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‘ uch has been learned about the
various dimensions of fatherhood

) during the past few decades, as is
documented in several recent and expansive
teviews (Lamb, 1997; Marsiglio, Amato, Day, &
Lamb, 2000; Parke, 2002; J. H. Pleck, 1997).
These diverse emotional, psychological, and
behavioral dimensions involve men’s atti(ur!es
cbout and experiences with being fathers prior
to conception, during pregnancy, and through-
out their children’s lives (with behavior often

e ettuces of adolescents reared primas 5.+ being referred to as involvement or investment).
e athers: An L1.year folow-up. M”ﬁ”':-'?é‘ Most of this scholarship has focused on fathers
Palmer Quarterly, 38, 457-476. = ! ine | $ Westom industrialized coun.
Wood, J. (1994). Gendered lives: Communicatio ving In various : b, 1987, although
gender, and culture. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. tries (Hobson, 2002; !_am v 1987), . A vgn
Yellowbird, M., & Snipp, C. M. (1994). Americon rescarchers have s!.udled fathering in s;k
Indian families. In R. L. Taylor (Ed.), Minori cultures such as China (Ho, 1987; Jankowiak,
Jamilies in the United States: A multicultural} 1992) and Japan (Ishii-Kuntz, 1992, 1993,
perspective (pp. 179-201). Englewood Cliffs, N. 1994; Shwalb, Imaizumi, & Nakazawa, 198'{)
Prentice Hall. os well as numerous nonnindustrialized soci-
eties around the world (Coltrane, 1988; Engle &
Breaux, 1998; Hewlett, 1992, 2000; Tripp-
Reimer & Wilson, 1991). Another notewor_thy
Comparative study examined fathering behaviors
ina diverse mix of 18 countries (Mackey, 1985).

Atthors® note: Part of the work reported here was aupported by the Coog ‘
Sttvicr:, U.Sf Department of Agricullure, under Project No. ILLU-45-0329 t0 Joseph H. Pleck.

FATHERHOOD AND MASCULINITIES

Students of gender also may be interested
in historical analyses of fathering that go
beyond the scope of our review (GriszoId,
1993; LaRossa, 1997; LaRossa & Reitzes,
1995; E. H. Pleck & Pleck, 1997).‘ )

Qur primary aim in this review is to examine
scholarship on fatherhood from a gendered and
critical perspective. Although the literature that
specifically addresses the relationship bem./ee.n
masculinities and fatherhood is sparse, it is
sufficient in scope to warrant a review and to
allow us to propose a forward-looking .research
agenda. We supplement our review by. incorpo-
rating literature that may not be m'formed
explicitly by a critical gender perspective, but
which still contributes to a gendered understand-
ing of fatherhood. Our scope, however, does
not allow us 1o discuss recent work on cultural
representations of fatherhood in entertainment
media and social marketing promoted by orga-
nizations with interests in fatherhood, and how
gender displays are intertwined with the mes-
sages being conveyed (Coltrane & Allan, 1994;
LaRossa, Gadgil, & Wynn, 2000; Lupton &
Barclay, 1997).
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At the outset, we focus on debates about
whether men as fathers can uniguely affect
their children. We then consider how the style
of men's fathering contributes to gendered
social inequalitics within and outside
families/households. At numerous points, we
accentuate how men’s participation in systems
of gendered social relations—both between and
within genders—shapes their fathesing opportu-
nilies, attitudes, and behavior. Next, we under-
score how fathering occurs in various seftings

&
depth of these initiatives is beyond our limj,,;
scope here. While we selectively review 4
integrate cross-cultural materials from ind;
alized and nonindustrialized societies intg
assessment of the literature, much of why
cover is most salient 10 a U.S. context, In :
terms, the cross-cultural literature teaches yg thy
there is considerable variation in how men goq
fathers, that children can flourish in 20Cist
where different types of paternal modeis g’
exf ions of children exist, and that :

o

where circumstances associated with age, race/
ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and sexual ori-
entation come into play. When viewed through
a gender lens, we can see how these contexts
create different opportunities and struggles for
men as they think about and attempt to act as
male parents. We conclude by suggesting
a for future h that would advance
our understanding of fatherhoed from a critical
gendered perspective,

As we take stock of the relevant literature, we
emphasize several themes. Most important, we
highlight the interscction among the main
structures of social inequality—gender, race/
cthnicity, and social class—while clarifying
how these three factors affect the social con-
struction of fatherhood images and the way
men cxpericnce their lives as fathers. Consistent
with recent theoretical work in the arca of men
and gender (Connell, 1995, 2000), fatherin
can be studied in connection to hegemonic

as a social organizing principle is implicateq ;.
vasious ways throughout the world in structyg;
the opportunitics for fathers to interact with gpg’
invest in their children. Hean (2002) Provide
a useful review of men, fathers, ond the sy’
within an international context while advang;
a critical perspective on studying men. :
Finally, our review accentuales how knowi.
edge about fathering is produced, dissemi
and evaluated. We take our cue from Stacey g
Biblarz (2001), who showed how the productioy’
of knowledge can be assessed in a controversial:
area like sexual orientation and parenting, Being
attentive 1o the social construction of knowl.
edge about fathering is vital because, as thoss |
working closely in the field know, there are sev.
cral hotly contested research and policy issycs
that challenge individuals to navigate the waters
that muddle theory, research, and propaganda. -
Those debates that are most contentious focus
on hath.

masculinity as well as altemative constructions
of masculinities that give meaning to men's
everyday lives in diverse situations.

Just as it is critical to acknowledge the impli-
cations of multiple masculinitics, we pay partic-
ular attention to the dual concems of men as
breadwinners and nurturing parents while
focusing on the initial phases of the fathering
life coursc. Fathers and their children typically
spend three to six overlapping decades in their
respeclive roles, but most fatherhood scholar-
ship is restricted to the first 18 years of this joint
father-child experience (but sce Pillemer &
McCartney, 199]; also Pficfer & Sussman,
1991). Our review emphasizes fathering during
these early years, although we suggest how
future research can address a wider range of
issues across the fathering life course.

Efforts to study fatherhood and promote
father-relevant social policies have gone global
in recent decades. Capturing the full breadth and

er (and how) fathers maner 1o their

lives, nonresident fathers’ financial and inter-
personal commitments to their children, and the:
potential danger that stepfathers may pose fi
their stepchildren. Not surprisingly, those who:
research and/or debate these issues often practice’
gender politics and swear allegiance to various
brands of feminism, family and/or religious:
values, theoretical perspectives, or modes . of
scicatific inquiry (Blankenhom, 1995; Danicls,
1998; Dowd, 2000; Popenoe, 1996; Silverstein;
1996). Those stakeholders who are most cffective *
in framing the key issues and paradigms in the
minds of the research community, the general
public, and policymakers can in various ways
influence what is generally “known" about how
fathers fecl, think, and act. They do this by shap-
ing the types of questions that researchers asks
the way research is conducted, and how research
is presented, interpreted, and used by rescarchers;

palicy
e

in unique and ingful ways, the: ;.
presumed positive value of marriage in fathen!,

makess, social service professionals, and

public alike. A critical review of the
then, should pay attention not only to how
ing expericnces arc influcnced b.y and
gendered social structures and relations. It
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expressed by Blankenhorn (1995) and Popenoe
(1996), underlies recent neoconservative policy
initiatives to promote marriage. This view u!so
is reflected in organizations such as the Promise
Keepers (Brickner, 1999; Claussen, 2000) and
the National Fatherhood Initiative (Hom, 1995).

qust also draw altention (o the gend lated

L and ideological struggles among the knowledge

ucers that can confound research and politi-

: cal agendas within the field itself.

