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ABSTRACT 

Mark H. Trahan 

This research study sought to understand the associations between father involvement 

and paternal self-efficacy, partner support, co-parenting alliance, and relationship satisfaction.  

Recognizing that fathering occurs in a complex system of relationships and influences, this 

research sought to examine the association between father involvement and other factors that 

measure fathering behaviors in a co-parenting relationship.  The study is a cross sectional 

research design using a snowball sampling method for surveying fathers and mothers about their 

perceptions of fathering factors.  Data from a sample of 191 electronic surveys were collected 

from February 2014 to June 2014.  The survey consisted of five previously validated scales 

measuring variables of co-parenting alliance, father involvement, partner support for parenting, 

relationship satisfaction, and paternal self-efficacy.  Findings indicate consistent parental role 

expectations for father involvement, report of actual involvement, and report of paternal self-

efficacy. The discrepancy between paternal expectations and reported father involvement was 

related to paternal self-efficacy: Fathers who reported high levels of involvement were three 

times more likely to have high paternal self-efficacy than fathers with lower levels of 

involvement.  Among all other relationship factors, paternal self-efficacy was the strongest factor 

related to father involvement.  A father with strong paternal self-efficacy was 1.5 times more 

likely to be involved. Other factors influencing father involvement included co-parenting alliance 

and income earner status. 
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CHAPTER I 
 

INTRODUCTION 

Background and Significance 

Father involvement has a large impact on the lives of their children and remains an 

important variable in understanding child development.  Previous research supports the impact of 

a father’s involvement on child outcomes, including anxiety levels, adolescent social initiative, 

levels of child aggression and depression, better educational and occupational mobility, 

economic outcomes, delinquent behavior, psychological adjustment, and internalization of values 

(Amato, 1994; Barnett, Marshall, & Pleck, 1992; Dubowitz et al., 2001; Flouri, 2005; Rohner & 

Veneziano, 2001; Stocker, Richmond, Low, Alexander, & Elias, 2003; Stolz, Barber, & Olsen, 

2005; Veneziano, 2000; Verschueren & Marcoen, 1999).  Although positive relationships with 

both mothers and fathers have been associated with low levels of psychological distress, Amato 

(1994) found that paternal closeness to his child (both genders) in comparison to maternal 

closeness made a greater contribution to happiness, life satisfaction, and low psychological 

distress.  Flouri and Buchanan (2003), after controlling for maternal involvement, found that 

father involvement during school age protected future psychological adjustment in teenagers. 

Youth who never had a father are the most likely population to become incarcerated (Harper & 

McLanahan, 2004). 

Lack of fathering also contributes to economic vulnerability for children and families.  

Children living in father absent homes are four times more likely to live in poverty (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2011).  Absence of intact families may contribute to poverty and the risk of health 

related problems.  Infant mortality rates to unmarried mothers are 1.8 times greater than married 

mothers.  While this may be due to poverty, infant health is positively affected by a high quality 
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interaction from any type of fathering (Carr & Springer, 2010; Matthews, Curtin, & MacDorman, 

2000).   

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (USDHHS) created the National 

Responsible Fatherhood Initiative in 2000 to support projects to promote fathering as a crucial 

protective factor to vulnerable children. Since 2010, the federal government has annually 

authorized $150 million dollars per year for the National Fatherhood Initiative through the 

Healthy Marriage and Responsible Fatherhood Grants program (Social Security Act, Title IV, 

Part A, Section 403; The Claims Resolution Act of 2010 (CRA), 2010).  Through national efforts 

in its Children’s Bureau, this multifaceted initiative has many interdepartmental projects aiming 

to promote healthy marriages, encourage responsible parenting, and foster economic stability 

(Administration for Children and Families, 2014).  

The goal of this research project is to examine the associations between various factors 

related to father involvement including paternal self-efficacy, paternal role expectations from 

both the mother and father’s perspectives, relationship satisfaction, co-parenting alliance, and 

partner support for father involvement.  Over three decades, research predominately focused on 

the role of the mother.  Researchers are only beginning to understand the impact of the father 

role on child outcomes.  This expands current knowledge in the field by evaluating a father’s 

conceptualization of his father role, his own parenting efficacy (“paternal self-efficacy”), and the 

degree of involvement.  By identifying the relationships between expectations and actual 

involvement with parenting efficacy, we can explore a father’s confidence in achieving parenting 

expectations.  By including a maternal perspective, this project also considers the mother’s 

influence on paternal self-efficacy.  Despite previous research suggesting that maternal support 

increases father involvement, it is not known how this occurs. 
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Father Involvement Defined: A History of Theory and Research 

“Participation” is defined as “the act of participating” or “the state of being related to a 

larger whole” (Merriam-Webster.com, 2015).  “Involved” is defined as “to have or include 

(someone or something) as a part of something” or “to cause (someone) to be included in some 

activity, situation, etc.” (Merriam-Webster.com, 2015).  Related to fathering, these terms have 

been used interchangeably throughout literature to describe the act of a father engaging in 

interactions and activities related to the care of children (Galovan, Holmes, Schramm, & Lee, 

2014; Wong, Roubinov, Gonzales, Dumka, & Millsap, 2013).  Utilizing a word such as 

participation or involvement appears to denote an initial separation from the child rearing 

process.  While preference is given to a term that is inclusive at the root, “involvement” has been 

chose because it measures not only the acts of participation, but also an overall measure of 

intensity related to multiple efforts in this role assumption process.  “Father involvement” is used 

throughout this study to describe an overall picture of engagement in the care of children.   

 Researchers and theorists over three decades have attempted to measure father 

involvement by proposing constructs of fathering interaction and developing scales to measure 

these dimensions (Table 1). While the mother’s parental role is consistently characterized in 

research literature with ideal qualities of protecting and nurturing, fatherhood is characterized as 

a social construct, changing based upon societal expectation and norms (Lamb, 2000).  The role 

of the father tends to fluctuate due to differences in culture, context, motivation, personal factors, 

and support from the mother (Bouchard, Lee, Asgary, & Pelletier, 2007; McBride & Rane, 1997; 

Newland, Coyl, & Chen, 2010).  
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Table 1:  Overview of Concepts of Father Involvement 
Author Primary Construct Other factors 
Belsky (1984) Paternal participation 

as a function of 
emotional maturity 

1. Marriage quality 
2. Social Networks 
3. Work 
4. Temperament of child 
5. Identification with parenting role 

Lamb, Pleck, 
Charnov & Levine 
(1985) 

Three primary 
domains of paternal 
participation 

Three domains: 
1. Interaction 
2. Responsibility 
3. Availability 

Palkovitz (1997) Three primary 
dimensions of 
paternal participation: 

1. Behavioral 
2. Cognitive 
3. Affective 

15 Areas of Involvement: 
1. Communication 
2. Teaching 
3. Monitoring 
4. Thought Processes 
5. Errands 
6. Caregiving 
7. Child-related maintenance 
8. Shared Interests 
9. Availability 
10. Planning 
11. Shared activities 
12. Providing 
13. Affection 
14. Protection 
15. Supporting Emotionally 

Dollahite, Hawkins, 
& Brotherson 
(1997) 

Generative fathering Using Erickson’s model for development, 
illustrates the way in which fathering role is 
generative at different levels of a child’s 
developmental process.  

Marsiglio, Amato, 
Day, & Lamb 
(2000) 

Social Constructionist 
Model 

Fathering as social capital 

 Hawkins, et al. 
(1999, 2002) 

Inventory of Father 
Involvement 

Nine Dimensions: 
1. Discipline and teaching responsibility 
2. School encouragement 
3. Giving support to the mother 
4. Providing 
5. Time and talking together 
6. Praise and affection 
7. Developing talents and future 

concerns 
8. Reading and homework support 
9. Attentiveness 
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Author Primary Construct Other factors 
Olmstead, Furtis, & 
Pasley (2009)  

Father’s perception of 
their own roles 

Themes: 
1. Providing 
2. “Being there” or support 
3. Caregiving 
4. Play and activities 
5. Providing love and affection 
6. Protecting 

 
 

Belsky (1984) defined fathering as a process of emotional maturity within a context of 

parental personality, developmental history, marital relationship, social network, work, and child 

characteristics. The ideal parents would demonstrate psychological and emotional maturity, 

sensitively attuning themselves to their child’s developmental stages by successful appraisal of 

alternative perspectives while maintaining a nurturing orientation (Belsky, 1984).  At this time, 

previous research supported that both high father involvement and low father involvement 

predicted future fathering participation (De Frain, 1979; Eiduson & Alexander, 1978; Manion, 

1977; Reuter & Biller, 1973; Sagi, 1982). Increased father involvement was therefore 

hypothesized as a process of identification with the fathering role (Bronfenbrenner, 1960).   

The temperament of the child in relationship with the characteristics of the parent shapes 

parental engagement (Belsky, 1984).  When parents are under stress, their system of social 

support mediates to provide a source of strength and empowerment.  Three kinds of social 

support are highly important in the role of a parent:  marriage, social networks, and work (Belsky, 

1984).  The marriage relationship is the primary system of support.  A positive, stabilized, and 

satisfying union lowers stress levels leading to better child behavioral outcomes (Belsky, 1984).  

Belsky (1984) suggests that emotional stabilization as well as appropriate warmth and nurturing 

within the intimate partnership provides role-modeling behaviors and enhances healthy 

relationships between parents and their children.  The interaction between parents and their 
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children may in turn help form healthy interpersonal dynamics that shape and affect parenting 

styles and behavior.  Social networks provide self-esteem, increasing patience and sensitivity 

required in the parental role.   

Focusing specifically on father involvement, Lamb, Pleck, Charnov, and Levine (1985) 

proposed three dimensions: interaction, availability, and responsibility.  Interaction is defined as 

contact with the child, availability as the possibility of interaction or proximity, and 

responsibility as the ability to ensure that resources are secured for the child. Authors collapsed 

multiple dimensions in which fathers participate to identify themes of involvement behaviors.  

Additionally, they propose that there are four different explanations of individual differences in 

paternal involvement including motivation, support, skills and institutional practices (Lamb, 

Pleck, Charnov, & Levine, 1985). 

Palkovitz (1997) attempted to re-conceptualize men’s participation in the life of their 

children by addressing involvement myths previously used to justify paternal models of 

participation.  These myths included:   

1.  Reliance upon measuring quantity of interactions for the basis of involvement rather 

than quality of interaction.  

2. Relevance of physical proximity to the child; thus assuming parents who live within 

the home participate more. 

3.  Involvement can always be observed or quantified; thus, neglecting affective and 

thought appraisals.  

4.  Defining involvement as a static variable that is predictive of future involvement 

despite evidence that participation can change over time. 

5.   Perceiving involvement similarly across culture, subculture or social class. 
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6.   Women are more involved than men.   

Palkovitz (1997) broadened conceptualization of parental involvement from a behavioral 

perspective to include two other domains: cognitive and affective (Palkovitz, 1997).  Palkovitz 

proposed 15 different ways in which fathers could be involved in these three domains, including 

planning, providing, protection, emotional support, communication, teaching, monitoring, 

thought processes, errands, availability, affection, care giving, maintenance, shared activities, 

and shared interests.  He recommended that paternal involvement be broadened to include the 

development of the relationship over time, which may include consideration of the parent child 

relationship, developmental milestones, and other context considerations such as settings, culture, 

and individual subjective meanings of role expectations. Confirming the basis of Palkovitz’s 

argument for a multi-dimensional participation model, Schoppe-Sullivan, McBride, and Moon-

Ho (2004) sought to define criteria for measuring father involvement as uni- or multi-

dimensional.  Their findings confirm that measurement of father involvement is complex; a 

multi-dimensional measurement is necessary (Schoppe-Sullivan, McBride, & Moon-Ho, 2004). 

In terms of fathering role, Dollahite, Hawkins, and Brotherson (1997, 2005) proposed a 

generative model based upon the developmental stage approach proposed by Erik Erickson 

(1950, 1982).  This generative model reframes the overall fathering paradigm by proposing that a 

“deficit model”, one in which fathers are portrayed as inadequately equipped, does not fairly 

describe the generosity that fathers often desire and fulfill in their role.  Instead, they propose 

that fathering may be conceptualized as an adaptation to sociocultural change, change in child-

care responsibilities, and lack of adaptation to the status quo.  Utilizing Erickson’s model for 

personality development, they illustrate how fathering behavior is developed along the same 

continuum.  They suggest that fathering be conceptualized in a strengths perspective, one in 
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which fathers bring unique contributions, individual desire, and benefit from active engagement.  

Marsiglio, Amato, Day, and Lamb (2000) acknowledge that the role of the father is based on 

social recognition and therefore social constructionist model must be used to analyze fatherhood.  

Fatherhood may be conceptualized as a source of social capital, including its benefits to 

children’s cognitive development (Marsiglio, Amato, Day, & Lamb, 2000).  Interaction between 

father and child serves as a catalyst for building social capital due to social interactions within 

networks.  There is a reciprocal connection between father and child.  The father’s participation 

in his child’s education and social organizations and the child’s participation in the father’s 

networks create social capital that ultimately contributes to the child’s development. 

Doherty, Kouneski, and Erickson (1998) proposed a concept of responsible fathering, a 

model which has been embraced by policy makers.  Since fathering is primarily a social 

construct, molded by context within the family and community, fathering interventions must 

include various elements including marital, economic, communal, and father-to-father 

intervention.  In an attempt to propose an empowering paradigm, they define responsible 

fathering as waiting to have a child until emotional and financial support has been established, 

invoking legal paternity when a child is born, and sharing responsibilities for the child with the 

mother, including both childcare and financial responsibilities (Levine & Pitt, 1995).  Criticism 

of this model includes the complexity of children’s needs, assuming that maternal gatekeeping in 

the interaction is the cause of lower involvement, and the minimizing the dependence of children 

on a father’s financial resources (Levine & Pitt, 1995; Walker & McGraw, 2000). 

This body of research has included various themes of fathering, however, due to 

differences in cultural definitions and differences amongst individual fathers within cultures 

about the definition of fathering, the task of defining the term fathering is a challenging one.  
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Despite this challenge, the concept of including a theme of action or engagement, cognition or 

thoughts of fathering, and affect or emotion related to fathering appears to be a good broad 

construct for providing a framework for establishing a definition.  Because researchers have had 

difficulty with defining this term, perhaps men in particular cultures may best define their own 

concept of fathering.  By asking men to define their own ideas of fathering, researchers may 

better understand how men define their role and understand points of difference between 

expectations and performance in particular roles.   

Men’s Perception of Fathering Role 

Current research on men’s perceptions has provided data regarding the way men 

conceptualize their own role construct.  Olmstead, Furtis, and Pasley (2009) explored men’s 

perceptions of roles in a qualitative analysis of role qualities.  From qualitative interviews, seven 

fathering roles emerged.  These included provider, disciplinarian, teacher, protector, supporter, 

caretaker, and co-parent (Olmstead, Furtis, & Pasley, 2009).  Among these, the teacher, provider, 

and supporter roles appear to remain more central to perceptions of fathers than other role 

identities.  Summers et al. (1999) also evaluated perceived paternal role identities by both 

mothers and fathers in a low-income sample.  Themes of fathering roles that emerged from this 

study included financial providing, support or “being there”, caregiving, play and activities, 

teaching, discipline, providing love and affection, and protecting (Summers et al., 1999). 

Quantifying Father Involvement 

Due to difficulty with developing a clear concise definition of father involvement non-

reliant upon socio-cultural changes to the construct, recent researchers developed a list of 

potential fathering roles that can assess the level of involvement by a paternal figure. The 

Inventory of Father Involvement (IFI-26) is a 43 item (long version) and 26 item scale 
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(shortened version) developed by Hawkins and his colleagues to assess maternal and paternal 

report of a father’s performance on different fathering dimensions over the past year (Hawkins et 

al., 1999). Nine dimensions of this inventory include: Discipline and Teaching Responsibility 

(α= .85), e.g. “Disciplining your children”, School Encouragement (α= .82), e.g. “Encouraging 

your children to succeed in school”, Giving Support to Mother (α= .87), e.g., “Giving your 

children’s mother encouragement and emotional support”, Providing (α= .69), e.g. “Accepting 

responsibility for the financial support of the children you have fathered”, Time and Talking 

Together (α= .80), e.g. “Being a pal or a friend to your children”, Praise and Affection (α= .79), 

e.g. “Praising your children for being good or doing the right thing, Developing Talents and 

Future Concerns (α= .75), e.g. “Encouraging your children to develop their talents,  Reading and 

Homework Support (α= .83), e.g., “Encouraging your children to read”, and Attentiveness 

(α= .69), e.g. “Being involved in the daily or regular routine of taking care of your children’s 

basic needs or activities”.  Higher scores indicate greater satisfaction with father involvement. 

The scale was able to distinguish fathers of intact married families with those who were 

separated or divorced on attentiveness, providing and giving support to mother (Hawkins et al., 

2002).  The IFI provides further clarity about the definition of father involvement through the use 

of these nine constructs and validates some of the dimensions proposed by Palkovitz (1997).  

This scale is one of the few to measure the multiple dimensions of father involvement.  

The IFI-26 has some identifiable drawbacks in measurement.  It does not include 

Palkovitz’s domains of cognitive and affective elements (Palkovitz, 1997).  It is primarily 

behavioral in nature and may not fairly identify thought appraisals of the child.  It identifies 

fathering involvement from a perspective of interaction, accessibility and responsibility, but 

neglects situations in which a father may not have regular access to a child.  The scale may also 
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not accurately measure the quality of paternal interactions, since the scale is based upon self-

reflection and open to personal biases.  Despite these limitations, IFI-26 is still the most thorough 

scale available for measuring father involvement.     

Parenting Self-Efficacy:  An Introduction 

Arguably one of the most challenging and rewarding tasks in adult life is being a parent.  

Meeting the child’s needs for nurturing, education, direction, and discipline is quite taxing, 

resulting in a parent who is susceptible to exhaustion, overwhelm, and emotional unavailability.  

When circumstances outside of the parental role are also challenging including poverty, marriage 

problems, lack of social support, incarceration, and lack of parenting alliance, a parent’s resolve 

and strength is challenged.  While researchers have often focused on how adverse circumstances 

affect parenting behavior, the focus on factors contributing to parenting resilience have been less 

studied.   

More recently, the term “risk and resilience” has been used by several researchers in 

describing the relationship between potential challenges to father involvement such as poverty, 

drug use, health problems, and non-resident participation and resiliency factors such as education, 

social support, or religion.  The purpose for researching this relationship is to understand the 

potential relationship between risk, resilience, and engagement.  Fagan and Lee (2012), 

analyzing the Fragile Families and Child Well Being data, found that resilience during the time 

of infancy was related to the father’s engagement with the child at 5 years of age.  Resilience at 5 

years of age did not have an effect upon father engagement.  They hypothesize that perhaps 

patterns of father involvement are established in infancy.  Additionally, they did not find that 

resilience at infancy could overcome the effects of risks to levels of father engagement.  The 
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limitations of this study included using a limited measurement for sampling both resilience and 

risk.    

In understanding contributions to greater resilience, this study includes parenting self-

efficacy as one of those potential factors that may contribute to father behavior during difficult 

times.  Self-efficacy, a concept proposed by Bandura, is defined as the belief in one’s ability to 

perform a behavior successfully (Bandura, 1977; Coleman & Karraker, 2003).  In Bandura’s 

theory, the recognition that certain behavior will indeed produce a particular outcome is different 

from the belief or confidence that one has in being able to successfully perform the behavior 

(Bandura, 1977).  This highlights the importance that the belief in personal mastery has upon 

performance evaluation resulting in changed behavior towards outcome.  The expectation of 

personal self-efficacy will result in changes of effort towards the achieved goals especially when 

adverse circumstances arise.  Those with higher self-efficacy will exhibit greater motivation and 

goal attainment directed behavior than those with low self-efficacy.   

 Paternal self-efficacy could be especially important in situations where adverse 

circumstances may lead to increase in risk for less paternal participation.  While researchers have 

begun to address risk and resilience, paternal self-efficacy may be a strong contributing factor to 

resilience, not previously identified by risk and resilience researchers.  Indeed, timing of paternal 

involvement and paternal self efficacy have been found to be associated (Tremblay & Pierce, 

2011).  Paternal self-efficacy has been found to be an important mediating factor between 

personality and parenting (De Haan, Prinzie, & Dekovic, 2009).  Father resiliency may be 

affected by the role of confidence of a father and his expectations of his ability to perform well in 

the task of parenting. 



Father	  Involvement	   	   13	  

The focus of this research project was to investigate how paternal self-efficacy relates to 

father involvement while considering various contributing factors such as relationship 

satisfaction, co-parenting alliance, partner support, and a mother and father’s expectations for 

paternal involvement. This study hypothesizes that father involvement, which may be explained 

through the theoretical model of Identity Theory (Stryker & Burke, 2000; Stryker & Serpe, 1994) 

and Self-Efficacy Theory (Bandura, 1977), may be understood within a complex environment of 

personal and social expectations as well as interpersonal interactions between fathers, mothers 

and children.  By understanding the way in which men make decisions to be involved with their 

children as well as the process by which men are motivated to participate, this research aims to 

support and motivate fathers for further involvement.     

 
Summary of Chapter I 

 Fathering research shows that father involvement has an effect on child outcomes in areas 

such as anxiety, depression, social initiative, long-term stability, and poverty.  Because fathers as 

the target subjects are under-researched, father research has most often focused on areas such as 

child outcomes.  Before addressing why fathers choose to participate in their fathering role, 

researchers have attempted to define father involvement.  Theorists over time have recognized 

fathering as a social construct, one in which father involvement is often measured by a cultural 

or social standard.  However, theorists have also attempted to identify the multiple dimensions of 

potential fathering in order to quantify the interactions.  There are three dimensions of father 

involvement, cognitive, affective, and behavioral (Lamb, Pleck, Charnov, and Levine, 1985).  

The behavioral dimension explaining father’s parenting participation has been verified as a good 

indicator of overall father involvement (Hawkins et al., 1999).  Fathering behavior includes 

various roles and responsibilities including providing, emotional support, discipline, support for 
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talent, and affection.  Researchers have attempted to put together quantitative scales to measure 

these roles (Hawkins et al., 1999).   

Fathering self-efficacy is also an under-researched topic.  Fathering self-efficacy is the 

extent to which a father feels that he may achieve a goal as a parent, even in challenging 

situations.  Recently, researchers have been looking at the relationship between risk and 

resilience and father involvement (Fagan & Lee, 2012).  Fathering resilience has been found to 

be a factor contributing to long-term father involvement (Fagan & Lee, 2012).  However, risk 

factors may play more of a role than father resilience.  This may be due to the lack of robust 

measurement for resilience in these risk/resilience studies.  Further examination of the 

relationship between fathering self efficacy and resilience is important to understand how self-

confidence may play a role in increasing resilience of paternal involvement.   

The purpose of this study is to understand how fathering self-efficacy relates to father 

involvement.  By comparing the relationship between fathering self-efficacy with other factors 

that have been identified by literature such as co-parenting alliance and relationship satisfaction, 

a new understanding of the significance of these factors may contribute to increasing father 

involvement over time. 
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CHAPTER II 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

Overview of the Conceptual Framework 

Despite having multiple frameworks for defining father involvement, research has not 

answered the question of how men make decisions about involvement with their children. 

Previous research focused on external influences in father involvement decisions identify 

variables including relationship satisfaction (Bouchard & Lee, 2000; Bradford & Hawkins, 2006; 

Erel & Burman, 1995; Feldman, Nash, & Aschenbrenner, 1983; Gavin et al., 2002; Katz & 

Woodin, 2002; Kerig, Cowan, & Cowan, 1993; Lee & Doherty, 2007; Levy-Schiff & 

Israelashvili, 1988; Rienks, Wadsworth, Markman, Einhorn, & Moran Etter, 2011), earning 

status (Crouter, Perry-Jenkins, Huston, & McHale, 1987; Grych & Clark, 1999), fathering stress 

related to external circumstances (Mitchell & Cabrera, 2009), maternal gate keeping (Beitel & 

Parke, 1998; Fagan & Barnett, 2003; Hoffman & Moon, 1999; Kulik & Tsoref, 2010;  McBride 

et al., 2005; Sano, Richards, & Zvonkovic, 2008; Schoppe-Sullivan, Cannon, Brown, & 

Mangelsdorf, 2008), and timing of participation (Doss, Rhoades, Stanley, & Markman, 2009 ; 

Tremblay & Pierce, 2011).  Fewer studies have focused on the internal experience of fathers 

including parenting role expectations (Beitel & Parke, 1998; Bulanda, 2004; Deutsch, Lussier, & 

Servis, 1993; Katz-Wise, Priess, & Hyde, 2010; McBride & Rane, 1997; Nangle, Kelley, Fals-

Stewart, & Levant, 2003), history of being fathered (Dick, 2011; Forste, Bartkowski, & Jackson, 

2009), and future personal expectations of fathering (Cook, Dick, Jones, & Singh, 2005). 

Research on the internal process of father involvement decisions seemingly has assumed 

that father involvement is an unconscious decision, derived and predicted by external factors.  

Reliance upon using external factors as predictors may discount a potentially influential factor 
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related to male autonomy.  Scientists are beginning to understand how prospection, the way in 

which humans make decisions and create future situations by using prior memories to form 

expectations of the future, may be an significant mechanism in behavioral choices (Gilbert & 

Wilson, 2007).  Neurobiology of brain functioning related to prospection has recently been the 

source of research focus and changes the way that scientists conceptualize decision-making.  

Several theories exist regarding the nature of decision making related to expectations and 

behavior and address a gap between male perception of roles and actual engagement in the role. 

Identity Theory   

Identity theory provided one explanation about how roles affect the choice of actions or 

decisions (Stryker & Burke, 2000; Stryker & Serpe, 1994).  Based upon the work of James 

(1890), the theory originated from the work of George Herbert Mead and was further developed 

by Sheldon Stryker (Mead, 1934; Stryker & Burke, 2000; Stryker & Serpe, 1994).  Mead (1934) 

proposed that society shapes the self and that the self-image shapes behavior.  His work 

conceptualized these choices of behavior within a concept of social interactions and a 

relationship with others, or a social role. Since various social roles often exist within each 

person’s life, a new question surfaced, namely how behavioral choices are made within the 

context of multiple social roles (Stryker, 1968, 1980).  Identity theory recognized that multiple 

competing social roles results in multiple “identities,” which are based upon social expectations 

and lead to social behavior (James, 1890; Stryker & Burke, 2000). Social roles include a set of 

expectations attached to social relationships, whereas identities are the internalized set of 

expectations from multiple social contexts (Stryker & Burke, 2000).   

Stryker (1980) developed a model for understanding the mechanism by which it occurs.  

Salience is the resulting mechanism by which choices are made among various social identities.  
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The more salient the role, the greater the likelihood it will be incorporated into the decision-

making process.  Therefore, identity salience is defined as “the probability that an identity will 

be invoked across a variety of situations, or alternatively across persons in a given situation” 

(Stryker & Burke, 2000, p. 286).  In addition to role salience, the commitment to a particular role 

or identity is meaningful. Commitment is defined as the degree to which the costs would 

outweigh the benefits of losing the role by not fulfilling the social expectations required in 

maintaining the role.  Thus, the commitment to the role also is correlated to the level of salience 

(Stryker & Serpe, 1994).  A higher commitment to a social role results in higher salience, thus it 

is more influential in behavioral choice (Callero, 1985; Nuttbrock & Freudiger, 1991; Stryker, 

1982).   

Stryker and Serpe (1994) tested whether the concept of psychological centrality was 

related to role salience.  Rosenberg (1965, 1967) originally identified the concept of 

psychological centrality, defined as the consciousness of characteristics pertaining to the self, 

and developed an understanding of its effects on personal self-efficacy (Gecas & Seff, 1990; 

Rosenberg, 1965, 1967).  Psychological centrality, as it relates to Stryker’s concept of role 

salience, would be defined as a sense of consciousness about the self within a social identity.  

