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Q’ .Abstract

This bapef presents pre]iminéry data that- addresses the issue

-~

of whether and§§9 what extent measures of the variables external

locus of control, contraception use, educational achievement, and
‘ ' N ’

Héiingsity can be used to discriminate between 48 Black unmarri®d

adoJeasceq}; fathers and 50 §ing1e Black hdd]escent non-fathers.

The data were'subjected to a linear discrimibant function analysis

‘to accomp]”ism this task. Results indicated that 1f“you know a .
B]aEk adolescent rnaie's locus of control, contf&cebtive use,,
church attendance, and school sf;tus: you can predict his status
as a father. Policy implications from this research indicate that
unma}ried Black adolescent fatKers should be givéa birtH“cpntro]
counseling, and if other forms of counseling are warranted,

atFention shou]d be paid to issues gf locus of control.
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Introduction . ?

‘re1igdosity. These particular variables were chosen because they

years. An unwed addlescent non-father was determined to be a male

The need forlgreaten unde;standjng'of social and

@

psychological factogs associated with unmarried adolescent

fatherhood are of increasing concern (Meyerowitz and Malev, «1973;

-

Y : ..
Chidman, 1979; Earls and Siegel, 1980; Phipp&#onas,1980)h

4

Despite th} s concern, the available literature would suggest
. . .

little is known about those fﬁctbrs that diStiﬁmﬁsh single ,://q

b3

adolescent males who become féthérs from those who do not (Panﬁor

14

and Evgns, 1965; Parker, 1971; Robbins andﬂﬁﬁnhh 1973). ‘What~is
known about fhe differenceg between fathers and non-féthers, tend -

to.be social and demographic (Card and Wise, 1978; Elster .and

3

Panzariney 198l1). As an attempt to address this bothersome gape
in the 1itrea[ure, this paper presents pre]ﬂMnary data that

addresses the“differences between vmﬁﬁb]es external locus of

’

control, contraception. use, educational achievement, and

-

"

have been“reported'to be associated with adolescent chi]dbeani%g

(Chilman, 1980)-
.4

Methods 3 ' ‘ .~ -

v ; C‘\
The study was conducted during July, 1979 in Columbus, Ohio.

®#
Prior’ to the selection of the study gopulation, the term

“unmarried adolescent father™ was defined as an unwed male who was
. 3 '
a% father or an acknowledge father-to-be and‘und@?‘the age dF 21
adolescent who was reported not to beia father or a féthbr-to-be
under the age of 21. In 3ddition to these eligibility
9 «

requirements, the subjects‘were required to be residents of

: ‘ e
Columbus. The young fathers and their controls were matched as

- L .

» ' N
> . ?
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c]oseky as. po§\$b1e fo; age ‘and res1dent1a1 1ocat10n It will be
po1nted out that it was .not known whether the. g1r1fr1end of the

Fd

~males comprising, the control” group, had conceived but had had an

i

abortion, orS;iscarriage{<D '

Forty-eight unmarr1ed adolescent tathers and f1fty£\fo1escgnt

males whﬁ were reported\not to have_fathered mn-Pf-wmﬂock

y

children were selected and identified by-thesocia1service
workers from the Bethune Center for Unwed Parenté."‘The process
was facilitated by the unwed teenage mothers enrolled in the

‘& v i A . ' . . - .
Bethune Center. This agency provides non-residential

cOmprehensive hea]th, education, and socia]servicesfbn the

pregnant ado]escent-and ﬁbr baby.

t

Participation ohn the: study was {51untary. Subjects were paid

* “

a $10.bq incentjve to participate. bntentia]subjmﬂs were

1nformed they would be paid foér an interview.. Potentigi subjects
wefe 1nforme1i byl'Ietﬁer,‘£e1ephone3~and word-df—mouth in a}eas
densely ;opu1ated with Blacks, 1nc1udiﬁg pfaces where @ ack yeuthé
weee known{fo frequent The respondents were Selected .in a

nonproability manner and do not const1tute a rep;esentat1ve sample’

of /zmarr1ed Black adolescent fathers or nonfathers.
a BN .
Data were collected by an adult Black male interviewer in a

face-to-face private interview at the Bethune Center. Questions

pertained to the social and demographic c%aracafristics_of the

population, their sexual khowledge, attitudes, and practices, and

) v . N
the problems they encountered as -adolescent males along with ways

- . T . . /\ ’ . T
they coped with their particular concerns. Each subject was

informed that all interview information would be kepf confidenslal -

A}
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and anonymous. The subjects were told-they could refuse to answer
a duestion or disconfinue their interview at any time.

