
@ Copyright by 

Brent Allen McBride 

1988 



ABSTRACT 

Title of Dissertation: The Effects of a Parent Education / Play Group 

Program on Father Involvement in Childrearing 

Brent Allen McBride, Doctor of Philosophy, 1988 

Dissertation Directed by: Greta G. Fein, Professor, Department of 

Curriculum & Instruction 

The purpose of this stud y was to investigate the effects of a parent 

education/play group program on the types of involvement fathers have 

with their children, and on their perceived sense of competence in 

parenting skills. Subjects were 30 fathers (15 - treatment group, 15 

- "wait-list" control group) and their preschool aged children. 

Treatment group father-child pairs met for 2 hours on 10 consecutive 

Saturday mornings . Each session consisted of 1 hour of father-child 

play and 1 hour of the fathers in group discussions on parenting and 

child development. Measures of the fathers' involvement in 

childrearing and their perceived sense of competence in parenting 

skills were taken on a pretest - posttest basis from treatment and 

control groups. Due to the initial comparability of both groups on 

pretest and demographic variables, program effects were examined using 

posttest data only. Three categories (interaction, accessibility, and 

responsibility) were utilized in defining father involvement. 

Analyses indicated there were significant program effects on the 

responsibility assumed by treatment group fathers, as well as on their 



perceived sense of competence in parenting skills. No program effects 

were evident on their l evels of interaction or accessi bility . 

Ana l yses on the combined pretest data suggests there was a significant 

positive relationship between the fathers' sense of competence in 

parenting skills and their responsibility types of involvement. 

Pretest data suggested the fat hers have different amounts of 

interaction and accessibility for workdays and non-workda ys . Further 

analyses indicated these two types of involvement are highl y related 

on workdays, but not so on non-workdays. Different patterns of 

involvement were evident for fathers of girls as opposed to fathers of 

boys, as well as fathers with employed wives vs. non-employed wives. 

The results of these analyses are discussed in terms of future 

research on the antecedents and modifiability of father involvement, 

as well as the implications for the development and implementation of 

parent education and support programs aimed at increasing the 

parenting options for fathers. 
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Introduction / Rationale 

The ways in which parents raise their offspring has a significant 

impact on children's dev elopment, yet researchers and educators hav e 

onl y recently acknowledged t he important i nfl uence that fathers may 

have. Fathers pla y multiple roles in families (including direct 

childcare) , and influence children i n mult iple ways , directly and 

i ndirec t l y (via mothers) . Evidence from studies of fathers' 

contribu tions to child development support the view that f a t hers may 

influence aspects of a child's development. This influence ranges 

fr om enhancing the child's internality and cognitive development 

(Radin, 1981; Sagi, 1982 ) to helping shape their sex-role 

identification (Baruch & Barnett, 1986a; Sagi, 1982). Although 

fathers may influence some aspects of child development, research 

findings have sometimes been contradictory or inconclusive (Lamb, 

Fleck, & Levine, 1986). 

Contrary to popular belief, increased levels of father 

involvement may not always have positive outcomes. Lamb, Fleck and 

Levine (1985) have suggested that for paternal involvement to have 

positive consequences, it must be the result of the desires of both 

parents . Instead of insisting that increased levels of paternal 

involvement are universall y desirable, Lamb and his collegues have 

suggested that more attempts need to be made to increase the opt i ons 

available to fathers so that those who wish can become more involved 

in raising their children. There are different ways in which fathers 

can become involved in childrearing; some forms of involvement may 

suit some fathers better than others. The interesting question then 

becomes how parental options might be expanded or what factors 
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constrain or limit t hese options . 

At the present time t here are limited options availab l e to men i n 

terms of t heir i nvolvement i n raising t heir children . Typically, 

pater nal i nv olvement i s cons trued as one- to- one i nteractions. 

However , other ty pes of invol vement a re equally importan t and may 

contribu te to the development of chi ldren. If f a t hers wish to become 

i nvol ved, can they do so i n one or more differen t ways ? 

Two f ac tor s ma y contribute to the limi ted opt ions available to 

men in their pa t ernal roles. The f i rs t is a l ack of preparation f or 

fat herhood. For a variety of reasons, many men have been found t o be 

unprepared t o assume an active parental r ole , and as a result, are 

r eluctant to become deeply involved in the rai s i ng of their chi ldren. 

Thi s lack of preparation can be seen in s uch a r eas as knowled ge of 

nor mal child development (Klinman & Vukelich, 1985; Smith & Smith, 

1981; Tomlinson, 1987), developmentall y appropriate parenting skills 

(Palkovitz, 1984), and sensitivity to the i r children's needs 

(Easterbrooks & Goldberg, 1984; Russell, 1982a; Sagi, 1982). 

Palkovitz (1984) has suggested several reasons why fathers mi ght be 

unprepared for an active parental role. Fathers often have l ittl e 

exposure to paternal role models, few social opportunities to prepare 

f or fatherhood, limited institut ional supports for the paternal role, 

and a lack of father-child interactions tha t are obligatory . 

A second constraining factor may be the lack of social and 

institutional support for the paternal role. In our society boys are 

not given opportunities to receive instruction in or to develop skills 

needed to become a nurturing parent (Berman & Pedersen , 1987; Klinman, 

1986). Further, when these boys reach adulthood and are read y to 
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start fami l i es of t heir own, t he social s upport and educational 

systems available to hel p mothers develop parenting skills are not 

available to them as fathers (Bolton, 1986 ; Defrai n, 1977; Levan t & 

Doyle , 1983 ; Smith & Smith, 1981). This l ack of preparation and 

parenting s upport limits the options open to f a t hers as t hey de termi ne 

t he amount and ty pe of i nvolvement they will have with their childr en. 

The purpose of this study was to examine whether a paren t education 

program geared specifically for fathers would increase the ty pe or 

amount of involvement men have with their young children, thereby 

overcoming the constraints limiting the parenting options available to 

them. 

In recent years there has been an expansion in the availability 

of parent education and support programs, although such programs hav e 

been primarily geared towards mothers (Bolton, 1986; Levant & Do yle, 

1983). Powell (1986) suggests this increase stems fr om three factors: 

a) greater concern about the increased pressures on today's families 

(i.e., dual career families, single parent families, etc.); b) reports 

from early intervention studies underscoring the importance of parents 

in facilitating their children's development; and c) recent interest 

by the research community in family influences on child development 

and the contributions of social support systems to t he quality of 

family childrearing. 

Parent education programs can have beneficial effects on mothers 

and their children. However, studies investigating parent education 

programs have focussed predominantly on outcome effects on children 

(Powell, 1986). Such studies indicate that program participation by 

mothers may lead to increases in the children's IQ, responsiveness, 

3 



and s chool performance (And rews et a l., 1982 ; Cochr an & Henderson, 

1985; Dembo , Sweitzer & Lawritzen, 1985 ; Slaughter, 1983) . Studies 

examining outcome effects on participating mothers indicate that 

participation in parent education programs ma y lead to positive 

changes in ma ternal behaviors, attitudes, and competencie s (Andrews et 

al ., 1982; Dembo et al., 1985; Dickie & Ger ber, 1980). 

I n recent years, studies of parent education programs hav e 

adopted a new perspecti ve. In first generation mo t her-or iented parent 

education programs, researchers asked whether program participat ion 

vs . no participation had an effect. In t he second generation of 

studies, researchers have not only examined program eff ects, but have 

also attempted to identify specific program components responsible f or 

such effects (Powell, 1986). These second generation studies f ocus on 

the processes of program participation by mothers, and how these 

processes relate ·to the effects gained through program participation. 

In recent years, studies of father involvement have changed as 

well. Early studies of paternal involvement focussed on outcomes 

such as the cognitive and sex-role development of the child rather 

than father involvement itself (Lamb, 1986). Researchers have now 

begun to look more closely at the roles of fathers in childrearing. 

Ho~ever, little empirical work has been done examining t he various 

factors associated with paternal involvement, or how parent education 

and support programs geared specifically for fathers ma y influence 

this involvement (Dembo et al . , 1985; Lamb, 1986). 

One of the few studies specifically examining the effects of 

parent education for fathers on their involvement with their children 

appears to hold promise for such programs. In this study, the fathers 
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of school aged chi ldren (6-1 2 years old) participated in an 8- week 

parent education program. Significant i mprovement occurred in the 

fathers ' communicat ion skills with t heir children and in the 

children's perceptions of father-child relationships (Levant & Doyle, 

1983). Although these results are encouraging, some pa tterns of 

parenting behaviors and attitudes ma y be difficul t to change by t he 

time the child is 6 years of age. Studies focussing on specific 

aspects of paternal i nvolvement in the rearing of young children ma y 

lead to a better understanding of the modifia bility of these aspects 

of involvement. This information may also aid early childhood and 

parent educators in developing and implementing programs that will 

increase the involvement options available to fathers. 

The lack of a clear and consistent definition of father 

involvement has been a major obstacle to research and to the design 

and evaluation of parent programs (Baruch & Barnett, 1986a). Lamb and 

his collegues (Lamb, Pleck, Charnov & Levine, 1987) have recently 

proposed a taxonomy (I. Interaction; II. Accessibility; III. 

Responsibility) which may help to overcome this limitation. Category 

I of the Lamb taxonomy (Interaction) involves the f ather interacting 

one-on-one with his children in activities such as playing with them 

or reading to them. In category II (Accessib~lity) the f ather ma y or 

ma y not be directly engaged in interaction, but is still available to 

his child. In category III (Responsibility) the father assumes 

responsibility for the welfare and care of his child. This 

involvement includes such tasks as making childcare and babysitting 

arrangements, knowing when the child needs to go to the pediatrician 

or ensuring the child has clean clothes to wear . Lamb suggests that 
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being responsibile doesn' t necessaril y i nvol ve di rec t i nteraction with 

t he child; t he anxiety , worr y , and contingency planni ng t hat comprise 

paterna l res pons ibility often occur s when t he fat her is doing 

s omethi ng e l se. 

The effec ts of f ather par t icipat ion i n a parent e ducation/ play 

group program on each of these t ype s of i nv olvement was i nvestigated 

i n the present s t ud y . Thus, the aim of the stud y was to asse s s a 

pr ogram de s i gned to i ncrease the parenti ng options of fa ther s who wish 

to become more involved wi th their chi ldren. The parent education / 

play group program involved f athers and t heir pres chool a ged childr en 

par tici pat i ng together in a series of 10 weekly t wo hour s essions. 

Within each two hour session, the fathers spent about one hour in 

s tructured and non-structured preschool t ype activities wi th their 

chi ldren and another hour i n group discuss i ons on various aspects of 

chi ld development and parenting. 

The discussion group curriculum for this program appl i ed not i ons 

derived from Lamb's attempt to organize and integrate the research 

literature on paternal involvement through the development of his 

taxonomy of father involvement. This curr i culum was developed and 

refined over a year and a half during which 3 successive groups of 

fathers participated in pilot programs f or the study . Topi cs of 

interest to fathers were identified in the first 12-week pilot cycle 

(Fall, 1986) based on discussions during the initial group session . 

These topics and their presentation were refined and elaborated in the 

next 12-week pilot cycle (Spring, 1987). The effort to gear the 

curriculum to categories of involvement identif ied in Lamb's (1986 ) 

model led to 11 substantive discussion sessions and an orientation 
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session . Each substantive session was designed to address one or more 

types of involvement; the 11-week series was designed to give roughly 

equivalent attention to all three categories (see Appendix B for a 

description of each session). For example, the session ''Writing a 

Want-Ad for a Father" addresses such issues as the duties and 

responsibilities of fathe rhood (type I & III) and the time 

requirements/constraints of fatherhood (type II) . Nine of t hese 11 

sessions were presented in their final form during the last 10-week 

pilot cycle (Fall, 1987). 

This lengthy preparatory period was required for two reasons. 

First, there were few published programs for fathers to draw upon. In 

addition, topics pertaining explicitly to each category of Lamb's 

taxonomy had to be developed. It was necessary to address topics that 

fathers f ound relevant and to present these in formats interesting 

enough to encourage regular attendance and participation. As 

indicated by the pilot work, the latter aim seems to have been 

attained; attendance in the final pilot session was 74%. A primary 

aim of the present study then was to examine whether this program 

would modif y all 3 aspects of fathers' involvement. 

Program effects were evaluated using measures derived fr om Lamb's 

(1986) taxonomy of father involvement. Specific predictions about 

program effects were hampered because little is known about the 

relative modifiability of father involvement. Although there does 

appear to be a moderate, though imperfect relationship among these 

three types of father involvement (Lamb, Pleck, Charnov & Levine, 

1987), the magnitude and stability of these interrelationships has no t 

been confirmed, thus adding another hinderance to predicting outcomes. 
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We mi ght assume that categories of fat her involvement differ i n 

the ease with which they can be changed . For example, a f ather's j ob 

demands may severely l i mit his accessibi lity to his child. Change i n 

accessibi l ity ma y req uire a change i n empl oyment, a change t hat might 

not be easi l y achieved even by fa ther s who wish to be more i nvolved 

with t heir chi ldr en. For chan ge t o occur, t he s trength of each 

i nterven t i on component must be adjus ted to pr actical constraints on 

the modifiabili t y of each ty pe of invol vement . Because accessibility 

may be largely a f unction of external restrict i ons , change ma y be less 

likely to occur in this ca t egor y . Similar constr aints a r e less 

evident in the remaining two categories of involvement. For example , 

category III responsibilities might be i ncreased by t he fathe r r eadi ng 

newspaper stories about da ycare, by discussing di sci pline s t rategies 

wi t h hi s wi f e, or by making the effort to schedule a vis i t t o the 

doctor for his child. Responsibility i s marked mor e by psy chologica l 

time than by physical time. 

Researchers are currently attempting to identify cor rela tes of 

paternal involvement. There is some indication tha t paternal 

involvement is related to a father's perceived sense of competence as 

a parent (Baruch & Barnett, 1986b; Dickie & Gerber, 1980; Lamb et al ., 

1985; Russell, 1982b). Perceptions of parental competence might 

either encourage paternal involvement or might be a consequence of 

such involvement; the correlational nature of research i n this area 

does not make it possible to make claims for cause or effect . 

Further, studies reporting this relation used global measures of 

· father involvement (i.e., they did not distinguish categories of 

involvement identified in Lamb's model), and weak measures of 

8 



competence (e . g . , questions s uch as ''How competent do you feel you are 

as a parent? " ) . I n order to extend earlier findings, the relationship 

between each ty pe of involvement and t he fathers ' perceived s ense of 

competence i n pa r enting was exami ned usi ng pretest measures of t hese 

variables . 

In s um , t he pr esent i nte rvent i on stud y was designed to a ddress 

t he fo llowing research questions: 

l.Does pa r t icipati on in a parent educa t ion / play group 

program increase a f ather 's sense of compe tence i n 

parent ing ski lls? 

2 .Does participation in a parent education / pla y group 

program increase or change the ty pe of involvement 

a father has with his young chi ld ? 

3 .Is there a positive relationship be t ween a f ather's 

sense of competence in parenting skills and the 

amount of participation in each category of i nvolvement 

he has with his child? 

This intervention study assessed the f ollowing hypotheses: 1) 

program participants will show higher levels of interaction and 

responsibility than controls; group di fferences will not appear i n 

accessibility; 2) treatment program fathers' perceived sense of 

parenting competence will be higher after pr ogram participation than 

that of controls; and 3) prior to program participation, perceptions 

of parenting competence will be related to interaction and 

responsibility, but not to accessibility . In additi on , this stud y 

provided information about the demographic characteri stics and 

motivation of participating fathers. The relation between these 
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demographic / motivational variables and program outcomes were also 

examined. Because the sample size was small, these analyses were 

exploratory in nature . 
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Method 

Subjects 

Subjects for the study included 30 fathers (15 treatment, 15 

control) and their preschool-aged children. All subjects were 

volunteers identified through flyers placed in various preschools in 

the communities surrounding the university where the stud y took place. 

A "wait list'1 control group technique was utilized to assign subjects 

to treatment and control groups in order to control for the " intent 11 

of those fathers who expressed a desire to participate in the parent 

education/play group program. 

Preschool aged children and their fathers were identified as 

target group subjects for two reasons: a.) the rapid growth and 

development (social, emotional, cognitive and physical) that children 

this age experience, along with the impact of familial influences on 

this development (Minuchin, 1987); and b.) the lack of preparation for 

effective parenting by men during this important period of their 

child's development (Klinman & Vukelich, 1985). 

Parent education and support programs geared specifically for 

fathers are new, and little is known about those who participate or 

their reasons for doing so. The demographic data collected for this 

study provides information about fathers who might volunteer for such 

a program (see Table 1). 

