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An ecological orientation predicts that .a man's ‘social tiés
outside- the famiiy will affect his involvement in childrearing
within the family. - v

. \ P 4 .
A hypothes&s was tested and confirmed,

tworks are constructed of highly selective, volitional
reiationships will be more involved in childrearing.

measures are combined ,into a single variable to index such a
network. The measures reflect a network w1th many- non-kin,
and highly supportive ties to non-kin; the composite variable
is called NON-KIN INTENSITY. The hypothesis was derived from
commurrity-of-choice (or subculture) theory, which posits that
pepple who are ‘able to actively select and construct their
social .networks are better able to cpristruct new lifelstyles
or roles, including a more active fathering ‘role. The theory
gained support, not only in that NON~KIN INTENSITY predicted.
greater childrearing 1nvolvement but also because. it operated
spécifically through theekinds of kin and non-kin
relationships over which we have the -most choice: collateral
kin and non-kifi""others" (non-kin not associated with a role
context like work, neighborhood, organization). .

¢

that men whose

A causal path hypothesis was also tested, in which the
social network was proposed as an 1ntermed1ate link, mediating
the effect of education on cthdrearing 1nvolvément. The
hypothesis was confirmed. The indirect effect of education, .
mediated by network NON-KIN INTENSITY, accounted for 'about ar.
.third of the overall effect ‘of education. Education is
conceptualized as a personal resource that allows more choice
in personal relations.. /2

=

The “results are discussed in terms of the concept of chdice
in. 1nterpers&nal ties,sthe meaning of this particular measure
of childrearing involvement, the hidden but crucial role of
nuclear kin, and the ecology of parenting. Clearly, parenbing

is not an activity isolated within family boundaries, i -

requiring protection from outside influences., Rather it is.
supported, to a greafjer or lesser extent, by the wider social
relations each of usjJare given or develop. around us. j
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. INTRODUCTION
~ <t . )
Rede;t research has gstablished_the'importahce of fathers

in chfld development. Father involvement has become importaant

enough as a.predictor variable, in fact, that "we now need to
‘treat it as an outcome variable as well, asking what predicts
a father's involvement in childrearing.'_ i

In studying childrearing involvemeht by fathers,°it is
important to remember that the father and ¢hild are not

isolated in a vacuum, The ecologlcal-context of father-ch1ld

1nteractlon must.be taken’into account, not only to establ1sh

-~
Y

the extent of external valld}ty in research, but also just to .

dain, a basic undersﬁ?nding of important causal processes'in

v

N

people's lives (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). The father's ’ ,f““

¢ o
involvement is clearly affected by others in the family

.setting, notably by his‘'wife,, and the fam1ly as a whole is in

[y

constant adaptlve 1nteraction with larger systems around it,

Several researchers have called our attent1on spec1f1cally

.

to the 1nteﬂ§lay between the soc1a1 environment and fam1ly

ch11drearing processes. Cochran & Brassard (1979) have
. i Ps ’ - .
proposed that the sociai network aftfects the fa&ily

1)

childrearing environment by (a) providing emot1onal and

material support. that d1rect1y or,ind1rectly affects

childrearing, and' (b) by socializghg the parents into

~

-




pérficulgr childrearing attitudes and actions, both by direct
interaction with the family and b§ serving as role models for *
observationai learning (sée also Powell, 1979) ._ Thus’a

sibling or.ériend~witﬁ‘older children m;y provide a new parent \
with u;ed clothes ani toys, swép babysitting evenings, provide
emotional shpport generally and childrearing.advice
sbeci%ically, and may unknowingly serve as a positive (and/or

negative) role-model for certain aspects of parenting.. In:
recent research with mothérs, social support from intimateé

(3

Cve e, X Do ‘ . i
and friends indeed 'predicted mother-infant attachment v

v ¥ Zérockenberg, 1982), and satisfactioﬁ'with parenthood and’ f
1/ - . . . .
infant behavior (Crnic et al,.1983).

But this research has-been exclysively with mothers. wWhat W
« . . \
L effect might a- father's network of relationships have on his

. childrearing interaction? We turn now to the hypotheéeé of

oy this research.

3

* . - . P 4 D
Hypothe'sis'1: The Bott Hypothesis.

o F
.

Following Bott (1971), -we might expect that men who are
greatly involved with a male friendship group will be less
involved in the home. To tes; this a variable has been

constructed represp&iing the percentage of 'the T

exchange/activity network. who are male. It is called PERCENT

3

, MALE NETWORK.
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Hypothesis 2: Diffusion~of-Innovation.

While men's home role participation hai'been very slow to
compensate for women's increasing labor force participation,

there have recently been reports indicating, for the first

<
time, that this .mdy be changing. Not only among special )
populations of non-traditional families (Lamb, 1982), but also

in studies of general populations (Pleck, 1979) it appears

there is some movement toward men participating more in.home

-

role tasks. It may be possible,’'then, to liken the active
fathering role to a social innovation that is slowly risipng ~

and spreading through our>society. This would give us som@

- -

N p - ‘ b
power to p{edict it, since there exists a respectable body .of
rresearch and theory on the diffusion of innovations (Rogers,

1962; Rogeré & Shoemaker, 1971).

Drawing on both diffusion-of-innovation theory and relevaht

-

network research (Granovetter, 1973; McLanahan et al, 1981;

&

"Mitchell, 1969) a composite variable has been constructed,

named NETWORK RANGE (Table 1). A high score on‘'this factor f

'
?

predicts a network that is large and heterog7neous, with
contacts who, are likely to bring 1nfluence from diverse social

worlds.