Stryker quantified this by utilizing a measure to determine how students thought of themselves 

with regards to an activity and rank in importance based on which activity was more central to 

their identity (Stryker & Serpe, 1994).  Results of Stryker’s analysis (1994) support a connection 

between interactional commitment and identity salience as well as affective commitment with 

psychological centrality.  Based on these theories, both identity salience and psychological 

centrality are related to the time period that an individual maintains a role. A greater commitment 

to the role and more time contributed results in higher salience of that role. 
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Burke and Reitzes (1991) conceptualize social identity as a “reflected appraisal” process 

characterized by an assessment of various aspects of social interactions (input) and responses to 

certain behavior (output) with an act to balance the response between environment and behavior 

(p. 242).  They also conceptualized commitment as the force with which the value of social 

identity moderates life balance; therefore, the life goal becomes maintaining equilibrium or 

allowing incongruence between the environment and responsive behavior.  An individual may 

only respond partially or only under certain circumstances due to a lack of commitment to 

enhancing one’s social identity.  When commitment is higher, “shared meaning” may 

characterize reflected appraisal and thus may contribute to social identity (Burke & Reitzes, 

1991).  

Rane and McBride (2000) investigated further how identification with fathering roles 

might contribute to father involvement. Based upon their identification as a father or as a worker, 

salience of roles and psychological centrality can assess father’s role hierarchies and fathers’ 

psychological centrality, but does not predict their participation in childcare and parenting.  

However, identification amongst fathers regarding a nurturing role is predictive of their 

involvement in parenting (Rane & McBride, 2000).  Thus, it appears that certain roles may be 

more salient with regards to outcomes, perhaps based upon the meaning of that role regarding the 

particular social engagement.    

Mother’s attitude regarding fathering roles (or mothers’ behaviors) may influence and 

shape fathers’ role behavior and role identity.  By controlling for mothers’ work status, Rane and 

McBride (2000) found that mothers’ belief that fathers should be involved with in a nurturing 

capacity resulted in a higher ranking for this role for fathers in association with their sense of self.  
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It appears that the expectation or influence of a mother’s perceptions of a father’s role is 

predictive of the father’s own capacity to see this role as central to the man himself.  

Self-Efficacy Theory 

Bandura (1977) in his social cognition theory proposed a model of how behavior is 

initiated based upon self-efficacy.  He proposed that self-efficacy is derived from four different 

sources of information: performance accomplishment, vicarious experiment, verbal persuasion, 

and physiological states (Bandura, 1977). Bandura hypothesized that discrepancies between role 

performance and role expectations increase motivation to make corrective changes in behavior 

and stronger self-efficacy positively impacts attempts to overcome barriers in the presence of 

adverse experiences.  From a social work perspective, it may be theorized that adverse 

circumstances may include situations such as poverty, poor attachment and relationship 

dissatisfaction, or presence of an illness.   

Parenting self-efficacy (PSE) has been defined as an individual’s appraisal of his or her 

competence in the parental role (Coleman & Karraker, 2003; Jones & Prinz, 2005; Sevigny & 

Loutzenhiser, 2009). Parenting self-efficacy (PSE) has been found to be an important factor in 

contributing to child developmental outcomes (Table 2) (Coleman & Karraker, 2003; Gross & 

Tucker, 1994; Jones & Prinz, 2005; Seo, 2003).  PSE is associated with general self-efficacy for 

both men and women and has been found to be a moderating variable between a parent’s 

personality characteristics (i.e. extraversion), and over-reactivity in parenting (Murdock, 2012). 
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Table 2:  Findings of Previous Parenting Self-Efficacy Studies 
Study Target Population  Factors Key Findings 
Ardelt & Eccles 
(2001) 

Inner city low-income 
youth. 

Promotive 
parenting 
strategies 

African American 
mothers with self-
efficacy more likely to 
use promotive 
strategies. 

Bogenschneider et al. 
(1997) 

Caucasian mothers 
and fathers and 
adolescent children 

Parental 
responsiveness, 
academic and 
psychosocial 
competence 

Higher parenting self-
efficacy is related to 
higher parental 
responsiveness and 
child 
academic/psychosocial 
competence 

Bohlin & Hagenkull 
(1987) 

Mothers and infants Interactive 
behavior 
Sensitivity 

Greater self -
confidence relates to 
greater mother child 
interactions patterns. 

Day et al. (1994)  Discipline style Harsh discipline style 
was mediated by 
parenting self-efficacy 

Elder et al. (1995) Low income minority 
families 

Economic 
stress; child 
outcomes 

Economic pressure 
does have a negative 
influence on paternal 
self-efficacy 

Gondoli & Silverberg 
(1997) 

Mother-adolescent 
dyads 

Maternal 
distress and 
responsiveness 

Greater maternal 
distress was associated 
with lower 
responsiveness, but 
was mediated by 
parenting self-efficacy 

Gross et al. (1994) Mothers and children Depression, 
toddler 
discipline 

Depression, child 
temperament and 
parenting self-efficacy 
are cyclical and 
related.  

Hill & Bush (2001) African American and 
European mothers and 
children 

Anxiety Lower parenting self-
efficacy is related to 
higher anxiety in 
European children, not 
African American 

Hoover-Dempsey 
(1992) 

Parents of elementary 
school children 

Educational 
involvement 

Self-efficacy is related 
to parenting 
involvement with 
school related 
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Study Target Population  Factors Key Findings 
activities 

Izzo et al. (2000) Mexican immigrant 
families 

Social support, 
parental 
warmth, 
socioemotional 
adjustment 

Parental social support 
relates to greater 
parenting self-efficacy 

King & Elder (1998) Grand parenting in 
rural setting 

Involvement Greater parenting self-
Efficacy is related to 
higher grandparent 
involvement. 

MacPhee et al. (1996) Low income 
ethnically diverse 
parents 

Child rearing 
practices 

Parenting self-efficacy 
is related to child 
rearing practices and 
mediated social 
support 

Raver & Leadbetter 
(1999) 

Mothers Child 
temperament  

Maternal self-efficacy 
is inversely related to 
environmental risks 
and children’s 
temperamental 
difficulty.   

Shumow & Lomax 
(2002) 

Minority adolescents 
and their parents 

SES, parenting 
involvement 
and 
monitoring, 
Social-
emotional 
adjustment  

SES neighborhood 
predicts self-efficacy, 
self-efficacy predicts 
involvement, which 
predicts social and 
emotional adjustment. 

Teti & Gelfand (1991) Mothers sensitivity Depression, 
Perception of 
infant 
temperament, 
social-marital 
supports 

Maternal self-efficacy 
mediates relations 
between maternal 
competence and other 
psychosocial factors 

Brody, Flor, & Gibson 
(1999) 

Rural African 
American single 
mothers 

Financial 
resource 
adequacy, 
development 
goals, 
parenting 
practice, child 
psychosocial 
and academic 
confidence 

Financial resource 
adequacy is linked to 
maternal child rearing 
efficacy, efficacy 
linked to 
developmental goals, 
and competence 
promoting parenting 
practice linked to child 
outcomes. 

Coleman & Karraker Mothers of toddlers Competence in Domain specific 
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Study Target Population  Factors Key Findings 
(2003) parenting, 

toddler 
behavior and 
development 

beliefs about efficacy 
were related to 
toddlers scores on 
mental health domain 
of BSID 

Conrad, Gross, Fogg, 
& Ruchala (1992) 

Mothers of toddlers Knowledge of 
child 
development, 
quality of 
mother-toddler 
interactions 

Combined effects of 
maternal knowledge 
and confidence were 
related to quality of 
mother-toddler 
interactions. 

Corapci & Wachs 
(2002) 

Parents of infants Mood states, 
environmental 
chaos and 
parenting 
behavior 

Neither parental mood 
nor efficacy appears to 
mediate relations 
between home chaos 
and parenting behavior 

Holloway, Suzuki, 
Yamamoto, & 
Behrens (2005) 

Japanese mothers Spousal 
support, 
childhood 
memories 

Self-efficacy related to 
positive childhood 
memories of 
mothering and 
spousal/social support 

Dumka et al. (2010) Mexican American 
families 

Parenting 
control 
practice, 
adolescent 
delinquent 
behavior. 

PSE predicts future 
positive control 
practices and PSE 
shows direct effect on 
decrease in adolescent 
conduct problems. 

Tremblay & Pierce 
(2011) 

Heterosexual couples Maternal and 
paternal 
perception of 
involvement, 
marital 
satisfaction 

Paternal self-efficacy 
at two months predicts 
maternal perception of 
involvement at five 
months. Maternal 
perceptions of 
involvement at two 
months predict 
paternal self-efficacy 
at five months. 

Troutman et al. (2012) Mothers of infants Irritability in 
infants 

Mothers with low PSE 
have more irritable 
infants.   

Verhage, Oosterman, 
& Schuengel (2013) 

First time pregnant 
women 

Infant 
temperamental 
characteristics 
(ITC) 

ITC is associated with 
decreasing parenting 
self-efficacy during 
first year of birth. 
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Based upon Bandura’s theory, it would be expected that fathering self-efficacy would be 

related to father involvement and motivation.  As one’s cognitive confidence builds with regard 

to the ability to navigate adverse experiences, self-efficacy would be a key indicator of the 

amount of involvement in adverse circumstances (i.e. poor relationship satisfaction, problematic 

child development, co-parenting discord).  It might also be expected, based on his theory, that 

there would be multiple predictors of a father’s self-efficacy, including building confidence by 

accomplishing tasks as a father (performing accomplishment), seeing, hearing, or watching other 

men performing a particular role as a father (the vicarious experience), instruction from mother 

or new information pertaining to “how to” (verbal persuasion), and recognizing the physical 

responses, emotions and experience resulted from engaging in various roles (emotional arousal).  

All of these would predict the level of paternal self-efficacy according to Bandura’s theory. 

Paternal Self-Efficacy 

 Utilizing previous research, Sevigny and Loutzenhiser (2009) defined parenting self-

efficacy as an “individual’s appraisal of his or her competence in a parental role” (p. 179). While 

role theorists have focused on role salience and the development of role hierarchies, another 

concept that may contribute to the commitment to a role is level of confidence in the role.  

Because parenting self-efficacy is perhaps a contributor to role identity, it may provide another 

construct by which to understand fathering behavior.   

 Unfortunately, most of the literature on parenting self-efficacy has focused on mothers 

(Table 2).  Jones and Prinz (2005) reviewed the literature on parenting self-efficacy from 1985 to 

2004.   Only one out of 20 reviewed studies in this article contained an equal ratio of males to 

females in the sample.  The only study with an equitable sample consisted of grandparents, not 
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primary caregivers.  Nineteen studies had an unrepresentative number of males, from 0-15% of 

total sample.  Since this review in 2005, studies on parenting self-efficacy have primarily 

sampled females.  Updating Jones and Prinz’s (2005) list of reviewed of parenting self-efficacy 

studies (Table 3), a trend continues of focusing primarily on mothers.  While these studies state 

that they are investigating parenting self-efficacy, few fathers in the samples indicate a primary 

focus on maternal self-efficacy.  Additionally, few studies focus primarily on paternal self-

efficacy.  

Table 3:  Overview of Parenting Self-Efficacy Studies (Updated from Jones & Prinz, 2005) 
Study Parenting Dimension  Measurement Sample Description 
Ardelt & Eccles 
(2001) 

Encouragement; 
collaborative activity 
between parent and 
child; involvement in 
out of house programs 
and activities; 
proactive prevention  

PSR; task-
related 

376 participants 
84% mothers 
6% fathers 
5% grandmothers 
68% African-
American, 50% 
single head of 
household 

Bogenschneider et al. 
(1997) 

Parental monitoring; 
competence, parental 
control 

CR; task-
related 

666 mother 
adolescent pairs 
510 father adolescent 
pairs 

Bohlin & Hagenkull 
(1987) 

Interactive behavior 
Sensitivity 

OH: 
indeterminate 

32 mother infant 
pairs 

Brody, Flor, & Gibson 
(1999) 

Competence-
promoting practices 

PSR, OH, TR; 
task-related 
(PES) 

139 African 
American single 
mothers 

Coleman & Karraker 
(2003) 

Competence 
(supportive presence, 
quality of assistance) 

OL; task-
related 
(SEPTI-TS, 
MSES), 
general 
(PSOC) 

145 mothers 

Conrad, Gross, Fogg, 
& Ruchala (1992) 

Positive interactions 
with child 

OH: task-
related (TCQ) 

50 mothers of 
toddlers 

Day et al. (1994) Discipline style PSR; narrow-
domain 

253 parents and 274 
children 
91% of parents were 
female 

Dumka et al. (1996) Parenting acceptance PSR; general 184 females 
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Study Parenting Dimension  Measurement Sample Description 
and discipline 
 

(PSAM) 94 Spanish speaking 
immigrant females 
90 Caucasian 
American females 

Dumka et al. (2002) Positive control 
practices 

MIPSE 189 Mexican 
American 
adolescents and their 
maternal caregiver 

Elder et al. (1995) Promotive and 
preventive strategies 

PSR; task-
related 

489 inner city 
families 
89% females 
6% males 
5% grandmothers 

Gondoli & Silverberg 
(1997) 

Responsiveness, 
perspective taking 

PSR, CR, OL; 
general (SES) 

94 mother adolescent 
dyads 

Gross et al. (1994) Depression, discipline PSR; task-
related (TSQ) 

126 mothers of 
toddler aged children 
 

Hill & Bush (2001) Inconsistent 
discipline, hostile 
control, limit-setting, 
love withdrawal 

PSR; general 
(PSOC) 

103 African 
American and 
European American 
children and their 
mothers 

Holloway et al. (2005) Social support NS 116 Japanese women 
with a preschool 
child 

Hoover-Dempsey 
(1992) 

Involvement in school 
related activities 

PSR; narrow-
domain 
(PPOPES) 

390 parents 
84% female 
14% male 
 

Izzo et al. (2000) Warmth, control PSR; general 93 Mexican 
American mothers 
(first generation) 

King & Elder (1998) Involvement PSR; task 
related 

883 Grandparents 
63% grandmothers 
47% grandfathers 

MacPhee et al. (1996) Limit setting, 
encouraging 
autonomy, harsh 
discipline, rational 
guidance 

PSR; 
indeterminate 
(SPPR) 

500 parents of young 
children 
74% mothers 
15% fathers 

Merrifield & Gamble 
(2012) 

Marital quality, co-
parenting 

PSR; task 
related (BSES) 

175 married or 
cohabitating couples 
 

Raver & Leadbetter Dyadic conflict OL; task- 44 mothers 
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Study Parenting Dimension  Measurement Sample Description 
(1999) related 

(MSES), 
general (PSI)  

Sevigny & 
Loutzenhiser (2010) 

Parenting stress, 
relational functioning 

PSR; task-
related 
(SEPTI-RS) 
and general 
(GSE) 

62 mothers 
62 fathers 

Shumow & Lomax 
(2002) 

Involvement & 
monitoring 

PSR, CR; task-
related 

929 10-17 year old 
African American 
and Latin American 
adolescents and their 
parents 
677 mothers 
322 fathers 

Teti & Gelfand (1991) Competence, 
sensitivity, warmth, 
flatness of affect, 
disengagement, anger 

OH; task-
related 
(MSES), 
general (PSI) 

86 mothers 

Tremblay & Pierce 
(2011) 

Parenting 
involvement, marital 
satisfaction 

PSR; general 
(PACO) 

183 fathers and 
mothers (equal 
distribution) 

Troutman et al. (2012) Negative emotionality OL; general 
(PSOC), task-
related 
(MSES) 

111 infants 
109 mothers 

Verhage, Oosterman, 
& Schuengel (2013) 

Infant temperamental 
effects 

PSR; task-
related (SENR) 

616 pregnant women 

PSE=Parental self-efficacy.  Parenting Source (measurement): Par=Parenting, O=Observation (H=Home, 
L=Laboratory), PSR=Parent Self Report, CR=Child Report, TR=Teacher Report.  PSE type refers to measure of 
PSE that are classified as either general PSE, task related PSE, narrow-domain PSE, or indeterminate when there 
was not enough information provided to determine the type.  When specific PSE measure names are provided in 
studies, they are listed following PSE type.  PES=Parenting Efficacy Scale (Duke, Allen, & Halverson, 1996); 
SEPTI-TS=Self-Efficacy for Parenting Tasks Index-Toddler Scale (Coleman & Karraker, 2003); MSES=Maternal 
Self-Efficacy Scale (Teti & Gelfand, 1991); PSOC=Parenting Sense of Competence (Johnston & Mash, 1989); 
TCQ=Toddler Care Questionnaire (Gross & Rocissano, 1988) NS=Non-identified new self efficacy scale (Holloway, 
Suzuki, Yamamoto, & Behrens, 2005) MIPSE= Multicultural Inventory of Parenting Self-Efficacy (Dumka, Prose, 
& Barrera, 2002); GES=General self-efficacy subscale (Jerusalem & Schwarzer, 1992); SENR=Maternal Self-
Efficacy in the Nurturing Role (Pedersen, Bryan, Huffman, & Del Carmen, 1989); BSES=Berkeley Parenting Self-
Efficacy Scale (Holloway, Suzuki, Yamato, & Behrens, 2005); PACO; Parental Cognitions and Conduct Toward the 
Infant Scale (Boivin, et al., 2005). 
 

In a rare study design including both genders, Sevigny and Loutzenhiser (2010) 

compared mothers and fathers in variables of parenting self-efficacy, general self-efficacy, 

depressive symptoms, parenting stress, child difficultness, marital satisfaction, and family 
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functioning.   Sevigny and Loutzenhiser (2010) found that parenting self-efficacy (PSE) in 

fathers was positively associated with marital satisfaction and family income level, but 

negatively associated with stress, depression, and general family functioning. More PSE is 

associated with overall better family functioning.   For mothers, PSE was positively associated 

with marital satisfaction and general self-efficacy, while negatively associated with stress, 

depression, challenges with children, and family functioning.  Differences between associative 

relationships by parenting role indicate potentially different predictors of PSE.  A father’s 

general sense of self-efficacy appears to be separate from his self-efficacy as a parent (Sevigny 

& Loutzenhiser, 2010).  Therefore, it appears that the role of being a father is perceived as a 

distinct role, with its own level of personal self-efficacy separate from other roles.    

Tremblay and Pierce (2011) found that the timing of parental involvement in fathering 

activities changed the perception by which both mother and father perceived fathering efficacy.  

Fathers’ perceptions of their own role as a parent from two to 18 months post-birth are usually 

unstable.  However, the more that mothers perceive father involvement at 2 months, the more 

that a father perceives himself as self-efficacious (Tremblay & Pierce, 2011).  More father 

involvement at an early time point also increases relationship satisfaction between the couple.  

However, at 5 months, father involvement has no effect on maternal perception of fathering 

efficacy.  Earlier involvement appears to result in greater gains in confidence, marital satisfaction 

and possibly long term father involvement.  The transition to parenthood appears to be an 

important time in establishing self-efficacy of a father. 

Merrifield and Gamble (2013), in a sample of 175 heterosexual couples, studied the 

relationship between marriage quality, co-parenting, and parenting self-efficacy with parents of 

young children.  Parenting self-efficacy was positively correlated with supportive co-parenting 
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and fathers who reported more marriage maintenance behaviors reported higher parenting self-

efficacy.  Higher maternal relationship satisfaction was related to lower parenting self-efficacy 

for fathers.  For fathers, marital satisfaction and co-parenting alliance interacted to have an 

additive effect on parenting self-efficacy.   

Marital Satisfaction and Father Involvement 

As a body of research, the relationship between martial satisfaction and father 

involvement has had mixed findings over the past two decades (Lee & Doherty, 2007).  Research 

correlating marital satisfaction with fathering involvement found a positive relationship (Belsky, 

Rovine, & Fish, 1989; Blairr, Wenk, & Hardesty, 1994; Feldman et al., 1983; Kerig et al., 1993; 

King, 2003;  McBride & Mills, 1993; Parke & Tinsley, 1987), a negative relationship (Nangle et 

al., 2003), and no relationship (Alduous, Mulligan, & Bjarnsason, 1998; Grych & Clark, 1999), 

creating a confusing research picture for their interaction.  

Most research findings indicate that a male’s satisfaction in marriage relates to his level 

of father involvement.  Fathers, more than mothers, tend to be more affected in their quality of 

involvement due to poor marital satisfaction (Blairr et al., 1994). In a study conducted in 2011 

with a sample of a low-income male population, father involvement was related to marital 

satisfaction and co-parenting alliance (Rienks et al., 2011).  Men are more likely than women to 

disengage in parent-child interaction when their marriage is in trouble.  Feldman et al. (1983) 

found that marital quality was one of the most powerful predictors of father involvement.  Men 

often respond to marital trouble by withdrawing from their spouse (Gottman & Levenson, 1988) 

and their children (Howes & Markman, 1989).  Some studies have been able to identify that 

these interactions may be related to child gender differences (Kerig et al., 1993; Parke & Tinsley, 

1987, Bernier, Jarry-Boileau, & Lacharite, 2014). Bernier, Jarry-Boileau, & Lacharite (2014) 
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found that marital quality was positively associated with a father-son relationship, but not 

associated with father-daughter relationships.  Parental negativity was found to be highest among 

fathers of daughters who have poor relationships with their spouses (Kerig, et al., 1993).  

Blairr et al. (1994) propose that the connection between marriage satisfaction and 

paternal parenting may be due to the fact that men tend to conceptualize their role of father and 

spouse as one in the same, thus leading to no discrepancy between the quality of the marriage 

and the quality of parenting.  Thus, from this reasoning, men who perceive a troubled marriage 

might filter parenting behaviors through this negative home profile, leading to increased 

negativity within the parent-child relationship.  The concept of negative sentiment override has 

been firmly established by researchers within the context of a couple’s interaction (Hawkins, 

Carrere, & Gottman, 2002).  Negative sentiment override acts as a filter or lens through which 

marital interactions are portrayed as more positive or negative based on previous interactions.  

This negative sentiment override can lead over time to decreased marital quality (Hawkins, et al., 

2002).  While negative sentiment override has been established for the purpose of understanding 

a couple’s reaction to one another, it is possible that it may infect the relationship with the child 

as well.  

Earner status appears to be another moderator in marital satisfaction and parenting.  

Grych and Clark (2009) found that marital quality was related to levels of parental stress, 

especially over time, and marital quality was not related to paternal involvement at two time 

points (4 and 12 months), except that it was a moderator between maternal work hours and 

parenting behavior at an early stage of infancy (4 months).  Fathers whose wives did not work at 

all exhibit associated levels of paternal warmth and marital satisfaction while fathers whose 

wives works part or full-time have a negative association between warmth and marital 
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satisfaction (Grych & Clark, 1999).  For families where the husband was the primary 

breadwinner or the wife worked part-time, more paternal involvement in childcare activities 

resulted in greater marital quality.  When wives worked full time, marital satisfaction was not 

associated with paternal involvement at four months, and was negatively associated with 

involvement at 12 months (Grych & Clark, 1999).  Fathers whose wives worked more hours 

believed that parenting was more enjoyable; the number of maternal work hours may shape the 

context within which the parenting enjoyment occurs. 

Co-parenting Alliance and Father Involvement 

Rienks et al. (2011) found that the key predictors of father involvement among a low-

income sample were religiosity, ethnicity, income, and parenting alliance. Amongst these 

predictors, parenting alliance was found to have the greatest effect (Rienks et al., 2011).  

Parenting alliance, while different than marital satisfaction, may be a by-product of a higher 

quality union.  Supporting this idea, Rienks et al. (2011) established that an intervention 

(marriage workshop) on marital quality was effective in increasing father involvement in sharing 

a parenting role.   

DeLuccie (1995), developed the concept of maternal gatekeeping, hypothesized as the 

interaction between maternal attitudes and satisfaction with fathering participation resulting in a 

level of support or non-support for paternal involvement.  Early research on this topic often 

conceptualized maternal gatekeeping to include a component of restriction by choice.  Recent 

literature characterizes maternal gatekeeping as a mother’s preferences that, intentionally or 

unintentionally, restrict or exclude fathers from child care responsibility with the children 

(Hawkins et al., 1999; Fagan & Barnett, 2003; Madden-Derdich & Leonard, 2000).  This theory 

may attempt to attempt to explain a dynamic that perpetuates a lack of father involvement, but 
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does not attempt to understand why or how this occurs.  In order to make this theory relevant, the 

concept of restricting father involvement must be re-conceptualized to account for the 

relationship between a mother’s expectation of a paternal role and how this may shape impulses 

to restrict or protect.  Perhaps a more accurate term instead of maternal gatekeeping may be 

“maternal resistance,” as it eliminates an element of power that may also establish an unhealthy 

perception that women are the responsible parent.  Instead of there being a punitive or pejorative 

concept attached to maternal support or non-support of paternal involvement, it would be helpful 

to understand at what threshold women feel that they must restrict contact and how they can 

relax their role to encourage men’s involvement.  This understanding may further help explain 

maternal distance from a father in situations such as domestic violence where a mother’s 

protection of a child is also protecting her own security.   

Women’s Perception of Fathering Roles 

Maternal support of the paternal role has been found to be more impactful on parenting 

involvement than paternal support of the mother (Braver & O'Connell, 1998; Fagan & Barnett, 

2003; Madden-Derdich & Leonard, 2000).  When a role is recognized and validated by a mother, 

the likelihood that a father will commit to this role increases.  Burke and Reitzes (1991) 

conceptualize commitment as the force with which the value of social identity moderates life 

balance. They also view social identity as a “reflected appraisal” process characterized by an 

assessment of various aspects of social interactions (input) and responses to certain behavior 

(output), with an act to balance the response between environment and behavior (Burke & 

Reitzes, 1991, p. 242).  The life goal of being a parent becomes the maintenance of equilibrium, 

or prevention of incongruence between the environment and responsive behavior.  An individual 

may only respond partially or under certain circumstances, due to a lack of commitment to 
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enhancing social identity.  When commitment is higher, there will be a shared meaning in this 

relationship and thus contribution to a better view of this social identity (Burke & Reitzes, 1991).  

When mothers believe that fathers should be involved in a nurturing capacity, the fathers’ sense 

of self will be correspondingly increased (Rane & McBride, 2000).  The expectation or influence 

of a mother’s perceptions of a father’s role is predictive of the father’s own capacity to see this 

role as central to the manhood, resulting in an increased commitment to the fatherhood role 

throughout the child’s life cycle. 

Parenting Role Expectations  

Men who are both husbands and fathers relate from the perspective of two different roles.  

Based on identity role theory, the conceptualization of role identity is spawned from salience of 

the role and commitment to the role (Stryker & Burke, 2000; Stryker & Serpe, 1994).  These 

produce a role hierarchy and determine how men make decisions about their participation in 

assuming the father role, along with many other roles.  With regards to these decisions, a key 

indicator of marital satisfaction is the degree in which a male is willing to accept influence from 

his spouse (Gottman, Coan, Carrere, & Swanson, 1998).  One element in a happy marriage is 

willingness to negotiate decisions together while staying physiologically calm, even if there is a 

disagreement about the outcome (Gottman & Levenson, 1992).  Because identity theory 

postulates that decisions come from role identity and their salience to a person’s life, it appears 

that these decisions do not occur in isolation and that roles are malleable and conceptualized 

within a context of a social relationship through which they may be negotiated, changed, or 

transformed for the sake of the union and the individuals involved (Stryker & Burke, 2000; 

Stryker & Serpe, 1994).  If this is the case, then the expectations of the parental roles are crucial 

to understanding the interaction in a partnership and explain behavior.  While a man may have an 
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expectation of his role as a father, he may not actually behave according to these standards.  The 

degree to which his expectations meet his actual performance may be a condition that influences 

both his feelings about his parenting role and his relationship with his partner.   