Insert Table 1 about here 

Mean age for the fathers in the study was 34.97 years, with a 

range of 26 to 43 years. Mean age for the children was 34.8 months, 
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TABLE l 

Characteristics of The Sample 

Treatment Control Combined 
.1('1 Variable freq prop freq prop freq prop p 

Se,: of Child In Program .14 .71 
boy 9 .60 8 .53 17 .57 
girl 6 .40 i .47 13 .43 

Total Number of Children 5.00 .08 
l 9 .60 5 .33 14 ,47 
2 5 .33 8 .53 13 . 43 
3 l .07 : .13 3 .10 

Birth Order of Child in Program 1.05 .59 
l 11 .73 10 .67 21 .70 
2 4 .27 4 .27 8 . 27 
3 0 .00 l .07 l .03 

Family Income 1.33 .7: ($15000 l .07 2 . 13 3 .10 
$15000-$25000 l .07 0 .oo l ,03 
$25000-$40000 3 .20 3 .20 6 .20 
)$40000 10 .67 10 .67 20 .67 

Father's Education 5.36 .15 
<8th Grade 0 .00 0 .00 0 .oo 
9th-12th Grade 0 .00 l .07 1 . 03 
S0111e College 4 .27 0 .00 4 .13 
College Graduate 3 .20 4 .27 7 .23 
Graduate School 8 .53 10 .67 18 .60 

Mother's Education 1.34 . 7: 
<8th Grade 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 
Yth-12th Grade l .07 2 .13 3 .10 
Some College 2 .13 3 .20 5 . 17 College Graduate 4 .27 5 .33 9 .30 Graduate School 8 .53 5 .33 13 .43 Employment Status o! Mother .00 1.00 

Working - Yes 8 .53 B .53 16 .53 Working - No 7 .47 7 .47 14 ,47 
Part time/Full time a . 30 

Part time 2 .25 " .so 6 • 37 
Full time 6 .75 4 .so 10 .62 

b 
Father '-s Age (years) M-36.07 M-33.87 Ms34.97 

range - 26 to 43 SD- 4.88 SD- 4.00 SD- 4. 52 
F(l,28)•1.83, pa . 187 

b 
Child's Age (months) H•34.13 H-3S.47 M-34.80 
range - 25 to 44 SD- 6.36 SD- 4.79 SD- 5.57 

F(l,28)•.42, pa.52 

~- n•30. 
a 
Fisher's Exact Test 

b 
F values from ANOVAs 

12 



wi t h a range of 25 t o 44 months. There were 17 (57% ) boys and 13 

( 43%) gir ls participati ng in the study. Four t een (47% ) of t he 

participating fathers had only one child, 13 (43%) had two, and 3 

( 10%) had three children. The majority of the f athers (70%) signed up 

to participate with their first born child. The ethnic make-up of the 

subjects included 80% white, 7% black , 7% Arabic, 3% Hispanic, and 3% 

Asian. 

The education and income levels of both treatment and control 

groups were high. There were 20 fathers (67%) who had combined famil y 

incomes greater than $40000, and 6 (20%) with family incomes between 

$25000 and $40000. In terms of education 18 (60%) fathers had 

advanced degrees or were attending graduate school and 7 (23%) had 

B.S. degrees. All 30 fathers participating in the study were employed 

full time outside the home. There were 16 mothers (53%) who were 

employed outside the home and 14 (47%) who had no outside paid 

employment. Of the employed mothers, 10 (62%) were employed full time 

(more then 20 hours per week). 

In explaining why they signed up to participate in the program, 

15 fathers (50%) indicated they did so to spend some "special" or 

"quality" time interacting with their child. A total of 5 fathers 

(17%) indicated they did so to learn more about parenting or 

fathering, while 8 (27%) indicated they did so for a combination of 

both reasons. One father (3%) indicated he signed up for the program 

so that his child could have a chance to interact with other children 

in a group setting, while one father (3%) failed to respond to this 

question. 



Design 

The present stud y employed a pretest - posttest quasi

experimental design. Pretest and posttest data was gathered fr om both 

treatment and control groups. Father-child dyads in the experimen tal 

group participated in a 10-week parent education/play group program. 

Control group father-child dyads participated in a similar 10-week 

parent educat i on/play group program upon completion of data collection 

for the 10-week experimental treatment program. 

Treatment 

Treatment group father-child pairs participated in a parent 

education/play group program that met for two hours on 10 consecutive 

Saturday mornings. This 10-week program had two major components; 

group discussion and father-child play time. Because man y men lack a 

general knowledge of normal child development and parenting skills 

(Klinman & Vukelich, 1985; Palkovitz, 1984; Smith & Smith, 1981; 

Tomlinson, 1987) along with the motivational desire or societal 

options which would encourage them to actively participate in the ways 

described by Lamb (1986), one hour of each weekly treatment session 

was spent in group discussions focussing on these various issues. 

Each discussion session was designed to address one or more of the 

types of paternal involvement (see Appendix B for a description of the 

curriculum) and had been developed and refined through extensive pilot 

work. 

A discussion group format for this portion of the treatment was 

selected due to the tendency of other more didactic parent education 

programs such as P.E.T., Adlerian, and Behavioral approaches to focus 

primarily on the child (Dembo et al., 1985) while excluding 
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opportunities for parents to share their problems and perceptions with 

one another. The discussion group format allowed the curriculum to be 

adapted to t he fathers' background experiences, concerns, perceptions, 

etc ., thus keeping fat her hood as the primar y focus . 

During t he second hour of the program fathers and their children 

participated in structured and nonstruct ured preschool type group 

activities. Few parent education programs for mothers or fat hers 

i nclude participation with their children (Dembo et al., 1985; Powell, 

1986) even though this procedure has been shown t o be effective 

(Andrews et al., 1982) . This portion of the program allowed the 

fathers to explore and discover different wa ys of interacting with 

their children, and to develop sensitivity to the needs of their 

children. Based on information collected during pi lot work for this 

study, fathers view this time with their children as an opportunity to 

experience first hand some of the developmental patterns discussed in 

their groups. Klinman (1986) suggests this two-step experienti al 

model for parent education programs holds the most promise for 

increasing men's involvement in childrearing activities. A relatively 

hi gh amount of participation in the program was exhibited by the 

fathers, with an attendance rate of 85%. 

Instruments 

A combination of self-report and interview data was collected for 

the present study. The Parenting Sense of Competence Scale (PSOC) was 

used to measure the fathers' perceived sense of competence in 

parenting. The PSOC is a 17-item self-report likert type scale 

(Gibaud-Wallston & Wandersman, 1978) developed as a specific measure 

of self-esteem in the parenting situation. Two subscales comprise the 
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PSOC . The first , Skill/Knowledge, assesses the fathers' perceptions 

of the degree to which they have acquired the skills and understanding 

to be a good paren t . The second, Valuing/ Comfort, assesses the 

degree to which t he father s value parenthood and are comforta ble in 

t ha t role . 

Based on field testing of its fi nal form with 132 subjects (66 

mothers, 66 fathers) t he PSOC exhibited highl y significant levels of 

reliability over time, with correlations between administrations from 

.46 to .82 (all at p<.01) and 11 of the 18 values above .70 (Gibaud

Wallston & Wandersman, 1978 ) . Item analysis of this data set revealed 

the PSOC to exhibit high levels of internal consistency with alpha 

coefficients of .82 for the Skill/Knowledge subscale , .70 f or Valuing / 

Comfort, and . 83 for the total score. High levels of convergent and 

discriminant validity of the instr ument were also exhibited - based on 

correlations of PSOC scores with other theoretically related scales 

such as the Personal Feelings Scales (Wessman & Ricks, 1966), the 

General Well-Being Scale (DePuv, 1973), and the Coopersmith Self

Esteem Inventory (Crandall, 1973). A five point scale is used in 

scoring responses on the PSOC, with high total scores indicating a 

higher regard for oneself as a parent. The range of possible total 

scores was 17 - 85. Pilot work for this study revealed significant 

increases in PSOC scores for fathers in the treatment group (McBride, 

1988). 

To measure paternal responsibility, a Child - Care Task Checklist 

developed by Baruch and Barnett (1983) was used. This checklist 

lists 11 common child-care tasks such as taking the child to the 

doctor/dentist, or supervising the child's personal hygiene . Fathers 

16 



and mother s completed the checkl i st together and designated the 

percentage of time they did each task alone and together , as well a s 

who had primary responsibility for the task (mother, f ather or both ) . 

Responsibility was defined as remembering , planning and scheduling the 

child-care task. It was assumed that a parent can have responsibility 

for a task without actuall y performing i t . Scoring for the checklist 

included a O if the mother had primary responsibility for the task, 1 

if mother and father together had responsibility for the task, and 2 

if the father had primary responsibility for the task. The possible 

range of scores was O - 22, with O indicating the father had no 

responsibility (primary or shared) for the tasks, and 22 indicating 

the father had primary responsibility for all of the tasks. A 

Responsibility score for mothers was also drawn from this instrument. 

Baruch and Barnett (1983) found fathers had little responsibility for 

the specified tasks, although their completion of them was 

significantly related to each of the participation variables used in 

the study as well as their sense of competence in parenting. 

ro measure levels of paternal accessibility and interaction, an 

adapted version of the Interaction Time Chart developed by Baruch and 

Barnett (1983) was used. This chart provided measures of the total 

amount of time the father was interacting with or accessible (as 

defined by Lamb) to his child for one workday and one non-workday . 

Data from this chart was collected through telephone interviews, and 

was based on the most recent workday and non-workday prior to the 

interview. 

During the interviews the fathers were asked to provide an 

account of their activities for the most recent workday and non-
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workda y . Begi nning wi th t he time the y woke up, t he fathers described 

the nature and context of t heir activities, and i ncluded everything 

from personal hygiene ( shower , shave , etc . ) , t o work activities, to 

re l axa tion t ype activities (watchi ng TV, going for a walk, etc . ) . 

The dur a tion of each activi t y was recor ded and t hen coded as i nvolving 

either i nt er action or accessibi l ity when done i n proximity or r elation 

to t he chi ld. The fi nal Inter action s core was the total number of 

mi nutes t he f ather interacted wi th his chi ld on the wor kday and non

wor kday combined. Interaction subscale scores f or the wo rkda y and 

non-wor kda y were also computed. An Accessibili ty total s core and 

subscale scores were computed in a simi lar f ashion. By def inition, 

a ll interaction involved accessibility as well. 

Data from the PSOC, the Child-Care Task Checklist, and the 

Interaction/Accessibility Time Chart were collected for treat ment and 

control groups at pretest (prior to the start of the 10-week treatment 

program) and at posttest (at the end of the 10-week t reatment pr ogram, 

yet before the "wait list" control group started a program). In order 

to examine the stability of the measures utilized in thi s stud y 

correlations of pretest and posttest scores for treatment and control 

groups were computed. Analyses revealed that all treatment gr oup 

pre t est scores were significantly correlat ed with t he i r cor respondi ng 

pos t test scores; r=.58 to .78 (see Table 2). Accessibili ty was 

Insert Table 2 about here 

relatively unstable in the control group (r=. 22). The remai ni ng 

control group pretest scores were significant l y correlated wi th the i r 
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TABLE:: 

Pretes: - Posttest Correlations of Dependent Variables 

a 
Treatment Group 

Pretest Posttes t 

RESPOt.- U:TER- ACCESS-
PSOC SIBILITY ACTIO:i IBILITY 

---------
PSOC • 776 .164 -.077 .001 

!E•.0002 (p•.280) (pc.393) (ps.499) 

RESPOKSIBILITY .463 .582 .199 .192 
(ps.041) { e• .0112 (pc.238) (p•.246) 

Il\TERACT101' .170 .181 .605 • l 93 
(p•.272) (p-/260) {£•,0082 (p ... 245 ) 

ACCESSIBILITY -.236 .290 . l 66 .649 
( p• .198) ( pc .14 7) (pc• 277) ~ P'" .004 2 

b 
Control Group 

Pretest Posttest 

RESPON- INTER- ACCESS-
PSOC SIBILITY ACTION IBILITY 

---·--
PSOC .895 .172 .190 .231 

{E•.0002 (p•.270) (p•.249) (p• . 203) 

RESPONSIBILITY .290 .917 - . 496 .149 
(pc.147) {e-.0002 (pc.030) (p• . 298) 

n.'TERACTIOI\ .383 .016 .569 .699 
(p•.079) (p-.478) {E•.0132 (p- . 002) 

ACCESSIBILITY .018 -.016 .275 .219 
(p•.475) (p•.477) ( p•.160) {E•,2162 

~- PSOC,. Parenting Sense of Competence Scale. 
8 

n•l5 
b 
n•lS 
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corresponding posttest scores ( r=. 57 to . 92) . Therefor e, the 

dependent measures used for this stud y were r e l at ive l y stable. 

Analyses 

Three phases of analyses were conducted on the da t a collect ed f or 

this study. In Phase 1, preliminary anal yses were done to examine 

whether the use of a "wait-list" control group procedure yielded 

treatment and control groups that were comparable on demographic and 

pretest measures. In Phase 2, primary analyses were conducted to 

examine program effects. In Phase 3, secondary anal yses were 

conducted to explore interrelations among dependent measures, and 

between these and demographic measures. 

In the preliminary analysis, demographic data from both treatment 

and control groups were used to examine the comparability of the two 

groups (see Table 1). Results indicated there were no significant 

group differences, although the difference in family size (Total 
~ Number of Children variable) approached significance (,C-(2)=5.00, 

p=.08). 

Means and standard deviations on all pretest data were computed 

for both treatment and control groups (see Table 3). The mean PS0C 

Insert Table 3 about here 

pretest score for treatment and control groups combined was 58.0, with 

a range of 47.0 to 71.0. PSOC pretest means for treatment and control 

groups individually were 57.4 and 58.6 respectively. 

In scoring the Child-Care Task Checklist item #7 (Take to or from 

regular lessons) was dropped from analysis because 25 (83%) of the 
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TABLE 3 

Pre tes t Scores: Treatment and Con t rol Gr oups 

MANOVA 
Treatment Control Wilkes 

Variables M SD M SD Crit. F df p 
------- ---------
Full Scale Scores: .8451 1. 15 4,25 .358 

PSOC 57.40 5.75 58.60 6.29 

RESPONSl- 5.87 2.23 4.73 2.54 
BILITY 

INTERAC- 237.67 87.91 218.00 94.85 
TION 

ACCESS!- 814.33 222.01 867.00 137.97 
BILITY 

Interaction & Accessibility Subscales: .8873 . 79 4,25 . 540 

INTERACTION 

WORKDAY 63.33 42.50 74.00 69.54 

NONWORK 174.33 54.41 144.00 63.59 

ACCESSIBILITY 

WORK.DAY 206.00 111.60 226.00 119.93 

NONWORK 590.33 191.25 641.60 123.36 

PSOC Subscales: .9790 . 29 2,27 .751 

SKILL/ 24.87 3.96 25.07 3.79 
KNOWLEDGE 

VALUE/ 32.53 3.87 33.53 3.23 
COMFORT 

Note. PSOC • Parenting Sense of Competence Scale. 
n•30. 
Interaction & Accessibility scores in minutes. 
8 

df"' 1,28 
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a 
ANOVA 

F p 

.30 .590 

1.68 .206 

.35 .561 

.61 .442 

.26 .616 

1.91 . 178 

.22 .640 

.74 .396 

.02 .889 

. 59 . 449 



families i ndicated that it was no t applicable to their child . This 

made the possible range of Responsibility scores O - 20 . The mean 

pretes t Responsibilty score for treatment and control groups combined 

was 5 . 3 , with a range of 1 - 11. The comb i ned mean of pretest 

Interaction scores was 227 . 83 minutes, with a range of 105 _ 535. The 

comb ined mean of pretest Accessibility scores was 840 . 67 minu tes, with 

a range of 390 -1200. 

To examine group differences in pretest scores, a Multivariate 

Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) function was utilized with PSOC, 

Interaction, Accessibility , and Responsibility scores as the dependent 

variables and group membership as a factor ( see Table 3) . The 

multivariate F (F(4,25)=1.15, p=.358) revealed no significant 

differences between treatment and control groups, thus confirming 

their comparability on these measures. Subscale pretest scores of the 

PSOC, Interaction; and Accessibility measures were also examined using 

MANOVA functions (see Table 3). Analyses revealed no significant 

pretest differences between treatment and control groups, further 

demonstrating their initial comparability. The use of a "wait-list" 

control group technique yielded roughly equivalent groups. Therefore , 

program effects were examined using posttest data only . 
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Results 

Program Effects 

It was hypothesized that participation in the parent education/ 

play group program would lead to significa nt program effects on 

treatment group fathers' perceived sense of competence in parenting 

skills as well as their levels of interaction and responsibility . 

The use of a "wait-list" control group technique to assign s ubjects to 

treatment and control conditions produced groups that were roughl y 

comparable on demographic variables and on measures used to assess 

program effects. In the MANOVA analyses used to investigate program 

effects, posttest PSOC, Interaction, Accessibility and Responsibility 

scores were entered as dependent variables and group membership was 

entered as a factor (see Table 4). The 

Insert Table 4 about here 

multivariate F (F(4,25)=3.46, p=.022) indicated a significant 

difference between treatment and control group posttest scores. 