[ Jd
Measupement of Variables

External Locus of Control

Y

N

In order to'tap the subject'é sense of externa]]ocd% of
Eontro], thgy were asked twd‘questioﬂs: (1) "Do you feel-that you
can do very little to change your life?": and, (2) "Do ;ou %ée]
that it is most1y11uck lif 6ne succeeds or gets ahead?" Thase

questions were taken from a study conducted by Meyerowitz and Maie

(1973) concerning attitudinal factors in adolescent pregnancy.

They represent the two strongest items of the author's external

1ochs 6f’ control variable that w%s arrived at through factor
anafysis. Fifty perqﬁﬂt of the variance was explained b} this
variable. It is expecteq;tﬁat the subjects tehd%ng to answer
these questions in the affirmativei;fz\hpre‘1ife1y to be involved
in premature ‘sexual activity 1eéding to pregnancy than are

subjects who answer these question§ in the negative.

] “

Contraception Use @

—

N |
To assess contraception use among the subject, they were

’
~

asked, "When you have sexual 1nter;ou;se, do_you Ues €
\ .

contraception?" Data was not gathered about thJ

- . " f'\

sgxda] intercourse in this study. ,It is expected thm:&he

frequehcy of

unmarried adolescent fathers will be likely U)protecttheir

sexual partners durfng sexual intercourse than will their
- / 1
counterparts. (




Educational Achievementb

. "'\\M ] . .. 2

. Lo 14
To address the issue of educational achievement, the subjects

. - 5
were asked, "What type of school are you going tormhih In

add1tion, the SUbJectvae@f asked to g1ve Hﬁormatwmwon the

-

‘number of years of school they had compteted. Because of their

fatr1qrh()od status, it was thbught that the unmarried adolescent

fathers were Jless 1{ke1y to be attending any type of school than

. / . ‘ r : .
were their controls. f
Religiosity ©

It has been pointed out that re]igiosity'may be" defined 1in
” g

terms of the degree of participatigon of an  individual in .religious-
’ " )
activities. (Theodor,son .and Theodorson, 1969). With this

defir1ition,ir1_mind, the yotjng fathers and their .controls were
» > '

asked, "Are you an active member of any church?" A negative

response to this quest'lon was construed to mean a 1ow level of

’

re11g1ousness on the part of the, subJect
Results
Two inter- re]ated ana]}ses of the®data will be repgrted here
one deals with the d1fferences between, fathers and nonfathers, the
other with contr'aceptc)rs and non-contraceptors irrespectiVe of
( L

fqtherhood status,

- Fathers and Nonfathers

The social and dembgrdphic traits of the subjects are shown

5

in Table 1 and 2. ,It will be observed in those'tab1es that the

unmarried adolescent fathers and their matched Counterparts were

Y

more similar than they were different. on the sociodemographic

<

»

variables selected for this study. Even so, two significant

differences were found befweeh them. First the data reyea]ed that .




the young fathers were mére ]i}&]y to be employed than were their
s
. / " >
controls (P = y04). Secondly, it was shown that the fathers were

more likely to be -out of'vschoolvthan were the nonfathers (P =
.001). - o

.

'The major study variables locus of control, contraception use

fe

v

educational achievement, and religiosity were analyzed separately,
‘v . ‘ .
to determine any differences between\&pe'f&thens and non-fathers,

[

prior to ermining their combined effects in determining the

‘ differences betweep the’fatherS"and non-fathers. These analyses

¢

are summarized in Tables 1,2, and 4. .-

Externé]_Locus of'Contro1 Variable

As ﬁgt@d earHerz two questions were uSed'u)assessthe
subjects' sense of gxterha] 1oéus of control. Their response to
these questions revea18(1‘that thg!unmarried adolescent fathers
wére more likely t6~fee1h that their destiny was controlled by
chance, fate) and other people than were their controls (Table 3).
Mbré specifically, the fathers versus the non-fathers tended to
feel that (1)'they cou{ﬁ do very 11tt1é to éhange their life (P <

:05); and, (2) it-was mostly luck if one succeeded or got ahead

(P<.001). : . | | .