] 3
’

Hypothesis g:'Community-of-Choice.

Claude Fischer's network research has provided some‘support
for the theory "that new ideas, behaviors, and values are
created...in innovative subcultures" (Fischer, 1982: 76). He

found that some networks had more non-kin, fewer kin, highly




supportive ties to non-kin, and were composed of network
members who were highly/similar to the respondent; such a~

»
network predicted non-traditional values in the respondent.

- -

Fischer found such personal networks primarily in urban’
centers, where there is a great number ‘and variety of people
from which to select friends. His findings indicate that

(Fischer, 1982: 230): )

in urban centers social relations were more

culturally specialized: urbanites were relatively

Y involved with associates in the social wotld they

considered most important and relatively uninvolved
with assoc1ates, if any, in-other worlds...
Urbanism, by this logic, fosters social 1nvolvement .
in the subculture(s) of choice, rather than the L
subcul ture(s) of circums$tances.

Urbanism, actually, was 6nly one of several variables that .
R .

predicted networks-of-choice; a variety of personal resources

»

v

#{
did as well (education, financial resources, status in the

labor force, ethnic membership). Thus variation in the degree
of choice in social involvement will exist even within a

e
single city. Such choice is represented .in this research by a

composite var&gble, NON-KIN INTENSITY. This variable is

" .

.constructed of five measures, and is associated ‘with a network‘
with many n;n-k1n, and highly supportive ties with nonfkln
(see Table 2). The community-of-choice hypothesis is:that
people who actively select and construct their social\networgs
are better able to construct new lifestyles or roles. IThey

will have built arouhd themselves a selective social

gnvironment, within which a new social form .may find

nurturance. One such social form is the childrearing father.

2
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Hypothesis 4: Network as Mediator.

Education, as a component of social class, has offen»strongly

- » ,
predicted men's parenting attitudes and act%ggs (Kohn &

Carroli, 1960; Komarov'sky, 1962; Rainwater, 19@5). Education .

has also been cited as the most powerful socio-economic L .

variable predicting a variety of social network 4
v

L -
characteristics (Campbell & Cochran, 1983; Fischer, 1982).

.~

Fischer (Qp._151-2) repqrts'that «

. " Other things equal, the more .educational credentials
respondents had, the more socjally active they were,
‘the larger their networks, the more companionship
they reported, the more intimate their relations,
and the wider the geographic range of their ties.

In general, education '‘by itself meant broader,

% deeper, and richer networks... :The more education

‘'respondents had, the more they drew upon nonkin
rather than kin, and the more they drew especially
upon that informal category "just friends."

These findings suggest !a’ causdl path hypothesis, with
, e i - . s . . ) . .

education having a portion of its effect on childrearing

‘ involvement indirecFly, through its ‘effect on the so$éal L ‘
Lt o ¢ ’ X ‘
network. In essence, this hypothésis suggests that education
: A . M \‘
can connecft a person into_a new social world, separate from

-

-

. family'and the old trowd of friends. Even after re}atipnships
with school chums have faded, the person¥s social network is
likely to retain’ a different strucéure, being more

. heterogeneous *in composition, and with greater dependence upsm — —

’ -

non-kin ﬁér informal support. In this ‘way education might

-have an ‘indirect and continuing effect upon the faiher's

[

childrearing inv-olvement.
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METHOD - . . |

Sample. : ' , ' BRI

- 14

.The subjects are 96 white. fathers, from two-parent families,

lEQing in Syrachée, New York. Each is employed at least 35
) N
hours per week, and has a three-year-old child. The data are

part of a-larger, ongoing panel séudy of theheco;pgy of urban
childJrea;ing in five western societies (Bronfenbrenner &

~ .
Cochran, 1976). The present data are part of the first wave ,

.
\ . - ¢

of observations from that project, and were collegted in 1978.
The subjects were selected by dqor-to~door recruitment
using a stratified random sample technfque,‘yith neighborhood,

SES, race, and family—structure as the stratiffﬁat;on units.

Recruitment-and data collection were éccomplished by a trained

staff who were\th mselves recruited from the. target
( ’

nelghborhood§. of the families asked to part1c1pate, slightly
over 75% agreed. Out Df 276 participating families, 126 had a

father present who participated. Of these, 96 were non-élack,

g

fully-employed, and had family incomes over $§10,000 for the

previous yeaf; these made up the present research sample. -

Instruments.
1) . ’ g

The social network interview was designed to generate a -

multifaceted picture of the parents' persgnal social worlds.

A list of total network membership was generated using a ' .

" series of role context probes. The parent was askéﬁ to &hink .

.0f people who "are important to you in one way or another,” .
L] .
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thinking first of neighbors, then relatibeé, organizational or

agency friends, work or schdolmétéﬁ, and fiﬁally all others.

’ -

Information was then gathered on each network link. First,:

w
.

eaéh contact was checked by the responéent for participation
jn each of ten inteqpersonai exchanges/acﬁivities (Ehild care '
help, adult sickness help, child-rearing advice, borrowing,
financial assistance, emotional support, workfreléked suéport,

sports activities, social activities, othe? activities). A"

-~

contact who {s flagged for one or more of these ten
interpersonal functions is identified as a member of the
Functional Network. Next, the Primary Neétwork was identified,

being those contacts who are "most.important" to the

.

respondent. Finally, background information was collécted,

»

’ * )]
for example the. sex, residential proximity, 'and duration of

relationship of each contact. Inter-coder reliability in

' -
coding the network interviews averaged .95 for all_ items.