Examination of the univariate F's revealed significant differences in 

PSOC (F(l,28)=7.75, p=.010), and Respon~ibility (F(l,28)=7.09, p=.013) 

posttest scores, with treatment group fathers scoring higher on both 

measures. Differences on Interaction and Accessibility posttest 

scores were not significant. 

To determine what part of the PSOC scale was contributing to the 

significant program effects, a MANOVA function was applied to the data 

using the Skill/Knowledge and Valuing/Comfort subscale posttest scores 

as dependent variables and group membership as a factor (see Table 4) . 
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TABLE 4 

Posttest Scores: Treatment and Control Groups 

MANOVA 
Treatment Control Wilkes's 

Variables M SD M SD Crit. F df p 

Full Scale Scores: .6439 3.46 4,25 .022 

PSOC 61.33 3.09 57.27 4.74 

RESPONSI- 6.40 1.64 4.67 1.91 
BILITY 

INTERAC- 254.00 91.15 209.00 72.26 
TION 

ACCESSI- 926.00 241.23 837.67 208.22 
BILITY 

Interaction & Accessibility Subscales: .7969 1.59 4,25 .207 

INTERACTION 

WORKDAY 76.00 57.95 72.00 40 . 17 

NONWORK 178.00 52.23 137.00 67.53 

ACCESSIBILITY 

WORKDAY 276.00 147.28 235.00 103.56 

NONWORK 650.00 149.86 596.00 169.66 

PSOC Subscales: 

SKILL/ 26.73 2.46 25.53 4.10 
KNOWLEDGE 

VALUE/ 34.67 2.55 31 . 73 2.49 
COMFORT 

.7011 5.76 2,27 .008 

Note. PSOC • Parenting Sense of Competence Scale . 
n•30. 
Interaction & Accessibility scores in minutes . 
8 

df s 1,28 
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a 
ANOVA 

F p 

7 .75 

7.09 

2.25 

1.15 

. 05 

3.46 

.78 

.BS 

. 94 

10.14 

.010 

.013 

.145 

.292 

. 828 

. 073 

. 385 

.363 

.340 

.004 



The mult ivariate F (F(2 ,27)=5 . 76, p=.008) revealed a significant 

program effect for the subscales . The univariate F's revealed a 

significant dif f erence in treatment and control group posttest scores 

on t he Valuing/Comfort subscale (F( l, 28) =1 0 .14, p=.004), with 

treatment group fathers scoring higher than controls . No significant 

differences on t he Skill/Knowledge subscale was found . Thu s, at the 

end of the 10-week program, treatment group fathers saw t hemselves as 

more comfortable with their parental role than control group fathers ; 

t hey did not see themselves as more knowledgable or skillfull. 

Similar analyses on the posttest scores of the Interaction and 

Accessibility subscales were computed us i ng MANOVA functions (see 

Table 4). No significant differences were f ound, although t he 

diff erence in Interaction scores for non-workdays approached 

significance (F(l,28)=3.46, p=.07), with treatment group fathers 

scoring higher. These findings suggest there were significant program 

effects on treatment group fathers' perceived sense of competence in 

parenting skills (Research Question #1) and responsibility, 

while no program effects were found on interaction and accessibility 

(Research Question #2). 

Treatment group change scores were computed for the dependent 

measures to determine if those fathers who exhibited change on the 

measures differed in some fashion from those who exhibited no change. 

Change scores were computed by subtracting pretest scores from 

posttest scores (see Table 5). Mean change scores for the dependent 

Insert Table 5 about here 
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TABLE 5 

Correlations of Demographic Variables and Treatment Group Change Scores 

DemograEhic Variables 

Mean FATHER CHILD NUMBER BIRTH FATHER MOTHER MAT. (SD) AGE AGE CHILDRN ORDER INCOME EDUCAT. EDUCAT. EMP. ----------PSOC 3.93 -.26 .23 .01 -.03 -.39 . 25 .22 -.02 (3 .88 ) 

RESPON- . 53 .12 .03 .32 .41 .10 -. 14 -.01 .02 SIBILITY (1.85) 

INTERAC- 16.33 .55 .08 -.08 -.25 . 04 .40 .06 .08 TION (79.59) + 

ACCESSI- 111.67 .06 .03 -.37 -.67 .20 .05 .18 .07 BILITY (184. 73) ++ 

~- PSOC .. Parenting Sense of Competence MAT EMP .. Maternal Employment. 
Scale. 

nsl5. 
+ P<.05 

++ p<.01 
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variabl es wer e : PSOC: 3 .93 ; Responsibil ity : . 53 ; I nteraction: 16 . 33 · 
' 

and Accessibi lity : 111. 67. Correlations were computed to examine 
possible relationships between these change scores and treatment 
demographi c variables. Analyses revealed only two significant 

group 

corr elat ions: older fathers became more interactive ( r=.55) whi l e 
f a t hers of fi rst-born children became more access i ble ( r=. 67) . Change 
scores were also examined using MANOVA functions to explore 

dif ferences related to sex of child or maternal employment status (see 

Table 6) . 

Insert Table 6 about here 

Using PSOC, Interaction, Accessibility and Responsibility change 

scores as dependent variables, the multivariate F's revealed no 

sionificant differences for sex of the child (F(4,10)=.88, p=.508) or 0 

maternal employment status (F(4,10)=.04, p=.997). 

Exploratory Analyses 

Research Question #3 asked if there was a positive relationship 
between a father's sense of competence in parenting skills and the 
amount of participation in each of the three aspects of involvement. 
To answer this question intercorrelations were computed on the 

combined treatment and control group PSOC, Interaction, Accessibility, 
and Responsibility pretest scores (see Table 7). Analyses revealed a 
significant positive correlation between PSOC and Responsibility 

Insert Table 7 abo"ut here 

-------------------------
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TABLE 6 

Treatmen t Group Change Scores by Sex of Child & Maternal Employment Status 

MANOVA 
Male Female Wilkes 

Variables M SD M SD Crit. F df 

. 7391 .88 4,10 

PSOC 4.67 3.94 2.83 3.87 

RESPONSI- 1.00 1.41 -.17 2.32 
BILITY 

INTERAC- 42.22 64.86 -22.50 89.37 
TION 

ACCESSI- 121.11 172,42 97 .50 241.26 
BILITY 

MANOVA 
EmEloved NonemEloyed Wilke's 

Variables M SD M SD Crit. F df 

.9850 .04 4,10 

PSOC 4.00 3.89 3.86 4.18 

RESPONSI- .50 I.93 .57 1.90 
BILITY 

INTERAC- 10.00 46.52 23.57 110.18 
TION 

ACCESSI- 98.75 229,25 126.43 163.37 
BILITY 

Note. PSOC • Parenting Sense of Competence Scale. 
nsl5. 
Interaction & Accessibility scores in minutes. 
a 

df • 1,13 

28 

p 

.508 

p 

.997 

a 
ANOVA 

F p 

.79 .390 

1.49 .244 

2.66 .127 

.05 .828 

ANOVA 
F p 

. 004 .946 

.005 .944 

. 102 • 755 

.070 .795 



TABLE 7 

Pretest Intercorrelations: Dependent Measures 

RESPON- INTER-
PSOC SIBILITY ACTION 

PSOC 

RESPONSIBILITY .368 
(p=.023) 

INTERACTION .231 .135 
(p=.109) (p=.235) 

ACCESSIBILITY -.103 -.021 .243 

(p=.293) (p=.456) (p=.098) 

Note. - PSOC = Parenting Sense of Competence Scale. 

n=30. 
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pretest s cores (r=. 37 , p<. 05) . These analyses fai l ed to reveal other 

significant correl ations among the var i ables , although t he 

rela tionship between Interaction and Access i bi li ty pr etest scores 

approached significance (r=.24, p=.098). 

When examining subscale intercorrelations ( see Table 8) a 1 , na yses 

Insert Table 8 about here 

revealed a significant positive correlation between workda y 

Interaction and Accessibility subscales (r=.76, p<.001), but not 

between non-workday Interaction and Accessibility (r=-.01). Fisher's 

Z' Transformation scores converted to standardized z scores i ndicated 

the differences between these two correlations to be signi ficant 

(p<.001). Correlations between workday Interaction and Total 

Accessibility (r=.42, p<.01) and between workday Accessibilit y and 

Total Interaction (r=.49, p<.01) were also significant. Further, 

neither the correlation between workday and non-workda y Interaction , 

nor between workday and non-workday Accessibility were significant 

(r's= .17 and .16 respectively). Thus, paternal involvement on 

workdays was unrelated to paternal involvement on non-workdays. 

Further, fathers' interaction and accessibility were related on 

workdays, but not on non-workdays. 

The relationship between the fathers' background characteristics 

and their sense of competence in parenting skills and amounts of 

paternal involvement were explored by correlating the combined pretest 

scores and demographic variables. Several significant correlations 

were found (see Table 9). Older fathers interacted less with their 
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TABLE 8 

Pretest lntercorrelations: Dependent Measure Subscales 

1 PSOC 

2 SKILL/ 
KNOWLEDGE 

3 VALUE/ 
COMFORT 

4 RESPONSIBILITY 

5 INTERACTION 

6 WORKDAY 

7 NON-WORKDAY 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

.825 --- -- -- --- -- ----
+++ 

.794 .312 -- -- --- ---- ----
+++ + 

.368 .184 .421 -- -- --- ----
+ ++ 

.231 .099 .283 .135 -- -- -·---

.310 .176 .333 .253 .747 -- --
+ + +++ 

.054 -.017 .109 -.036 .785 .174 -
+++ 

8 

---

--

---

---

--

8 ACCESSIBILITY -.103 -.259 .105 -.021 .243 .418 -.030 
++ 

9 WORKDAY .198 .082 .232 .245 .494 .764 .020 .665 
++ +++ +++ 

9 

--

----

--

---

--

10 NON-WORKDAY -.186 -.295 .004 -.144 -.005 .004 -.011 .814 .158 
+++ 

Note. PSOC • Parenting Sense of Competence Scale. 
n-=30. 

+ P<.05 
++ P<.01 

+++ P<.001 
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Insert Table 9 abou t here 

chi ldren on workdays and the fathers of older children had less 

interaction with them, although they were more accessible t o them. 

Fathers with more than one child interacted less with the chi ld 

participating in the program; fathers participating with second born 

children had less interaction with them; and fathers with higher 

family incomes had less interaction and accessibility with their 

children on workdays. 

MAN0VA functions were used to explore differences in pretest 

measures associated with sex of child and maternal employment status. 

When using the PS0C, Interaction, Accessibility and Responsibility 

measures as dependent variables and sex of the child as a factor (see 

Table 10), the multivariate F failed to reveal any significant 

Insert Table 10 & 11 about here 

differences (F(4,25)=1.26, p=.313), although the univariate F for 

Interaction approached significance (F(l,28)=3.82, p=.061). However , 

the multivariate F for Interaction and Accessibility subscale scores 

revealed a significant difference (F(4,25)=2.69, p=.05). Examination 

of the univariate F for the workday Interaction subscale 

(F(l,28)=6.13, p=.02) indicated that on workdays fathers were more 

interactive with their daughters. No significant differences in PSOC, 

Interaction, Accessibility, and Responsibility scores or subscales 
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TABLE 9 

Correlations of Demographic and Pretest Dependent Vari ables 

AGE AGE TOTAL BIRTH FATHER MOTHER FATHER CHILD CHILDREN ORDER INCOME EDUC. EDUC. --------------
PSOC -.13 -.01 -.20 .04 -------------.30 .06 -.18 

SKILL/KNOWLEDGE -.13 -.03 -.16 .06 -.35 .08 .10 
+ 

VALUE/COMFORT -.08 .01 -.18 .01 -.13 .02 -.46 
+ 

RESPONSIBILITY -.14 .12 -.12 -.10 -.20 .07 -.02 

INTERACTION -.26 -.36 -.47 -.39 -.12 .06 .39 + ++ + + 
WORKDAY -.32 .09 -.24 -.26 -. 42 .07 .13 + ++ 
NON-WORKDAY -.09 -.62 -.47 - . 33 .21 .01 .46 +++ ++ + ++ 

ACCESSIBILITY -.09 .29 .27 .24 - . 18 -. 06 -.27 + 

WORKDAY -.26 .36 -.08 -.07 - .50 . 13 - .02 + ++ 
NON-WORKDAY .01 .07 .43 .36 .12 -.20 -.35 

++ + + 

Note. PSOC • Parenting Sense of Competence Scale. 
n•30. 

+ p<.05 
++ p<.01 

+++ p(.001 
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TABLE 10 

Pretest Scores For Treatment & Control Groups by Sex of Child 

MANOVA 
Male Female Wilkes 

Variables M SD M SD Crit. F df p 

Full Scale Scores: .8325 1.26 4,25 .313 

PSOC 58.18 6.64 57.77 5.17 

RESPONSI- 4.94 2.38 5.77 2.49 
BILITY 

INTERAC- 200.88 76.82 263.08 97.52 
TION 

ACCESSI- 829.71 207.60 855.00 153.58 
BILITY 

Interaction & Accessibility Subscales: .6989 2.69 4,25 .054 

INTERACTION 

WORKDAY 47.94 28.83 95.77 72.85 

NONWORK 152.94 66.64 167.31 54.38 

ACCESSIBILITI' 

WORKDAY 204.71 91.54 230.77 141.32 

NONWORK 609.12 199.34 624.23 94.38 

~- PSOC • Parenting Sense of Competence Scale. 
nc30. 
Interaction & Accessibility scores are in minutes. 
a 

df • 1,28 

34 

a 
ANOVA 

F p 

.03 

.86 

3. 82 

.14 

6.13 

.40 

.37 

.06 

.856 

.363 

.061 

. 715 

.020 

.532 

.545 

.803 



TABLE 11 

Pretest Scores for Treatment & Control Groups by Maternal Employment 

a b MAN0VA 
Emploved Non-employed Wilkes 

Variables M SD M SD Crit. F df p 

.7846 1.72 4,25 .178 

PS0C 57.44 5.12 58.64 6.92 

RESP0NSI- 5.81 2.64 4.71 2.09 
BILITI' 

INTERAC- 250.94 94.77 201.43 80.39 
TI0N 

ACCESSI- 887 .19 149.42 787.50 209.07 
BILITY 

Note. PS0C c Parenting Sense of Competence Scale. 
Interaction & Accessibility scores in minutes. 
a 
n=l6 

b 
n•l4 

C 

df .. 1,28 

35 

C 

AN0VA 
F p 

.29 .589 

1.56 .222 

2.34 .137 

2.30 .141 



were fo und for ma ternal employmen t status (see Table 11). 
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Conclusions/Discus s ion 

Data collected i n the pr esent s t udy were uti l ized to determi ne 

whether or not part icipation in a parent education/ play group program 

i ncr eases a f ather 's sense of competence in par ent ing skills or t he 

t ypes of i nvolvement he has with his young childr en, and t o examine 

whether a posi t ive r elat ionship exists between a fa ther ' s sense of 

competence in par enting skills and the amount of participation he has 

i n each of the three categories of involvement. This data set also 

provided i nf ormation about the fathers who wi shed t o partici pate in 

such a parent education/play group program, as well as an indication 

of t he modifiability of their involvement in childrearing . These 

findings have implications for future resear ch on pat ernal involvement 

and for the future development of programs aimed at increasing 

parenti ng options for fathers. 

As predicted in hypothesis #1, the parent education/ play group 

program was successful in increasing fathers' sense of competence i n 

parenting skills. Examination of the two subscales revealed that the 

Valuing/Comfort subscale was the major contributor to this positive 

increase in fathers' perceived parental competence. This subscale 

provides an indication of how the fathers feel about their parental 

roles in terms of their frustrations, their f eelings of 

accomplishment, perceived preparation for parenting, and their 

personal satisfaction from their roles as fathers. An example of a 

Valuing/Comfort subscale statement would be, "Even though being a 

parent could be rewarding, I am frustrated now while my child is 

young." 

This effect coincides with the nature of the discussion group 
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portion of the treatment program. Although these discussion sessions 

provided the fathers with information aimed at increasing their 

knowledge of child development and parenting, the main goal was to 

address personal issues related to each of the three types of 

us, ese iscussion sessions a empte to sensitize 
involvement. Th th d. · · tt d 

the men to their feelings and desires about involvement in 

childrearing. Taking these discussions into account, along with the 

support provided by the peer group and indirectly by the sponsoring 

institution, it is not surprising to find that the significant 

increases in fathers' sense of competence appeared on the 

Valuing/Comfort subscale. It is also possible that having the chance 

to interact/play with their children in a supportive setting might 

have contributed to these increases in the Valuing/Comfort subscale 

scores. 

