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Abstract

Though studies have examined the role of social support in

the lives of Black men, less is known about the role and

function of multi‐domain social support as they navigate

fatherhood. This investigation utilizes a profile‐oriented

approach to identify patterns of general and parenting‐

specific social support (i.e., family; peers; community)

among a sample of 759 Black American fathers. Addition-

ally, this study examines how identified support profiles are

associated with Black fathers' parenting outcomes (i.e.,

stress, satisfaction, self‐efficacy, and involvement). Latent

class analyses identified 10 distinct social support profiles

among Black fathers. Results also indicated that there was

some profile variation in levels parenting outcomes.

Findings suggest variation in the availability and utilization

of general and parenting support among Black fathers.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Theoretical and empirical studies have revealed the indirect and direct impacts of social and contextual stressors on

well‐being and parenting (Abidin, 1992; Castillo & Sarver, 2012; Coates & Phares, 2014; Coles, 2009). In the face of

stressors, studies indicate that Black men often employ coping strategies that include proximal and extended social

support networks (Billingsley, 1992; Ross & Aday, 2006; Utsey et al., 2007). Black men's social support networks
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encompass several domains, such as family members, spouses, dating partners, friends, and broader community

(Davis et al., 1998; Krause et al., 2001; Niela‐Vilén et al., 2014; Tsuchiya et al., 2018). While studies have examined

social support as a stress coping strategy among Black men, some have explored how an array of social supports

(i.e., extended family, counseling, spiritual support, public assistance, community center or school employees, and

internet chat sites) may influence Black fathers' parenting beliefs and behaviors (Coles, 2009; Dallas, 2009; McLeod

PhD, MSW &McLeod, 2020; Perry, 2009). Still, less attention has been given to within group variation among Black

fathers, specifically, diversity across socio‐demographic contexts, levels and types of social support and parenting‐

related experiences. Utilizing a latent profile analytic approach, the current investigation explores social support

heterogeneity among Black American fathers, identifying social support profiles among a socio‐demographically

diverse sample of Black fathers. Additionally, this investigation examines how identified social support profiles are

related to socio‐demographic factors, parenting stress, parenting beliefs, and father involvement.

1.1 | Social support and Black fathers' parenting outcomes

Numerous studies have established that social networks are beneficial, indicating that greater social support

promotes more positive psychological well‐being (Chu et al., 2010; Siedlecki et al., 2014). Though much of the

literature has focused on social support in relation to indicators of mental health, research indicates that social

support systems also act as a promotive factor for fathers' parenting beliefs and self‐assessments (Thompson &

Walker, 2004) and are critical for father involvement, especially for more vulnerable and marginalized fathers

(Fagan & Lee, 2011; Fagan et al., 2007). Scholars have called for additional studies that examine Black fathers' social

support systems, such as co‐parenting, parents, kin support (e.g., siblings, extended family), and community, and

how support influences father engagement (Cabrera et al., 2011; Morgan et al., 2008; Perry & Lewis, 2016;

Perry, 2009). For example, prior studies highlight how Black fathers' fathering beliefs and engagement are shaped

by fathers and father figures (Cooper et al., 2019; Perry & Lewis, 2016). Moreover, other research demonstrates

that, for Black nonresidential fathers, receiving support from extended family is positively associated with

involvement (Perry, 2009). Thus, incorporating various sources of support for Black fathers is essential for

understanding how support impacts fathering experiences.

Reconciling the literature, we find that the relationship between support systems and outcomes for Black

fathers is equivocal and not always positive. With a sample primarily composed of Black fathers, Anderson and

colleagues (2005) found that greater perceptions helpfulness from their support systems (i.e., familial, friends, and

professional) were associated with increased depressive symptoms. Explanatory mechanisms could be beneficial by

characterizing how social networks may cause or exacerbate stress among Black fathers. For example, research has

suggested that fathers may feel guilty for not being able to reciprocate help (Hoard & Anderson, 2004; Stokes

et al., 2020; Taylor et al., 1990). One potential reason for the equivocality of existing literature could be a uni‐

dimensional focus on social support.

1.2 | A multi‐domain perspective on Black fathers' social support

Empirical evidence suggests that, compared to Black women, Black men have smaller support networks and are less

likely to utilize social support networks (Antonucci & Akiyama, 1987; Goodwill et al., 2018; Haines & Hurlbert, 1992;

Toler Woodward et al., 2011). Differences between Black men and woman have been attributed to a number of

factors related to help‐seeking behaviors, including masculinity role norms (Goodwill et al., 2018; Hudson et al.,

2018; Jacoby et al., 2018; Powell et al., 2016; Toler Woodward et al., 2011). Additionally, research indicates that

barriers may decrease the likelihood of how men access and utilize their support networks (Cadaret &

Speight, 2018; Clement et al., 2015; Corrigan, 2004) and increase their chance of withdrawing from their networks
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(Baker, 2001). Studies have found that when Black men do ask for help, it is more likely to be from more proximal

sources, such as parents (mothers and fathers), other close relatives (siblings), spouses, and current dating partners

(Allen et al., 2013; Goodwill et al., 2018; Plowden et al., 2006; Toler Woodward et al., 2011).