While much research has been completed about the way in which traditional and non-

traditional parenting roles have been conceptualized and related to fathering behavior and marital 

satisfaction, little research has focused on the world of individual perception of these roles.  

Therefore, it remains crucial to understand how the influence of individual perceptions of roles 

of fathering and actual behavior on the performance of these roles.  By establishing how role 

expectations and the commitment to them influence father involvement, it may be 

conceptualized how a couple comes to an agreement about their parenting roles within the 

marriage and then follows through with behavior.  In developing interventions that promote 

congruence between these two domains, men will be encouraged to participate more in the lives 

of their children.   

A Model for the Relationship between Fathering Factors  

 The relationship among these factors of paternal self efficacy, relationship satisfaction, 

parenting role expectations, co-parenting alliance and various demographic variable such as 

employment status have not to our knowledge every been placed in a single model to attempt to 

define the complex associations between these factors.  Factors have often been compared in 

research to one another, thus a model may be built using some of these relationships.  Placing 

these factors in a model may illustrate the complxity of internal and external factors in decision- 

making related to father involvement.  The following model (Figure 1) has been proposed as a 

diagram of this complex set of factor relationships (Trahan & Cheung, 2012).  In order to 

incorporate the concept of maternal role expectations influence on the systemic model, this 
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graphic includes the maternal perspective and its influence on paternal role expectations and 

paternal involvement.  

 

Summary of Chapter II 

Literature reveals variables linked to a father’s involvement in childrearing including 

sociodemographic variables, marital satisfaction, parenting alliance or spousal support for 

parenting, prenatal involvement, maternal gatekeeping, employment status, maternal and 
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paternal employment status, maternal and paternal role expectations, fathering interest and 

attitude, maternal and paternal interpersonal style, bonding styles in family of origin for parents, 

parenting self-efficacy, parental stress, and parental religiosity (see references).  

Of multiple external and antecedent variables to fathering, literature has identified marital 

satisfaction, co-parenting alliance, earning status, paternal role expectations, and demographic 

variables as key contributors to father involvement.  These variables have also been 

supplemented with work on internal paternal role expectations, history of father involvement, 

and future expectations of father involvement.  Few studies have focused on the internal 

experience of paternal self-efficacy and its relationship with father involvement.   

General self-efficacy has been theorized to be a contributor of participation in activities 

despite adverse circumstances (Bandura, 1984).  Timing of participation has been found to be 

predictive of male participation and fathering self-efficacy (Tremblay & Pierce, 2011).  Earlier 

participation results in increases of paternal self-efficacy along with greater participation, 

especially with infants.  However, as children grow and change, it is potentially possible that 

men engage based upon the age of the child.  Therefore, self-efficacy may change over time.   

The purpose of this research project is to examine how paternal self-efficacy is related to 

other factors and may contribute to father involvement.  Understanding the degree to which 

paternal self-efficacy can predict father involvement will help plan additional studies about the 

influence fathering self-efficacy may have in adverse situations.  Because research on 

relationship satisfaction and fathering participation has conflicting outcomes, parenting self-

efficacy may be the missing factor that contributes to more father involvement when relationship 

satisfaction is low.  Additionally, when co-parenting alliance is low, fathers with higher 

parenting self-efficacy may be more involved with their children. 
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 The results of this study aim to inform future service providers about the importance of 

focusing services on preparing fathers with specific interventions to build their confidence about 

their ability to participate with children.  Additionally, the implementation of this research also 

aims to inform researchers about the importance of studying how self-efficacy relates to other 

external factors in predicting father involvement.  
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Previous literature has identified paternal self-efficacy, marital satisfaction, co-parenting 

alliance, and maternal support as potential factors contributing to father involvement. Prior 

studies focused on parenting self-efficacy have utilized a maternal sample for data analysis or a 

sample that has a small minority of fathers.  Often studies have focused primarily on early 

childhood and have rarely focused on fathers.  This study will provide researchers and 

practitioners with information that may guide development of interventions for greater father 

involvement by identifying key predicting factors including paternal self-efficacy, relationship 

satisfaction, co-parenting alliance, partner support for father involvement, and maternal and 

paternal fathering expectations. 

 This current study was modeled after a previous study conducted in 2008 by Sylvia 

Kwok, Ph.D., and Daniel Shek, Ph.D. at City University in Hong Kong.  The intent of the 

original study was to examine characteristics of Chinese fathers in Hong Kong, the nature of 

personal correlates (fathers’ attitudes on fathering, fathering stress, fathering self-efficacy) and 

family correlates (mothers’ attitudes on fathering, marital satisfaction, co-parenting relationship, 

spousal support) on the behavior of fathers, the interaction effects of personal and family 

correlates on fathering participation.  Dr. Kwok and Dr. Shek provided permission to Monit 

Cheung, Ph.D. and Mark Trahan, LCSW, to use parts of the original study to obtain data in the 

United States.  Since the original study focused on Chinese fathers, a thorough literature search 

commenced to review previous studies related to these variables.  After examining the literature 

on father involvement, relationship satisfaction, co-parenting alliance, and parenting self-efficacy 

in various databases, a major gap in the literature were identified in the area of fathering self-
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efficacy.  Research on other factors, such as relationship satisfaction, paternal role expectations, 

co-parenting alliance and fathering stress had been studied.  The purpose of this study is to build 

on this literature by examining the association of paternal self-efficacy with factors of 

relationship satisfaction, co-parenting alliance, partner support for fathering, and paternal role 

expectations.    

Questionnaire Development/Testing 

To measure variables including co-parenting alliance (CRS), paternal role expectations 

from both the mother and father (IFIA), perceived paternal involvement (IFIB), partner support 

for father involvement (PSS), relationship satisfaction (RAS), and paternal self-efficacy (PSE), 

several scales and subscales previously validated in literature were adapted to create an online 

quantitative questionnaire (for definitions, abbreviations and operationalization of variables, see 

Table 4).  Scales for collecting pilot data included Parenting Alliance Inventory (Abidin & 

Brunner, 1995), Inventory of Father Involvement (Hawkins et al., 1999), Partner Support Scale 

(Bouchard & Lee, 2000), Index of Marital Satisfaction (Hudson, 1997), and Parenting Self 

Efficacy Subscale (Gibaud-Wallston & Wandersmann, 1978; Johnston & Mash, 1989) related to 

a child’s schooling.   

The creation of the survey was completed in a four-step process.  First, the scales were 

found in literature and validated for their accuracy. The scales were then put in an order that 

would provide a structure for the overall survey.  Due to the considerable length of the survey, 

scales were structured for ease of use and consistency.  Additionally, demographic questions 

were added in order to ensure that participants matched inclusion criteria.  Second, the survey 

was reviewed for words related to the target population.  Because the intention of the survey was 
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to illicit responses from both genders, words such as “he” and “she” were amended to use 

language that was neutral, such as “partner”.   

In addition to changes in the language, a second question was added to the Inventory of 

Father Involvement (IFI) (Hawkins et al., 1999) to provide information related to general 

expectations of fathering performance in each task.  Including this question created a two part 

answer on the IFI, one for a perceived expectation (e.g. “How important is it for MOST 

FATHERS to perform each parenting task”, and a second for satisfaction in role performance 

(e.g. “How satisfied are YOU AS A FATHER over the past year with your performance in each 

parenting task?”).  For the mother’s questionnaire this language was amended for the second 

question to capture her impressions of her partner’s performance (e.g. “How satisfied are you 

with YOUR PARTNER’S fathering performance in the following parenting roles/tasks?”).    

Third, the survey was sent to various reviewers, who provided comments and feedback 

regarding particular problems related to the structure of the survey.  Eight reviewers, chosen 

amongst university researchers and community partners with experiences in family and father 

services, provided feedback related to the survey.  Comments from reviewers ranged from 

structural changes regarding ordering scales to feedback regarding participation statements and 

instructions.  This feedback was incorporated into revisions of the scales to ensure that they are 

clear and straightforward.  Fourth, the survey was entered into the online survey program, 

SurveyMonkey™, and reviewed again for errors.  Due to the online program limitations, data 

from each partner in a household could not be linked and compared without compromising 

anonymity.  Therefore, it was determined that the project would compare overall data trends 

between fathers and mothers. 
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Pilot data collection commenced in June 2012 and ceased in January 2013 (Table 4).  

Through the use of emails and contacts in social services agencies, participants (n=160) 

answered the online survey.  Researchers reviewed and cleaned data for analysis.  Twenty-seven 

cases were eliminated due to incomplete data or non-accord with inclusion criteria.  One of the 

children was a foreign exchange student (they did not have legal custody) and one respondent 

was a non-U.S. resident.  Another 11 cases were eliminated because the child did not live in the 

home, 8 cases were eliminated due to the age of the child (over 18 years of age), and 5 cases 

were eliminated due to significant lack of data from incomplete survey.  After making these 

changes to the data set, the sample size was 133.   

Table 4:  Pilot Data Characteristics (n=133) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

After reviewing the first wave of data, this researcher determined that a greater 

heterogeneous data sample was necessary and therefore expanded the research time frame.  

Within this data, the majority of respondents (69.9%) identified themselves as Caucasian, 

reported not receiving public assistance (75.9%), and received an average annual household 

income level above $80,000 (48.1%).  Most respondents reported an undergraduate (33.3%) or 

master’s (32.4%) level education.  Due to the homogeneity of this sample, it was determined that 

data collection for the full study must include a greater diversity of participants.  

Characteristic Mean (SD) or % 

Respondent Gender Male (57.9%) 

Target Child Gender Female (57.9%) 

Age of Respondent 40.50 years old 

Ethnicity 87.7% Caucasian 

Annual Household Income Above $80,000 (63.4%) 

Predominant education level Undergrad/Masters (65.7%) 
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 In addition to the need for greater diversity in the sample, this researcher attempted to 

find alternative scales to implement for the final data collection that would 1) decrease the size of 

the survey for ease and greater response rate, and 2) avoid undue costs due to payments required 

under copyright law for scales in the pilot study.  Two measures, the Parenting Alliance 

Inventory (Abidin & Brunner, 1995) and the Index for Marital Satisfaction (Hudson, 1997) were 

replaced due to their size and cost.  These two measures were replaced with the Co-parenting 

Relationship Scale (Feinberg, Brown, & Kan, 2012) and Relationship Assessment Scale 

(Hendrick, 1988; Hendrick, Dicke, & Hendrick, 1998).  For more information about replacement 

scales, see Design section.   

Overview of the Aim of the Study 

Previous research on father involvement often focused on external factors such as 

relationship satisfaction, co-parenting alliance, demographics, and child outcomes as they related 

to fathering participation.  Fewer articles focused on the role of both parents’ personal 

perspectives on father involvement. While maternal self-efficacy has been thoroughly researched, 

paternal self-efficacy remains unaddressed.  The aim of this study is to 1) clarify parenting 

perspectives on variables related to father involvement, 2) determine whether paternal self-

efficacy is related to perceived expectations of fathering as they relate to paternal role 

participation, and 3) understand the impact of various influential factors on father involvement as 

compared to fathering self-efficacy. 

Research Questions and Associated Assumptions 

 Bandura (1979) theorized that self-efficacy occurs when motivations lead to corrective 

changes to the discrepancies between role expectations and role performance.  Stronger self-

efficacy will result in greater efforts to overcome these differences.  Paternal self-efficacy may 
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be an important variable in the involvement of fathers.  With a strong focus on maternal self-

efficacy in the parenting self-efficacy literature, there is a need to determine whether paternal 

self-efficacy is indeed related to the way in which men conceptualize their role and how they feel 

that they perform in this role.  By determining whether the discrepancy in role performance and 

evaluation will relate to self-efficacy, it is this study’s intent to focus on paternal self-efficacy.   

The first research question is: Is there any difference between mothers and fathers in variables 

that may contribute to father involvement including paternal self-efficacy?  It is hypothesized 

that there is no difference between the perspectives from mothers and fathers in the way that they 

conceptualize expectations and satisfaction with father involvement, perceptions of co-parenting 

alliance, and perceptions of paternal self-efficacy.  The second research question is: Is paternal 

self-efficacy related to the discrepancy between paternal role expectations and father 

involvement?  It is hypothesized that paternal self-efficacy increases when paternal role 

expectations and involvement are more similar or when paternal involvement is greater than 

expectations.   

 There are multiple variables that influence father involvement.  These variables include 

relationship satisfaction (Belsky, Rovine, & Fish, 1989; Blairr, Wenk, & Hardesty, 1994; 

Feldman et al., 1983; Kerig et al., 1993; King, 2003;  McBride & Mills, 1993; Parke & Tinsley, 

1987), co-parenting alliance (Rienks et al., 2011), and partner support from father involvement 

(Fagan & Barnett, 2003; Hawkins et al., 1999; Madden-Derdich & Leonard, 2000).  However, 

internal processes that occur within the mind of a father may influence how these external factors 

may contribute to the quality of parenting.  A father with higher confidence may participate in 

the life of the child despite lower levels of relationship satisfaction, co-parenting alliance, or 

partner support.  Therefore the third research question is: Among demographics, role 
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expectations, relationship satisfaction, co-parenting alliance, and partner support for father 

involvement, would parenting self-efficacy contribute to father involvement?  It is predicted that 

among these other variables (relationship satisfaction, co-parenting alliance, partner support for 

father involvement), self-efficacy is the strongest predictor variable for paternal participation.  

 
Design 

  The current study is a quantitative cross-sectional study designed to assess fathers and 

mothers about variables related to father involvement.  This online questionnaire survey utilized 

validated scales that measure the variables of paternal self-efficacy, co-parenting relationship, 

expectations for father involvement and perceptions of father involvement, relationship 

satisfaction, and partner support for parenting (Table 5).  The proposed sample was men and 

women, with at least one child, from 0 to 17 years of age, living in the home.   It was not 

required the both parents be living in the same home, although it was required that a participant 

have some contact with the child.  

Table 5: Operationalization of Variables 
 
Variable Abbreviation Definition Scale 
Perceived Father 
Involvement 

IFIA Observation of paternal 
involvement in specific roles and 
activities with a child. 

Inventory of Father 
Involvement 
(Hawkins et al., 
1999) 
 

Expectations of 
Father Involvement 

IFIB Global expectations related to 
the importance of a particular 
fathering role or activity.  

Inventory of Father 
Involvement (added 
question)  (Hawkins 
et al., 1999) 
 

Relationship 
Satisfaction 

RAS Satisfaction in an intimate 
partnership. 

Relationship 
Satisfaction Scale 
(Hendrick, 1988) 
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Variable Abbreviation Definition Scale 
Co-parenting 
Alliance 

CRS The co-parenting relationship 
including child rearing 
agreement, co-parenting  
support/undermining, division of 
labor, and joint management of 
family dynamics. 
 

Co-parenting 
Relationship Scale 
(Feinberg, Brown, &  
Kan, 2012) 

Partner Support for 
Fathering 

PSS Support for the partner's 
parenting including support for 
autonomy, support for esteem, 
and availability. 
 

Partner Support Scale 
(Bouchard & Lee, 
2000) 

Parenting Self-
Efficacy 

PSE Locus of control, including 
competence, problem solving 
ability, and capability in the 
parenting role. 

(Gibaud-Wallston & 
Wandersman, 1978; 
Johnston & Mash, 
1989) 

 

Research Instruments 

The questionnaire consisted of five parts (Table 6).  These parts included various scales 

adapted from original.  Two versions were created based upon participant role as father or 

mother.  Both versions (Father’s and Mother’s) were basically identical.  However, some 

wording changes were necessary to address the targeted parenting role.   

Part I.  Co-parenting Relationship Scale (CRS): The brief version of the Co-parenting 

Relationship Scale is a 14-item scale developed by Feinberg, Brown and Kan (2012) to assess 

the quality of the co-parenting relationship including childrearing agreement, co-parental 

support/undermining, division of labor, and joint management of family dynamics.  Seven 

subscales measure Co-parenting Agreement (α =.66 to .74) [e.g. “My partner and I have the same 

goals for our child”], Co-parenting Closeness (α =.75 to .83) [e.g. “My relationship with my 

partner is stronger now than before we had a child”], Exposure of Child to Conflict (α =.81 

to .90) [e.g. “Argue about your relationship or marital issues unrelated to your child, in the 

child’s presence?”], Co-parenting Support (α =.86 to .88) [e.g. “My partner appreciates how hard 
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I work at being a good parent”], Co-parenting Undermining (α .80 to .85) [e.g. “My partner tries 

to show that she or he is better than me at caring for our child”], Endorsement of Partner’s 

Parenting (α =.61 to .88) [e.g. “I believe that my partner is a good parent”[, and division of labor 

(only two items, alphas excluded) [e.g. “My partner likes to play with our child and then leave 

the dirty work to me”[.  Items are rated using a 7-point response scale from 0=Not true of us to 

6=Very true of us.  The brief version of the scale has good internal consistency (α=.81 to .89) 

and was an excellent approximation of the full scale, with a correlation of .97 for mothers 

and .94 for fathers. 

Part II.  Inventory of Father Involvement (IFI): The Inventory of Father Involvement 

(IFI-26) is a 26-item scale (shortened version) developed by Hawkins et al. (1999) to assess of 

mothers and fathers with the father’s performance on different fathering dimensions over the past 

year. Nine dimensions of this inventory include: Discipline and Teaching Responsibility (α= .85) 

[e.g. “Disciplining your children”], School Encouragement (α= .82) [e.g. “Encouraging your 

children to succeed in school”], Giving Support to Mother (α= .87) [e.g., “Giving your children’s 

mother encouragement and emotional support”], Providing (α= .69) [e.g. “Accepting 

responsibility for the financial support of the children you have fathered”], Time and Talking 

Together (α= .80) [e.g. “Being a pal or a friend to your children”], Praise and Affection (α= .79) 

[e.g. “Praising your children for being good or doing the right thing”], Developing Talents and 

Future Concerns (α= .75) [e.g. “Encouraging your children to develop their talents”],  Reading 

and Homework Support (α= .83) [e.g., “Encouraging your children to read”], and Attentiveness 

(α= .69) [e.g. “Being involved in the daily or regular routine of taking care of your children’s 

basic needs or activities”]. Each item was rated using a 6-point response scale (from 0= very 

dissatisfied to 6= very satisfied) with higher scores indicating greater satisfaction with father 
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involvement. The scale was able to distinguish fathers of intact married families with those who 

were separated or divorced on attentiveness, providing and giving support to mother (Hawkins, 

et al., 2002). Reliability of the scale in the present study is excellent (α=.96 for fathers, α=.97 for 

mothers).  To address general expectations of fathering, an item was added to assess for 

perceptions of general expectations related to father involvement in each individual task.  For the 

father, this included “How important is it for MOST fathers to perform each parenting task?” and 

“How good of a job did you do YOU AS A FATHER over the past year with your performance 

in each parenting task?”  For the mother, this included “How important is it for MOST 

FATHERS to perform the following parenting tasks?” and “How good of a job did YOUR 

PARTNER do as a father over the past year with the performance in each parenting task?”  

Duplication provided researchers with two measurements including perception of expectation for 

paternal role participation and satisfaction with participation of paternal participation.  

Part III. Partner Support For Father Involvement Scale (PSS): The PSFI developed by 

Bouchard and Lee (2000) is a 12-item scale developed to assess perceptions of three different 

kinds of support for the paternal role (4 items per subscale) including three subscales: support for 

competence (α=.83) [e.g., “My partner has confidence in my abilities as a parent”], interpersonal 

support (α =.86) [e.g., “My partner does what she can to make things easier in my role as a 

parent”], and support for autonomy (α =.80) [e.g., “My partner respects my opinion when we 

take a decision concerning our child”].  Fathers rate the frequency of each response on a seven-

point scale from 1 = almost never to 7 = almost always.  Four indicators were created from the 

12 items for testing a structural model and parsimony (Byrne, 1994).  In a CFA conducted on the 

PSFI, the 4 indicators for each subscale supported the factor structure of the scale: RMSEA = .07, 

CFI = .96, IFI = .96” (p.4).  Eight of the 12 items were used in this study, due to length of survey.  
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Items included were from subscales esteem support – support for fathers’ competence from 

mothers (1,3,5,6) and availability support – support for relatedness from mothers (2,4,7,8). 

Part IV. Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS).  The Relationship Assessment Scale is a 

7-item scale developed by Hendrick (1988) utilized to measure the quality of intimate partner 

relationships.   Respondents provide answers on a 7-item Likert scale from 0 (low satisfaction) to 

6 (high satisfaction) on questions related to the quality of their relationship.  Sample items 

include “How good is your relationship compared to most?” and “To what extent does your 

relationship meet your original expectations?”  Language pertaining to the intimate partnership is 

inclusive of various types of close relationship, including non-married and alternative couples.  

The scale demonstrates good internal consistency (α= .86).  Additionally, the RAS correlates (.80) 

with a standard relationship adjustment tool, the Dyadic Adjustment Scale or DAS (Spanier, 

1976)  

Part V. Parenting Self-Efficacy (PSE): The father version of the Self-Efficacy Subscale in 

the Parenting Sense of Competency Scale (Gibaud-Wallston & Wandersmann, 1978; Johnston & 

Mash, 1989) was adopted for us in the present study. The subscale consists of seven items and 

attempts to explore the perceived abilities of the parents to deal with the demands of parenting. 

Sample items are: “I meet my own personal expectations for expertise in caring for my child”, 

“Being a parent is manageable, and any problems are easily solved”. Parents rated their level of 

agreement with each item by scoring from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Higher 

scores indicate greater perceived self-efficacy. The scale has good internal consistency (α= .79) 

and predicts both internalizing and externalizing behavior in children (Johnston & Mash, 1989; 

Ohan, Leung, & Johnston, 2000). Reliability of the scale in the present study is good (α=.87 for 

fathers, α=.85 for mothers). 
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Table 6: Overview of Scales in Survey 
 
Scale Author Dimension # Items Reliability 
Co-parenting 
Relationship Scale 
(CRS) 

Feinberg, 
Brown, & Kan 
(2012) 

Relationship co-
parenting alliance 

14 items (7 
point Likert 
like scale) 
 

(α=.81 to .89) 

Inventory of Father 
Involvement (IFI) 
w/added question 

Hawkins et al. 
(1999) 

Assess fathering 
performance in 
various dimensions 
from maternal and 
paternal 
perspective 
 

26 items (6 
point Likert-
like scale) 

α = .96 (fathers) 
α = .96 (mothers) 

Partner Support for 
Father 
Involvement 
(PSFI) 

Bouchard & 
Lee (2000) 

Perception of 
support for the 
paternal role 

12 items with 
3 subscales 
(Seven point 
scale) 

α = .83 (Support 
for Competence) 
α = .86 
(Interpersonal 
support) 
α = .80 (Support 
for autonomy) 
 

Relationship 
Assessment Scale 
(RAS) 

Hendrick 
(1988) 

Intimate partner 
relationship 
satisfaction 

7 items (7 
point Likert 
like scale) 
 

(α=.86) 

Self-Efficacy 
Subscale in the 
Parenting Sense of 
Competence Scale 
(PSOC) 

(Gibaud-
Wallston & 
Wandersman, 
1978; Johnston 
& Mash, 1989) 

Perceived abilities 
of parents to handle 
the demands of 
parenting 

7 items (5 
point Likert 
scale) 

α = .87 (fathers) 
α = .85 (mothers) 

 

Sampling Methods and Procedures 

Inclusion criteria were defined as male and female adults (ages 18+) who have at least 

one child (17 years or younger) currently living in the home.  Parents of adopted and 

stepchildren were included.  Father figure may include a non-biologically related co-parent or 

intimate partner as well as a same sex parent.  Excluded participants were those estranged from 

their child’s resident parent, those without children living in the home, those with children 17 

years or older, and females in a same sex relationship with a child (without father involvement).  
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In order to measure both parents’ perspectives on fathering behavior, it was required that both 

fathers and mothers were targets of the investigation.  These participants must have been 

engaged in a current relationship in order to provide information about relationship satisfaction 

and parenting alliance.   

Snowball sampling method was used.  An introductory email was sent to inform social 

service agencies and organizations that serve families about the study and encouraged them to 

share a link to those who may be interested in participating in this study. These agencies (local 

and national) were listed in social services directory or via the Internet and were not direct 

research partners because they received emails only to inform them of the research (see 

Appendix A).  None of these agencies needed to respond regarding participation.  A link was 

also posted by the research team on the University of Houston website under Community 

Projects at the Graduate College of Social Work with a SurveyMonkeyTM.   Any respondent may 

also forward the survey link to his/her spouse/partner or others to fill out. Once the survey was 

submitted, the link was refreshed for another person to complete. 

Data for quantitative analysis were collected using the online survey program, 

SurveyMonkey™.  Data from questionnaires were stored at the University of Houston, Graduate 

College of Social Work.  Participants were able to request a pencil-and-paper copy of survey 

questions if computer access was limited by mailing their address to the primary investigator.  

Participants were provided with a cover letter describing the project with a link to the survey, 

which they completed at their leisure (Appendix B).  The online survey (Appendix C) was 

available at any time; therefore the participant could exit the survey at any point and submit it at 

a later time.  No personal identifiers such as name and address were asked, thus their responses 

remained anonymous. 
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The University of Houston Institutional Review Board approved this study on March 21, 

2012 (for approval letter, see Appendix E).    

Data Entry and Analysis 

Data were collected through SurveyMonkey™ between February 2014 and June 2014.  

Data were then transferred from SurveyMonkey to The Statistical Package for Social Sciences 

(IBM Corp. SPSS, Chicago, IL) for cleaning and analysis. Data was transitioned electronically 

between SurveyMonkey and SPSS.  After data were merged, the database was reviewed several 

times to examine coding problems or errors by choosing randomly selected cases and reviewing 

to ensure accuracy. These errors were amended. Additional pencil and paper measures (n=5) 

were entered manually into SPSS (IBM Corp. SPSS, Chicago, IL).  These pencil and paper 

measures were reviewed twice for possible input errors.  After entering these cases, a review of 

data indicated that more than 5% of the dependent and independent variables were missing data.  

Therefore, a review of the data commenced to determine whether the data was missing not at 

random (MNAR), missing at random (MAR), or missing completely at random (MCAR).  This 

procedure began by reviewing missing individual answers and missing string answers to 

determine the nature of the case.  

Steps to manage missing data included: 

1. Cases missing more than 95% of answers were eliminated (n=42).  

2. Cases with multiple consecutive missing data points were then assessed for 

consistency.  With a large quantity of missing string data (more than one answer in a 

row), it was hypothesized that the length of the survey was a cause for some 

respondents to exit early. This kind of missing data was believed to be systematic in 

nature.  Due to the small size of the sample and concern about eliminating important 
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responses, it was determined that cases with missing string responses would not be 

eliminated provided that most data were consistently provided.  However, missing 

data were not imputed, as this would potentially bias results.  Due to the planned 

aggregate comparisons for data analysis, it was acceptable to leave cases with missing 

string responses in the data set, provided that each individual scale was fully 

completed. To evaluate consistency of the data and whether a specific data was 

missing at random or missing completely at random, cases with missing string 

answers were statistically compared to complete cases to confirm that means for each 

scale were similar.  There were no statistically significant differences between groups, 

confirming consistency.  

3. In situations where a case was missing a single answer or several single answers, data 

were reviewed for consistency (directions of the data were the same).  Within cases 

missing single answers, it was determined that no more than 5% of data within each 

case was missing. During a review of all cases missing a single answer or several 

individual single answers, demographic information from the case was compared 

with the survey question to determine if the missing data was due to respondent bias.  

If it was determined that there appeared to be no reason for a missed response 

(missing at random), then the data was imputed (see below for method) to complete 

the case.  Based upon the visual review, no data appeared to be missing deliberately 

based on respondent characteristics (missing not at random).  For data that appeared 

to be missing at random, data imputation methods were utilized to complete.  A 

review of the data indicated that less than .1% of each variable contained missing 
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values.  Therefore, it was determined that the mean of the subscale would suffice for 

imputation.  