** 15 FATHERING “ESSENTIALLY"
" DIFFERENT FROM MOTHERING?

- . X
One highly politicized issue central to a .d‘ls-
cussion linking fathering and masculinitics

" evolves around the debate whether fathers, as

men, are uniquely equipped with characteristics
that differentiate their parenting styles and con-

tributions to children from those of mothers.
: This debate is often couched in terms of essen-

tialist (Silverstein & Auerbach, 1999) and social
constructionist approaches (Brandth & 'Kvande,
1998, Lupton & Barclay, 1997, Marsiglio, 1995,

- 1998) to fatherhood. These discussions gain

political and theoretical visibility because

" they are often associated with the illusive

and controversial concept of “fatherlessness™
(Blankenhorn, 1995) and the championing of
evolutionary psychological approaches to under-
standing parenting (Popenoe, 1996).

.+ ;. In gender studies, the critique of “essential-

ism” has been on important recent theoretical
development (Coltrane, 1994; Hare-Mustin &
Marecek, 1990). Essentialism provides a con-

" ceptual rubric under which to discuss several

aspects of fatherhood that are fundamental x.o
consider from a gender perspective. Silverstein
and Auerbach (1999) identificd und critically

. analyzed three component belicfs in an implicit

“essentialist paradigm for fatherhood™: (a) gendgr
differences in parenting are universal and biologi-
cally based; (b) fathers' uniquely masculine form
of parenting significantly improves developmen-

. .-tal outcomes for children, especially for sons;
...uand (c) the context in which fathers are most
., likely (0 provide for and nurture young children
" iy heterosexual marriage. Their analysis caused

quite a stir and was vigorously challenged in the
popular press (Chavez, 1999; Hom, 1999).

As Silverstein and Aucrbach noted, the
essentialist view of fatherhood, particularly as

The enormous empirical and theoretical litera-
ture relevant to these three beliefs is beyond the
scope of this chapter to review in any depth.
Thus, we will discuss only selected issucs, espe-
cially ones Silversicin and Auerbach did not
address and those that enable us to highlight the
larger context within which koowledge in this
area is socially constructed.

Tue UNIVERSALITY
AND Biowogical Basis oF
GeNDER DIFFERENCES IN PARENTING

The hypothetical universality of gcmlcr-difﬁfr-
entiated parental rearing of the young—that is,
fathers being less involved—has been con-
sidered both across nonhuman primale species
and cross-culturally among human socictics.
For the former, both Lamb, Pleck, Charnov, and
Levine's (1985) and Silverstein and Aucrlr:nch's
reviews suggest that gendcr-diffcrcnn.nlcd
parental rearing of the young is far less univer-
sal than is popularly believed. Smuts an.d
Gubernick (1992) provided evidence that this
interspecies variation can be cxplaincd. by a
“reciprocity hypothesis,” holding that fathers
invest more in the young when females have
more to offer fathers. For example, in species
with multimale family groups. in which females
therefore choose which males to copulate wi.lh.
fathers invest more in the young than in species
with onc-male groups (Silverstein, 1993; see
Belsky, 1993, for a critique). Though provoca-
tive, inferences 1o human populations based on
these findings should be made cautiously. ]
Mackey (1985), drawing on his extensive
observational and comparative work on human
fathers in 18 countrics, concluded that it is harder
to stimulate men (o be caregivers (or children.
Mackey noted, however, that once fullnc:rs_hcgin
to respond, they do so in a manner similar (o
women. Mackey additionally noted that when
two or more men are in an all-male group, it is
harder to motivate simultancous carcgiving
responses from them than is the case when two




T T

252 « STRUCTURES;, INSTITUTIONS, AND PROCESSES

Or more women are in an all-female gathering.
Scholars also agre: that there is actually
significant variation across the world societies
Studied by anthropologists in fathers’ level of
involvement relativ: to mothers’ (Hewlett,
1992; Mackey, 1985; Silverstein & Auerbach,
1999), a finding inconsistent with the essential-
ism perspective. Silverstein and Auerbach
argued that this cros:-cultural variation can be
explained by the reciprocity hypothesis.

Those who conduct naturalistic observations
of fathers living in ronindustrialized societies
conceptualize father:® behavior in terms of
parental “investment,” referring to activities that
promote their offspring’s survival. This con-
struct is rooted in evolutionary and biosocial
frameworks that emphasize ties between biol-
ogy, gender, and reproductive strategies. These
approaches recognize biology's role in shaping
paternal behavior while attempting to explain
diversities and commanalities in paternal expe-
rience between different societies. Although the
anthropologists who use these frameworks tend
not to refer explicitly to “essentialism.” their
models are consistent with at least some essen-
tialist thinking, Many anthropologists, though
reluctant to use these models, still view gen-
der as a significant ‘actor affecting paternal
behavior becanse of its. role in how cultures are
modified to create vavious types of parenting
opportunities and expectations. Without explic-
itly invoking the essen-ialist paradigm, Hewlett
(1992) reviewed research based on naturalistic
observation and concluded,

While cross-culiural siudies question some of the
European and American research, this does not
mean that all aspects of fathers' role are culturally
telative. Fathers in all parts of the world do share
certain characteristics: fathers provide less direct
caregiving than mothes (but there may be some
fathers within a culture that 1ake on primary care-
giving), fathers are expected to provide at least
some economic suppcrt for their children, and
fathers are expected 1o support the mother eco-
nomically and/or emotionally. (p. xii)

He goes on 1o add that it is assumed that
“fathers from all pants of the world are likely to
have similar concems about the safety, health,
and tradeofTs between spending time with their
children and doing things that atiract and keep
women (e.g., working t increase status, pres-
tige or wealth)” (p. xv).

FatHERS' UniQue -
CONTRIBUTIONS TO CHILD DEVELOPMENT

Central to the essentialist conception of father. ' -"-,
hood is the proposition that fathers, as men, cop. | -
tribute to the development of their children ing’
unique way. This idea has generated contentioug *
controversy, informed by research on the cop. ' ©
sequences for children of “father absence™ (or -
growing up in a single-parent female-headeq
family) as well as research about the effects on -
children of variation in fathers® characteristics
and behavior in families with fathers present. .
The scholarly disagreements over the meaning *
of the research are considerable: Widespread -
social concem about the large and perhaps -
growing number of fathers who are discon- .,
nected from their children has Jed to a broader, *:"
highly politicized public debate about father -
absence and father involvement. Different - -
stakeholders—conservatives, feminists, fathers®
rights groups, policymakers concerned with teen *
pregnancy and other issues, and researchers
of different persuasions—advance radically
conflicting positions.

Father “absence.” In discussions of father . -
absence, several issues have emcrged as partic- ..
ularly important. First, the concept is ill-defined
both conceptually and operationally. The obvi-
ous, but deceptively simple, approach focuses
on whether the child’s father lives in the house-
hold or not. Because fathers' potential residence
or nonresidence occurs from birth to late ado-
lescence, the length of time the father lives or -
does not live with the child should of course be
taken into account. But exactly how long does
there need to be no father in the household fora
child to be “father absent”? Does absence occur- |
ring for any reason count, or only for some rea- -
sons? Should a father’s being away from home
for a year because of military reserve service, or .
his being away from home 2 weeks out of 3
because he is a long-distance trucker or a sales . .
representative, be considered father absence? -5 |
How do we classify the child who lives with her
father every other weekend and 2 summer
months out of 3, and with her mother the rest of
the time? What about the child of a teen father
who lives nearby, visits his child frequently, and :
contributes economically to her upbringing? And
is it only the residence or nonresidence of the

biological father that is important? N

In rescarch, respondents usually will provide
an answer when asked whether they grew up in
a two-parent or single-parent family. However,
this does not mean their answers correspond to
something that can be clearly defined or reliably
measured. Readers of Blankenhom's (1995),
Homn's (1995), and Popenoe’s (1996) compendi-

" ums of the negative outcomes occurring more

frequently among children of absent fathers
may be impressed by the length of their lists, but
they may not ask how meaningful it really is to
reduce the diversity of children's living arrange-
ments over time to the simple dichotomy of
father presence or absence. If one broadens the
concept from physical to psychological father
absence, it becomes even more difficult to
define and measure reliably.