Given the litany of stressors that Black men may be exposed to, including those arising from contextual, racial

discrimination and other systemic factors (Goodwill et al., 2018; Johnson, 2019; Rich & Grey, 2005; Thorpe

et al., 2020), investigations indicate that one of the most prominent sources of support and coping assets are their

close connections with significant others in their lives (Kendrick et al., 2007; Watkins et al., 2007; Toler Woodward

et al., 2011). In line with multidimensional models of social support, studies have revealed that there are various

sources and domains of support that Black men may access and utilize, particularly in times of stress (Toler

Woodward et al., 2011). Some of the research has found that Black men note sources of support that are used to

combat family‐ and parenting‐related stressors. Beyond the general function of social support, however, studies

indicate that fathers often desire social support to help navigate the day‐to‐day challenges of fathering

(Coles, 2009; Doyle et al., 2014). Largely, the literature has highlighted co‐parenting relationships and romantic

partnerships (Doyle et al., 2014; Perry et al., 2012). Research has found that both co‐parenting and partner support

are negatively associated with Black fathers' parenting stress and positively associated with their engagement

(Akande & Heath, 2019; Castillo & Sarver, 2012; Roy & Dyson, 2005). Doyle and colleagues' (2014) qualitative

analysis of Black fathers and their co‐parenting relationships highlight supportive communication as a key domain

of support. Literature on co‐parenting and partners amplify the importance of close connections as social support

sources for Black fathers.

Beginning in adolescence, several investigations point to the critical role of community and neighborhood

support for Black boys and men (Mattis et al., 2021; Nebbitt et al., 2014). For instance, Chung et al. (2014) found

that a large percentage (42.1%) of Black men in their sample reported religious‐related support (i.e., relationship

with God, prayer, and church participation) as a source of resiliency. Moreover, pastors also engage in training and

practice as counselors, which can be an essential resource for populations that lack access to therapeutic and

counseling services (Young et al., 2003). The reliance on community‐based supports, like religious support, is also

prominent for Black fathers. For example, a recent study by Wilson and colleagues (2021) found that Black fathers,

more so than Latino and White fathers, utilize spirituality as a support resource. Additional research that considers

the cultural strengths and systemic barriers that Black fathers navigate is vital to gaining insights on the various

community‐based sources of support they utilize when stressed.

Communities also extend to online spaces. Online communities often can be a more accessible form of support

(Barnes & Hollingsworth, 2020; Broaddus et al., 2015; Fuqua et al., 2012; Hill, 2018; Rainie, 2013) where individuals

can receive or share ideas (Gottfried & Shearer, 2016; Madden et al., 2010). Studies of online social support seeking

among parents demonstrate advantages, such as sharing advice, uplifting shared experiences, building self‐esteem,

providing emotional support, and being convenient/accessible (Doty & Dworkin, 2014; Madge & O'Connor, 2006;

McLeod & McLeod, 2020). A recent study on Black fathers' use of social media by McLeod and McLeod (2020)

found that many Black fathers use social media as a support system where they can seek advice. In particular, the

textual analysis highlighted several areas of advice and support, such as financial, co‐parenting, family relationship

conflict, family expansion, and raising children/child development. Recent investigations have found that whether

virtual or in‐person, fathers value receiving peer parenting support (Doyle et al., 2022). However, there is still a

need to paint a more comprehensive picture of Black fathers' social support patterns.

An essential extension of the literature is the degree to which support dimensions work together in concert. To

date, studies have utilized profile‐analysis approaches, which highlight variations in patterns amongst a population

(Bergman & Trost, 2006; Magidson & Vermunt, 2004; Williams & Kibowski, 2016), to identify social support profiles

among samples of Black parents (Ayón et al., 2015; Caughy et al., 2011; Cooper et al., 2020). Among a sample of

over 700 Black fathers, Cooper et al. (2020) identified eight coping patterns, including multi‐domain social support.

To our knowledge, no known study has identified social support profiles among a diverse sample of Black fathers,
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providing a novel opportunity for the study to deepen our understanding of their support systems in a parenting

context.

1.3 | Study goals and theoretical framework

The Parenting Stress Model (Abidin, 1992), which provides the theoretical foundation of the current investigation,

posits that determinants, such as stressors and roles influence parenting behaviors. Furthermore, the Parenting

Stress Model highlights how parenting resources, such as social support, is indirectly and directly associated with

parenting stress, behaviors, and beliefs. To date, much of the existing literature has utilized a variable‐focused

approach to examine Black fathers' social support, particularly for more general domains. Thus, how various social

support domains operate conjointly are less well known. Utilizing a profile‐oriented approach, the current

investigation explores various fathers' support sources (i.e., family, partners, friends, and community) and support

domains (i.e., general and parenting). Based on prior studies, we expect several social support profiles to emerge

among our sample of fathers. Additionally, the current study examines whether the relationship between parenting

stress and parenting outcomes varies across social support profiles.

2 | METHOD

2.1 | Participants

Data for the study comes from the Representations of Fatherhood: Roles, Awareness, and Meaning (ReFRAMe)

study, a multiregional online panel sample of Black American fathers (blinded, author). Participants were a sample of

759 Black American fathers (Mage = 38.99; SD = 10.01), with at least one child between 8 and 17 years old

(Mage = 12.06; SD = 2.88). Approximately 56% of fathers reported having a male child. Fathers were in all regions of

the United States, including Southeast (38.7%), Northeast (21.3%), Midwest (18.1%), Southwest (11.3%), and West

(10.3%). Approximately 44% of fathers were currently married (44.3%), and 85% were biological parents. Seventy‐

five percent resided with the target child. Fathers in the sample were diverse in their level of educational

attainment, including those with less than a high school diploma (5.3%), a high school diploma (33.5%), an

associate's/technical degree (27%), and a bachelor's or advanced degree (32.4%). Approximately 75% of fathers

reported being currently employed.

