflicts .06/.04 - .06/.04 .06/.06 - .06/.06 
 Adolescents’ control .15/.12 - .15/.12 .15/.15 - .15/.15 

 
Adolescents’ future orien-
tation 

.14/.11 - .14/.11 .15/.13 - .15/.13 

 
Adolescents academic 
success 

.08/.07 - .08/.07 .05/.06 - .05/.06 

Parent’s control 
orientations Parent’s future orientation 

.35/.46 .35/.46 - .35/.44 .35/.44 - 

 Supportive parenting -20/.09 .20/.09 - .20/.06 .20/.06 - 
 

Parent-child conflicts 
-.05/-.02 - -.05/-.02 -.05/-

05. 
- -.05/-.05 

 Adolescents’ control .26/.17 .21/.15 .05/.03 .28/.24 .23/.23 .04/.01 
 Adolescents’ future orien-

tation 
.18/.14 - .18/.14 .19/16 - .19/.16 

 Adolescents academic 
success 

.10/.08 - .01/.08 .06/.08 - .06/.08 

 
Adolescents’ achievement 
status 

- - - - - - 

Parent’s future 
orientation Supportive parenting 

- - - - - - 

 Parent-child conflicts - - - - - - 
 Adolescents’ control - - - - - -.06 
 Adolescents’ future orien-

tation 
.22/.18 .19/.15 .03/.03 .19/.13 .17/.13 .02/.06 

 Adolescents academic 
success 

.09/.07 - .09/.07 -.06/-
.06 

- - 

 
Adolescents’ achievement 
status 

- - - - - - 
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Model 2.1: Predicting Ado-
lescent’s Academic Success 
(Maximum Likelihood 
Estimates) 

Model 2.2: Predicting 
Adolescent’s Career  
Achievement Identity 
(Maximum Likelihood 
Estimates) 

Predictor Dependent Variable 
Total 
Effect 

Direct 
Effect 

Indirect 
Effect 

Total 
Effect 

Direct 
Effect 

Indirect 
Effect 

Supportive parent-
ing Parent-child conflicts 

-.23/-.24 -.23/-
.24 

- -.23 -.23 - 

 Adolescents’ control .23/.29 .16/.22 .08/.07 .23/.20 .15/.20 .07 
 Adolescents’ future orien-

tation 
.11/.14 - .11/.14 .10/.09 - .01/.09 

 Adolescents academic 
success 

.06/.08 - .06/.08 .03/.04 - .03/.04 

 
Adolescents’ achievement 
status 

- - - - - - 

Parent-child con-
flicts Adolescents’ control 

-.33/-.31 -.33/-
.31 

- -.32/-
.34 

-.32/-
.29 

-.05 

 Adolescents’ future orien-
tation 

-.16/-.15 - -.16/-.15 -.15/-
.15 

- -.15/-.15 

 Adolescents academic 
success 

-.09/-.09 - -.09/-.09 -.05/-
.07 

- -.05/-.07 

 Adolescents’ achievement 
status 

- - - - - - 

Adolescents’ con-
trol orientations 

Adolescents’ future orien-
tation 

.48/.47 .58/.61 -.10/-.13 .45/.44 .42/.43 .04/.02 

 Adolescents academic 
success 

.27/.29 - .27/.29 .14/.21 - .14/.21 

 Adolescents’ achievement 
status 

- - - - - - 

Adolescents’ future 
orientation 

Adolescents academic 
success 

.46/.48 .55/.61 .09/.13 .35/.05 .32/.48 .03/.02 

 Adolescents’ achievement 
status 

- - - - - - 

Adolescents aca-
demic success 

Adolescents’ future orien-
tation 

.31/.36 .37/.45 -.06/-.22 .28/.07 .26/.07 .02 

Adolescents’ 
achievement status 

Adolescents’ future orien-
tation 

- - - - - - 

Adolescents’ con-
trol orientations 

Adolescents’ future orien-
tation 

.48/.47 .58/.61 -.10/-.13 .45/.44 .42/.43 .04/.02 

 Model Fit       

 
Model with mothers sub-
jective well-being 

χ2 (274) = 398.52, p= .000, 
RMSEA = .043,  
TLI = .901, CFI = .924 
Bayesian posteriori p =.50 

