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In recent decades, gender roles have shifted toward greater overlap ofmien’s a
women'’s roles: women have entered the labor force in record numbers, while new norms
of fatherhood emphasize men’s involvement with their children in addition to their
traditional role of financial provider. These “new fathers” are expeotbd tmore equal
partners in parenting, spending time nurturing children and performing both iveeract
and physical caregiving. However, men may face tension and conflict in atigrngoti
fulfill their roles as both provider and involved father.
The primary tension lies in the conflict of time and place: while the “ndverfat
role requires spending time with children, the “provider” and “good worker” rotpsree
a commitment to spending time on the job. How do men navigate these contradictory
roles? To what extent does employment impact men’s involvement with their children?
Are men with more egalitarian attitudes trading off longer work hours foe tmae with
their children? This dissertation examines these questions using two wave<oild
Development Supplement to the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID-Cin&), w

offer rich measures of father involvement, employment, and gender attitudes.

Specifically, it examines the relationship between employment and fatledvement,



and whether and how gender attitudes moderate that relationship. Statistioadsn
include cross-sectional and fixed effects OLS regressions.

Results indicate that nontraditional attitudes toward the father’s role,fateer”
attitudes, are associated with both engagement with children and responsibiliigif
care, particularly engagement in physical care. Attitudes toward puablipravate roles
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may in fact be a cohort of “new fathers” whose behavior matches theidasijtin that
they are 1) more involved with their children than more traditional fathers, ahey?2) t
are able to preserve time with children, likely by cutting back on leisurestime

incorporating their children into their leisure time.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

In the gender division of labor that began with men’s move out of the domestic,
agricultural economy, men were expected to provide for their families ecorigragka
breadwinners, while women’s primary responsibility was the care of childcethe
home. However, in recent decades, gender roles have shifted toward greaager afverl
men’s and women'’s roles: women have entered the paid labor force in record numbers,
while new norms of fatherhood now emphasize men’s involvement with their children in
addition to their traditional role of financial provider (Furstenberg 1988; Gerson 1993;
Lamb 2000; Townsend 2002; Lamb and Tamis-Lemonda 2004; Wall and Arnold 2007).

These “new fathers” are expected to be more equal partners in paranting (
other household work), spending time nurturing children and performing both interactive
and physical caregiving activities. Whereas much scholarly and populasiritase
focused on how women have adapted to their roles in the public sphere, much less work
has focused on men’s experiences in the private sphere. And, in fact, many men may
face great tension and conflict in attempting to fulfill their roles as bothgepand
involved father. This dissertation examines the relationship between mentsyerapt
and their involvement with their resident children and whether and how gender attitudes
moderate that relationship.

The primary tension in the “new father” role lies in the conflict of time ancepla
whereas the “new father” role requires spending time with children, the prewide

good worker roles require a commitment to spending time on the job (Kaufman and



Uhlenberg 2000; Ranson 2001; Townsend 2002). How do men navigate these
contradictory roles? To what extent does employment impact men’s involventent wi
their children? Are men with more egalitarian attitudes trading ofielowgrk hours for
more time—or more “quality” time—uwith their children?

Research shows that, in contrast to the vypsgaltyexperienced by women, men
receive a wagpremiumwhen becoming a parent. Moreover, men typically work more
hours after they become fathers (Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000; Yeung, Sandherg et al
2001), consistent with the “provider role.” Some recent research, however, finds
evidence that, despite this overall trend, a subgroup of men may be emerging who fit the
“new father” description: younger men with more egalitarian genderdss who
actuallydecreasedheir work hours when becoming a parent (Kaufman and Uhlenberg
2000).

This dissertation extends this line of research by exploring fatheesitpagy
behaviors, in order to determine whether, in fact, a cohort of more involved “new fathers”
is really emerging. | use data from the 1997 and 2002 waves of the Child Development
Supplement to the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID-CDS), which offer ric
measures of father involvement, employment, and gender attitudes. The lowagitudi
nature of these data allows the unique opportunity to address the endogeneityiaisiecis
about work and family life and better assess a causal relationship, as mueltafréent
research relies on cross-sectional data.

| hypothesize that fathers with “new father” attitudes—namely, morédargen
attitudes towards men’s and women’s work and family roles and beliefs in the

importance of involved fathering for children—will be more involved with their childre



they may spend more time with their children and share more equally in cleld car
responsibilities with their partners. Similarly, they may take maearsibility for their
children than more traditional fathers, such as by scheduling doctors’ visits kimd) ma
childcare decisions. | also hypothesize these fathers work fewer hours itosdend
more time with children. | anticipate that work hours and father involvemdrievil
negatively related, consistent with the conflict of time and place between work and
family, but that the relationship between work hours and father involvement will vary by
fathering attitudes: whereas traditional fathers may work long hours and sgetichie
with their children than those who work fewer hours, “new fathers” will spend tithe wi
their children regardless of their work hours. In other words, longer work holfsawe
a weaker impact on the fathering behaviors of “new fathers” than tradifathats.

Time use studies show some fathers sharing more equally in child care on the
weekends, ostensibly when they are less constrained by employment (Y ewtizgr§aet
al. 2001; Hook and Wolfe 2009). These studies do not, however, explicitly examine the
gender attitudes of fathers and how those attitudes impact the relationshiprbetwe
employment and time with children. In particular, they do not examine attitudasitow
the father’s role specifically, as gender attitude items in surveysrearty universally
focused on women'’s roles. Nor do they tell us about other important aspects of father
involvement, such as responsibility (Pleck and Masciadrelli 2004). This dissertati
project seeks to fill this gap in the literature by examining the relationshiyebn
employment and father involvement, as measured by engagement and regyonsibil
(Pleck and Masciadrelli 2004), and whether and how that relationship is moderated by

gender attitudes. This project further contributes to the literature Inyir@rg richer



measures of gender attitudes than are found in most other studies and by improving
assessments of causality through the use of longitudinal data rather thancsoagly
sectional data.

We know a great deal about women'’s time in the workplace and at home, but men
have been largely omitted from discussion of the intersections of work and fariyy. T
study will examine the other side of this “gender coin,” enhancing our understahding o
contemporary work and family life of American fathers. While recemtare) has found
that a majority of young adults prefer a more egalitarian division of labbdralancing
work and family life—and, in fact, gender flexibility in breadwinning and ediag is
key to family well-being—only a minority have successfully implemented suategies
(Gerson 2010). We also know that fathers’ involvement at home has important benefits
for the wellbeing of children (Harris, Furstenberg et al. 1998; Amato and Ri96€3
Pleck and Masciadrelli 2004; Bronte-Tinkew, Carrano et al. 2008), familiesq&Ge
1993; Coltrane 1996; Gerson 2010), and for men themselves (Eggebeen and Knoester
2001; Schindler 2010). Understanding the experiences and characteristics of men who
have more successfully navigated the challenge of balancing emplogntemvolved
fatherhood will offer important clues for how to promote paternal involvement among

other men (Gerson 1993).

In the chapters that follow, | present a review of the research litecatuhes
topic, a description of the research design and methods, and a discussion of my results
and conclusions. Next, in chapter 2, | review the literature on the relationshipsmetwe

employment and father involvement, between gender attitudes and father involvement



and the limited research on how gender attitudes may affect the relationsiepret
employment and father involvement.

Chapter 3 describes my data and methods used in the analysis. | provide an
overview of the PSID-CDS data and how | extracted my analytic samph&drien
living in two-parent households in 1997 and 2002 with nonmissing data on key variables.
Next, | present my measures, including a discussion of the construction of my adépende
variables, engagement and responsibility; my first primary independeaibleanvork
hours; and my second primary independent variables, attitudes toward separate apher
men and women, attitudes toward maternal employment, and attitudes toward tte fathe
role. Finally, | describe my analysis plan, which includes cross-sec@irsimodels
using the 1997 data, and fixed effects models examining changes within, rather than
across, fathers between 1997 and 2002 to better address the potentially confounding
effects of unobserved heterogeneity on employment and parenting behaviors.

Chapters 4 and 5 are my results chapters. Chapter 4 addresses the relationship
between gender attitudes and father involvement. This chapter first seeksrtordete
whether nontraditional attitudes toward the father’s role align with nontradifimore
egalitarian attitudes toward other aspects of men’s and women’s work and faesly r
specifically attitudes toward maternal employment and separate sgienen and
women. It then addresses whether “new fathers,” as identified by nontradititioaes
toward gender roles of men and women, are more involved with their resident children
than more traditional fathers.

Chapter 5 turns to the relationship between employment and father involvement

and whether fathering attitudes moderate that relationship. Since the préaptesr c



finds that fathering attitudes are the most salient for father involvemkatiyego other
attitudes toward women’s and men’s work and family roles, this chapter focuses on
fathering attitudes in its definition of “new fathers.” First, it addresgether “new
fathers,” as defined by nontraditional attitudes toward the father’s rol&,fexser hours
than more traditional fathers. Then, it looks at whether work hours are relastieto f
engagement and responsibility. Finally, it examines whether thatifeglatitudes
moderate that relationship, to address whether “new fathers” navigagasiens of
their work and family roles differently than more traditional fathers.

Finally, Chapter 6 discusses the conclusions and implications of this dissertati

and suggests directions for further research in this area.



Chapter 2. Literature Review

The social and economic landscape has changed dramatically in the U.S. in recent
decades: declines in men’s real wages; increases in women’s paicblaieor f
participation; increases in divorce, cohabitation, and nonmarital fertilityeases in
inequality across family types. These trends have substantial repamsiufes how men
and women organize and manage work and family life. Some might argue women'’s
public and private workloads have changed more dramatically, given theipvadds
participation in the public sphere in paid employment while retainingdhésIshare of
the household labor in the private sphere. The resistance of men to share equally in
household labor has led to what has been termed the “stalled revolution” (Goldscheider
2000; Hochschild 1989).

Completing this revolution and closing the gender gap in the private sphere would
require men to share more equally in both housework and parenting. Research shows
that a although men’s participation in housework has increased over time, men are
reluctant to close the gender gap completely (Shelton 2000; Bianchi and Raley 2005;
Gerson 2010). More equally shared parenting between men and women may be
relatively more promising, however. Not only does the normative climate stpgat
indeed expect—an involved, nurturing role of fathers, but men voice desires to be more
involved with their children (Gerson 1993; Gerson 2010). In addition, attitudinal trends
show increased support for more egalitarian work and family roles for men and women

(Coltrane 1996; Gerson 2010).



Behavior change, however, lags behind attitudinal change (LaRossa 1988; Gerson
1993; Dermott 2008; Gerson 2010). While fathers’ time with children has increased,
mothers still shoulder the majority of child-rearing work (Sandberg and Ho26A1;
Bianchi, Robinson et al. 2006). Due to the need to provide financially for their families
employment poses a major obstacle to closing the gap between men’stddsér@sore
involved and the realization of those desires (Gerson 1993; Townsend 2002): like
mothers, fathers must decide how to allocate their time between the workplateia
families and cannot be in both places at once. Whereas the work-familyitiédnas
typically focused on women'’s experiences, the conflict of time and place psoduce
experiences of work-family conflict for men as well (Gerson 1993; Townsend 2002;
Nomaguchi 2009; Gerson 2010). Similarly, evidence shows that fathers face ngreasi
time pressures in recent years as well as mothers (Bittman 2004; Roxburgh 2006;
Galinsky, Aumann et al. 2008). In fact, some evidence finds men’s feelings of work-
family conflict exceed that of women, especially among employed men lkedureer
families (Galinsky, Aumann et al. 2008).

While much of the current research finding evidence of work-family conflict
among men utilizes qualitative approaches (Gerson 1993; Coltrane 1996; Townsend
2002; Gerson 2010; Harrington, Deusen et al. 2010), this dissertation complements this
work by providing a quantitative look at the work and family experiences of U.Stdathe
using nationally-representative, population-based data. In this chaptedisaiiss what
we know about the “new father” norms and the roles of employment and involvement;

what is known about the relationship between employment and father involvement; and



why gender ideology may matter for understanding that relationship in theatul

context of “new father” norms.

“New Father” Norms: Nurturance, Involvement, and Provision

In contrast to the father of times past who was expected to mostly be an economic

provider, as Coltrane (1996) states, “modern fathering is no longer just pi@teead

bill paying” (5). A new culture of fatherhood expects men to be more involved in the

home as well as the workplace, involved with his children and a more equal partner to his

wife or partner (Furstenberg 1988; LaRossa 1988; Goldscheider and Waite 1991;
Coltrane 1996; Gerson 2010). The cultural image of the “new father” describesra fathe
who is nurturing and warm with his children; who is actively involved in their routine
physical care as well as the traditional play activities; and who emphdk&z emotional
aspects of fathering, including understanding, listening, talking, and simphg‘theere”
for his children. The “new father” values his role as a father, believes implogtance
of this role for the wellbeing of his children, and feels competent in his nurturing and
caretaking capabilities. These qualities represent an overlap witctdrastics
traditionally attributed to mothers, and as such, | anticipate that “newdathd also
maintain egalitarian attitudes toward other work and family roles of men andnyame
conventionally measured in most national surveys.

Some evidence shows these norms may be “catching on.” Fathers’ time with
children has increased in recent years, including participation in the raagksedf child
care. There has also been a rise in nurturing fathers and in the belief thatuhiegiur

and emotional bond is an integral part of the father-child relationship (LaRossa 1988;



Cohen 1993; Gerson 1993; Townsend 2002; Harrington, Deusen et al. 2010). Attitudinal
trends show evidence reflective of “new father” norms as well, includingca@ase in

more egalitarian attitudes toward the work and family roles of men and wormdencae
favorable attitudes toward fathering and the importance of fathers in thefichildren
(Coltrane 1996; Galinsky, Aumann et al. 2008; Gerson 2010). Finally, fathers voice
desires to be more involved with their children than they currently are (Gerson 1993;
Townsend 2002; Gerson 2010).

What then keeps men from being more involved with their children, if they desire
greater involvement and believe in the importance of that involvement to their ofildre
Research shows a gap between attitudes and behavior (LaRossa 1988; Gerson 1993;
Dermott 2008). Through her interviews with men in the New York metropolitan area
about work and family life, Gerson (1993) finds a “persistent gap between the@sdesi
and choices” (139), as they navigated various opportunities and constraints in work and
family life. The conflicts between work and family spheres often lead topneileging
work over family, whether by choice or necessity. As Gerson (1993) writgm)dmic
inequalities between women and men underlay and reinforced cultural measures of
manhood that stress work and earnings over parental dedication” (246). Indeed, despite
the expectation of nurturing involvement with children, the cultural image of fathers
maintains a central role of providers as well (Cohen 1993; Gerson 1993; Cheistganus
Palkovitz 2001; Townsend 2002; Dermott 2008).

These tensions and conflicts within the “new father” role are simitaglylighted
in Nicholas Townsend’s (2002) ethnographic work based on a small sample of men

employed in Silicon Valley. For the fathers in his study, the “new fatherloded r

10



encompasses emotional closeness, provision, protection, and endowment; but of these
four elements, provision assumes preeminence and comes primarily fronyewempio
Working to provide, however, is in direct conflict with other elements of the fedleer

by keeping men away from their wives and children, and forcing men to negotgse the
tensions (Ranson 2001; Townsend 2002). While the “new father” role requires spending
time with children, the “good worker” role requires a commitment to spending time on
the job (Ranson 2001). Thus, a role conflict emerges between work and family roles for
men, not unlike the concept of role overload discussed in work-family literaturg-(Pe
Jenkins, Repetti et al. 2000; Perry-Jenkins, Goldberg et al. 2007).

Whereas that literature often focuses on women’s experience of emplaymaent
parenting, in this case, new norms of involved, emotionally close fatherhood must be
wrapped into the traditional provider roles of fathers. As Townsend (2002) describes,
cultural and structural factors, such as the separation of work and home, the emphasis on
men’s provision of financial support, and the lack of family-friendly policies and itenef
from employers, all “work together to prevent the close and involved paternal
involvement that is a conspicuous feature of discussions of fatherhood and caring” (137).
Little attention has been paid in the broader research literature, however, to how me
have navigated this transition into new norms of parenthood and the conflict between
traditional and new roles (Gerson 1993; Ranson 2001). In the following section, | discuss
what we know in the empirical literature about how employment affeitisrfa

involvement.
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Employment and Father Involvement

The primary tension in the “new father” role lies in the conflict of time ancepla
The “nurturing” norm of fatherhood encourages fathers to spend time with children.

Thus, those who adhere to these new norms of nurturing fatherhood may work less and
spend more time with children than those who are more traditional. However, the
“provider” element of the father role suggests fathers should exhibit a stronge
commitment to work when they become fathers. This encourages fathers to spend less
time at home, rather than more, since the provider and good worker roles require a
commitment to spending time on the job (Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000; Ranson 2001;
Townsend 2002). Since, as discussed in the previous section, provision often assumes
preeminence for men, one might expect time at work to win out over time with children,
resulting in a negative relationship between work hours and father involvement.

So what does the research find regarding the relationship between work hours and
father involvement? Overall, the answer is not much. Less attention has been paid to the
relationship between employment and parenting for men than for women (&@afd
Uhlenberg 2000; Russell and Hwang 2004; Crouter and McHale 2005), perhaps because
employment is assumed among fathers: as Crouter and McHale (2005) write, “I
comparison to the literature on maternal employment and work hours, less attention has
been paid to fathers’ work hours and the implications for parenting, probably because
paternal employment is often seen as a given; being the good provider msgaal ipart
of being a husband and a father” (290).

The limited research available poses conflicting findings regarding the

relationship of employment and fathering. One strain of this literature findgative

12



relationship. Townsend’s (2002) ethnographic findings among his Silicon Vatlteyda
for example, are consistent with work hours away from the home preventing close
involved fathering time inside the home. Other small, local samples of fativers ha
similarly found long work hours to be associated with less involvement with children
(Bonney, Kelley et al. 1999; Gaunt 2006; Roeters, Lippe et al. 2009). Many empirical
studies of larger, more representative samples find a negativenishag as well

(Aldous, Mulligan et al. 1998; Yeung, Sandberg et al. 2001; Woldoff and Cina 2007,
Hook and Wolfe 2009; Biggart and O'Brien 2010). In these studies, however,
employment measures are typically just a control variable, rather tbansadf the

study. Finally, Kaufman and Uhlenberg (2000) find that on the aggregate, fathkers wor
more hours than men without children.