2.2 | Procedure

After receiving human subjects approval through the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill's Internal Review

Board (IRB # 19‐1156), fathers were recruited via an online Qualtrics panel study. Qualtrics Panels, a platform for

recruitment, identifies eligible participants for study participation. Recent studies have highlighted that online panel

studies provide robust data comparable to other recruitment methods and increase participation of harder to recruit

populations in research studies (Ibarra et al., 2018). Before completing the survey, participants signed a web‐based

consent form and verified eligibility criteria (African American/Black father with a child between the ages of 8

and 17). Participants reported on several measures, such as father demographics (e.g., age, sexual orientation,

education level, marital status, employment status, biological status, and residential status), parenting stress, and

parenting beliefs (e.g., parenting satisfaction, parental efficacy). Participants were instructed to report on their

experiences with an identified target child to understand parenting beliefs and involvement. Before answering

parenting‐related questions, fathers reported on the target child's demographics (e.g., age, gender). On average, the
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survey took approximately 30–40min to complete. Attention checks were included in surveys, and quality checks

were initially conducted by Qualtrics Panels and again by the research team. Fathers were compensated for

participation after study completion. Compensation was determined by Qualtrics Panels (not the principal

investigator) based upon the length and difficulty of the survey. After completion, participants had the option of

choosing among monetary compensation (less than $10), airline miles, or another comparable gift.

2.3 | Measures

2.3.1 | Parenting outcomes

2.3.1.1 | Parenting stress

Parenting stress was measured using a one‐item indicator, “How stressful has parenting been in the last month?”

Participants responded using a 5‐point scale (1 = not stressful; 5 = very stressful).

2.3.1.2 | Fathering beliefs

Fathering beliefs were assessed in two dimensions: parenting satisfaction and efficacy. Parenting satisfaction was

measured using a 3‐item scale (α = 0.75; e.g., “How satisfied are you with your relationship with your child?”).

Fathers reported their satisfaction with each item on a 5‐point scale (1 = very dissatisfied; 5 = very satisfied). Higher

scores indicated greater satisfaction with their parenting experience. Parenting efficacy is a 4‐item measure, adapted

from Johnston and Mash (1989; e.g., “Do you believe that you have all the skills necessary to be a good father to

your child?”). Fathers reported their agreement with each item on a 5‐point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly

agree). A mean score was computed, with higher scores indicating more positive parenting efficacy. The reliability

for the scale was 0.70.

2.3.1.3 | Father involvement

Father involvement was also assessed using two dimensions, both their home and school involvement. Home

involvement encompassed a 3‐item scale that assessed their engagement with their child in the home context

(α = 0.69; e.g., “How often do you talk about different jobs they can have when they grow up?”). Fathers reported

the frequency of engagement with each item on a 5‐point scale (1 = never; 5 = almost every day). A 6‐item measure

of school involvement assessed fathers' involvement in the school environment (α = 0.85; e.g., “How often have you

met with your child's teacher?”; (1 = never; 4 =many times). Higher values indicate more frequent home and school

involvement.

2.3.2 | Social support domains

2.3.2.4 | General social support

Three general social support domains were examined in the study: 1) family, 2) friends, and 3) community. The

Multidimensional Scale of Social Support (MPSS; Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet, & Farley, 1988) was modified to measure

participants' perceptions of their social support in their family‐ (e.g., “I can talk about my problems with my family”;

5‐items; α = 0.93) and friend‐specific domains (e.g., “I get the emotional help and support that I need from my

friends”; 5‐items; α = 0.93). The response scale ranged from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). Previous

studies have found the Multidimensional Scale of Social Support scale to be reliable with Black samples, with

internal reliability coefficients between 0.85 and 0.94 (Bowleg et al., 2013; Metzger et al., 2017).
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2.3.2.5 | Community support

Also, the Brief Sense of Communication Scale (Peterson et al., 2008) was utilized to add a third domain of social

support from the community (e.g., “I have a good bond with others in my community”; 8‐items; α = 0.93). Responses

were rated on a 5‐point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). The average of each subscale (i.e., family,

friends, and community) was utilized with a higher score indicating a higher level of perceived support. Past

investigations have utilized Brief Sense of Communication scale with both Black samples (α = 0.91; Gullan

et al., 2011) and parent samples (α = 0.92; Burcher et al., 2021), highlighting high internal reliability coefficients for

both samples.

2.3.2.6 | Parenting support

In addition to general social support, fathers were asked how often they seek or receive parenting information or

advice across 5 domains—1) parents (mother/mother figure and father/father‐figure were separate questions

(2 items); α = 0.69), 2) partners (co‐parent; partner (2‐items); α = 0.70), 3) siblings and other relatives (brother, sister,

other family (3‐items) α = 0.81), 4) friends (male and female friends (2‐items); α = 0.73), and 5) online (1‐item),

counseling (1‐item), and religious communities (leaders and members of a religious community (2‐items); α = 0.89).

Participants responded on a 4‐point scale (1 = never; 4 = often) to the parenting support items.

2.3.3 | Socio‐demographic variables

Several socio‐demographic were examined in the investigation: (a) father's age; (b) biological father status

(1 = biological father; 2 = Nonbiological father; (c) educational level (1 = less than high school education; 4 = 4‐year

college degree and higher); (d) residential status (1 = residential full time; 2 = residential part time; 3 = nonresidential); (e)

employment status (1 = currently employed; 2 = currently unemployed); and (f) marital status (1 =married and living

together; 2 = living together, not married; 3 = single). Child demographic characteristics that were controlled for

includes (a) child's age and (b) gender (1 = female; 2 =male; 3 = nonbinary). Demographic frequencies for categorical

variables can be seen in Appendix Table A1.