\ N y
Table 3 About Here

Educational Achievement Variable

Although no statistically significant difference was found
.9 .

between™the fathers and their controls with respect to years of

school completed, there was, however, a striking difference in

ferms'taf whether they were'éttendingrany type of school at the

t ime " of the'intervﬁew (Table 1).~ The fathers were more likely to

S RN
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be‘out|of school than were the noﬁ;fathers (P <-.001). 0f tho§g:'
fathers who were nbt attending school at the time of their
interview,‘fi%ty-six percent of them, as opposed® to none‘?f the
non-fathers, had dropped out, that is, comﬂeted]eﬁs than 12
years of schooT:and were not attending any type of school at the
time of their 1n£erview.' )

With regard to religiosity, it will be recalled that the
§ijects‘ ré]igiosit& was measgrgd tﬁrough the question: "Are you

an active member of any church?" Fewer fathers (23%) than

non-fathers (38%) respondeg'yes to this question. The difference

in their*,}esnprmses, however, was not. statistically significant.
Nevertherless, it is worth noting that the fathers:' re]igiou§
1nv61vement tended to be wi}hin‘ media férms, th]e the
non-fathers' religious involvement tended to be within

institutionalized religious groups.

o

Conttaception Use Variable

A marked differ*ence was observed between ®the ;oung fathers
and their"contr‘o1s with regard tq contraception use (Table 4). -
The fathers“were shown to be much less inclined to use
contraceptives during sexual 1ntercou;se than were their
counterparts (p < .Odl). "I don't want t00" or "I don't like

them” was the most popular response given by the fathers for not

using contraceptives when they hdd sex. o~

" Table 4 About Here

Contraceptors and Non-CoHtfaceptors

v 1
(\4 The contraceptive users when compared with the

Mmon-contraceptive users, regardless of fatherhood status, were

-6 - 9. N
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. more likely to believe in the use o6f birth control, to ‘beh'eve
that conqomshpreventefd Aunw,gnte‘d pregnancies, and tﬁey were,
s]i:ght]y"more er]yv to be active‘-chur‘ch members. They were,

, , r . "
however, considerably less 1likely to believe that one can do very

s 2

iitj]e toj change their .1ife or to believe that it is mostly luck

ff one succeeds or gets ahead. Further analysis of these data
: ' ' v \

B re e.'afed‘ that noh—cont'race tors lwere more'{h"ke]yr to havewnegative
att’itu‘des.towar‘d‘ the pr‘;cti‘ce of ’birth control, -a‘hd these
. attitudes were 1.1'ke1y to be as‘socia“ted with' a'beh’ef in(]uck and a
1ack'ouf .faithain one's power to influence one's 1}Ie. R
o Discrﬂninant Analysis ( .« | _
, Using linear ai’Jshcrimir_lah't function analysis, the'athor
.tes‘ted t e abi]%ty of the? se]ecteci social and psycho]ogic21

variables to discriminate between those who were unmarried
- . « : ’ .

adolescent fathers and, those who ‘were /not. There was significant

1

separation betwgeﬁ the fathers and nonfat‘hervs on -th,e predict_gL'r\_

, Vagr'-ja‘b]'es shown' in Table 5 (a\'= 0.62; Canoncial Correlation =
2

0.61; X° - 44.14; P < .0001). The variable that contridbuted most

oL . , . .
to the differentiation betweeen the fathers and their contre#ls ‘was
school s.tatu_s} (or educational achievemenht), that is, whether the

& )

) N K3
subject was attending any type of school at the time of the

- interview. ) L ’§ ' \ ' -

- N % ~
) ' Table 5 About Here y

- S - . i &
As” a check of the adequacy of these variables in

discriminating between single ad;a)]escent males wWathers

and \tho‘s‘e who do not, the author u!sed discriminant analysis as a

classification te_chniqﬂ‘“é/. It has been point%‘\d out that by

+ 1

A
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"y

- classifying the cases use to derive the discriminant function in

.employed. "The results of this study ﬁre'coqsistentowith-those"

~ba

.
the first place and comparing predicted group membership with

»

actual group membership, one- can empirical¥y measure the success

. . . . N\ . ’ . . . .
in discrimindtion by observing the proportion- of correct
) N N &y

Y

AN 2 J .
et al., '1975). The results of the
S ‘

classification analyses are -il1lustrated in Table 6.

classification (Nie

It will be

pbserved that 77% “of the xgﬁguped" cases were classified

~

correctly. Despite Ehis.strongvfhowing, these selected variables
g}p]ainéd only 37% of the variance in pre@icting unmmwied
adolescent %dtherhood.
set of wvariables was o?taihed by: sdwéring» the Canonical
Correlation goéfﬂicient 0.61.7 .