Even if these difficulties could be set aside,
the results of existing research on father absence
do not unequivocally establish the detrimental
effects often claimed. The context in which
father absence occurs can be critically impor-
tant. There is evidence, for example, that the
outcomes associated with father absence in the
childeen of adult single mothers often arc
markedly more positive than those occurring for
children of teen single mothers, who tend to
have less human capital (Edelman, 1986). The
potential problems of father absence in the con-
text of teen parenthood are, nonetheless, inap-
propriately generalized to father absence in all
circumstances. Other scholars have noted that
the consequences of father absence depend on
whether social supports are present or absent
(Wilson, 1989).

In addition, father absence typically co-occurs
with, and its effects are thus confounded by, other
circumstances such as teen parenthood, divorce,
and in particular low income. Simply comparing
father-absent and father-present groups can thus
be misleading. An analogy is that university-
affiliated teaching hospitals have markedly
higher rates of cesarean sections than community
hospitals, but when risk factors (e.g., poor health)
are controlled for, university hospitals’ rate of

. C-sections is no higher. In many studies, similarly,

controlling for family income and other factors
markedly reduces the apparent negative corme-
lates of father absence. Blankenhom (1995),
Hom (1995), and Popenoe (1996) make their
case entirely with simple comparisons between
father-present and -absent groups, without con-
trolling for or acknowledging the potential
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confounding effects of other differences between
the two groups.

Among more sophisticated analyses,
McLanahan and Sandefeur’s (1994) Growing
Up With a Single Parent is the recent large-scale
empirical study of father absence most widely
cited. Using data from four different national
surveys, these authors found, with race, mater-
nal education, and number of children in the
family inctuded in their statistical models, that
father absence has marked negative effects on
educational outcomes, early childbearing, and
employment. Although family income is con-
trolled in other studies, it is not controlled here.
McLanahan and Sandefeur hold that potential
confounding variables should be controlled only
when they represent “selection” factors for
father absence (i.e., factors helping explain why
father absence occurs, but which cannot be
“caused” by father absence, like race and low
malemnal education). They argue that conditions
potentially caused by father absence, such as
low income, should not be contsolled; doing so
would underestimate the extent 1o which father
absence actually leads to negative child out-
comes. Given the difficulties in creating policies
to provide adequate incomes to single-parent
mothers, their argument has some pragmatic
merit—and McLanahan and Sandefeur’s focus
clearly is on the social policy implications of
father absence, not on evaluating the essentialist
argument that fathers have a unique positive
effect on child development. However, the
essentialist position implies that father absence
should have negative consequences even when
the lower family income associated with it is
taken into account. The supporting evidence for
this claim is weak.

Fathering in two-parent families. Other rele-
vant research concerns the effects on children
resulting from variation in fathers’ character-
istics and behavior in families with fathers
present. Considerable research in the 1950s and
1960s examined how paternal characteristics
such as “sex typing” (the degree to which
fathers have “masculine” personality characier-
istics, for example, ambitious, dominant, self-
reliant), warmth, and control were related to
children’s gender identity, school achievement,
and psychological adjustment. The influence of
fathers® sex typing was of panticular interest
because fathers were thought to be crucial in
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promoting the development of children's, and
especially sons’, gender identities (J. H. Pleck,
1981). These studies generally find that a
father's masculinity is much less important than
his warmth ani! closeness with his child. In
addition, the saine characteristics in mothers are
associated with positive outcomes in children.
Thus, although this research finds that positive
development is correlated with father behaviors,
it does not suggest that development is associ-
ated with behaviors in fathers that are unique to
male parents (Lumb, 1987).

More recent research focuses on the conse-
quences for children of fathers’ degree of contact
with their children, more broadly termed
“involvement” by Lamb, Pieck, Chamov, and
Levine (1985, 1947: J. H. Pleck, Lamb, & Levine,
1985). Involvement is defined as “the amount
of time spent in activities invalving the child”
(Lamb et al., 1985, p. 884) and includes three
components: (a) engagement with the child (in the
form of caretaking, or play or leisure), (b) acces-
sibility to the child, and (c) responsibility for the
care of the child, 1 distinct from the performance
of care. Although Palkovitz (1997) has criticized
Lamb et al, for assuming that father involvement
must have positive effects on children, Lamb et al,
explicitly argued that involvement might have
positive effects on children only in specific con-
texts; for example, both mother and father want
the father to be involved.

More recent work on the consequences of
paternal involvement has shifted focus from
simply the amount of involvement, implicitly
“content-free,” 1o the nature and quality of the
involvement. In most research that finds a rela-
tionship between involvement and positive child
outcomes, the imolvement measures actually

emphasize positive forms of interaction such
as shared activities and helping children leam,
Consequently, J. H. Pleck (1997) concluded that
the concept of father involvement should be
replaced by the concept of positive father
involvement, as defined from the child's
perspective. Amato and Rivera’s (1999; sce
also Marsiglio et l., 2000) documentation of
good childhood outcomes linked 1o positive
patemal involvement illustrates two additional
methodological improvements. Because paternal
and maternal involvement may correlate, mater-
nal involvement needs to be controlled for when
testing relationships between father involvement
and child outcomes. In addition, for associations

between involvement and child outcomeg 1}
)

. ther than focusing on specific factors, the
convincing, the two variables shonld be assesy JQ hers simply tabulated the total number of
by different observers, rather than rel -

ing each individual experienced. Liitle
ying ¢ g factors cach individ
fathers’ reports of both, In relationships 8% gk £

fference was found in average IQ among
children and nonresident fathers as well, fatha::

v pildren who experienced only one or two of
feelings of closeness to their child and aythyy

* ;«IW risk factors, compared \Yith those who had
tative parenting (defined as the combinatjon ‘s For each additional risk factor beyond
clear discipline, monitoring, and e€motigjs

suppon), but not simply amount of Contacy;
positively related to children's grades and p,
tively associated with children's extemalizjpg
and intemalizing symptoms (Amato & Gilbreg
1999). Other recent research suggests posiijieiss |
rcadwinniﬁg

ds on the other factors present. This prin-
le makes it more undcrstam:lz.\ble why

h generally finds that positive father
‘Involvement has only modest beneficial effects
and that measures of father absence have only
Timited negative statistica) effects.

effects associnted with fathers® b
(Amato, 1998). These effects, however, are py,
est in magnitude. . R
The essentialist argument holds that fathe
positive effects on children are independeny
mothers’, which this research suppo :
However, the essentialist argument also requirggay
that fathers’ effects be gendered, specifically 3
male effects. The finding that the dimensions of =% :
patcmal and matemal behavior that influencs
children positively are the same seems inconsig’®
tent with this premise (Lamb, 1986; Amato &
Rivera, 1999). The comparison  betwees?
children raised in mother-father families ang|
those growing up with two lesbian parents p;
vides another kind of evidence. This
provides little indication that those chil
whose two parents include a male arc better of[[;
in terms of psychological or social adjustment;;
than those whose two parcats are both females 3
In fact, Stacey and Biblarz (2001) argue thati
researchers have defensively downplayed tha',!s;é».
evidence in these studies that the children of les<
bian parents are better off. As we show later,