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Preliminary analyses

Correlations, means, and standard deviations for the study variables are shown in Appendix Table A2. Overall,

fathers of the sample reported moderate levels of parenting stress (M = 2.50; SD = 1.22) and general stress

(M = 2.75; SD = 1.11). Among the sample, general social support varied from moderate to higher levels across family

(M = 3.93; SD = 0.97), friends (M = 3.70; SD = 0.99), and community (M = 3.57; SD = 0.87) domains. Additionally,

fathers reported moderate to high levels of parenting support from their own parents (M = 2.89; SD = 0.94), their

co‐parents (M = 3.03; SD = 0.93), and other family members (M = 2.56; SD = 0.93). Fathers also indicated moderate

levels of parenting support from their friends and peer groups (M = 2.62; SD = 0.93). Fathers, however, indicated

lower levels of parenting support from counselors and therapists (M = 1.97; SD = 1.10), religious (M = 2.34;

SD = 1.09), and online communities (M = 1.91; SD = 1.10).

For parenting related outcomes, fathers' beliefs and involvement ranged from moderate to higher levels

(parenting satisfaction (M = 4.30; SD = 0.84); parenting efficacy (M = 3.85; SD = 0.76); home involvement (M = 3.57;

SD = 0.82); school involvement (M = 2.76; SD = 0.78)). Bivariate analyses indicated associations among fathers'

demographic characteristics, stress, general support, parenting support, parenting beliefs, and involvement.
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3.2 | Primary data analytic strategy

Using Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, version 8.0), a latent profile analysis (LPA) was conducted to identify social

support profiles among Black fathers. The LPA method extends the k‐means techniques and allows for more formal

criteria for identifying the number of ideal profiles (Magidson & Vermunt, 2004). Across all support dimension

variables, missing data ranged from 0.14% to 8.44%. The Bayesian Information criterion (BIC) was used to find the

best fitting model and the optimal number of profiles, a technique suggested by Nylund et al. (2007), where lower

BIC scores (closer to 0) indicate a more optimal fitting model (Hagenaars & McCutcheon, 2002). Additionally,

entropy scores were used to help determine the best model fit, with values closer to 1.00 suggesting a better fit.

Once a best fitting profile solution was chosen, chi‐square analyses were conducted to examine how profile

differences varied by categorical variables (e.g., education level; residential and marital status). Quality of means

tests were conducted using the Bolck et al. (2004) 3‐Step Approach (BCH) to examine profile differences in

continuous outcomes (e.g., parenting beliefs, involvement).

3.3 | What social support profiles exist among Black fathers?

Our latent profile analysis results revealed that a 10‐profile solution fit the data most optimally, as shown by the

lowest BIC value (18435.27; see Appendix Table A3). Specific profile patterns were as follows: Profile 1 was

comprised of 65 fathers (8.56%), Profile 2 had 20 fathers (2.64%), Profile 3 had 58 fathers (7.64%), Profile 4 had 74

fathers (9.75%), Profile 5 had 34 fathers (4.48%), Profile 6 was the second‐largest profile with 108 fathers (14.23%),

Profile 7 was the largest profile with 171 fathers (22.53%), Profile 8 had 85 fathers (11.20%), Profile 9 had 83

fathers (10.94%), and Profile 10 had 64 fathers (8.43%). To ensure the smaller profiles (less than 5%) were not an

artifact of measurement error, the average probabilities of likely profile membership were considered. Average

probabilities ranged from 78.7% to 90.1%: (Profile 1–90.0%; Profile 2–87.3%; Profile 3–78.7%; Profile 4–84.0%;

Profile 5–86.3%; Profile 6–88.9%; Profile 7–81.2%; Profile 8–83.5%; Profile 9–90.1%; Profile 10–89.2%).

Standardized scores were utilized to interpret patterns within profiles (see Appendix Table A4). Profile 1,

labeled as Low Multi‐Domain Support (n = 65), was characterized by lower scores on all general and parenting

support dimensions (i.e., scoring 2.63 standard deviations below the mean for general family support). The second

profile, Distal Parenting Support (n = 20), was identified as lower general support, lower parenting support from

parents and co‐parents, and higher parenting support from online communities and counseling. The third profile

was Moderate General Family/Co‐Parent Support (n = 58), and was described as having average support for general

family support and parenting support from their co‐parent. Additionally, they had lower support in all other

dimensions. The fathers utilized used their closest line of support depending on the context. The fourth profile was

labeled Social Media/Online Support (n = 74) and was characterized by having lower counseling parenting support

and higher online parenting support. The fifth profile was Low Parenting Support (n = 34) and was characterized as

having moderate levels of general support but lower support across all parenting support dimensions. The sixth

profile, High Parenting Support (n = 108) had higher scores on all parenting support dimensions and general

community support. Profile 7, Low Community Parenting Support (n = 171), was the largest profile. Fathers in the

largest profile had higher general family support and lower scores for the three community parenting support

dimensions: religious, online, and counseling. Profile 8, Proximal Support (n = 85), was characterized by having higher

scores in all general support dimensions and parenting support dimensions of people they may see regularly

(parents, co‐parents, other family, friends, and religious community). Notably, they also have lower scores for

utilizing online community and counseling parenting support. The ninth profile, Intergenerational/Institutional

Parenting Support (n = 83), was characterized by their higher utilization of their parents, religious communities, and

counseling for parenting support. They also had a lower rate of using online communities. The final profile, High
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Multi‐Domain Overall Support (n = 64), was characterized by having higher scores for all general and parenting

support dimensions.

