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Objectives:

» Use cluster analysis to examine diverging masculinity
 Describe different types of relationship transitions by multiple forms
of masculinity
« Examine if masculinity predicts transitioning into less committed relationships
 Test whether race or participation in various social institutions mediates the
association between masculinity and relationship transitions

Theoretical Framework

Masculinity and family research:

* Traditional account
o All-encompassing, ahistorical approach (Nock 1998; Townsend 2002)
o |dealized view of masculinity
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Data and Method

 Fragile Families and Child Well-Being Study (N=1,303)
o Cohort study of 5,000 children born in large U.S. cities, baseline
collected 1998 - 2000
* Restricted to Black and White fathers only with baseline, year one and
five interviews
* Method
o Cluster analysis to create masculinity typologies
o Logistic regression
» Predicting those who transitioned into a lesser committed
relationship
» Excluded category fathers who did not transition and fathers who
transitioned into a relationship marked by greater commitment

Masculinity Measures

* Supportive attitudes towards fathering

* Emotional control

* Emotional availabllity to baby’s mother

 Egalitarian gender role attitudes
o Important decisions in family should be made by man of the house
o Fathers play more important role in raising boys than raising girls

* Mother’s relative earnings

« Gender mistrust

* Abusive behavior

» Conflict — number of disagreements

Figure 1
Means of Masculinity Measures by Masculinity Clusters

2.5 -~

F o4

15 A

LScores

1 -

05 -+

B Contemporary (49.8%)

B Traditional (40.1%)

OHyper (10.1%)

uster

onte
considg

oT
fe

alysis Results

yrary masculinity: group of fathers characterized by what may be

d “positive” aspects of masculinity

e that are emotionally available, have supportive attitudes towards

ring, have few disagreements with their baby’s mother, have little to no

Isive behavior, and are not distrustful of women

r-masculine masculinity: group of fathers characterized by “negative”

ects of masculinity

© Those who exert abusive/controlling behavior towards women, are highly
distrusting of women, and show little signs of emotional control or emotional
availability

* Traditional masculinity: group of fathers showing slightly more complicated pattern
of masculinity

o Majority of masculinity measures fall in between contemporary and hyper-
masculine

BGSU

Bowling Green State University

Relationship

Transitions Results
Figure 2 o
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Table 1

Percentages of Types of Relationships
from Baseline to 5th Year Follow-Up
by Masculinity

Continuously Visiting or Non-Romantic
Married to Lesser Committed

Cohabiting to Married

Cohabiting to Lesser Committed

Visiting or Non-Romantic to More Committed

Visiting or Non-Romantic to Lesser Committed

30.90% (403)
11.40% (149)
10.30% (134)
4.50% (58)
9.90% (129)
18.60% (242)
7.70% (100)

6.70% (88)

43.20% (284)
10.80% (71)
7.10% (47)
4.40% (29)
11.40% (75)
14.10% (93)
5.50% (36)

3.50% (23)

21.30% (111)
12.60% (66)
12.90% (67)
3.80% (20)
9.00% (47)
22.00% (115)
10.50% (55)

7.90% (41)

6.50% (8)
9.80% (12)
16.30% (20)
7.30% (9)
5.70% (7)
27.60% (34)
7.30% (9)

19.50% (24)

Total

N's arein parentheses

100.00% (1303)

100.00% (658)

Notes: Data source - Fragile Families and Child Well-Being Data Set Baseline and Fifth Year-Follow Up

100.00% (522)

100.00% (123)

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Masculinity
Hyper-Masculinity® 1.69 *** 0.21

Traditional Masculinity 0.61 *** 0.13
Race and Institutional Participation

Black non-Hispanicb

Ever Incarceration

Ever in Military

Table 2 Religious Participation
Logistic Models of Lower Commitment e aenot
Transitions 1 Regressed on Father’s some College

Masculinity and Other Covariates

College Graduate
Relationship with Mother
Relationship Quality
Cohabiting with Mother at Birth®
Visiting/Non-Romantic Relationship
with Mother at Birth
Sociodemographic Controls
Age
Satisfied with Life

Constant -0.96 *** (.38

Predictor B SEB e?

B

5.43
1.83

0.69 ***

0.21
-0.17
-0.07

1.49 ***

-0.02

-0.56 ***
-2.05 ***

-0.75 ***

SEB

0.15 2.00
0.14 1.23
0.21 0.84
0.05 0.93
0.21 445
0.16 0.98
0.16 0.57
033 0.13

0.47

B SEB  €®

0.93 *** 0.23
0.05 0.14

0.66 *** 0.15
0.14 0.15
-0.14 0.21
-0.07 0.05
1.43 *** 0.21
-0.09 0.16
-0.56 ** 0.16
-2.01 *** 0.33

-0.82 ***

B

2.53 0.66 **

1.06 -0.13

1.94 0.26
1.15 -0.01
0.87 0.04
0.93 0.04

4.18 1.08 ***

0.92 -0.12

0.57 -0.46 **
0.14 -1.4Q *xx*

-0.42 ***
0.95 ***
1.00 ***

-0.02 *
-0.41 ***

2.13 *xx*

SEB

0.25 1.93
0.15 0.88

0.17 1.30
0.16 0.99
0.22 1.04
0.05 1.04
0.22 2094
0.18 0.89
0.17 0.63
035 0.25

0.07 0.66
0.20 2.60
0.23 2.73

0.01 0.98
0.10 0.67

Notes: Data source - Fragile Families and Child Well-Being
! Excluded category for dependent var
committed relationship.

? Excluded category is Contemporary Mascu

4 Excluded category is Married at Birth
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
N=1303
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Major Findings

* Most common type of relationship is continuously married, with
contemporary fathers being most likely to be continuously married at

baseline and year-five

* Dramatic variation in relationship types across masculinity
» Hyper-masculinity positively predicts transitioning into a lower

committed relationship

* Education and economic hardship are the only measures of social

institutional ties associated with moving into a lower committed relationship

Conclusions
 Relationships do differ by type of masculinity

* Hyper-masculine fathers are more likely to transition into lesser committed

relationships

* Race and social institutions do not fully mediate the association between

masculinity and relationship transitions

Limitations

* Small number of hyper-masculine fathers transitioning into more

committed relationships
 Collapsing of relationship categories

The Center for Family and Demographic Research at Bowling Green
State University has core funding from the National Institute of
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