4. Demographics were reviewed for inclusion criteria.  Those cases that did not meet 

inclusion criteria (n=12) for reasons of age of a child (n=6), non-US resident (n=6), 

and father estranged from child (n=1) were eliminated from the data set.  

 In addition to screening data for errors and missing data, normality tests were conducted 

to determine the distribution of data.  Histograms, P-P plots, bivariate scatter plots and 

evaluation of skew and kurtosis were used to determine whether data was normally distributed 

and whether assumptions for analysis were met.  A review of variables CRS, RAS, PSE, IFIA, 

and the IFIB indicated that data from these questionnaires or scales were negatively skewed.  

Additionally, data from the PSS showed a pattern of positive skew.  In addition to examining 

these plots, a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was utilized to test for normality.  All scales including 

the CRS (D(145)=.125, p<.001), the PSS (D(145)=.140, p<.001), the RAS (D(145)=.160, 

p<.001), the PSE (D(145)=.098, p<.05), the IFIA (D(145)=.179, p<.001) and the IFIB 

(D(145)=.087, p<.05) were significantly not normal.   

 Data were also tested for homogeneity of variance based upon parental role.  For the CRS, 

variances were equal for fathers and mothers (F(1,143), ns), but variances were not equal for 

PSS (F(1,143), p<.05), the RAS, (F(1, 143), p<.001), the PSE (F(1,143), p<.05), the IFIA 

(F(1,143), p<.001), and the IFIB (F(1,143), p<.005).  Additionally, several outliers were 

identified, but upon inspection were believed to be a part of the sample; therefore, not necessary 

for elimination.     

 Due to lack of normality, problems with homogeneity of variances, and the presence of 

outliers, data transformation was attempted utilizing three methods outlined in Abu-Bader (2005).  
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These three methods were computing square root (TransX=SQRT (RX)), computing logarithm 

(TransX=Log10 (X)), and reversing each raw score (TransX=1/X).  All three approaches were 

unsuccessful.  Due to problems with data transformation, it was determined that non-parametric 

tests were necessary for computing findings. 

A power analysis was conducted to determine statistical power.  Cohen (1988, 1992) 

recommended less than a .2 probability of failing to detect a genuine effect.  Therefore, to 

determine statistical power, Cohen (1998, 1992) recommends statistical power of .8 or greater 

(1-.2).  For the purpose of the analysis utilizing non-parametric testing between means (Mann 

Whitney U), a two-tailed test with a large effect size (.5) requires a sample of 134, medium effect 

size (.3) requires a sample of 368, and a small effect size (.1) requires a sample of 3290.  Based 

upon the study sample of 191, the power analysis indicates the ability to detect a large effect size.   

Additionally, a power analysis for a logistic regression model was calculated.  Due to the lack of 

previous research with this focus, odds ratios for potential results could not be estimated.  

Therefore, with sample size, an attempt was made to calculate effect size. For logistic regression 

of a binary dependent variable using several continuous, normally distributed independent 

variables, at 80% power at a 0.05 significance level, a sample of 191 corresponds with an odds 

ratio of 1.58. 

Summary of Chapter III 

 Hypothesis 1:  There is no difference between mothers and fathers on scores related to 

paternal involvement expectations (IFIA), perceptions of parenting alliance (CRS), and 

perceptions of paternal self-efficacy (PSE).  Due to lack of normality with the dependent variable, 

non-parametric tests were employed.  Non-parametric tests were utilized because they are based 

on the premise of ranking the data, rather than relying on a numerical value (Field, 2009).  This 
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ranking allows analysis of non-normally distributed data, and is especially helpful when 

comparing two different groups with differing numbers of comparisons.  The non-parametric test 

employed for this analysis was a Mann Whitney U, the non-parametric version of an 

Independent Samples t-test.  In addition to comparing scales on involvement expectations, 

parenting alliance, and paternal self-efficacy, subscales of the Inventory of Father Involvement 

(expectations and satisfaction) were compared using a Mann Whitney U analysis.       

 Hypothesis 2: The discrepancy between paternal involvement expectations (IFIA) and 

reported involvement (IFIB) is associated with paternal self-efficacy (PSE). Three groups were 

established: those that have higher expectations than satisfaction with involvement, those with 

the same expectations as involvement, and those with lower expectations than involvement.  A 

difference score between paternal expectations and reported involvement was calculated for 

groups where expectations and involvement differed.  Utilizing Hosmer and Lemenshow (2000) 

model building process, bivariate factors were compared using Mann Whitney U to identify 

factors for a logistic regression model including expectations, discrepancy and participation.  

Logistic regression analysis was then utilized with the dichotomous paternal self-efficacy 

variable (more information in results) as the dependent variable and expectations, discrepancy 

and reported satisfaction as predictor variables.  An enter method of data entry was utilized, as it 

is effective for theory building (Field, 2009). 

 Hypothesis 3:  Among variables previously validated to influence father involvement 

including relationship satisfaction (RAS), co-parenting alliance (CRS), and partner support for 

father involvement (PSS), paternal self-efficacy (PSE) is the strongest factor related to father 

involvement (IFIB).  Per Hosmer and Lemenshow (2000) model building process, Spearman’s 

correlation was utilized to determine which variables were to be included into a logistic 
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regression model.  Second, logistic regression with reported father involvement as the dependent 

variable was conducted to identify the odds ratios in significant contributing factors. 
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CHAPTER IV 
 

RESULTS 

 The sample (Table 7) includes 191 respondents, with 43.5% women (n=83) and 56.5% to 

men (n=108).  Mean age of respondents was 37.74 (SD=7.439). The greatest proportion of 

respondents were Caucasian (n=126, 66%) with smaller proportion of Hispanic/Latino(a) (n=8, 

4.2%), African American (n=6, 3.1%), Others (n=3, 1.6%), and Native American (n=2, 1.0%).  

Forty-five respondents (23.6%) did not report ethnicity data.  Participants were asked to identify 

a target child for whom they would answer survey questions.  Participants referenced their 

answers in similar proportion of male children (n=102, 53.4%) and female children (n=88, 

46.1%). Mean age of the target child was 6.16 years (SD= 4.89).  The greatest percentage of 

children was in the school age range (6-12 years of age, n=65, 34%), followed by babies/infants 

(0-2 years of age, n=57, 29.8%), toddlers (3-5 years of age, n=42, 22%), and adolescents (13-18 

years of age, n=25, 13.1%). Chi square tests indicated that there was no relationship between the 

respondent gender and the child gender (Chi-square=1.089, df=1, p=.297).   Respondent’s 

relationship to their child was primarily biological (n=173, 90.6%).  Other relationships included 

stepparent (n=10, 5.2%), adoptive parent (n=6, 3.1%), kinship (n=1, .5%), and legal guardian 

(n=1, .5%).  The majority reported that their partner’s relationship to the child was also primarily 

biological (n=128, 67%).  Other groups of partner relationships included adoptive parent (n=5, 

2.6%), stepparent (n=3, 1.6%), and legal guardian (n=1, .5%).   
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Table 7:  Sample Demographics 
 
Variables Categories M SD n % 
Gender Male   108 56.5 
 Female   83 43.5 
Age Age 37.74 7.44   
Ethnicity Caucasian   126 66 
 Hispanic/Latino   8 4.2 
 African American   6 3.1 
 Native American   2 1.0 
 Other   3 1.6 
 Missing ethnicity   45 23.6 
Target Child Male child   102 53.4 
 Female child   88 46.1 
Child age  6.16 4.89   
 Age: 0-2   57 29.8 
 Age: 3-5   42 22 
 Age: 6-12   65 34 
 Age: 13-18   23 13.1 
Relationship Biological   173 90.6 
 Stepparent   10 5.2 
 Adoptive   6 3.1 
 Kinship   1 .5 
 Legal guardian   1 .5 
Education High school   14 7.3 
 Community college   12 6.3 
 Some undergrad   16 8.4 
 Undergrad complete   60 31.4 
 Masters   32 16.8 
 Doctorate   11 5.8 
Employment status Full time   89 46.6 
 Household affairs   30 15.7 
 Part-time   17 8.9 
 Unemployed   7 3.7 
 Missing data   48 25.1 
Household income $10-19,000   3 1.6 
 $20-29,000   9 4.7 
 $30-39,000   5 2.6 
 $40-49,000   15 7.9 
 $50-59,000   8 4.2 
 $60-69,000   11 5.8 
 $70-79,000   15 7.9 
 $80,000+   77 40.3 
Marital Status Married   118 61.8 
 Cohabitating   10 5.2 
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Variables Categories M SD n % 
 Divorced   8 4.2 
 Single   7 3.7 
 Separated   2 1.0 
 Missing data   46 24.1 
 Same sex couple   2 1.3 
Religious affiliation Protestant   53 27.7 
 No religion   41 21.5 
Religious affiliation Roman Catholic   24 12.6 
 Christian   13 6.8 
 Jewish   3 1.6 
 Judaism   2 1 
 Buddhism   2 1 
 Taoism   1 .5 
 Missing data   52 27.2 
  

Education levels varied, with the largest proportion of respondents having received 

undergraduate education (n=60, 31.4%).  Other education levels included master’s degrees 

(n=32, 16.8%), some undergraduate education (n=16, 8.4%), high school (n=14, 7.3%), 

community college (n=12, 6.3%), and doctoral degree (n=11, 5.8%).    Forty-six participants 

(24.1%) were missing educational background data.  Respondents were also asked about their 

partner’s education level.  Most reported that their partners had completed undergraduate 

education (n=53, 27.7%), followed by master degree education (n=31, 16.2%), some 

undergraduate education (n=23, 12.0%), community college completed (n=13, 6.8%), high 

school completed (n=12, 6.3%), PhD or doctoral education completed (n=11, 5.8%), and 

elementary school completed (n=1, .5%).   

 Most participants worked full time (n=89, 46.6%), while smaller sample portions 

reported working in the household (n=30, 15.7%), working part-time (n=17, 8.9%), unemployed 

(n=7, 3.7%) and missing data (n=48, 25.1%).  Residence household income ranged from above 

$80,000 (n=77, 40.3%) to between $10,000 and $19,000 (n=3, 1.6%).  Other residence 

household income groups included $70,000-$79,000 (n=15, 7.9%), $60,000-$69,000 (n=11, 
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5.8%), $50,000-$59,000 (n=8, 4.2%), $40,000-$49,000 (n=15, 7.9%), $30,000-$39,000 (n=5, 

2.6%), and $20,000-$29,000 (n=9, 4.7%). The largest group of respondents reported households 

of 3 or more members (n=55, 28.8%), with other groups reporting 4 household members (n=55, 

28.8%), and 5 household members (n=15, 8.3%).   

 Most respondents were currently married (n=118, 61.8%).  Other marital status groups 

included cohabitating (n=10, 5.2%), divorced respondents (n=8, 4.2%), single respondents (n=7, 

3.7%), separated (n=2, 1.0%), and missing data (n=46, 24.1%).  Two male respondents (n=2, 

1.3%) reported that they were currently parenting in a same sex relationship. Many reported 

Protestant religious affiliation (n=53, 27.7%), while some reported no religion (n=41, 21.5%), 

Roman Catholic (n=24, 12.6%), Christian (n=13, 6.8%), Jewish (n=3, 1.6%), Judaism (n=2, 1%), 

Buddhism (n=2, 1%), Taoism (n=1, 0.5%), and some were missing data (n=52, 27.2%).  

Data Analysis and Assumptions 

 Assumptions for running parametric tests were reviewed.  Normality of the distribution 

of each variable was inspected for the quotient of skew and kurtosis and their respective standard 

error.  Values were inspected for maintaining a standard distribution within +/- 1.96 from zero.  

All dependent variables were found to be skewed and/or kurtotic.  To attempt to correct this 

violation of normality, data transformation was conducted utilizing several methods including 

square root, logarithm, and inverse.  These methods were unsuccessful in correcting problems of 

normality for the following variables: relationship assessment scale and inventory of father 

involvement (expectations and satisfaction).  Additionally, the sample could not be confirmed as 

representative of the father or mother populations due to the snowball sampling method.  

Dependent variables were represented by continuous data and are measured at the interval level 

of measurement.  The sample size met minimum requirements, as it was larger than 30 
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participants.  Dependent variables represented continuous data and were measured at the ratio 

level of measurement.  Despite measurement requirements, data representing the dependent 

variables were not normally distributed and non-parametric tests were utilized for data analysis.  

 Since each scale was used separately to measure the various constructs in father 

involvement as perceived by fathers and mothers, each instrument was tested separately for 

reliability (i.e., the five instruments were not tested as one instrument). High reliability was 

achieved on all five instruments (Cronbach alpha=.89 to .99 [Female: .88 to .97; Male: .90 

to .99]) (Table 8).  Additionally, all subscales of IFIA (Table 9) and IFIB (Table 10) were tested 

for reliability. Most alpha scores ranged between .643 and .807, an acceptable range.  However, 

two of the subscales fell below acceptable standards, expectations of providing (α=.301) and 

expectations of time and talking together (α=.266); therefore, the subscales of expectations for 

providing and time and talking together were eliminated from further analysis. 

Table 8. Reliability of Scales 
 Mother Father Overall 

Scale N* α N α N α 
Inventory of Father Involvement 
(Expectations) 

51 .948 69 .910 120 .933 

Inventory of Father Involvement  32 .973 45 .863 77 .952 
Partner Support for Parenting 63 .916 88 .940 151 .934 
Relationship Assessment Scale 63 .889 87 .997 150 .938 
Co-parenting Relationship Scale 83 .883 106 .897 189 .890 
Parenting Self-Efficacy 62 .876 85 .805 147 .842 
*Sample size for reliability analysis is based upon valid cases 
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Table 9. Reliability of Subscales: Inventory of Father Involvement (Expectations) 

 Mother Father Overall 
Scale N* α N a N α 

Discipline and Responsibility 59 .895 88 .542 147 .763 
School Encouragement  57 .781 85 .746 142 .762 
Mother Support 67 .734 87 .789 154 .765 
Providing 67 .178 88 .393 155 .301 
Time and Talking Together 60 .328 87 .207 147 .266 
Praise and Affection 67 .820 91 .857 158 .838 
Talents and Future Concerns 55 .790 87 .701 142 .730 
Reading and Homework Support 54 .858 84 .742 138 .807 
Attentiveness 59 .723 86 .718 145 .727 
*Sample size for reliability analysis is based upon valid cases 
 
Table 10. Reliability of Subscales: Inventory of Father Involvement (Satisfaction) 

 Mother Father Overall 
Scale N* α N  α N α 

Discipline and Responsibility 46 .758 80 .741 126 .748 
School Encouragement  42 .758 67 .721 109 .733 
Mother Support 66 .824 85 .707 151 .770 
Providing 66 .778 84 .364 150 .542 
Time and Talking Together 49 .732 77 .600 126 .669 
Praise and Affection 66 .644 89 .697 155 .665 
Talents and Future Concerns 38 .768 66 .583 104 .678 
Reading and Homework Support 37 .721 62 .448 99 .643 
Attentiveness 46 .828 73 .748 119 .804 
*Sample size for reliability analysis is based upon valid cases 
 
Hypothesis 1:  There is no difference between mothers and fathers on scores related to paternal 

involvement expectations (IFIA), perceptions of parenting alliance (CRS), and perceptions of 

paternal self-efficacy (PSE).  

Mann Whitney U test showed similarities between mothers and fathers on three of the six 

scales (Table 11).  Men (Mdn=5.65) did not significantly differ from women (Mdn=5.60) on 

their views of expectations of involvement (U=3775, z=.19, p=.849, r=.01), perceived father 

involvement (M: Mdn=5.09, F: Mdn=5.30, U=3368, z=-.941, p=.347 r=-.07) or paternal self-

efficacy (M: Mdn=4.67, F: Mdn=5.00, U=2228.5, z=-1.60, p=.110 r=-.13).  Women (Mdn=5.29) 

were more likely to report greater co-parenting alliance than men (Mdn=4.96) (U=3701.5, z=-
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2.06, r=-.14).  Women (Mdn=6.00) were also more likely than men (Mdn=6.69) to report greater 

partner support (U=2218, z=-2.10, p=.04, r=-.17) and relationship satisfaction (M: Mdn=4.0, F: 

Mdn=4.28, U=2031.5, z—2.7, p=.01, r=-.22).   

 
Table 11: Perceptions of Fathering Based on Parenting Role: Mann Whitney U Results  
 Mother Father      

Subscale n M 
Rank 

n M 
Rank 

U SE Z r p 

Co-
parenting 
Alliance 

83 105.40 108 88.77 3701.5 378.49 -2.062 -.14 .039* 

Expectation 
of Father 
Involvement 

75 86.67 99 88.13 3775 328.87 .190 .01 .849 

Father 
involvement 

75 91.40 98 83.63 3345 326.43 -1.011 -.07 .312 

Partner 
Support for 
Parenting 

63 84.79 88 69.70 2218 264.48 -2.095 -.17 .036* 

Relationship 
Satisfaction 

63 86.75 87 67.35 2031.5 262.02 -2.706 -.22 .007* 

Paternal 
Self-
Efficacy 

62 80.04 85 69.59 2260.5 254.43 -1.47 -.13 .141 

*p<.05 
 

  Men and women were also congruent on seven of nine subscales related to specific 

domains of involvement (Table 12) including: discipline and responsibility (M: Mdn=4.67, F: 

Mdn=5.02, U=2827, z=-.002, p=.99, r=.00), school participation and encouragement (M: 

Mdn=5.33, F: Mdn=5.67, U=2260.5, z=-1.90, p=.058, r=-.15), taking time with the child and 

talking together (M: Mdn=5.0, F: Mdn=5.00, U=3463, z=-.654, p=.513, r=-.05), giving praise 

and affection (M: Mdn=5.33, F: Mdn=6.00, U=3511.5, z=-.525, p=.599, r=-.04), developing 

talents and future concerns (M: Mdn=5.00, F: Mdn=5.33, U=2753.5, z=-.831, p=.406, r=-.06), 

reading and homework support (M: Mdn=5.00, F: Mdn= 5.00 , U=2243, z=-1.249, p=.212, r=-
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.10), and attentiveness (M: Mdn=5.33, F: Mdn=5.33, U=2274, z=-1.128, p=.259, r=-.09). Women 

(Mdn=5.33) reported greater maternal support than men (Mdn=5.00) (U=2843, z=-2.28, p=.023, 

r=.17) and women (Mdn=6.00) also reported greater paternal involvement in providing than men 

(Mdn=6.00) (U=3039.5, z=-2.26, p=.024, r=-.17).  

Table 12: Inventory of Father Involvement (Expectations): Mann Whitney U Results  
 Mother Father      

Subscale n M 
Rank 

n M 
Rank 

U SE Z r p 

Discipline and 
Responsibility 

67 72.72 91 80.81 3168 261.47 .457 .03 .648 

School 
Encouragement 

68 82.68 99 84.91 3456 272.81 .330 .03 .741 

Maternal 
Support 

75 84.65 97 87.93 3776.5 289.92 .479 .04 .632 

Providing 75 81.48 97 90.38 4014 239.60 1.571 .12 .116 
Time and 
Talking  

75 85.89 99 88.72 3833 326.29 .369 .03 .712 

Praise and 
Affection 

75 83.73 99 90.36 3995.5 275.79 1.026 .08 .305 

Developing 
Talents 

67 78.54 91 80.20 3112.5 260.78 .245 .02 .806 

Reading and 
Homework 
Support 

74 84.82 99 88.63 3824 293.40 .549 .04 .583 

Attentiveness 75 832.03 99 91.64 4112.5 310 1.323 .10 .186 
 

Men and women also reported no differences on subscales related to specific domains of 

expectations of father involvement (Table 13).  Men and women reported similar expectations of 

discipline and responsibility (M: Mdn=6.00, F: Mdn=6.00, U=3168, z=.457, p=.65, r=.03), 

school participation and encouragement (M: Mdn=6.00, F: Mdn=6.00, U=3456, z=.330, p=.741, 

r=.03), support for the mother (M: Mdn=6.00, F: Mdn=6.00, U=3776.5, z=.479, p=.632, r=.04), 

providing resources for the family (M: Mdn=6.00, F: Mdn=6.00, U=4014, z=1.571, p=.116, 

r=.12), taking time with the child and talking (M: Mdn=5.00, F: Mdn=5.00, U=3833, z=.369, 

p=.712, r=.03), giving praise and affection (M: 6.00 Mdn=, F: Mdn=6.00, U=3995.9, z=1.026, 
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p=.305, r=.08), and developing talents and future concerns (M: Mdn=6.00, F: Mdn=6.00, 

U=3112.5, z=.245, p=.806, r=.02), reading and homework support (M: Mdn=6.00, F: Mdn=6.00, 

U=3824, z=.549, p=.583, r=.04), and attentiveness (M: Mdn=5.67, F: Mdn=5.67, U=4122.5, 

z=1.323, p=.186, r=.10).  

Table 13: Inventory of Father Involvement (Involvement): Mann Whitney U Results  
 Mother Father      

Scale n M 
Rank 

n M 
Rank 

U SE Z r p 

Discipline and 
Responsibility 

65 76.51 87 76.49 2827 266.39 -.002 .00 .999 

School 
Encouragement 

61 83.94 90 70.62 2260.5 255.94 -1.893 -.15 .058 

Maternal 
Support 

75 95.09 95 77.93 2843 316.07 -2.276 .17 .023* 

Providing 75 93.47 96 80.16 3039.5 248.54 -2.255 -.17 .024* 
Time and 
Talking 

75 89.83 98 84.84 3463 324.18 -.654 -.05 .513 

Praise and 
Affection 

75 89.18 98 85.33 3511.5 311.19 -.525 -.04 .599 

Developing 
Talents 

67 81.90 89 75.94 2753.5 274.29 -.831 -.06 .406 

Reading and 
Homework 
Support 

73 79.23 98 91.05 4071.5 315.78 1.566 -.10 .117 

Attentiveness 75 81.65 98 91.10 4076.5 320.72 1.252 -.09 .211 
 *p<.05 

 
Hypothesis 2: The discrepancy between paternal involvement expectations (IFIA) and reported 

involvement (IFIB) is associated with paternal self-efficacy (PSE).  

 To understand the relationship between expectations (IFIA), father involvement (IFIB), 

and self-efficacy (PSE), a discrepancy score (IFID) was first calculated.  The population was 

broken into three groups, those with greater expectations than participation (n=138), those with 

equal expectations to involvement (n=8), and those with greater involvement than expectations 

(n=27).  Prior to running non-parametric bivariate analysis, assumptions of Spearman’s R were 



Father	  Involvement	   	   65	  

reviewed.  A review of scatter plots indicated that the data passed assumptions of a monotonic 

relationship between variables. 

 Analysis began with group one (greater expectations than involvement).  Once a 

discrepancy score (IFIA-IFIB) was calculated, Spearman’s R correlation test was run to compare 

differences between IFID and PSE.  Results of Spearman’s correlation test indicated that there 

was a moderate negative correlation between IFID and PSE, thus a greater difference between 

expectations and involvement is related to lower self-efficacy (rs=-.355, p<.001). Additionally, 

the population was sorted by gender.  Results indicated that the discrepancy in expectations and 

involvement for men (n=84) has a moderate negatively relationship with paternal self-efficacy 

(rs=-.319, p=.003).  For women (n=54), results indicate that the discrepancy in expectations and 

observed participation for women has a moderate negative relationship (rs=-.343, p=.006). 

 Spearman’s R was also calculated for group two, those with greater involvement than 

expectations (n=27).  Once the discrepancy score was calculated (IFIB-IFIA), Spearman’s R 

correlation test was calculated to compare IFID and PSE.  Results of the Spearman’s R 

correlation test indicated a positive relationship between paternal self-efficacy and the 

discrepancy between involvement and expectations when involvement is greater than 

expectations (rs=.355, p<.001). Unfortunately, due to lack of statistical power, a further analysis 

based on parenting role was not feasible.   

 A forced entry or “enter” method of logistic regression analysis was conducted to 

estimate the regression model that correctly predicts the probably of high PSE.  Forced entry 

method relies on previous research to confirm that factors are appropriate for the regression 

analysis (Field, 2009).  This method has been identified as appropriate for theory testing and 

exploratory research (Field, 2009; Studenmund & Cassidy, 1987).  Logistic regression was 
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chosen because it is a helpful model when data are not normally distributed for predicting 

membership into two categorical outcomes.  Binary logistic regression requires that two groups 

be identified as the dependent variable.  PSE is continuous data.  Therefore, the Likert like scale 

for PSE was divided into two groups consisting of cases in which the means landed in a range of  

“Agree (6)” or “Strongly Agree (5)” to items related to a pattern of confirmation of PSE thus 

indicating higher self-efficacy or the means landed in the range of “Somewhat agree (4)”, 

“Somewhat Disagree (3)”, “Disagree (2)”, and “Strongly Disagree (1)” indicating lower levels of 

PSE.   

The reason for including Likert items #6 and #5 was to ensure creation of a group that 

embodied the presence of strong PSE.  Other items (#1-4) did not resonate with a confidence of 

the presence of strong PSE. In accordance with requirements for recoding the dependent variable 

into a dichotomous or dummy variable, PSE was recoded as 0 (mean scores of 0-4.99) and 1 

(mean scores of 5-6).  In addition to creating a dichotomous variable for the purpose of 

comparing groups, a single discrepancy score was calculated between expectations and 

involvement for all cases aggregately.  This score was calculated by IFIA-IFIB+6 to maintain a 

positive number.   

 While logistic regression does not demand the same rigor as normal regression related to 

assumptions, it does require linearity, independence of errors, and avoiding multicollinearity.  

All three interactions between variables and their log were insignificant, indicating that the 

assumption of linearity of the logit was met.  To address the assumption of multicollinearity, 

bivariate correlation coefficients were calculated between all independent variables (IFIA, IFIB, 

and IFID).  As the data is not normally distributed, Spearman’s R was utilized for comparison.  

Coefficients greater than .80 (r>.80) indicate a problem with multicollinearity.  Correlation 
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coefficients between all variables indicate no problems with the assumption (IFIA*IFIB, r=.351, 

p<.001; IFIA*IFID, r=-.305, p<.001; IFIB*IFID, r=.719, p<.001).  Additionally, VIF and 

tolerance values were examined.  VIF values > than 10 and tolerance values <.10 indicate a 

problem with multicollinearity.  Values from VIF and tolerance for IFIA (VIF=1.036, 

tolerance= .966) and IFIB (VIF=1.035, tolerance=.966) fell under acceptable ranges. 

 To determine a model for paternal self-efficacy, logistic regression in accordance with 

Hosmer and Lemenshow’s (2000) process for model building was initiated.  Prior to conducting 

the analysis, Mann Whitney U tests were utilized to examine the bivariate relationship between 

the dichotomous paternal self-efficacy and each factor.  IFIA and IFIB were tested for their 

relationship with paternal self-efficacy.  Results of the Mann Whitney U show no difference in 

IFIA scores across dichotomous groups of PSE (p=.215); however, differences do exist between 

groups of PSE based on IFIB (p<.001).  Therefore, IFIB and IFID were included in the analysis, 

while IFIA was excluded. 

Logistic Regression for Paternal Self-Efficacy 

 The forced entry (enter) logistic regression (Table 14) was conducted to estimate a 

regression model that correctly predicts the probability of “satisfaction” or “above satisfaction” 

with paternal self-efficacy (PSE).  In all, two factors were entered into the analysis, involvement 

(IFIB) and the discrepancy between expectations and involvement (IFID).  The results revealed 

that IFIB is a significant factor for high PSE (Wald(df=1)=8.80, ES=3.986, p=.003).  IFID 

(Wald(df=1)=.1.143, p=.285) was not associated with PSE.  The results showed that the overall 

model significantly improves the prediction of the occurrence of high PSE (X2(df=3)=24.80, 

p<.001).  This model was a very good fit (-2 log likelihood=172.20, X2(df=8)=2.84, p=.944) 

(Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000). The results of the Cox and Snell and the Nagelkerke R2 indicated 
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that the overall model accounted for 15.6% to 21.1% of the variance.  Finally, the model 

correctly classified 78.2% percent of the “low to moderate PSE” and 54.2% of the “high PSE”.  