Other research, on the other hand, finds no relationship between employment and
time with children (Marsiglio 1991; Deutsch, Lussier et al. 1993; Pleck 1997; Gauthie
Smeeding et al. 2004; Dermott 2006). Using the National Survey of Families and
Households, Marsiglio (1991) finds that work hours of the father—and the mother, for
that matter—are generally not related to paternal involvement with childréwersOtave
found that paid work has minimal effect on both mothers’ and fathers’ time with childre
as parents appear to preserve time with children by reducing leisur@tanehi 2000;
Gauthier, Smeeding et al. 2004). Finally, an analysis of the British Hodseaoel
Study finds that employment and parenthood are not related, with the exceptiofl of sma
decreases in work hours during the first year of a child’s life; onceomuot for other
factors, fathers’ work hours are not all that different from non-fathers’ worlshour

(Dermott 2006). In other words, “when average hours of employment for fathers and

13



non-fathers are compared, fathers emerge as working longer, but thisitireofact that
fathers and non-fathers differ in other respects as well as themtgastatus” (32).

What accounts for these mixed findings? Some evidence suggests timirthe
of employment makes a difference for time with children. Research on ndastavork
schedules has shown us that children in families where one or both parents works a
nonstandard work schedule spend more time with their fathers; often thesesfaselia
“tag-team” approach to meeting child care needs when parents work norppiegla
shifts (Deutsch 1999; Presser 2004). Yeung et al. (2001) look at the effect oflpaterna
work hours (among other factors) on children’s time with parents in intacidamil
finding that fathers’ work hours are negatively related to time with childrereekdays
but not weekends. They interpret this finding as evidence of “new fathers” onndsgke
ostensibly when fathers’ time is less constrained by employment. Hook afel Wol
(2010) extend this research by controlling for work schedules, including meashotks o
shift and weekend/weekday work, and show that Yeung et al.’s (2001) estimate of
weekend-weekday differences in fathers’ time with children may even be sinthated
once timing of employment is taken into account.

It may also be the case that isalative employment that matters rather than
absoluteemployment. In other words, it is not the total hours worked or the total
financial provision to the household that affects time spent engaging in child cates but
relative contribution of the mother and father to the provision for the household. Gender
and economic theories draw on this line of thought to explain men’s contributions to
housework. As such, they may be useful for explaining men’s contributions to child care

as well.
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“Doing gender” theories, for example, have been used to explain findings of a
curvilinear effect of employment on men’s contributions to housework. Thesestheori
argue that since housework is considered “women’s work,” women perform their
femininity by doing housework and men perform their masculinity by avoiding it (West
and Zimmerman 1987). Overall, women’s absolute levels of housework are higher.
Some research finds, however, that when husbands are economically dependent on their
wives, the husbands do less housework, thereby symbolically enacting their gender
(Brines 1994; Bittman, England et al. 2003).

Economic theories, on the other hand, stress earning power of individuals in the
paid labor force. Traditionally, women have had lower earning power, so they have
specialized in unpaid labor in the household, exchanging housework and child care for
economic support from men (Blau, Ferber et al. 2006). As women’s returns to
participation in the labor market have improved, less specialization would beezkpect
Other economic theories, however, emphasize relative resources and timarigarga
power of partners to “buy” the household labor of their partner, or to “buy out” of thei
own share of household labor, based on earning power in the paid labor force. As one
partner’s share of the household income increases, for example, one would expect his
her share of the housework to decrease. Research generally finds support for this
explanation, except at higher levels of men’s economic dependency on women when
trends support doing gender explanations (Brines 1994, Bittman, England et al. 2003).

These studies have focused on the housework component of unpaid household
labor. With regard to the care of children, economic theories would predict that the

partner providing proportionally less to the household income would perform a greater
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share of the child care. Gender theories, on the other hand, would predict that—as child
care is traditionally “women’s work™—women would maintain higher absolute and
relative levels of child care time. Gender display approaches also stigddathers’
involvement will decrease when mothers work or earn more than fathers, thereby
introducing nontraditional economic dependency (Hofferth and Goldscheider 2010).
These theories are only helpful, however, to the extent that involvement with
children issimilar to housework vis-a-vis men’s employment hours, and there may be
important differences between men’s contributions to housework and child ¢aire (Is
Kuntz and Coltrane 1992; Deutsch, Lussier et al. 1993; Hynes and Greene 2009). Child
care time is likely more desirable than housework, so even men not as involved in
housework may be involved with children. Thus, | anticipate these theories to have
relatively weaker explanatory power for understanding the relationshipdretwe
employment and time with children. The type of activity with children mayrakstter:
there is some evidence that fathers do more fun, interactive actikidreplysical care
activities like bathing and feeding that are more similar to housework (Nakk a
Kingston 1988; Darling-Fisher and Tiedje 1990; Yeung, Sandberg et al. 2001). Thus,
physical care activities may operate more like housework in the relapongh men’s

employment than do fun, interactive activities.

While work hours are the focal aspect of employment in this study since they best
capture the time/place conflict of provision and involvement, other aspects of
employment are certainly relevant to father involvement and warrant mentilalingc

the use of leave and other work-family policies, willingness to travel, work sahgdul
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occupation, and provision of urgent child care. Among dual-earner couples, for example,
Maume (2006; 2008) finds fathers’ employment less responsive to child care raeds th
mothers: fathers are less likely than mothers to impose work restrictions ss@ciuaing
work hours or refusing to travel, in order to tend to child care and other family needs.
Brayfield (1995) similarly finds that mothers’ work schedules have gré&apact on
child care than do fathers.’

Limited evidence suggests occupation or class may matter as wellpwiéh s
types offering more support for fathers’ accommodation of family nekldsugh results
are mixed as to whether professional, managerial jobs are more or lesstomp$Pleck
and Masciadrelli 2004; Russell and Hwang 2004; Haas and Hwang 2009). Some
research finds, for example that high-status professional or managgpiayees work
longer hours and perceive more workplace opposition to using family leave and are seen
as less dispensable (Biggart and O’Brien 2010; Pleck and Masciadrelli 2004; Rugsell a
Hwang 2004; Haas and Hwang 2009); yet, these are the employees mosb likkby t
leave, perhaps because have more autonomy or flexibility, are more edacaltétuc
less traditional), and/or have wives with high-status jobs (Haas 2003; Biggart arehO'B
2010). Haas and Hwang (2009) find that white-collar workers in Sweden received more
formal and informal support for leave-taking than blue-collar workers. Heareh
literature on this, however, is far from thorough and does not suggest a cleapmirecti
Studies of occupation and family involvement have focused on use of parental leave
typically around the birth of a child, but one might surmise the same patterns to be true

for limiting or structuring one’s regular work hours to accommodate fammby.t
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Finally, formal and informal—and perceived or real—workplace barriers, such as
“family unfriendly” work cultures or inflexible work hours or schedules, majnigace
affecting fathers’ (and mothers’) decisions about work hours and time with thngieta
(Russell and Hwang 2004; Kaufman et al. 2010; McKay and Doucet 2010). Overall,
these findings are generally consistent with a dominant role of provisiontierdat
similar to those focusing on work hours: fathers’ employment on the aggregate leve

appears resistant to child care demands, or at least relative to methplsyment.

Shifting focus from the independent to the dependent variable, variations in the
definition of father involvement may influence findings as well and warrant mention.
Father involvement is not just about tngantity of time spent with childrenQuality of
time also matters, and is often distinguished by what sorts of activitipaithet engages
in with his child(ren). Educational activities, such as reading to the child, are
differentiated from routine care activities, such as feeding or dressiagcessibility,
where the parent is not directly engaged with the child. Research tends to finegtthat e
with the dramatic rise in women'’s labor force participation, particularlyrfothers of
young children, parents’ time with children has not actually decreasadcBi2000;
Gauthier, Smeeding et al. 2004; Bianchi, Robinson et al. 2006). Parents appear very
protective of the quality time spent with children, which decreases lestltarer
physical care, for example, when children spend time in nonparental caneafBiCraig
et al. 2004). Although these studies more often have focused on mothers’ time with

children, some find the same trends true for fathers’ time with children.
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A further element of father involvement beyond time engaged with children
concerns the responsibility a father takes for the care of his children.ichaéfiLamb’s
oft-cited framework for understanding father involvement, the construcspdmsibility
entails the management of care of children, such as scheduling medical appsiaimdent
making decisions about child care (Lamb 2004; Pleck and Masciadrelli 2004). As
mothers are typically considered the primary caregivers, even when fatbénsolved,
the responsibility construct arguably lines up most closely with genditiaega
parenting of all the domains of father involvement. One might expect work corsstoaint
prevent close involvement in child care decisions and other aspects of resporaibility
men more so than women, given the emphasis on provision. Relatively less attention,
however, has been paid to responsibility in the empirical research, likelg doeté¢d
data (Sandberg 1999; Pleck and Masciadrelli 2004). The current study makes an
important contribution to the literature through the inclusion of measures of

responsibility.

A final note on the relationship between employment and father involvement
regards the endogeneity of decisions about work and family life: employnasgnt
constrain involvement with children, just as preferences about involvement wdreahil
may influence employment decisions. Either or both may be at play when andergt
men’s experiences of work and family life. Fixed effects models allow uge out the
potentially confounding influences of unobserved characteristics—suchas cer

preferences—on employment and involvement, but they do not rule out the possibility of
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bidirectionality, such that fathering behavior influences time spent at wdhley than

simply work hours influencing fathering behavior.

Gender Ideology Matters
While structural constraints such as work schedules and leave policies are
important influences on father involvement, subjective factors such as geralegyde
matter as well (Bonney, Kelley et al. 1999; Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000; Hofferth
2003; Bulanda 2004; Gerson 2010; Hofferth and Goldscheider 2010). It should not be
surprising that values, beliefs, and attitudes about men’s and women'’s roles imdork a
family life should influence how individuals allocate their work and fanwihet Nor
should it be surprising that individuals with different attitudes about work and family
roles, including the father role in particular, behave differently when iesamwork
and family time. Gerson (1993) describes how these factors influence some individual
to act differently within the same structural constraints as others:
“Just as economic realities may exert pressure on families..., couples may
negotiate arrangements that resist these trends, even if the partiesdreva
unaware of the way broad structural factors are shaping their opportunities. Some
men, influenced by popular images of the new, nurturant father, may choose to
express their identities as fathers over their occupational identitispdatese of
the financial consequences (80).”
As she notes, some men may be more apt to actively adopt the “new father” nerms tha

others.
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So, which fathers (if any) respond to the cultural images of the “newfahdr”
actively resist structural and other constraints to achieve it? Men wiitaggal
attitudes toward work and family roles for men and women may be more likely & shar
both housework and parenting with their partner and similarly also value the involved
fathering role. As such, this dissertation proposes two things: 1) fatherselaitively
egalitarian gender attitudes will also believe in the value of involvedr&atbiechildren,
and 2) it is these egalitarian fathers with “new father” attitudes whalsdbehave
more similarly to “new fathers,” than those with more traditional beliedsiwork and
family roles.

Gerson’s (2010) recent ethnographic work on young adults finds that a majority
of young adults prefer a more egalitarian division of labor for balancinky ava family
life, including housework tasks as well as child care. Many men in her study, for
example, report wanting to be more involved with their children than their own fathers
were, and they also voice preference for a more gender flexible arrariggmen
breadwinning and caretaking. This supports a notion of “new father” attitudes going
hand in hand with egalitarian attitudes toward more conventionally measured work and
family roles.

Other work, however, suggests that gender role attitudes may be more complex
and multidimensional. Some have found, for example, that gender role attitudes vary by
whether they focus on public roles (such as educational or employment rolesate pri
roles (such as those pertaining to division of labor in the home and the relationships
between couples) (Goldscheider and Waite 1991; Willetts-Bloom and Nock 1994; King

et al. 1997; Zuo 1997). Goldscheider and Waite (1991), for example, found in their
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factor analyses of NLS data on young and mature women that two distiocs fe@tild
be discerned: one pertaining to work and one pertaining to family.

These sets of attitudes may be conceptually distinct, and egalitariaioisgione
dimension may be independent of views on the other dimension. Indeed, some research
shows attitudes are more egalitarian toward gender roles in the public spberas s
those pertaining to maternal employment, but less so toward gender roles indtes pri
sphere (Anderson and Johnson 2003; Goldscheider et al. 2010; McDonald 2000).
Additionally, attitudes toward activities with children may be different fedtitudes
toward housework activities (Goldscheider et al. 2010). Men may be more inclined, for
example, to share more responsibility for child care, an arguably more pleasurabl
activity than housework.

Most survey items about gender attitudes have focused on women'’s roles,
whereas less is known about men’s roles. Some have inferred roles aboubfdbkdrs
on mother’s roles (Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000) due to this data limitation. However,
just as attitudes may vary regarding public and private sector rolagjestiowards
men’s and women'’s roles may vary as well. Research on men’s roles ismiiée, lbut
a few sources suggest conflicting evidence. On the one hand, Gerson’s (2010) work
suggests that men’s egalitarian attitudes toward breadwinning (oftesetbon women'’s
roles in the labor force, for example) go hand in hand with men’s roles in the home,
particularly related to involved fathering. On the other hand, survey data @seeldl
males suggests that attitudes toward male roles are conceptuallyt distmattitudes
toward female’s roles (Pleck et al 1994). This work did not, however, address’ fathers

roles in particular. Wilcox (2004) also finds evidence of distinction between astitude
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about men’s and women'’s roles: in his study of religion and family life, fundaiisnt
Christian men espouse traditional gender attitudes toward women'’s roles while
simultaneously supporting an involved fathering role.

Turning to the link between gender attitudes and parenting behaviors, threlresea
has been similarly scant (Roeters, Lippe et al. 2009), especiallytierdabut what is
available tends to support a positive association between egalitarian gatuirsatind
fathering. Data from the 1987 and 1992 waves of National Survey of Families and
Households (NSFH), for example, show greater involvement among fathers with
egalitarian gender ideology in two-parent families (Aldous, Mulligaal. 1998; Bulanda
2004); interestingly, mothers’ gender ideology was not, however, found to be related to
father involvement (Bulanda 2004). Similarly, Hofferth (2003) finds in more recent 1997
PSID-CDS data that fathers’ egalitarian attitudes towards soreetasy gender roles
are associated with greater father involvement: attitudes towad#igequity were
significant, while attitudes toward marriage, traditional mothering, andichdilism
were not. A positive association between gender egalitarianism and fatheemeat
with children is found in smaller, local or ethnographic samples as wetlo{®al 1984;
Deutsch, Lussier et al. 1993; Coltrane 1996; Bonney, Kelley et al. 1999; Sewatd, Yeat
et al. 2006). Many of these smaller studies contain much richer measures of gender
attitudes than those found in the national data sets, a point | return to in more detail
below.

In addition to the typical involvement measures of engagement and responsibility,
some research shows men with nontraditional gender ideologies are moreoliladdy t

leaves, or longer leaves, following the birth of a child as well (Hyde, Eds8x1993;
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Almqvist 2008; Lammi-Taskula 2008). Other studies, however, find that gender role
attitudes are associated only with certain types of involvement but not, cihheinsas
offering praise and showing affection (Hofferth and Goldscheider 2010), or witingea
and helping with homework for school-aged children (Marsiglio 1991).

Due to data limitations, most research on gender ideology, however, does not
include measures of attitudes toward fathers’ roles specificallgperchandful of
studies based on smaller, less generalizable samples (Palkovitz 1984amERarke
1998; Gaunt 2006). Beitel and Parke (1998) suggest, for example, that it may be the
belief that the father’s role is important that matters for fathelvement, not gender
attitudes in general, and data incorporating those beliefs are lackimgis@nt with this
hypothesis, Gaunt (2006) finds in her small (n=209), local sample, that attituded towar
the father’s role specifically are predictive of involvement with their yeyng children
(6-36 months), whereas abstract gender ideologies are not related to involveahdt
care. Thus, attitudes toward fathering may in fact operate independeattiyuafes
toward women'’s roles.

Further, many of the gender attitude measures typically found in majoetdatas
are few in number and reflect only the role of the mother and not the fathendBula
2004). Hofferth (2003) provides the sole nationally representative study | could find tha
incorporates attitude items focused specifically on the father’s rolefindergs are
based on the Child Development Supplement to the 1997 Panel Study of Income
Dynamics (PSID-CDS), and show that positive attitudes toward the fateersol
positively associated with both time spent with children and responsibilityg(tttof

2003).
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Hofferth’s (2003) study also illuminates how attitudes toward gender notes a
fathering may operate in complex ways and may in fact not be complementarg. Som
fathers may value involved fathering and see that as important for the child’'s
development, and thus be more involved with their children while simultaneously
endorsing less egalitarian roles for men and women and not sharing the housework or
supporting employment of women outside the home. Latino men, for example, are more
likely to report involved fathering attitudes but have traditional attitudes tbgerder
equity (Hofferth 2003). Similarly, Wilcox (2004) finds that some men, in this case
conservative Protestant men, espouse traditional gender attitudes but aeagaged
with their children than men with nontraditional attitudes. Thus, it is important to
incorporate attitudes specifically about the father role as well as gpicaltmeasures of

attitudes toward men’s and women'’s work and family roles.

While research has begun to address a link between gender ideology and father
involvement, much less has examined the link between these attitudes and the
relationship between employment and father involvement. It may be thasfailier
attitudes favorable toward egalitarian gender roles and involved fatherhood aneshe
most likely to resist employment constraints on involved, nurturant fatherhood, such as
by cutting back work hours to spend more time with children in spite of the cultural
emphasis on provision. Some limited evidence available does support this model of
gender ideology moderating the relationship between employment and father
involvement, as proposed by the current study. Most notably, Kaufman and Uhlenberg

(2000), use the National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH) to examine work
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hours before and after the transition to fatherhood. As discussed above, they find a
positive relationship between parenthood status and work hours for men overall.
However, for younger men with more egalitarian attitudes, fatherhood igasedowith
a 9 hour/weeklecreasen work, whereas for traditional men, fatherhood is associated
with an 11 hour/weelncreasein work hours. The authors suggest that younger men
come from cohorts more likely to have grown up exposed to norms of “new fatherhood,”
and those who also retain egalitarian attitudes are the ones more likely to trextesoff
work hours for more family time after the birth of a child.