χ2 (253) = 348, p= .000, 
RMSEA= .036,  
TLI = .931, CFI = .946 
Bayesian posteriori p =.50 

  

χ2 (274) = 3= .000, RMSEA = 
.037,  
TLI = .921, CFI = .938 
Bayesian posteriori p =.50 

χ2 (228) = 348.96, p= .000, 
RMSEA= .042,  
TLI = .912, CFI = .933 
Bayesian posteriori p =.52 

Note: Coefficients for the models with mothers/fathers variables (subjective well-being, con-
trol and future orientations). Analysis based on SOEP 2005 data (n= 257). All coefficients 

.05 (indirect effects) and .10 (direct effects) had a non-zero Bayesian Credible Interval 
(95%). Blank cells were not estimated (parameters constrained to zero). 
≥ ≥
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For the associations between parental control and future orientations and 
adolescents’ school grades and achievement identity, several important 
indirect effects were found. Table 11 shows that levels of parental control 
had a significant indirect effect on adolescents’ academic achievement (.08 
for mothers and .10 for fathers) and on adolescents’ achieved identity (.10 
for mothers and .09 for fathers). Moreover, the level of parental FO had a 
significant indirect effect on adolescents’ achievement identity. 
Interestingly, there was a difference between the fathers’ and mothers’ 
Model 2.2 in predicting achieved identity. Whereas in the mothers’ model 
the feedback effect of achieved identity on adolescents’ FO was close (.26) 
to  the effect from adolescents’ FO (.32), in the fathers’ model the direct 
effect from adolescents’ FO on achievement was .48 and the feedback effect 
.07. The squared multiple correlations for adolescents’ FO and academic 
success were slightly higher in this new analysis compared to the previous 
models termed 1, with R2 ranging between 23% (model 2.1 of academic 
success, mothers’ model) and 30% explained variance (model 2.2 
achievement identity, fathers’ model). Across all models presented in Table 
11 no substantive differences were found when comparing models across 
groups for gender, school types, and families with immigration background.  
 
Sensitivity Analyses 
The first set of post-hoc analyses were run because we found some smaller 
effects for the link between parental SWB and parenting (Figure 11) in 
families with parents having a migration background (n= 361). We tested 
the alternative hypothesis of an interaction effect between the latent 
variable of parenting and SWB by specifying an additional latent variable 
with the mean centered interaction terms between all indicators of these 
two latent variables, thus obtaining a total of six interaction indicators. We 
introduced this variable in addition to the model depicted in Figure 11 
(without any additional constraints as described in Marsh et al., 2007). 
This model did not fit the data even if only fathers’ or mothers’ variables 
were used, with χ2/df > 10, RMSEA above 10 and both incremental fit 
indexes below .50. These findings were coupled with good global fit indices 
for the models depicted in Figures 11 and 12; these models were invariant 
across samples. Therefore in families with migration background, the 
associations between family economic well-being and parents’ subjective 
well-being on adolescents are mediated by variations in parental control 
and FO. This interaction model was additionally tested with the family 
samples without immigration background, but similar bad global fit indices 
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Model fit: χ2 (39) = 156.284, p= .000, RMSEA= .04, TLI = .96, CFI = .98 
 

 

 

Mothers model: χ2 (41) = 90.82, p= .000, RMSEA= .06, TLI = .91, CFI = .95 
Fathers model:  χ2 (41) = 79.34, p= .000, RMSEA= .06, TLI = .93, CFI = .96 
 

were obtained, therefore rejecting the hypothesis of moderation by 
parenting.   
 