MARRIAGE AND OTHER
ReLATIONSHIP CONTEXTS FOR FATHERING

When considering the essentialist view on
fathering, the question of whether hetero-
sexual marriage is the “best” context for fathers
to rear children typically is asked in terms of
children's well-being (see Amato & Gilbreth,
{999, Marsiglio et ol., 2000, and Staccy &
Biblarz, 2001, for rclevant reviews). Recent
research has begun to explore whether biologi-
cal (particularly married, coresidential) fathers
interact with and contribute to their children
differently from men who act as father figures
in other types of contexts {Anderson, Kaplan, &
Lancaster, 1999; Buchanan, Maccoby, &
Dombusch, 1996; Hofferth & Anderson, 2003)
. and whether there are differences in how step-
:.<\ (athers and nonresident fathers affect their
*:"" children (White & Gilbreth, 2001). Although
this research tends to support the assumption
. that children fare better on average when they
~ live with a mother and biological, resident
- father, stepfathers (including cohabiting fathers
" in some cases) also can make meaningful con-
tributions to children’s well-being.

¢ A related question, one more central to our
teview, is whether men reap positive benefits by
“being fathers (Nock, 1998) or by increasing
Aheir involvement with their children (Lamb,
Pleck, & Levine, 1986), especially in a marital
context. Numerous commentators have argued
.that marriage and having children helps to civilize
- and/or give meaning to men’s lives, thereby

Most contemporary developmentat rescamhﬂﬁﬁ:y’ i
are skeptical of the idea that fathering (or nnyf-"r‘gg
other single factor) is “essential” in the litera}
sense, to human development, as assessed by
outcomes such as school performance and good it
social relationships. Their view is that develop: "3
ment is impaired by “cumulative” tisk, not by any
one risk factor. A good ilustration is Sameroff,
Seifer, Barocas, Zax, and Greenspan's (1987)
study of the association between risk factors
such as low birth weight, poverty, having a single
parent, poor schools, and the like, and adolescent*
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affording children and men their best option for
experiencing positive outcomes. Snarc){ (1993,
p. 98) suggests that fathers are more hkt.:l)./ to
express their capacity for “establishing, ggldnng.
or caring for the next generation” in the
community at large, separate from their own
children. Men’s transition to parenting and
active involvement with their children can help
many men develop more nurturing personality
traits (Hawkins & Belsky, 1989). Fin.al‘ly.
although some studies show that positive
patemal involvement can lead men to experience
conflict, stress, and a lower self-esteem (cspe-
cially with sons), these patterns do not appear
to affect men’s satisfaction with fathering
(J. H. Pleck, 1997). Unfortunately, answers to
these questions based on solid research are more
difficult to come by than some persons either
anticipate or are willing to admit. -
One of the most widely discussed and politi-
cized issues within the U.S. context involves
nonresident fathers® financial and interpersonal
commitments to their children (Griswold, 1993;
see also Selizer, 1998). Feminists, members of
fathers® rights groups, persons who espouse tra-
ditional family ideologies, and others have
weighed in on child support and visitation
issues. Because the vast majority of nonresident
parcnts are fathers, much of the debate about
nonresident parents’ responsibilities and rights
has evolved around the issues of gender equity
within a male-dominated economic system.
Many believe that nonresident fathers in large
numbers have reneged on their paternal bread-
winning responsibilities. Other scholars, though,
have struggled to refocus and sharpen the debate
while raising public awareness about what they
perceive to be a pervasive and distorted stereo-
typical image of “deadbeat dads” (Braver &
O'Connell, 1998; Braver et al., 1993; Nijelsen,
1999; Parke & Brott, 1999). These commenta-
tors are quick to stress mothers® gnlekec?ping
roles; they suggest that many nonresident
fathers are pushed away and often kept away
from being involved with their children while
being pressured to fulfill a detached bread-
winner role.

Another confroversial issue involves
assertions about nonbiological fathers' treat-
ment of their partners® children. It has become
commonplace to assert that “stepfathers”
and boyfriends are more likely 10 abuse the
children of their romantic partners physically
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and sexval y than are the children's biological  slipht decline :
fathers (Blinkenhorn, 1995; Booth, Carver, & chﬁhdren. An al‘!velxl::tiv? 'l"eal:i‘:;e f(':)fur o
Granger, 20100; Daly & Wilson, 1998). Some g0 suggests that the changes are sf sli t:hue
so far as to say that “stepfathers are far more negligible, and they are open (o mhcg v
likely than [biclogical) fathers to do so (sexually tions. For example, the small inc. i oy
molest chi‘ldren]" (Blankenhomn, 1995, p. 40). probably is more ;lmn offset byw:lhs: ml“v
Although i appears that a majority of studies expenses associated with havin, chilm' :
ﬁnfi lhat.slepchlldmn are at greater risk of abuse  thermore, his analyses ignore ll%e co dmu* !
(Giles-Sims, 1997), various researchers have altemative expressions of masculinit e

challenged the validity of these claims (Malkin&  existed in U.S. culture in recent decaclis;lhat ha'
Lamb.. 1994;_Sedlak & Broadhurst, 1996; see  influenced growing numbers of m ar’td
a.lso §nlvers:em & Auerbach, 1999). The scien-  others’ perceptions of manhood a den
tific jury is still out as to whether stepfathers’  (Ehrenreich, 1983) "

hypglh:esizcj lower incentive to invest in their . )
nonbiolagical children, according to an evolu-
tionary perspective, explains any if the possible Fatherhood and Gender Inequality

differences hetween biological and nonbiologi- The critical analysis of gender views fy

cal fathers’ abuse patterns in a societal context  as an important locus in which genderineqr::;]ﬁ

where men's involvement with chitdren gener-  is created and maintai
ally is_ not valued. This is one area where less Thompson & Wnlkennl‘::S)(S};?’{\:eTl;:u{' :
r{mom; and more careful analysis and sober  is viewed through the lens of gender, the
dIS(.:llSSIOIl c'early are needed. Exuberant ideo- important question about it is “How'
lqg:cal support of heterosexual marriage is  hood linked to gender inequality?”
mlslea_dmg when based on muddled findings  this question in two contexts: \\;ilhin marriags
regardmg nonbiological fathers’ mistreatment of  and cohabitation, and outside co-resident relg:
children. At the very least, such an argument  tionships where strong romantic commitmenss’:
overlooks the: reality that domestic violence and ~ are less likely (divorce, unmarried parenth
sexual abuse would be higher if women and ' P
their children were encouraged to stay in “bad” .
or abusive marriages, Marriage and Cohabiting Relationships
Tuming tc- outcomes for men, Nock (1998) Feminist anal ilies i i ‘
reccm‘ly anatvzed U.S. national survey data o limited performaﬁzso‘;‘;l‘:x:‘;lgz ;':;:‘i:;fyresm
examine the relationship between different sibilities relative 10 women’s as a manifes
fealurcs‘of a prevailing normative conception  tion of broader gender incquality (Coltrans?
of m‘amnge.and men’s public achievements.  1996; Ferree, 1990; McMahon, 1999; Osmond 5
Consistent \‘vuh Gilmore's (1990) cross-cultural Thorne, 1993). The extent t.o whi'ch mamedé‘
anthropological work on the culture of manhood,  men do less in the family has been documented;
Noc}c suggested that adult men are expected to  in “time diary™ and other time-use studi
zlc_hle\fe lll.elrnlasculi{lily by being fathers to their beginning in the 1960s (J. H. Pleck 1985);
wives® children, .pm‘/ldus for their families, and  In addition to showing that m:;m'ed n'nen pers
protectors of their wives and children, According  form substantially less housework and child:

to Nock, his unalyses support Gilmore’s thesis care than married women, they demonslm!édﬁ;.ké L

because they show that married men fare better  that married men also did £
than their nonmarmied counterparts when assessed family 1asks if their wives w:r(:: ::x:);o;;‘dm
on (l!g basis of what he cal!s three traditional  if their wives were not cmployed. In addition, i
definitions of adult male achievement (income,  two-earner families, wives’ time in these fam.il 5
t\:veeks worked, a.nd oecupmi_onal prestige). He  activities and paid work combined was consi
ound that .becnml.ng a father in a marital context erably greater than their husbands’, a phenomenod
was associuted with a slight increase in men's sometimes called employed \';iv:s' “second:
m:::;e Ievel; ‘n"jith no additional changes due to  shifi” (Hochschild 198%) Y