The particular parent education/play group program implemented in 

this study reflected the recent shift in the nature of parent 

education programs. The perception of parent education as an expert 

telling a group of parents about the ages and stages of child 

development is neither a complete nor accurate portrayal of many of 

today's programs (Powell, 1986). In the past a "medical" model of 

program delivery dominated the field of parent education. In this 

model a family has a perceived problem/ deficit; they enlist the aid 

of an "expert" parent educator, who then tells them how to solve the 

problem. This approach is being replaced by a "reciprocal" model of 

Program delivery. In this model family life and parent educators work 

together with family members to lend mutual support, and to identify 

resources and techniques capable of helping family relationships 
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become stronger. Weissbourd ( 1983) suggests there has been a major 

movement toward the development of family support programs since t he 

early 1980 's. Components of this "reciprocal " model of program 

delivery were implemented in the discussion group portion of the 

treatment program. Support came from peers as well as from the group 

leader. Thi s support ma y have helped the fathers become more 

comfor table with their parental role, and come to see its importance . 

In examining changes in the amount of participation in each of 

the three categories of paternal involvement (Research Question #2), 

analyses revealed a significant program effect on Responsibility , yet 

failed to find any significant program effects on Interaction and 

Accessibility . These findings lend partial support to hypothesis #2. 

No significant changes were expected on the Accessibility measure due 

to the external restrictions on this type of involvement. The 

findings support this hypothesis. It was also hypothesized that 

significant changes would be found on the Responsibility measures. 

This hypothesis was also supported. However, no effects were evident 

on the Interaction measure, even though one was expected. 

The failure to find significant program effects on the 

interaction measure could be due in part to the influence of external 

restrictions such as work roles, social obligations, etc., much in the 

same way that accessibility is influenced by external constraints. 

Program effects on non-workday interaction approached significance 

(p=.07) when separated from workday levels. This would suggest that 

when external constraints such as work demands are removed, the 

treatment program may have a better chance of increasing levels of 

interaction. 
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Correlations computed on pr e test data (see Table 7) s upport t he 

not ion of a relation between i nteraction and accessibility . Although 

this relations hip di d not r each significance (r=. 24, p= .098), it 

s upports Lamb et al's. ( 1987) cont ention t ha t t he s e two ty pes of 

involvement are i nt errelated. Yet, e xamina t i on of t he subscal e 

intercorrelations (see Table 8) indi cate s that t his contention needs 

to be qual i fi ed. 

These anaylses revealed a str ong r elationship between i nteraction 

and accessibi lity on workdays (r=.75). But on non- workdays , almost no 

relat ionship existed ( r=-.01). Further, the relationship between 

workday and non-workday interacti on, and between workday and non

wor kday accessibility was low (r's= .17 and .16 respectively) . This 

suggests the amount of interaction fathers have with their children on 

workdays may be unrelated to the amounts of interacti on they have on 

non-workdays. The same is true for the amounts of accessibi lity on 

workdays and non-workdays. At the same time, the amounts of 

interaction and accessibility fathers have with their children on 

workdays is highly related, while on non-workdays the amounts of 

interaction and accessibility they have with their children in 

unr elated. Once the external constraints of work roles ar€ removed , 

factors other than available hour s are influenci ng how much 

interaction fathers have with their children. 

It was hypothesized that the fathers' perceptions of parenting 

competence would be related to interaction and responsibility , but 

not to accessibility. To explor e this relationship PSOC pr etest 

scores were correlated with Interaction, Accessi bili t y , and 

Responsibility scores (see Table 8). These results are agai n i n 
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par tial agreement with the hypothesized outcomes. Results indicated a 

s i gnifica nt posit ive corr elation between the PSOC scores and 

Responsibility scores, although the hypothesized relation between PSOC 

scores and Interaction did not appear. As expected, the correlation 

between PSOC and Accessibility pretest scores was also not 

s i gnificant. These findings are in partial support of pr evious 

resear ch suggesting that paternal involvement is related t o a f ather's 

perceived sense of competence in parenting (Baruch & Barnett, 1986b; 

Dickie & Gerber, 1980; Russell, 1982b). The external constraints on 

interaction and accessibility may account for the lack of a 

significant relationship between these types of involvement and 

fathers' perceived sense of competence in parenting skills. No matter 

how competent a father feels as a parent, he may still have low levels 

of interaction and accessibility. 

However, subscale intercorrelations suggest that some aspects of 

perceived competence are related to interaction under some 

circumstances. The degree to which fathers feel comfortable in their 

parental roles rather than their levels of skill and knowledge is 

related to the extent of interaction on weekdays. Thus, those fathers 

who place more value on and are more comfortable in their paternal 

roles may overcome the external constraints of work roles. These 

fathers also assume more responsibility for their children. 

Parent education and support programs designed specifically for 

fathers are new, with little known about those who participate or 

their reasons for doing so . The data collected for this study 

provides information about what kinds of fathers sign up to 

participate in such a program, and gives some insight into the nature 
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of t heir i nvolvemen t in chi ldrear ing activ it ies . A profile of t hese 

fat hers based on t he demo graphic data ind icate t hat these men are 

somewhat older fa thers (mid-30's ) fr om middle class b k ac ground s ; t hey 

are well educated, and participate primarily wi th thei r fir st born 

chi ld. 
This prof ile i s similar t o t hat of f ather s who par ticipated in 

t he t hree pilot cycl e pr ograms conducted pr i or t o this s tudy (McBride ' 

1988) . 

The amounts of interaction, accessibility and respons i bi l ity 

reported by these fathers were similar to those found in other 

studies. Previous studies suggest levels of interaction ranging from 

l5 minutes to 2 1/2 hours per day (Lamb et al., .1987). Fathers in 

this study reported spending an average of 1. 57 hours per day 

interacting with their children in a "synthetic" (Pleck, 1985) week (5 

times workday interaction plus 2 times non-wor kday, divided by 7). 

This amount falls within the range suggested by Lamb and his 

colleagues. The tendency for the amounts of interactions in t he 

present study to be somewhat on the high end of this range is 

surprising in that a forced recall technique was used in the telephone 

interviews rather than asking the fathers to estimate t he amount of 

Lamb et al. (1987), Fleck (1985) and others have 
th · · eir interaction. 

suggested that measures based on this t ype of data are usually lower. 

The higher amounts could be due to the nature of the sample. 

One finding from the data on Interaction contradicts previous 

research. Previous research suggests that fathers interact more with 

sons than with daughters (Easterbrooks & Goldberg, 1984; Lamb, 1987 ; 

Radin, 1981; Radin & Sagi, 1982; Russell & Russell, 1987). Fathers i n 

this study d rage of 263 minutes interacting with girls 
reporte an ave 
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and 200 . 88 mi nutes with boys . This difference favori ng girls 

approached significance when workdays and non-workdays were combi ned 

and became significant when br oken down f or wor kdays , t hu s suggesting 

t hat under s ome circumst ances these f a t hers may s pend more time 

i nteracting wi th their daught er s t han with t heir sons . A · n i nteres t i ng 

question t hen becomes , "What makes thi s sample of fa thers differ i n 

their i nteraction pa t ter ns wi t h sons and dau ght ers fr om t hose in other 

s t udies? " Could t he present sample be more "middle- cl as s " t ha n the 

mi ddle class f amilies fr om other studies? Perhaps the f act that t hese 

f athers signed up to participate in a parent education / play group 

program means that they are different from father s in other studies. 

The amounts of Accessibility that fathers in the pr esent stud y 

reported again fall withi n the range of those found in other studies . 

Lamb et al. (1987) report this range to be between 1.75 and 4 hours a 

day . The present group of fathers reported spending an average of 7 

hours per day in Accessibility types of involvement. When br oken down 

by day of week the mean Accessibillity score was 3. 6 hours for 

workdays and 10.26 hours for non-workdays. A mean accessibility time 

for a "synthetic" week (Pleck, 1985) was 5.5 hours per day , a figure 

that falls outside the range suggested by Lamb et al . The 10.26 hour s 

of accessibility on non-workdays contributes to this i nf lated 

estimate. The distinction between workdays and non-wor kdays has not 

been made in past analyses, yet in a recent study (Grossman, Pollack & 

Golding, 
1988

) the amount of time fathers spent playing with and 

caring f h ld J·umped from a mean of 4.11 hour s on an 
or t eir chi ren 

aver of 9. 46 hours on an average weekend day . 
age weekday to a mean 

Separat 
1 

th conducted by Grossman and her colleagues 
e ana yses were an 
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t o determi ne predictors of t he quantity of f ather i nvolvement f or 

weekdays and weekends . 

This large difference between workday and non-workda y 

Accessibil ity and Interaction scores , combined with t he str i kingl y 

di f ferent pat t er ns of cor relations f or workda y and non-workda y scores 

may be a str ong i ndi cati on of the ext er na l constr aints of t he paternal 

work roles on fat her i nvolvement. The lack of a correl ation be tween 

workday and non-wor kday I nteract i on levels and be t ween workday and 

non-workda y accessibility levels may be another indication of the 

s trength of these external constraints. The dist i nction between 

workday and non-workday father involvement i s impor tant in order to 

develop a more accurate understanding of how men become involved with 

their children. 

The relatively low levels of Responsibility reported by fathers 

in the present study is consistent with previ ous studies of paternal 

involvement . Mothers in the present study assumed almost 3 t imes t he 

amount of responsibility that fathers did. Although research 

examining this type of father involvement is sketchy due to the 

di f ficulty in quantifying the time involved, t he findings of these few 

studies have been consistent . Fathers fail to assume r esponsi bi lity 

f or childrearing activities (Baruch & Barnett, 1986 ; East er brooks & 

Goldberg, 1984; Gilbert et al., 1982; Radin & Sagi , 1982; Russell, 

1982a; Russell & Russell, 1987). Similar results are evi dent when 

comparing the findings from t he Baruch and Barnett (1983) study of 160 

fathers with the present results (both used the same instrument to 

measure Responsibility). In the Baruch and Barnett study 71% of the 

fathers had primary responsibili ty for no chi ld-care tasks, 22% had 
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primary responsibility for 1, and 7% had primary 
responsibility for 2 

or 3 tasks . 
In our pretest data, 67% of the fathers had primary 

responsibility for no child-care tasks, 27% had primary 
responsibility 

for 1, and 7% had responsibility for 2 or 3. These two studies were 

consistent in their results on the same instrument, and 
support 

previous research indicating fa thers demonstrate little of this type 

of involvement. 

Pretest scors on all dependent measures were examined for t he 

effect of mother s ' employment status (see Table 11). The failure to 

find significant differences is not surprising in light of the 

controversy over the impact of maternal employment on father 

involvement. Previous research has suggested that maternal employment 

is related to father involvement (Barnett & Baruch, 1987; Baruch & 

Barnett, 1986; McKenry et al., 1986; Radin & Sagi, 1982). Yet, Lamb 

(1986) suggests that fathers do not spend more time being involved 

w· ith their children when mothers are employed, but rather the 

Proportion of their involvement goes up because of the mothers doing 

less. The absolute levels of their involvement appear not to be going 

up; only their proportional levels, Although not significant, trends 

were evident in this data suggesting the fathers were increasing their 

levels of participation in all 3 types of involvement in response to 

maternal employment status. With a larger sample, these differences 

might be significant, Thus, the effect of maternal employment status 

on father involvement is unclear based on 
th

is data. 

The relationships between treatment group change scores and the 

demographic variables were examined to determine if those fathers who 

exh·b di·ffered in some fashion from those 

1 ited change on the measures 
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who exhibited no change. Anal yses revealed that older f athers and 

fat hers of firs t born children show the mos t striking program effects . 

Such fi ndings could reflect the openness to change in parenting 

patterns of these men in contrast to other fathers. Fathers of first 

born children are newcomers to their parental role, and have no prior 

experience to guide their parenting behaviors . Fathers, much like 

mothers, do not have a great deal of knowledge about normal child 

development and parenting when first starting out as parents (Klinman 

& Vukelich, 1985; Smith & Smith, 1981). They also tend to recognize 

a need for more information. Fathers participati ng with first born 

children may come into a parent education/play group program in a more 

receptive frame of mi nd for change. This recognition of the need for 

more information on child development and parenting by first time 

fathers may also be reflected in the high proportion of participants 

in the present study/program who enrolled with a first born child. 

The fact that older fathers exhibited the most striking change i n 

interaction types of involvement ma y reflect the nature of delayed 

parenting. Fathers in the present study were somewhat older (mean age 

of 36 years) than average. These men, for one reason or another, have 

put off becoming parents until the timing was appropriate for their 

unique family situations. Once the decision to start a famil y has 

been made, they may adopt the fatherhood role more fully. This 

conscious decision to become parents at a later age ma y suggest these 

fathers are more "committed" or "ready" for fatherhood, and are thus 

more open to becoming more involved in childrearing. 

Implications 

Implications for future program development can be drawn from 
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t his study . The roles of fathers are in f lux and have been changing 

in recent years (Lamb, 1986; Pleck, 1984). Historically , men have 

fai led to take an active role in childrearing activities (Lamb et al., 

1985) , yet it appears this pattern is beginning t o vary . Societal 

s t andard s and expectations which in the past discouraged paternal 

par t i cipation in childrearing are slowly changing, yet many new 

fathers find themselves unprepared to assume an active parental role. 

Dickie (1987) suggests these men are coming into 1980's role 

expectations with a 1950's style of preparation (or lack thereof). 

The creation of parent education/play group programs such as the 

one assessed in this study is one means by which family life and 

parent educators can help fathers become more comfortable with their 

paternal role, and better prepare them to meet the demands of new 

role expectations. The results of this study have shown this program 

to be effective in increasing fathers' perceptions of parental 

competence and the amount of responsibility they assume in 

childrearing. Lamb (1986) suggests that "responsibility" is the most 

important type of involvement (when viewed in the context of equal 

opportunity for mothers and fathers), yet research indicates that 

fathers typically assume little or no re~ponsibility. Research also 

indicates there is a strong relationship between parental competence 

and paternal involvement. Through its significant program effects on 

these two variables, this program may be an effective way of helping 

men meet new role expectations. 

When combined with the findings of previous studies, the results 

of this investigation are encouraging for the creation of more parent 

education and support programs for fathers. The program utilized in 
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t he present stud y addressed 3 of the 4 f actors in Lamb' s (1986) 

hierarchy of fac t ors which inf luence father involvement ( 1. 

Motivation; 2 . Skills and Self-Confidence; 3 . Support; 4. 

Institutional Practices). 

The first factor (Motivation) was indirectly addressed by this 

pr ogram in that the fathers were alread y motivated when they signed up 

to participate. In the second factor (Skills and Self -Confidence), 

Lamb suggests the best way to get men more involved i s to get them to 

enjoy being with their children and to build self-confidence ; 

confidence is most important while skills can come later. The 

significant program effects on the Value/Comfort subscale of the 

parenting competence measure suggests this was happening. The men 

became more comfortable with their roles as fathers. The third factor 

(Support) was addressed by this program in that the fathers expressed 

how pleased and supportive their wives were of their participation in 

the program. Lamb suggests that support from mothers is especially 

important in encouraging father involvement. The final factor 

(Institutional Practices) was addressed through the creation of the 

program itself. Programs such as this one are few and far between, 

yet they are one form of institutional practice whi~h can help 

encourage more father involvement. 

As family life and parent educators use the results from the 

present and similar studies in calling for the creation of more such 

programs, they need to keep in mind the movement toward a "reciprocal" 

model of program delivery that has been emerging in recent years, 

along with the implications this trend has for programs for fathers. 

Berman and Pedersen (1987) suggest that fathers need special support 
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in their parenting role and that, under conditions of low support , 

f athers' parenting competence decreases mo re rapidly than mothers'. 

e 87) f urther contends that these programs should foster 
Dicki ( lg 

fa thers' feelings of identity in parenting. In examining studies of 

ention-support programs , she suggests t here is limited evidence 
interv · 

that such programs improve parenting skills ; rather they t end to help 

parents clarify how they feel about their parental role. The results 

from this study further support these contentions. They also suppor t 

the i dea that such programs can be effective in increasing fathers' 

Willingness to assume greater responsibility for the well-being of 

their children. If successful, these programs might be instrumental 

in increasing the parenting options available to fathers. 

The profile of fathers who signed up to participate in the 

Present program/study (older, middle-class, well educated fathers of 

first born children) presents interesting questions for future program 

development. Did the recruitment procedures utilized for the present 

Program/study fail to reach other types of fathers such as low income, 

less well educated, and younger fathers? If the advertisements 

describing the program did reach men from these other groups , were 

there reasons such as location, costs, etc. that discouraged them from 

Participating? If these groups of fathers did sign-up for the 

program, would the effects of participation be the same as it was for 

the fathers in the present sample? These questions need to be 

addressed as family life and parent educators develop and implement 

Programs aimed at increasing parenting options for a wide range of 

fathers. 

49 



The resul ts of this stud y also hold implicat ions f or fu t ur e 

research in this area. Although the stud y r evealed signif i cant 

program effects on the PSOC and Responsibili ty measures , effects on 

the Interaction and Accessibility measures did not appear. These two 

categories of involvement are important factors in the father-child 

re lationshi p, although they may be controlled more by external 

constraints than by factors related to the fathers themselves . In 

order to develop a better understanding of the modifiability of father 

involvement more research is needed explore what these constraints ma y 

be, how they vary on different days of the week, and how they interact 

with the fathers' motivations and personalities, social expectations 

regarding paternal involvement, and social barriers to paternal 

involvement. Longitudinal studies of programs such as this one are 

also needed to explore the long term modifiability of paternal 

involvement. The relative short-term nature of this investigation ma y 

have limited its ability to reveal significant effects of program 

participation. 