Figure 13: Alternative post-hoc models 

Note. Standardized coefficients displayed for mothers/fathers.  
 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

a) 

b) 
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A second set of post-hoc analyses concerned the reciprocal effects 
between parents’ eSWB and control and FO, respectively. A new specified 
model for reciprocal effects between parents’ control and FO did not fit, 
suggesting that the parental internal control orientations contribute to the 
association between eWB and parental FO. In turn, the model with 
reciprocal effects between SWB and parents’ control fit the data well and is 
depicted in Figure 13a. For the mothers’ model, the feedback effect of 
control on eSWB was close to zero, whereas for fathers the standardized 
direct effect of eSWB on control was roughly three times the magnitude of 
the standardized direct effect in the opposite direction (.19). The latter was 
also not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Finally, because of the relatively high associations found between 
adolescents' control orientations and FO latent variables, the second set of 
post-hoc analyses questioned the existence of equivalent models where the 
effect of parenting on control is mediated by FO. Indeed, modifying Model 
1.1 accordingly (new path from parenting to control, and path from 
parenting to FO constrained to zero) resulted in a very good fit (χ2/df < 5, 
RMSEA <.05, TLI and CFI >.90). The reciprocal effects between 
adolescents’ control and FO were then tested within a reduced non-
recursive model, leaving out the antecedents of parenting (variables of 
economic well-being) and academic success and specifying the direct effects 
from parenting to FO. This resulted in standardized coefficients above 1 for 
both feedback effects suggesting that the model is inappropriate. The new 
estimation of reciprocal effects between control and FO with the direct 
effect from parenting to control resulted in a model with plausible 
parameters and is depicted in Figure 13b. The reciprocal effect from 
optimism to control was near 0 suggesting that the direction of 
hypothesized causation between these two constructs is - as hypothesized – 
from control to optimistic FO. A similar model with reciprocal effects 
between parents’ internal control and optimistic FO could not be estimated 
because, as previously shown, both variables had as a common predictor 
(parental SWB) and a specification of additional reciprocal effects would 
not have been mathematically identified.  

 

Discussion 

The findings from this study extend research on the impact of family eco-
nomic well-being on parental subjective well-being and on family and ado-
lescent functioning by assessing whether family economic well-being ac-
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counted for variations in adolescent children’s career future expectations 
and adolescents’ dimensions of achievement (academic success and diffusion 
vs. achievement in career identity status). Overall, results were consistent 
with the hypothesis that the effects of family economic well-being are ex-
plained by parents cognitions and worries about their economic situation 
and by how children perceive the parenting behavior of their parents. As 
expected, the impact of family economic well-being accounted for a sub-
stantial amount of the variations in parents’ evaluations of satisfaction with 
and worries due to their economic situation (parental subjective well-being). 
These findings were almost identical for fathers and mothers, and the direct 
effect of subjective well-being on supportive parenting had a small effect 
size and was very similar for both of the parents. Insights on the impact of 
variations in parental subjective well-being on parenting and adolescent 
children were more evident when including in the analyses parental control 
orientations and their optimistic future orientation. In models where these 
two parental psychological constructs were not included, the direct effect of 
parental subjective well-being was only partially transmitted via parenting; 
the inclusion of these two parental psychological constructs led to a com-
plete mediation of parental subjective economic well-being on adolescents’ 
measures of control, future orientation and achievement dimensions. Less 
satisfied and more worried parents were less prone to believing that they 
exert control and they were more pessimistic when thinking about their 
future. Although these were concluded on the basis of analyses of only 
cross-sectional data, the robustness of this association (from subjective well-
being to control orientations) was fostered by additional post-hoc analyses 
with inclusion of reciprocal effects. No direct link between parents’ optimis-
tic future orientation and parenting was present, but the internal parental 
control was positively linked with supportive parenting and was also direct-
ly positively associated with the control orientations of their children. 
Moreover, adolescents who perceived their parents as showing more sup-
port, emotional warmth, love and understanding reported fewer conflicts 
with their parents. Therefore, parental economic subjective well-being was 
also indirectly linked with adolescents’ outcomes via parents’ control beliefs 
and via the parenting dimensions. In turn, parenting dimensions were 
linked with adolescents’ control orientations and via these were indirectly 
linked to adolescents’ career future orientation. Adolescents’ internal con-
trol orientations and optimistic future orientations were strong predictors of 
their academic success and career achievement identity. Nevertheless, each 
of these findings should be considered. 
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First, as anticipated, findings of the current study are in line with 
earlier work based on the family investment theories that have documented 
these pathways in relation to family economic well-being. Particularly, the 
Family Stress Model shows that in families with lower income, 
unemployment, and income loss, parents experience financial strain, which 
in turn negatively influences parental mental health, subjective well-being 
and parenting behavior (Conger, Conger & Elder, 1997). Fewer studies 
documented these pathways in relation to processes of parents’ and 
children’s future orientation. However, the current findings are consistent 
with a very recent quasi-experimental study showing that family economic 
hardship is associated in boys (and not girls) with more pessimistic career 
expectations and lower levels of involvement in career preparation of 
children traversing the period from pre-adolescence to adolescence (McLoyd 
et al., 2011).  