Overall, the model classified 68.5% of the cases correctly.  This was an increase in percentage 

from the classification percentage from the constant (59.6%).  Overall the model has a success 

rate of .68.  These results indicated that a father who is involved with a child is 2.99 times more 

likely to have high PSE.   

Table 14:  Results of Logistic Regression (Enter): Paternal Self-Efficacy a,b 

95% C.I. for EXP(B) Factor B SE Wald df p EXP(B) 
Lower Upper 

Involvement 1.383 .466 8.80 1 .003 3.99 1.60 9.94 
Discrepancy -.342 .320 1.143 1 .285 .710 .380 1.33 
Constant -5.32 3.87 1.90 1 .170 .005   
aOverall model: X2(df=2)=24.80, p<.01 
bGoodness-of-fit: -2LL=172.20; X2

(df=8)=2.84, p=.944 
R2=.156-.211 

 

A review of residuals indicated that this model is a good fit.  Cook’s distance residuals 

are no greater than 1.  All leverage values lie between 0 (no influence) and 1 (complete 

influence).  Less than 5% of cases lay outside +/- 1.96 of the standard residual with no cases 

outside +/-2.58 indicating that standardized residual fell in acceptable ranges.  Additionally, all 

DFBeta values for constant were less than 1.  

Hypothesis 3: Among variables previously validated to influence father involvement including 

relationship satisfaction (RAS), co-parenting alliance (CRS), and partner support for father 

involvement (PSS), paternal self-efficacy (PSE) is the strongest factor related to father 

involvement (IFIB).  

 A forced entry or “enter” logistic regression analysis was conducted to estimate the 

regression model that correctly predicts the probably of high paternal involvement.  Eleven 
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factors were considered for the analysis, including five relationship factors:  expectations for 

father involvement (IFIA), paternal-self efficacy (PSE), partner support for father involvement 

(PSS), co-parenting relationship (CRS), relationship satisfaction (RAS) and 8 demographic 

factors:  age of child (AC), household income (HI), employment status (ES), religion (R), 

number of children (#child), and marital status (MS).   

 The purpose of logistic regression is to predict classification into two groups, a 

dichotomous variable.  The dependent variable used for the analysis was IFIB.  The original 

scale utilized a 6-point Likert like scale to measure a range of answers including “very 

unsatisfied” (1), “unsatisfied” (2), “somewhat unsatisfied” (3), “somewhat satisfied” (4), 

“satisfied” (5) and “very satisfied” (6) with father involvement.  In accordance with requirements 

for recoding the dependent variable into a dichotomous, paternal involvement was recoded as 0 

(mean scores of 0-4.99) for “low to average involvement” and 1 (mean scores of 5-6) for “high 

involvement”.  It was determined that scores of “5” and “6” indicated high levels of father 

involvement, as respondents answered that they were confidently satisfied or very satisfied with 

their performance. 

To test for linearity, all continuous variables were tested to ensure that an interaction 

between the log and the variable were not significant.  All five interactions between continuous 

variables (IFIA, CRS, PSS, PSE, RAS) and their log were insignificant, indicating that the 

assumption of linearity of the logit was met.   To test the assumption of multicollinearity in 

logistic regression, Spearman’s R correlation coefficients were calculated between all continuous 

independent variables (IFIA, PSE, PSS, CRS, RAS).  Coefficients greater than .80 (r>.80) 

indicate a problem with multicollinearity.  Correlation coefficients between the PSS and the 

CRS/RAS indicated a problem with multicollinearity (PSS*RAS, r=.835, p<.001; PSS*CRS, r=-
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.849, p<.001).  Additionally, VIF and tolerance values were examined.  VIF values greater than 

10 and tolerance values less .10 indicate a problem with multicollinearity (Menard, 1995; Myers, 

1990). Values from VIF and tolerance fell under acceptable ranges.  However, collinearity 

diagnostics indicated a large eigenvalue in the condition index, possibly causing some undue 

influence of particular variables.  Therefore, variance proportions were reviewed.  Variance 

proportions indicate no dependency between variables.  In order to avoid multicollinearity, it was 

determined that eliminating the variable PSS would be the effective procedure.  Since the 

variable CRS and RAS do not correlate, but the PSS correlates with both, elimination of the PSS 

would best serve meeting this assumption.  

Prior to conducting the analysis, in accordance with Hosmer and Lemenshow (2000) 

process for model building, Mann Whitney U was utilized to examine the bivariate relationship 

between dichotomous IFIB and each factor.  IFIA, PSE, CRS, and RAS were all tested for their 

relationship with dichotomous IFID.  The results of the Mann Whitney U indicate that there are 

significant differences between groups for IFIA (U=4379, z=.2.516, p=.012), RAS (U=3223, 

z=.2.279, p=.023), CRS (U=4630, z=.3.296, p=.001), and PSE (U=3574, z=4.25, p<.001). 

Additionally, all demographic factors (nominal variables) were tested for their relationship with 

IFIB.  The results of Pearson’s chi-square test indicate that only employment status is related to 

dichotomous IFIB (t(2)=6.124, p=.047).  Therefore five factors were included in the logistic 

regression model for predicting groups based on father involvement:  IFIA, PSE, CRS, RAS, and 

ES. 

 The results of forced entry or “enter” logistic regression (Table 15) revealed three of the 

four factors emerged as predictors to father involvement.  The three factors were PSE 

(Wald(df=1)=10.68, ES=2.431, p=.001), CRS  (Wald(df=1)=3.810, ES=1.848, p=.05), and ES 



Father	  Involvement	   	   71	  

(unemployed) (Wald(df=1)=5.461, ES=.092, p=.02).  Therefore, fathers who have high PSE and 

strong CRS were more likely to be classified as highly involved than those who have low PSE 

and low CRS.  Fathers who were unemployed were less likely to be involved.  Men with higher 

PSE were 1.43 times more likely to be involved with their children if they had high PSE.  

Additionally, fathers with high CRS were .48 times more likely to participate than a father with 

lower CRS.  Fathers who are unemployed, as compared to employed and stay at home fathers, 

were .08 times less likely to be involved with the children.  RAS (Wald(df=1)=.567, p=.45) and 

IFIA (Wald(df=1)=.151, p=.70) were not related to involvement.   

Table 15:  Results of Logistic Regression (Enter): Paternal Involvement a,b 

95% C.I. for EXP(B) Factor B SE Wald df p EXP(B) 
Lower Upper 

Expectations .124 .319 .151 1 .698 1.132 .61 2.11 
Self-Efficacy .888 .272 10.68 1 .001 2.43 1.43 4.14 
Co-parenting Alliance .614 .315 3.81 1 .051 1.85 .997 3.43 
Relationship Satisfaction -.228 .303 .567 1 .451 .796 .440 1.44 
Employment Status   5.82 2 .054    
Employed -.819 .532 2.37 1 .124 .441 .155 1.25 
Unemployed -2.39 1.02 5.46 1 .019 .092 .012 .680 
Constant -5.57 2.28 5.98 1 .014 .004   
aOverall model: X2

(df=6)=, p<.01 
bGoodness-of-fit: -2LL=159.53; X2

(df=8)=3.93, p=.864 
R2=.175-.239 
 
 The results show that the overall model significantly improved the prediction of higher 

father involvement (X2
(df=1)=27.159, p<.001).  This model was a very good fit (-2 log 

likelihood=159.53, X2
(df=8)=3.925, p=.864) (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000). The results of the Cox 

and Snell and the Nagelkerke R2 indicated that satisfaction and the overall model accounted for 

17.5% to 23.9% of the variance.  Finally, the model correctly classified 49.1% of the “low to 

moderate paternal self-efficacy” and 88.4% of the “high paternal self-efficacy”.  Overall the 

model had a success rate of .72.  A review of residuals indicated that this model was a good fit.  
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Cook’s distance residuals were no greater than 1.  All leverage values lay between 0 (no 

influence) and 1 (complete influence).  Less than 5% of cases lay outside +/- 1.96 with no cases 

outside +/-2.58 indicating that standardized residual fell in acceptable ranges.  Additionally, all 

DFBeta values for constant were less than 1.  

Summary of Chapter IV 

Results indicated that fathers and mothers have similar expectations related to father 

involvement.  There were no differences overall between men in their expectations of father 

involvement.  Fathers and mothers were also similar in their perceptions of father involvement 

and perceptions of paternal self-efficacy.  These similarities indicate that fathers and mothers 

have similar perceptions about father behavior.  While they were similar in perceptions of father 

behavior, they differed in their perceptions of co-parenting alliance, partner support, and 

relationship satisfaction, indicating some discrepancy in their perception of relational factors.  

Related to paternal self-efficacy, Bandura’s (1977) definition of self-efficacy appears to 

apply to paternal self-efficacy.  Bandura (1977) theorized that self-efficacy is related to 

motivation for overcoming adverse circumstances when there exists a discrepancy between 

expectations for performance and actual performance.  Results indicate that paternal self-efficacy 

is related to the discrepancy between expectations for paternal involvement and reported paternal 

involvement.  Further analysis indicated that reported paternal involvement was related to 

paternal self-efficacy.  While it is difficult to confirm that paternal involvement is a predictor of 

paternal self-efficacy due to limitations in our analysis, fathers who are involved were nearly 

three times more likely to have high paternal self-efficacy.  When expectations for father 

involvement or the discrepancy between expectations and reported paternal involvement were 

also included in the model, only father involvement was related to paternal self-efficacy. 
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Related to paternal involvement, predictor variables were identified from previous 

research literature.  Result indicated that only paternal self-efficacy, co-parenting alliance, and 

employment status were predictors of involvement.  Fathers with paternal self-efficacy were 1.4 

times more likely to be highly involved, while fathers with greater co-parenting alliance were .8 

times more likely to be involved.  Fathers who were unemployed were .02 times less likely to be 

involved.  Other factors not predictive of involvement included relationship satisfaction, partner 

support, expectations of involvement, age of child, household income, religion, number of 

children, and marital status.  
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 
 

 The objectives of the current study were to 1) understand differences in perceptions of 

fathering factors by parenting role, 2) to determine whether paternal self-efficacy is related to the 

discrepancy between expectations and satisfaction with father involvement, and 3) to compare 

demographic, relational and self-efficacy factors to determine which factors are most predictive 

of father involvement.  

 The major findings of the study are that father involvement and paternal self-efficacy are 

related and predictive factors for each other.  A father is nearly three times more likely to have 

high self-efficacy if they are involved with their child, and 1.43 times more likely to be involved 

if they have higher self-efficacy.  In comparison to other relational factors, paternal self-efficacy 

was the strongest predictor variable for father involvement.  Fathers with high co-parenting 

alliance with their partner are .85 times more likely to have high involvement with their children.  

The only demographic factor that was found to distinguish fathers with high and low 

involvement is their employment status.  Unemployed fathers are 8% less likely to be involved 

with their children.  Taken together, results from this study indicate that paternal self-efficacy, an 

under-researched fathering relationship factor, has a distinctive and clear association with father 

involvement.  Additionally, it appears that greater father involvement with a child results in 

greater fathering confidence. 

Parental Role Differences in Father Involvement Factors 

 Fathers and mothers reported similar observations related to several fathering factors 

including expectations of paternal involvement, actual paternal involvement and paternal self-
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efficacy and different perceptions of co-parenting alliance, relationship satisfaction and partner 

support for parenting. Due to similarity in perceptions of the three four factors, scales used to 

measure these variables including the Inventory of Father Involvement and the Self-Efficacy 

Subscale of the Parenting Sense of Competence Scale, may be used by both mothers and fathers 

to measure fathering behavior.  Additionally, while some of the subscales of the Inventory of 

Father Involvement were not reliable, consistency between mothers and fathers may be a 

beginning point for testing this scale with further populations.  Consistent perceptions of 

fathering engagement by both fathers and mothers on the three scales continue to validate men’s 

perceptions of their father involvement. 

 Fathers and mothers also share similar perceptions of specific dimensions related to their 

expectations of general father involvement and performance of their partner.  The Inventory of 

Father Involvement contains nine subscales consisting of nine dimensions of father involvement 

including: discipline and responsibility, school encouragement, maternal support, providing, time 

and talking together, praise and affection, developing talents, reading and homework support, 

and attentiveness.  With the exclusion of two subscales that did not meet reliability criteria 

(providing and time and talking together), fathers and mothers reported similar expectations 

toward father involvement in all seven dimensions, indicating that men and women 

conceptualize ideal father involvement in the same way.  Fathers and mothers also reported 

similar perceptions related to actual father involvement in seven of the nine dimensions.  The 

only difference between fathers and mothers were perceptions of their partner’s support for them 

as a parent and providing; mothers reported greater performance in both categories.    

 These results are both different and similar from previous studies.  Coley and Morris 

(2002) found that mothers reported lower aggregate scores of perceptions of father involvement 
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than fathers in a low-income minority sample.  Coley and Morris (2002) identified a limitation in 

previous comparison studies with comparing aggregate data from mothers and fathers about 

perceptions, and attempted to correct by comparing dyadic responses for more accurate results. 

Matched responses were closer in agreement than overall aggregate analysis, although still 

statistically different.  They also found that cohabitating families with a mother and father (or 

father figure) in the home were very similar in their perceptions of father involvement.  This 

study’s findings are similar related to expectations and perceptions of father involvement.  

Despite comparing aggregate data, these findings indicate that both resident and non-resident 

couples had similar perceptions of father involvement.  

 While the previous study confirmed our findings, Mikelson (2008) found differences in 

responses of fathers and mothers related to time spent in various activities with the child as well 

as emotional involvement.  In this study, Mikelson used a self-report of both parents on the 

amount of days spent in 11 specific activities.  While there were significant statistical differences 

between mothers and fathers in these activities, the range of difference was from .02 to 1.1 days. 

Mikelson (2008) conflicts with Coley and Morris (2002) and this study’s results, finding greater 

differences in report of specific activities by mothers and fathers.   

 Validating that our male respondents can correctly identify their patterns of father 

involvement, Hernandez and Coley (2007) found that fathers are actually better reporters of their 

own father involvement than mothers.  Using predictive validity and comparing report of father 

involvement from mothers and fathers with cognitive abilities in children, they confronted a bias 

that mothers are better observers of father involvement.  Furthermore, Wical and Doherty (2005) 

used two types of measurement in observation of father involvement: a time diary and personal 

report from both mother and fathers perspectives.  Their results indicate that there were no 
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significant differences between fathers and mothers in father involvement.  Indeed, when a 

correction was made to mother’s report for the time that she could not see or know what the 

father was doing with the child, results indicated that father report was even more similar.  Wical 

and Doherty (2005) validate our use of father’s self report for the purpose of measuring 

involvement.  

 It is clear that the way that father involvement is measured, namely by trying to compare 

mother and father observations, is certainly affected by the measurement strategy, the 

measurement scale, and how much time a couple observes each other in parenting.  With results 

in previous studies ranging from non-similar perceptions to similar perceptions, results of 

previous studies create a confusing picture about the report of fathering participation by 

parenting role.  The findings from this study indicate the father and mothers are similar both in 

the way that they expect fathers to participate and their indication of performance in many of the 

same roles.  

 Previous research indicates that correlation between male and female expectations results 

in greater levels of father involvement.  Adamsons (2013) found that congruence in expectations 

of paternal roles contributed to greater paternal participation after one year of parenting.  It 

would appear that expectations may contribute to Fagan and Lee (2012) found that adolescent 

mothers’ satisfaction with father involvement, not actual involvement, mediated their postpartum 

symptoms.  Expectations and perceptions of father involvement have an important influence on 

overall outcomes related to fathering engagement.  Additionally, expectations from both 

maternal and paternal perspectives are important to examine for future prediction of fathering 

involvement.  Cook, Jones, Dick, and Singh (2005) in a longitudinal study found that when 

examining expectations from both perspectives, it is important to examine both maternal and 
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paternal expectations for future fathering involvement.  This study found that high expectations 

from both the father and the mother for instrumental fathering behavior at a prenatal time point 

were predictive of later fathering involvement.  However, when investigating affective 

expectations based upon parenting role, outcomes related to father involvement were different.  

Therefore, an understanding of expectations from both paternal and maternal perspectives may 

be influential in establishing a baseline of expectations for fathering behavior.     

Paternal Self-Efficacy Connecting to Father Involvement 

 Bandura (1977) hypothesized that discrepancies between role performance and role 

expectations increase motivation to make corrective changes in behavior and stronger self-

efficacy positively impacts attempts to overcome barriers in the presence of adverse experiences.   

This study attempted to investigate Bandura’s hypothesis by comparing the discrepancy between 

expectations and role performance with paternal self-efficacy.  Results indicated that the 

discrepancy between role expectations and role performance is related to paternal self-efficacy 

when expectations are greater than involvement and when involvement is greater than 

expectations.  When expectations for paternal involvement exceed performance, these results 

indicate a negative association with self-efficacy.  And, when performance exceeds expectations, 

self-efficacy is positively related to the difference.  This relationship establishes a basis that self-

efficacy was directly related to the relationship between expectations and performance.  

However, when the sample was divided into two groups of those with higher self-efficacy (those 

in the top 33%) and those with lower self-efficacy, expectations were not different between 

groups, indicating that expectations generally are not the main contributing factor to higher self-

efficacy.  
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 This study’s findings did illuminate that father involvement is a significant factor 

associated with self-efficacy.  Involved fathers were three times more likely to have greater 

paternal self-efficacy than uninvolved fathers.  Paternal self-efficacy did not correlate with 

expectations of paternal involvement, and therefore was not included in a prediction model.  

While the discrepancy score between expectations and role performance did correlate with 

paternal self-efficacy, it was not a factor included in a predictive model for paternal self-efficacy.  

The odds ratio of father involvement on paternal self-efficacy indicates a strong relationship 

between the two.  This confirms Bandura’s first theory that performance appraisal is a source of 

information for self-efficacy.  A father’s previous history of performing in various tasks with a 

child appears to be a strong predictor of his confidence in future performance.   

 Some self-efficacy research suggests that self-efficacy may not have an influence on 

performance.  Bandura and Locke (2003) identified nine meta-analysis conducted in various 

domains including work, academic, psychosocial, athletic, and group performance indicating 

self-efficacy to have a positive effect on motivation and performance.  However, several 

individual studies contradict this finding indicating a negative within person relationship 

between self-efficacy and performance (Vancouver & Kendall, 2006; Vancouver, Thompson, 

Tischner, & Putka, 2002; Vancouver, Thompson, & Williams, 2001).  Others have attempted to 

find moderating variables that may account for this discontinuity.  Schmidt and DeShon (2010) 

evaluated performance ambiguity and found it to be a moderating factor in the relationship 

between self-efficacy and performance.  They suggest that perhaps the uncertainty or ambiguity 

of one’s performance may contribute to whether self-efficacy has a positive or negative effect on 

performance.    
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 While there is some ambiguity in the research related to this relationship, these findings 

support previous meta-analysis that self-efficacy does have a positive effect on role performance 

in father involvement.  Further results in this study indicated a positive relationship between 

these two factors, and highlight the importance of self-efficacy on performance.  

Father Involvement:  Other Factors 

  In review, previous studies related to parenting self-efficacy have primarily focused on 

mothers rather than fathers.  This study attempted to address the dearth of research knowledge on 

the specific role of paternal self-efficacy on father involvement.  Previous studies on parenting 

self-efficacy have identified self-efficacy as an important factor related to parenting and child 

outcomes (Table 15).  Parenting self-efficacy across studies has been an important factor in 

parenting and child outcomes including child development promotion strategies (Ardelt & Eccles, 

2001), parent responsiveness (Bogenschneider et al., 1997; Bohlin & Hagenkull, 1987; Dumka et 

al., 2010; Gondoli & Silverberg, 1997; King & Elder, 1998; Shumow & Lomax, 1992), and 

better child outcomes (Bogenschneider, 1997; Brody, Flor, & Gibson, 1999; Coleman & 

Karraker, 2003; Dumka et al., 2010; Gross et al., 1994; Hill & Bush, 2001; Raver & Ledbetter, 

1999; Troutman et al., 2012).  Parenting self-efficacy studies though have primarily focused on 

samples of women with few containing men.   Therefore, little is known about paternal self-

efficacy as a factor of father involvement and child outcomes. 

 This study attempted to address this gap in literature by comparing fathering self-efficacy 

to other factors previously studies related to father involvement.  Factors previously studied and 

stated previously include co-parenting alliance, relationship satisfaction, partner support for 

parenting, and expectations of fathering participation.  This study compared these factors as well 

as demographic factors to determine:  a) whether paternal self-efficacy is an important factor in 
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predicting and influencing father involvement, and b) a predictive model with all of these factors 

for father involvement.   

 Results indicated that men with high fathering self-efficacy were almost 1.43 times more 

likely to be involved as a father with children.  This factor has greater impact than other 

relational variables, including co-parenting alliance.  Fathers with high co-parenting alliance 

were .5 times more likely to be involved as a father.  The only demographic variable found to 

relate to father involvement was employment status.  Men who were unemployed are .08 times 

less likely to be involved with children.  These results also link to a finding that relationship 

satisfaction is not a significant factor in building a predictive model for father involvement.   

 These findings are similar and different to recent literature on the importance of paternal 

self-efficacy.  Kwok, Ling, Leung, and Li (2012) in a similar study of paternal self-efficacy, 

relationship satisfaction and father involvement found that fathering self-efficacy and marital 

satisfaction were significant predictors of father involvement.  Marital satisfaction moderated the 

effect of fathering self-efficacy on father involvement.  These findings are similar in that paternal 

self-efficacy is a crucial variable in predicting father involvement, but differ with as relationship 

satisfaction was not found to be a predictor variable.  In addition to differences in culture and 

values, this study included the variable co-parenting alliance, not included in Kwok et al. (2012).  

With this variable inclusion, this study found that it is not relationship satisfaction, but 

satisfaction with the co-parenting experience that drives father involvement.  Additionally, it is 

possible that, particularly in the Chinese culture described in Kwok et al.’s study, co-parenting 

alliance is globalized into thoughts of satisfaction with the marriage, rather than being a separate 

variable to consider. 
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 These results are also similar to results in Fagan and Barnett (2003) who found that 

fathering competence was directly and indirectly linked to the amount of father involvement.  

They also found that maternal gatekeeping mediated the relationship between paternal 

confidence and paternal involvement.  However, non-resident fathers were more likely to 

experience maternal gatekeeping.  Perhaps due to the nature of the current study’s sample being 

primarily resident, this study did not include a measure of maternal gatekeeping.  However, the 

partner support for parenting scale, perhaps the closest scale to measure this variable, was found 

to violate multicollinearity because of similarities to co-parenting alliance and relationship 

satisfaction.  Due to the nature of resident fathering, the term “maternal gatekeeping”, more often 

experienced in non-resident parenting, is a similar concept to co-parenting alliance, a term often 

used for resident parenting.  Both measure the amount of alliance between the two parents in 

their parenting behavior.  These findings do indicate that co-parenting alliance is a predictor of 

father involvement, but not as influential as paternal self-efficacy.  

 The relationship between paternal self-efficacy and perception of involvement was 

established in Tremblay and Pierce (2011).  They found that greater paternal perception of 

parenting self-efficacy at two months was associated with greater maternal perception of paternal 

involvement at five months.  Additionally, maternal perception of involvement in caring for a 

child at two months was related to greater levels of paternal perceptions of self-efficacy at 5 

months.  There appears to be a reciprocal relationship between involvement and self-efficacy that 

is established at an early age, but may change over time.  The findings from this study build on 

Tremblay and Pierce (2011) indicating an interaction between these two variables beyond the 

early stages of parenthood.  Because of the nature of the cross sectional design, it appears that 

the relationship between these two continue on into various stages of a child’s life.  However, 
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because of the lack of longitudinal design in this study, it can only be hypothesized that paternal 

self-efficacy may be most influential mechanism for long-term paternal involvement.  From the 

findings, there appears to be an interactive loop in which confidence and involvement are 

associated.  Does confidence precede involvement or does involvement precede confidence?  

While we cannot confirm cause and effect, involvement appears to be a greater predictor of self-

efficacy. 

  It is important to note that the sample was primarily children under the age of 12 (85%).  

It is well documented that adolescent children are often focused on their social environment, 

namely learning their identity and role through social relationships with peers (Erickson, 1950).  

As such, they are less likely to more likely to look outside of parents and siblings for social 

support.  Because our sample was primarily under the age of 12, the involvement of the father is 

even more impactful.  Children are more reliant on parents at earlier stages in their development.  

In fact, the largest percentage of children in the sample was school age, 6-12 years of age.  At 

this age, Erickson hypothesized that their development focus was industry, with learning tasks of 

responsibility and internalization of values (Erickson, 1950).  Since outcome studies have found 

that the presence of a father is crucial for learning values, this time in the child’s life is an ideal 

one for sampling fathers about their involvement.  It is also of interest that more fathers with 

younger children participated in the study.  This presents a question regarding the interest of 

fathers with younger children in research projects about fathering.  Reasons for fathers wanting 

to participate in fathering studies with younger children may include feelings of investment or 

interest and greater levels of paternal involvement due to needs of the child.  

 Changes in household income over time may also influence father involvement.  From 

1960 to 1999, percentage of females in the workforce over the age of 16 increased 22.1% (from 
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37.7% to 59.8%) (Fullerton, 1999).  During this time period, male workers, 16 years or older 

decreased 8.4% (from 83.3% to 74.9%).  Perhaps due to the great recession, percentages of 

female workers continued to increase from 2006 to 2011 (U.S. Department of Labor, 2010).  

Dual earning families decreased from 69% to 65%, while single earning couples rose from 27% 

to 30% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).  Prior to the recession, 24% of mothers were stay at home 

parent.  This percentage dropped slightly during the recession with more mothers entering the 

workforce and returned back to prerecession levels in 2012.  The percentage of stay at home 

fathers post-recession increased slightly (.9%) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). 

 These findings indicate that men who identify with being unemployed are less likely to 

be involved with their child.  However, there appears to be no effect of employment status on 

fathering involvement when a father identifies his employment responsibility as “household 

affairs”.  In this sample, this may indicate that being a stay at home father may not effect 

satisfaction with performance in various father dimensions.  While a father who works may not 

have as much time for father activities, his role as a financial provider may add confidence and 

greater satisfaction with his involvement in other areas of fathering.  With a larger sample and a 

greater diversity of household employment situations, these differences may be further analyzed 

to determine the level of influence of employment status on father involvement.  

 Expectations for fathering may have also change due to with increased household earning 

participation of females.  The findings indicate that expectations related to father involvement 

were greater overall than actual report of performance.  This was true for both father and mother 

respondents, although fathers generally had much greater expectations for all dimensions of 

father tasks than mothers.  Despite changes in dual earner household structure, females still 

generally carry the twice the responsibility for household labor (Bartley, Blanton, & Gillard, 
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2005).  While this is the case, it appears that females may be more likely to see traditional gender 

roles when it comes to household labor (Barton et al., 2005).  Household labor, or low control 

tasks, may not influence father involvement, but it does not appear to influence marriage equity 

beliefs between men and women (Barton et al., 2005).  Care for children is an important 

component of household labor.  Therefore, we presume that expectations of fathering 

involvement may not influence the amount of actual involvement in the context of household 

labor.  The findings of this study appear to confirm this presumption, that expectations of 

involvement have no bearing on the actual performance related to the tasks.  