Subsequent chi'dren, an increase of 2 additional Focusing morcs' iﬁc;all on gender jnequalsi
wee:cls.of wotk_(only for .lhc first c!!ild). and a ity and fathering (];:clplicm; in gihe c::::::;]l offies
small increase in occupational prestige, with a two-parent families), Polatnick (1973-1974

that because women are the rearers of
dren, they are powerless vis-a-vis men, and
jse women are powerless, they are rearers
children. As a result of men doing so little in
family, some wives do not take paid employ-
* om, and those who are employed tend to

<. their family responsibilities higher prior-
This contributes to the barriers preventing
from advancing occupationally and from
ing the benefits potentially aceruing from
oyment in terms of economic independence,
ion rights, social valuation, and self-worth.
sddition, because fathers encourage mascu-
fie behaviors in sons and feminine behaviors
in daughters more than do mothers (Crouter,
" McHale, & Bartko, 1993; Lywon & Romney,
.1091), the way that fathers socialize their
Schildren may reproduce gender inequality.
‘Thus, fatherhood is a key element in the “gender
politics of family time" (Daly, 1996).

Recent work relevant to fatherhood and
géndcr inequality in two-parent families makes
* evident several developments, Lamb et al's (1985)
construct of paternal involvement has become a
.dominant concept used in describing what
" fathers do compared to mothers. Scholars have
_contested the level of fathers’ involvement and
",,the‘extent to which it is changing in married-
parent families, Some researchers find that
" fathers’ time spent with their children is not triv-
“al and is greater than often thought. Averaging
‘across 13 national or smaller-scale studies
“between the mid-1980s and the late 1990s, and
pressing fathers’ time as a proportion of
mothers’ time, married U.S. fathers averaged
- 44% of mothers’ engagement time and 66% of
~mothers’ accessibility time (J. H. Pleck, 1997).
“In children’s time diaries in a 1997 national
Study, fathers were engaged with their 3- to
S-year-old children an average of 79 minutes
'per day on weekdays and 215 minutes on week-
‘end days; fathers were accessible an additional
68 minutes per weekday and 184 minutes per
‘weekend day. Corresponding averages for
younger children were higher, and for older
‘children only slightly lower (Yeung, Sandberg,
Davis-Kean, & Hofferth, 2001).

-Some evidence also suggests that married
USS. fathers' engagement and accessibility have
increased in recent decades. For example, in 11
lime-use studies conducted between the mid-
1960s and the mid-1980s, fathers averaged
about one third of mothers’ engagement and half
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of their accessibility, both lower than the 44%
and 66% noted above for the mid-1980s to the
late 1990s (1. H. Pleck, 1997). Fathers' time with
children also has increased in absolute terms
(J. H. Pleck, 1997). Yeung et al, (2001) hold that
because other factors besides gender influence
patemnal involvement, “a simple gender inequal-
ity theory is not sufficient in explaining the
dynamics of household division of labor in
today’s American families” (p. 136).

Other scholars contest these interprelations.
Hochschild’s (1989, p. 4) report that time diary
research showed that the average U.S. father
spent only 12 minutes per day with his children
received great play in the mass media (e.g.,
Skow, 1989), although this figure actually con-
cerned fathers' time only on weekdays and was
derived from 1965 data (). H. Pleck, 1997).
LaRossa (1988) evaluated the evidence for
fathers’ increased involvement as unconvincing,
as did McMahon (1999), who went further to
argue that this claim is complicit in maintaining
male privilege.

Yet other scholars have assessed the construct
of paternal involvement to be limited because,
they argue, it is rooted in feminist-derived gen-
der equity assumptions (Hawkins, Christiansen,
Sargent, & Hill, 1993). These critics hold that
involvement is defined implicitly as the way
that mothers are involved with children, imply-
ing a “deficit perspective” for fathers (Palkovitz,
1997; see J. H. Pleck & Stueve, 2001, for a res-
ponse). Taking a cross-cultural perspective,
others observe that viewing fathers’ involvement
as a critical social indicator of gender equality
is highly subject to cultural context, in effect
assuming a Western/industrialized perspec-
tive (Hewlett, 1991). Clearly, father involve-
ment in relation to gender inequality is subject
to multiple interpretations.

Finally, research relevant to fathering and
gender inequality has expanded its focus beyond
married biological fathers to include both step-
fathers and cohabiting biological fathers. Data
on whether stepfathers are less involved than
biological marmried fathers are at present some-
what inconsistent (Cooksey & Fondell, 1996;
Hofferth, Pleck, Stueve, Bianchi, & Sayer,
2002; Marsiglio, 1991). As part of the growing
recognition of “families formed outside of mar-
riage” (Seltzer, 2000; Smock, 2000), cohabiting
fathers (i.e., unmarried biological fathers resid-
ing with child and mother) are also beginning to
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receive attention. In the limited data available,
cohabiting U.S. fathers show lower average
levels of engagement with their children than
do married biclogical fathers, but cohabiting
fathers are similarly accessible (Hofferth et al,,
2002). If these findings are replicated, they raise
the possibility that cohabitation accentuates
parental gender inequity, consistent with other
feminist concerns about cohabitation.

Fathering Qutside
Co-Resident Relationships

Divorced fathers. Divorce and its afiermath
represent an important arena in which fathers’
behavior potentinlly both reflects and contributes
to gender inequulity, one explored in numerous
qualitative and other studies {e.g.. Arendell,
1992, 1995; Braver & O'Connell, 1998: Braver,
Wolchik, et al., 1993; Catlett & McKenry, in press;
Emery, 1999; Maccoby & Mnookin, 1992;
see Griswold, 1993, pp. 260-265 for a historical
perspective). In the last two decades, joint legal
custody has become the statistical norm. In
9,500 divorce se:tlements in Wisconsin, it rose
from 18% in 19%0 to 81% in 1992, with about
half the latter being 50/50 splits and the remain-
der ranging from 30770 to 49/51. However, joint
physical custody increased over this period from
2% 10 only 14%. Divorced fathers® rate of sole
legal and physic:! custody has remained stable
at about 10% (Melli, Brown, & Cancian, 1997).
Some researchers, noting that when custody is
contested, it is resolved in favor of the father
between one third and one half of the time, have
concluded that fathers have a gender-based
advantage in getting custody (Polikoff, 1983).
However, these statistics pertain to the small
subset of divorces in which custody is contested,
which overrepresents situations where the father
has a good “case As court-mandated mediation
has become increasingly common in divorce,
debate also has arsen about the extent to which
it might privilege fathers (Okin, 1989). At the
same time, mediation is associated with greater
father contact as long as 9 years postdivorce
(Dillon & Emery, 1996).