3.4 | Socio‐demographic variation across profiles

Chi‐Square analyses revealed that profiles varied by fathers' level of educational attainment (χ2 = 73.21, p < 0.001).

Fathers with a high school diploma or equivalent were more likely to be in the Low Multi‐Domain Support profile

than Moderate General Family/Co‐Parent Support, Proximal Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support profiles.

Additionally, fathers with a high school diploma/equivalent degree were less likely to be in the High Multi‐Domain

Overall Support group than the Low Multi‐Domain Support, Preferred Online Support, Low Parenting Support, and Low

Community Parenting Support profiles. Fathers with a 4‐year college degree or greater were less likely to be in the

Low Multi‐Domain Support profile than the High Parenting Support, Proximal Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall

Support groups.

Also, profiles varied by marital status (χ2 = 55.03, p < 0.001). Married fathers were less likely to be in the Low

Multi‐Domain Support and Distal Parenting Support profiles than Moderate General Family/Co‐Parent Support, Low

Community Parenting Support, Proximal Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support groups. Fathers who

reported living with their partners were more likely to be in Distal Parenting Support and Social Media Support

profiles compared to the Moderate General Family/Co‐Parent Support profile. Fathers who were single and not living

with any partners were more likely to be in the Low Multi‐Domain Support profile compared to theModerate General

Family/Co‐Parent Support and Low Community Parenting Support profiles.

Chi‐square analyses revealed that there was some variation in profile membership by residential status

(χ2 = 29.92, p < 0.001). Residential fathers were more likely to be represented in the High Multi‐Domain Overall

Support profile than the Low Multi‐Domain Support profile; but less likely to be in the Distal Parenting Support profile

than group High Parenting Support and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support as well. Nonresidential fathers were more

likely to be in the Low Multi‐Domain Support profile compared to High Multi‐Domain Overall Support. Additionally,

Nonresidential fathers were more likely to be in the Distal Parenting Support profile than the High Parenting Support

and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support.

3.5 | Do social support profiles vary by levels of parenting stress, beliefs, and
involvement?

3.5.1 | Parenting stress

The following analyses investigated how profiles vary in parenting stress and parenting outcomes (see

Appendix Table A5). Wald equality of means test demonstrated that profiles varied by levels of parenting

stress (χ2 (9) = 43.86, p < 0.001. Low Community Parenting Support and Proximal Support fathers reported the

lowest levels of parenting stress compared to most of the other identified profiles. Additionally, the Low

Multi‐Domain Support, Moderate General Family/Co‐Parent Support, Preferred Online Support, Intergenerational/

Intuitional Parent Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support fathers reported greater parenting stress

compared to Low Community Parenting Support and Proximal Support fathers. Distal Parenting Support fathers

reported higher parenting stress compared to Proximal Support fathers. Lastly, the High Parenting Support

fathers had higher parenting stress than the Low Parenting Support, Low Community Parenting Support, and

Proximal Support groups.
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3.5.2 | Parenting beliefs

Wald equality of means test demonstrated that there was some profile variation in both parenting satisfaction

(χ2 (9) = 118.45, p < 0.001) and parenting efficacy (χ2 (9) = 113.46, p < 0.001). For parenting satisfaction, Low Multi‐

Domain Support fathers had lower rates compared to Moderate General Family/Co‐Parent Support, Low Parenting

Support, High Parenting Support, Low Community Parenting Support, Proximal Support, Intergenerational/Institutional

Parenting Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support fathers. Compared to all other profiles, the Distal Parenting

Support group had the lowest parenting satisfaction rates. Moderate General Family/Co‐Parent Support, High

Parenting Support, Low Community Parenting Support, and Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support profiles

reported less parenting satisfaction than Low Parenting Support, Proximal Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall

Support. Lastly, Social Media Support fathers had lower parenting satisfaction rates compared to Low Parenting

Support, Low Community Parenting Support, Proximal Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support. Parenting

efficacy demonstrated similar patterns to parenting satisfaction.

For parenting efficacy, Low Multi‐Domain Support fathers reported less parenting efficacy compared to

Moderate General Family/Co‐Parent Support, Low Parenting Support, High Parenting Support, Low Community Parenting

Support, Proximal Support, Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support.

Distal Parenting Support profile experienced the lowest score of parenting efficacy compared to all other profiles.

Moderate General Family/Co‐Parent Support, High Parenting Support, Low Community Parenting Support, and

Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support profiles reported less parenting efficacy compared to Proximal

Support and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support groups. Social Media Support profile had less parenting efficacy

compared to Low Parenting Support, High Parenting Support, Proximal Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support

fathers. Low Parenting Support fathers had more parenting efficacy than Low Community Parenting Support and

Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support fathers. Finally, High Parenting Support had less parenting efficacy

compared to High Multi‐Domain Overall Support fathers. In summary, for both parenting belief outcomes, Low

Parenting Support, Proximal Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support groups reported higher, more favorable

parenting satisfaction and efficacy rates. In contrast, Low Multi‐Domain Support and Distal Parenting Support fathers

said the lowest, more negative beliefs.