1 .
J /

" Table 6 About Here
{ Y L N .
-\ ] /

- \
This-paper presents datad on the differences between unmarried

Discussion

Black adolescent father$ and their contrals and on the differences

between contraceptors and non-contraceptors irrespective, of their
LN

fatherhood status. The differences between the fathers and tHeir

controls are minimal, and fYare only infrequently significant

statistically. e opes that arersignificant suggest that

unmarried Black adolescent fatherslare more'Hké]y.tormve an

ex;ern§4»J@?£§ of Coanfrol, t%\drop out of school, and to be

from ‘Card and Wise (1978), in which.they'pointéd out that boys who

a

’ » - N ~ r R r -
father a child during adolescence achievp less formal gﬁu&;tion

than do classmates who postpone parenthood; and the notion’ that

~ - o - s . -
& !

-8- 11
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The Amount of varTance explained by thjé-

N
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e N : : ¢ :
parenthood causes teenage boys to enter the 1abgr force .earlier
‘ ' ° " ) \ 4 . ) .
tham their 'peers (Elster and Panzarine, 1981). = .

The new and important findings offered in this research

Al
t . ’ - ’

concern those of locus of control and contraception use. The ‘
. { .

absence of feelin® in control of one's destiny was more likely fo
be associated with nonicontracepporsthan with contraceptors.

This‘finding‘suppbrts the work of both 'acDona1d(1970)and

o

Meyerowitz and Malev (1973). Theirffindingsg5ugi';gﬁd that those
\ ;

with external .orientations are les Hké]ytn‘pfquEebirth

‘control. Moreover, "through a 1lin ar discriminant ﬂmct1on

analysis,- it was reveg]ed that B]ack ado]eﬁcent males, who are .
& g ’ -
re likely as well to not believe in the

L]

non-contraceptors, are
use of birth control, 0 not believe that condoms help prev?ﬁt }
unwanted pregnancies,‘é?d to not be Ehurch goers. Additionally,

v .

it was shown_through this analysis, that if you know a Black

y

4

ado]esceqf male's locus of control, be]iéf Fegarding the use of

birth control, belief on whether condoms prev&nt unwanted . .

4

™ ;:
pregnancies, -and church attendance, ypu can predict whether he i -

likely tp be a contraceptd? or a non-contraceptor. e

Even though severial of the social and psycho]og1ca1 var1ab1es

that are often thomjght to have a major influence on ado]escent

chi 1dbear1rwg were entered ‘in this mu1t1vart1ate ana]ys1s it is

\-‘» -

1mportant to recognize that they exp1a1ned only. & modest port10n

-of the mg;1ance in d1scr1m1nat1ng between fathers and non- f hers

(37%). This finding suggests that a host of variables 1nf1uence

o , .

unwed adolescent fatherhood and the Xﬁterre]at1onsh1ps mmong them

are‘comp1ex. The po1nt here is that the tota] var1ance Qf the

risk4ndicators of single adolescent fatherhood adpears to be

.
-

12

<,




““ spread thinf& acfoss many égjecedent Qariab1es, some 0 whicH have

"been discovered, many of which havg not. In pursJﬂm other
ﬁotentia]]y sfrong antecedents of unmarried Black aMﬂescent\
fatherhood in future mu'ltivég-ggte studie;j researchers should )

inelude. in their investigations the study of such variables as the

L]
N ~

freqﬂency of sexual intercourse, use of alcoho]l and drugs,
i peerlgnpup pressu;e, and the ma]e'é'ghﬂfriemﬁs attiUMe’and 
khow]edge about sexué] 1ntefcourse:§Eontraception, and abortion’
Weaknesses exist in thﬁs research that'1imit its
genera]igabi]jt}.N The data may be biased for the gbﬂowing
reasons:‘-the subjects»ysfe delected in a nonpéobabi]ity mgnner;
they were paid for their interview; and the sample size‘is small.
Finally, the qﬁgstiomnaire items used tQ_measure the study
variables tended tp be g]bﬁa] and 1mprec19e,’so that '‘caution must
be used in the application of tefmg and concepts.” Nevertheless,
-~ important implications to reduce the wmidmmé of unwed Black
adoiescent fatﬁerhobd is indicéted by this research. The
implications for‘pq1icy from this'investiga£15n°are that‘unmarried;
Black adolescent fathers shouid ‘be given birth control counsejing,'

and if other forms of counseling are warranted, attention should

’