The majority of U.S, divorced fathers have
relatively little cor tact with their children. Data
from the 1981 Mational Survey of Children
showed that half of all children from divorced
families had not seen their father in the past ycar,
and only one child in six saw their father once a

; financial support that can be obtained from
.g;m parents” (p. 398).

- rried, nonresident fathers. In the United
‘m;:::-ee‘: the last two decades, there has been
su'ughxcned concern about the rising numbers of
- arried mothers. Although an increasing per-
centage of these mothers are adults, social con-
ieem Jocuses predominantly on teenage mothers
‘faising children on their own (Luker, 1996). The
fathers of the children of teenage mothers have
Jess contact with their children and pay less
child support than other nonresident fathers
:(Graham & Beller, 2002). These patterns may
tribute to higher levels of gender inequality
it situations.
mman and Ooms (1993) and others use
the term “young unwed fathers” ral!ler than
‘ween fathers” to describe the procreating part-
ners of teenage mothers because in a high pro-
_nortion of cases, these men are 20 years of age
of older. From a critical gender perspective, this
finding raises an important question: When the
‘father is older than the teenage mother, how
“often is sexual coercion involved? Although the
" answer to that question is unclear, the data do
:.reveal that the average age difference is small
and only a small proportion of these relation-
‘ships involve persons who are more than 2 ycars
‘apant in age (Darroch, Landry, & Oslak, 1999;
Lindberg, Sonenstein, Ku, & Martinez, 1997).

week or more (Furstenberg & Cherlin, |§9
More recent data, from the 1992-1994 Natis;
Survey of Families and Households, bageq 3
nonresident fathers® reports and not comm"i:
for whether the father had been marrieg to
child’s mother, revealed that 24% had been wide
their child only once or not at all in the last y,
and 23% saw the child at least weekly (Many
& Smock, 1999), There is vehement dabo,
about the extent to which these low average pgq
of contact result from mothers’ “gatekeepip
versus fathers' own loss of interest (Braver g
O'Connell, 1998; Braver et al., 1993; Doheriyii
Kouneski, & Erickson, 1998; Thinger-Taj| E%
Pasley, & Buchler, 1993; Walker & McGigigh
2000). One factor is fathers' formal visitatioits
rights. According to a 1996 federal survey of.
national sample of custodial mothers (includj
never-married as well as divorced mothers), aigii]
in four fathers had no legal right to mﬂwﬁi
children (joint legal or physical custody, or vij:
tation privileges). Among those with joint cui
tody, 85% saw their children in the last year, andlis
among those with visitation rights, 75% dig
(US. Bureau of the Census, 1999). In addition;
about one third of nonresident fathers haviit:
children in new families. :
Fathers’ payment or nonpayment of childi::
support has profound implications for gender
equality. Unfortunately, data on child Support’sas
compliance often are summarized without.
distinguishing between divorced fathers and ;
nonmarried fathers. Detailed tabulations fronitcSfs
the 1996 federal survey indicate that amonpisils
divorced fathers subject to support awards, 73%;
paid some child support in that year (Graham &
Beller, 2002; U.S. Bureau of the Census, l999).“;
and this percentage has risen slowly but steadily;
However, only 68% of divorced fathers wi
required to pay suppont. Taking this into accoun!
48% of all divorced mothers reccived any child-
support. Among divorced mothers recejving;
any support, the average amount received wasf
relatively low, $4,046. Some assume that if all
fathers paid the full chitd support they
ordered by the court to pay, the proportion of::
single-parent female-headed families living i,
poverty would be reduced dramatically; howsSi:
ever, this may not be the case. As Krause (1989
put it, “while very impressive progress in chil :
support collection from absent parents has been}:
made, the very progress seems 10 have led us to;‘

overestimate, and consequently overemphnsizc;gé

= .

'GeNDERED FATHERING CONTEXTS

‘When men conceptualize fatherhood, become
fathers, and act as fathers, they do so within
‘larger social and cultural contexts, many of
which intersect with systems of gender rela-
tions, These specific settings are influenced by
men’s human capital and personal characteris-
‘tics as well as others” interpretations of them. In
this section, we briefly review how fathering
experiences are connected to factors such as
age, race/ethnicity, economic standing, and sex-
- - ual oriepation. These factors can affect men's
‘" opportunitics to achieve particular masculine
ideals associated with fathering.

Being “Too™ Young

- Many males who become fathers as teenagers
oF young adult men come face to face with their
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inability 10 live up to being a family breadwinner,

a crucial component for most models of adult

masculinity (Marsiglio & Cohan, 1997). Those

with limited education and work experience often

struggle with feeling disconnected from their
father identities and children because of their
poor economic prospects for the foreseeable
future (Achatz & MacAllum, 1994; Kisclica,
1995). This pattern is exacerbated for African
American and Hispanic young males, whose edu-
cational credentials and employment opportuni-
tics tend to be less promising than those for
whites in the U.S. context. Males tend to feel
more inadequate when their children's mothers
and maternal grandparents voice their dissatis-
faction with their meager financial child support
(Furstenberg, 1995). Adolescents who become
young fathers also quickly discover that their cur-
rent masculinity assets (e.g., physical appearance
and prowess) are of little use as they make the
transition to the adultlike status associated with
being a father. )

In addition, as young men they are unlikely
to possess many of the parcntal and inter-
personal skills, such as “emotional literacy,” that
would enable them to confront successfully
the challenges of caring for their children and
managing their relationships with their part-
ners (Brody, 1985; Goodey, 1997). Although
the culture of boyhood for the most part does
not encourage males to develop parental skills
and effective interaction styles for their roman-
tic relationships, some boys and young men are
still able to develop these skills and incorporate
them into how they treat their children and part-
ners. Several small-scale studies have shown
that some young fathers are clearly commil!ed
to being involved with their children in positive
ways (Allen & Doherty, 1996; Christmon, 1990,
Rivara, Sweeney, & Henderson, 1986).

Although some research finds that a small per-
centage of young men see paternity as an emblem
of masculinity (Sonenstein, Stewart, Lindberg,
Pernas, & Williams, 1997), many young men
apparently recognize that being a *man” involvgs
more than siring a child. For example, one quali-
tative study reporied that young men who were
16 to 30 years of age were often quick to assert
that any man can make a baby, but males who
really want to demonstrate their manhood do S0
by assuming financial responsibilities for their
children and are involved in their everyday lives
{Marsiglio & Huichinson, 2002).
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MEen oF CoLor

Circumstances associated with race and ethni-
city in the United States may affect how men
view fatherhood and are invelved with their
children, although rigorous research in this area
is rather limited and the confounding of socio-
economic status and race/ethnic variables isa
common shortcoming within this research area
(Mirandé, 1991). Cochran (1997) suggests that
“fatherhood for African American men cannot
be separated from their shared culture and
sociohisterical background, institutional racism,
and the marginal status of African American
males™ (p, 343). Meanwhile, during the past
several deczdes the stereotypical image of
machismo has been advanced and challenged
as an important factor affecting Latino men’s
involvement in family life (Carroll, 1980;
Mirandé, 1991; Zambrana, 1995). Research
exploring the: possible connections between
other race/ethaic categories and fathering within
the United Stutes is sparse.
Viewed through a gender lens, perhaps the
most significint contextual isspe for under-
standing African American men’s approach to
fatherhood is that black men, on average, repre-
sent a relatively disadvantaged subpopulation.
Proportionately speaking, they are mote likely
to be unemployed, be imprisoned, have poor
access to healh care and a shorter life expec-
lancy, be victimns of fatal crimes, and have less
education thar. their white and Latino coun-
terparts (Majors & Gordon, 1994). Because
African Amerizan men are disproportionately
disadvantaged, with fewer opportunities to
achieve and display their manhood using main-
stream stralegies, they are more likely than their
white counterpurts to rely on risk-taking behay-
iors and the “zo0l pose™ (Majors & Billson,
1992) 10 expres: their male identities. The diffi-
culties they encounter in fulfilling the family
provider role are related in complex ways to
assuming full-time parenting roles (Hamer &
Marchioro, 200!) and psychosocial functioning
problems (Bowman & Sanders, 1998). The
strategies they adopt to confront their role strain
may shift acros: the life course, Though less
pronounced, reiatively similar patterns and
dynamics may be a part of Latino men’s lives
(Mirandé, 1997). Noy surprisingly, some men of
color who feel marginalized within society see
creating children as one of the few legal ways