3.5.3 | Father involvement

Wald equality of means test demonstrated that profiles vary across both home involvement (χ2 (9) = 114,67,

p < 0.001) and school involvement (χ2 (9) = 81.771, p < 0.001) as well. For home involvement, Low Multi‐Domain

Support and Distal Parenting Support reported lower scores than Low Parenting Support, High Parenting Support, Low

Community Parenting Support, Proximal Support, Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support, High Multi‐Domain

Overall Support fathers. Profile Moderate General Family/Co‐Parent Support, Preferred Online Support, and Low

Parenting Support had less home involvement than High Parenting Support, Proximal Support, and High Multi‐Domain

Overall Support fathers. High Parenting Support fathers had greater home involvement than Low Community

Parenting Support and Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support profiles. High Parenting Support and

Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support fathers reported more home involvement compared to High

Multi‐Domain Overall Support fathers. Low Community Parenting Support fathers experienced more home

involvement than Proximal Support and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support fathers. Proximal Support fathers also

reported more home involvement compared to Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support fathers. In summary,

Low Parenting Support, Proximal Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support profiles reported higher home

involvement, while Low Multi‐Domain Support and Distal Parenting Support fathers were less involved with children

at home.
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School and home involvement associations were similar. For school involvement, Low Multi‐Domain Support

fathers rated lower compared to Low Parenting Support, High Parenting Support, Proximal Support, Intergenerational/

Institutional Parenting Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support fathers. Distal Parenting Support and Moderate

General Family/Co‐Parent Support fathers were less involved in their child's school context compared to High

Parenting Support, Proximal Support, Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall

Support fathers. Social Media Support and Low Community Parenting Support fathers reported less school

involvement compared to Proximal Support, Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support, and High Multi‐Domain

Overall Support fathers. Finally, High Multi‐Domain Overall Support fathers were less involved in the school context

compared to Low Parenting Support, High Parenting Support, Proximal Support, and Intergenerational/Institutional

Parenting Support fathers. In general, Low Multi‐Domain Support, Distal Parenting Support were lowest in school

involvement. In contrast, High Parenting Support, Proximal Support, Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support,

and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support profiles ranked overall highest.

4 | DISCUSSION

Although studies have suggested that social support may be particularly critical for parents as they engage in the

day‐to‐day realities of childrearing, few studies have examined social support among Black fathers. Using a latent

profile approach, the investigation sought to identify social support profiles among a diverse sample of Black

fathers. Overall, the current study identified ten distinct social support groups of Black fathers. Furthermore, the

analysis indicated variation in levels of parenting stress, fathering beliefs, and father involvement by social support

profiles.

4.1 | Heterogeneity in Black fathers' general and parenting‐specific support

Using a latent profile analysis, the current investigation identified 10 distinct social support profiles. Our analyses

contribute to the broader literature highlighting the heterogeneity of Black fathers' experiences (Cooper, Smalls‐

Glover, Metzger, et al., 2015; 2015; Cooper et al., 2020). Similar to previous studies, the profiles mirrored the

spectrum of experiences, from individuals that are isolated/received no support to individuals that are fully

integrated in their community and receiving high levels of support from all domains (Caesens et al., 2020; Ciarrochi

et al., 2017; Lorenzo‐Blanco et al., 2016). In our study, the Low Multi‐Domain Support and High Multi‐Domain Overall

Support profiles had opposite experiences with general and parenting support. Additionally, the Low Parenting

Support and High Parenting Support profiles had contrasting experiences with parenting support.

Several additional support patterns emerged in our profile analysis. For example, the Low Community Parenting

Support reported higher general family support and lower community‐based parenting support. The Low Community

Parenting Support profile, representing the most considerable portion of the sample (22.5%), is in line with existing

studies (Kendrick et al., 2007; Watkins et al., 2007). In particular, prior literature has suggested that Black men often

use more proximal support, like their family, and shy away from more external support sources (Toler Woodward

et al., 2011). Other profiles that also utilize closer support at higher rates include the Moderate General Family/Co‐

Parent Support and Proximal Support profiles. Alternatively, the smallest profile (2.6% of the sample) is the Distal

Parenting Support profile and opposes the previously mentioned literature on Black men's support.

Though research on Black fathers' utilization of social support from community sources is limited, the current

investigation highlights the various community‐based support sources that Black fathers utilize, such as religious

and media support. Several profiles emphasized that religious support is used at higher rates for certain groups of

fathers (High Parenting Support, Proximal Support, Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support, High Multi‐Domain

Overall Support). For many of the profiles, religious support may feel more familial, as religious orientation is often a
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family‐oriented process for Black Americans (Mattis & Jagers, 2001). Research indicates that Black men that do not

attend religious services are more likely to come from families that view religion as less important than Black men

who attend regularly (Mattis, Eubanks, et al., 2004). Moreover, research demonstrates that Black men' religious

participation and beliefs are also related to their volunteerism in community organizations (Mattis et al., 2000;

Mattis, Eubanks, et al., 2004) and their optimism (Mattis et al., 2017). Each of which may impact their views on

social support. Additionally, many Black fathers in the current study utilized online (Distal Parenting Support, High

Parenting Support High Multi‐Domain Overall Support) and counseling (Distal Parenting Support, High Parenting

Support, Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support, High Multi‐Domain Overall Support) support sources at

above‐average rates. While there is a dearth of research on sources of support for Black fathers, the current study

highlights that community sources are often used and can highlight the lived experiences of Black fathers in future

investigations.