- 7
Measures.

3

Father Involvement. After validity and distributi;nél
criteria had been applied; onl; one of the oriéingi five
dependent measures was left. This variable is cafiéd
CHILDREARING ADVICE. It was constructed using data from the
social network ihterview. One of the ten intezpersopal
exchanges surveyed by the interview was: "Do you share

chi;dreaﬁing advice with any of the people on your network?"

"Thé CHILDREARING ADVICE variable is a count of such contacts

10

’ "'7"'
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for 'each network. Thus it is an indirect measure’bf father

A .,

involvement in childrearing. 'It reﬁresents a mah's tendency

to preéent himself to his social circle as a father, to use

. ' ')

his network (and be used by it) in the seryice of parenéing,

//—‘ aﬁa his willingness to report this to_ the inter@iewer. It Fan :
) . be thpﬁqht of either as a self-report oféparent-%ole behavior, -
or as an indication of the availabiligy of parent—rolé -
N sﬁégort. In either case; it fhdexes invoivement¢%2 ‘ N /

" childrearing. The raw scores on this measure (range 0 - 35,

¢

_mean 4.3) were transformed into a four-level variable. About

a quarter of the fathers reported no one with whom they shared
LS re ‘

_childrearing agvice. . . ‘

-

Network Measures. The measures used to contruct

4 -

)

* B :
NETWORK RANGE and NON-KIN INTENSITY are self-explanatory, as . t

P4 . .

labeled, with the foilowing exdeptions: . ) )
A . * - .

Functionaily Weak Ties: A count of network|cpntac£s who

are reported to‘engagé in none of the, ten interpersonal . ’

4 4 .
exchanges ortactivities with the respondent. -

”

Activity Multiplexity: The average number of -
Ve

exchanges/activities engaged in by those who engage ,in any.'

Thig is a measure of how mul ti-purpose the functional . .

relationships are.

NON-KIN PRIMARY CIRCLE.” A count of the number of netwogk~

hon-kin who the respondent places in the primary network of.
v . . ‘
"most important" relationships.-

¢ i

4
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N

‘

NON-KIN EMOTIONAL SUPPORT. A count of thé number of

no%rkin who'rﬁe'respondent reports sharing emotional suPpont

] - °

NO&-KIN ALLIES. A.coﬁn; of network.non-kin who meet a ddal
criteria: the respondent reports engaging in sosial.(or ‘
spertsf aerivitigs with shese contacts, and reports engaying * ,
;; two or more of the 6 functional excﬁahges (child.care help,

.adult sickness help, borrbwing; financial assistance,

L]

emotional support,-and work related support).
. ‘o | ) P

» '
Social-Demographic Covariates. A.review of

P

literature indicates e1?ht s1tuat1ohal @€ socio=dem

}

. gar1ables llkely to affeat father 1nvolvement in childre ring,

o
These eight 'variables have been enkered as covariates in the

. B . .
regression“analysis, to eliminate them as alternate (third -,

variable) explanations of the results, and to clean extraneous .
o b,

varlance (noise) from the analyses. They are also of
ravd .

substantive interest in theirfewn right. Social network °

influences on childrear.ing 1nvolvement, to be understood, must

&

y4
be viewed 1q the broader context of men's overall lives. T

&

\_/.
The elght social- ~demographic var1ables are- father work

- hours,:narher work hours, sex of child, sw1ngsh1ft (dugpy

LY

~~

variable) , father eduéatioﬁ, occupatigfal status . X - -
’ . ,
(dichotomous) , family ethnicity (dichotomous), and father age.

oo

-~ .
.

r
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B RESULTS AND DISCU%SION :

f
o * - .

:

Before presenting the analyses, it will be helpful to
B - . |
. ) : - |
concretely describe the networks. (See Table 3 and Figure 1.) 1
. V' -
The networks vary greatly. 1In overall size.they vary from l

five to 87 contacts in number. Some of the men reported no

a

e e R R .
kinfolk in their social networks, while other reportid no .

non-kin; still others reported 40 or more network

M
* A

relationships in these categories. .

- ! ((‘

Looking at the means, the average fdthercg; the sample
maintains tie® with several kin (10.2) and non-kin (14.1). (ﬂe

shall see shortly, however, that these overall statistics
‘ \

obscure differences between groups of fathers who depend

o e

. }[ﬂ%redominantly upon either kin or non-kin. Note that the
¢ e AT .

average father in the sample reports several non-~kin from each

‘qf the role contexts. The greatest average number (6.6),
)

"however, come from none of the role contexts we sampled. They

are non-kin "others," friendships’ﬁaintained without the

. #
support of such role contexts as work, neighborhood, formal °
. ’
organization, or kinship. -
The Network Hypothesés. . o « )

The three network variables, each representing-a hypothesis,

were entered into'a muléipie regression along with the set of ,

eight demographic and situational variables. The multiple

-

regression t;zﬁﬁfhue is ideally suited to estimating the

‘indepehdent effect of ,each variable, with statistical control

v
&

for every other. Table 4 presents the results. .

! . . . .

«
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very low in childrearing ingglvement.

“analysis.