Hofferth and Goldscheider (2010) also show that attitudes toward gender affect
the relationship between employment and fathering, but in a different patteriotinal
by Kaufman and Uhlenberg (2000). Their study of the National Longitudinal Survey of
Youth (Young Adult Sample) examinesative work hours of mothers and fathers.
They find that gender attitudes do not matter when the mother and father are both
working, but traditional gender attitudes are associated with greater involvehmt w
the father is not employed but the partner is employed (Hofferth and Goldsc2@ldgr
Thus, contrary to previous research, traditional gender attitudes, rather than
nontraditional attitudes, appear to be linked to greater involvement in some cases.
Further research is necessary to adjudicate among these mixed finddwys
explanation for the divergence in findings, however, may be the variation in outcomes
measured. Fathering behavior in Hofferth and Goldscheider’s (2010) stirdytesl {to
spanking, praise, affection, and reading to the child, which vary somewhat from
involvement measures found in many other studies, which focus on other engagement

and accessibility measures.
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Contributions of the Current Study

The current dissertation will help shed light on some of the mixed findings in the
literature and contribute to our understanding of how employment relatebdarigt
behavior. Additionally, | examine how attitudes about men’s and women’s work and
family roles influence both 1) father involvement, and 2) the relationship eetwe
employment and father involvement. Research in both these areas is lackinglgobrti
the latter. First, | expand the work of Kaufman and Uhlenberg (2000) by looking beyond
the initial transition to parenthood, to examine how gender attitudes affect the
relationship between employment and involvement with children during preschool- and
school-ages.

| build on the works of both Kaufman and Uhlenberg (2000) and Hofferth and
Goldscheider (2010) by using richer measures of gender attitudes as fiather
involvement. The current data, the 1997 Child Development Supplement to the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID-CDS), contain rich measures of fatr@vament,
employment, and gender attitudes. With regard to father involvement, | examine
engagement measures similar to those commonly found in research in this @&rea: tim
spent with children and types of activities done with children. 1 also, however,rexami
the responsibility component of Lamb’s model of father involvement, which entails the
“the role father takes in making sure that the child is taken care of and agéomi
resources to be available for the child (231)” (Pleck and Masciadrelli 2004 )suh¢eanf
responsibility are rarely available, and hence this aspect of father invaivéias been

the least studied (Sandberg 1999; Pleck and Masciadrelli 2004).
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Turning to gender attitudes, research on gender attitudes and father involvement
based on population-based, generalizable samples is particularly lackinges $tudi
smaller samples have offered rich measures of gender role attitudedingcheasures
of attitudes toward fathers’ roles in particular, but their generalizalslitgnited.

Studies of larger datasets offer generalizability to the larger populatiomeut t
measures have typically been much more limited, often based on only a handfiolsof it
typically focusing on the mother’s work and family roles and not the fath&éhe PSID-
CDS data are both nationally representative and include rich attitudinal eeassget of
twenty-nine items reflect attitudes about gender roles, marriageathadihg. As such,
the current research will provide a useful quantitative complement to the richatyeli
work on men’s work and family life.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, | offer a fixed effects approach to
examining the relationships in question using two years of data, which constikates a
improvement upon much of the research. The fixed effects component of this study
examines within-father change, seeing how fathers and families adjustaof&naily
time in response to changes in employment. This approach allows me to control for the
potentially confounding influence of unobserved characteristics on work and fanaly t
As such, | am better able to estimate causal direction in these relgignshgontrast to
much of the current research literature on employment and father involvement that is

based largely on cross-sectional data.
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Chapter 3. Research Design

The purpose of this dissertation is to examine whether and how fathers’
employment affects involvement with their children, and whether gender attitudes
moderate the employment-involvement relationship. The data for this anzdyse
from the first two waves of the 1997 Child Development Supplement to the Panel Study
of Income Dynamics. These data offer the benefits of a longitudinal designfand ric
measures of employment, gender attitudes, and father involvement. In this,dHagte
out the research design for this study. After first discussing my resagstions and

hypotheses, | then describe the data, measures, and analysis plan.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

1. Are attitudes about the fathering role similar to attitudes about otheraspects
of men’s and women'’s work and family roles, particularly those
conventionally focused on women'’s roles?

Hypothesis| hypothesize that men with attitudes in favor of involved “new”
fathering will also maintain egalitarian attitudes toward other wodckfamily

roles of men and women. Gender attitude measures in national surveys more
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commonly focus on the roles of women, rather than men, such as whether it is

okay for preschool-aged children if mothers are employed outside the home.

Are fathers with “new father” attitudes more involved with their children?

In other words, do attitudes translate to behavior?

Hypothesis| expect to find that “new fathers” are indeed more involved with
their resident children. Specifically, these men may not only spend more time
with their children, but they will engage in more physical care of children
(traditionally a female domain) as well as play/interactive catetional
component of fathering). Further, they will take more responsibility foden|

also a traditionally female domain.

Is the relationship between gender attitudes and father involvement

association or causal?In particular, do changes in attitudes over time predict
changes in fathering behavior?

Hypothesis| expect to find that the strength of the relationships between attitudes
and behaviors will diminish, but that “new father” attitudes will remain a

predictor of fathering behavior.

Do attitudes toward the father’s role predict work hours?
Hypothesis Consistent with previous research (Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000),
fathers with “new father” attitudes will work fewer hours than those with more

traditional attitudes.
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What is the relationship between employment and father involvement?
HypothesisWork hours and father involvement will be negatively related,

consistent with the conflict of time and place between work and family.

Does the relationship between employment and father involvement varyb
fathering attitudes?

Hypothesis The relationship between work hours and father involvement will
vary by fathering attitudes: whereas traditional fathers may work long odr
spend less time with their children than those who work fewer hours, “new
fathers” will spend time with their children regardless of their work hours. |
other words, longer work hours will have a weaker impact on the fathering

behaviors of “new fathers” than traditional fathers.

This study uses data from the 1997 and 2002 Child Development Supplement

(CDS) to the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID). The PSID is a nitional

representative study of women, men, and children and the families in which tluey resi

and has been ongoing for more than forty years, collecting a wealth of ecataienic

such as income, employment, and wealth, as well as social information suchtals mari

and fertility information. In 1997, the Child Development Supplement collected data on

up to two randomly selected children of PSID respondents, including data on children’s

cognitive, behavioral, and physical health; parental investments of timesanuolaes;
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and children’s time use, among others. Information was provided by primaryweaseqi
other caregivers, teachers or child care providers, and children themselves in both 1997
and 2002. The CDS constitutes a representative sample of 2,394 child households
containing 3,563 children, and had an overall response rate of 88 percent (Hofferth,
Davis-Kean et al. 1999). Children were aged 0 to 12 in the 1997 wave, and 5 to 19 in the
2002 wave.

The unit of analysis in the data is the child, although my hypotheses center on the
fathers. The outcome of interest in this analysis, father involvement, is e@asur
children’s time with fathers, both the quantity and quality, and the respondibdity
father reports taking for that child. Thus, | measure the involvement of the fatter b
time and activities found in each child’s time diary and by the responsibilitg ite the
fathers’ survey (usually the other caregiver’'s household questionnair@erdat
responsibility, as well as his attitudes about men’s and women’s work and falagdy
are collected directly from the fathers and included on the file on each of ldients
records. Since up to two children per father may be included in the file, | control for
clustering within families when performing all multivariate anab/s

Analytic SampleThe analytic sample for this study includes both the 1997 and
2002 waves: cross-sectional analyses focus on 1997, while fixed effegisearatamine
change between 1997 and 2002. The sample is first limited to those children who were
the child of the head or wife in the main PSID file (91% of sample), in order to link the
employment information in the main PSID file to the data in the CDS file. The-cros
sectional sample then consists of the 1,139 children living in two-parent halsekiob

completed the time diary and the household questionnaire where the gender attitside item
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are located, and who have valid weights. The sample is limited to children in evg-pa
households since several models incorporate both mothers’ and fathers’ work hours and
since there are two few single fathers to analyze separately.

The fixed effects sample consists of 526 of these children who additionally
participated in the 2002 wave, completed the time diary and the father’s household
guestionnaire in 2002, and for whom family structure remained intact between the two
waves. In other words, both the mother and the father in 1997 are still living with the
child in 2002 and are either married or cohabiting with each other. This limistion
control for family structure over time, since family structure and enmnpoy are likely
to be jointly determined, and to be able to assess couple-level employment
characteristics. Sample sizes from different models vary due to difémauntnbers of
missing values on dependent variables.

In both analytic samples, the largest proportion of cases was lost due to
nonresponse on the other caregivers’ household booklets, which contain the data on
gender attitudes: 1,214 cases were lost due to this restriction in 1997. TadIhetta
selective respondents are relative to the whole sample, analyses were cbtidcte
compared the demographic and other descriptive characteristics of those witetedm
the household questionnaire to those who did not and then further examined the
unweighted relationship between employment and father involvement for ¥peeer
and 2) just those who returned the household questionnaire.

Results for these analyses are found in Table A3.1 and indicate that, reldtige t
full sample of dual parent households who completed at least one time diary, respondents

to the household questionnaire are more likely to have a college education or more, more
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likely to be white, less likely to be black, and less likely to be in a household where both
parents work fulltime. No differences emerged among fathers’ work hotathers’
engagement with their childrénFurther, only one difference emerged when comparing
the relationship between work hours and father engagement: work hours areasitinific
negatively related to time spent in play activities among the full sample, ut thi
relationship does not quite meet the standard of significance among mycaseaiytile

(results not shown). This may, however, be an artifact of the smaller samptersize
analytic sample relative to the whole sample. | conclude from this anddgsiny

findings regarding the relationship between employment, father involvement, and gender

attitudes will be generalizable to the larger sample.

Measures

Dependent variables: Father Involvement

Father involvement is the primary dependent variable construct of thisianaly
which | operationalize by focusing on engagement and responsibility (Lamb 2004).
Engagement| measure engagement using the child time diary. Time diaries are
considered the most valid and reliable method of gathering information on thesenod
parents and children, including how much time they spend together and in what activitie
they engage, as they suffer less from biases inherent in asking in edstghion about
time spent in a given activity (Hofferth, Davis-Kean et al. 1999). The CDStmlla
time diary for each child for one weekday and one weekend day, and was completed by

the child and/or the child’s primary caregiver (usually the mother). The chastitutes

! The responsibility scale is located in the houhaestionnaire and thus could not be includetthén
selectivity analysis.
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a chronological report of the child’s activities during a recent, specifidtb@dday,
including what the child was doing, how long the activity occurred, what elsevdrey
doing if multiple activities occurred simultaneously, who else was preaangceach
activity, and where the activity occurred. Thus, | can determine how mucmtiime i
day the child spent with his/her father and the specific activities in whicletiggged.

My dependent variables include a continuous measure of the aiefall
engagementith his or her father. Time spent in all activities in which the father
participated is summed for this measure. Weekly estimates of overaileengat are
then computed by multiplying weekday time by 5 and weekend day time by 2. |then
compute time spent in specific types of activities, in order to differerteiteeen time
spent inroutine physical caresuch as feeding, bathing, and diaperaahievement-
related activitiessuch as reading to children and helping with homeworkpéand
activities. This classification is consistent with categories usecdkinqus research
(Yeung, Sandberg et al. 2001; Hook and Wolfe 2010).

Responsibility. The second domain of father involvement | examine pertains to
responsibility the father takes for the care of the child. As specifieaiop’s
framework, this includes activities such as scheduling doctor appointments, making
decisions about the care and schooling of the child, and purchasing clothing forahe chil
when needed (Lamb 2004). | operationalize this measure with the responsdailey
used in Hofferth (2003), which encompasses physical care, discipline, chodsiitigsc
clothes buying, transportation, selecting doctors and making appointmertsngele
child care or school, and play activities. These items are located in thédlouseoklet

of the survey. Response categories for these items include: 1) | do this, 2) Another
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household member does this, 3) | share this task, and 4) Someone else does this task. As
done in Hofferth (2003), | recoded these to indicate the father does this task (coded 2),

the father shares this task (coded 1), or everything else (coded 0). | theadtimse

recoded values, for a resulting scale ranging from O (least respoyptbilitt (most

responsibility). The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale is 0.77.

Primary Independent Variable: Employment

Employment constitutes the primary independent variable of interest ituths s
and there are myriad ways to measure it. Work hours, however, are my main focus, as it
most aptly captures the time and place conflict of the nurturer and providerToles. a
continuous measure of total work hours per week is my main independent variable.

| also, however, examine the rolerefative work hours by including dummy
variables for relative work effort of fathers and mothers. As done in previous work
(Hofferth and Goldscheider 2010), these variables indicate the mutually ggclusi
categories of: two full-time earners (both mother and father work 35+ hounsepky,
he works more than her, she works more than him, and neither work.

Occupation is also included as a control variable, as some evidence suggests
professional or managerial occupation may be related to using family leaiegeland
perhaps would similarly affect regular work hours—although findings aredmixe
regarding the direction of the effect.

Other aspects of employment besides work hours, relative work effort, and
occupation are important but have not been included due to data limitations. These

include work schedule and wages. We know from Harriet Presser’s work and others, for
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example, that work schedule is key for understanding parental time with chitdren:
particular, fathers are more involved with children if one or both parents work a
nonstandard work schedule (Presser 2004; Hook and Wolfe 2010). Unfortunately, it is
not possible to obtain information on the work schedule of the father in the CDS.

Finally, absolute and/or relative wages reflect the returns to work and atanstit
an important measure of contribution to the household. Wages have been found to be
significantly associated with father involvement in previous researamgyé&andberg
et al. 2001). However, since work hours best capture the time and place conflict of work
and family for fathers, | focus on work hours as my primary measure of ermgrbym

while controlling for relative work effort and occupation in my models.

Primary Independent Variable: Gender Attitudes

The second independent variable construct in this analysis is fatititusies
toward men’s and women’s work and family roles. Interchangeably calling these
attitudes as “gender attitudes” for brevity’s sake, | am referaragtitudes about gender
roles and gender equity, including the typically measured attitudinal iteoos aother’s
roles outside the home as well as less often measured attitudes about faltreens’the
home and the value of father involvement for children. To measure this construd, | use
subset of the twenty-nine gender attitude items found in the household booklets
completed by the primary and other caregivers, typically the mothers aerdsfat
respectively. These items reflect attitudes about gender roles, mattiagges,
fathering attitudes, and one on spanking. See Table A3.2 for a complete list of these

attitude items. The first twenty items reflect attitudes toward gentks and marriage
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that have been included in several other national surveys. The fathering itemsdt the e
stem from the “Being a Father” scale (Pleck 1997) and from the “Role of therFa
guestionnaire (Palkovitz 1984), and are intended to tap the belief that the father role is
important for children’s development (Hofferth, Davis-Kean et al. 1999; Hofferth 2003)
| first created a measure of pro-fathering attitudes by factdyzang seven of the
eight items from the “Being a Father” scale and the “Role of the Fattae that were
included in both the first and second waves of the PSID-CDS. Where necessary, items
were reverse coded so that higher values reflect nontraditional attibuckesl the
father’s role, namely that fathers should be heavily involved with their chikird that
fathers and mothers are similarly able to care for children. Examples efitémas
include: “A father should be as heavily involved in the care of his child as the mother,”
and “Fathers play a central role in the child’s personality development.” This fa
analysis resulted in a single factor, and the Cronbach’s alpha for thisss@alé for the
1997 wave and 0.67 for the 2002 wave.

Of the other items, the items about spanking (“If children are seriously
misbehaving it is best to spank them”) and about attitudes toward marriage @xampl
“Personal happiness is the primary goal in marriage,” “One sees soteoghappy
marriages that one questions marriage as a way of life”) wenedext;las they do not
reflect the intended construct of attitudes toward men’s and women'’s work ang famil
roles. In addition, five items were dropped that did not load well onto a single factor.
The final factor analysis produced two factors with orthogonal rotation fiem t
remaining nine items. A third factor was dropped due to weaker cohesion amasg item

The final two factors reflect attitudes about separate spheres for men aed &m
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“There is some work that is men’s and some that is women'’s and they should not be
doing each other’s.”) and the effect of maternal employment on children (esctféol
children are likely to suffer if their mother is employed”). The Cronbaalplsas for

these two factors are 0.79 and 0.77, respectively, for the 1997 wave. These seales we
not replicated with the 2002 data, because several of the attitude items wectuaed

in the 2002 questionnaire.

Control Variables

In addition to the employment characteristics and gender attitudes décusse
above, several other characteristics of fathers, children, and familyesffeet father
involvement. Biological relationship between the father and child, for examm@ieown
to be an important determinant of involvement, with greater involvement with biological
children relative to stepchildren (Marsiglio 1991; Cooksey and Fondell 1996). Hofferth
and Anderson (2003), however, point out that controlling for background characteristics
of the father diminishes differences in father involvement due to biological 8esne
research also shows marital status to be important, with married fathersnwaved
than others (Hofferth and Anderson 2003; Hofferth, Cabrera et al. 2007).

In terms of other characteristics of fathers, some studies show thas fiatimer
different race and ethnic groups exhibit differential levels of involveifMatsiglio
1991; Cooksey and Fondell 1996; Hofferth and Anderson 2003; Hofferth 2003; Hofferth,
Cabrera et al. 2007). Income and education level may be important as well, wath mor
economically advantaged fathers exhibiting higher involvement levelsigtdad

Morgan 1991; Cooksey and Fondell 1996; Roggman, Boyce et al. 2002; Hofferth 2003).
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Finally, religiosity may be associated with greater father invobreras well (King 2003;
Wilcox 2002; Wilcox 2004).