Although our analysis provided further support for the important 
mediating role of supportive parenting for adolescents’ functioning (Cui & 
Conger, 2008; Hair, Moore, & Cleveland, 2008; Steinberg, 2001), the media-
tion role of parenting for the effects of parents’ subjective well-being were 
not complete as expected and as found in previous studies (e.g., Simons et 
al, 1992). A special contribution of our study was the inclusion of parents’ 
control beliefs and future orientation; this contributed to about 5% more 
explained variance in parenting and in subjective well-being related to the 
family economic situation, but these effects were rather weak for the associ-
ation between fathers’ variables and supportive parenting. It might be that 
the quality of parent-children relationships and parenting is affected by 
variations in the quality of marital interactions as shown in previous studies 
inspired by the Family Stress Model (e.g., Leinonen, Solantuaus and 
Punamäki, 2002). Certainly, the mediation pathways between parent’s sub-
jective well-being and parenting behaviors have to be investigated further, 
considering not only the intensity but also how successfully conflicts be-
tween parents and children or between marital spouses are solved (Laursen 
and Collins, 1994). Furthermore, the hypothesis that parents’ control and 
future orientations were affected by variations in their subjective well-being 
towards family economic situation may be questioned. As the specific do-
main of subjective well-being is highly expected to contribute to the global 
well-being of parents and in turn may affect adolescents’ well-being 
(Schimmack, 2008), further investigations of the causal processes involving 
parental well-being, control and future orientation are required. Despite 
that, previous research was extended by explaining the indirect path (from 
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family economic well-being to adolescents’ outcomes) through the indirect 
transmission pathway from parental control orientations and parents’ gen-
eral optimistic future orientation to their children’s control and career fu-
ture orientation. In other words, parenting, coupled with positive strong 
relationships between parents’ and children’s internal control orientations 
and optimistic future orientation, explained important adolescent outcomes 
related to children’s achievement behavior. However, the question rising 
from the earlier future orientation research about whether adolescent-parent 
relationships affect similarity between their future orientations 
(Trommsdorff, 1983) could not be univocally answered with this data; par-
ents’ general future orientation was directly associated with their children’s 
domain specific career future orientation, without being mediated by par-
enting dimensions as suggested by Malmberg, Ehrman, and Lithen (2005). 
 A possible explanation for this is that parents have constructed 
more elaborated future images related to parenting that were not captured 
in our data (i.e. SOEP is primary a socio-economic study). In contrast, the 
more evident finding for the transmission of parental control orientations to 
their children (direct and via parenting) may have multiple explanations. 
This found pattern is similar to earlier findings showing that parents’ and 
children’s control or self-efficacy beliefs are similar, especially when children 
reach adolescence (Ollendick, 1979; Whitebeck, 1987). Our results speak 
beyond documented relationships between parenting and children’s control 
orientations (Carton and Nowick, 1994; McClun & Merrill 1998) and sug-
gest that similarities in control orientations between parents and children 
might be due to the effect of parents’ control orientations on parenting be-
havior. In the current study, the hypothesis that the intergenerational 
transmission of control and future orientation is explained by variations in 
parenting behaviors received support for mothers but not for fathers (only 
when using an 80% Bayesian credible interval). The ways by which parents 
transmit control orientations to their children should be examined more in 
detail in future studies. 