N

4 .
The largest effect is for NON-KIN INTENSITY. The greater
the intensity of non-kin relations ,in the net@ork, the greater °

the overall level of childrearing advice the father has
! ”

avaitable. The other, two network variables do not
significantly predict CHILDREARING ADVICE. Of the

socio—demographic variables, FATHER EDUCATION and FATHER WORK

"HOURS also have strong and pred1cted effects on ch11drear1ng

advice.- Higher educated fathers, and those with shorter work
~ .
hours, report s1gn1f1cant1y greater access to ch1ldrear1ng

adv1ce. The negative effect of work hours is not due to -

underemployed men taking more childrearing respons1b111ty,
Pt

since no men in the'sample worked less than 35 hours per week

(six unemployed men were dropéed from the sample) . Rather the
4

effect is due to moonlighting and overtime working m&n who are
) I

These result% bear closer scrutiny. The following sectionq\-
will first explicate the relation of NON-KIN, INTENSITY to ~
‘ . c‘ )

CHILDREARING ADVICE. Then the indirect effect of education,

=

mediated by the network, wild be estimated in a caysal path

4

The Effect of Non-Kin Intensity.

The community-of-choice hypothesis, for which the NON-KIN
INTENSITY variable was constructed, would predict\th?t certain
kinds of ties will be used for chlldrearing advice. It
g(gdlcts thesé will be non-kin, espec1aﬂly non-kin "others,

{t

7th respect to whom we have the most choice in interaction,

- Y s .
- N v . 7
. ]
3 N ~

14 ).
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. ~ )
It also predicts that selective non~kin bonds will replace, to

Ll b

some extent, dependence upon kin bonds. Are these deductions
Q_hi( ‘i .

. true? .

To see if NON-KIN INTENSITY is having its effeTts in this

way, the specific individuals who provide the childrearing

- advice will be looked at more closely. I will-compare two
—-——— - -groups of fathersy who together -compr ise about hal-£ the- E

sample. TQe first group (n=23) received very little

»

% childrearing advice support from their networks, having only
: . A\

one or two network contacts in this cétegory (I'll call such
contacts "advice-givers® forogrevfty{. The second group
(nh=22) was high in availability of childreardng advice, with
each father having seven or‘mbre advice givers. These two

groups form, approximately, the second and fourth quértiles on

the distribution of childrearing advice availability, since

»

the first quartile consisted of men who received no

childredring advice (so their-advice-givers could not be

compaired) . , ' o

What kind of people are used for chiidrearing advice?
Figure 2 and Table 5 support the cqntention that low advice
.networks will supply kin'advice-givers, whfie high advice
networks draw support proportionately more from non-kin. The
effect is seen, however, only for nuclear kin. This is not
surprising. Extended Kin may be somewhat more like non-kin;
we can drop them from our networks (from our lives), if we

.desire, much easier than nuclear kin. .

’




X7
i

.

h I;

Looking just at‘the non-kin advice givers now, Figure 2 and

Table S5 indlgate that, for men in both groups, the, most likely
source of chrldrearing adv1ce is from an other. *’ Because
these t1es have no; forma%_role contexts to buttress them, they

are the easiest to exit from, and the most volitional to

[ 4

continue with,* We can guess they are: relatiggly strong ties,’

» <

slncé the_ only thing maantainlng them is the continuing: ____ .

T

enjoyment or gain they br1ng to both part;es. ‘People in this

’ ’ e

"other™ category account for "almost a third of all
« . . )

advice~givers for men in the high advice group: They account

~ - - -

'for about one in five advice-givers in the low advice group.

This difference is in the diréction .predicted by_the .

community-of-choice hypothesis, but is not Statistically

significant, - )

. -
’

Looking rat "the full sample, however, we find a -strong

~

.. ’
‘relationship between 'NON-KIN INTENSITY and the percentage of

advice givers who are non-kin others,” but little

-

relationship for the other non—kin role contexts (sae Table
6). This is supportive”of the community-of-choice hypothesis;

NON-KIN INTENSITY .has its effect on CHILDREARING ADVICE 7

speijgically through those relationships over\which we hav e

) the most choioe,‘the residual category of "others" who fit

. e J
into no specific role context. .-

8
The high advice networks gain a signlficantly larger share

“

of their advice givers from the néighborhood, about 28%, as t
’»"' o

coﬂgi£9d'to only 4% in the low advice group. g ¢

N ¢

1‘

.
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. Do nop-kin replace Kin? The community-of-choice

hypothesis/also—predicted thatqnon-kin would replace kin, It

14(

is evxdent, however, that this hasn't haﬁpened ‘see Figure 3

-

“ .
and Table 7. The high advice group does have 51gnificantly

P - -

. more non-k1n in the network but also many more kinfolk,

’ l
3

Rather than dropping kin as they added non~kin, the men in athe

high advice group have developed more relationships from all

sources. . This can partly explain why they have more

- advice-givlng contacts, since they have twice as large (on .

-

average) a pool of network relatxonships from which ‘to select
y .
. people with’ whom to discuss childrearing. But the high advice °

. ) . men also shared adv1ce with a larger Eercentaée of their

networks (see—Figure 3 and Table 7). They not only had larger

networks, but.also made greater use of the available network" \ "
potential for”childrearing adv1ce. This was true for both kin

~

and non-kin in their networks. o ) X . *

. /,In fact, }ooking at the overall sample, NON-KIN INTENSITY
/ - \ )
was significantly correlated with number of kin, in the

, network!l This surprizing finding begins to make sense,

’ —

a however, when the kin are divided 1nto close and extended

.
-~ - ‘
I'e ~ .

relatives (see Table 8). NON~KIN INTENSITY has its effect on

number of kin through collateral kin only, not through nuclear

/kin. &And the number of advice—givers 1s strongly related to '