Limitations 

 There are limitations to these findings that may restrict our ability to generalize to the 

general population.  First, due to the nature of the online survey design, there is a potential for 

self-selection bias in the process of collecting data.  Furthermore, agencies may be more likely to 

forward surveys to potential candidates who were likely to participate.  Costigan and Cox (2001) 

found that research participating fathers might under represent less-educated fathers, fathers with 

less relationship satisfaction, less optimal parenting practices, and fathers with children who had 

chronic health problems.  Online surveys may also appeal to a demographic with more time, 

money, and interest in answering surveys. This type of research may also appeal to a population 

that values research, perhaps due to higher levels of personal education.  Collecting surveys 

requires that respondents own a computer. For all of these reasons, there limitations of obtaining 

a generalizable sample from online survey data.  This research attempted to address these 

limitations by identifying agencies that provide services to diverse communities, such as lower 

income and ethnically diverse.  However, the homogeneity of the sample indicates that efforts 

may not have been effective.  Another limitation of using SurveyMonkey™ was the inability to 
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link survey answers between co-parents to determine specific relationships within households.  

Thus, data was analyzed aggregately.  There is a danger in assuming that findings from 

aggregate data comparison are generalizable.  

 Other limitations include measurement and methods for handling missing data.  This 

study lacks an observation measurement of actual involvement or relationship factors.  Personal 

perception of how one fathered may be biased, and thus may not provide an accurate portrayal.  

Also related to measurement, this study focuses on perception of father involvement in 

“satisfaction of performance”.  Because it was self-reported involvement, data may not capture 

or accurately portray the quality of fathering interactions.  The Inventory of Father Involvement 

may not provide a full picture related to the quality of performance under each domain.  Missing 

data was handled by reviewing missing answers to determine if data was missing at random or 

missing not at random and imputing the mean of the subscale for missing individual respondent 

answers.  As this review was completed purely by observation of the researcher without an 

electronic missing value analysis through SPSS, there is a potential for inaccurate labeling of 

missing values as random or missing not at random.  Thus, there is potential that missing data 

may be due to demographic variables or bias, and thus may limit generalizability.   

 It is widely accepted that multiple imputation and maximum likelihood methods of 

imputing data are superior to other methods (Acock, 1997, 2005; Howell, 2008; Schafer and 

Graham, 2002; Johnson & Young, 2011).  However, a small percentage of missing data (2-3%) 

may be addressed appropriately with imputing the mean (Johnson & Young, 2011).  When more 

data is missing, imputation of the mean may cause greater variability in standard error, resulting 

in potentially enlarging statistical significance (Johnson & Young, 2011).  In this case, imputed 

data accounted for less than .1% for any variable.  Additionally, the mean of the subscale was 
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used, increasing the potential for accuracy.     Luengo, Garcia, and Herrera (2012) found that 

imputing the average scroes of an attribute ranked fifth in comparison with 14 other imputation 

strategies.  Furthermore, they found that any imputation method was better than eliminating 

cases or non-imputation procedures.  While the procedure of imputing the mean of the subscale 

may not be the most effective, with very little data being imputed, potential for bias appears to be 

negligible.  

 The sample size is also a limitation.  While the sample size provided enough power for 

the analysis, generalizability may be limited.  A larger sample could provide greater statistical 

power and analysis of average to small effect sizes.  The homogenous nature of the sample 

related to ethnicity and income, creates problems with generalizing to minorities and lower 

socioeconomic status families.  These findings are more generalizable to Caucasian families with 

a household income above $80,000 a year.  This study focused primarily on resident fathers, 

however, non-resident fathers with access to their children also were able to participate.  

Comparing two very different household structures (resident vs. no-resident fathers) may bias 

these results. Due to the size of the sample, it was not feasible to compare the resident and non-

resident fathers with any statistical power.  Sample size may have also influenced lack of 

normality.  A larger sample may potentially provide greater normality and heterogeneity.  

 This study required that participants choose a target child for which to answer questions.  

Previous research indicated that the gender of a child may moderate the relationship between 

marriage satisfaction and parenting practices (Bernier, Jarry-Boilieau, & Lacharite, 2014).  

Choosing a male of female child may bias answers.  This choice may also encourage the parent 

to choose a child with whom they feel more confident in parenting.  These two potential 
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influences may lead to answers related to a higher level of father involvement regardless of the 

existence of other factors.  

Policy and Practice: Moving Forward 

 Since 2010, the federal government has annually authorized $150 million dollars per year 

for the National Fatherhood Initiative through the Healthy Marriage and Responsible Fatherhood 

Grants program (Social Security Act, Title IV, Part A, Section 403; The Claims Resolution Act 

of 2010 (CRA), 2010).  Through national efforts in its Children’s Bureau, this multifaceted 

initiative has many interdepartmental projects aiming to promote healthy marriages, encourage 

responsible parenting, and foster economic stability (Administration for Children and Families, 

2014).  The Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation (OPRE) measures and evaluates the 

effectiveness of father involvement interventions.  Many intervention models for father 

involvement contain components related to building the co-parenting relationship and developing 

cohesion between the couple for their future transition to parenting.  For instance, Doherty, 

Erickson, and LaRossa (2006) developed a curriculum based on the STEEP (Steps Toward 

Effective, Enjoyable Parenting) developed by Erickson et al. (1992) focused on promoting active 

engagement strategies for fathers in the early childhood phase.  The curriculum consisted of 

eight sessions with a couple with goals primarily focused on strengthening the couple/co-

parenting relationship by focusing on areas of communication, negotiating work life balance, 

creating support for father engagement, finding appreciation for infant responsiveness, and 

continuing to work on relationship satisfaction (for more information, see Appendix of Doherty, 

Erickson, & LaRossa, 2006).  The results of this study indicate that these intervention models 

may need to expand their focus to include building task specific confidence by encouraging 

specific participation in particular domains of fathering while encouraging greater co-parenting.  
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 The primary goal of these efforts is to “promote responsible fatherhood” by “supporting 

healthy relationships, parenting, and economic stability (Administration for Children and 

Families, 2014).  Many of the programs identified for evaluation are dedicated to healthy 

marriage programs.  The goal of this effort is to decrease risks of poverty for children by 

promoting strong intact families.  “Responsible fatherhood” is a term utilized for describing the 

goal for encouraging involved fathers.  However, these two concepts of healthy marriage and 

responsible fathering are often combined in one goal or effort to maintain the presence of a father 

in an intact and healthy family.  These efforts of combining concepts of healthy marriage and 

responsible fatherhood may negatively influence non-residential father’s interests and efforts to 

participate with children, despite challenges with intimate partnerships.  Findings from our study 

indicate that paternal self-efficacy is more important in father involvement than relationship 

satisfaction, indicating that while health marriages provide higher levels of income, they do not 

necessarily mean greater father involvement.  Both relationship satisfaction and father 

involvement are important for child outcomes, but for different reasons. 

 For practice, these results also indicate a further priority on teaching fathers skills related 

to involvement.  While expectations did not predict involvement, it can be assumed that 

expectations may drive values about important dimensions of father involvement.  Findings 

indicate that fathers have higher expectations than mothers for father involvement.  This may 

influence their perception of themselves as adequate and effective.  Assessing men’s 

expectations of their father involvement may provide a guide for establishing a personal 

definition of their values for involvement.  Further evaluation of performance in each dimension 

may provide comparisons that identify areas of challenge for greater involvement.  In father 
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intervention programs, these comparisons may drive curriculum to develop confidence in 

specific fathering tasks.  

Summary of Chapter V 

 These findings indicate the importance of parenting self-efficacy in fathers and establish 

a mandate that social workers assist with helping them transition to becoming more active 

participants with vulnerable children early in the life of the child.  Social work practice 

intervention may also expand from focus on co-parenting alliance and relationship satisfaction in 

this early stage of family development to including task specific confidence building activities 

for future fathers to handle the roles and responsibilities of engaging as a parent.  For instance, 

building confidence around the task of changing diapers or soothing a young child may be just as 

important as building a communication channel between parents about their expectations for 

future parenting.  Because tasks related to parenting change over time, an assessment of specific 

tasks for parenting in the infant, toddler, and school age child may allow social workers to assess 

deficiencies in fathering confidence, and address these during each stage to increase likelihood of 

participation.  Interventions focused on fathering participation may want to include the Inventory 

of Father Involvement as a part of their pre-intervention assessment, and use this inventory as a 

measurement tool to determine the dimensions of father involvement and the father’s gains in 

fathering self-efficacy in specific domains.  Social workers can also use this assessment in their 

social work practice to assess the participation of fathers in specific areas and determine a focus 

for confidence building intervention.  This research continues to build awareness in social work 

practitioners that the role of the father is an important one, and needs to be addressed as a part of 

the assessment and ongoing client care. 
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CHAPTER VI 

 
CONCLUSION 

 
Father involvement is very important to social work as it is connected to family 

expectations, paternal self-efficacy, and child outcomes. These influenced child outcomes may 

include psychological adjustment and mental health, learned social behaviors and values during 

adolescence, child aggression and delinquency, and child educational and occupational mobility 

(Flouri, 2005; Rohner & Veneziano, 2001; Stolz et al., 2005).  It was also found that youth who 

never had a father are more likely to become incarcerated than those who had a father (Harper & 

McLanahan, 2004).  In father absent homes, children are four times as likely to live in poverty 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). Since children who are living in poverty are particularly vulnerable, 

it is essential to prevent negative outcomes by addressing the importance of fathering as a focus 

of social services for the families for promoting child development and growth. 

This research has consistently reported on factors that connect to the importance of father 

involvement in the context of relational factors that promote or deter father involvement.  Factors 

previously studied and included in this research project include co-parenting alliance, 

relationship satisfaction, maternal “gatekeeping”, parenting role expectations, employment status, 

and paternal self-efficacy.  Few studies have focused on comparing these factors from mothers 

and fathers together to determine the most influential factors that contribute to actual father 

involvement.  While parenting self-efficacy studies have found a direct relationship between 

parenting self-efficacy and child outcomes, these studies have primarily focused on mothers with 

few fathers in the sample.  While measuring father involvement, this study further explores the 

relationship between couple relationship factors that lead to both perceived role participation and 
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the actual father involvement levels in their multi-dimensional roles, with a special focus on how 

paternal self-efficacy is related to father involvement.  

In sum, the goal of this research project is to examine the associations between various 

factors related to father involvement including paternal self-efficacy, paternal role expectations 

from both the mother and father’s perspectives, relationship satisfaction, co-parenting alliance, 

and partner support for father involvement.  The aims of the study include 1) clarifying paternal 

and maternal differences in perspectives on variables related to father involvement, 2) 

determining whether paternal self-efficacy is related to perceived expectations of fathering as 

they relate to paternal role involvement, and 3) understanding the impact of various influential 

factors on father involvement as compared to fathering self-efficacy.  

 From previous literature and from analyzing data from this study, findings supported 

Hypothesis 1 that there was not a difference between mothers and fathers when reporting on 

paternal involvement expectations, perceptions of parenting alliance, and perceptions of paternal 

self-efficacy.  Findings also indicated that mothers and fathers have similar overall expectations 

for father involvement and similar expectations in seven specific domains of father involvement 

including discipline and responsibility, school participation and encouragement, support for the 

mother, giving praise and affection, and developing talents and future concerns, reading and 

homework support, and attentiveness.  Perceptions of paternal involvement and paternal self-

efficacy were also similar by parental role.  However, mothers and fathers did differ in their 

perceptions of maternal support and providing. No differences were found by parental role in 

domains of discipline and responsibility, school participation and encouragement, taking time 

with the child and talking, giving praise and affection, and developing talents and future 

concerns.    
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 This study also provided findings that there was discrepancy between paternal role 

expectations and reported involvement and such discrepancy was associated with paternal self-

efficacy.  In far more individual cases, overall expectations were much greater for paternal 

involvement than reported actual involvement.  Self-efficacy was related to this discrepancy 

score despite whether expectations were greater than involvement.  This relationship was more 

pronounced in female than male reports.  These results are in line with Bandura’s (1977) theory 

about self-efficacy as a relationship between expectations and performance.  One further step in 

the analysis led to a positive connection between father involvement and self-efficacy.  When 

variables of expectations, involvement, and the discrepancy were loaded into a logistic 

regression model, only higher reported involvement was found to predict self-efficacy.  This may 

indicate that while there is a positive relationship between self-efficacy and the discrepancy 

between expectations and involvement, the main factor in establishing self-efficacy is the 

father’s actual involvement..  

 In Hypothesis 3, paternal self-efficacy, among variables previously validated to influence 

father involvement including relationship satisfaction, co-parenting alliance, and partner support 

for father involvement, is a predictive variable related to father involvement for the perspectives 

of both fathers and mothers.  Findings indicate that this connection between self-efficacy and 

father involvement is significantly correct by a greater margin than previously considered.  When 

compared to other relational factors, self-efficacy was by far the greatest predictor of father 

involvement.  Among the many factors entered into the analysis, only two other factors were 

found to significantly relate to father involvement: co-parenting alliance and employment status.  

Self-efficacy was found to hold twice the impact as co-parenting alliance.  While co-parenting 

alliance does appear to have an impact on father involvement, self-efficacy has a much greater 
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impact.  Perhaps self-efficacy, as established early in the fathering role process, contributes 

significantly to the ongoing interaction that a father has with a child. These findings seem to 

mirror Tremblay and Pierce’s (2011) findings that earlier father self-efficacy when a child is two 

months of age was related to greater maternal perception of involvement at five month.  When 

fathers are involved with their children, it appears that they are more likely to develop a high 

level of self-efficacy.  This finding of the interrelated nature of paternal self-efficacy and 

involvement informs fathering intervention models by identifying that male confidence in 

specific tasks of fathering participation, and more specifically the multi-dimensional father 

involvement, as a primary aim for maximizing intervention results.  

 The results of this study indicate a greater importance of building confidence in fathers 

around task-specific activities related to parenting.  Greater actual involvement in parenting 

activities appears to increase fathering confidence and involvement over time.  While 

relationship satisfaction is an important component in keeping families together, co-parenting 

alliance and building father confidence may have greater results.  Policy makers may want to use 

self-efficacy as the litmus test about whether fathering intervention programs are effective, thus 

encouraging funding for programs that maximize self-efficacy. 

 Further research of self-efficacy and fathering may be addressed by a longitudinal design 

to compare the relationship between interventions to improve co-parenting alliance and building 

confidence in actual parenting activities to determine which interventions are the most effective 

for increasing involvement.  Additionally, a future research focus on the threshold at which 

expectations of involvement are no longer related to self-efficacy may clarify assessment for 

social work practitioners about how to assess for situations in which self-efficacy becomes the 

primary focus of intervention.  Future research may want to further clarify whether self-efficacy 
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continues to be a major predictive factor for increasing the intensity of father involvement in 

situations where current involvement already exceeds expectations. A focus on predictive factors 

related to fathering self-efficacy may assist to determine risk factors where men may be more 

vulnerable to parenting absenteeism. Clearly, paternal self-efficacy research has been established 

here as an important future focus for social work researchers, practitioners, and policy makers 

and an important factor in social work for vulnerable children and families. 
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Appendix A: Recruitment Email 

 
Dear Potential Survey Participant, 
 
Professor Monit Cheung and Mr. Mark Trahan of the University of Houston are conducting a 
study entitled “Fathering Behaviors as Perceived by Both Parents.” Male and female adults who 
are living with at least one child with their partner or spouse are invited to participate to reveal 
their perception about the fathering behavior of this child. The purpose of this study is to 
understand the involvement of fathers in a child’s life from either the father’s or the mother’s 
perspective. The role of a “father” may be taken from a stepfather, adoptive father or other 
fathering figure within the child’s household.  Please send this email to those who may be 
interested in voluntarily participating in this study. They are also welcome to forward the survey 
link to other potential participants. There are two versions of this survey, choose the survey 
relevant to your parenting role (mother or father) to complete. [SurveyMonkey link to be inserted] 
 
This anonymous survey may take approximately 20-30 minutes to complete. The paper version 
of the survey can be requested (indicating either the mother or father survey, or both) by email to 
mtrahan2@uh.edu, or phone at 713-743-8107, or mail to Dr. Monit Cheung, UH-GCSW, 110HA 
Social Work Building, Houston, TX 77204-4013, USA. The researchers will not be keeping your 
contact information once the survey is mailed. All personal information including names and 
addresses will be destroyed immediately after the mailing. 
 
This project has been reviewed by the University of Houston Committee from the Protection of 
Human Subjects 713-743-9304. 
 
Thank you for your assistance. 
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Appendix B: Informed Consent 

 
UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 
 
PROJECT TITLE:  Fathering Behaviors as Perceived by Both Parents 
 
Dear Potential Study Participant, 
 
You are invited to participate in a study conducted by the University of Houston entitled 
“Fathering Behaviors as Perceived by Both Parents.” You received this email or letter through 
numerous channels including referrals from social services or social media but we do not know 
your personal identities. Male and female adults who live with their spouse or partner and at least 
one child are invited to participate.  
 

NON-PARTICIPATION STATEMENT 
 
Your participation is voluntary and you may refuse to participate or withdraw at any time 
without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You may also refuse to 
answer any question. 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
 
The purpose of this study is to understand the involvement of fathers in a child’s life from either 
the father’s or the mother’s perspective. The study will contribute to the knowledge that we have 
regarding the father’s participation in the lives of their children and how various circumstances 
or situations may affect that participation. You must be currently residing with at least one child 
and your spouse or partner in a cohabitating or marital relationship so that your information can 
help us find ways to encourage and empower fathers to be engaged in the lives of their children. 
Fathers and mothers may include biological parents, stepparents, kinship parents, legal guardians, 
and adoptive parents who live with the child. If you have more than one child, choose one child 
as a reference point for your answers. 
 

PROCEDURES 
 
You will be one of approximately 500 subjects to be asked to participate in this project. To be a 
part of this research project, you may participate through an online internet program called 
“SurveyMonkey”, or request a paper survey to be received through the mail.  If you request the 
paper survey, please note that your name and address will be destroyed immediately after the 
survey is mailed. There are two versions of the survey, one for women and one for men.  
INSERT LINK.    
 
This survey may take approximately 20-30 minutes to complete. By completing any part of this 
survey, you consent to participate. You may also stop taking it and submit only part of your 
answers. Or, you may choose not to participate in this survey. If you would like to share more 
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about your experiences in parenting interactions, please feel free to write them in the comment 
box provided at the end of the survey.  
 
To protect anonymity and confidentiality of your responses, please do NOT include your name 
on the survey. Since the data gathered from this research will not be connected with you (or any 
participants) personally, we will not be able to exclude your data after your submission. Please 
be assured that your participation is completely anonymous! 
 
All information gathered will be secured at the University of Houston, Graduate College of 
Social Work, for five years upon completion of this project. Professor Monit Cheung, PhD, 
LCSW, and Doctoral Associate Mark Trahan, LCSW, are the primary researchers for this study.  
You are welcome to forward the survey link to other potential participants. 
 

CONFIDENTIALITY 
 
Your participation in this project is anonymous.  Please do not write your name on any of the 
research materials to be returned to the principal investigator. 
 

RISKS/DISCOMFORTS 
 
When filling out information about personal relationships, one may experience feelings of 
sadness, anxiety, fear, or other uncomfortable feelings.  If you find that these feelings are 
difficult for you to manage, please use the referral information provided in our website: 
http://www.sw.uh.edu/community/cwep/title-iv-e/index.php.  
 

BENEFITS 
 
While you will not directly benefit from participation, your participation may help investigators 
better understand how fathers participate with their children. While we know that you are busy, 
we hope that you consider the importance of collecting this information for social workers to 
design programs to improve family relationships. 
 
 

ALTERNATIVES 
 
Participation in this project is voluntary and the only alternative to this project is non-
participation. 
 

PUBLICATION STATEMENT 
 
The results of this study may be published in professional and/or scientific journals.  It may also 
be used for educational purposes or for professional presentations.  However, no individual 
subject will be identified. 
 
For any questions regarding this survey or for obtaining a paper survey, please contact the 
Principal Investigator, Dr. Monit Cheung, or Co-Investigator, Mr. Mark Trahan, at the Graduate 
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College of Social Work, University of Houston, at 713-743-8107, email at mtrahan2@uh.edu. 
 
 
ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING YOUR RIGHTS AS A RESEARCH SUBJECT MAY BE 
ADDRESSED TO THE UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON COMMITTEE FOR THE 
PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS (713-743-9204).   
 
Principal Investigator’s Name: Monit Cheung, PhD, LCSW 
 
Signature of Principal Investigator:  SIGNED_________________________________________ 
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Appendix C:  Fathering Participation Survey 
	  
Introduction	  
This	  study	  is	  conducted	  by	  the	  Graduate	  College	  of	  Social	  Work,	  University	  of	  Houston.	  	  We	  
seek	  to	  identify	  factors	  associated	  with	  a	  father’s	   involvement	  in	  his	  child(ren)’s	   life	  from	  
either	   the	   father	  or	  mother’s	  perspectives.	   	   You	  are	   invited	   to	   complete	   this	   survey	  on	  a	  
voluntary	  basis.	  There	  are	  two	  versions	  of	  the	  questionnaire:	  a	  father	  and	  mother	  version.	  
Please	   fill	  out	   the	  questionnaire	  relevant	  to	  your	  gender.	   It	  will	   take	  about	  30	  minutes	  to	  
complete;	  you	  may	  also	  write	  additional	  comments	  related	  to	  fathering	  behavior	  at	  the	  end.	  	  
	  
Participation	  Statement	  
Your	   answers	   are	  based	  on	  your	  own	  opinion	   and	  experience	   and	   there	   are	  no	   right-‐or-‐
wrong	  answers.	  There	  is	  no	  need	  for	  you	  to	  spend	  too	  much	  time	  on	  each	  question	  and	  you	  
may	   use	   your	   first	   reaction	   to	   be	   your	   answer.	   This	   questionnaire	   is	   anonymous;	   your	  
personal	  identity	  will	  not	  be	  known	  to	  us	  and	  your	  information	  will	  be	  reported	  collectively	  
with	   other	   participants’	   input.	   	   Both	   versions	   contain	   six	   parts.	   You	   may	   skip	   any	  
question(s);	  unanswered	  items	  will	  be	  coded	  as	  an	  “I	  don’t	  know”	  answer.	  	  	  
	  
Definition	  of	  “Parent,”	  “Father,”	  or	  “Mother”	  
These	  terms	  are	  used	  in	  the	  survey	  to	  indicate	  your	  parenting	  role	  in	  relation	  to	  your	  child	  
(or	  your	  partner’s	  child)	  that	  you	  are	  living	  with,	  taking	  care	  of,	  or	  have	  joint	  custody.	  You	  
may	  be	  in	  a	  cohabitating	  or	  marital	  relationship.	  The	  ‘child’	  must	  be	  younger	  than	  18	  years	  
of	  age.	  ‘Father’	  or	  ‘mother’	  is	  used	  in	  the	  survey	  to	  indicate	  your	  parenting	  role	  based	  on	  
gender,	  which	  may	  include	  the	  biological	  parent,	  stepparent,	  kinship	  parent,	  legal	  guardian,	  
adoptive	  parent	  or	  cohabiting	  partner	  of	  the	  other	  parent	  (or	  “partner”)	  who	  also	  lives	  with	  
the	  child.	  If	  you	  have	  more	  than	  one	  child,	  please	  choose	  one	  child	  as	  a	  reference	  point	  for	  
your	  answers.	  	  If	  you	  are	  in	  a	  same	  sex	  relationship,	  please	  answer	  the	  survey	  according	  to	  
your	  gender.	  
	  
Consent	  
To	  protect	  anonymity	  and	  confidentiality	  of	  your	  responses,	  please	  do	  NOT	  include	  
your	  name	  on	  the	  survey.	  	  Since	  the	  data	  gathered	  from	  this	  research	  will	  not	  be	  
connected	  with	  you	  (or	  any	  participants)	  personally,	  we	  will	  not	  be	  able	  to	  exclude	  
your	  data	  after	  your	  submission.	  	  Please	  be	  assured	  that	  your	  participation	  is	  
completely	  anonymous!	  
	  
All	  information	  gathered	  will	  be	  secured	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Houston,	  Graduate	  
College	  of	  Social	  Work	  for	  five	  years	  upon	  the	  completion	  of	  this	  project.	  	  Professor	  
Monit	  Cheung,	  PhD,	  LCSW,	  and	  Doctoral	  Candidate	  Mark	  Trahan,	  LCSW,	  are	  the	  
primary	  researchers	  for	  this	  study.	  	  
	  
The	  online	  survey	  link	  is:	  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/FatheringParticipation.	  	  You	  are	  welcome	  to	  
forward	  the	  online	  survey	  link	  to	  other	  potential	  participants.	  
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CONFIDENTIALITY:	  	  Your	  participation	  in	  this	  project	  is	  anonymous.	  	  Please	  do	  not	  
write	  your	  name	  on	  any	  of	  the	  research	  materials	  to	  be	  returned	  to	  the	  principle	  
investigator.	  
	  
RISKS/DISCOMFORTS:	  	  When	  filling	  out	  information	  about	  personal	  relationships,	  
one	  may	  experience	  feelings	  of	  sadness	  anxiety,	  fear,	  or	  uncomfortable	  feelings.	  	  If	  
you	  find	  that	  these	  feelings	  are	  difficult	  for	  you	  to	  manage,	  please	  use	  the	  referral	  
information	  provided	  in	  our	  website	  links:	  	  
http://www.sw.uh.edu/community/cwep/title-iv-e/index.php	  
	  
BENEFITS:	  While	  you	  will	  not	  directly	  benefit	  from	  participation,	  your	  participation	  
may	  help	  researchers	  better	  understand	  how	  fathers	  participate	  with	  their	  children.	  	  
While	  we	  know	  that	  you	  are	  busy,	  we	  hope	  that	  you	  consider	  the	  importance	  of	  
collecting	  this	  information	  for	  social	  workers	  to	  design	  programs	  to	  improve	  family	  
relationships.	  
	  
ALTERNATIVES:	  Participation	  in	  this	  project	  is	  voluntary	  and	  the	  only	  alternative	  to	  
this	  project	  is	  non-participation.	  
	  
PUBLICATION	  STATEMENT:	  The	  results	  of	  this	  study	  may	  be	  published	  in	  the	  
professional	  and/or	  scientific	  journals.	  	  It	  may	  also	  be	  used	  for	  educational	  purposes	  
or	  for	  professional	  presentations.	  	  However,	  no	  individual	  subject	  will	  be	  identified.	  
	  
For	  any	  questions	  regarding	  this	  survey	  or	  for	  obtaining	  another	  paper	  survey,	  
please	  contact	  the	  Principal	  Investigator,	  Dr.	  Monit	  Cheung,	  or	  the	  Co-Investigator,	  
Mr.	  Mark	  Trahan,	  at	  the	  Graduate	  College	  of	  Social	  Work,	  University	  of	  Houston,	  at	  
713-743-8107,	  or	  email	  at	  mtrahan2@uh.edu.	  
	  
ANY	  QUESTIONS	  REGARDING	  YOUR	  RIGHTS	  AT	  A	  RESEARCH	  SUBJECT	  MAY	  BE	  
ADDRESSED	  TO	  THE	  UNIVERSITY	  OF	  HOUSTON	  COMMITTEE	  FOR	  THE	  PROTECTION	  
OF	  HUMAN	  SUBJECTS	  (713-743-9204).	  
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Survey	  #_______________________	  
	  

Fathering	  Behaviors	  as	  Perceived	  by	  Both	  Parents	  (Father’s	  Survey)	  
	  

DO	  NOT	  WRITE	  YOUR	  NAME	  ON	  THIS	  SURVEY	  
	  
Instruction:	  Your	  answer	  is	  based	  on	  your	  fathering	  behavior	  to	  the	  identified	  child.	  “Father”	  
is	  defined	  as	  this	  child’s	  father	  or	  a	  fathering	  figure	  who	  lives	  with	  this	  child	  at	  the	  present	  
time.	  “Mother”	  refers	  to	  the	  mothering	  figure	  who	  lives	  with	  this	  child	  at	  the	  present	  time.	  
You	  do	  not	  have	  to	  be	  the	  child’s	  biological	  father	  or	  biological	  mother	  to	  fill	  out	  this	  survey.	  	  
	  