Our investigation also suggested that there are some important sociodemographic differences in support. The

variation in social support based on educational attainment and potentially economic capital is particularly

interesting when considering broader contextual factors that impact all Black fathers and networks' resources

across generations, such as economic stability (Lemmons & Johnson, 2019; Roy, 2006). Black father's utilization of

community and familial sources of support are vital regardless of financial situation but likely can vary not only in

who supports them and how, as the current study demonstrates, but also the quality and amount or type of

resources available. For example, support systems from higher‐income backgrounds may be more likely to provide

financial support. Alternatively, lower‐income support systems may be more available for emotional support and

would provide as much tangible support, such as childcare, that they can handle with limited resources.

4.2 | Variation across fathering stress, beliefs, and involvement

The analyses also revealed evidence that social support profiles varied across parenting stress, parenting beliefs,

and father involvement. For parenting stress, Black fathers in the Low Community Parenting Support and Proximal

Support profiles were generally less stressed about parenting compared to the other profiles. Additionally, the Low

Community Parenting Support and Proximal Support profiles were likely to report greater overall support. Similar to

previous studies on Black parents (Cardoso et al., 2010), the results indicate that fathers with higher support tend to

report less parenting stress. However, it is important to note that fathers in all of the other profiles experienced

moderate levels of parenting stress. Fathers with lower levels of support (i.e., Low Multi‐Domain Support Distal

Parenting Support, Moderate General Family/Co‐Parent Support, Preferred Online Support, and Low Parenting Support)

appeared to be most vulnerable to parenting stress due to having a less supportive or under‐utilized networks. Their

reasoning for the lack of utilization is unclear, but an important perspective to capture in future research.

Alternatively, the fathers in the profiles with greater multi‐dimensional support (i.e., High Parenting Support,

Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support) are experiencing similar

levels of parenting stress. Still, they are receiving higher levels of support in many domains, making them better

positioned to alleviate stress compared to the previously mentioned profiles.

For parenting beliefs, our analyses revealed that profiles vary in their levels of parenting satisfaction and

efficacy. For both parenting satisfaction and effectiveness, our results had a similar pattern amongst the profiles.

Low Multi‐Domain Support and Distal Parenting Support fathers rated themselves as having the lowest parenting

satisfaction and efficacy beliefs. The Low Multi‐Domain Support and Distal Parenting Support fathers also had

moderate levels of parenting stress, emphasizing that those with higher stress levels and low support are more likely

to report decreased satisfaction and lower efficacy in their parenting abilities.

Fathers in the Low Parenting Support, Proximal Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support profiles had the

highest, most positive ratings for parenting satisfaction and efficacy. While the Low Parenting Support, Proximal

Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support fathers have more positive parenting beliefs, they each represent a
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different context. The Low Parenting Support fathers, who reported more positive parenting beliefs, experienced

moderate parenting stress and reported lower than average parenting‐specific support. It is plausible that the Low

Parenting Support fathers' stress may not deteriorate their beliefs about their parenting abilities. From a

transactional perspective, fathers with greater efficacy and satisfaction may need to rely on their social support less

than fathers with lower efficacy and satisfaction. Still, given masculinity norms, the association may reflect fathers'

attempts to dispel the stereotypical image of Black fatherhood. The Proximal Support fathers reported the lowest

rates of parenting stress and reported higher rates of support from all dimensions except online and counseling

parenting support. The Proximal Support fathers appear to be in a more positive context (i.e., low stress and high

support), which could contribute to them having more positive parenting beliefs. Finally, the High Multi‐Domain

Overall Support fathers had one of the highest rates of parenting stress and some of the highest parenting beliefs.

They receive immense support from all dimensions but are stressed about parenting compared to other profiles.

The High Multi‐Domain Overall Support profile might represent the responsive nature of fathers' social support, in

the context of increased stress. The High Multi‐Domain Overall Support fathers may be experiencing higher

parenting stress currently, but are also seeking out more support to combat their stressors. The findings from our

latent profile analysis are highly nuanced, suggesting the need to better understand the differences between fathers

and how to meet their needs within the context of stress.

Results related to profile differences in involvement paint a more complex story. For home involvement, fathers

in the Low Multi‐Domain Support and Distal Parenting Support profiles had the lowest home involvement rates,

similar to parenting beliefs. The result is expected as both the Low Multi‐Domain Support and Distal Parenting

Support profiles are in a moderately stressful parenting context. Similar to previous research (DeGarmo et al., 2008),

those with more stress and less support tend to have lower involvement rates. The High Parenting Support, Proximal

Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support fathers had the highest rates of home involvement. The result is

expected as the High Parenting Support, Proximal Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support profiles have higher

levels of support, reflecting literature that demonstrates social support predicts higher rates of involvement

(Cabrera et al., 2011; Fagan et al., 2007; Morgan et al., 2008). The Low Multi‐Domain Support, Distal Parenting/Low

Proximal, High Parenting Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support fathers were in a moderately stressful

context, demonstrating various outcomes based on social support availability. Though many of the Low Multi‐

Domain Support, Distal Parenting/Low Proximal, High Parenting Support, and High Multi‐Domain Overall Support

fathers are in a higher stress context compared to the Proximal Support profile, it may be easier for the father in the

profiles with higher parenting support to be more involved in the home setting. The results for school involvement

variation are the same as home involvement except for the Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support profile.

Fathers in the Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support profile were also in a more stressful context for

parenting and had average levels of beliefs and home involvement, but indicated higher school involvement. The

Intergenerational/Institutional Parenting Support fathers relied heavily on their parents, religious community, and

counseling for parenting support. The type of support they receive may be key to navigating involvement and

advocating for their children within a school setting (Cooper et al., 2020).