»

number of collateral kin, but not to nuclear kin., It appears

*

that the relation between NON-KIN INTENSITY and kin

childrearing advice“operates almost exclusively through

N * . - -
. A Bodad W . ‘

. Y .
. 17 R
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extended kin. Extended kin, apparently, aré,in soine ways like

v ’ - ‘ ’
the non-kin in our lives; they can even be!predicted by the

‘extent and intensity of our non~kin. ties. Personal bonds to,

collateral kin are more elective, and thus more selective,
el _ .
than bonds to nuclear kin. Note the;extremely high

<

“Gorrelation (r =”;937'Béfwééh”ﬁﬁmbe; of collateral kin and

-

total kin. It is much higher than the cqrrelation‘for nuclear

kin. This fits; nuclear kin are, to a great extent, givens.
But collateral kin are not, they vary to a much greater
ex;ent: in fact they‘have twiceésthe variance of nuclear kin

(see Table 8). They are bonds of choice.

rd

NON-KIN INTENSITY, then, is not associated with fewer ties

to kin. Rather, it is associated with no change in' relations

with nuclear kin, but increased relations with coZlSteQal kin. .
72

An additiopal, exploratory hypothesis was suggpsted by a. -

[

read ing of -the interView protocols. Very often it seemed that

-

men were dégiéidg childrearing advice from brother-in-laws.

«Qp reflection,-a bond t& a brother-in-law is a cur;pus thing.
j*2

A brother-in-law is'vaguely a rélative,"but is really from a
different family. He occupies a position parallel to the

respondent. He often has children of a comparable age as. -

-

well. A bond to a brother-in-law is selective in severgl
.o of i

ways: he is in some ways similar to the father, and the
kinship bond (of obligation and duty) may be relativeiy weak.

Therefore we would expeqt more childreafing advice;from this

kind of relationship in a network of choice, that is a network

-

18 - 0
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with high‘NON-KIN INTENSITY. But we wouldn't expeCt more male

P

' nuclear kin advice-~givers, since there is less choice in ties

2

with nuetear kin. 1In fact, these expectations are met. Two

.

variables were constructed: counts of the number of (a) male,
1 ’ ‘

nuclear kin advice-givers, and (b) male, collateral Eigﬂﬁ;{gbm L

advice-givers. NON-KIN INTENSITY had no association with the

~

first (r = .05), but a substantial relation to male collateral "
kin advice-givers (r = .27,'p < .0l). Once'again, higher #<
NON-KIN INTENSITY is associated with greater selectivity in .

source of interpersonal support. ‘ . ~

’ “

In sum, a man .whose personal¢social world is more typified
=

- “

,:by intense relations with non~kin is likely to\have:@ccess to

-

more interpersonal sources of childrearing advice, and -these

additional sources are especially«likely to be non-kin . T

2

'y "others" and extended kin. These are the categories of ) %
non~-kin aﬁd kin ties that offer the man the most volition or - ™~
chofqe in intéractiQ?. These findings are very much in line

with the community-of-choice hypothesis. .

The Indirect Effect of Education thrqugh Network.

. To test the hypothesis that FATHER EDUCA&ION has a significant ‘_
indirect effect on CHILDREAR&NG ADVICE, through NON-KIN
INTENSITY, a causal path apalysis has been performed for these
three variables. No attempt ha§ been made to specify a more
complete causal model, although several variableé in the
control set are likely candidates for such’'a mode}.‘ Instead

.thé desire here has been to test a single hypothesis.

] . v

o ‘- . ng
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\ ’ ¢
Since thigngypothesis is fully hierarchical (no reverse'
causality) , the model ,has been estimated by regressing each

endbgenoqs variable on its predictors (simultaneous equations

are not required). The standardized beta coefficients then

“estimate path coefficients, so long as the Ordinary Least 5

' -

Squares assumption of uncorrelated errofs holds. The most
important of these assumpéions are that there is no.reverse
-«causality, and no important and unmeasured "third variables.”
Noteée that the bath analysis cannot prove the model; it simply
indicates a causal étructpre that fits the correlations. But:
if t@e reader accepts the assumptions of the model, then the
path diagram and coefficients add considerably to our
theoretical understanding. . A
fhe path diagram, in Figure 4, strongly supports the
hypothesis that the composition of the social network is

»

affected by education; and that this causal path accounts for

5

a sizeable portion 6f education's overalljaffect upon men's
childrearing involvemént; In this sample, the
network-mediated effect accounted for about a third of the
overall effeéF of education. These path estimates, it should
be'noted, are adjusted for the 7 variables in the control set,
and for the other two network variableé (PéRCENT MALE NETWORK
and NETWORK RANGE). ,Thus the resul ts cannot be attributed to

proxy or common cause effects deriving from any of these

sources,

)




CONCLUSION ‘ . . : L

* ’

.

A review of theory provided three hypotheses regarding the way

a man's social network might affect his involvement in . |

K]

.childrearing. A variable was constructed for each hypo thesis:

’

PERCENT MALE NETWORK for the Bott hypothesis, NETWORK RANGE

for the d1ffus1on—of~1nnovat1on hypoths1s, and NON-KIN
€

INTENSITY for the communlty—of-cholce hypothesis. Only

-

9§+ NON-KIN INTENSITY proved.to be a strong predictor of_
CHILDREARING ADVICE. A sqé?%l network with many non—kin.and' \
highly supportive ties with non-kin éredicted greater use of
network members for éhildrearing advice. It espeéially
predicted the use of non-kin "others" and collateral kin éor
. childrearingtadvice. These are precisely the categories of
noA-kin and kin with whom we have the most choice in forming
relationships. Thus the findings are quite'consistent with‘

[N

the community-of-choice hypothesis.