Turning to characteristics of the child(ren), Marsiglio (1991) finds th&d chi
characteristics are the strongest predictors of paternal involvemetiverébefathers’
and wives’/partners’ characteristics. In his and other studies, biolottas,sage,
number, and gender composition of the child(ren) in the household are found to be
related to father involvement. As discussed above, the presence in the household of
children biologically related to the father is positively associated waittef involvement
(Marsiglio 1991; Cooksey and Fondell 1996; Hofferth, Cabrera et al. 2007). Younger
and more children may be associated with lower levels of involvement in certain
activities, since younger and/or more children may require greattakimg time
(Marsiglio 1991; Cooksey and Fondell 1996; Hofferth and Anderson 2003; Gibson-Davis
2008). Finally, several studies find that the presence of boys is associatgeatdr
involvement by fathers (Harris and Morgan 1991; Marsiglio 1991; Cooksey and Fondell
1996; Harris, Furstenberg et al. 1998; Lundberg, McLanahan et al. 2005; Raley and

Bianchi 2006).

Missing Data

For key independent and control variables with small numbers of missing cases
(less than ~5%), | impute data on continuous variables using means replacemerg. Value
on dependent variables and categorical independent variables are not imputed. Five
missing cases for race of the father were combined with the “otleer’cedegory, and

one case with missing marital status was dropped from the sample. Dunmalyegafor
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missing data on religious service attendance and occupation were included in all

multivariate models to avoid listwise deletion on these variables.

Analysis Plan
The first analytic chapter (Chapter 4) addresses the first thegrchsjuestions.
First, it examines whether attitudes about fathering roles are simidénér attitudes
about men’s and women’s work and family roles, particularly those focused on women’s
roles, by examining bivariate cross-tabulations and correlations of thelatt#ctors.

Next, Chapter 4 examines whether fathers with more progressive vieasito
fathering (i.e., “new fathers”) are more involved with their childfentother fathers
(research questions #2 and #3). In other words, do egalitarian, nontraditiondéstti
translate into greater father involvement? This analysis includes baibsasactional
and a longitudinal, fixed effects component to answer questions #2 and #3, respectively.
Using the 1997 data, the cross-sectional analysis uses the three gendier faitibrs—
pro-fathering attitudes, attitudes toward separate spheres for men and,\aoche
attitudes toward maternal employment—as the primary independent vsiirable
multivariate regression analyses of father involvement. Separate racelels for total
engagement time, types of engagement, and responsibility.

The fixed effects analysis uses both the 1997 and 2002 waves to examine whether
a change in attitudes is associated with a change in father involvement. r iwarthe,
does father involvement over time look different for “new fathers” relativeher ot
fathers? To answer this question, this analysis uses fixed effects models &b |

within-person change in father involvement over time. Since these models compare
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individuals’ behavior to their own behavior over time, rather than comparing across
individuals who may differ in unobserved ways, fixed effects models provide a better
estimate of causality. The models control for fixed unobservable chastcsethat may
affect both attitudes and behaviors. Since fixed effects models examine ohinge

the same person, only time-varying controls are included in the models. Cistieste
such as race and ethnicity or biological relationship between the fatheh#d, for
example, do not change over time and are thus not included in the models.

The second analytic chapter (Chapter 5) examines the relationship tetwee
employment and father involvement and how gender attitudes affect thatrsthapi
(research questions #4-#6). First, cross-sectional analyses using thveal@9%%amine
whether attitudes are related to work hours, to see if fathers with nontraditidndea
work fewer hours than more traditional fathers (research question #4). | tmamexhe
relationship between work hours and father involvement using multivariate OLS
regression analysis, controlling for fathers’ sociodemographic ceasdicts, mothers’
and fathers’ relative work effort, as well as characteristics ofoited £hild and other
household children (research question #5). Finally, | examine these modedéedg fmgr
guartiles of the fathering attitude distribution to see whether theareship between
work hours and fathering behavior varies by “new father” attitudes (researcloquest
#6). Since the previous analyses show that fathering attitudes appear to bstthe m
important influence on father involvement, relative to separate spheres andamater
employment attitudes, and since components of those attitude factors waskatin

both years, only fathering attitudes are included in the models in Chapttres,than
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the more comprehensive collection of attitudes toward men’s and women'’s work and
family roles.

Each of these analyses are also run using fixed effects models, using the 1997 and
2002 waves to look at within-person change in “new fathers™ work hours and fathering
behavior over time. Given the endogeneity about decisions about employment and child
care time, these analyses examine whetlobiaagein employment is associated with a
changein father involvement. These models improve upon estimates based on cross-
sectional data by eliminating the influence of fixed unobservable characgetist may
influence decisions about both work and family time. They cannot, however, control for
the reciprocal influences of work and family time. For example, wlaha Estimating
the effect of work hours on time with children, these models cannot rule out the
possibility that father involvement influences work hours.

Finally, all models are weighted and control for clustering within fasilsince

up to two children from each household were sampled.

% The feasibility of fixed effects models requirbstte to be sufficient variation over time in the
independent and dependent variables to model. a¥éege change in dependent and independent
variables between 1997 and 2002 is illustratedaibl& A3.3 to show that there is indeed variatioarov
time in these measures.
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Chapter 4. The relationship between gender atstaae father
involvement: Are “new fathers” more involved witieir children than

more traditional dads?

Overall, this dissertation examines the conflict of time and place inherémd in
“new father” role: while the “new father” role requires spending tinté ahildren, the
provider and good worker roles require a commitment to spending time on the job. How
do men navigate these contradictory roles? To what extent does employieent af
men’s involvement with their children? Are men with more egalitarian attittrdding
off longer work hours for more time—or more “quality” time—uwith their children?
Specifically, this research examines the relationship between fatf@ishours and
their involvement with resident children, as measured by engagement and ikektyons
and whether and how that relationship is moderated by gender attitudes.

This chapter takes the first step in understanding these complex relationships by
first examining whether attitudes toward men’s and women’s work and faotely are
indeed related to father involvement. In other words, do attitudes translate to b&havior
Gerson'’s recent qualitative workhe Unfinished Revolutiofinds that a majority of
young adults prefer a more egalitarian division of labor for balancing work amig fa
life. With respect to men’s parenting roles in particular, not only does the magmat
climate support—and indeed expect—an involved, nurturing role of fathers, but men
voice desires to be more involved with their children (Gerson 1993; Gerson 2010). In

addition, attitudinal trends show increased support for more egalitarian work ang famil

44



roles for men and women (Coltrane 1996; Gerson 2010; Zuo 1997; Zuo and Tang 2000).
Some evidence, however, suggests that behavior change lags behind attitudinal change
(LaRossa 1988; Gerson 1993; Dermott 2008; Gerson 2010). This chapter tests this
relationship between gender attitudes and father involvement both cross-skctiodal

using fixed effects models to better approximate a causal relationship.

Sample Selection and Description

As discussed in the previous chapter, the analytic sample consists of children who
are the child of the head or wife in the main PSID file; who were living in twerpar
households; who completed a time diary and the father’'s household questionnaire; and
who have valid weights. This amounts to 1,139 children in the cross-sectional 1997 data.
A subset of 526 of these children who additionally had complete data for 2002 and who
continued to reside with both parents constitutes the fixed effects sample.

As seen in Table 4.1, the vast majority of fathers of children in this saneple ar
married rather than cohabiting (92%). More than half are aged 35 or older (64%) and
have at least some college education (57%). Three quarters of fathers (77%ijegre w
one tenth are Latino; seven percent are black; and five percent are from cgker ra
including Asian, Native Americans, and other groups too small in number to analyze
separately. About one third (34%) of fathers attend religious serviceshblee a
week, while nearly half (46%) attend services less than once a month.

Table 4.1 about here
Just over one third of fathers (36%) are employed in professional or managerial

occupations, and the vast majority (91%) works at least fulltime hours, including
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seventeen percent who work more than fifty hours per week. Only three percent of
fathers do not currently work. Most mothers of children in this sample (72%) also
currently work, and in forty percent of households both parents are employed fulltime.
The large majority of the children are biologically related to the residéner
(94%), and more than half are school-aged, with only 16% one year or younger. The
large majority of children (82%) live with at least one other child in the household.
Descriptive characteristics of children in the smaller fixed effeample parallel
those of the larger sample, with a few exceptions. Given the requirement tthiagrchil
continue to reside with both parents between the two years, it is not surprising that
children in the fixed effects sample are more likely to live in marrie@dp@osed to
cohabiting) parent households and are more likely to live with their biological.father
Their fathers are slightly less likely to be a race/ethnicity otherwhiate, black, or
Latino. Children were also somewhat more likely to be the only child in the household
and less likely to live in a household with three or more children. Given these
differences, cross-sectional models will be run on both the larger and sraaifg@es to

understand the bias these differences may introduce to my estimates.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The research questions and hypotheses addressed in this chapter are as follows.

1. Are attitudes about fathering roles similar to other attitudes aboutmen’s and
women'’s work and family roles, particularly those focused on women'’s

roles?
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Hypothesis| hypothesize that men with attitudes in favor of involved “new”
fathering will also maintain egalitarian attitudes toward othekwaod family

roles of men and women. Gender attitude measures in national surveys more
commonly focus on the roles of women, rather than men, such as whether it is

okay for preschool-aged children if mothers are employed outside the home.

Are fathers with “new father” attitudes more involved with their children?

In other words, do attitudes translate to behavior?

Hypothesis| expect to find that “new fathers” are indeed more involved with
their resident children. Specifically, these men may not only spend more time
with their children, but they will engage in more physical care of children
(traditionally a female domain) as well as play/interactive catetional
component of fathering). Further, they will take more responsibility foden|

also a traditionally female domain.

Is the relationship between gender attitudes and father involvement

association or causal? In particular, do changes in attitudes over time

predict changes in fathering behavior?

Hypothesis| expect to find that the strength of the relationships between attitudes
and behaviors will diminish, but that “new father” attitudes will remain a

predictor of fathering behavior.
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Results

This section addresses each of these research questions in turn. Firsilye desc
the results of cross-tabulations and correlations examining whether nontraditional
fathering attitudes are consistent with nontraditional attitudes towandvatinke and
family roles of men and women (Table 4.2). Then | turn to the relationship between
those attitudes and fathering behavior. Table 4.3 explores the bivariate relpgonshi
between attitudes, work hours, and father involvement, followed by Tables 4.4 and 4.5,
which examine whether gender attitudes are significantly relatedhier involvement

from a multivariate perspective.

Attitudes toward Men’s and Women’'s Work and Family Roles

To address whether fathering attitudes are consistent with other attituéed tow
men’s and women’s work and family roles, Table 4.2 compares fathers’ attibuehas t
the fathering role to more conventional gender attitudes, including attitudesi towa
separate spheres for men and women and toward maternal employment. The bivariate
cross-tabulation suggests that these three gender attitude factorsimceaths not
strongly correlated. For example, only 20% of men with the most traditional (top
guartile) attitudes toward fathering also have the most traditionaidets about maternal
employment. In fact, nearly a quarter of men (25%) with the most nontraaliti
fathering attitudes have the most traditional attitudes about mothers wakuthgbout
one fifth (22%) hold the most traditional values about men and women occupying

separate spheres. Further, the weighted correlation coefficient fairfgthad separate
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spheres attitudes is significant (p<.0001) but small (r= 0.12), whereas fathedng
maternal employment are not statistically significantly corrdlate

[Table 4.2 about here]

Bivariate Relationship between Attitudes and Father Involvement

Turning to the relationship between these attitudes, work hours, and fathering
behaviors, Table 4.3 shows the bivariate relationship between the three attitudectonst
and the father involvement measures. These bivariate results suggest little or no
relationship between nontraditional attitudes and work hours, but a positive relationship
between nontraditional attitudes and father involvement. There is no significant
difference in the mean hours worked across quartiles of gender attitudg®ewsorks
an average of 43-45 hours per week). Nontraditional attitudes, however, are sitipifica
positively associated with each measure of father involvement, including bot
engagement and responsibility measures. Fathers with nontraditiondkesttibward
fathering, for example, spend an average of 17.3 hours per week with the focal child,
compared to 13.9 hours among fathers with the most traditional fathering attitudes
(p<0.001). Fathers with nontraditional attitudes also engage in more physical@gare, pl
and achievement-related activities with their children than more tradifaihars.

Further, they take significantly more responsibility for the care of tdéidren.
[Table 4.3 about here]

These patterns appear especially strong for attitudes toward involvedhdaitier

and are relatively weaker for attitudes toward separate spheres fonchewomen and

toward maternal employment. That attitudes about the importance of fathers’
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involvement in children’s lives are most closely related to what fathers lgadoalith
and for their children should not be surprising. In contrast, attitudes pertainiaganor
mothers’ roles may have less to do with what fathers do with their children., &nce
seen in Table 4.2, separate spheres and maternal employment attitudes @pdistent
with fathering attitudes than anticipated, it is not surprising that theselattido not

appear to be as strongly correlated with fathering behavior.

Multivariate Relationship between Attitudes and Father Involvement

These patterns, however, may be the result of other sociodemographic
characteristics associated with both attitudes and father involvement. 4T&bplesents
multivariate models predicting father involvement based on gender attitodés|lang
for various characteristics of the father and the child and maternal empibyitese
results confirm the bivariate findings: fathering attitudes are sgnifly associated with
greater father involvement, both in terms of engagement and responsibility, @ren aft
controlling for a wide range of covariates. Nontraditional fatherinydéts are
associated with significantly greater overall engagement (p<0.0%) stpent in physical
care, such as feeding and bathing (p<0.01); time spent in achievement-retiatBesa
such as reading to and helping with homework (p<0.05); and responsibility taken for the
management of care for the child (p<0.001). These “new father” attitudes are not
significantly related to time spent in play activities.

[Table 4.4 about here]
The other two domains of gender attitudes—those pertaining largely to women’s

roles—show minimal to no relationship, however, with father involvement.
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Nontraditional attitudes toward separate spheres for men and womenrgieaiha
positively associated with engagement in physical care (p<0.10) and achrevelated
activities (p<0.10), while maternal employment attitudes are not signifjaatated to
father involvement.

Some degree of collinearity between fathering attitudes and separatesspher
attitudes, however, may be at play. When included in the models without the other two
attitudinal constructs, attitudes toward separate spheres for men and wemen ar
significantly positively related to time spent in physical care (p<0.08aahievement-
related activities (p<0.05), and may be related to overall engagemenptith&()

(results not shown). When included in the models together, however, the effects of
fathering attitudes tend to dominate.

Effects of the covariates on father involvement vary. Married men may be more
engaged than cohabiting fathers overall (p<0.10) and in play activities (p<0.18)pf Ag
fathers is negatively related to responsibility (p<0.05), but not engagememo Lat
fathers (p<0.001) and fathers of “other” races (p<0.05) take significantly more
responsibility for resident children, relative to white fathers, and ftlhiko attend
religious services frequently spend more time overall (p<0.05) and take more
responsibility (p<0.05) than those who do not attend services frequently. Inteyestingl
maternal employment is not related to father involvement. Compared withtlséepfa
biological fathers are significantly more engaged with their children d\{prf.05) and
in physical care (p<0.05) and achievement activities (p<0.001). Fathersdi@oe
aged children spend more time with them overall (p<0.05) and in achievemerd-relate

activities (p<0.001), relative to infants. On the other hand, fathers of school-aged
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children spend less time than fathers of infants in play activities, bettme in
achievement-related activities (p<0.01). Finally, engagement time witbaalechild
decreases as the number of children in the household increases, both overall (p<0.001)
and in play activities (p<0.01).

[Table 4.5 about here]

Table 4.5 displays results from fixed effects models of these relationgiips, a
shows that the effects, although generally in the same direction, weaken anein s
cases lose significance. The positive effect of fathering attitudesysicahcare
remains significant (p<0.05), and the effect on total engagement remagisatiqar
significant (p<0.10). These results compare within families, rather thassadamilies,
in effect controlling for the unobservable characteristics that plagueszosenal
research. As such, they suggest that holding “new father” attitudes may akycaus
related to higher levels of involvement in physical care of children and overalspent
with them. The fixed effects analyses do not include the separate spheres andl mate
employment attitude factors, as some of the attitudinal items included in themaot
asked in the 2002 wave, and the factors could therefore not be constructed for both years.

While the analytic sample for the fixed effects models is smallernivt likely
that the differences in estimates are due merely to differencessartipe size or
characteristics. ldentical cross-sectional models run on the smakereffect sample
produce similar results to those on the full cross-sectional sample. Theteagssul
shown in Table A4.1. In these models, pro-fathering attitudes remain signyicantl
positively related to all measure of father involvement at least at theeM@dpexcept for

time spent in play activities, despite the substantially smaller sarapke si
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The results in Table A4.1 do, however, provide some evidence that in this
smaller, more select sample, nontraditional attitudes about separate spheres &nd
women may be positively related to father engagement overall (p<0.05), and piossibly
physical care (p<0.10) and play activities (p<0.10). In addition, counter totatipec
nontraditional attitudes toward maternal employment are negatively reddietetspent
in achievement-related activities (p<0.05). These deviations from the rest#ble 4
suggest that whereas “new father” attitudes may influence father invetteamong all
dads in two-parent families, other gender attitudes may play a role in ifatblvement
among this smaller, more select sample characterized by relatiziely family

structure.

Discussion

As discussed in Chapter 2, the cultural image of the “new father” describes a
father who is nurturing and warm with his children; who is actively involved in their
routine physical care as well as the traditional play activities; and mpbasizes the
emotional aspects of fathering, including understanding, listening, talkinginapig s
“being there” for his children. Because these qualities represent anpowéHa
characteristics traditionally attributed to mothers, | anticipated fintiat men with
attitudes in favor of involved fathering would also maintain egalitarian attitodesd
other work and family roles of men and women, such as those pertaining to employment
of mothers and whether men and women should occupy separate spheres. This

hypothesis reflected Gerson’s (2010) findings of young adult men favoring ggalita
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sharing of breadwinning and caretaking and desiring greater involventartheir
children than experienced in previous generations.