Please	  be	  assured	  that	  your	  answers	  will	  not	  be	  shared	  with	  your	  partner.	  
	  
1. Has	  your	  partner/spouse	  completed	  (or	  is	  completing)	  this	  survey?	  	  

!	  Yes	  	   	   	  !	  No	  	  	   	  !	  I	  don’t	  know	  
	  

2. Do	  you	  have	  at	  least	  one	  child	  (of	  any	  age)	  residing	  with	  you?	  (for	  at	  least	  one	  day	  
per	  week)	  	  	   	   	  	  
!	  Yes	  	   	   	  !	  No	  
	  

3. How	  many	  of	  your	  children	  (of	  any	  age)	  are	  living	  with	  you	  (at	  least	  one	  day	  per	  
week)?	  _____	  #	  children	  

	  
You	  may	  choose	  ONE	  SPECIFIC	  CHILD	  (of	  any	  age)	  in	  this	  household	  to	  be	  a	  reference	  
point	  to	  answer	  the	  rest	  of	  this	  survey.	  
4. How	  old	  is	  this	  child?	  ______	  #	  years	  

	  
5. 	  This	  child’s	  gender:	  	  

!	  Female	  	  	   !	  Male	  
	  

6. How	  often	  does	  this	  child	  live	  in	  your	  household?	  _________________________	  
!	  Every	  day	  	   !	  Once	  a	  week	  	  	  	  	  !	  2-‐3	  times	  a	  month	  	  	  	  	  !	  Rarely	  	  	  !	  Never	  
	  

7. How	  much	  time	  (per	  day)	  do	  you	  usually	  spend	  with	  this	  child?	  
_____________Minutes	  	  	  	  	  _____________Hours	  
	  

8. Your	  gender:	  	  	  
!	  Female	  	  	  	  !	  Male	   	  	  
	  

9. What	  is	  your	  parenting	  relationship	  with	  your	  child:	  	  
!	  Biological	  parent	  	  !	  Stepparent	  	  !	  Adoptive	  parent	  	  	  !	  Kinship	  	  	  !	  Legal	  guardian	  	  	  
!	  My	  friend’s	  child	  who	  lives	  with	  me;	  !Others	  (Please	  specify):	  
(____________________________)	  	  

	  
10. Who	  is	  the	  mothering	  figure	  for	  this	  child	  in	  your	  family?	  	  !	  	  Biological	  mother	  	  	  	  
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!	  Stepmother	  	  	  !	  Father’s	  girlfriend	  	  	  	  !	  Older	  siblings	  of	  the	  child	  	  	  	  	  !	  Other	  
relatives	  or	  family	  friends	  	  	  	  	  !	  Grandmother	  of	  the	  child	  	  	  	  	  !	  Legal	  guardian	  of	  the	  
child	  

	  
	  
	  
Part	  I:	  Relationship	  with	  Partner	  
For	  each	  item,	  select	  the	  response	  that	  best	  describes	  the	  way	  you	  and	  your	  partner	  (i.e.	  child’s	  
mother,	  mothering	  figure	  of	  the	  child)	  work	  together	  as	  parents.	  	  While	  you	  may	  not	  find	  an	  
answer	  which	  exactly	  describes	  what	  you	  think,	  please	  click	  the	  answer	  that	  comes	  the	  closest	  
to	  what	  you	  think.	  	  If	  you	  leave	  it	  blank,	  it	  will	  result	  as	  an	  “I	  don’t	  know”	  answer.	  

	  
Choose	  a	  number	  between	  0	  and	  6	  regarding	  the	  level	  of	  truth	  of	  the	  statement	  
6:	  Very	  true	  of	  us	  (VT)	  
5:	  
4:	  Somewhat	  true	  of	  us	  (ST)	  
3:	  
2:	  Little	  bit	  true	  of	  us	  (LT)	  
1:	  
0:	  Not	  true	  of	  us	  (NT)	  
	  

For	  example:	  	  I	  believe	  my	  partner	  is	  a	  good	  parent.	  	  If	  the	  statement	  is	  very	  true,	  circle	  6	  (VT).	  
	  
I	  believe	  that…	   VT	   	   ST	   	   LT	   	   NT	  
1	   My	  partner	  is	  a	  good	  parent.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
2	   My	  relationship	  with	  my	  partner	  is	  stronger	  now	  than	  

before	  we	  had	  a	  child.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

3	   My	  partner	  pays	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  attention	  to	  our	  child.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
4	   My	  partner	  likes	  to	  play	  with	  our	  child	  and	  then	  leave	  

the	  dirty	  work	  to	  me.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

5	   My	  partner	  and	  I	  have	  the	  same	  goals	  for	  our	  child.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
6	   My	  partner	  and	  I	  have	  different	  ideas	  about	  how	  to	  raise	  

our	  child.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

7	   My	  partner	  tries	  to	  show	  that	  she	  or	  he	  is	  better	  than	  me	  
at	  caring	  for	  our	  child.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

8	   My	  partner	  does	  not	  carry	  his	  or	  her	  fair	  share	  of	  the	  
parenting	  work.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

9	   My	  partner	  undermines	  my	  parenting.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
10	   We	  are	  growing	  and	  maturing	  together	  through	  

experiences	  as	  parents.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

11	   My	  partner	  appreciates	  how	  hard	  I	  work	  at	  being	  a	  good	  
parent.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

12	   My	  partner	  makes	  me	  feel	  like	  I’m	  the	  best	  possible	  
parent	  for	  our	  child.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
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These	  questions	  ask	  you	  to	  describe	  things	  you	  do	  when	  both	  you	  and	  your	  partner	  are	  
physically	  present	  together	  with	  your	  child	  (i.e.	  in	  the	  same	  room,	  in	  the	  car,	  on	  
outings).	  	  COUNT	  ONLY	  THE	  TIMES	  WHEN	  ALL	  THREE	  OF	  YOU	  are	  actually	  within	  the	  
company	  of	  one	  another	  (even	  if	  it	  is	  just	  a	  few	  hours	  per	  week).	  

	  
Choose	  a	  number	  between	  0	  and	  6	  regarding	  the	  frequency	  of	  the	  statement.	  
6:	  Very	  Often,	  Several	  times	  a	  day	  (VO)	  
5:	  
4:	  Often,	  Once	  a	  day	  (O)	  
3:	  
2:	  Sometimes,	  Once	  or	  twice	  per	  week	  (S)	  
1:	  
0:	  Never	  (N)	  
	  

For	  example:	  	  Engaging	  in	  conflict.	  	  If	  the	  statement	  happens	  several	  times	  per	  day,	  click	  6	  (VO)	  
	  
How	  often	  do	  you?	   VO	   	   O	   	   S	   	   N	  
1	   Argue	  about	  your	  relationship	  or	  marital	  issues	  

unrelated	  to	  your	  child,	  in	  the	  child’s	  presence?	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

2	   One	  or	  both	  of	  you	  say	  cruel	  or	  hurtful	  things	  to	  each	  
other	  in	  front	  of	  the	  child.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
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Part	  II:	  Your	  Involvement	  as	  a	  Father	  
	  
Now	  think	  of	  your	  experience	  as	  a	  father	  over	  the	  past	  12	  months.	  	  Please	  rate	  (A)	  your	  beliefs	  about	  how	  MOST	  
FATHERS	  should	  perform,	  and	  (B)	  how	  good	  of	  a	  job	  you	  think	  YOU	  DID	  AS	  A	  FATHER	  on	  each	  of	  the	  items.	  	  Please	  rate	  
both	  of	  these	  answers	  per	  item.	  	  The	  term	  “children”	  refers	  to	  a	  particular	  target	  child	  for	  this	  study.	  
	  
In	  Column	  (A):	  Importance	  of	  Parenting	  Tasks	  for	  Fathers	  
Using	  a	  scale	  from	  0-‐6,	  rate	  the	  level	  of	  the	  importance	  of	  each	  task	  to	  being	  a	  father	  for	  MOST	  fathers.	  If	  a	  task	  is	  very	  
important	  (VI)	  to	  being	  a	  father,	  rate	  the	  task	  as	  6.	  	  If	  the	  task	  is	  very	  unimportant	  (VU)	  to	  being	  a	  father,	  rate	  the	  task	  as	  
0.	  
	  
In	  Column	  (B):	  Your	  Fathering	  Performance	  
Using	  the	  scales	  from	  0-‐6,	  rate	  the	  job	  you	  did	  as	  a	  father	  on	  the	  following	  tasks.	  	  For	  excellent	  (E),	  rate	  the	  task	  as	  6,	  and	  
for	  very	  poor	  (VP),	  rate	  the	  task	  as	  0.	  	  If	  the	  role	  is	  not	  applicable	  to	  you	  as	  a	  father,	  circle	  NA.	  
	   (A)	  How	  important	  is	  it	  for	  

MOST	  FATHERS	  to	  perform	  
each	  parenting	  task?	  

(B)	  How	  good	  of	  a	  job	  did	  you	  do	  AS	  
A	  FATHER	  over	  the	  past	  year	  with	  
your	  performance	  in	  each	  parenting	  
task?	  

	  
VI	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  
VU	  

	  
E	  

	  
	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
VP	  

	  
	  

1	   Attending	   events	   your	   children	   participate	  
in	  (sports,	  school,	  church	  events).	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

2	   Encouraging	  your	  children	  to	  read.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
3	   Providing	  your	  children’s	  basic	  needs	  (food,	  

clothing,	  shelter,	  and	  health	  care).	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

4	   Praising	  your	  children	  for	  being	  good	  or	  
doing	  the	  right	  thing.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

5	   Giving	  your	  children’s	  mother	  
encouragement	  and	  emotional	  support.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

6	   Being	  involved	  in	  the	  daily	  or	  regular	  
routine	  of	  taking	  care	  of	  your	  children’s	  
basic	  needs	  or	  activities	  (feeding,	  driving	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
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them	  places,	  etc.)	  
7	   Letting	  you	  children	  know	  that	  their	  mother	  

is	  an	  important	  and	  special	  person.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

8	   Praising	  your	  children	  for	  something	  that	  
they	  have	  done	  well.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

9	   Encouraging	  your	  children	  to	  succeed	  in	  
school.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

10	   Being	  a	  pal	  or	  friend	  to	  your	  children.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
11	   Accepting	  responsibility	  for	  the	  financial	  

support	  of	  the	  children	  you	  have	  fathered.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

12	   Encouraging	  your	  children	  to	  do	  their	  
homework.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

13	   Telling	  you	  children	  that	  you	  love	  them.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
14	   Knowing	  where	  you	  children	  go	  and	  what	  

they	  do	  with	  their	  friends.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

15	   Spending	  time	  just	  talking	  to	  your	  children	  
when	  he/she	  wants	  to	  talk	  about	  something.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

16	   Cooperating	  with	  you	  children’s	  mother	  in	  
the	  rearing	  of	  your	  children.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

17	   Reading	  to	  your	  younger	  children.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
18	   Teaching	  you	  children	  to	  follow	  rules	  at	  

school.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

19	   Encouraging	  your	  children	  to	  continue	  their	  
schooling	  beyond	  high	  school.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

20	   Disciplining	  your	  children.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
21	   Helping	  you	  older	  children	  with	  their	  

homework.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

22	   Planning	  for	  you	  children’s	  future	  
(education,	  training).	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

23	   Encouraging	  your	  children	  to	  develop	  their	  
talents	  (music,	  athletics,	  art,	  etc.)	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

24	   Spending	  time	  with	  your	  children	  doing	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
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things	  they	  like	  to	  do.	  
25	   Encouraging	  your	  children	  to	  do	  their	  

chores.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

26	   Setting	  rules	  and	  limits	  for	  your	  children’s	  
behavior.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
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Part	  III:	  Partner	  Support	  for	  Fathering	  
	  
Using	  the	  following	  questions,	  please	  indicate	  the	  frequency	  with	  which	  your	  partner	  (i.e.	  child’s	  
mother,	  mothering	  figure)	  has	  behaved	  in	  the	  following	  ways	  with	  you,	  in	  your	  parenting	  role,	  over	  
the	  past	  few	  months.	  
	  
   	  Always	  (A)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  6.	  

Very	  frequently	  (VF)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  5.	  
Often	  (O)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  4.	  
Sometimes	  (S)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  3.	  
Rarely	  (R)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  2.	  
Very	  rarely	  (VR)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  1.	  
Never	  (N)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  0. 	     	    	  	  	  

  	  	  	  
	   My	  partner	  …	   A	   VF	   O	   S	   R	   VR	  

	  
N	  

1	   My	  partner	  tells	  me	  she	  values	  me	  as	  a	  parent.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
2	   My	  partner	  is	  available	  to	  help	  me	  in	  parenting	  when	  I	  

need	  it.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

3	   My	  partner	  lets	  me	  know	  she	  likes	  the	  way	  I	  am	  with	  
our	  child.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

4	   My	  partner	  does	  what	  she	  can	  to	  make	  things	  easier	  for	  
me	  as	  a	  parent.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

5	   My	  partner	  feels	  that	  I	  have	  good	  parenting	  skills.	  	  	  	  	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
6	   My	  partner	  believes	  that	  I	  am	  a	  competent	  parent.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
7	   My	  partner	  is	  there	  when	  I	  need	  her	  for	  help	  in	  

parenting.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

8	   My	  partner	  makes	  me	  feel	  like	  I	  can	  talk	  to	  her	  about	  
anything	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  our	  child.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

Part	  IV:	  Relationship	  Interaction	  
The	  statements	  listed	  below	  concern	  the	  interaction	  between	  you	  and	  your	  partner	  (i.e.	  child’s	  
mother	  or	  mothering	  figure	  who	  lives	  with	  the	  child).	  	  Please	  mark	  the	  letter	  for	  each	  item	  that	  best	  
answers	  that	  item	  for	  you.	  	  
	  
How	  well	  does	  your	  partner	  meet	  your	  needs?	  

! 5=	  Extremely	  Well	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Poorly	  

In	  general,	  how	  satisfied	  are	  you	  with	  your	  relationship?	  
! 5=	  Extremely	  Satisfied	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Unsatisfied	  
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How	  good	  is	  your	  relationship	  compared	  to	  most?	  

! 5=	  Excellent	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Poor	  

How	  often	  do	  you	  wish	  you	  hadn’t	  gotten	  into	  this	  relationship?	  
! 5=	  Very	  often	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Never	  

To	  what	  extent	  has	  your	  relationship	  met	  your	  original	  expectations?	  
! 5=	  Completely	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Hardly	  at	  all	  

How	  much	  do	  you	  love	  your	  partner?	  
! 5=	  Very	  much	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Not	  much	  

How	  many	  problems	  are	  there	  in	  your	  relationship?	  
! 5=	  Very	  many	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Very	  few	  
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Part	  V:	  Parenting	  Expectations	  
	  
The	  statements	  listed	  below	  concern	  your	  parental	  expectations.	  Please	  rate	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  you	  
agree	  or	  disagree	  with	  each	  of	  the	  following	  statements	  in	  relation	  to	  your	  fathering	  experience.	  

If	  you	  strongly	  agree	  (SA)	  with	  the	  statement,	  please	  click	  or	  circle	  6.	  
If	  you	  agree	  (A)	  with	  the	  statement,	  please	  click	  or	  circle	  5.	  
If	  you	  somewhat	  agree	  (SWA)	  with	  the	  statement,	  please	  click	  or	  circle	  4.	  
If	  you	  somewhat	  disagree	  (SWD)	  to	  the	  statement,	  please	  click	  or	  circle	  3.	  
If	  you	  disagree	  (D)	  with	  the	  statement,	  please	  click	  or	  circle	  2.	  
If	  you	  strongly	  disagree	  (SD)	  with	  the	  statement,	  please	  click	  or	  circle	  1.	  

	  	  	  
	  
As	  a	  father,	  I	  feel	  that…	   SA	   A	   SWA	   SWD	   D	   SD	  
1	   The	  problems	  of	  taking	  care	  of	  a	  child	  are	  easy	  to	  solve	  

once	  you	  know	  how	  your	  actions	  affect	  your	  child,	  an	  
understanding	  I	  have	  acquired.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  

2	   I	  would	  make	  a	  fine	  model	  for	  a	  new	  father	  to	  follow	  in	  
order	  to	  learn	  what	  he	  would	  need	  to	  know	  in	  order	  to	  
be	  a	  good	  parent.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  

3	   Being	  a	  parent	  is	  manageable,	  and	  any	  problems	  are	  
easily	  solved.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  

4	   I	  meet	  my	  own	  personal	  expectations	  for	  expertise	  in	  
caring	  for	  my	  child.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  

5	   If	  anyone	  can	  find	  the	  answer	  to	  what	  is	  troubling	  my	  
child,	  I	  am	  the	  one.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  

6	   Considering	  how	  long	  I’ve	  been	  a	  father,	  I	  feel	  
thoroughly	  familiar	  with	  this	  role.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  

7	   I	  honestly	  believe	  I	  have	  all	  the	  skills	  necessary	  to	  be	  a	  
good	  father	  to	  my	  child.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  
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Part	  VI:	  Demographics	  
	  
Finally,	  we	  would	  like	  you	  to	  provide	  us	  with	  some	  information	  to	  collectively	  describe	  
our	  participants.	  Your	  personal	  information	  will	  be	  kept	  confidential.	  
	  
	  
1.	  

	  
Gender:	  	  □	  	  	  Male	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  	  	  Female	  

2.	   Your	  age	  is	  	  ______	  	  
	  

3.	   Your	  ethnic	  background	  is:	  ______________________	  
Or	  choose	  from	  the	  following	  major	  ethnic	  group:	  
□	  Caucasian	  	  	  □	  African	  (or	  Black)	  	  □	  Hispanic	  	  	  	  	  □	  Asian	  	  (Please	  go	  to	  question	  
3a.)	  	  	  □	  Native	  American	  	  
□	  Others:	  _______________________(Please	  specify)	  

	  
4.	   How	  many	  people	  are	  living	  in	  your	  household?	  (including	  yourself)	  

	  _______	  	  
	  

5.	   Please	  fill	  in	  the	  form	  (or	  circle	  the	  answer)	  according	  to	  your	  children’s	  birth	  order	  
with	  the	  oldest	  child	  first.	  	  Designate	  whether	  they	  are	  biological,	  step,	  adopted,	  
kinship,	  legal,	  partner’s	  children)	  	  
Birth	  
Order	  	  

Age	   Gender	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  

1	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  
2	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  
3	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  
4	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  
5	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  
6	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  
7	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  	  

6.	  
	  
	  

Are	  you	  living	  with	  your	  own	  parents?	  
	  
□	  I	  do	  not	  live	  with	  my	  parents	  
□	  I	  live	  with	  my	  father	  
□	  I	  live	  with	  my	  mother	  
□	  I	  live	  with	  both	  of	  my	  parents	  
	  

7.	  	   Are	  you	  living	  with	  your	  partner’s	  parents?	  
	  
□	  I	  do	  not	  live	  with	  my	  partner’s	  parents	  
□	  I	  live	  with	  my	  partner’s	  father	  
□	  I	  live	  with	  my	  partner’s	  mother	  
□	  I	  live	  with	  both	  parents	  of	  my	  partner	  
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8.	  
	  
	  
	  

How	  much	  is	  your	  total	  household	  annual	  income?	  
________________	  US	  Dollars	  

9.	   What	  is	  your	  personal	  annual	  income?	  
________________	  US	  Dollars	  
	  
	  

10.	   What	  is	  your	  partner’s	  annual	  income?	  
________________	  US	  Dollars	  
	  
	  

11.	   Are	  you	  currently	  living	  in	  the	  United	  States?	  
___Yes	  	  	  ___	  No	  
	  

12.	  
	  
	  

How	  long	  have	  you	  been	  living	  in	  U.S.A.?	  
__Since	  Born	  __Immigrant	  since	  ____	  (Provide	  the	  year	  of	  immigration)	  
	  
	  

13.	   If	  you	  do	  not	  currently	  live	  in	  the	  U.S.,	  where	  do	  you	  currently	  live?	  
___________________________________________	  
	  

14.	   Total	  years	  living	  in	  USA:	  _______	  year(s)	  	  	  
	  

15.	   If	  you	  come	  from	  an	  immigrant	  family,	  which	  generation	  are	  you?	  
□	  Native	  to	  U.S.A	  	  
□	  Immigrant	  since	  childhood	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  Immigrant	  as	  adult	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  2nd	  generation:	  US	  born	  of	  at	  least	  one	  foreign-‐born	  parent.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  3rd	  generation:	  US	  born	  of	  two	  US-‐born	  parents,	  with	  at	  least	  one	  foreign	  born	  
grandparent.	  
□	  4th	  generation	  or	  above:	  US-‐born	  of	  US-‐born	  parents,	  with	  two	  US	  born	  grandparents	  
□	  Don’t	  know	  
Other	  (Please	  specify):	  ___________________________________________________	  
	  

16.	   Provide	  your	  year	  of	  immigration:	  
Immigrant	  since	  ________________________	  
	  

17.	  
	  
	  

What	  is	  your	  highest	  education	  level:	  	  
(If	  appropriate,	  please	  specify	  your	  completed	  grade.)	  
□	  No	  formal	  education	  	  
□	  Elementary	  School:	  Grade	  _________	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  Middle	  School:	  Grade	  _________	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  High	  School:	  Grade	  _________	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  Community	  College	  Completed	  	  	  	  □	  Some	  Undergraduate	  	  Education	  
□	  Undergraduate	  Completed	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  Master’s	  Degree	  Completed	  
□	  PhD	  or	  Doctoral	  Degree	  Completed	  
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18.	  
	  
	  

What	  is	  your	  partner’s	  highest	  education	  level:	  	  
(If	  appropriate,	  please	  specify	  your	  completed	  grade.)	  
□	  No	  formal	  education	  	  
□	  Elementary	  School:	  Grade	  _________	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  Middle	  School:	  Grade	  _________	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  High	  School:	  Grade	  _________	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  Community	  College	  Completed	  	  	  	  □	  Some	  Undergraduate	  	  Education	  
□	  Undergraduate	  Completed	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  Master’s	  Degree	  Completed	  
□	  PhD	  or	  Doctoral	  Degree	  Completed	  
	  

19.	  
	  
	  

What	  is	  your	  religion	  or	  spiritual	  belief	  system:	  
□	  No	  religion	  	  □	  Ancestors	  worship	  	  	  	  □	  Catholic	  	  	  □	  Protestant	  /	  Christianity	  	  
□	  Buddhism	  	  	  	  	  □	  Taoism	  	  	  	  	  □	  Islam	  /	  Muslim	  	  □	  Jewish	  
□	  Shinto	  	  	  □	  Judaism	  	  	  	  	  Others	  ____________	  (Please	  specify)	  
	  

	  
20.	  
	  
	  

	  
What	  is	  your	  marital	  status:	  	  	  	  
□	  Single	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  Married	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  In	  cohabitation	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  In	  separation	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  Divorced	  	  	  	  
□	  Widowed	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  Others	  __________	  (Please	  specify)	  
	  

21.	   If	  married,	  how	  long	  have	  you	  been	  married?	  (referring	  to	  the	  current	  marriage)	  
	  _________	  year(s)	  
	  
If	  cohabiting,	  how	  long	  have	  you	  been	  living	  together	  with	  this	  partner?	  
_________	  year(s)	  
	  
	  

22.	   What	  is	  your	  partner’s	  gender?	  	  □	  	  	  Male	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  	  	  Female	  
	  

23.	   What	  is	  your	  partner’s	  relationship	  with	  child	  (you	  specified	  for	  this	  survey).	  
"	  Biological	  parent	  	  "	  Stepparent	  	  "	  Adoptive	  parent	  	  	  "	  Kinship	  	  	  "	  Legal	  
guardian	  	  	  "	  A	  friend’s	  child	  who	  lives	  with	  this	  partner	  	  
"Others	  (Please	  specify):	  (____________________________)	  	  
	  

24.	   What	  is	  your	  current	  employment	  status?	  
	  
□ Full-‐time	  
□ Part-‐time	  
□ Unemployed	  
□ Household	  affairs	  

	  
25.	   What	  is	  your	  PARTNER’S	  current	  employment	  status?	  

	  
□ Full-‐time	  
□ Part-‐time	  
□ Unemployed	  
□ Household	  affairs	  
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Written	  Comments	  and	  Opinions	  (Optional)	  
Any	  other	  comments?	  	  Write	  your	  comments	  in	  this	  box	  regarding	  your	  experience	  about	  
your	  role	  as	  a	  father	  or	  fathering	  figure,	  your	  fathering	  expectations	  and	  behavior,	  and	  
marital	  satisfaction	  
	  
Example:	  My	  fathering	  experience	  has	  been	  __	  mostly	  positive;	  __mostly	  negative;	  __	  no	  
opinion.	  
Write	  in	  your	  experiences	  :	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

End	  of	  the	  survey	  (Father’s	  Version).	  Thank	  you	  for	  your	  participation.	  
	  
If	  you	  would	  like	  to	  refer	  someone	  to	  fill	  in	  this	  survey,	  please	  provide	  them	  with	  this	  link:	  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/FatheringParticipation.	  	  Email	  questions	  about	  this	  
survey	  to	  mtrahan2@uh.edu	  or	  call	  Dr.	  Cheung	  at	  713-‐743-‐8107.	  Mail	  paper	  survey	  
(without	  your	  name	  and	  address)	  to	  Dr.	  Cheung,	  UH-‐GCSW,	  110HA	  Social	  Work	  Building,	  
Houston,	  TX	  77204-‐4013,	  USA.	  
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Survey#________________________________	  
	  

Fathering	  Behaviors	  as	  Perceived	  by	  Both	  Parents	  (Mother’s	  Survey)	  
	  

DO	  NOT	  WRITE	  YOUR	  NAME	  ON	  THIS	  SURVEY	  
	  
Instruction:	  Your	  answer	  is	  based	  on	  your	  partner’s	  fathering	  behavior	  to	  the	  identified	  
child	  (or	  all	  children	  if	  the	  fathering	  behaviors	  are	  generally	  the	  same).	  “Father”	  is	  defined	  
as	  this	  child’s	  father	  or	  a	  fathering	  figure	  who	  lives	  with	  this	  child	  at	  the	  present	  time.	  You	  
don’t	  have	  to	  be	  the	  child’s	  biological	  mother	  to	  fill	  out	  this	  survey.	  “Mother”	  refers	  to	  the	  
mothering	  figure	  who	  lives	  with	  this	  child	  at	  the	  present	  time.	  See	  definitions	  at	  the	  
beginning	  of	  this	  survey.	  	  
	  
0. Did	  your	  partner/spouse	  complete	  (or	  is	  completing)	  this	  survey?	  "	  Yes	  	  "	  No	  	  "	  Not	  

sure	  
Please	  be	  assured	  that	  your	  answers	  will	  not	  be	  shared	  with	  any	  one,	  not	  even	  your	  
spouse	  or	  partner.	  
	  

1. Do	  you	  have	  at	  least	  one	  child	  (of	  any	  age)	  residing	  with	  you?	  (for	  at	  least	  one	  day	  per	  
week)	  	  	   	   	  "	  Yes	  	   	  "	  No	  

2. How	  many	  of	  your	  children	  (of	  any	  age)	  are	  living	  with	  you	  (at	  least	  one	  day	  per	  week)?	  
_____	  #	  children	  
	  
You	  may	  choose	  ONE	  SPECIFIC	  CHILD	  (of	  any	  age)	  in	  this	  household	  to	  be	  a	  reference	  
point	  to	  answer	  the	  rest	  of	  this	  survey.	  
3. How	  old	  is	  this	  child?	  ______	  #	  years	  
4. 	  This	  child’s	  gender:	  "	  female	  	  "	  male	  
5. How	  often	  does	  this	  child	  live	  in	  your	  household?	  _________________________	  
6. How	  much	  time	  (per	  day)	  do	  you	  usually	  spend	  with	  this	  child?	  