-

. s |
It is noteworthy that NETWORK RANGE didn't significantly .
predict CHILDREARING ADVICE. A large and diverse network .

isn't the key for this outcome; rather it is the strength of
. ) . » .

selective ties that predicts.greater use of one's

relationships for childrearing advice.

The non-result for NETWORK RANGE is also important as a

form of discriminant validity. It shows clearly that the

strong effect found for NON-KIN INTENSITY is not simply-a

response bias or instrument artifact deriving from the network

interview. ' ]
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The Effect gi Education: S

The review of network theory alsd-provided a causal path

¥
hypothesis, in which tHe network, ‘was proposed as an . o

intermediate link, mediating tne effect of education on’
childrearing involvement. Assuming the va}idity of the causal

path assumptions, the hypothesis was confirmed. ‘Strongly

significant patns joined the three‘variables, _The indirect”’
effect of education’, -mediated by NON-KIN INTENSITY in the

network, accounted for about a third of the overall effect of

- .

.education. As has been shown ‘by other researchers, education

v

is a powerful predictor of parenting attitudes and behav1or.

The present research indicates that one of the ways education -
has its effect is by connecting a person into a very different -
web of personal relations. The evidencelpresented here

indicates that the key feature of this new web of relations is

not having more ties with women (the Bott hypothesis) or with
many and diverse non-kin (the diffusion-of-innovatiqn v
hypothesis). Rather it is having highly selective'and ,

fqt

supportive ties. Education, I argue, predicts greater choice

~

in personal relations.

The Meaning ¢f Childrearing Advice. ,

There are two ways to conceptualize the dependent measure, and
thus to interpret the results. First, high scores on
CHILDREARING ADVICE could index a relatiuely highninvolvement
father role. 1In this interpretation, a man who exercises

chajce in contructing his personal community will be much more




-

able to resist or defy the traditional role expectations of
. Ty * .
the larger society. Because it is selective, his network is -

more likely to support any attempt he makes to- adapt his

- " fathering role, or to become a "role maker" as Aldous (1974)

»~

has put it. . - .

In the second interpretation, CHILDREARING ¥DVICE is not a

. measure of non-traditional fathering behavior; it \s

+ Conceptualized instead as simply one kind of informal social -

support that is important to all fathers. A certain basic

level of this support can be expected.from one's close kin,*
‘ -
who are more or less obligated to provide it. But to go /

beyond this level, interpersonal ties of a different” sort must

be developed. These are ties in which role obligations. are

A
weaker, and personal bonds more important in engendering

support. Thus men whose networks had many and intense ties .

¢

with non-kin also had.significantly more support in the form

M “

of CHILDREARING ADVICE. ‘o

—

That this support may be important to parents generally is

e i 4

suggested, for example, by-the finding that child-abusing

1 ‘ .
.parents tend to be socially isolated (Garbarino, 1977). ,J

Cochran & Brassard (1979) have suggested that child-abude is ‘
. - .

less likely when one has alternate role-models (of parenting),

-eo

direct help, and direct feedback: about one'é parenting from’

important others. These are fungtioné-an advice~giving

4

contact could perform for ev.ery parent, not just for highly »

involved fathers. . P .
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Clearly this line of research has a great need, for

L]

repl isation and extension with other measures of father
cﬁ}ldrearing involvement. It is.unfortunate the other planned

‘measures of ch%}drearing involvement' proved inadequate and

‘could not be uséd. They could have provided a | .
multidimensional view of the outcome vafiaﬁle. Eventually the
» ‘ . ”
work must be tied to measures of éarent-chilé interaction and
cﬁéld development. For now we know, at the least, that
childrearing advice.is important to the fathers themselves.

This is indicated by how selective the.fathers are in their

choice of advice source. Just anyone won't do. For men with

'areéter access to childrearing advice, it tends increasingly
to come from the most selective of relationships. The findiné

that brothers-in-law play a special role as advice-givers is

especially intriguing. What do these brothers-in-law and
AC‘I . L] »
non-kin allies actually talk about when they discuss

childrearing? -And how does it affect their conduct of

parenting? These ‘'questions remain.

The Invariant Nuclear Kin.

EY

*DThe results seem to downplay thé importance of nuclear kin,

¢

\
but this is misleading. Nucléar kin are not so powerful as
predictors‘ip a regression equation(l) or correlation, but

this may be largely due to their low variance. Their low

.

variance reflects one contention of this paper, that nuclear

- — - D - — - — — — . - - - — .

.

i

(1) When total number of kin wag added as a covariate to the
basic regression equation in Table 4, the change was

24

negligible. N

0
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kin can be counted on to be there, whereas relationships with

collateral kin and non-kin must be developed ‘and maintained.

If a person has few other sources of support, the bonds to
close kin, ba;ed on obligation and duty, still form 5 béseline
of support (as+Campbell & Cochran~£g983) found with s;ngle

mothers) . Because they are a consistent and dependable

baséline, these E;és'to cloée‘kin make poor preéictors in an
equation; 'but it is these very same qualities that make close
kin‘crucialiy important in the lives‘of people. For some

people they are the only support aJéiiable. For mdst of us,
they are aﬁ ever-present last'}esort, a.safety’neﬁ far more

dependable and caring than any government or insurance

company. p
]

Parenting and the Family Boundary.

Finally, looking at the results broadly, it is striking to
note that men's relationships outsidé the family suppdrtted

their relations within it. This is quite contrary to a
\ hY
popular conception, which I call "the Dagwood hypothesis.". 1In

this view, Blondie would like her husband to be more ‘involved

-

around the house, but Dagwood would rather sieep on the couch

or sneak out to join "the guys" for poker or bowling.

v

family compete with the parenting role. To increase
t

involvement in childrearing, a man would have to cut himself °

‘Voff from outside relationships.