Contrary to this expectation, however, men’s attitudes toward the “new fagheri
role are not consistent with nontraditional attitudes toward maternal emplogntent
separate spheres for men and women. These findings suggest that some men may be
more “enlightened” about their own roles in the private sphere than about mothess’ rol
in the public sphere and are reminiscent of research suggesting that attituates tow
men’s and women'’s roles are distinct concepts (Pleck et al. 1997; Wilcox 2004). In the
public-private dichotomy, maternal employment attitudes reflect the puldis obl
women, while separate spheres and fathering attitudes most closely ling tipewi
private roles of women and men, respectively. The lack of significant casrelati
between fathering and maternal employment attitudes suggests that attiuded the
public role of women and private role of men are distinct. Attitudes toward theeprivat
sphere roles of women and men, however, may be somewhat more similar, judging by
the slight correlation between the two factors, but are still fairly e@ifier Thus, just as
egalitarian views of women’s public sphere roles do not necessarily impiaega
views of women'’s private sphere roles (Anderson and Johnson 2003; Goldscheider and
Waite 1991; Goldscheider et al. 2010; King et al. 1997; Zuo 1997), these findings suggest
that egalitarian views of parenting—patrticularly involved fatheringuags—ado not
necessarily occur in conjunction with egalitarian views of women'’s roléeipublic
sphere. Finally, this also suggests that these different attitudinal cosistaititudes

toward involved fathering, maternal employment, and separate spheresifandhe
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women—may operate independently, rather than similarly, in their relaipowih
father involvement behaviors.

My second hypothesis was that “new fathers,” as identified by nontraditional
attitudes toward men’s and women'’s work and family roles, would be more involved
with their resident children. Specifically, these men would not only spend mare tim
overall with their children, but these men would engage in more physical cdmédoéc
(traditionally female tasks) as well as interactive care, and wokedn@are responsibility
for children. Bivariate results suggest that this is indeed the case: whereas noangnific
relationship is discernible between attitudes and work hours, almost all mezfsures
father involvement vary significantly by the three gender attituder®atvith more
nontraditional attitudes associated with greater overall time with childrere
engagement in physical care and achievement-related activities; atel gesponsibility
taken for children. It is perhaps not surprising that play activities do not vary
significantly by fathering attitudes, as play has always been pdm¢ déhther’s role.

Multivariate analyses of these relationships indicated that it is nontradiitiona
attitudes towards fathering—those supporting an involved, hands-on role for fathers—
that matter for father involvement, whereas attitudes toward other aspaaisk and
family roles appear less important. This suggests that “new fatheatatitlo translate
to behavior, but that fathering attitudes are the key element, not the braddde st
about gender, including those pertaining more to women’s roles. These findings confirm
those previously found in research based on smaller, ethnographic samples (Beitel and

Park 1996, Gaunt 2006).
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The fixed effects findings, however, suggest that many of these relationships are
not causal by eliminating the potentially confounding effects of fixed unobservable
characteristics over time. When examining change oventithén fathers, rather than
acrossfathers, fathering attitudes remain significant only in the case ofqathysire
(p<0.05) and marginally significant in the case of overall engagemebtl< These
results are nonetheless encouraging in the context of the gender revolution, yénca ph
care activities have typically been the domain of mothers.

The significant cross-sectional associations observed for other outcomes,
however, may be a result of unobserved characteristics influencing both attihdle
fathering behavior. It may be, for example, that fathers who are morg-famented are
both more involved with their children and have pro-fathering, egalitarian attitude
Without controlling for this unobserved heterogeneity, estimates of thesensiaps
can be misleading, a finding which constitutes an important contribution to tlecese
literature which has otherwise largely relied on cross-sectional data.

Having established there is a significant relationship between ‘atbert
attitudes and fathering behavior, the next chapter turns to whether these attitudes

influence employment and the relationship between employment and father inuaiveme
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Chapter 5. The relationship between employmentfatiher involvement:

Do “new father” attitudes matter?

As discussed previously, this dissertation examines the relationship between
fathers’ work hours and father involvement with resident children, as measured by
engagement and responsibility, and whether and how that relationship varieslby ge
attitudes. The previous chapter showed that nontraditional attitudes toward thadather
role are associated with greater father engagement and responsibilityyahd caasally
related to total time with children and time spent in physical care aesiviihe current
chapter focuses on the relationship betw&erk hoursand father involvement. First, |
test whether fathering attitudes are related to work hours to see if theyemept
behavior of “new fathers” differs from that of more traditional fathershigmahapter |
focus on fathering attitudes rather than broader gender attitudes, sincevibagr
chapter found the latter to be unrelated to father involvement. | then look at the
relationship between employment and father involvement to see whether and how work
hours influence fathering behaviors. Finally, | examine whether theoredhip between
work hours and father involvement differs for fathers with more or less traditional
fathering attitudes.

Previous research tends to find that work hours are negatively related to father
involvement. This pattern is not surprising in light of the “provider” role of fatgetm
provide for one’s family requires spending time on the job, which means time ey f
home and one’s children. The “new father” role, however, also dictates a hands-on,

nurturing role to fathering. This definition of the parental role requires spendiag tim
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with children, thus establishing a conflict of time and place in the father's able

“provider” and “nurturer,” similar to that experienced by women. Some rdséads
evidence of younger men with egalitarian gender attitudes working fewes tvhen

they become parents, consistent with the “new father” role, despite the oegative
relationship found between work hours and parenthood status (Kaufman and Uhlenberg
2000). The current study extends this research to look beyond the transition to
parenthood to examine fathering behaviors while their children are growing up. In
addition to looking at different forms of engagement, this study also consideeddbmm s

tapped construct of responsibility for planning the child’s day-to-day life.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The research questions and hypotheses addressed in this chapter are as follows.

1. Do attitudes toward the father’s role predict work hours?
Hypothesis Consistent with previous research (Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000),
fathers with “new father” attitudes will work fewer hours than those with more

traditional attitudes.

2. What is the relationship between employment and father involvement?

HypothesisWork hours and father involvement will be negatively related,

consistent with the conflict of time and place between work and family.
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Does the relationship between employment and father involvement varyb
fathering attitudes?

Hypothesis The relationship between work hours and father involvement will
vary by fathering attitudes: whereas traditional fathers may work long landr
spend less time with their children than those who work fewer hours, “new
fathers” will spend time with their children regardless of their work hours. In
other words, longer work hours would have a weaker impact on the fathering
behaviors of “new fathers” than traditional fathers. Presumably, they will take
time for some of their additional work hours not just from parenting but from
other productive activities like volunteering or networking and/or from leisure (or

sleep).

Results

This section addresses each of these research questions in turn. FBrsthéde

the results of models examining the relationship between work hours amnthfathe

attitudes (Table 5.1). Then I turn to the relationship between work hours and fathering

behavior. Tables 5.2 and 5.3 examine whether work hours are significantly related t

father involvement, controlling for other factors. Tables 5.4, 5.5, and 5.6 extend these

analyses to see whether these relationships differ between fathers vintditiomal

attitudes toward the father’s role (“new fathers”) and relativelyticawdil attitudes.

“New Father” Attitudes and Work Hours
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While the goal of this analysis is to understand how work hours and fathering
attitudes influence father involvement, it is important to see first howdsstand other
correlates are related to work hours. In contrast to the relationship betweelestind
fathering behavior, “new father” attitudes do not appear to be stronglyatedevith
work hours. Table 4.3 shows the mean work hours by attitude quartile as well as the
bivariate relationship between fathering attitude quartiles and work hourse areeno
statistically significant differences in mean work hours by fatheattigude quartiles.

The distributions on work hours appear similar by fathering attitudes as waltheit
exception of slightly more traditional dads in the not employed categoryightlysl
fewer in the part-time category, relative to fathers with average ormooteaditional
fathering attitudes. The multivariate results in Table 5.1 confirm fimebags: in the
overall sample, the continuous measure of fathering attitudes is not sighjfredaied
to fathers’ work hours, controlling for sociodemographic characteristics @ditther,
household, and focal child.

[Table 5.1 about here]

Since | anticipated younger fathers would be more likely than older fathers
have grown up with more gender egalitarian expectations for work and faimilgrid
perhaps be more likely to successfully translate attitudes into behaviar raalthese
results separately by father’s age, as shown in Table 5.1. As found in previous work
(Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000), these results show some evidence (p<0.10) that
fathering attitudes are significantly negatively related to fativeosk hours among
younger fathers, but not older fathers. In other words, younger fathers withatew’' f

attitudes appear to work marginally fewer hours per week than fatharenare
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traditional attitudes toward the father role. This age difference in the effattitudes
on work hours, however, is not statistically significant, according to an intaraetm
analysis on the full sample (results not shown).

The results in Table 5.1 also indicate that married fathers work more hours than
cohabiting fathers (p<0.05), particularly among fathers aged 35 and youn@&5p<
Regardless of age, black fathers work significantly fewer hours thae fakiiers
(p<0.05), and fathers in professional or managerial occupations work significamdy m
hours than those in other occupations (p<0.001). Finally, fathers in households where the
mother is employed may work fewer hours compared to those with nonemployed mothers

(p<0.10), particularly among younger fathers (p<0.10).

Work Hours and Father Involvement

Turning to the relationship between work hours and fathering behavior, Table 5.2
shows results from cross-sectional models predicting the five father invattem
measures as a function of fathers’ work hours and other covariates. ThéisesteEgest
a weak, negative relationship between work hours and overall father engagement
(p<0.10). Work hours have a small but significant, negative effect on time spent on
physical care activities, such as bathing, dressing, and feeding cHjet@01), but no
significant relationship with engagement in play or achievement-relatediastor with
responsibility. These findings suggest that time spent at work does not inflhericed
fathers engage with their children in play and achievement activities ortére tx
which they take responsibility for the care of those children, either becausaé¢hayie

to make time for those activities or perhaps because they are less time corthaming
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other aspects of father involvement. Understandably, fathers who work the longest hours
spend less time providing physical care, as this kind of activity is relatiaety
consuming and occurs at set times of the day.

[Table 5.2 about here]

The effects of many of the covariates vary by outcome. In terms of engaigem
married fathers may spend more time than cohabiting fathers with thelidda
(p<0.10), primarily due to greater time spent in play activities (p<0.01). Ednchies
not appear to be related to father involvement, with the exception of high school
graduates spending less time in achievement activities than those fathdessvihan a
high school education (p<0.05), a counterintuitive result. Relative to white fdilzsis,
fathers spend less time playing with the focal child (p<0.01), while Latino aed raice
fathers spend less time in achievement-related activities (p<0.01). Ralkireastend
religious services at least once a week spend more time overall with thehitatghan
those who attend services less frequently (p<0.05). Biologically-relatedsfagrend an
average of more than four hours per week more than stepfathers with the faktal chil
(p<0.01), including more time spent in physical care (p<0.05) and achievemésd-rela
activities (p<0.001). Fathers spend more time in achievement-relatedextuith as
reading and helping with homework with both preschool (p<0.001) and school-aged
children (p<0.01), relative to infants, but spend less time playing with school-aged
children compared to infants (p<0.05). As the number of children in the household
increases, fathers spend less time with the focal child overall (p<0.001) ang in pla

activities (p<0.05).
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Fathers’ age is negatively related to responsibility taken for thé<hb#re
(p<0.05), which may reflect a cohort effect of younger fathers growing tinomare
norms of shared parenting. Latino (p<0.001) and other race fathers (p<0.01) take more
responsibility for the focal child, relative to white fathers. Fathers wibadreligious
services at least once a week take more responsibility for the focalramldhiose who
attend less than once a month (p<0.01). Biologically-related fathers takecaigy
more responsibility for the care of the focal child than stepfathers and dtiarfigures
not biologically related to the child (p<0.05). Responsibility does not, on the other hand,
vary by characteristics of children, including the focal child’s age or sex totdle
number of children in the household. Interestingly, fathers’ occupation anseelatik
hours are also not significantly related to either responsibility or engade

Turning to fixed effects models in Table 5.3, the relationship between work hours
and fathering behavior weakens substantially. These models produce no significant
relationships between work hours and any of the measures of father involvement,
indicating that a change in work hours is not associated with a change in fathering
behavior. These results suggest the small, significant effects found for play aaltl ove
engagement in the cross-sectional models may be the result of unobserved cogfoundin
variables, rather than causality. Thus, time spent at work and with childremnése |
determined by some unobserved characteristic, such as preferences iosdjmather
than, for example, a decrease in work hours causally leading to an increasewithime
children.

[Table 5.3 about here]
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It could also be that the differences between the fixed effects anesexdgmal
samples, namely that the fixed effects sample is smaller and chiaexttey greater
union stability over time, contribute to the differences in estimates. Howkeer, t
coefficients in the two specifications are different andptvalues are substantially
larger, suggesting that work hours are not causally related to father invalvefugther
supporting this conclusion are the results from cross-sectional models run smahes
fixed effect sample. These results, found in Table A5.1, produce findings soniterse
of Table 5.2, suggesting a true difference between the cross-sectidriedesl effects
estimates.

Finally, a few significant trends emerge among the covariates in tltbdifects
models. For example, fathers who attend religious services at leastroootheengage
in significantly more achievement-related activities than those whaddttes frequently
(p<0.01). Engagement in physical care appears to decrease when the fath@r eorks
professional or managerial position (p<0.10). Results also show that fatheige eegh
in achievement-related activities increases slightly with the ade afild (p<0.05), and
time spent playing with the focal child decreases as the number of childhen in t

household increases (p<0.05).

Fathering Attitudes, Work Hours, and Father Involvement

Table 5.4 incorporates fathering attitudes into the relationship betwekn wor
hours and father involvement. These results show that, as seen in the results in Chapter
4, nontraditional fathering attitudes are associated with greater invaiveviie

children. In particular, fathers with the most nontraditional fathering atsitexdgage in
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more physical care and achievement-related activities, and take sppoasmbility for,
their children relative to fathers with the most traditional attitudes tovadinéring.
[Table 5.4 about here]

The relationship between work hours and father involvement remains unchanged
in these models. It may be, however, that fathering attittndeeratethe relationship
between work hours and father involvement. To examine whether this is the ddsse, Ta
5.5 and 5.6 show father involvement regressed onto work hours separately for fathers
with the most traditional and most nontraditional quartiles of fatheringdgst These
models include all previously discussed covariates, although the tables inciadeeonl
coefficients for fathers’ work hours for brevity’'s sake. Each table showséiffcents,
statistical significance, and sample sizes for models run on separaiesairchildren
with fathers who fall in the most traditional quartile of fathering attitudestlaose with
the most nontraditional quartile of fathering attitudes. The significanite afifference
between the effect of work hours on involvement among these different groups af father
is determined by the significance of an interaction term between work hwlifeaew
father” (nontraditional) attitudes in a model run on the full sample. The full sesfitie
interaction term analyses are shown in Tables A5.2 and A5.3.

[Tables 5.5 and 5.6 about here]

Despite the small samples sizes for these subgroups, some significansfinding
still emerge. In the cross-sectional models shown in Table 5.5, for examples’'fathe
work hours are significantly, negatively related to fathers’ engagemehiysical care
(p<0.01) and play activities (p<0.001) among fathers who have the most traditional

attitudes toward fathering. In contrast, findings among fathers with tee mo
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nontraditional attitudes toward fathering—"“new father” attitudes—areigoifisant,

with substantially highep-values. These results suggest that fathering attitudes may
indeed affect the relationship between work hours and fathering behavior: work teours a
associated with less time with children among the most traditional $atbhénot among

the most nontraditional dads. Interaction term analyses, however, do not find this
difference in the effect of work hours on involvement to be significant. Similarly,
findings are insignificant in cross-sectional models run on the smaller saredleuke

fixed effects models (see Table A5.4).

Results from fixed effects models in Table 5.6, however, do find a significant
difference between the effect of work hours on involvement, depending on the fathers’
attitudes toward fathering. Despite even smaller sample sizes, thdsks ishow that an
increase in work hours may be associated with a decrease in overall enggpeag)
and engagement in play activities (p<0.10) among traditional fathers, but not among
fathers with “new father” attitudes. Thus, longer work hours may prevenegfatiter
involvement among more traditional fathers, whereas work hours may not be an obstacle
for more nontraditional fathers. Interestingly, these results also suggesbthdtours
may have a smalpositiveassociation with achievement-related activities (p<0.10)
among the most traditional fathers but not nontraditional fathers, although tmerdiéfe
in the effect of work hours is not statistically significant.

Table 5.7 includes the full results for these models and shows that effects of other
aspects of employment, including occupation and relative work hours, may vary by
attitudes toward fathering as well. Consistent with Hofferth and Goldschi{2RiEd), in

couples where the mother works more than the father, fathers with traditicodestt
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are more involved with children in terms of responsibility (p<0.001) and achievement-
related activities (p<0.10), while the same is not true among those with noatralditi
attitudes. Among fathers with traditional attitudes, those with professionaragarial
positions may also spend more time overall (p<0.10) and in play activities (p<0.01),
while the same pattern is not found for those with “new father” attitudes. Inrfaahga
nontraditional dads, those in professional/managerial occupations spend signifesantly
time overall (p<0.05) with the focal child. Regardless of attitudes, however sfather
professional and managerial occupations spend less time in physical satiesact
(p<0.05 and p<0.01 for traditional and nontraditional fathers, respectively).

[Table 5.7 about here]

Discussion

This chapter has addressed the central conflict of the work-family nexoeefor
namely the conflict of time and place presented by the “provider” and “nurtotes’ of
the “new father.” Consistent with previous research (Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000;
Hofferth and Goldscheider 2010), results have shown that attitudes toward mentorole
moderate the relationship between employment and father involvement imcamer
families today.

The first research question addressed whether employment behaviobyaries
“new father” attitudes. The results show this to be true: although there is nccaignif
association in the overall sample, younger fathers (35 or younger) with “riesfat
attitudes appear to work fewer hours than those with more traditional attibuesas the

father role, consistent with previous research (Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000). As
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Kaufman and Uhlenberg (2000) argued, it should not be surprising that this pattern is
found among a younger cohort of fathers, as it is these fathers who are mor®likely
have grown up in a normative climate of involved fatherhood and are perhaps more likely
to successfully implement those norms in their own work and family life.