4.3 | Study strengths

There are several strengths of the current investigation. Many studies on Black fathers focus on lower

socioeconomic status or Nonresidential experiences (Coates & Phares, 2014; Fagan et al., 2016). However, the

study provides a glimpse into the parenting processes among a large, diverse sample of Black fathers. Additionally,

the analysis emphasizes Black fathers of adolescents. Many studies of Black fathers focus on those that have young

children or infants (Castillo & Sarver, 2012; Fagan et al., 2007). The context of fathering (i.e., stressors, involvement,

and beliefs) can vary by child's developmental period, highlighting the importance of having more investigations that

can further the literature's understanding of fatherhood processes for those with adolescent‐aged children. Another
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strength of the study is the focus on various sources of support. As previously mentioned, many studies on social

support often aggregate support dimensions (Castillo & Sarver, 2012; Coles, 2009; DeGarmo et al., 2008), making it

difficult to understand within‐group variation among sources of social support. Utilizing a latent profile approach

deepens our understanding of how the various dimensions work together within a real‐life context. However, more

research is needed to understand if social support profiles exist for other samples of Black fathers and if the profiles

vary or are similar to Black mothers' general and parenting social support sources.

4.4 | Limitations and future directions

While the current study has notable strengths, there are some limitations. Though the investigation utilizes two

dimension of father involvement (home and school), a more robust measurement that allows Black fathers to report

on more developmentally appropriate modes of home involvement (i.e., playing games, talking about youth's

interest) would have better reflected the multidimensionality of home involvement for adolescents. Similar

sentiments are also true for our indicators of social support, such as including neighbors, mentors, or coworkers as

additional community sources of support. Also, some of our measures had lower reliabilities, suggesting the need

for additional measurement development with diverse samples of Black fathers. Our findings were based on cross‐

sectional data, which does not allow us to fully reflect the direction of influence or the dynamic relationship

between stress, support, and parenting. Future studies should examine the relationships between stress, support,

and parenting longitudinally and explore transactional processes between stress and social support. Additionally,

future investigations should consider the role of compounding stressors and the well‐being of Black fathers, as well‐

being is a known predictor of parenting and is impacted by stress (Paulson et al., 2011). Given that the current

sample is largely comprised of residential, employed, and heterosexual fathers, future investigations that examine

these intricacies among marginalized Black fathers is warranted.

4.5 | Implications and conclusions

Building upon previous literature (Ahmeduzzaman & Roopnarine, 1992; Castillo & Sarver, 2012; Fagan et al., 2007),

the current study informs research and interventions on how parenting stress and social support may be associated

with parenting beliefs and behaviors for Black fathers. While Black men are thought to have smaller support

networks (Antonucci & Akiyama, 1987; Goodwill et al., 2018; Haines & Hurlbert, 1992; Toler Woodward

et al., 2011), many Black fathers in the study reported social support sources across general and parenting‐specific

domains. Importantly, Black fathers' experience with parenting stress and outcomes varies based on the type of

social support that they have in their network. Moreover, the study can inform practitioners on which types of

Black fathers are most vulnerable and how varying support dimensions can potentially influence their parenting

processes. Parenting can be a stressful context for Black fathers and having a strong network is essential for

supporting their needs related to parenting beliefs, involvement, and the development of their children.

Importantly, our study helps to challenge the myth of absent Black fathers. Our findings highlight that support

structures, generally and specific to parenting, are critical for their involvement and efficacy. These findings have

implications for workforce development and policy in settings where Black fathers and families commune and seek

support. As practitioners look to engage Black fathers in supportive services, the current findings highlight the fact

that Black fathers are not a monolith. As such, formal trainings and policy discussions must begin with reflective

processes that help practitioners and policy makers to examine personal and professional biases (Cryer‐Coupet

et al., 2021) that may negatively impact the development and implementation of effective evidence‐based

programming for Black fathers. Combined with other studies, this work illuminates the humanity and complexity of

Black fatherhood and patterns of social support.
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TABLE A1 Sample categorical demographics frequencies

n %

Education Level

Less than high school 40 5.3

High school or equivalent 254 33.5

Vocational training/Associate's degree 205 27.0

Bachelor's degree and higher 246 32.4

(Continues)

APPENDIX

See Tables A1–A5
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TABLE A1 (Continued)

n %

Marital Status

Married (and living together) 336 44.3

Living Together 122 16.1

Single 299 39.4

Location

Midwest 137 18.1

Northeast 162 21.3

Southeast 294 38.7

Southwest 86 11.3

West 78 10.3

Employment Status

Currently employed 585 77.1

Currently unemployed 170 22.4

Sexual Orientation

Heterosexual 714 94.1

Homosexual/Bisexual/Other 39 5.1

Biological Status

Biological Father 666 87.7

Nonbiological Father 93 12.3

Child Gender

Female 329 43.3

Male 425 56.0

Residential Status

Residential 570 75.1

Nonresidential 189 24.9
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TABLE A3 Model fit indices for profile solutions

AIC BIC Entropy BLRT

2 class solution 19391.13 19534.72 0.83 0.00

3 class solution 18822.13 19016.67 0.84 0.00

4 class solution 18590.83 18836.32 0.86 0.00

5 class solution 18388.35 18684.80 0.82 0.00

6 class solution 18263.22 18610.62 0.80 0.00

7 class solution 18168.48 18566.84 0.83 0.00

8 class solution 18102.97 18552.27 0.81 0.00

9 class solution 18023.92 18524.18 0.82 0.00

10 class solution 17884.07 18435.27 0.84 0.02

11 class solution 17842.67 18444.83 0.83 0.00
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