25 »

Implicitly, this view tells us that intimate ties outside the

’




. ) '
‘The results of this paper paint a different picture. ' .

e 4 N

'Stronj‘ties to non-kin increase’a man's access to c¢hildrearing
. l'advice,“ana ﬁE;\prédict his increased involvement in .
’ch§ldrearin§ generally.- Ciearly, parenting?ié not.an activity ¢
isdblated within famiiy boﬁndaries, reéﬁirinq protection from ~

il

outside influences. ‘Rather it is supported, to a greater or

s 4
-

lesser extent, by the wider social relations each of ﬁs~are
given or develop around us. o

N ,
R R i . -

¢ - '
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N TABLE 2 ' oL
. ) 3 \\ PR .
’ . , * MEASUREMENT MODEL:
e O~ NON-KIN INTENSITY - Sl :
‘o .. B ~ . - - *
ZERO-ORDER CORRELATION MATRIX FOR MEASURES. . . -
IR Lo o . , g
. o> &
g S
S/ & -
~y
é’ -
Q
. §/
. T . n X - range
Percent Non-Kin O ' 9 | s5.8 | 10.7] 0-100.}" *
' Number of Non-Kin .41 96 | 14.1 | 10.7 | 0= 57"
Non-Kin.in Primary Circle | .18 .62 9% | 2.2 3.0} 0~ 18
Non-Kin Emotional Support-| .33 | .50 |.46 196 | 2.2 2.7 0-12"
Non-Kin Allies 35 1.39 .30 |.43 | 96 | 3.4 4.2f0-2 )7
UNROTATED FACTOR PATTERN, FOLLOWING PRINCIPAL FACTOR EXTRACTION. - . )
C - Factor. Final.
’ . ~ (Non=Kin - Communality -
Measures - C " Intensity) Estimates .
. Percent N;g-Kin' . .+ 60 l 36 o Co . '4"’
. Numbér of Non®Kin ‘ .83 _% .69 - e
iNon—-Kin in Primary Circle ©u73 ~53, 7. e, ': ..
Non<Kin Emotiotal.Suppoit * . .77 .. .59, ' . S
‘Non-Kin Allies ) .67~ L S
) . - . .l g .. . . ’ . :j,
Eigenvalue: 2.61 . . L ot

Varidnce accounted for: .52 , ) Lo ‘ ’ g -
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TABLE 3
NETWORK SUMMARY STATISTICS

’

range

s

¢ ) o n x
f E ] - — 1

Overall size 96 . 24.3 15.6 ] -,87
Number,of kin : 96 . © 10.2 7.4 0 < 40
Nuclear kin ' " 96 - 5.7 2.8 - 0-16
Collateral kin 96 bob 5.8 . 0 - 28
Number of non-kin 96 4.1 10.7. 0= 57

> Neighbors | 96 4.1 3.4  0-18
Workmates 96 4.4 4.6 0~ 20
Orgahization friends 96 2.1 4.2 0-23
Others : 96 - 6.6 6.7 0 - 32

b < ‘
N ) "_1
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B . 1ABLE 4 ‘
,;"a ’ MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
Depéndent Variable:
NETWORK CHILDREARING ADVICE ‘
Predictors: - I 5
" Network Variables. Lbeta Zratio _ .
MALE NETWORK -.09 -
NETWORK RANGE ' -.16 -
" NON-KIN INTENSITY | 45 18, 53%%%
' Social-Demographic Variables.
FATHER WORK HOURS -.21 5.84%
MOTHER WORK HOURS .00 - .
SEX OF TARGET CHILD = .11 --
SWINGSHIFT -.12 -
FATHER EDUCATION .31 8.40%%
FATHER OCCUPATION - =.15 - -
FAMILY ETHNICITY -.01 -
ATHER AGE -.14 - .
' g | “ .
‘Overall Equation: . o " . .
. - F ratio = 5.08%%% ’
' | R% = .40 ,
* p¢.05 ( ) ' .
. *% p¢.01 - | : S

«&*% p < .0001
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KIN VS. NON-KIN SOURGES = .
. 60%. ‘ ' . v
Y ] . ) .
sozd 52 . . e +53 - NON-KIN . ' .
. X 4024
‘ N * a0zl 37 - .\, .31 NUCLEAR KIN
202 .. ) : .
© .15, .16  COLLATERAL KIN
10%

4

4 J
Low Advice High Advice:
Networks Networks
. (a=23) (n=22)

SPECIFIC NON~KIN SOURCES ' ) . o
.aoz- ‘ ﬁ
S .32 OTHERS

‘302- /

1 .22, .
20% . .19  NEIGHBORS A

1 .11, / e
117 B 74 .07 . WORKMATES

< ¢ oy * :

— . . 02 1 ==+ .04 ORGANIZATION FRIENDS
‘Low Advice . High Advice
Networks Networks !
(n=23) © (n=22) .
FIGURE 2. - Percent solirces of advice-giving contacts,

by low and high advice groups.
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TABLE 5

Percentage Sources of Childrearing Advice
in High and Low Advice Networks.