As the constraints on father involvement are explored in future 

studies, differences in paternal parenting patterns for workdays and 

non-workdays should be examined. Data from the present study suggest 

that interaction and accessibility types of involvement are 

significantly related for workdays, but not for non-workdays. 

Parenting patterns may be so strongly controlled on workdays by 

external forces that other factors such as personality traits and 

motivation which may influence their non-workday patterns are negated 

for these workdays. It appears that families have one pattern of 

paternal involvement for workdays (determined and influenced by one 

so 



set of factor s) and another pa ttern for non-workdays (determi ned and 

in f luenced by a diff erent set of factors ) . The antecedents of these 

workda y and non-workday pat ter ns should be explored and contrasted in 

f ut ure s tud i e s . 

Al t hough t he results from thi s study i ndicat ed t hat the program 

had significant effects on the f athers , casual observa tions s uggest 

t hat program partici pa t ion had an impact on t he chi l dren and spouses, 

a nd on the f athers ' s ty le of interaction wi th t hei r · children. Further 

re search examini ng the impact of these types of programs should 

address such questions as: How does the mother or child's perceptions 

of the father's role change after they have par tici pated in the 

program? Is there a dif f erence in the quality of f ather-chi ld 

interactions exhibited after participating in such a program? I s 

t here a correlation between the amount of support a f a t her r eceives 

from his spouse and the amount of involvement he has in childrear ing 

(before and after program participation)? What demographic and social 

variables are associated with a father's proces ses of participati on in 

the group discussions, and which of these processes are related to 

change? 

The distinction among -the three types of paternal involvement 

enabled this researcher to provide a clearer picture of what i s meant 

by father involvement. Researchers should keep this taxonomy in mind 

as they examine father involvement in future studies. The lack of a 

clear and consistent definition of father involvement has been a major 

limitation to research in this field. There are many different 

aspects of father involvement, each with its own antecedents and 

consequences. The distinctions provide a more preci se understandi ng 
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i s taxonomy can a lso gui de 
of what fa ther involvement entai· ls. Th . 

researcher s a s they a t tempt t o develop instruments that provide a more 

accur ate measure of the differing t ypes of involvement. 
Attempts a t 

elaborating this taxonomy should also be made t o further refine the 

dist · inctions between the different t ypes of involvement ( 
e.g., a 

inc tion between being psychologically accessible to a child as 
dist· · 

opposed to being just physically accessible). 

The effects of increased father involvement should also be 

examined as researchers and practitioners combine their efforts to 

create programs aimed at increasing parenting options for fathers, and 

in the long run will increase involvement in childrearing by 
Which · 

th0
se men who desire to be more involved. There will be an impact on 

all family members when a father increases his involvement in 

-childrearing as a result of program participation. Although this 

impact should be positive, there may be some negative aspects such as 

greater time constraints, increased role strain and confusion, etc. 

(Lamb et al., 1985). The exact nature of the impact of increased 

amounts of paternal involvement on all family members will need to be 

explored. 
If fathers assume more responsibility after participating in a 

parent support program (as suggested by the present study), what will 

be the effects on the families? Fathers may undertake more child-care 

tasks and assume more day-to-day responsibility for their children, 

th
us easing the demands of motherhood. The husband-wife relationship' 

may grow stronger as a result of their sharing more parental 

responsibility. The fathers ,nay experience more personal growth and 

sati f 
1 

1 Children may see their fathers 

s action in their parenta roe. 
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a ifferent l ight as they assume more parental responsib i l i ties . 
in d 

these percept ions ma y lead to positive changes in the children' s 

conceptualization of the paternal role, which in turn could af f ect 

their own behavior when they become parents. These and many more 

queS
t
ions will need to be examined as researchers explore the impact 

increased levels of father involvement. Long-term studies that 
of · 

follow families for years will be needed to answer these questions. 

Research examining various aspects of paternal involvement has 

been expanding rapidly in recent years, yet the creation of parent 

education and support programs for fathers along with research 

evaluating such programs has been l imited. Although there are 

lim · h 11 1 . itations to the present study sue as a sma samp e size and the 

short-term nature of the intervention program and study, the results 

are sufficiently impressive to encourage the continuation of such 

1 · ines of research. It is through these efforts that researchers and 

Practitioners alike will develop a better understanding of the 

modifiability of father involvement. This improved understanding may 

lead to the development and implementation of parent education and 

Support programs which effectively increase fathers' parenting 

options. 
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APPENDIX A 

FATHER INVOLVEMENT IN CHILDREARING : A TAXONOMICAL REVIEW 
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Introduction/Definition of Father Involvem@flt 

statement of the Problem/Rationale 

Earl y Childhood educators have long realized the importance of 

parents in all aspects of a young child's life. The ways in which 

signi ican impact on their 
parents rear thei·r chi'ldren has a · ·f· t · 

nitive, social, emotional and physical development. Although most 
cog · · 

early childhood professionals are aware of thi s impact, the importance 

of fathers in this development has only recently been recognized and 

acknowledged. If fathers are actively involved in the rearing of 

their children they may contribute to all aspects of their 

development. 

In recent years there has been a greater amount of public and 

professional interest in fathering. Accompanying this increase in 

interest, one would expect to find greater levels of paternal 

involvement in childrearing. However, increases in actual paternal 

involvement in childrearing have not been proportional to the 

increased interest in the topic (Juster, cited in Lamb, 1986). 

Historically, fathers have failed to take an active role in 

Childrearing (Lamb, Pleck & Levine, 1985). For a variety of reasons, 

many men have been found to be unprepared to assume an active parental 

role (Easterbrooks & Goldberg, 1984; Klinman & Vukelich, 1985; 

Palkovitz, 1984; Sagi, 1982 Smith & Smith, 1981; Tomlinson, 1987), and 

as a result, are reluctant to become deeply involved in the raising of 

their children. In our society boys are not given opportunities to 

receive instruction in or to develop skills needed to become nurturing 

Parents (Berman & Pedersen, 1987; Kli-n, 1986). Further, when these 

boys reach adulthood and are ready to start families of their own, the 
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social support systems available to help mothers develop parenting 

1 
ls are no t available to them as fathers (Bolton, 1986; Defrain, 

sk·1 

1977 ; Levant, 1988 ; Levant & Doyle , 1983 ; Palkovitz, 1984; Smith & 

Smith, 1981) . This lack of preparation and support help s to 

isengagement o men rom t e rearing of their young 
perpetuate the d. f f h 

children. 

Researcher s hav e begun to look more closely at paternal 

involvement in childrear i ng and the role of the father in child 

development (Radin & Sagi, 1982) , Studies of the impact of paternal 

involvement in childrearing have tended to focus primari l y on 

ive and sex-role development. Studies have found that increased 
cognit· 

r involvement enhances children's internality and cognitive 
fa the · 

development, especeially for boy 's (Radin, 1981; Radin, 1982; Radin & 

Sagi, 1982; Sagi, 1982). Studies also indicate that father 

involvement is a significant influence on the sex-role development of 

both boys and girls (Baruch & Barnett, 1986a; Radin, 1981; Sagi, 

198
2). Minuchin (1987) further suggests the influence of the family 

(including the father's influence) on child development extends beyond 

the sphere of intellectual growth and into the realm of social 

development. Although the evidence indicates that fathers ma y 

influence different aspects of child development, the findings have 

sometimes been contradictory or inconclusive (Lamb et al, 1985). With 

is growing interest in the role of fathers and their i mpact on child 
th· 

development, researchers should focus their attention on the ways in 

Which fathers become involved with their children and the factors that 

infl uence this involvement. 

One problem with research in this area is 

that father involvement lacks an agreed-upon definition which takes 
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into account the different ways fathers ma y contribute t o t he 
rearing 

of their children. 

The purpose of this paper is to review the research literature 

per taining to the wa ys men are involved with their children. An 

o i en i y i eren orms o at er i nvolvement 
attempt will be made t ' d t ' f d 'ff t f ff h 

a
nd 

the factors t hat influence these diff erent forms of involvement. 

Definition of Father Involvement 

A major problem in reviewing the literat ure on pater nal 

involvement in childrearing is the lack of a consistent definition of 

is involvement. In an effort to rectify this problem, Lamb and his 
th · 

collegues (Lamb, Pleck, Charnov & Levine, 1987) have proposed a three

Part taxonomy (1. Interaction; 2. Accessibility ; 3 . Responsibility) to 

identify and define the different processes that f ather involvement in 

childrearing might entail. 

Lamb (1986) has identified the first type of involvement as 

" 
engagement/interaction.'' This type of involvement refers to direct 

interaction with his children in activities such as playing with them, 

holding them, talking with them, etc. "Accessibility, " refers to the 

imes when the father may not be engaged in direct interaction with 
t· 

his child but is still available to him/her, This t ype of involvement 

would include such times as when the father is working in one room of 

the house while the child is playing in another- Lamb has identified 

the third t ype of involvement as "responsibility." In this category of 

involvement the father assumes responsibility for the welfare and care 

of his child. A responsible father is aware of the various social, 

emoti 
1 

d phys;cal needs of the child, and is able to 

ona , cognitive an ~ 

take the steps necessary to help them meet these needs. Lamb suggests 
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eing responsibile doesn't necessarily i nvolve direct 
that b · 

c i , ecause man y times the anxiety , worry , and 
interacti on with the h"ld b 

contingency planning that comprise paternal responsibility often 

occurs when the father is doing somethi ng else. Examples of this type 

of i nv olvement would include such things as making childcare and 

babysitting 
ar rangements , knowing when the child needs to go to the 

rician, ensuring that t he child has clean clothes to wear, etc . 
pedia t · · 

For the purpose of this review father involvement i s defined in 

terms of the three categories of Lamb's (1986) taxonomy of father 

involvement. The research literature will be organized and reviewed 

as it relates to each of these three categories. In the first section 

of the review a discussion of the types of research literature 

included and excluded will be presented, Following this, I will 

discuss various theoretical perspectives on father involvement. The 

next three sections will review the research literature as it pertai ns 

to each of the three categories of father involvement. The sixth 

section will explore the ways in which fathers become involved in 

child-care tasks. The next section will then discuss attitudes and 

Personalities in relation to father involvement, Finally, a 

summary/conclusion section will discuss some of the implications of 

this literature for researchers, as well as early childhood and parent 

educators. 
Research Literature Reviewed 

Toclusions/Exclusionl 
Th 

1
·s to 

1
·dentify the differences, types and 

e aim of this review 
degr . 

1 
t 

1
·n chJ.·ldrearing activities . Included in 

ees of father 1nvo vemen 

the review will be studies that look at what fathers do in 
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childrearing , how often they do it, and the influence of mothers, 

so . cioeconomic circumstances, and other factors on these activities. 

The 
st

udies included are ones that attempted to examine these various 

forms and degrees of father involvement within two-parent families. 

emp oye various corre a iona, experimenta and 
The studies revi·ewed 1 d · 1 t· 1 · 1 

in or er to examine t e roes o at ers in 
descriptive methods · d · h 1 ff h 

childrearing. 

Studies looking at paternal involvement in father-absent families 

were excluded. The dynamics of single-parent families is an important 

e investigate , yet o raw cone usions on the 
area that needs to b d t d 1 · 

role and effect of father involvement using these families would 

Present a less than accurate picture of the roles that men in general 

play in the lives of their children. A second type of study excluded 

from this review are those that only examine outcome effects of father 

involvement. Fathers, even those who are uninvolved, have a 

significant influence, for good and for ill, on their children's 

development (Lamb, Pleck & Levine, 1985). Although these outcomes 

effects have been, and should continue to be an important area of 

study, the focus of this review is the father himself, and the factors 

th
at influence the types and degree of his involvement in childrearing 

rather than the effects of this involvement on the child. A third 

type of study excluded from this review are those assessing negative 

forms of paternal involvement. Although behaviors by men such as 

Child abuse or neglect could be classified as a Category I form of 

Paternal involvement, studies investigating this form of negative 

action do not clarify the nature of positive father-child 

relationships. 

59 



Limitat · ---=-=-=i~o~n~s of the Research Literature 

Due to the relative newness of research on father involvement in 

childrearing , limitations of the findings are evident in the 

uc o w at is eing written a out t e roes of father 
literature. M h f h b . b h 1 

involvement and the nature of the "new father" is journalistic and 

narrative in style (Lamb, 1986). It has been suggested that the early 

empirical work in this area focussed largely on the roles of fathers 

raditional" nonemployed mother families (Easterbrooks & Goldberg, 
in "t 

1984 ; Russell, 1978; Sagi, 1982). In our present day society the 

itional nonemployed mother family is more the exception than the 
trad· 

' an generalizations to present day fami ies must be looked at 
rule d 1 

with skepticism. Many of these studies also used data obtained 

entirely from mothers and children rather than the fathers themselves 

(Klinman & Vukelich, 1985; Radin, 1981), thus creating another 

limitat · ion. 

One method employed im many of the early studies looking at 

paternal influences that creates more limitations of the literature is 

th
e use of data from father-absent families (Lamb, Pleck & Levine, 

Other methodological problems include the lack of 

1985· Rad· , in, 1981). 

a consistent definition of father involvement (Baruch & Barnett , 

l986a; Lamb, 
1986

), a lack of long term investigations of the patterns 

of father behaviors (Radin, 1981), and the failure to look at actual 

diff.erences in the types of paternal involvement (Lamb et al., 1986) 

have all compounded these problems. 

The quality of research on father involvement has improved in 

recent years. The techniques used to explore various aspects of 

father involvement have become more sophisticated. A number of the 
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ions of earlier studies have been identified, and s teps have 
limitat · 

been t k a en to overcome t hem. Thus t 1 · , s ronger cone usions can be drawn 

from more recent research in this area. 

Theoretical Views of Father Involvement 

The Changing Views of Father Involvement 

The roles of fa ther s withi n the famil y are in flux. Pleck (cited 

in Lamb , 1986 ) ha s identified four phases of change in the 

ua ization of paternal roles occurring over the past two 
concept 1 · 

centuries. H 
e has i dentified these phases as: 1) the father as a 

moral teacher (Colonial period ); 2) the father as a breadwinner 

the industrialization of the mid-1860's through the mid-1940's); 
(from 

3) the father as a sex-role model (mid-40's to mid-70's); and 4) the 

nurturant father (mid-70's to present). Although the labels ma y 
new 

vary f 
rom group to group, researchers, educators and parents alike 

changed in their conceptions of the roles of fathers over 
have all 

time. 

Only in the last two decades have the educational and research 

communities begun to acknowledge fathers' contributions to early child 

devel opment (Easterbrooks & Goldberg, 1984; Feldman, Nash & 

Aschenbrener, 
19

8
3
). Prior to this time it was assumed that infants 

a
nd 

Young children were capable of forming attachments only to their 

mothers, and that mother-infant relationships had a disproportionately 

Sig "f ( 1981 ni icant impact on psychological development Lamb, ; Lamb et 

al., 1986). As a result, mother-child relationshi ps were explored 

While those between fathers and children were basically ignored. With 

the e " f th r" there has been a shift in 

merging popularity of the new a e 

the emphasis of educational and research programs to the family as a 
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whol e , 
and to the roles of each member (mother s , f athers and children) 

wi t hi n the f amily . 

Theoret· 1 --c..=--=..::.:.i~c~a=- Perspectives of Father Involvement 

As stated earlier, the roles of fathers are in flux, and members 

of the educational and research communities are slowly changing their 

per spectives as to the influences of fatherhood. Prior to this recen t 

many of the major psychological viewpoints of human development 
trend 

(such 
as Freudian psychology, Parsonian psychology, social learning 

theor Y, attachment theor y, etc.) failed to acknowledge the importance 

of the father's role early in a child's life. 

Until recently Freud and those schooled in psychoanalytical 

theor h f 1 Y ad the greatest influence on the views o paterna roles held 

by educators and those in the helping professions (Jones, 1985). 
In 

Freud's view, the father played a minor role in the early years. 

Prior 
to the onset of the Oedipal conflict the mother was the primary 

focus and influence on the infant and young child. The first 

libidinal (pleasure enhancing) excitations of the infant are connected 

It mattered little whether the child was 
w· ith suck;ng ~ and feeding. 

breast-fed or bottle-fed, weaned early or late in life; every child 

st
ill longed for the mother's breast and for the mother as a whole. 

saw the mother's image remaining in the c i s memory as the Freud h ld' 

first love object and the prototype for all future love (Wolman, 

1972). 
This viewpoint led researchers to study the mother as a 

factor in the child's development, and to ignore the father 
Primary 

(Jones , 1985; Robinson & Barret, 1986). 