«.be paid to the issues of locus of control. LBy )
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. ' TABLE 1

percent Distribution of Select Socio-Demographic
Traits of Thk Young Fathers and Their Controls’

3 > »>
TRAITS . FATHERS N%aFATHERS:
N 3 _ N o % P-Valued
* Years of School Completed ) i
. v .
<12 - 31 65 36 72
> 12 : ' 17 35 - 14 28 Nsb
School Status®
Attending School 21 44 42 84 |
Not Attending School - 27 56 -8 16¢ .00
Employment Status ' N
i Employed 27 56 ¥ | 18 36 .04
Not Employed . 21 ¢ 44 . 32 64
, ) / '
Presence of Father*in Home \};17,”_\ - ©
Present 29 60 \\\\x | 3 '70
Not Present . 19 40, S 15 30 .
Active Church Member _
Yes N 23 19 38 NS
No T 37 77 > 3] 62
Sisters Who Are Unwed Mothers
* Yes - 25 52 ‘ 20 40 . NS
No - 23 48 30 - 60
\
Brothers Who Are Unwed Fathers
Yes .17 35 . 23 46 NS
No 3] 65 - 27 54

3p_value arrived at through cacu1af10n of the Chi-square statistic.
b .
Not significant statistically.

c
’ Schooj status at the time of the interview. -

4
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TABLE 2

Mean Comparisions Among Select Study Characteristics
of The Young Fathers and Their Controls

CHARACTERISTICS FATHERS NONFATHERS
- : | MEAN  S.D.2 MEAN  S.D. P-VALUE
Age ! ’ ' 16.6° 1.6 16.7 J1.9 NS¢
Age at First Sexual ‘ i\~l .
Intercourse with a Girl 1.4 3. 0.8 3.4 NS

Family Sized - . 5.8 2.3 5.9 2.9 NS

8standard deviation.
bAge of the young father at the birth (or conception) of his first child. .
“Not significant statisttcally.

‘dFami]y size as ‘used here refers to the num%fr of children in the family of origin of
the subjects. . - ‘




TABLEwﬁ

Measurement of External Locus of Control of The

Young Fathers and Ig:;:_iiigpoTs

-

Do you feel that you cando very little to change'your life?

RESPONSE \\ FATHERS
' i N %
ey .

- Yes . e 27 56

No 21 44

 x% = 5.85, df = 1, P < .0%

NONFATHERS

7
N %
o
16 32 ,
34 68

Do you L}p1 it is mostly luck if one succeeds‘or gets ahead?

RESPONSE FATHERS
. : < N 5
YES _ | 27 56
NO 21 44

$ x% - 15.42, df = 1, P <.001

NONFATHERS
AN % #f

9 18

41 w B2
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: TABLE 4
Percent Distribution According To Whether .
Resporndents Use Contraceptives When They Have
Sexuad Intercourse : -

&Mm&\x\\fONTRACEPTIVE USE 3 | FATHERS ~  NONFATHERS
B ' ‘ N7 % N %

Yes , . 13 . 27 33 66
Ng' 3573 17 34
& % =14.89, df = 1, P <.001 ) )
. . ('
S
= \
p
;o ’ 5‘%
\ A )
-8




- . . - w T ) n
R A . g . I

{ TABLE §

‘Discriminant Funct1on(Ana1ys1s for Discriminating
Between The Unmarried Adolescent Fathers and

- . - Their Controls ¥
) “ N P
_k: ’ ~ ¢,.R\\
~ Standardized Discriminant a
Variable Functions Coefficients P-Value ™
School Status ¢ . 0.6774 ’ < .00
’ PN
Active Church Membership ) < 0.4004 , < .00
Can Do Little To Change Life | 0.3668 ' .0
"Trusting To Luck 0.4192 .00
Contraception Use - 0.3921 .01;
Level of significance (F-Test). e \‘-//// .
. )
o ,
¥ X
, -
»
— %
N A=
, ‘ v~
=
A )
'\“. /,%
J:
. P
A\
~ 20
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. .
TABLE_6
[P ¥
~ Classification Results for Predicting Unmarried: :
< Adolescent Fatherhpod -
’ )
\ Predicted G?oup Membership B
Actual Group R N 1 ) 2 %
0 * /: N % ~ N %
Group 1 48 36 75 12 25
Father ' . ®
Group 2 50 10 - 20 40 80 ) 4 -
Nopfathe# " ' . ' ] /

Percent of "Grouped" Cases Classified Correctly: 77.55%
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