The next research question addressed the effect of work hours on father
involvement, directly addressing the core conflict of time and place. Consistient
previous research and with my hypothesis, cross-sectional results showieasignif
negative relationship between work hours and father involvement. The results, however,
are small in magnitude, are only significant for physical care provided fdrej and
are marginally significant for overall time with children. Work hours do not
significantly predict time in play or achievement activities; nor arg tekated to
responsibility the father takes for the care of the child. These findiggesithat
employment does not constrain the time fathers spend with their resident childeen. T
lack of significant findings for responsibility may stem from a diminishedlict of
time and place, as some aspects of responsibility do not require time speht withct
the child, such as making decisions about schooling or scheduling medical
appointments.

Similar to results discussed above, fixed effects models for these résuits s
substantially diminished magnitude and significance. The already dfeatsdor work
hours in the cross-sectional models become even smaller in the fixed effecks, mode
with much largep-values, suggesting an absence of a significant causal relationship
between work hours and fathering behavior. These results are consistenteuathires

finding minimal or no relationship between employment and time with children
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(Marsiglio 1991; Deutsch, Lussier et al. 1993; Pleck 1997; Gauthier, Smeeding et al.
2004; Dermott 2006), perhaps because parents are able to preserve time with children
despite work hours by reducing leisure time (Bianchi 2000; Gauthier, Smeeding et a
2004). These results also suggest that the significant link between employment and
father involvement in cross-sectional studies may be misleading.

The last research question breaks down this relationship by attitudes, addressing
whether men with “new father” attitudes navigate the conflict of work andyfdimme
differently. Bivariate results suggest that attitudes toward the “niarfaole are
associated with greater involvement—both engagement and responsibility—with
resident children in the cross-section, but have little or no association with work hours.
Multivariate results confirm this finding for engagement, showing a significadeoff
between work and family time for the most traditional fathers but no significant
relationship among the most nontraditional fathers. Further, these trendstagpedr
up in fixed effects models, suggesting that causation may be behind the relationship, not
merely association. These results cannot, however, rule out the possibilityreéreve
causality, wherein father involvement influences work hours, such as fattecgige
their work hours in order to spend more time with children.

Findings for engagement aspects of father involvement did not translate to
responsibility aspects of father involvement: multivariate results did not dwppor
significant relationship between employment and responsibility takehdarare of
children. Again, this may reflect a diminished time and place conflict inherent

responsibility, relative to engagement aspects of father involvement.
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Overall, these results suggest that dads who subscribe to the “new fathes” norm
of involved fatherhood are spending more time with their resident children desgite wor
hours being resistant to change. Indeed, despite the fact that the majoriteisf ifiat
this sample work in excess of 40 hours of work per week, many fathers, particularly
economically disadvantaged fathers, may not have the option of cutting back hours of
paid employment. Yet those long work hours do not appear to impinge greatly on time
spent with children or on men’s contributions to managing their care. Being in a
professional or managerial occupation, for example, is associated with sabgtant
longer work hours, yet is not associated with any decrease in involvement wdterchi
This pattern of work-family time use parallels the oft-cited finding twanhen’s time
with children has remained high despite increased work hours over the yeafsr(see
example, Bianchi 2000). Fathers may have less flexibility in reducing work thaurs t
they do in increasing time spent with children. “New fathers” may be nkalg to
sacrifice their own leisure time, for example, in order to maximize chilgl. tilore
traditional dads, on the other hand, may continue to adhere to the provider role of
fatherhood, viewing breadwinning as their primary form of father involvement

(Christiansen and Palkovitz 2001; Palkovitz 1997).
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Chapter 6. Conclusion

This dissertation has addressed the intersections of work and familyrfdryme
examining employment and father involvement in the context of contemporary norms of
involved, nurturing fatherhood. As family demographers have well documented, gender
roles have shifted in recent years toward greater overlap of men’s anchisaoles:
women have entered the paid labor force in record numbers, while new norms of
fatherhood now emphasize men’s involvement with their children in addition to their
traditional role of financial provider. Captured in the scholarly and popular mekba ali
the cultural image of the “new father” describes a father who is nurtumshgvarm with
his children; who is actively involved in their routine physical care as wéteas
traditional play activities; and who emphasizes the emotional aspects oinfgthe
including understanding, listening, talking, and simply “being there” for his emildr

Attitudinal trends and qualitative research on men and families tend to reflect
support for these new norms of fathering and for more egalitarian work ariy faies
for men and women in general (Coltrane 1996; Gerson 2010). Behavior change,
however, lags behind attitudinal change (LaRossa 1988; Gerson 1993; Dermott 2008;
Gerson 2010). Although fathers’ time with children has increased, for examplersnothe
still shoulder the majority of child-rearing work (Sandberg and Hofferth 2Bi@tichi,
Robinson et al. 2006). Qualitative findings show this gap as well. Through her
interviews with men in the New York metropolitan area about work and fami)ydife
example, Gerson (1993) finds a “persistent gap between their desires and"dliGgg

as they navigated various opportunities and constraints in work and family life.
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Part of the reason may be that despite a new, more nurturant, involved side of
fatherhood, fathers are still expected to provide financially, and there is aannher
conflict of time and place in these roles: while the “new father” role rexjgpending
time with children, the “provider” and “good worker” roles require a commitneent t
spending time on the job. This analysis has set out to examine this intersection of work
and family for men to see if in fact a cohort of “new,” involved fathers i$yrealerging.
Those fathers would not only be more involved with their children but would potentially
navigate the work-family nexus to more successfully balance work and fiamaly

Whereas we know a great deal about how women have adapted to their roles in
the public sphere, much less work has focused on men’s experiences in the private
sphere. In this paper | have taken a quantitative, population-based perspecthigse
issues, examining questions of: To what extent does employment impact men’s
involvement with their children? Are men with “new father” attitudes tradihtpoger
work hours for more time—or more “quality” time—uwith their children? In particula
have looked at the relationship between men’s employment and their involverttent wi
their resident children and whether and how “new father” and other gender attitudes
moderate that relationship.

My first research question sought to determine if “new father” attitugeis dact
similar to attitudes about other aspects of men’s and women’s work and fansly role
Since many of the characteristics of “new fathers” represent arapveith
characteristics traditionally attributed to mothers—warmth, nurturandeypéng
physical caregiving activities—I anticipated finding simihafiietween men’s attitudes

toward fathering and their attitudes toward maternal employment anéteeppineres

72



ideology. My findings, however, did not support this hypothesis: fathering attitteles a
not related to maternal employment attitudes and are only slightlyd-étagdtitudes
toward separate spheres of men and women. These results suggest that attindes t
men’s and women'’s roles—specifically, the private roles of men and the pubkaoifol
women—are distinct. This is consistent with previous research finding difese
between attitudes toward women’s public and private roles (Anderson and Johnson 2003;
Goldscheider and Waite 1991; Goldscheider et al. 2010; King et al. 1997; Zuo 1997), as
well as some limited research examining men’s roles specifi¢ibgK et al. 1997;
Wilcox 2004). Further, this constitutes an important contribution to the literature, as
measures of gender attitudes typically have focused on women'’s roles, targgiyg
direct references to men’s roles.

My next research question sought to determine if “new fathers,” as défned
their attitudes toward the fathering role, would be more involved with thedrehil In
other words, do men’s attitudes translate to behavior? Consistent with Hofferth (2003)
and Gaunt (2006), nontraditional attitudes toward the father’s role, “new fathartdasti
are associated with both time spent with children and responsibility he takies taré
of the child. Attitudes toward public and private roles of women, however, are not
related to father involvement. Fathering behaviors associated with theseatinclude
activities traditionally the domain of mothers, including physical caregiasistand
responsibility. The latter constitutes an important contribution to the literagwen the
scant data available to tap this construct of father involvement. Only theagffec

physical care engagement, however, holds up in fixed effects models, which better
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approximate a causal relationship and thus improve upon the extant literature’s
predominant reliance on cross-sectional data.
The next set of analyses focused on the role of “new father” attitudes in
employment and father involvement, given the weaker effect of the otivededtand
the lack of consistent measures across waves. First, | examined whethéathers”
work fewer hours than more traditional fathers. Similar to the findings ohkauand
Uhlenberg (2000), these results suggested a possible negative relationshegm beewme
father” attitudes and work hours among younger fathers, although the result was only
borderline significant. Caution should be exercised, however, when interpreting these
results, as attitudes and work hours are likely highly endogenous and jointly determined.
Work hours are not, however, strongly predictive of fathering behavior. These
next analyses directly addressed the core conflict of time and placgployment and
father involvement and found that small, weak effects on play time in the crassrsect
are no longer significant in fixed effects models. The latter show no samifeffect of
work hours on any of the measures of father involvement, whether engagement or
responsibility. These results are consistent with research finding atioirmo
relationship between employment and time with children (Marsiglio 1991; Deutsc
Lussier et al. 1993; Pleck 1997; Gauthier, Smeeding et al. 2004; Dermott 2006), perhaps
because parents are able to preserve time with children despite work hoeoladigg
leisure time (Bianchi 2000; Gauthier, Smeeding et al. 2004). These fixet$ effsults
provide an important improvement upon existing literature that often relies on cross-

sectional data and suggest that the negative relationship often found may be misleading.
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The next analyses showed that despite the inflexibility in work hours discussed
above, and the fact that the majority of fathers work overtime hours, men with “ne
father” attitudes nevertheless are more involved with their children. Thesmpat
work-family time use parallels the oft-cited finding that women’s tmité children has
remained high despite increased work hours over the years (see, for exaarbi B
2000). Fathers may have less flexibility in reducing work hours than they do in
increasing time spent with children. Whereas “new fathers” may be rkeletb
sacrifice their own leisure time, for example, in order to maximize chile, tmore
traditional fathers, on the other hand, may continue to adhere to the provider role of
fatherhood, viewing breadwinning as their primary form of father involvement.

Overall, these results suggest that the “provider’/“good worker” role psdoai
men, much the way the nurturer role tends to prevail for women, when it comes to the
intersections of work and family. Work hours proved to be inflexible, whether due to
workplace constraints, financial constraints, or men’s desires. As sortedllimsearch
has suggested (Gerson 2010; Pleck and Masciadrelli 2004; Russell and Hwang 2004),
real or perceived barriers may exist in the workplace that prevent cuditkgrhmrk
hours. Additionally, many fathers, particularly economically disadvantageadathay
not be able to afford to cut back work hours even if workplace circumstances allowed it
However, despite inelastic work hours, there may in fact be a cohort of “new fathers
whose behavior matches their attitudes, in that they are 1) more involved with their
children than more traditional fathers, and 2) they are able to preserve tmahildren,
likely by cutting back on leisure time or incorporating their children into thesute

time.
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Limitations

Several limitations to this study warrant mention. The first pertainsited
generalizability of findings. Despite using nationally-representa@ta, these findings
cannot generalize beyond two-parent families and, in the case of fixets eéfsults,
two-parent families that are stable over time. As family demograpletirknow, this is
not true of all contemporary families. Further, single fathers represémipartant
demographic group for fatherhood research but could not be analyzed separately due to
insufficient sample size. Similarly, these findings do not speak to nonresittett fa
involvement, which constitutes a critical component of father involvement in American
families.

These analyses have also not addressed all aspects of employment that may be
important for father involvement. We know, for example, that nonstandard work
schedules are an increasingly common characteristic of employment &icam
families and that these schedules impact the time parents spend with {deanchi
(Presser 2004; Hook and Wolfe 2010). Nonstandard work schedules of the father,
however, could not be discerned using these data.

In addition, there may be reciprocal effects of work hours and father involvement
that cannot be ruled out by these results. These analyses have examiffedttbe e
work hours on father involvement, but it may be the case that involvement with children
influences men’s work hours as well. Men who wish to be more involved with their
children may choose to reduce their work hours, for example, an effect this analysis

cannot distinguish.
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Finally, these analyses have only begun to tap men’s experiences of tiaassec
of work and family; work-family conflict is not measured directly, yestearch suggests

this is an increasing phenomenon among men (Galinsky et al 2008; Nomaguchi 2009).

Further Research

This area is full of opportunities for further research, as so many questicaigs rem
unanswered. Building on some of the limitations discussed above, extending this
analysis to single fathers and nonresident fathers would enhance our understanding of
employment and father involvement among these other critical groups otfather
addition to tapping nonstandard scheduling of work, extending this analysis to examine
timing of work and family time on weekend days versus weekdays would give us a

deeper understanding of “new fathers™ involvement with their children, as previous
research has shown that father involvement varies across the week (Yeu2Q@t;a
Hook and Wolfe 2010). Examining father-level time use data or child-level timéispe
nonparental care would help illuminate whether “new fathers” are indeed duditkg
leisure time to spend time with their children. Finally, we need more rbssatbe
formal and informal employment barriers to increasing father involvementitajive
work in particular would provide us a more nuanced understanding of work-family
conflict and how the workplace constraints men’s family time. As Haas @83rik®’

(2010) write, “in order for more egalitarian sharing of parenting to occunewd to

more fully understand not just the processes likely to promote men’s involvement in
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parenting but also the powerful social forces at work that socially consten’s greater

involvement in parenting” (273).

Research has provided us a wealth of knowledge about women'’s time in the
workplace and at home, but men have been largely omitted from discussion of the
intersections of work and family. This study has begun to scratch the surfaae of
understanding of the contemporary work and family life of American fatheggesting
that work hours are less of an obstacle to some fathers than others. Whileaszamhr
has found that a majority of young adults prefer a more egalitarian divisiabasffor
balancing work and family life—and, in fact, gender flexibility in breadwinr@ngd
caretaking is key to family well-being—only a minority have succedgsfuplemented
such strategies (Gerson 2010). The current study’s results suggest thabikigws
may not be the sole reason for that shortfall; other factors may be at plaappe
including other aspects of employment or gendered preferences allowing th
“provider/good worker” ideals to prevail over further increases in father involveme
We also know that fathers’ involvement at home has important benefits for theimgellbe
of children (Harris, Furstenberg et al. 1998; Amato and Rivera 1999; Pleck and
Masciadrelli 2004; Bronte-Tinkew, Carrano et al. 2008), families (Gerson 1938ar@ol
1996; Gerson 2010), and for men themselves (Eggebeen and Knoester 2001; Schindler
2010). Understanding the experiences and characteristics of men who have more
successfully navigated the challenge of balancing employment and involveatidaithe

will offer important clues for how to promote paternal involvement among other men
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(Gerson 1993). Additional research in this area is warranted to further our undiagsta

of work-family balance for fathers.
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Table 4.1. Descriptive Statistics of Analytic Samples

Cross-Sectional Fixed Effects
Sample Sample Unweighted
Characteristic (1997) N Total N Total Difference
Father Marital Status
Married 1038 92.3 498 95.2 *
Cohabiting 101 7.7 31 4.8 *
Father Age
<30 196 15.1 80 13.5
30-34 229 20.6 115 22.0
35-39 360 33.1 161 31.4
40+ 354 31.2 173 33.1
Father Education
Less than high school 173 15.5 68 12.5
High school grad 332 27.1 150 25.0
Some college 313 26.3 143 26.1
College grad or higher 321 31.0 168 36.4
Father Race/Ethnicity
White 781 76.6 383 78.9
Black 197 7.4 78 6.2
Other a7 5.4 13 3.3 *
Latino 80 10.6 44 11.5
Father's Attendance at Religious Services
Once a week or more 378 33.7 177 35.9
1-3 times per month 210 17.9 96 18.0
Less than once a month 527 45.9 245 43.1
Father's Occupation: Professional/Managerial 388 35.6 204 41.0
Father's Work Hours
0 39 2.9 16 24
Part-time (1-34) 71 6.7 29 5.8
Full-time (35-40) 418 33.6 192 32.9
Overtime (41-50) 429 40.0 204 41.9
Overtime (51+) 182 16.9 88 17.0
Mother's employment status
Not employed 302 28.4 125 24.8
Part-time (<35 hours) 310 27.5 141 28.4
Fulltime (35+ hours) 527 44.2 263 46.7
Couple employment characteristics
Both work fulltime (35+ hours) 476 39.7 233 40.9
He works more hours than her 589 54.1 264 53.0
She works more hours than him’ 58 5.0 31 6.0
Neither works 16 1.2 1 0.0 *k
Child biologically related to the father 1061 94.2 505 96.9 *
Child Age
Infant (0-1) 174 15.9 80 15.7
Preschooler (2-5) 351 29.9 166 31.4
School age (6+) 614 54.2 283 52.9
Child Sex
Male 569 48.8 253 47.7
Female 570 51.2 276 52.3
Number of Kids in HH
1 242 18.5 132 22.7 +
2 550 46.1 258 46.9
3+ 347 35.5 139 30.5 +

Note: Percents are weighted.
* This category includes 3 cases where both partners work the same number of part-time hours.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table 4.2. Cross-tabulation of Attitude Factors

Separate Spheres Attitudes

Most
Fathering Attitudes Most Traditional Middle 50%  Nontraditional
Most Traditional 26.6 58.9 14.5
Middle 50% 25.5 49.9 24.6
Most Nontraditional 22.3 42.3 35.4

Correlation coefficient: 0.12, p<0.0001

Note: Results are weighted

Maternal Employment Attitudes

Most
Fathering Attitudes Most Traditional ~Middle 50%  Nontraditional
Most Traditional 19.6 55.9 24.6
Middle 50% 27.8 49.3 23.0
Most Nontraditional 25.3 457 29.1

Weighted correlation coefficient: 0.03, p=0.32

Note: Results are weighted

81



Table 4.3. Bivariate Relationship between Attitudes, Work Hours, and Father Involvement