Closely related to Freud's viewpoint is that of Talcott Parsons , 

Like Fr d t d that the child's world was limited to 

eu , Parsons sugges e 
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-cl relationships prior to the Oedipal conflict, and that it 
mother h "ld 

is onl y at thi· s 
stage that fathers came into the picture (Gilbert , 

avis, 1982; Lamb, 1981; Robinson & Barret, 1986). In 
Hanson & D · 

nian theory, once a child reaches the Oedipal period, mothers and 
Parsa · 

fa thers take on sharply different but active roles. Mothers take on 

an" expressive'' role, nurturing the child with warmth, empathy, etc, 

le fathers take on an "instrumental" role, helping the child move 
wh·1 

from emotional dependency on the mother toward the autonomy needed to 

survive as an adult. This viewpoint led researchers and educators to 

v· iew the ways in which mothers and fathers interact and relate to 

their children as distinctly different and as having different 

purposes. 

In the 196O's a new theory of human development began to 

influence thinking about the roles of fathers. This new theory, 

ia Learning theory, saw the father as a model of masculine 
Soc· 1 

behaviors for his children (Jones, 1985; Lamb, 1981; Robinson & 

Barret, 1986). Social Learning theory encouraged fathers to displa y 

typical "masculine" behaviors so that both boys and girls could learn 

what men are like. This theory also suggests that children of 

nont h . h th s f 
raditional fathers would be more empat ic tan o e o 

traditional fathers (Radin & Sagi, 1982). This perspective was a 

lllajor influence on much of the early research done on father-infant 

relationships (Jones, 1985), 
The th k that has dominated much of the research 

eoretical framewor 
on father-child relations is that of 

This framework, developed by in th elate 7O's and early SO's 

Attachment Theory (Lamb, 1981), 
theori 

69
) and Ainsworth (1979), suggests that 

sts such as Bowlby (19 
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t he securit y of the parent-infa nt relationship can affect other 

a s pects of a chi ld ' s development . Earl y attachmen t theorists 

concentrated on the maternal-infant relationship and were influenced 

by Bowlby ' s belief that mothers, and not fa thers, are specially 

prepared biologically to relate to their i nfa nts, and that if mother s 

don' t look after their i nf ants, t hen the babies are not going to 

prosper (Jones, 1985; Russell, 1982b) . This viewpoint also deprecated 

t he contribution of fathers to an infant's development. I n recent 

years, attachment theorists have discovered that infants can and do 

dev elop strong attachments to their fathers early on in t heir lives. 

As a result, there has been a shift in research toward looking at 

father-infant as well as mother-infant relationships in studies of 

attachment . 

Family Systems Theory offers a somewha t different emphasis when 

looking at father involvement (Robinson & Barret, 1986) . In order to 

understand the behavior of a father within this fr amework, information 

about the family as a whole must first be obtained. Although a 

relatively new perspective, it holds a lot of promise for t hose 

educators and researchers who wish to better understand and explain 

the roles of fathers in the lives of their young children. 

Defining paternal involvement in terms of Lamb's (1986) taxonomy 

of f ather involvement and then applying this defini tion to review the 

literature recognizes the changing perspectives of father roles and 

father participation in childrearing. Organizing the literature in 

this fashion acknowledges the Family Systems Theory perspective in 

examining the family framework as a whole in order to better 

understand the father 's role within this family structure. Although 
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perspectives to look 

0 these studies use varying de fi nitions and many f 

at paternal i nvolvemen t, this review organizes 

of the th ree categories of t he taxonomy. 

the findings und er each 

Category I - Lamb's Taxonomy of Father Involvement: Interaction 

I_a t her-Child Play 

Categor y I of Lamb's (1986) taxonomy of father involvement 

es interaction, or times when the father par ticipates in one-to-
involv . . . . . 

one ct· irect interaction with his child . Common techniques used to 

tis form of involvement include time use studies, structured 
measure h 

iews asking what parent did specific types of activities and 
interv · 

when ( these activities usually included play and child-car,e tasks ) , 

se £-report questionnaires examining the various amounts of play 
and 1 

child-care tasks the parents engaged in with the child. 
and 

ithin Category I of paternal involvement father-child play is 
w-

probably the most common type of interaction that men have with their 

children 
Evidence suggests that fathers spend a majority of their 

interaction time playing with their children while mothers spend a 

Jority of their time in child~are tasks (Field, 1978; L~b, 1980; 
ma · 

Lamb, Pleck, Charnov & Levine, 1987; Russell, 1978), This pattern ma y 

becorn 
e stronger as the child increases in age. In a small study it 

was found that at IS-months the child's primary adult playmate was the 

mother; at 20 months both parents play equally; at 30 months the 

father played more often than the mother (Clarke-Stewart, 1978). 

Research looking at mother-child and father-child play has shown 

there thers and fathers in their 

are distinct differences between mo 

Play with their children, Mothers are more likely than fathers to 

initiate and be involved in fantasy play with their children (Lamb, 
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' ower, 1985 ; Roopnarine & Mounts, 1985) . Fathers, on t he other 1980· p 

hand 
' 

are more likel y than mother s to initiate and be involved in 

um e and physically stimulating ty pes of play with t heir rough and t bl 

children (Lamb, 1980; Power, 1985; Roopnarine & Mounts, 1985; Russell 

1982b). T his patter n ma y not appear in "shared-caregiving" families 

athers were t e primary careta ers o the (families i·n whi'ch the f h · k f 

Chil dren or where they share this task with their spouse/mate). In 

such f amilies mothers and fathers exhibit much more similar patterns 

of play activities with their children than mothers and fathers from 

traditional families (Russell, 1982b). 

~ ther Interaction and Sex of the Child ------.,;;;,,.;,,.,--
The sex of the child is a strong determiner of the amount of 

participation men have in Category I. Fathers spend more time 

in tera t · · h ( E b k & c ing with their sons than their daug ters aster roo s 

' 

Goldberg, 1984; Lamb, 1987; Radin & Sagi, 1982). Evidence also 

suggets that fathers tend to make themselves more salient and 

available to their sons than their daughters (Lamb, 1980). On the 

other hand, Parke & Sawin (1980) found little differentiation between 

mothers' and fathers' behaviors toward their very young sons and 

daughters for routine caregiving tasks, while affection giving is more 

focused on the opposite sexed infant. 

In looking at parental attitudes, differences can be found 

between mothers and fathers in terms of their beliefs about the amount 

of influence they have on their children based on the sex of the 

Child Russell & Russell (1982) found that fathers of boys believed 

th
ey had a greater influence on their children than fathers of girls, 

Whil e mothers did not differ in this belief. 
Gilbert et al. (1982) 
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fo und t hat mothers and fat her s agreed more than they disagreed 

regarding the importance of their i nfluence i n a wide variety of 

parenting behaviors, ye t they agreed on more items for a male child 

t han they did fo r a female child. Durrett et al . ( 1984) also fo und 

that mo t hers of male infants perceived t ha t their husbands took more 

pride in their spouses and enjoyed them more than mothers of female 

infants . 

Solo Father-Child Interaction 

In Categor y I types of involvement men have little opportunity to 

interact with their children when mothers are not around. When 

mothers are not present, fathers are more apt to interact and become 

i nvolved with their children, depending on their needs (Palkovitz , 

1980). Russell (1978) found that fathers spent an average of only one 

hour per week interacting and taking responsibility for their child by 

themselves; 60% of the fathers reported spending even less time. 

Baruch & Barnett (1986b) found that the proportion of time s pent alone 

on child care by the fathers was just under 20% for f athers with 

nonemployed wives and just over 30% for fathers with employed wives. 

Although men are more likely to become involved and interact with 

their children when left alone with them, for one reason or another 

they are seldom put into this solo interaction situation. 

Primary Caretaking Fathers and "Interaction" 

A unique type of father-child interaction pattern is exhibited in 

primary caretaking father families. This form of family pattern is 

not common, yet the interaction engaged in by these fathers is 

markedly different from that of traditional fathers. The parenting 

and interaction patterns of primary caretaking and shared-caregiving 
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fathers are much more similar to those of mo t hers than the patterns 

exhibited by traditional fathers (Field, 1978 ; Radin, 1982 ; Russell, 

1982a) . Field ( 1978) suggests that the similarities between mother s 

and fathers when they are both primary caretakers implies that mother

father diffe rences are no t necessaril y intrinsic to the gender of the 

parent . Instead, she suggests these differences are the result of the 

differential amount of experience they have with their children as a 

primary or secondary caretaker. This level and t ype of interaction 

and involvement by primary caretaking fathers has been found to be 

inconsistent though, decreasing when the mother is present (Russell, 

1982a) and over the course of time (Radin & Goldsmith, 1985). 

C~t@gery II - Lamb's Taxonomy of Father Involvement: Accessibility 

Levels Ei_ Father Accessibility 

Accessibility refers to time when the father is available to the 

child whether or not they are actually interacting. Methods used to 

measure a father's participation in this category include self reports 

(both estimates and forced recall) through interviews and 

questionnaires, as well as time-use diaries. As in measuring 

interaction levels, the use of forced recall techniques to examine 

father accessibility tend to produce lower total scores than estimates 

of time spent being accessibile (Lamb et al., 1985; Pleck, 1985). 

Measures of accessibility give the highest estimates of paternal 

involvement. 

The amount of fathers' accessibility varies from study to study. 

Lamb and his colleagues suggest the range of paternal accessibility is 

between 1.75 and 4 hours per day. One consistent finding from studies 

that report on this type of paternal involvement is that mothers tend 

68 



to be mor e accessibl e to t heir children t han fat hers (Golinko f f & 

Ame s , 1979; Kotelchu ck, 1975 ; Pleck, 1985; Ro binson, 1977; Russell & 

Russell, 1987) . Lamb e t al . (1987) suggest that father accessibility 

i s onl y about one half that of mothers. When broken down by age of 

t he child, it a ppears that fathers are more accessible to younger 

chi ldren t han older (Pleck, 1985) . When wives are employed outside 

the home, fathers are not increasing their re l ative accessibility to 

their children as one might expect. In response to maternal 

employment status, it is only their proportional accessibility which 

appears to increase; this being due to the relative accessibi lity of 

the mothers declining when they work outside the home. 

One distinction most studies reporting on paternal involvement 

have failed to make in the past is the difference in Interaction and 

Accessibility for workdays and non-workdays . Due to external 

constraints on fathers such as work roles, social obligations, etc. 

their interaction and accessibility tends to be lower on workda ys than 

on non-workdays. An example of this tendency can be found in a more 

recent study reported by Grossman, Pollack & Golding (1988). Fathers 

i n their sample spent a mean of 4.11 hours in play and caretaking 

activities with their children on an average weekday. This mean 

jumped to 9.46 hours for an average weekend day . This sharp jump is 

reflective of the external constraints on fathers' Interaction and 

Accessibility. Previous studies examining fathters' accessibility 

tend to report these amounts as mean hours per day (Baruch & Barnett, 

1983; Golinkoff & Ames, 1979; Pleck, 1985; Robinson, 1977) or mean 

hours per week (Pedersen & Robson, 1969; Russell & Russell , 1987 ). 

Although the data reported by Baruch & Barnett (1983), Pleck (1985), 
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a nd Ro bi nson ( 1977) were collected f or workdays and non- workda ys , they 

we r e combined i nto "synt hetic" or "average" weeks for purposes of 

ana l yses . This procedure fails to acknowledge the impact that 

exter nal constraints on father involvement can have on other variables 

of involvement being investigated. 

C~t@;ory III - Lamb's Taxonomy of Father Involvement: Responsibility 

Levels _Qi Father Responsibility in Child Care 

Category III of Lamb's (1986) taxonomy of paternal involvement 

( responsibility) emphasizes the assumption of responsibility for the 

welfare and care of children. This assumption of responsibility can 

take on many different forms such as making decisions on matters that 

concern the child (i.e., what preschool to send them to, when should 

they go to the doctor, etc.), being ab~e to identify the needs of the 

child (hunger, stress, fear, etc.), making child care and babysitting 

arrangements, selecting and buying clothes for the child, making sure 

they are dressed appropriately, etc. Lamb suggests that much of the 

time involved in being a responsible parent does not necessarily 

involve direct interaction with the child. 

Research looking into the amount responsibility assumed by 

fathers is sketchy because of the difficulty in quantifying the time 

involved. Lamb (1986) suggests that this problem may be due to the 

behaviors that comprise parental responsibility often occur when the 

parent is ostensibly doing something else. As a result, time use 

studies may overlook this type of involvement. The kinds of measures 

that produce findings classified as Category III involvement include 

questionnaires that measure the father's perceptions of parental role 

responsibility, measures of knowledge of child development such as the 
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Paren t Expectations Scale, and questionnaires and structured 

interviews that look at the amount of father participation in 

activities that i nvolve responsibility. 

Regardless of the difficulty involved in measuring parental 

responsibility, studies have shown that fathers consistently fail to 

assume responsibility for their children (Baruch & Barnett, 1986a; 

Clarke- Stewart, 1978; Easterbrooks & Goldberg, 1984; Gilbert et al., 

1982 ; Radin & Sagi, 1982; Russell, 1978; Russell, 1982a; Russell & 

Russell, 1987). Russell (1982a) reports that responsibility is 

consistent across several different cultures. Radin & Sagi (1982) on 

the other hand found that Israeli fathers in their study assumed more 

parental responsibility than did their counterparts in the U.S. 

Whether this pattern of nonparticipation by men in this type of 

involvement is common world wide is debatable, but the evidence 

clearly suggests that low participation is the predominant trend for 

men in our country (see Lamb, 1987 for a more complete discussion of 

cross-cultural perspectives of father involvement). 

Fathers' Knowledge About Child Development 

In order for a man to assume parental responsibility, he must 

possess the types of knowledge and skills needed to meet the demands 

of this kind of responsibility. Knowledge of norman child development 

and behavior, knowledge of the educational system, an understanding of 

the physiological and emotional growth patterns of young children, 

along with many other types of background knowledge and skills are all 

necessary and desirable if the father is going to assume 

responsibility. Studies of shared-caregiving and primary caretaking 

fathers who have high degrees of responsibility report that these men 
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were d. i spropor tionately more likely to be well educated than those 

father s who 
f ailed to become involved in this category (Lamb et al., 

1982 · R ' ussell, 1982b ) . Some of the knowledge and skills necessary to 

participate i· n 
this category ma y come from a person's general 

knowledge and background. 

The knowledge and skills needed to assume a great deal of 

responsibility may not necessarily be gained through general forms of 

educat· 
ion. Certain specific types of background skills and knowledoe 

0 

are 
necessary in order for a parent to assume responsibility. For 

the 
moS

t 
part though, fathers lack this type of knowledge and skill, 

and gen 1 . . era ly lack preparation for active involvement as a parent 

' 

(Klinma 
n, 1986; Klinman & Vukelich, 1985; Mendes, 1976; Smith & Smith 

1981). 
When looking at mothers and fathers, Kli~a• & Vukelich (!985) 

found that 
both lacked a general knowledge of child development, and 

1 
ferences in the amounts of knowledge held by both was minimal. 

ct·f 

a so suggest that it is only because of the mothers' more active 
They 1 

participation in childrearing that they tend to acquire greater 

amount 
s of knowledge in this area than men, The women learn by doing 

1 
• men fail to gain this knowledge as a result of their lack of 

wh·1 

Participat· ion. 
It is evident that men seldom assume high levels of 

responsibility for their children. For a father to assume 

onsibility in childrearing (Category Ill) a wide variety of 
resp 

background skills and knowledge are necessarY• The evidence suggests 

th
at many men do not possess the■• skills and knowledge, and the only 

reason women may acquire them i ■ that theY have been thrust into 

active f orms of participation. 
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Father I nvol vement i n Chi l d- Care Tasks 

Levels of Father Participa tion i n Chi ld-Ca re Tasks 

Closely r ela t ed t o the three categor ies of Lamb' s ( 1986) taxonomy 

of paternal involvement is the type and amount of par ticipation men 

exhibi t i n child-care related tasks. Methods used to measure a 

f a t her 's par tici pation in this t ype of ac tivity i nclude s tructured 

i nterv iews looking a t who performs speci f i c t ypes of child - care and 

house-related tasks in the home, self-report questionnaires to 

determine the father's participation in various child-care and house 

related tasks, and measures of the father's attitude toward these 

types of activities. Examples of these types of activities would 

include preparing the child a meal, picking up their room, cleanning 

their clothes, etc. 

Evidence suggests that fathers' participation in child-care 

related tasks is very low compared to that of mothers (Clarke-Stewart, 

1978; Klinman & Vukelich, 1985; Lamb, 1987; Levant, Slatery & 

Loiselle, 1987; McKenry et al., 1986; Park & Sawin, 1980; Russell , 

1982b). Both husbands and wives are aware of this lack of 

participation by men in these types of activities, although men 

perceive themselves as engaging in more family and child-care work to 

a significantly greater degree than do their wives (McKenry et al., 

1986). Fathers (and perhaps mothers) may be seeing themselves as 

doing more of these activities than they actually do. 