VARIABLE
) Group °

‘Nuclear Kin
Low Advice Group
High Advice Group

Collateral Kin
Low advice group
High advice group

Non~Kin -
Low, advice group

High advice group,

Non~Kin Neighbors
Low advice group
High advice group

Non~Kin Workmates
Low advice group
High advice group

Non-Kin Organization
Low advice group
High advice group

Non-Kin Others ]
Low advice group
¢ High advice group

23

23
22

23
22

23
22

23
22

23
22

23

22

-

mean §.Q.
52 46
31 17
15 35
16 16 °
33 - 44
53 29
02 10
19 23
11 30
07 28
07 23
04 07
22 39
32 28

t

e 11

-1.381

-3.15

-098

.08

001"




NUMBER OF NETWORK TIES
40 _

‘ ) . ¢ 35.9 Total Ne‘t:-
- . : 30 . ) . work Size

¢ 22.5 ‘Non-Kin

204 1.5, -
) o 0] 0l ~~ —134 k2 .

] 7.4°
. . . _ Low Advice -High Advice ‘
‘Networks Networks
(n=23) (n=22)

w ' /
. .

PERCENT OF NETWORK TIES USED FOR CHILDREARING ADVICE

. 50% '

. s 43 |, % Kin in Network

40% e .38 % Total® Network
. ® .36 % Non=Kin in

- 30%- Network

20%

| .14
.12
102 0% .o

. Low Advice: High Advice
Netwerks Networks
(n=23) - (n=22)

v

e »’" ’ 4

FIGURE 3. Network size, and availab]:e network usé; )
- by low and high advice groups. -
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v . TABLE 6

o Correlations of NON-KIN INTENSITY
With Percent%ge Sources “6f Non-Kin Child:éaring Advice

PERCENT OF ADVICE-GIVERS

WHO ARE: ‘ . r n X 'y range
NEIGHBORS .13 70 .09 .18 0 - 100
ORGANIZATION FRIENDS -.05 70 |- .04 .14 0 - 100

L | 7
*k p&Ol . ..

Reduced n is due to 26 networks Hfving zero advice-giving coacadts.

!
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TABLE 7

Size and Use of Network

in High and Low Advice Networks.
© 4

’ -

VARIABLE
Group

Qo

mean , t

Io

i

Overall Netwqfk Size
Low Advice Group 23 17.5
High Advice Group 22 35.9

‘Number of Kin

in Network * .
Low advice group 23 7.4
High advice group 22 13.4

Number of Non-Kin

in Network . ’ . N
Low advice group 23 10.1 11l.1 2-57
High advice group 22 -22.5 12.5 5-=52 -3.50 .01’ !

$ of Total Network Used ‘
for Childrearing Advice
" Low advice group 23 12 08  02-33
High advice group 22 38 17 13-82 -6.54 .0001

$ of Kin Used for . v )
Childrearing Advice . ¢

Low advice 'group 23 20 18 0-50 .

High advice group 22™ 46. 28 0~100 ~3.66 .00l

$ of Non-Kin Used for . ’ T
, Childrearing Advice’ Y -
- Low advice group 23 10 14 *0=-50 -~ '

\’ High advice group ~22 36 26 0-86, -4.30 .0001 !




TABLE 8
Correlations

© NON-KIN INTENSITY and Kin Variables .

£

~

L

-~

1. Non-kin intensit
2. Number of kin advice-givers

Number of"kin in network '

- Number of -nuclear kin
umber of collateral kin J22% |} (36%K%] Q3kkA| LORAK] 96 4.4 5.8

* p <.05
** p<.01
*k% p<,001.
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DIRECT " INDIRECT OVERALL
: VARIABLE "~ . - EFFECT EFFECT EFFECT
e FATHER EDUCATION .31 A4 . a5
R 1
N NON-KIN INTENSITY ~ .45 e 45
' ** p <,01
P ) *** p <.001
Figure -4. Network as mediator.
b . : “ .
NOTE: That the overall effects are equal for the two oo
‘ . variables is a coincidence. o s
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. '@. 2 < ? . . . <
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- »5? 4°$ 3 ) - .
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v i ¥ S S & > K3 . .
- % ¢ & ¢ & M ¥ ' 4 /-
$ & S s 4 l,* e v é’ § I~4 L) e
- & § Xf X/ 0L £ 8 & & & & X7
L A5 ¥/ 5/ & 4 & g/ & s, e
B 4 & 3 ¢ & J o 3 v ) H J ; -
v/ 4 3 &[S & T/ & £/ /) F '/ £ L
' §/8) 8 EENF )5 EE g
1 ’ R " e« d RA’J&E- -
Childrearing Advice \\ 1 96 f245 |12 | 14
No Intensity RN 96 | .00 | 1.00 |-1.86-4.07
Networf Range .06 46 .96 | .00 | 1.00 }2.21~3.29.
Percgnt Male Network |-.10 .07 | -.03 . 96 59 a4 ) .22 - L9k
< Father Work Hours -.24 .02 .14 .09 . - - 96 |47.0 9.9 35, - 80,
Mother Work Hours -02 }..00} .2 | -.08} -.05 § ‘ 96 |11.5 [17.0 0. - 65.
Sex of Child .13 .1 | .00 a4 .11 | -.03 . : 1 96 [1.5 10.5 | t'=2 .
Swingshift .00 | -.01 |-.06 01 -2 -.06 |-.02 ' : {
- Father Education 41 .38 .20 -.21 1 -.16 | -.01 .01 .09
Pather Occupation .13 .28 .22 -.15}1 -.09:} .00 .03 }-.22 49
Family Ethnicity -.06 | -.09-}-.19 16| -.02{-.06{ .08 | .03 | -.07] -.02
Father Age -.15 -.05{-.00 | -03) -.02} .36 }-.07 }-.20 03] .17
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