Father's Weekly Work Hours Father Involvement (Means)
Achieve-
Total Physical ment Respon-
Not Part-time Fulltime Overtime Overtime Engage- Care Play Activities  sibility
Attitudes Employed  (1-34) (35-40)  (41-50) (51+) Mean mentTime  Time Time Time Scale
Percent Distribution
Fathering
Most traditional 5.9 25 31.0 44.2 16.5 43.8 13.9 3.2 7.1 0.2 5.4
Middle 50% 1.8 ** 7.2 ** 33.7 39.0 18.2 45.2 14.8 3.8* 7.5 0.3 6.1
Most nontraditional 19~ 9.9 *»* 358 37.9 14.5 43.1 17.3 *** 4.7 *** 85* 0.6 *** 6.4 ***
Separate spheres
Most traditional 2.4 8.5 38.9 27.7 22.5 45.0 14.4 3.6 7.4 0.3 6.4
Middle 50% 2.7 6.4 35.1 42.3 *** 13,5 ** 43.9 14.9 3.9 7.3 0.3 5.9 *
Most nontraditional 3.5 5.7 25.0 *** 47.8 *** 18.0 445 16.6 * 4.1 * 8.5 + 0.6 ** 5.8 *
Maternal employment
Most traditional 1.6 7.0 37.0 38.5 15.9 44.4 14.8 3.6 7.4 0.4 5.9
Middle 50% 42 * 8.9 31.8 38.9 16.2 43.6 14.7 3.8 7.3 0.4 6.2
Most nontraditional 1.3 2.0 ** 33.6 43.8 19.3 45.7 16.5 + 4.3 * 8.6 + 0.3 5.6
N 39 71 418 429 182 1139 1138 1138 1138 1138 965

Note: Significant results indicate comparisons with fathers less than age 30 or with the "most traditional" category. Engagement times measured in

hours per week.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table 4.4. Father Involvement with Resident Focal Child: Cross-sectional Models, 1997

Achievement-

Total Physical Play Related Respon-
Engagement Care Activities Activities sibility
Fathers' gender attitudes
Pro-fathering attitudes 0.88 * 0.41 ** 0.40 0.11 * 0.44 ***
Separate spheres attitudes (+ = nontrad) 0.62 0.21 + 0.04 0.09 + -0.03
Pro-Maternal employment attitudes 0.36 0.10 0.20 -0.07 0.05
Father characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 292 + 0.07 1.97 + 0.10 0.21
Age -0.11 0.00 -0.09 -0.01 -0.04 *
Education
High school grad (Omitted=<hs) -0.58 0.17 -1.11 -0.24 * 0.21
Some college -1.01 -0.29 -1.10 -0.02 -0.26
College grad or higher -1.85 -0.17 -2.15 * 0.14 -0.34
Race/Ethnicity
Black (Omitted=white) -1.00 0.07 -2.16 ** 0.23 0.43
Other Race -0.75 0.03 -1.18 -0.13 153 *
Latino 0.73 0.21 -1.87 + -0.22 + 2.47 *xx
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=Less than
1x/month) 2.14 * 0.44 0.25 -0.02 0.61 *
1-3 times a month 1.16 0.51 0.10 0.09 0.54 +
Maternal employment
Part-time (Omitted=Not employed) 0.42 0.15 0.20 0.04 -0.58
Fulltime 0.83 0.17 0.22 0.04 -0.39
Child characteristics
Biologically related to father 4.22 ** 1.07 * 1.09 0.28 *** 0.78 +
Age
Preschooler: 2-5 (Omitted=Infant, 0-1) 2.46 * 0.60 + 0.44 0.30 *** -0.14
School-aged: 6-12 -1.79 -0.69 + -2.13 * 0.32 ** 0.02
Sex: Female -0.10 0.23 -0.03 -0.20 * -0.21
Number of kids in household -1.51 *x* -0.12 -0.82 ** -0.05 + 0.09
N 1126 1126 1126 1126 954
R’ 0.11 0.08 0.10 0.08 0.22

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data on religious service

attendance and occupation.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table 4.5. Father Involvement with Resident Focal Child: Fixed Effects Models, 1997 and 2002

Achievement-

Total Physical Play Related Respon-
Engagement Care Activities Activities sibility
Pro-fathering attitudes 0.91 + 0.37 * 0.20 0.07 0.02
Father characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 0.83 -1.04 2.28 -0.02 -1.34
Father age -0.05 0.04 -0.06 -0.01 -0.14 +
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=less
than 1x/month) -1.53 + -0.44 -0.30 0.05 -0.18
1-3 times per month 1.14 0.85 0.12 0.44 ** -0.38
Maternal employment
Part-time (Omitted=Not employed) 3.04 0.56 1.33 0.02 -0.87
Fulltime 0.15 -0.15 -0.05 0.06 -0.44
Child characteristics
Focal child age 0.01 0.00 0.02 -0.01 ** 0.00
Number of kids in hh -1.16 0.22 -1.57 * -0.08 -0.43
N 505 505 505 505 413
R? 0.04 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.09

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data on religious service
attendance and occupation.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table 5.1. OLS Coefficients Predicting Fathers' Work Hours, by Father's Age: Cross-
sectional Models 1997

Total
Sample AGE <=35 AGE 36+
Pro-fathering attitudes -0.61 -1.19 + -0.04
Father characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 432 * 532 * 0.28
Age -0.18 -- --
Education
High school grad (Omitted=<hs) -2.42 -0.27 -3.92
Some college -1.73 -0.50 -2.94
College grad or higher -0.83 0.97 -2.93
Race/Ethnicity
Black (Omitted=white) -6.13 * -6.74 ** -6.82 +
Other Race 2.63 0.09 4.66
Latino 1.38 2.31 2.16
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=Less than
1x/month) 0.01 -0.86 0.84
1-3 times a month 1.47 2.24 1.15
Occupation: Professional/managerial 4.79 *** 4.80 ** 4.93 **
Mother: Employed -2.13 + -2.91 + -1.66
Child characteristics
Biologically related to father -1.00 0.99 -3.48
Age
Preschooler: 2-5 (Omitted=Infant, 0-1) -1.23 -0.37 -2.23
School-aged: 6-12 -0.33 0.05 -1.07
Sex: Female 0.79 0.61 0.98
Number of kids in household 0.18 -1.54 0.66
N 1139 493 646
R? 0.09 0.15 0.09

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data
on religious service attendance and occupation.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table 5.2. OLS Coefficients Predicting Father Involvement: Cross-sectional Models, 1997

Achievement-

Overall Physical Related Respon-
Engagement Care Play Activities sibility
Fathers' work hours -0.08 + -0.03 ** -0.03 0.00 0.00
Father characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 3.21 + -0.12 2.56 ** 0.11 -0.73
Age -0.13 0.00 -0.10 + -0.01 -0.04 *
Education
High school grad (Omitted=<hs) -0.58 0.20 -1.21 -0.21 * 0.27
Some college -0.71 -0.08 -1.11 0.02 -0.01
College grad or higher -1.26 0.05 -1.83 0.17 -0.33
Race/Ethnicity
Black (Omitted=white) -1.31 -0.12 -2.13 ** 0.08 0.17
Other Race -1.66 0.03 -1.90 -0.23 ** 2.09 **
Latino 0.57 0.18 -1.91 + -0.24 * 2.73 **x
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=Less than
1x/month) 2.03 * 0.42 0.31 0.02 0.81 **
1-3 times a month 1.09 0.49 0.09 0.11 0.66 *
Occupation: Professional/managerial 0.52 0.28 -0.18 0.09 0.22
Couple employment characteristics
Dad works more than mom (Omitted: both
fulltime) -0.78 -0.13 -0.19 0.10 0.03
Mom works more than dad -0.98 -0.17 -0.91 0.70 + 0.79
Neither parent works -2.58 -1.66 -0.02 0.05 2.48
Child characteristics
Biologically related to father 4.68 ** 1.13 * 1.50 0.30 *** 0.90 *
Age
Preschooler: 2-5 (Omitted=Infant, 0-1) 2.15 + 0.49 0.32 0.27 *** -0.21
School-aged: 6-12 -2.20 -0.86 * -2.33 * 0.29 ** -0.19
Sex: Female -0.01 0.28 -0.02 -0.17 * -0.18
Number of kids in household -1.48 *** -0.09 -0.82 -0.04 * 0.07
N 1126 1126 1126 1126 954
R? 0.11 0.07 0.10 0.08 0.22

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data on religious service attendance

and occupation.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table 5.3. OLS Coefficients Predicting Father Involvement: Fixed Effects Models, 1997-2002

Achievement-

Overall Physical Related Respon-
Engagement Care Play Activities sibility
Fathers' work hours 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.00 -0.03
Father characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 3.44 -0.16 3.65 0.03 -1.38
Father age -0.35 -0.02 -0.30 -0.03 0.11
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=less than
1x/month) -1.21 -0.31 -0.20 0.08 -0.14
1-3 times per month 0.91 0.76 0.03 0.44 ** -0.30
Occupation: Professional/managerial -0.29 -1.45 + 1.09 0.11 -0.07
Couple employment characteristics
Dad works more than mom (Omitted: both
fulltime) 1.73 0.52 0.90 0.04 -0.12
Mom works more than dad 3.51 191 1.89 0.87 -0.38
Child characteristics
Focal child age 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 * 0.01
Number of kids in hh -1.36 0.10 -1.66 * -0.10 -0.34
N 505 505 505 505 413
R? 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.05 0.09

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data on religious service attendance
and occupation.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ** p<0.001
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Table 5.4. OLS Coefficients Predicting Father Involvement Based on Work Hours and Fathering Attitudes: Cross-

Sectional Models, 1997

Achievement-

Overall Physical Related Respon-
Engagement Care Play Activities sibility
Fathers' work hours -0.08 + -0.03 * -0.04 0.00 0.00
Most nontraditional fathering attitudes 1.08 0.95 ** 0.04 0.31* 1.12 ***
Middle 50% fathering attitudes 0.52 0.38 0.62 0.09 0.38
Eather characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 3.25 + -0.08 2.56 ** 0.12 -0.66
Age -0.13 0.00 -0.09 -0.01 -0.04 *
Education
High school grad (Omitted=<hs) -0.63 0.16 -1.20 -0.22 * 0.19
Some college -0.86 -0.21 -1.11 -0.03 -0.18
College grad or higher -1.41 -0.07 -1.94 + 0.14 -0.46
Race/Ethnicity
Black (Omitted=white) -1.35 -0.16 -2.12 ** 0.06 0.11
Other Race -1.67 0.03 -1.97 -0.23 * 2.12 **
Latino 0.53 0.15 -1.92 + -0.25 * 2.67 *+*
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=Less than
1x/month) 1.93 * 0.33 0.33 -0.01 0.68 **
1-3 times a month 1.09 0.50 0.07 0.11 0.64 *
Occupation: Professional/managerial 0.51 0.26 -0.12 0.08 0.19
Couple employment characteristics
Dad works more than mom (Omitted: both
fulltime) -0.80 -0.15 -0.21 0.09 0.01
Mom works more than dad -1.00 -0.19 -0.93 0.69 + 0.89
Neither parent works -2.43 -1.52 -0.01 0.10 2.63
Child characteristics
Biologically related to father 4.53 ** 1.00 * 1.49 0.26 ** 0.77 +
Age
Preschooler: 2-5 (Omitted=Infant, 0-1) 222 + 0.55 + 0.25 0.30 *** -0.13
School-aged: 6-12 -2.08 -0.74 * -2.43 * 0.34 ** -0.04
Sex: Female -0.05 0.25 -0.05 -0.18 * -0.21
Number of kids in household -1.49 *x* -0.09 -0.83 ** -0.04 + 0.07
N 1126 1126 1126 1126 954
R? 0.11 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.24

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data on religious service attendance

and occupation.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table 5.5. OLS Coefficients Showing the Effect of Fathers' Work Hours on Father Involvement by
Fathering Attitudes: Cross-Sectional Models, 1997

Most Traditional Most Nontraditional Significant
Dependent Variable Estimate N R? Estimate N R® difference?
Overall Engagement -0.18 298 0.14 -0.03 289 0.12 n.s.
Physical Care -0.07 ** 298 0.13 0.01 289 0.14 n.s.
Play -0.14 »* 208 0.15 -0.05 289 0.13 n.s.
Achievement-related Activities 0.00 298 0.09 0.00 289 0.13 n.s.
Responsibility 0.00 246  0.26 0.03 259 0.35 n.s.

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include all previously described covariates, although not
shown here. See Appendix Table J for full model results. Most traditional fathers are defined as

the the lower 25% of the distribution of fathering attitudes; most nontraditional fathers are those in the
upper 25% of the distribution. Difference in effect of work hours on father involvement is

determined by the significance of an interaction term analysis of work hours and attitude quartiles run
on the full sample. Full results from that model available in Appendix Table G.

+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table 5.6. OLS Coefficients Showing the Effect of Fathers' Work Hours on Father Involvement by
Fathering Attitudes: Fixed Effects Models, 1997 and 2002

Most Traditional Most Nontraditional Significant
Dependent Variable Estimate N R® Estimate N R® difference?
Overall Engagement -0.22 + 134 0.12 0.16 134 0.21 *x
Physical Care -0.03 134 0.13 0.07 134 0.34 n.s.
Play -0.15 + 134 0.13 0.07 134 0.04 +
Achievement-related Activities 0.02+ 134 0.13 0.01 134 0.08 n.s.
Responsibility -0.04 100 0.37 -0.06 124 0.14 n.s.

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include all previously described covariates, although not shown
here. See Appendix Table K for full model results. Difference in effect of work hours on father
involvement is determined by the significance of an interaction term analysis of work hours and attitude
guartiles run on the full sample. Full results from that model available in Appendix Table H.

+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table 5.7. OLS Coefficients Predicting Father Involvement, by Fathering Attitudes: Fixed Effects Models, 1997 and 2002

Overall Achievement-
Engagement Physical Care Play Related Activities Responsibility
Trad'l Nontrad'l Trad'l Nontrad'l| Trad'l Nontrad'l| Trad'l| Nontrad'l Trad'l Nontrad'l
Fathers' work hours -0.22 + 0.16 -0.03 0.07 -0.15 + 0.07 0.02 + 0.01 -0.04 -0.06
Father characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) -3.86 8.21 -0.77 1.73 -2.48 0.87 0.48 -0.01 -0.58 0.54
Father age -0.62 ** -2.42 -0.17+ -0.84 -0.37* -0.36 -0.01 -0.09 0.51 -0.41
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more
(Omitted=less than 1x/month) 0.81 -2.95 * 0.22 -1.01* -0.46 -0.33 -0.20 0.05 -0.41 -0.28
1-3 times per month -1.01 0.95 0.60 0.63 -1.12 -0.49 -0.01 1.02* -1.05 0.12
Occupation: Professional/manageria 6.98 + -838* -1.89* -285* 7.70* -2.58 0.00 -0.32 -0.49 0.51
Couple employment characteristics
Dad works more than mom
(Omitted: both fulltime) -0.59 2.10 -1.05 1.02+ 0.63 1.78 -0.02 0.31 0.16 -0.55
Mom works more than dad 0.07 -4.38 0.81 1.20 0.53 -0.73 1.20 + 0.19 2.69 *** .158
Child characteristics
Focal child age -0.05 0.00 -0.01 0.02* -0.02 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 + -0.01 0.02
Number of kids in hh -4.07 1.57 -0.51 1.28+ -2.47* -0.40 -0.14 -0.39 -1.43 * 0.18
N 134 134 134 134 134 134 134 134 100 124
R? 0.12 0.21 0.13 0.34 0.13 0.04 0.13 0.08 0.37 0.14

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data on religious service attendance and occupation.

+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table A3.1. Comparison of Children in Analytic Sample (Respondents to Household Booklet) to Children in
All Two-Parent Households with Complete Time Diary Data

Analytic Sample Full Sample
Mean Mean Unweighted
N or % N or % Difference
Father work hours 1139 43.7 1961 43.9
Total weekly engagement 1126 154 1929 151
Weekly time in physical care 1126 3.9 1929 3.9
Weekly time in play 1126 7.8 1929 7.4
Weekly time in achievement-related activities 1126 0.4 1929 0.4
Father characteristics
Father Married 1139 911 1960 88.3 *
Father Age 1139 36.5 1961 36.2
Father Education
Less than high school 1139 15.2 1961 16.6
High school grad 1139 29.2 1961 30.2
Some college 1139 27.5 1961 28.5
College grad or higher 1139 28.2 1961 24.7 *
Father Race/Ethnicity
White 1139 68.6 1961 60.6 ok
Black 1139 17.3 1961 23.2 ok
Other 1139 7.1 1961 8.5
Latino 1139 7.0 1961 7.8
Employment characteristics
Father's Occupation: Professional/Managerial 1139 34.1 1961 315
Mother's employment status
Not employed 1139 26.5 1961 25.6
Part-time (<35 hours) 1139 27.2 1961 26.0
Fulltime (35+ hours) 1139 46.3 1961 48.4
Couple employment characteristics
Both work fulltime (35+ hours) 1139 41.8 1961 45.1 +
He works more hours than her 1139 51.7 1961 49.1
She works more hours than him’ 1139 5.1 1961 4.8
Neither works 1139 14 1961 11
Child characteristics
Biologically related to father 1139 93.2 1961 91.4 +
Child Age
Infant (0-1) 1139 15.3 1961 15.2
Preschooler (2-5) 1139 30.8 1961 31.0
School age (6+) 1139 53.9 1961 53.8
Child Sex: Female 1139 50.0 1961 48.9
Number of Kids in HH 1139 2.2 1961 2.3

Note: Percents are unweighted.
* This category includes 3 cases where both partners work the same number of part-time hours.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table A3.2: Gender Attitude Itemsin the PSID-CDS

Below are the gender attitude items from the hoolselbooklet. These items are asked of both the
primary and other caregivers (usually the mothefather), and are asked in both 1997 and 2002.
Response categories include: strongly agree, atjisze,

A37. Please circle the number that indicates yeuellof agreement with the following statements.

a. Most of the important decisions in the life loé family should be made by the man of the house

b. If a husband and a wife both work full-time,ttehould share household tasks equally

c. Women are much happier if they stay at hometakel care of their children

d. There is some work that is men’s and some ghabimen’s and they should not be doing each other’s
e. It is much better for everyone if the man ednesmain living and the woman takes care of thednom
and family

f. It is more important for a wife to help her hasgld’s career than to have one herself

g. Itis usually a good idea for a couple to liggdther before getting married in order to find whethet
they really get along.

h. It's better for a person to get married thagddhrough life single.

i. One sees so few good or happy marriages thatjoestions marriage as a way of life

j. Personal happiness is the primary goal in mgeria

k. Al in all, there are more advantages to beingle than to being married

I. An employed mother can establish as warm andreexrelationship with her children as a motheo
is not employed

m. Parents should encourage just as much indepeadretheir daughters as in their sons.

n. Preschool children are likely to suffer if theiother is employed

0. Allin all, the benefits of being a parent jasén’t worth the costs

p. Being a father and raising children is one efrtost fulfilling experiences a man can have.

g. Mothers should not work full time if their chiigl younger than 5 years old.

r. It is fine for children under 3 years of agebtocared for all day in a daycare center or dayivanee

s. If children are seriously misbehaving it is lesspank them

t. Being a mother and raising children is one efrost fulfilling experiences a woman can have.

u. Marriage is a lifetime relationship and shoutder be ended except under extreme circumstances.