This pattern of a lack of participation by men in these child

care related tasks is also evident in families identified as primary 

caretaking or shared caregiving families. Even though these fathers 

ma y be involved in more direct daily interaction with their children 
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(Ca t egor y I i nvo l vement) they a r e s ti ll partic i pa ting less - h. 
inc ild-

care re l ated tasks (Lamb, Fredi , Hwang & Fredi, 1982 ; Russell, 
1982

b) . 

Emplo yment St a tu s , SES , and Father Participation in Child-Care Tasks 

One fac tor significantly related to a father's participation in 

chi ld-care tasks is the employment status of both parents (Barnett & 

Baruch, 1987; Baruch & Barnett, 1986a; Ericksen, Yancey & Ericksen 
' 

1979 ; McKenr y et al., 1986). Regardless of whether the mothers worked 

f ull-time, part-time, or not at all outside the home, they still 

performed more of these tasks than fathers (Baruch & Barnett, 1986a; 

Ericksen et al., 1979). Differences in the reasons why husbands and 

wives perform these tasks were also found. Mothers perceived this 

type of activity as a resource that increases their status while 

fathers perceived it as a response to their wives employment 

undertaken primarily out of economic need (McKenry et al., 1986). 

Ericksen et al. (1979) found the amount of father participation in 

child-care tasks varried with the number of hours worked by the 

mothers. If mothers were employed part-time, fathers performed more 

of these tasks than if mothers were employed full time. 

Family SES levels are closely related to the employment status of 

parents in terms of the amount of child-care related tasks a father 

performs. There appears to be a negative correlation between a 

father's SES and the quantity of child-care tasks he performs 

(Ericksen et al., 1979, Model, 1981; Radin & Sagi, 1982). 

The accumulation of evidence suggests that fathers are performing 

very few child-care related tasks while mothers take care of the 

majority of them. It also appears that maternal employment status and 

family SES levels may be related to whether or not men become involved 
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in t hese t ypes of activities. 

Attitude s and Personalities in Relation to Father Involvement 

Mother Attitudes and Father Involvement 

Attitudes and personalities of both mothers and fathers can be 

ma jor determinants of t he amounts of participation men ha ve in all 

three types of involvement. The attitudes of both parents in terms of 

what role the father should take in childrearing is an important 

i nfl uence on a father 's level of participation. The mothers ' attitude 

toward t he male role and her concept of the role of fatherhood is t he 

single best predictor of paternal involvement (Barnett & Baruch, 1987; 

Lamb et al., 1985; Palkovitz, 1984; Radin, 1982) . Radin (1982) 

suggests that mothers and fathers tend to agree in their perceptions 

of the father's role in child care (regardless of what form this ma y 

take). Barnett & Baruch (1987) also suggest that when the mother' s 

attitude toward the male role was liberal the fathers participated 

more i n child care, and when traditional the fathers participated 

less. The mothers may thus be determining just how much and in what 

ways fathers become involved in childrearing. Lamb et al. (1985) also 

suggest that increased amounts of paternal involvement ma y have 

adverse consequences if the mother prefers that her spouse not be 

highly involved. 

Sex-Role Ideology and Father Involvement 

Many educators, researchers and parents alike believe that the 

sex-role orientation of a man is a strong determinant of what type of 

involvement he will have as a father. Research in this area has not 

pr ovided strong support for this belief. Russell (1978) found that 

men rated as being androgynous carried out more child care tasks and 
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i n teracted more with their children than did masculine fathers. 

Baruch & Barnett (1981) fo und that although the father ' s 

non traditional sex-role ideology was significantly related to their 

i ndependent participation in childrearing, no such relationship was 

found with joint participation (when spouse was present). In a later 

study Baruch & Barnett (1986a) found that fathers whose attitudes were 

less traditional and whose wives shared these attitudes were more 

involved in home chores, but not in child care. In a later report 

Barnet t & Baruch (1987) found that although the mother's attitude 

toward the male role was a major predictor of father participation in 

childrearing, the father's attitude toward the male role was not 

related to any forms of father participation. The most surprising 

finding in this area came from a study of primary caretaking fathers. 

In this study Radin (1982) found no significant differences in the 

sex-role orientation of primary caretaking fathers when compared to 

more traditional fathers. Although the evidence suggests that 

parental sex-role orientations influences the type of paternal 

involvement in childrearing, the exact nature of this influence is 

unclear. 

Perceived Parental Upbringing and Father Involvement 

One of the main reasons men give for not being prepared to 

actively participate in all three categories of father involvement is 

the lack of a role model from which they can pattern their behaviors . 

Most present day fathers of young children had fathers who took on a 

less than active role in raising the children. The recent increase in 

the desire of men to participate actively in the roles of fatherhood 

may be a result of their negative reaction to the experiences they had 
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with their own f athers when gr owing up . Sagi ( 1982) has s ugges t ed two 

ma j or hypotheses as to the relationship between a fa ther ' s father and 

t he relations hip t he f a t her has with his own chi ld. Firs t, t he 

"compensatory " hypothesis suggests that men who take on an active rol e 

i n t he r ai s ing of the i r ch i ldren do so in r ea ction t o their own 

fathers being unavai l a ble and aff ec t i vely not s uppor t i ve of t hem. I n 

t his hypot hesis t he men a r e tr yi ng to compensate f or a l ack of intense 

contact with t heir own f athers. The second hypothesis , t he "mode l i ng" 

hypothesis, suggests that high paternal involvement in chi ld care i s 

associated with fathers whose own fathers were also highl y involved in 

child care. 

There is some suppor t for each of these hypotheses. Several 

studies report that fathers who participated actively in the var i ous 

categories of father involvement were unhappy wi th the part icipation 

of their own fathers, or who saw their own fathers as being 

traditional and univolved (Alexanders, 1978; Barnet t & Bar uch, 1987; 

Defrai n, 1979; Mendes, 1976; Sagi, 1982). There is also some support 

for the modeling hypothesis that fathers part i ci pate more in raising 

their children because they perceive their own f athers as being mo re 

nurturant (Manion, 1977; Reuter & Biller, 1973) . Closely related t o 

the modeling hypothesis is Radin's (1982) f indi ng t hat mother s who had 

more positive feelings concerning their fathers' involvement when they 

were young had husbands who were more involved in rearing their 

children. Feldman et al. (1983) also found that the wives of husbands 

who actively participated in caregiving were of ten women who had 

positive relations with their own fathers. In apparent di sagreement 

wi th both hypotheses, Radin & Sagi (1982) found that American men di d 
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not replicate t h 
eir own fat hers ' invo l vement regard l ess of t heir 

0 
participation , while I sraeli fathers did. amount s f .. 

Q_ther Pred · ictor s ..£!_ Father Involvement 

I n l ooking a t research investigating the different categories of 

i nvolvement i n childrear ing, other var iables that predict f ather . 

ct ·f i fere nt k ind s of involvement emerge. One such variable is 

ion . Studie s have shown that the more educated t he f ather, the 
educat · 

i e l y he is t o participate in the r aising of his childr en 
more 1 · k 

icksen et al., 1979; Lamb et al., 1982 ; Russell , 1982b) . Another 
(Er · 

such variable that acts as a pr edictor of all three categor ies of 

r involvement is the number of hours mothers and father s are 
fathe . 

yed outside the home (Barnett & Baruch, 1987; Russell, 1982b) . 
emplo 

a happiness as reported by the husband and/or the wif e is 
Marit 1 

r consistent predictor of paternal satisfaction in the roles of 
anothe 

rood (Feldman et al., J983; Tomlinson, !987). Feldman et al . 
fathe h 

claim that long-standing antecedents of parenthood are more 
(1983) . 

ive of father involvement than the more immediate transitional 
Predict · 

rience of the pre-natal period. expe . 

Further, various measures of personality and attitudes predict 

Patern 1 · h ld a involvement in childrearing. This appears to o true 

ess of what category the involvement takes. Surprisi ng is t he 
regardl 

finding 1 f h f h that the mothers' perceptions of the roe o t e at er serves 

as th 
e single best predictor of father involvement. This findi ng has 

~ny 1 ramifications in terms of the dynamics of the fami y s t ructures 

and · interact· ions. 
Conclusions/Implications 

Men participate in the rearing of their children in many 
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different ways. Fathers are mos t likely to be accessible to their 

children while least likely to assume responsibility. Even their 

amounts of interaction are minimal when compared to that of mothers 

and they i nteract in different ways than mothers. Lamb (1986) has 
' 

suggested that "responsibility" ais the most important type of 

involvement (when viewed in the context of equal opportunity for 

mothers and fa thers ) , yet research indicates that fathers typically 

assume little or no responsibility. The findings of these studies 

have many implications for researchers, early childhood educators, and 

parent educators alike. 

The major problem with the research literature in this field is 

the lack of a clear and consistent definition of father involvement. 

This lack of consistancy creates difficulty in comparing findings and 

in generalizing from one study to the next. In proposing his taxonomy 

of father involvement, Lamb (1986) has provided a way of breaking down 

paternal involvement into workable components that makes the processes 

of father involvement more understandable and more easily identified. 

This review has organized research findings as they would fall under 

each of the three categories of involvement. Future studies in this 

area might be strengthened by applying categories of this taxonomy in 

their definitions of father involvement and to the variables to be 

used within the study . This approach allows researchers a way to 

capture various forms that father involvement entails, and to examine 

the impact of each of these forms of involvement on child development. 

The need for longitudinal research looking at changes in forms of 

paternal involvement and the effects of these changes is another task 

for further research. Most recent research is short term in nature, 
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with very f ew covering a time span longer than one year . Father 

i nvo l vement (or lack ther eof ) is a li f elong process that starts a t 

c oncep t ion and ends at the death of father or child. To make major 

generalizations based on short-term studies of six months to a year 

limi ts the questions which can be addressed. For a clearer 

understanding of the nature of paternal involvement and how it changes 

with the growing of the child and the development of the father- chi ld 

relationship , longitudinal studies that look at the growth and 

development of fat her i nvolvement patter ns over time need to be 

undertaken . 

The theoretical approach used in studies looking at pater nal 

involvement also needs to be examined. The one-way directionality of 

the i nfl uence of father involvement on the development of their 

children prevalent in the research paradigms of many of the early · 

studies is no longer valid. The interaction patterns and influences 

between father and child are better conceptualized as multi

directional: the behaviors of the father influences the child, and the 

behaviors of the child influences the father. Added to t his 

multi-directional pattern is the influence of the mother on the 

father-child dyad, and also all three of their influences on the 

mother-father-child triad. The Family Systems Theory approach to t he 

interactions and dynamics of the total f amily appears to hold the most 

promise for research looking at father involvement in childrearing. 

Related to the Family Systems Theory approach in studying 

paternal involvement is the need to develop a wider variety of outcome 

measures for such studies. As mentioned earlier, cognitive gains and 

sex-role development have been the predominant outcome measures used 
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in f 
aterna involvement in childrearing 

a t her involvement research. P 1 

can · inf luence the cognit i ve, social, psychological, emotional and 

Attempts need to be made to develop 
physical development of a child. 

assess the influence of father involvement in each 
measures that can 

of these areas. 
o s imp ications or ear y c ildhood and parent 

Recent research h ld 1 f 1 h 

educators. 
Contrary to popular belief, increased levels of fathe r 

may not always have positive outcomes. Lamb et al. invol vement 

have suggested that for paternal involvement to have positive (1985) 

quences, it must be the result of the desires of both parents. conse 

Instead . 
of insisting that increased levels of paternal involvement are 

desirable, Lamb and his colleagues have suggested that un· iversally 

attempts need to be made to increase the options available to more 

fathers 
so that those who wish can become more involved in all three 

ways, 

Although there are possible negative outcomes of increased 

amount h · s of involvement in childrearing by men sue as greater time 

constr . aints, increased role strain and confusion, etc., it is assumed 

that 
the possible positive benefits of increased involvement such as 

the f athers' development of closer, richer relationships with their 

children, increases in the fathers ' sense of competence in their 

Parent· lf ing skills alono with increases in their general se -
0 confid · · t witness and 

ence, increases in the fathers' opportunities o . 

infl uence their children's development, and the fathers' development 

of 1 
c oser s as they share in the joys 

relationships with their spouse 

and struggles of raising their children (Lamb et al., 1985) make the 

P~ospect of . t •n childrearing activities more 
increasing involvemen i 
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desi r able f or fat her s. In providing these op t ions the likelihood of 

positive benefi t s a s a result of increased fa ther participation in 

chi ldrear i ng will be greater. 

Evidence suggests that many men lack the basic skills, knowledge 

and social preparation to effectively participate in all three t ypes 

of f ather involvement. The specific knowledge and skills related to 

effective parenting are critical for active father involvement at 

Category III. Because of their lack of skills, knowledge and 

preparation, most men don't have the option of actively participating 

in this category of father involvement . One way of providing these 

options might be for early childhood and parent educators to create 

programs to help fathers develop the skills and knowledge needed to 

become activel y involved with their children in these two categories. 

At the present time there are very few social support or 

eductional programs for fathers (Bolton, 1986; Klinman, 1986; Lamb, 

1987; Levant, 1988; Parke & Tinsley, 1981). There have also been ver y 

few research studies looking at such programs (Dembo, Sweitzer & 

Lawritzen, 1985; Levant, 1988). The results of the few studies that 

have been undertaken hold promise for parent education and support 

programs for fathers (Levant & Doyle, 1983). Early childhood and 

parent educators must join with researchers to create parent education 

programs geared specifically for fathers and their children. In doing 

so they may increase the options available to men. These programs 

will also be providing a ready forum for studying the effects of 

increases in father involvement in all three categories, along with 

the factors and processes connected with these increases . 

Voluntary parent education and social support programs for 
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f ather s creat ed as a result of this impetus might be geared towards 

s uppl ying the father s with the knowledge and skills necessary to allow 

them to incr ease their participation in all three categories of 

i nvolvement. They should also provide men with the opportunities t o 

become comfortable with their newly gained insights into father-child 

interac tions within the security of a structured program. As a 

result, emphasis should be on creating parent education/play group 

programs for fathers and their children as opposed to simple parent 

education programs where the fathers go to classes without their 

children. 

If such programs are successful in helping fathers develop these 

new skills and knowledge, changes should be evident in their behavior 

patterns in all three categories of involvement. Men participate very 

little in Category III. Increasing their knowledge and understanding 

of child development and parenting skills, as well as increasing their 

awareness of the importance of the paternal role and their sensitivity 

to the cognitive, social, psychological, emotional and physical needs 

of their children (all attributes of Category III participation) 

should result in increases in the amounts of their participation in 

father involvement in this category. This type of involvement is 

important, and increases in participation might be beneficial to all 

members of the family. 

At the same time a father is increasing his involvement in 

Category III, changes in the form of his participation at Category I 

might also occur. When men are involved with their children it is 

usually at Category I. However, the patterns of involvement they 

exhibit in this category are different from those of mothers, and are 

83 



not always benef icial to the children. The increased knowledge of 

chi ld dev e lopment and sensitivity to the children's needs that allow 

them t o become more involved at Category III might also transfer to 

cha nges in behavior at Category I. No longer will they only be 

i nvolved in rough and tumble and physically stimulating t ypes of 

i n teractions, nor will they hold unrealistic expectations for their 

children' s behav iors . Instead, they wil l be more aware of the 

importance of other types of interactions such as talking to them, 

reading with them, singing with them, pretending with them, being 

physically close with them, etc. for their overall growth and 

development . The types of interactions that men typically have with 

their children in this category often does not reflect this awareness. 

Parent education/play group programs for fathers aimed at increasing 

their knowledge of child development and parenting skills may result 

in increased amounts of participation in Category III of father 

involvement, as well as changes in their interaction patterns at 

Category I. 
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APPENDIX B 

Tr@~tmont Program Description 
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Treatment gr oup father-child pai r s partici pated in a par ent 

educa tion /play group program that met for two hours on 10 consecutive 

Satur da y mornings. The "wait list" control group father-child pair s 

participated in a similar 10-week program upon completion of the 

posttest data collection. Each two hour session was divided into two 

sect i ons. One hour of each weekl y session was spent wi th the father s 

i n group discussions on various aspects of child development and 

parenting. During this time assistants supervised and led activities 

with the children in another room. The curriculum for the di scussion 

group sessions applied notions derived from Lamb's effort to organize 

and integrate the research literature on paternal involvement. Each 

session was designed to address issues at one or more of the types of 

involvement. A discussion group format for this portion of the 

treatment was selected due to the tendency of other more didactic 

parent education programs such as P.E.T., Adlerian, and Behavioral 

approaches to focus primarily on the child while excluding 

opportunities for parents to share their problems and perceptions with 

one another. The discussion group format allowed this focus on child 

behavior and parenting to be adapted to the fathers' background 

experiences, concerns, perceptions, etc., thus keeping the father as 

the primary focus. The 10-week program was designed to give roughly 

equivalent attention to all three categories of father involvement. 

The following is a list and description of the topics covered during 

the program. 