Lastly, the finding that adolescents’ internal control was strongly 
associated with optimistic career expectations speaks for the validity of the 
Three Component Future Orientation Model (Seginer, 2009; Nurmi, 1991; 
Tromsdorff, 1994) in interpreting these constructs as having a motivational 
function. This is also similar to findings from the expectance-values theory 
(Eccles, 1987; Eccles, Adler, & Meece, 1984; Wigfield &Eccles, 1992). These 
theories stress the role of personal expectations as cognitive motivators of 
behavior. An increase of about 15% of adolescents’ career future orienta-
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tions was observed due to adolescents’ control orientations and an increase 
due to adolescents’ optimistic expectation was observed for around 12% in 
adolescents’ academic success and achievement identity. We can only 
speculate that children who are able to interpret successes and failures ac-
curately and base future strategies and beliefs on past experiences are more 
likely to be successful in academic domains. Tests of reciprocal effects be-
tween adolescents’ control, future orientations and dimensions of achieve-
ment support these ideas; although it may be more adaptive in specific sit-
uations to attribute failure to uncontrollable causes (e.g., bad luck), greater 
perceptions of control are associated with increased success expectations 
and achievement (Pintrich, 2004; Weiner, 1986). The current study did not 
address however, the relationship between academic achievement and career 
achievement identity. There is still a lack of research connecting Erikson´s 
and Marcia´s classical identity theories with academic outcome variables, 
and much is still unknown about the academic implications of different 
identity statuses, although some conceptualizations exist (e.g., Berzonsky, 
1985). Compared to earlier studies that showed that motivated future ori-
entation is only partly associated with identity formation (Pulkkinen and 
Rönkä, 1994), the current study showed that this link is rather strong. Fu-
ture research could further investigate the associations between different 
aspects of future orientation, academic success and achievement identity. 

Limitations 

Overall, the most important limitation of this study is that the associations 
we found are not necessarily causal, and further support for generalizations 
should be investigated with longitudinal data. One main concern is that, 
the mediation patterns analyzed may be biased by so called endogeneity 
issues, where the relationship between two variables is either affected by 
omitted variable bias or by bidirectional relationships (Duncan et al., 2004).  

These findings were also limited by the primary focus on parenting, 
control and future orientations as the central variables in explaining adoles-
cents’ academic success and career statuses. Because other variables were 
not considered, the results may be biased. For instance, another explana-
tion for the important indirect effects of parenting on adolescents’ dimen-
sions of achievement found in these data might be that supportive parent-
ing is coupled with a stronger parental school involvement which would 
have an effect on academic success, as pointed out by Simon (2001) or 
Coleman et al. (1966). Moreover, the influence of siblings’ relationships 
(e.g., their orientations and the quality of sibling relationships) on academic 
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success and career orientation was not examined (Melby et al., 2008). Other 
factors such as relationships with peers may also have an influence on aca-
demic abilities (Johnson, McGue, & Iacono, 2007). In contrast to earlier 
studies on future orientation (Yowell, 2000; Knox et al., 2000), we found no 
notable gender effects related to career future orientation. Our results fit 
therefore to the trend that in Western societies or in societies undergoing 
social change, social roles are promoting stronger educational and career 
future orientations in girls (Mello, 2008; Seginer, 2001). Gender differences 
seem to merit examination in further studies not only related to future ori-
entation career domain but also related to family across a wider range of 
culturally diverse samples. Finally, we note that although almost all adoles-
cents in the investigated samples were age 17 and were still enrolled in a 
secondary high school track or vocational schools, some different effects of 
parenting and future orientations may be observed, especially if they leave 
the home earlier or experience early rejection from the labor market. These 
dynamic effects could not be tested with the available cross-sectional data. 