V. IL 1D TDOClHIual 1uvil uic uiiiu S vveil UCIIIU uauiIcio D'JCI 1y uiiic IIILCIG\.’LIIIB aliu Playlllg vviuntu
ALilAvA-

w. It is difficult for men to express tender anéeafionate feelings toward children

X. A father should be as heavily involved in theecaf his child as the mother

y. Fathers play a central role in the child’s peedity development

z. Fathers are able to enjoy children more whercltidren are older.

aa. The way a parent treats a child in the firgt f@ars has important life-long effects.

bb. If it keeps him from getting ahead in his jalfather is beintoo involved with his childrer
cc. In general, fathers and mothers are equallg gdoneeting their children’s needs.
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Table A3.3. Change Over Time in Father Involvement, Employment, Attitudes, and
Covariates: Fixed Effects Sample, 1997-2002

Change from

1997-2002
Mean or
Percent N
Father Involvement
Total weekly engagement (in hours) 2.4 516
Weekly time in physical care (in hours) -0.6 516
Weekly time in play (in hours) -14 516
Weekly time in achievement-related activities (in hours) 0.1 516
Responsibility -0.7 420
Father Work Hours per Week (mean) 1.6 529
Percent change
Decreased hours 1997-2002 by more than 10 7.35 529
Decreased hours 1997-2002 by up to 10 24.37 529
Hours stayed the same 28.82 529
Increased hours 1997-2002 by up to 10 22.88 529
Increased hours 1997-2002 by more than 10 16.58 529
Fathering Attitudes -0.1 529
Father characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 0.0 529
Father age 4.9 529
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=less than 1x/month) 0.1 529
1-3 times per month 0.0 529
Less than once per month -0.1 529
Employment characteristics
Father occupation: Professional/managerial 0.0 529
Mother's work hours per week (mean) 0.9 529
Percent change
Decreased hours 1997-2002 by more than 10 19.83 529
Decreased hours 1997-2002 by up to 10 12.82 529
Hours stayed the same 25.08 529
Increased hours 1997-2002 by up to 10 17.31 529
Increased hours 1997-2002 by more than 10 24.97 529
Couple employment characteristics
Dad works more than mom (Omitted: both fulltime) 0.0 529
Mom works more than dad 0.0 529

Child characteristics
Number of kids in household 0.0 529

Note: Percents are weighted.
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Table A4.1. Father Involvement with Resident Focal Child: Cross-sectional Models Run on Smaller Fixed Effects

Sample of 1997 Data

Achievement-

Total Physical Play Related Respon-
Engagement Care Activities Activities sibility
Fathers' gender attitudes
Pro-fathering attitudes 1.30 * 0.73 *** 0.42 0.15 ** 0.27 +
Separate spheres attitudes (+ = nontrad) 1.24 * 0.29 + 0.65 + 0.02 0.10
Pro-Maternal employment attitudes 0.15 0.04 0.09 -0.15 * 0.14
Father characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 4.36 + 0.50 2.40 0.09 -1.30
Age -0.19 + 0.00 -0.11 0.00 -0.02
Education
High school grad (Omitted=<hs) -0.64 0.05 -1.38 -0.09 0.35
Some college 0.37 -0.36 -0.28 -0.01 -0.37
College grad or higher -1.07 -0.51 -1.63 0.23 -0.29
Race/Ethnicity
Black (Omitted=white) -0.37 0.27 -1.32 0.23 0.31
Other Race -1.40 0.71 -2.84 * -0.21 1.23
Latino 1.67 0.32 -0.69 -0.35 * 3.44 *x*
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=Less than
1x/month) 0.92 0.22 -0.44 -0.01 0.89 ***
1-3 times a month 2.71 0.84 + 1.05 0.34 + 0.64 +
Maternal employment
Part-time (Omitted=Not employed) 0.40 0.25 0.55 0.08 -0.26
Fulltime 0.73 0.33 0.31 0.25 + -0.28
Child characteristics
Biologically related to father 5.36 * 0.87 2.39 0.19 1.05
Age
Preschooler: 2-5 (Omitted=Infant, 0-1) 2.87 0.90 0.22 0.29 ** -0.98 *
School-aged: 6-12 -0.66 -0.23 -1.70 0.13 -1.03 *
Sex: Female 1.14 0.06 0.83 -0.18 + -0.30
Number of kids in household -1.41 * -0.17 -0.66 -0.02 -0.08
N 526 526 526 526 431
R’ 0.14 0.09 0.12 0.13 0.37

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data on religious service

attendance and occupation.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table A5.1. OLS Coefficients Predicting Father Involvement: Cross-sectional Models Run on Smaller Fixed

Effects Sample of 1997 Data

Achievement-

Overall Physical Related Respon-
Engagement Care Play Activities sibility
Fathers' work hours -0.07 -0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00
Eather characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 3.27 0.63 1.77 0.27 + -2.33 **
Age -0.23 * -0.02 -0.12 0.00 -0.03
Education
High school grad (Omitted=<hs) 0.12 0.23 -0.88 -0.06 0.48
Some college 1.77 0.00 0.60 0.06 -0.21
College grad or higher 1.08 0.13 -0.21 0.32 -0.32
Race/Ethnicity
Black (Omitted=white) -1.29 0.02 -1.86 0.06 0.21
Other Race -2.92 -0.40 -3.47 * -0.39 * 1.40
Latino 1.10 0.36 -1.26 -0.32 * 3.69 ***
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=Less than
1x/month) 0.74 0.34 -0.62 0.08 0.93 #*x*
1-3 times a month 2.32 0.67 0.83 0.33 + 0.58
Occupation: Professional/managerial -0.38 0.20 -0.89 0.04 0.42
Couple employment characteristics
Dad works more than mom (Omitted: both
fulltime) -0.42 -0.13 0.02 0.00 0.05
Mom works more than dad 0.29 0.31 0.85 0.78 + 0.61
Neither parent works -8.95 + -4.24 *  -1.24 0.17 --
Child characteristics
Biologically related to father 5.76 * 1.09 2.58 + 0.19 1.15
Age
Preschooler: 2-5 (Omitted=Infant, 0-1) 2.14 0.66 -0.17 0.21 * -1.02 *
School-aged: 6-12 -1.63 -0.65 -2.11 0.07 -1.21 *
Sex: Female 1.43 0.16 0.97 -0.14 -0.26
Number of kids in household -1.29 * -0.14 -0.60 -0.01 + -0.08
N 526 526 526 526 431
R’ 0.12 0.06 0.11 0.13 0.37

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data on religious service

attendance and occupation.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table A5.2. OLS Coefficients Predicting Father Involvement with Interactions between Work Hours and
Fathering Attitudes: Cross-sectional Models, 1997

Achievement-

Overall Physical Related Respon-
Engagement Care Play Activities sibility
Father work hours -0.11 -0.05 + -0.06 0.00 0.02
Most nontraditional fathering attitudes -2.35 -1.34 -0.40 0.79 0.77
Middle 50% fathering attitudes -0.42 0.09 -1.15 0.45 2.53 **
Nontrad'l attitudes x father work hours 0.08 0.05 0.01 -0.01 0.01
Middle attitudes x father work hours 0.02 0.01 0.04 -0.01 -0.05 *
Father characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 3.39 * 0.03 2.49 * 0.12 -0.52
Age -0.13 + 0.00 -0.10 + -0.01 -0.03 +
Education
High school grad (Omitted=<hs) -0.68 0.11 -1.13 -0.23 * 0.07
Some college -0.85 -0.22 -1.04 -0.04 -0.29
College grad or higher -1.42 -0.10 -1.88 + 0.13 -0.54
Race/Ethnicity
Black (Omitted=white) -1.39 -0.20 -2.09 ** 0.06 0.12
Other Race -1.59 0.10 -2.00 -0.23 * 2,19 **
Latino 0.50 0.12 -1.89 + -0.25 * 2.61 ***
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=Less than
1x/month) 1.92 * 0.32 0.34 -0.01 0.67 **
1-3 times a month 1.10 0.51 0.07 0.11 0.65 *
Occupation: Professional/managerial 0.55 0.28 -0.08 0.07 0.14
Couple employment characteristics
Dad works more than mom (Omitted: both
fulltime) -0.73 -0.10 -0.19 0.08 0.00
Mom works more than dad -0.89 -0.09 -1.04 0.69 * 0.97
Neither parent works -2.86 -1.80 + -0.14 0.17 281 *
Child characteristics
Biologically related to father 4.46 ** 0.95 * 1.49 0.27 ** 0.77 +
Age
Preschooler: 2-5 (Omitted=Infant, 0-1) 2.19 + 0.53 0.27 0.30 *** -0.16
School-aged: 6-12 -2.05 -0.72 * -2.40 * 0.33 ** -0.06
Sex: Female -0.08 0.24 -0.08 -0.17 * -0.18
Number of kids in household -1.49 *x* -0.09 -0.84 ** -0.04 + 0.09
N 1126 1126 1126 1126 954
R? 0.11 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.26

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data on religious service
attendance and occupation.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table A5.3. OLS Coefficients Predicting Father Involvement with Interactions between Work Hours and

Fathering Attitudes: Fixed Effects Models, 1997-2002

Achievement-

Overall Physical Related Respon-
Engagement Care Play Activities sibility
Fathers' work hours -0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.03
Most nontraditional fathering attitudes 3.22 * 1.13 ** 0.92 0.26 0.07
Middle 50% fathering attitudes 1.11 -0.14 0.38 0.23 -0.34
Nontrad'l attitudes x father work hours -0.32 *  -0.08 -0.14 + 0.00 0.03
Middle attitudes x father work hours -0.29 * -0.06 -0.15 + 0.00 0.04
Father characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 2.46 -0.40 3.40 -0.07 -1.32
Father age -0.92 *  -0.13 -0.58 * -0.04 0.12
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=less than
1x/month) -1.28 -0.34 -0.17 0.05 -0.17
1-3 times per month 1.39 0.90 + 0.26 0.42 ** -0.31
Occupation: Professional/managerial 0.42 -1.24 + 1.38 0.12 -0.03
Couple employment characteristics
Dad works more than mom (Omitted: both
fulltime) 1.91 0.62 + 1.00 0.03 -0.12
Mom works more than dad 4.39 2.15 + 2.35 0.85 + -0.50
Child characteristics
Focal child age 0.01 0.00 0.01 -0.01 ** 0.00
Number of kids in hh -1.27 0.11 -1.63 * -0.08 -0.37
N 516 516 516 516 420
R? 0.07 0.11 0.05 0.06 0.11

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data on religious service

attendance and occupation.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table A5.4. OLS Coefficients Showing the Effect of Fathers' Work Hours on Father Involvement by
Fathering Attitudes: Cross-sectional Models Run on Smaller Fixed Effects Sample of 1997 Data

Most Traditional Most Nontraditional Significant
Dependent Variable Estimate N R®  Estimate N R®>  difference?
Overall Engagement -0.17 136 0.21 0.02 138 0.23 n.s.
Physical Care -0.02 136 0.17 0.00 138 0.13 n.s.
Play -0.07 136 0.21 0.01 138 0.25 n.s.
Achievement-related Activities 0.01 136 0.20 -0.01 138 0.20 n.s.
Responsibility 0.00 104 0.58 0.04 124 0.51 n.s.

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include all previously described covariates, although not
shown here. Difference in effect of work hours on father involvement is determined by the
significance of an interaction term analysis of work hours and attitude quartiles run on the full sample.
Full results from that model available in Appendix Table A5.6.

+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ** p<0.001
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Table A5.5. OLS Coefficients Predicting Father Involvement, by Fathering Attitudes: Cross-sectional Models, 1997

Achievement-

Overall Engagement Physical care Play Related Activities Responsibility
Trad'l Nontrad'l Trad'l| Nontrad'l Trad'l Nontrad'l Trad'l| Nontrad'l Trad'| Nontrad'l
Father work hours -0.18 -0.03 -0.07 ** 0.01 -0.14 ***  -0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03
Father characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 3.70 5.93 * 1.24 1.34 0.17 3.28 + 0.21 -0.11 -2.34 * -0.55
Age -0.12 -0.28 * -0.03 0.02 -0.09 -0.18 * -0.02 + -0.02 -0.09 * 0.04
Education
High school grad (Omitted=<hs) 1.06 0.17 0.84 -0.31 -1.28 1.26 -0.21 0.02 0.54 0.09
Some college -0.91 -1.21 0.15 -0.90 -1.40 -0.14 -0.01 0.21 0.28 -1.25
College grad or higher -2.09 1.29 0.50 -0.98 -4.02 * 1.54 -0.15 0.37 -0.21 -0.95
Race/Ethnicity
Black (Omitted=white) 2.17 0.21 1.09 -0.35 -1.48 -1.79 0.03 -0.13 0.60 -1.10
Other Race 0.67 -0.75 -0.23 0.56 -3.43 + -286* 0.04 -0.30 1.91 1.35
Latino 2.66 -1.61 1.26 -0.40 -1.73 -2.69 0.23 -0.34 + 2.49 * 3.38 *
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=Less than
1x/month) 3.16 + -0.42 0.24 0.21 -0.02 -0.89 0.14 -0.35 0.20 1.24 **
1-3 times a month -1.21 0.91 -0.66 0.44 -1.15 0.53 -0.02 -0.15 -0.49 1.77 **
Occupation: Professional/managerial 1.32 0.04 0.09 0.12 2.05 -0.59 0.27 * 0.18 0.18 -0.46
Couple employment characteristics
Dad works more than mom (Omitted: both
fulltime) 0.58 -3.07 + 0.21 -0.50 0.72 -1.47 0.02 0.35 + 0.54 -0.64
Mom works more than dad -10.46 + -0.19 -2.16 0.74 -8.43 ***  -0.43 0.14 1.25 0.68 1.78 *
Neither parent works -0.76 -15.67 * -3.31 -3.82 + -0.08 -8.37 *  -0.10 0.37 1.98 1.11
Child characteristics
Biologically related to father 5.66 * -1.25 0.96 -0.71 1.31 -2.43 0.17 + 0.63 1.15 + 0.87
Age
Preschooler: 2-5 (Omitted=Infant, 0-1) 0.15 3.36 * 0.57 0.32 -2.00 0.90 0.11 0.39 * 0.87 * -0.70 +
School-aged: 6-12 -0.23 -0.50 0.33 -2.25 %  -2.69 * -0.64 0.11 0.67 * 1.08 * -0.62
Sex: Female -1.82 0.44 -0.15 0.35 -1.38 + 0.97 0.00 -0.48 * -0.19 -0.26
Number of kids in household -2.13 *  -0.41 -0.22 -0.04 -0.98 * -0.16 -0.04 -0.02 -0.20 0.20
N 298 289 298 289 298 289 298 289 246 259
R? 0.21 0.23 0.17 0.13 0.21 0.25 0.20 0.20 0.58 0.51

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data on religious service attendance and occupation.

+p<0.10 *p<0.05 * p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table A5.6. OLS Coefficients Predicting Father Involvement with Interactions between Work Hours and Fathering
Attitudes: Cross-sectional Models Run on Smaller Fixed Effects Sample of 1997 Data

Achievement-

Overall Physical Related Respon-
Engagement Care Play Activities sibility
Father work hours 0.01 -0.01 0.05 0.01 0.02
Most nontraditional fathering attitudes 3.61 1.97 2.15 1.09 0.27
Middle 50% fathering attitudes 7.89 1.71 4.86 0.87 151 +
Nontrad'l attitudes x father work hours -0.04 -0.01 -0.05 -0.02 0.01
Middle attitudes x father work hours -0.14 -0.02 -0.08 -0.02 + -0.04 *
Father characteristics
Married (Omitted=Cohabiting) 3.13 0.68 1.35 0.27 + -2.11 **
Age -0.19 0.00 -0.07 0.00 -0.02
Education
High school grad (Omitted=<hs) 0.00 0.22 -0.64 -0.07 0.32
Some college 1.20 -0.25 0.51 -0.01 -0.36
College grad or higher 0.30 -0.20 -0.55 0.22 -0.37
Race/Ethnicity
Black (Omitted=white) -1.76 -0.07 -2.10 + 0.03 0.16
Other Race -2.86 -0.06 -3.55 * -0.36 + 1.44
Latino 0.99 0.20 -1.19 -0.33 * 3.55 ***
Attendance at religious services
Once/week or more (Omitted=Less than
1x/month) 0.57 0.14 -0.62 0.06 0.84 **
1-3 times a month 2.29 0.72 0.73 0.33 + 0.58 +
Occupation: Professional/managerial -0.35 0.13 -0.77 0.03 0.28
Couple employment characteristics
Dad works more than mom (Omitted: both
fulltime) -0.61 -0.17 -0.21 -0.02 0.09
Mom works more than dad 0.64 0.36 0.80 0.84 + 0.82
Neither parent works -12.63 * -4.64 ** -3.52 -0.06 --
Child characteristics
Biologically related to father 5.48 * 0.82 2.61 + 0.16 1.01
Age
Preschooler: 2-5 (Omitted=Infant, 0-1) 2.20 0.89 -0.18 0.24 * -0.89 *
School-aged: 6-12 -1.65 -0.10 -1.87 0.11 -0.99 *
Sex: Female 151 0.18 0.96 -0.14 -0.19
Number of kids in household -1.35 * -0.22 -0.68 -0.02 -0.12
N 526 526 526 526 431
R? 0.13 0.09 0.12 0.14 0.39

Note: Results are weighted. Models also include control variables for missing data on religious service attendance
and occupation.
+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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