1. Opening Group Session 

The main goal of this first discussion group session is to give 
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the men a chance to introduce themselves and to ge t to know each 

othe r . For a discussion group format to be successf ul the 

participants must feel comfortable with t he group and with its 

structure. Time is spent during this first session explaining the 

nature and goal of the program, along with the nature of the 

discussion group for mat. A big portion of t he time is spent 

having each of the fathers share with t he group reasons why t hey 

signed up f or the program, and what they hope to get out of 

partic i pation f or themself and their child. 

2 . Want-Ad f or a Father 

During this session the men brainstorm together as they attempt to 

write a newspaper want-ad to recruit a father for their own child . 

This process forces the fathers to step back and examine exactly 

what their conception of the "role of the father" is. Topics 

discussed for use in the ad include the duties and 

responsibilities of a father, the types of preparation necessary 

for fatherhood, the pay and benefits of fatherhood, time 

requirements, age and personality requirements, etc. This process 

forces the men to take time to evaluate their own perceptions of 

what they believe a father should be, and then compare these 

perceptions with their own·paren~al situations. Issues are raised 

in this session that relate to all three categories of paternal 

involvement. For example, when discussing the duties of a father, 

the types of interactions fathers want to have (and are expected 

to have) with their children are brought up. Should it be all 

play, or a mixture of play and functional child care tasks? 
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These are Category I ( I nterac tion ) issues . The di scussion of 

time requi rements and constraints re l ate t o Category II 

( Accessibi l i ty) i ssues . When discussing t he types of preparation 

neces sary f or f ather hood and t heir responsibil i t i es once they 

become fathers, Ca t egor y III (Responsib i li t y) iss ues are being 

addressed . 

3 . Educating Young Chi ldren 

This s ess ion s tarts with a 25-minute PBS video pr esentati on on 

educating young children. The tape presents two opposing 

viewpoint s on how education should be handled for preschoolers 

( i.e., Glen Doman's "Better Baby Institute" approach vs. Davi d 

Elkind's notion of the "Hurried Child" and the need fo r 

developmentally appropriate educational practices). This tape i s 

very effective at presenting these two opposing viewpoi nts, and 

naturally leads to discussion as t he fathers share their 

reactions. This session addresses Category III (Responsibi li t y) 

issues as the fathers become aware of how young children learn and 

the reasons why they should take an active part in thei r 

children's learning and development. Category I (Interacti on ) 

issues are also addressed as the father s discuss wa ys in whi ch 

they can help foster and encourage their children's learning and 

development without putting unnecessary pressure or demands on 

them. 

4. Sibling Rivalry 

This session is geared to help the fathers examine the various 
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reasons for sibling rivalry . Strategies are discussed as to how 

parents can effectively handle these t ypes of problems, as well as 

a discussion of wh y sibling rivalry occurs. The session also 

leads i nto a discussion of the problems involved when parents 

begin comparin g their children; not only amongst their own, bu t 

with other children when in group situations. The main goal i s to 

encourage the fathers to appreciate the unique i nd ividuali ty of 

their children, and to be aware of those things about the child 

t hey can and cannot change, and to know the diff erences. Category 

I ( In teraction ) issues are addressed as the fathers discuss how 

the ways they interact with their children can make them each feel 

special/unique, or how it can make them feel slighted or jealous 

of a sibling. Ways in which the fathers can step in to difuse an 

intense rivalry situation (Category I issue) are also discussed. 

Category II (Accessibility) issues are being addressed as the 

fathers discuss the importance of spending "special" time with 

each child periodically rather than always trying to do things 

with all of the children together. As the fathers learn more 

about the importance of identifying the uniqueness of each child, 

and why not to compare children, they are addressing Category III 

(Responsibility) issues. 

5. Super Hero/Fantasy Play 

This session is based on a discussion of how parents can 

effectively counteract the violent nature and influence of Super 

Hero cartoons so prevalent on TV. This i s done through examining 

the various types of super hero, fantas y and dramatic play 
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children exhibit . From t his sess ion t he men become aware of t he 

various ty pes of learni ng and deve l opment that occur when chi l dren 

a re e ngaged i n fa ntas y and pretend pla y . Category I ( Inter ac tion ) 

i s s ues a r e a dd r essed as the fathers discuss wa ys in which they can 

become invol ved i n their children's pretend pla y , and how they can 

rechanne l t he violent super hero play into more positive f orms 

thr ough the i r i nvolvement. Category III (Responsib i lity ) issues 

are being addressed as the fathers discuss and learn more about 

why f antasy and pretend play is important for their children's 

development, and why they should create an environment that would 

encourage thi s type of play. 

6. Ages & Stages -2.!_ Development 

This session is spent discussing the various types of behaviors 

that are normal for each developmental stage a child goes through . 

Although this usually happens in each discussion session 

regardless of the topic, it is the primary focus during this 

session. The goal is to help the fathers become aware that there 

are different types of behaviors at each developmental stage, and 

expectations for child behaviors need to be reflective of these 

differences. As the fathers learn about how each child develops 

at their own pace, and that parents need to become sensitive to 

the developmental needs of their children they are addressing 

Category III issues. As they discuss such things as 

developmentally appropriate ways to play and interact with their 

children (e.g., discussing why playing games with rules is 

appropriate for a 6 or 7-year old but not necessarily for a 2-year 
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10 . Closing / Reflection 

This last session is s pent with t he men ref lecti ng back and 

s haring what t hey fe lt was most beneficial t o them and their chi ld 

f rom par t icipat ing in the program. This session is also geared to 

allow fo r a di s cussion of the changing roles of fathers. 

During the other hour of the treatment program the fathers and 

t heir children participated in structured and nonstructured preschool 

ty pe activities. This portion of the treatment allowed the fathers to 

explore and discover different ways of interacting with their 

children, and to develop sensitivity to the needs of their children. 

A thematic approach was used during this portion of the program. 

Developmentally appropriate activities were selected each week that 

revolved around a theme and which fostered and encouraged the 

children's overall development (i.e., small and large motor 

manipulatives, language activities, math and science activities, music 

activities, dramatic play and block play, etc.). "Helping Hands" 

signs were displayed at each activity so the fathers would be aware of 

the various types of learning and development that might have been 

occurring with the child at each activity. These activities were also 

structured so as to encourage the fathers to actively participate in 

them with their children. 
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old), Category I issues are being addressed. 

7. Discipline (2 weeks) 

Discipline seems to be a very important topic for the fathers, 

so two weeks are devoted to this subject. The two sessions are 

geared to allow the fathers to discuss various aspects of 

discipline such as why do children misbehave, what is the 

difference between punishment and discipline, why do young 

children need and want limitations, what are some different 

discipline strategies (i.e., spanking, time-out, ignoring 

behavior, etc.), and so on. Category III issues are being 

addressed as the fathers discuss the reasons why it is important 

for both parents to play an active role in family discipline, 

rather that letting one spouse shoulder all of the responsibility. 

Category I issues are addressed as the fathers discuss how their 

own interactions (or lack thereof) and behaviors have a strong 

impact on their children's behavior. 

9 . Time Constraints/Role Strain £f Fatherhood 

This session is devoted to discussing the various factors that 

pull on a father as he becomes more involved in childrearing. 

Reasons why these role strains and pressures occur are discussed, 

as well as strategies on how to effectively deal with and overcome 

them. All three types of father involvement are addressed in 

this session. 
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Psoc 
DAD'!:i llAY (JLll::STlOl\1-AlU - l'Al:T l 

( Lu be fill~c out ~y the 1athtr Mlunc) 

Sociol Security I (lasl 4 diGJts): 

Please check the extent Lo which you aar•e or disa~ree !or each of Lh~ 
following statement~: 

l 2 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 

l. The problems of toking care o! e 
child are easy to solve once you 
know how your actions affect your 
child, an understanding I have 
ucquired. 

2. I meet or own personbl expecta
tions for expertise in caring for 
my child. 

3. A djfficult problem in being a 
parent is not knowing whether you 
are doing a good Job or a bad one. 

4. I would make a fine ■odal for a 
new father to follow in order to 
learn what he would need to know 
in order to be a aood parent, 

3 
t;ot 
Sure 

4 5 
Disusree StronGlr 

Disasree 

------------------------------------- ------ ------ ---- -------- -------
5. Even though being a parent could 

be rewarding, I am frustrated now 
while my child is young. 

6. I do not know why it is, but soae 
times vhen I'm supposed to be in 
control, I feel more like the one 
being manipulated. 

------------------------------------- ------ ------ ---- -------- -------
7. Hy father was better prepared to 

be a good father than I aa. 

---------------·-------------------- ------ ------ ---- -------- -------
8. Being a parent is aanaaeable, and 

any problems are easily solved. 

------------------------------------- ------ ------ ---- -------- -------
9. Sometimes I feel like I'm not 

gettina anything done. 

------------------------------------- ------ ------ ---- -------- -------
10. If anyone can find the answer to 

vhat is troublin& m1 child, lam 
the one. .. 

------------------------------------- ------ ----- ---- -------- -------
11. Considering how long I've been a 

father, I feel throuahly familiar 
vi .th this role. 

12. I go to bed the same way I wake u 
in the ■orning - feelina I have 
not accoaplished a whole lot, ------ ----- ---- -------- -------
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13. I honestlv believe 1 have all the 
skills ne~essary to be a good 
father to my child. 

14. Being a ~ood father is a reward 
in itself. 

lS. My talents and interests are in 
other areas, not in being a 
parent. 

16. If being a father of a young chil 
were only ~ore interesting, I 
would be motivated to do a better 
job. 

17. Being e parent makes me tense and 
anxious, 

Strongly 
Agree 
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~ 
Agree 

------

3 4 s 
~ot Disagree Strongly 
Sure Disagree 

-------- -------



DAD'S DAY QUESTIO~NAIRE - PART II 

(tu he filled uut ~S m~ther n nd fath~r) 

Last 4 diKits o f Social Security Number: 

The _followinG it ems are obout activities parents do with children. For each 

activit y we would like to know what percent of the ti ■ e each of you does the 

:cttvity with your child alone und what percent of the ti ■e the two of you 

a 0 d th e activity together. We ~ould also liku you to tell ua who remembers 

an Plans or schedules (has responsibility) each activity, rejardleaa of ~ho 

- ctually ends up doing it. A11ain, it could be either or both of you, 

EXAHPLE 

Hake child a anack, 

8 • Father alone 

b , Father & Mother 

c, Hother alone 

l,Take child to a 

birthday party. 

a, Father alone 

b, Father & Hother 

c, Hother alone 

2 ,Teke child to a 

doctor/dentist. 

a. Father alone 

b. Father & Hother 

c. Hother alone 

J.Go to a conference 

With child's teacher . 

a. Father alone 

b. Father & Hother 

c. Hother alone 

4,Superviae a part of 

■orninK routine, e.g. 

dressing, breakfast, etc. 

a. Father alone 

b. Father & Hother 

c, Hother alone 

0 - 20% 20-40% 40-60% 

of the ti ■ e 

V 
v 

6o-so% so-100: 
of the ti ■ e 

l!eaponai 
bility 

0 - 20% 20-40% 40-60% 60-80% 80-100% Responsi 

of the ti■e 
of the ti■e bility 

-----------------------------
------------------------

ff W B 

II W B 

ff W B 

ff W B 
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0 - 20: 20-40:: 
0 { th e t illf' 

5. Clean ch i l d's room , 
u, F11Lhtr alone 

b. Fother Ii: Moth er 

c. Mother alone 

f> . Spend &pec i al time at 
bedti111e, e . (:. reud 5tory. 
u. Father alone ------

b. Fathe r & Hothe r 

c . H.other alone 

7.Take to or from regular 
lessons (not schoo l ). 
a. Father alone ------

b . Father & Hother 

c. Mother alone 

B . Buy child's cloth•• • 
a. Father alone 

b. Father & Mother 

c. Mother alone 

9 . Take child to a ■eaaull, 
park , etc. 

•• Father alone -----
b . Father & Mother ------
c. Hother alone ------

10,Superviae child'• 
personal hyaiene. 

•• Father alone ------
b. Father ' Mother ------
c:. Hother alone ------

11.Stay ho■e or aake arrena•-
aent• for child care - vhen 
child 1s sick. 

a. Father alone ------
b. Father & Mother ------
C • Hother ·alone ------

------
------
------

------
------

------
------
------
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------
------
-----

------

------
------

f>O-BO: so-100: 
of thP tllllf' 

------

------

. ------
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ACCESSHlJ.LlTY/lt.TERACTION TIME CHART 

Social Securily Ii (lasL 4 digits): _______________ _ 

Time 

Date: _______________ _ 

Accessibility 
Father Beh~viors Interactions 

Accessibility 
Child Beha,·iors 

-------------------------------AM 
5:30 - 5:45 
.'."> : 4 5 - f, : UO 

6:00 - 6:15 
6:15 - 6:30 
6:)0 - 6:45 
6:45 - 7:00 

7:00 - 7:15 
7: 15 - 7: JO 
7:30 - 7:45 
7:45 - 8:00 

8:00 - 8:15 
8:15 - 8:30 
8: 30 - 8:45 
8:45 - 9:00 

9:00 - 9:15 
9:15 - 9:30 
9:30 - 9:45 
9:45 - 10:00 

10:00 - 10:15 
10:15 - 10:30 
10:30 - 10:45 
10:45 - 11:00 

11:00 - 11:1'.i 
11: 15 - 11: 30 
11:30 - 11:45 
11 :45 - 12:00 

PM 
12:00 - 12:15 
12: 15 - 12:30 
12:30 - 12:45 
12:45 - 1:00 

1:00 - 1:15 
1:15 - 1:30 
1:30 - 1:45 
\:1.5 - 2:00 

2:00 - 2:15 
2:15 - 2:30 
2:30 - 2:45 
2:45 - 3:00 

(continued on back) 
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Time 

PM 
3:00 - 3:15 
3:15 - 3:30 
3:30 - 3:45 
3:45 - 4:00 

4:00 - '4:15 
4:15 - 4:30 
0:.:30 - '4:'45 
4:45 - 5:00 

5:00 - !i:15 
5:15 - 5:30 
5:30 - 5:'45 
5:45 - 6:00 

6:00 - 6: 15 
6:15 - 6:30 
6:30 - 6:45 
6:'45 - 7:00 

7:00 - 7:15 
7: 15 - 7:30 
7:30 - 7: 45 
7:45 - 8 :00 

8:00 - 8: 15 
8:15 - 8:30 
8:30 - 8:45 
8:45 - 9:00 

9:00 - 9 : 15 
9: 15 - 9:30 
9:30 - 9:45 
9:45 - 10:00 

10:00 - 10: 15 
10:15 - 10:30 
10:30 - 10:45 
10:45 - 11 :00 

11:00 - 11:15 
11:15 - 11:30 
11 : 30 - 11:45 
11 :45 - 12:00 

Accessibility 
Father Behaviors 
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Interactions 
Accessi bi 11 t v 
Child Behaviors 



APPENDIX D 

Letter of Consent to Participate 
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DAl>'S DAY AT nu-: CYC PAffiClPATlOS CO:.StJ.i FOR."! 

Tiac Dad ' K I.lay uL lhc CYC pru.:rn• ha• ~n develuped for a number oC rcason11 - Lhe IIIOlll t11111nr1.1nl hl'ini; lo i;iv<' (nther11 the opportunity Lo spt'nd some ·"quality" ltllll! interaclini; with lhdr children and '-"ilh other ■en who share their inLerest11 in being activel r involved dads. Howl'ver , another valuable role oC lhe program is Lo provide data for the pr0Rru111 director's aission o( stressing lo public and profc11sional aud ic:ncc:11 t he imporlunce of porc:nL educal ion and 11uf1porl proi;rn11111 Cor fa t he r s . The gnlherini; of data includes observation11 , the Lakin& oC photographs, and parents responding to questionnaires and intervicvs . TI1 is rmw.arch h h••lni; cnnductrd undrr thr r.utdrl lne:1 for rl'!'l'nrch invulvini; buaHn subjects . All duLu collection vill by anonymuu11. Subjects in photograph!! used for articles, slide presentations , etc. wi ll nlao not be identified. Subjects participating in the proRraa do so with Lhe under11tonding that Bt any liac, Lhey con wilhdrav Crom Lhc data collection portion, while still participating in the parent 
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education/play group pros:ra■-. A sumarr 
of the data collected will be provided 
to participants upon c011pletion of 
analyses. 

I have read the above statnaonts 
relative Lo the doLn bcini; collecLed and 
photographs being taken as part of the 
Dad's Day proi;raa. I consent Lo my child: 

and myself to participate. I waive all 
rights that l have to cl.aim !or payr.ient 
or royalties in connection with exhibi
tion or othor showina of the11e pictures, 
regardless of whether such exhibition, 
televuing or other shO'-ini; is under 
philanthropic, comcrcial, private 
ownership, institutional, and irrespec
tive of whether a foe or adllission or 
film rental is charged. 

I grant this consertt Lo participate as a 
voluntary contribution in the interest of 
education and subject only to the 
condition that ay child and ayaelf will 
not be identified by - in the research or photographs. 

(Father or Guard·ian) (Date) 
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