B ily life. For example, in their qualitative
b n yof divorced fathers, Catlett and McKenry
' . ress) found that those men wit.h the highest
-_omes were best equipped to achieve the ofien
Wﬂic[ing outcomes of being an z}dequ?te
: ider and a nurturing caregiver. Mau}tmmng
prov dual roles was essentially impossible for
pes? rest fathers and quite difficult for the

'cddle-income fathers as well. Middlc-inco.me
mlhf:rs may actually experience more tension
. (divorce than low-income fathefs l?ecau§e
e:former experience a steeper decline in their
ahility to perform the provider role Postdworce.
-Along a somewhat diﬁerent.lu.le, Cooptf.r
2000) provided an intriguing quallfat.m':' analysis
f what she termed a “nerd masculinity” that has
recently emerged in connection 1o the work styles
‘found within the Silicon Valley economy. To
" achieve this new type of gendered subjectivity,

they can achieve an adult masculine St
(Majors & Billson, 1992), B

Available research does not allow s (g
definitively whether men of color interacy i
their children in unique ways that are truly j;
pendent of their socioeconomic status and f,,

though, that men of color have unique opp
nities to mentor their children into o social waxg':
tainted with prejudice, a world, for exam;
Wwhere being young, African American, and gy, ?
is often associated with negative stereotypes gy e
suspicion. Thus, men’s patemal role as teachey
of race/ethnic relations may be especially salje-
1o fathers' interactions with their sons. Educgt
sons on what it means to-be a black or Lat
man in a white society where hegemonic formg
of masculinity reign is an experience that speakg'*%

nately, this question has not

'+ men must be technically brilliant and devoted 1o
scholarly attention,

: cy must be tough guys who get the jf)b
‘ ::::: :;h r{latter what. Fathers so identify v_vuh
. these qualities that their desire to wv.:;rk all the um;
" is experienced by them as emanating from their
own personality traits rather than from co-worker
or management expectations. (p. 403)

Social Class

_ Her analysis shows that this new masf:ulipily
operates as a “key mechanism of Cfmtro.l in high-
“tech workplaces that rely on 1denmy'base.d
"forms of control and that the enactment of this
new masculinity impacts the way t:alhers think
about, experience, and manage their work and
family lives™ (p. 379). In practical terms, fathers
who embrace this nerd masculinity adopt work-
family practices in which they do not tal_k about
work-family conflicts in order to give the
- impression—not always the reality——that wor'k
is their top priority. Fathers also all_ow their
~ worker mentality as a “go-to guy” 1o mﬂuenc.e
the way they think about and experience their
lives at home. This can be seen in “their use of
" market language to make sense of their persor.:al
relationships as well as their desire to fit family
needs within a capitalist paradigm” (p. 403).

underemployed, they often find it difficult to feel
good about themselves as fathers

feelings of inadequacy as breadwinners, KET
Having money is important not only for those
fathers who are living with their children; men's
socioeconomic standing also can influence how
fathers negotiate and manage their fathering
experience during those times when they live
apart from their children, Money begets power,’
and those men fortunate enough to have adi
quate incomes are better positioned to orches-
trate their paternal identities, fathering activities, %
and family arrangements so they can display i’
their masculinity vis-3-vis their contributions fo.

*BEING Gay

Given the centrality of heterosexuality to hege-
Mmonic masculinity, public perceptions of father-
' hood typically emphasize a heterosexual bias as
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well. A fundamental challenge to this mains}rcam
conceplion of masculinity is instigated by biolog-
ical fathers who self-identify as gay. Similarly,
anecdotal evidence of how gay step- and adoptive
fathers are viewed by the general public suggests
that these men are performing roles inconsistent
with mainstream notions that masculinity can be
achieved through fatherhood. ]
The largest category of gay fathers mc!udes
men who have had children within marriages
but are now divorced (Green & Bozett, 1991).
However, a growing percentage of gay men
appear to be pursuing parem!loodla‘f ter they have
already established their gay identities (Paltersqn,
2000). This latter trend implies that as the soc.lal
stigma associated with same-gender partnerships
continues to lessen, future cohorts of gay men
may be less inclined to pursue the .mnmal
emblem of masculinity, and some will st_nll wa.nl
to experience fatherhood. Given the I!nancml
costs and practical hundles that unmarrlcd gay
men will encounter in trying to achlev‘e bio-
logical fatherhood, the overall propomon.of
gay biological fathers may actually decline
over time (Stacey & Biblarz, 2001). )
Patterson and Chan’s (1997) recent review of
the gay fatherhood literature shows that research
in this area js rather sparse and largt;ly based
on highly restricted samples qf white, \.wlel-
educated, affluent men living in large cities.
Interpreting these studies’ findings must occur in
full view of the complex reality that “sexual
desjres, acts, meanings, and identities are no{
expressed in fixed or predictable packages”
(Stacey & Biblarz, 2001, p. I65): Unfortunately,
litle of this research focuses directly on mas-
culinity themes. The research that does have
implications for gender research len.ds to con-
sider whether gay fathers treat their children
differently than either heterosexual .falhers or
lesbians, and whether children's attitudes and
behaviors related to gender are affectec!. Ofle
underlying question guiding this research is this:
To what extent and in what ways does gender
and sexual orientation affect how gay men
parent?

Although the limited research has not found
drastic differences in the ways Ithcrgscxual
fathers and gay fathers “do fathering,” some
research suggests that gay.faﬂ!ers may be more
nurturing and less traditional in their parent:n;%
in general (Bigner & Jacobsen, I989._ 1992;
Scallen, 1982, cited in Flaks, 1994). In light of
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these tentative findings, Patterson and Chan
(1997) speculeted that gay fathers may have
parenting styles that are more consistent with
authoritative prenting. In one study comparing
gay and lesbian parents, gay fathers were more
likely to encourage their children to play with
sex-typed toys (Harris & Tumer, 1985/1986).
Although most research focuses on biological
gay fathers, Crosbie-Bumett & Helmbrecht
(1993) studied 48 gay stepfamilies that included
the father, his nule lover or partner, and at least
one child who cohabited or visited the house-
hold. These rescarchers found that whereas 95%
of gay fathers indicated that they were open
about their sexval orientation with heterosexual
friends, only 46% of their adolescent children
reported that their heterosexual friends knew
about their father’s sexual orientation. Some
children have sliown concem that they will be
perceived to be homosexual if others know about
their fathers' sexual identities {Bozett, 1980,
1987). The limited research from small-scale
studies attempling to show whether living in gay
fathers’ househo'ds influences children's sexual
oricntation does not suggest any clear-cut pattern
(Bailey, Bobrow, Wolfe, & Mikach, 1995).