 

Summary and Outlook 

Of particular importance, results of the current study included both par-
ents’ and adolescent children’s future orientation and mainly depicted four 
pathways by which family economic well-being is associated with adoles-
cents’ outcomes: (1) through its impact on parental subjective well-being 
and parenting, (2) through its impact on parents’ internal control orienta-
tions and optimistic future expectations and (3) via the additional direct 
transmission of future orientation from parents to children Furthermore, 
these data provided support for a fourth pathway (4) through which a mo-
tivational component of future orientation is the result of the relationship 
between internal control and optimistic expectations that are promoted by 
supportive parenting and have consequences in achievement behavior. This 
study offered stronger support for pathways (1), (2), and (4) compared to 
pathway (3), which only supplied evidence for the mother to child trans-
mission. By employing representative samples of different socio-economic 
and ethnic groups, the current analyses are consistent with the growing 
body of research from the psychology of future orientation (Seginer, 2009) 
and the Family Stress Model (Conger, & Conger, 2008) across a wide range 
of adolescents living in families with both parents. More broadly, our re-
sults linking family well-being and parenting speak for the ecological and 
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process oriented perspective on family functioning (Belsky, 1984; Bron-
fenbrenner, 1979; Huston & Bentley, 2010). 

These results have several practical implications. Because the role of 
parenting is evident for adolescents aged 17 and because it might be as-
sumed that the effects of supportive parenting are relatively stable across 
adolescence (Melby et al., 2008), intervention policies for promoting adoles-
cents’ positive development could encourage parents’ skills to engage in 
supportive behaviors with their children. These could focus, for example, on 
techniques to resolve parent-child conflicts and on encouraging mothers and 
fathers to show more emotional warmth and include the adolescents in their 
decisions concerning the family. Given the rather strong relationships be-
tween adolescents’ internal control and future orientations and with adoles-
cent achievement, that add to the already existing empirical evidence 
(Musher-Eizenman, Nesselroade and Schmitz, 2002; McLoyd et al., 2011), 
adolescents, parents and educators should look for strategies to foster inter-
nal control in relation to goals and optimistic expectations, especially in 
families facing risks of economic hardship or disruptions in parent-children 
relationships. As our findings support that parenting behavior and family 
functioning have an influence on career development (setting goals and 
committing to them), career counselors and career educators should shift 
the focus from the individual adolescent to the parent-child relationship 
dynamics.  

Future research on these relationships can overcome some of the 
limitations pointed out for this study by extending the analyses to include 
future available longitudinal SOEP data on the samples investigated here 
(i.e., adolescents from the SOEP 2005 sample are in the 2015 Wave 27-28 
years old). Such analyses could test for example, if parents’ and youth’s 
positive future orientation can explain inter-individual differences in intra-
individual trajectories of well-being and occupational attainment. 
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Eigenabgrenzung   

 

Diese Dissertation besteht aus einer generellen Zusammenfassung (inkl. 
einer Übersetzung ins Deutsche) sowie aus drei empirischen Arbeiten und 
einer Synopse, die in eigenen Kapiteln dargestellt sind. Die Konzeption und 
schriftliche Ausarbeitung der Zusammenfassung (Abstract) und der Synopse 
wurden von mir eigenständig durchgeführt. Die vorliegenden empirischen 
Arbeiten sind im Rahmen von Zusammenarbeiten entstanden und ich dan-
ke den Ko-Autoren für ihre investierte Arbeit und Zeit. Folgende Beiträge 
habe ich selbst zu den einzelnen empirischen Arbeiten geleistet:  
 
Studie 1  
Entwicklung der Studienidee und Fragestellung, Aufbereitung der SOEP-
Daten, Literaturreview, Durchführung der Analysen, Erstellung der Abbil-
dung und Tabellen und Erstellung des Manuskripts.  
 
Studie 2  
Mitwirken bei der Konzeption der Fragestellung, schriftliche Aufbereitung 
einer ersten Fassung zum Literaturreview zu „Child-Well-Being-Indexes“, 
Aufbereitung der SOEP und FID-Daten (zusammen mit Verena Tobsch), 
Durchführung der univariaten und multivariaten Analysen und deren tabel-
larischer, graphischer und schriftlicher Zusammenfassung, Mitwirken bei 
der schriftlichen Zusammenfassung des Manuskriptes.  

 
Studie 3 
Konzeption der Fragestellung, Aufbereitung der SOEP-Daten, Literaturre-
view, Durchführung der Analysen, Erstellung der Abbildung und Tabellen 
und Erstellung des Manuskripts. 
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