Avenues For FUTURE RESEARCH

Other publications (see the citations in the open-
ing paragraph) uutline extensive agendas for
future fatherhooc research. Thus, we comment
here on issues clirectly involving a gendered
approach to fa:hering, while accentuating
fathers’ diverse circumstances. We stress the
need to examine if and how fathers uniquely
influence their children, how fathering affects
gender equity inside and outside families, and
how men's fathering is influenced by contextual
factors. Future research, informed by theoretical
discussions in the fields of “men and masculin-
ities” and “fatherhood.” needs to explore more
fully the complex ways that gender intersects
with age, race, cluss, and sexual orientation to
formn the social lundscape upon which fathers
navigate. In severs] places, we have highlighted
how processes associated with the production of
knowledge have influenced research on father-
ing; similar conce-ns are vital to keep in mind
when proposing new research,
Scholars interested in understanding fathers
should realize that within the field of family

studies, “new theoretical models coqn
families as systems affected by, and effecy
change in, reciprocal influences among g
behavioral, and biological processes™ (Bogiy
et al, 2000, p. 1018). Recent lechnologi¢3$
advances allow researchers to examine jn mope
rigorous ways these complex processes, j

ing fathers” potentially unique ways of jn

ing with children. Many social constructionjyy:
and feminists are content to emphasize culw
forces inside and outside the home, downplay;
possible biologically based differences in Mmey
and women's behaviors and information pro
cessing. Some fear that paradigms emphasizj
either behavioral endocrinology, behavior genst
ics, or evolutionary psychology will be useg
justify a deterministic or “essentialist™ mode| o
parenting and gender relations. They assume thaf’
such a model would provide the groundwork f

1l as their “agreements” about ch-ild. custody,
" rt, and visitation. These negotiations have
ca;ions for gender equity within the diverse

tic relationships, families, and houscl!old
arangements relevant to children's well-being.
Given the controversial nature of these }@Iue-
Iaden issues, interested parties must be vigilant
in monitoring how knowledge in these areas is
! uced, disseminated, and inteqm:ted.'

* prawing on a sociological perspective, one
fruitful area of inquiry oould.focu:s on how
fathers® interactions with lht".ll' children are
chaped by their involvement in different gen-
dered organizational and social contexts. A
aumber of these settings have been and w:l_l con-
tinue to be affected by the detfal.e‘s and activities
of the Fatherhood Responsibility Movement
{Gavanas, 2002). Prime sites for such rescarch
include several social movements mclu.dmg
Promise Keepers (Silverstcin, Auer!:nch, Grieco,
& Dunkel, 1999) and fathers’ rights groups
"(Bertoia & Drakich, 1993) in which genderefi
ideologies of family life are fc.zatured promi-
nently. Another intriguing site includes group
counseling sessions for violent men (Fox,
Sayers, & Bruce, 2001). Research on_ other set-
tings flavored by a distinctive mascul.me culture
(e.g., the military, law enforcement, prison) could
provide valuable insights. We need to learn more

Ceptual

jmpli

cial dimensions of fathering (parenting).

Recent heated debates about whether fathers
provide unique or essential contributions to theif:
children’s development focus on possible parent.

debates also draw attention to comparison§
between men within and outside the United
States. Research on U.S. fathers shows that they
tend to play differently with their children thag
mothers; however, we do not yet understand
precisely why this happens. We do know that
culture plays a major role in shaping parenting
styles that vary by gender, For example, com-
Pared with fathers in the United States, fathers

with their children or do so in ways in which they
are less aggressive and encourage less risking
(Hewlett, 1992). i
One important research issue is identifying *;
why some males are more likely than others to-
move beyond traditional forms of gender social--
ization and become involved with their children;
and partners in ways that embrace the “nurturant”™
father model. Likewise, additional research is.
needed to better understand how changing struc-
tural, cultural, social, and psychological factors’
influence how men and women negotiate their .
contributions 10 parenting and domestic labor ns '

1

ahout how fathers, as men, manage their impres-

- sions 10 others inside various organizational and

social settings that transcend the typical

- family/household setting (Marsiglio & Cohan,
*. 2000). Viewed in this light, father involvement

can be examined as a socially constructed per-
formance that implicates how the gendf:r order
both supports and discourages fathers’ involve-
ment with their children.

Paternity lcave policies (and parental leave
policies more generally) are an important aspect
of the gender order that should generate policy-
oriented research in various industrialized coun-
wries (Haas & Hwang, 1995; Hobson, 2092).
Policymakers in the various European countries,
the United States, and clsewhere have sl}oyvn
some interest in recent years in providing
options for both mothers and fathers to leave

" their jobs temporarily to care for their newborn

or sick children. Researchers should be con-
cerned with what people think about these

- policies as they relate 1o fathers, what factors

influence fathers” use, and the consequences
for men's, women’s and children's lives when
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men take advantage of them (J. H. Pleck, 1993;
Wisensale, 2001).
Future research targeting fathers from a
gender perspective should be enhanced as the
amount, type, and quality of survey data con-
tinues to improve (Day & Lamb, 2004; Fedet:al
Interagency Forum and Child and Family Statis-
tics, 1998) and scholars advance their knowledge
about how to conduct qualitative research
with men as men (Schwalbe & Wolkomir, 2002)
and with men as fathers (Marsiglio, 2004a;
Marsiglio & Cohan, 2000). Collecting data l!uu
can inform a critical gender analysis of fathering
will require researchers to shnrp.cn l‘hcir undcf-
standing of how men's polentml‘ interests in
presenting a “masculine scIf” can influence the
research process. Researchers need to explore
ways of collecting more accurute :Snd ncl}er data
about paternity, nonresident fathering, Chl!d sup-
port, stepfathering, child abuse, breadwinning,
and other issues that challenge maltf ‘rf,senrch
participants to confront their vulnerabilities. For
example, survey researchers should conduct
methadological experiments on how men |e§pond
to using CAS! (compuler-assisted survey .1n(5:r~
view) technology. Does its use aller fzglhers: will-
ingness to report more accurately their ﬂlllll{dcs.
feelings, and behaviors relaled'lo fn_lhermg?
Qualitative rescarchers who mt_erv.lew {or
observe) fathers and men who are lhl.nkmg ab(_ml
having children can also advance their respective
methods for studying these populations by sharing
their self-critiques of their rescnfch process
(Marsiglio, 2004b; Marsiglio & Hutchinson, 2002).
Researchers must also address the complex
realities of contemporary men's Iivcs‘. These real-
ities include the diverse and dynamic ways men
move in and out of both relationships and hous'c—
holds involving children; how gendered social
structures (e.g., work, prison) and processes (e.g.
negotiating child carc or visitation) within and
outside a family context influence how men are
involved with their children; and hoyv falhe.rs
resources, perceptions, and ways of interacting
with their children may change over l!ne duration
of fathers’ and children’s shared life course.
These realities call for researchers to develop
meaningful ways of cupluring _men's presence
and involvement in children’s lives that ensure
confidence that research findings I\n\(e not been
tainted by ideological or political motives.
Ultimately, if gender scholars collecn.vcly
wish to study men's lives as fathers in a
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comprehensive fashion, they should expand
their vision of fathi:rhood. Men need to be stud-
ied not just as fathers of minor children but also
as gendered beings capable of imagining and
creating human life. Similarly, men interact
with, care for, and arc provided care by their
adult children. Ths, focusing on how gender
affects the evoluticn of men's lives as persons
capable of procreation and fathering places
f_alhers' lives squarely within developmental and
life-course perspectives. Those who use these
perspectives need 10 be sensitive to the ways
that context matters.. Of course, the immediacy
of certain social policy concerns about child
oulcomes, as well a; the selective availability of
funding, will inspirs most researchers 1o study
the types of issues that have been examined
most frequently. Family and gender scholars
si)quld be encouragzd, though, to expand their
vision of fatherhood and venture beyond these
traditional agendas.
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