_____________Minutes	  	  	  	  	  _____________Hours	  
	  

7. Your	  gender:	  	  "	  Female	  	  	  	  "	  Male	   	  	  
8. What	  is	  your	  parenting	  relationship	  with	  your	  child:	  "	  biological	  parent	  	  

"stepparent	  	  
"	  adoptive	  parent	  	  	  "	  kinship	  	  	  "	  legal	  guardian	  	  	  "	  my	  friend’s	  child	  who	  lives	  with	  
me;	  "others	  (____________________________Specify)	  	  

	  
9. Who	  is	  the	  fathering	  figure	  for	  this	  child	  in	  your	  family?	  	  "	  	  Biological	  father	  	  	  	  

"	  Stepfather	  	  	  "	  Mother’s	  boyfriend	  	  	  	  "	  Older	  siblings	  of	  the	  child	  	  	  	  	  "	  Other	  
relatives	  or	  family	  friends	  	  	  	  	  "	  Grandfather	  of	  the	  child	  	  	  	  	  "	  Legal	  guardian	  of	  the	  
child	  
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Fathering	  Behaviors	  as	  Perceived	  by	  Both	  Parents	  (Mother’s	  Survey)	  

	  
Part	  I:	  Relationship	  with	  Partner	  
Instructions:	  	  For	  each	  item,	  select	  the	  response	  that	  best	  describes	  the	  way	  you	  and	  your	  
partner	  (i.e.	  child’s	  father,	  fathering	  figure	  of	  the	  child)	  work	  together	  as	  parents.	  	  While	  you	  
may	  not	  find	  an	  answer	  that	  exactly	  describes	  what	  you	  think,	  please	  click	  the	  answer	  that	  
comes	  the	  closest	  to	  what	  you	  think.	  	  If	  you	  leave	  it	  blank,	  it	  will	  result	  as	  an	  “I	  don’t	  know”	  
answer.	  

	  
Choose	  a	  number	  between	  0	  and	  6	  regarding	  the	  level	  of	  truth	  of	  the	  statement.	  
6:	  Very	  true	  of	  us	  (VT)	  
5:	  
4:	  Somewhat	  true	  of	  us	  (ST)	  
3:	  
2:	  Little	  bit	  true	  of	  us	  (LT)	  
1:	  
0:	  Not	  true	  of	  us	  (NT)	  

For	  example:	  	  I	  believe	  my	  partner	  is	  a	  good	  parent.	  	  If	  the	  statement	  is	  very	  true,	  circle	  6	  (VT).	  
	  
I	  believe	  that…	   VT	   	   ST	   	   LT	   	   NT	  
1	   My	  partner	  is	  a	  good	  parent.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
2	   My	  relationship	  with	  my	  partner	  is	  stronger	  now	  than	  

before	  we	  had	  a	  child.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

3	   My	  partner	  pays	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  attention	  to	  our	  child.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
4	   My	  partner	  likes	  to	  play	  with	  our	  child	  and	  then	  leave	  

the	  dirty	  work	  to	  me.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

5	   My	  partner	  and	  I	  have	  the	  same	  goals	  for	  our	  child.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
6	   My	  partner	  and	  I	  have	  different	  ideas	  about	  how	  to	  raise	  

our	  child.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

7	   My	  partner	  tries	  to	  show	  that	  she	  or	  he	  is	  better	  than	  me	  
at	  caring	  for	  our	  child.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

8	   My	  partner	  does	  not	  carry	  his	  or	  her	  fair	  share	  of	  the	  
parenting	  work.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

9	   My	  partner	  undermines	  my	  parenting.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
10	   We	  are	  growing	  and	  maturing	  together	  through	  

experiences	  as	  parents.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

11	   My	  partner	  appreciates	  how	  hard	  I	  work	  at	  being	  a	  good	  
parent.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

12	   My	  partner	  makes	  me	  feel	  like	  I’m	  the	  best	  possible	  
parent	  for	  our	  child.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
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These	  questions	  ask	  you	  to	  describe	  things	  you	  do	  when	  both	  you	  and	  your	  partner	  are	  
physically	  present	  together	  with	  your	  child	  (i.e.	  in	  the	  same	  room,	  in	  the	  car,	  on	  
outings).	  	  COUNT	  ONLY	  THE	  TIMES	  WHEN	  ALL	  THREE	  OF	  YOU	  are	  actually	  within	  the	  
company	  of	  one	  another	  (even	  if	  it	  is	  just	  a	  few	  hours	  per	  week).	  

	  
Choose	  a	  number	  between	  0	  and	  6	  regarding	  the	  frequency	  of	  the	  statement.	  
6:	  Very	  Often,	  Several	  times	  a	  day	  (VO)	  
5:	  
4:	  Often,	  Once	  a	  day	  (O)	  
3:	  
2:	  Sometimes,	  Once	  or	  twice	  per	  week	  (S)	  
1:	  
0:	  Never	  (N)	  
	  

For	  example:	  	  Engaging	  in	  conflict.	  	  If	  the	  statement	  happens	  several	  times	  per	  day,	  click	  6	  (VO)	  
	  
How	  often	  do	  you?	   VO	   	   O	   	   S	   	   N	  
1	   Argue	  about	  your	  relationship	  or	  marital	  issues	  

unrelated	  to	  your	  child,	  in	  the	  child’s	  presence?	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

2	   One	  or	  both	  of	  you	  say	  cruel	  or	  hurtful	  things	  to	  each	  
other	  in	  front	  of	  the	  child.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
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Part	  II:	  Your	  Partner’s	  Involvement	  as	  a	  Father	  
	  
Now	  think	  of	  your	  experiences	  as	  a	  parent	  over	  the	  past	  12	  months.	  	  Please	  rate	  (A)	  your	  beliefs	  about	  how	  MOST	  
FATHERS	  should	  perform,	  and	  (B)	  how	  good	  of	  a	  job	  you	  think	  YOUR	  PARTNER	  did	  as	  a	  father	  on	  each	  of	  the	  items.	  	  
Please	  rate	  both	  of	  these	  answers	  per	  item.	  	  The	  term	  “children”	  refers	  to	  a	  particular	  target	  child	  for	  this	  study.	  
	  
In	  Column	  (A):	  Importance	  of	  Parenting	  Tasks	  for	  Fathers	  
Using	  a	  scale	  from	  0-‐6,	  rate	  the	  level	  of	  the	  importance	  of	  each	  task	  to	  being	  a	  father	  for	  MOST	  fathers.	  If	  a	  task	  is	  very	  
important	  (VI)	  to	  being	  a	  father,	  rate	  the	  task	  as	  6.	  	  If	  the	  task	  is	  very	  unimportant	  (VU)	  to	  being	  a	  father,	  rate	  the	  task	  as	  
0.	  
	  
In	  Column	  (B):	  Your	  Partner’s	  Fathering	  Performance	  
Using	  the	  scales	  from	  0-‐6,	  rate	  the	  job	  your	  partner	  did	  as	  a	  father	  on	  the	  following	  tasks.	  	  For	  excellent	  (E),	  rate	  the	  task	  
as	  6,	  and	  for	  very	  poor	  (VP),	  rate	  the	  task	  as	  0.	  	  If	  the	  role	  is	  not	  applicable	  to	  you	  as	  a	  father,	  circle	  NA.	  
	   (A)	  How	  important	  is	  it	  for	  

MOST	  FATHERS	  to	  perform	  
each	  parenting	  task?	  

(B)	  How	  good	  of	  a	  job	  did	  your	  
partner	  do	  AS	  A	  FATHER	  over	  the	  
past	  year	  with	  his	  performance	  in	  
each	  parenting	  task?	  

	  
VI	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  
VU	  

	  
E	  

	  
	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
VP	  

	  
	  

1	   Attending	   events	   your	   children	   participate	  
in	  (sports,	  school,	  church	  events).	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

2	   Encouraging	  your	  children	  to	  read.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
3	   Providing	  your	  children’s	  basic	  needs	  (food,	  

clothing,	  shelter,	  and	  health	  care).	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

4	   Praising	  your	  children	  for	  being	  good	  or	  
doing	  the	  right	  thing.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

5	   Giving	  your	  children’s	  mother	  
encouragement	  and	  emotional	  support.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

6	   Being	  involved	  in	  the	  daily	  or	  regular	  
routine	  of	  taking	  care	  of	  your	  children’s	  
basic	  needs	  or	  activities	  (feeding,	  driving	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
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them	  places,	  etc.)	  
7	   Letting	  you	  children	  know	  that	  their	  mother	  

is	  an	  important	  and	  special	  person.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

8	   Praising	  your	  children	  for	  something	  that	  
they	  have	  done	  well.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

9	   Encouraging	  your	  children	  to	  succeed	  in	  
school.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

10	   Being	  a	  pal	  or	  friend	  to	  your	  children.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
11	   Accepting	  responsibility	  for	  the	  financial	  

support	  of	  the	  children	  you	  have	  fathered.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

12	   Encouraging	  your	  children	  to	  do	  their	  
homework.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

13	   Telling	  you	  children	  that	  you	  love	  them.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
14	   Knowing	  where	  you	  children	  go	  and	  what	  

they	  do	  with	  their	  friends.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

15	   Spending	  time	  just	  talking	  to	  your	  children	  
when	  he/she	  wants	  to	  talk	  about	  something.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

16	   Cooperating	  with	  you	  children’s	  mother	  in	  
the	  rearing	  of	  your	  children.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

17	   Reading	  to	  your	  younger	  children.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
18	   Teaching	  you	  children	  to	  follow	  rules	  at	  

school.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

19	   Encouraging	  your	  children	  to	  continue	  their	  
schooling	  beyond	  high	  school.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

20	   Disciplining	  your	  children.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
21	   Helping	  you	  older	  children	  with	  their	  

homework.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

22	   Planning	  for	  you	  children’s	  future	  
(education,	  training).	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

23	   Encouraging	  your	  children	  to	  develop	  their	  
talents	  (music,	  athletics,	  art,	  etc.)	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

24	   Spending	  time	  with	  your	  children	  doing	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
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things	  they	  like	  to	  do.	  
25	   Encouraging	  your	  children	  to	  do	  their	  

chores.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  

26	   Setting	  rules	  and	  limits	  for	  your	  children’s	  
behavior.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	   NA	  
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Part	  III:	  Partner	  Support	  for	  Fathering	  
	  
Using	  the	  following	  questions,	  please	  indicate	  the	  frequency	  with	  which	  your	  partner	  (i.e.	  child’s	  
father,	  fathering	  figure)	  has	  behaved	  in	  the	  following	  ways	  with	  you,	  in	  your	  parenting	  role,	  over	  
the	  past	  few	  months.	  
	  
   	  Always	  (A)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  6.	  

Very	  frequently	  (VF)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  5.	  
Often	  (O)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  4.	  
Sometimes	  (S)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  3.	  
Rarely	  (R)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  2.	  
Very	  rarely	  (VR)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  1.	  
Never	  (N)	  behaves	  towards	  me	  in	  my	  parenting	  role,	  please	  circle	  0. 	     	    	  	  	  

  	  	  	  
	   My	  partner	  …	   A	   VF	   O	   S	   R	   VR	  

	  
N	  

1	   My	  partner	  tells	  me	  he	  values	  me	  as	  a	  parent.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
2	   My	  partner	  is	  available	  to	  help	  me	  in	  parenting	  when	  I	  

need	  it.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

3	   My	  partner	  lets	  me	  know	  he	  likes	  the	  way	  I	  am	  with	  our	  
child.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

4	   My	  partner	  does	  what	  she	  can	  to	  make	  things	  easier	  for	  
me	  as	  a	  parent.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

5	   My	  partner	  feels	  that	  I	  have	  good	  parenting	  skills.	  	  	  	  	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
6	   My	  partner	  believes	  that	  I	  am	  a	  competent	  parent.	   6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  
7	   My	  partner	  is	  there	  when	  I	  need	  him	  for	  help	  in	  

parenting.	  
6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

8	   My	  partner	  makes	  me	  feel	  like	  I	  can	  talk	  to	  him	  about	  
anything	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  our	  child.	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   0	  

Part	  IV:	  Relationship	  Interaction	  
	  
The	  statements	  listed	  below	  concern	  the	  interaction	  between	  you	  and	  your	  partner	  (i.e.	  child’s	  
father	  or	  fathering	  figure	  who	  lives	  with	  the	  child).	  	  Please	  mark	  the	  letter	  for	  each	  item	  that	  best	  
answers	  that	  item	  for	  you.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
How	  well	  does	  your	  partner	  meet	  your	  needs?	  

! 5=	  Extremely	  Well	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Poorly	  
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In	  general,	  how	  satisfied	  are	  you	  with	  your	  relationship?	  

! 5=	  Extremely	  Satisfied	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Unsatisfied	  

How	  good	  is	  your	  relationship	  compared	  to	  most?	  
! 5=	  Excellent	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Poor	  

How	  often	  do	  you	  wish	  you	  hadn’t	  gotten	  into	  this	  relationship?	  
! 5=	  Very	  often	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Never	  

To	  what	  extent	  has	  your	  relationship	  met	  your	  original	  expectations?	  
! 5=	  Completely	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Hardly	  at	  all	  

How	  much	  do	  you	  love	  your	  partner?	  
! 5=	  Very	  much	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Not	  much	  

How	  many	  problems	  are	  there	  in	  your	  relationship?	  
! 5=	  Very	  many	  
! 4	  
! 3=Average	  
! 2	  
! 1=	  Very	  few	  
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Part	  V:	  Parenting	  Expectations	  
	  
The	  statements	  listed	  below	  concern	  your	  parental	  expectations.	  Please	  rate	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  you	  
agree	  or	  disagree	  with	  each	  of	  the	  following	  statements	  in	  relation	  to	  your	  partner’s	  fathering	  
behavior.	  

If	  you	  strongly	  agree	  (SA)	  with	  the	  statement,	  please	  click	  or	  circle	  6.	  
If	  you	  agree	  (A)	  with	  the	  statement,	  please	  click	  or	  circle	  5.	  
If	  you	  somewhat	  agree	  (SWA)	  with	  the	  statement,	  please	  click	  or	  circle	  4.	  
If	  you	  somewhat	  disagree	  (SWD)	  to	  the	  statement,	  please	  click	  or	  circle	  3.	  
If	  you	  disagree	  (D)	  with	  the	  statement,	  please	  click	  or	  circle	  2.	  
If	  you	  strongly	  disagree	  (SD)	  with	  the	  statement,	  please	  click	  or	  circle	  1.	  

	  	  	  
	  
I	  feel	  that	  my	  child’s	  father…	   SA	   A	   SWA	   SWD	   D	   SD	  
1	   Has	  acquired	  an	  understanding	  that	  the	  problems	  of	  

taking	  care	  of	  a	  child	  are	  easy	  to	  solve	  once	  you	  know	  
how	  your	  actions	  affect	  your	  child.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  

2	   Would	  make	  a	  fine	  model	  for	  a	  new	  father	  to	  follow	  in	  
order	  to	  learn	  what	  one	  would	  need	  to	  know	  in	  order	  to	  
be	  a	  good	  parent.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  

3	   Believes	  that	  being	  a	  parent	  is	  manageable,	  and	  any	  
problems	  are	  easily	  solved.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  

4	   Thinks	  that	  he	  has	  met	  his	  own	  personal	  expectations	  
for	  expertise	  in	  caring	  for	  my	  child.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  

5	   Thinks	  that	  if	  anyone	  can	  find	  the	  answer	  to	  what	  is	  
troubling	  my	  child,	  he	  is	  the	  one.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  

6	   Believes	  that	  he	  is	  thoroughly	  familiar	  with	  his	  role	  as	  a	  
father.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  

7	   Honestly	  believes	  that	  he	  has	  all	  the	  skills	  necessary	  to	  
be	  a	  good	  father	  to	  our	  child.	  	  

6	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	  
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Part	  VI:	  Demographics	  
	  
Finally,	  we	  would	  like	  you	  to	  provide	  us	  with	  some	  information	  to	  collectively	  describe	  
our	  participants.	  Your	  personal	  information	  will	  be	  kept	  confidential.	  
	  
	  
1.	  

	  
Gender:	  	  □	  	  	  Male	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  	  	  Female	  

2.	   Your	  age	  is	  	  ______	  	  
	  

3.	   Your	  ethnic	  background	  is:	  ______________________	  
Or	  choose	  from	  the	  following	  major	  ethnic	  group:	  
□	  Caucasian	  	  	  □	  African	  (or	  Black)	  	  □	  Hispanic	  	  	  	  	  □	  Asian	  	  (Please	  go	  to	  question	  
3a.)	  	  	  □	  Native	  American	  	  
□	  Others:	  _______________________(Please	  specify)	  

	  
4.	   How	  many	  people	  are	  living	  in	  your	  household?	  (including	  yourself)	  

	  _______	  	  
	  

5.	   Please	  fill	  in	  the	  form	  (or	  circle	  the	  answer)	  according	  to	  your	  children’s	  birth	  order	  
with	  the	  oldest	  child	  first.	  	  Designate	  whether	  they	  are	  biological,	  step,	  adopted,	  
kinship,	  legal,	  partner’s	  children)	  	  
Birth	  
Order	  	  

Age	   Gender	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  

1	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  
2	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  
3	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  
4	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  
5	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  
6	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  
7	   	   Female/Male	   Bio/Step/Adopted/Kin/Legal/Partner’s	  	  

6.	  
	  
	  

Are	  you	  living	  with	  your	  own	  parents?	  
	  
□	  I	  do	  not	  live	  with	  my	  parents	  
□	  I	  live	  with	  my	  father	  
□	  I	  live	  with	  my	  mother	  
□	  I	  live	  with	  both	  of	  my	  parents	  
	  

7.	  	   Are	  you	  living	  with	  your	  partner’s	  parents?	  
	  
□	  I	  do	  not	  live	  with	  my	  partner’s	  parents	  
□	  I	  live	  with	  my	  partner’s	  father	  
□	  I	  live	  with	  my	  partner’s	  mother	  
□	  I	  live	  with	  both	  parents	  of	  my	  partner	  
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8.	  
	  
	  
	  

How	  much	  is	  your	  total	  household	  annual	  income?	  
________________	  US	  Dollars	  

9.	   What	  is	  your	  personal	  annual	  income?	  
________________	  US	  Dollars	  
	  
	  

10.	   What	  is	  your	  partner’s	  annual	  income?	  
________________	  US	  Dollars	  
	  
	  

11.	   Are	  you	  currently	  living	  in	  the	  United	  States?	  
___Yes	  	  	  ___	  No	  
	  

12.	  
	  
	  

How	  long	  have	  you	  been	  living	  in	  U.S.A.?	  
__Since	  Born	  __Immigrant	  since	  ____	  (Provide	  the	  year	  of	  immigration)	  
	  
	  

13.	   If	  you	  do	  not	  currently	  live	  in	  the	  U.S.,	  where	  do	  you	  currently	  live?	  
___________________________________________	  
	  

14.	   Total	  years	  living	  in	  USA:	  _______	  year(s)	  	  	  
	  

15.	   If	  you	  come	  from	  an	  immigrant	  family,	  which	  generation	  are	  you?	  
□	  Native	  to	  U.S.A	  	  
□	  Immigrant	  since	  childhood	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  Immigrant	  as	  adult	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  2nd	  generation:	  US	  born	  of	  at	  least	  one	  foreign-‐born	  parent.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  3rd	  generation:	  US	  born	  of	  two	  US-‐born	  parents,	  with	  at	  least	  one	  foreign	  born	  
grandparent.	  
□	  4th	  generation	  or	  above:	  US-‐born	  of	  US-‐born	  parents,	  with	  two	  US	  born	  grandparents	  
□	  Don’t	  know	  
Other	  (Please	  specify):	  ___________________________________________________	  
	  

16.	   Provide	  your	  year	  of	  immigration:	  
Immigrant	  since	  ________________________	  
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17.	  
	  
	  

What	  is	  your	  highest	  education	  level:	  	  
(If	  appropriate,	  please	  specify	  your	  completed	  grade.)	  
□	  No	  formal	  education	  	  
□	  Elementary	  School:	  Grade	  _________	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  Middle	  School:	  Grade	  _________	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  High	  School:	  Grade	  _________	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  Community	  College	  Completed	  	  	  	  □	  Some	  Undergraduate	  	  Education	  
□	  Undergraduate	  Completed	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  Master’s	  Degree	  Completed	  
□	  PhD	  or	  Doctoral	  Degree	  Completed	  
	  

18.	  
	  
	  

What	  is	  your	  partner’s	  highest	  education	  level:	  	  
(If	  appropriate,	  please	  specify	  your	  completed	  grade.)	  
□	  No	  formal	  education	  	  
□	  Elementary	  School:	  Grade	  _________	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  Middle	  School:	  Grade	  _________	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  High	  School:	  Grade	  _________	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
□	  Community	  College	  Completed	  	  	  	  □	  Some	  Undergraduate	  	  Education	  
□	  Undergraduate	  Completed	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  Master’s	  Degree	  Completed	  
□	  PhD	  or	  Doctoral	  Degree	  Completed	  
	  

19.	  
	  
	  

What	  is	  your	  religion	  or	  spiritual	  belief	  system:	  
□	  No	  religion	  	  □	  Ancestors	  worship	  	  	  	  □	  Catholic	  	  	  □	  Protestant	  /	  Christianity	  	  
□	  Buddhism	  	  	  	  	  □	  Taoism	  	  	  	  	  □	  Islam	  /	  Muslim	  	  □	  Jewish	  
□	  Shinto	  	  	  □	  Judaism	  	  	  	  	  Others	  ____________	  (Please	  specify)	  
	  

	  
20.	  
	  
	  

	  
What	  is	  your	  marital	  status:	  	  	  	  
□	  Single	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  Married	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  In	  cohabitation	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  In	  separation	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  Divorced	  	  	  	  
□	  Widowed	  	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  Others	  __________	  (Please	  specify)	  
	  

21.	   If	  married,	  how	  long	  have	  you	  been	  married?	  (referring	  to	  the	  current	  marriage)	  
	  _________	  year(s)	  
	  
If	  cohabiting,	  how	  long	  have	  you	  been	  living	  together	  with	  this	  partner?	  
_________	  year(s)	  
	  
	  

22.	   What	  is	  your	  partner’s	  gender?	  	  □	  	  	  Male	  	  	  	  	  	  □	  	  	  Female	  
	  

23.	   What	  is	  your	  partner’s	  relationship	  with	  child	  (you	  specified	  for	  this	  survey).	  
"	  Biological	  parent	  	  "	  Stepparent	  	  "	  Adoptive	  parent	  	  	  "	  Kinship	  	  	  "	  Legal	  
guardian	  	  	  "	  A	  friend’s	  child	  who	  lives	  with	  this	  partner	  	  
"Others	  (Please	  specify):	  (____________________________)	  	  
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24.	   What	  is	  your	  current	  employment	  status?	  

	  
□ Full-‐time	  
□ Part-‐time	  
□ Unemployed	  
□ Household	  affairs	  

	  
25.	   What	  is	  your	  PARTNER’S	  current	  employment	  status?	  

	  
□ Full-‐time	  
□ Part-‐time	  
□ Unemployed	  
□ Household	  affairs	  
	  

	  
	  
Written	  Comments	  and	  Opinions	  (Optional)	  
Write	  your	  comments	  in	  this	  box	  regarding	  your	  experience	  about	  your	  spouse/partner’s	  
role	  as	  a	  father	  (or	  fathering	  figure),	  their	  fathering	  expectations	  and	  behavior,	  and	  marital	  
satisfaction	  
	  

Example:	  My	  partner/spouse’s	  fathering	  experience	  has	  been	  __	  mostly	  positive;	  __mostly	  
negative;	  __	  no	  opinion.	  

Write	  in	  your	  parenting	  experiences,	  particularly	  in	  reference	  to	  your	  partner/spouse’s	  
fathering	  role	  :	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  
	  
	  

End	  of	  the	  survey	  (Mother’s	  Version).	  Thank	  you	  for	  your	  participation.	  
If	  you	  would	  like	  to	  refer	  your	  child’s	  father	  or	  someone	  else	  to	  fill	  in	  this	  survey,	  please	  
provide	  them	  with	  this	  link:	  https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/FatheringParticipation.	  	  .	  
Email	  questions	  about	  this	  survey	  to	  mtrahan2@uh.edu	  or	  call	  Dr.	  Cheung	  at	  713-‐743-‐8107.	  
Mail	  paper	  survey	  (without	  your	  name	  and	  address)	  to	  Dr.	  Cheung,	  UH-‐GCSW,	  110HA	  
Social	  Work	  Building,	  Houston,	  TX	  77204-‐4013,	  USA.	  
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Appendix D:  Social Service Agencies Included in Sampling  

Agency Name Email  Contact Person, Phone or 
Address  

1. Escape Family 
Resource Center 

AgnesH@learntoparent.org Agnes Ho 
1721 Pech Road, 3rd Floor 
Houston, TX  77055 
713-942-9500 

2. Strong Fathers & 
Strong Families 

culloaprnteam@sbcglobal.net Celia Ulloa 
713-524-2147 

3. Parents and Children 
Education Club 

info@pceclub.org http://www.pceclub.org/	  
 

4. Asian & Pacific 
Islander Women & 
Family Safety Center 
 

apiwfsc@apialliance.org P.O. Box 14047 
Seattle, WA  98114  
206/467-9976 

5. Asian American 
Family Services	  

info@aafstexas.org 9440 Bellaire Blvd.	  
Houston, TX  77036	  
713/339-3688 

6. Mosaic Family 
Services, Inc	  
	  

home@mosaicservices.org 4144 N. Central Expressway	  
Dallas, TX  75204	  
214/821-5393	  

7. Center for the Pacific 
Asian Family	  

contact@cpaf.info 543 Fairfax Ave.	  
Los Angeles, CA  90036	  
323/653-4045	  

8. Houston Chinese 
Culture Center	  

hccc@ocachouston.org 10303 Westoffice Dr. 
Houston, TX 77042 
(713-789-4995)	  

9. The Bangledesh 
Association 

Bangladesh_association_houston@ 
hotmail.com 

The Bangladesh Center 
1620 Bay Area Blvd. #1710 
Houston, TX  77058 

10. Neighborhood 
Centers-NCI	  

jreynolds@neighborhood-center.org Joshua Reynolds  
http://www.neighborhood-
centers.org/en-
us/default.aspx	  
713-667-9400	  

11. Taiwanese Heritage 
Society of Houston, 
Taiwanese 
Community Center 

 5885 Point West Dr. 
Houston, TX  77036 
713-271-5885 

12. Houston Chinese 
Culture Center of the 
Taipei Economic 
Cultural Office 

hccc@ocachouston.org Houston Chinese Culture 
Center 
10303 Westoffice Dr. 
Houston, TX  77042 

13. Vietnamese Culture 
and Science 
Association 

vhkh@vhkhvn.org 4615 Belle Park Drive 
Houston, TX  77072 
www.vhkhvn.org 
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14. Association of Chinese 
Americans (ACA), 
Inc. 

oca@ocanational.org 
 

1322 18th Street, NW 
Washington, D.C.  20036-
1803 
202-223-5500 

15. Detroit Chapter of the 
National Organization 
OCA 

info@acadetroit.org 4750 Woodward Ave., Ste. 
211 
Detroit, MI  48201 
313-831-1790 

16. Chinese Culture 
Center of Houston 

hccc@houstonocac.org 
www.ccchouston.org 

9800 Town Park Drive 
Houston, TX  77036 
713-789-4995 

17. Chinese Civic Center www.chineseciviccenter.org 5905 Sovereign Dr. 
Houston, TX  77036 
713-722-1133 

18. Brooklyn Chinese-
American 

19. Association Executive 
Office and Community 
Center 

http://www.bca.net/eng/contact.html 5000 8th Ave. 
Brooklyn, NY  11220 
718-438-0008 

20. Asian Pacific 
American Heritage 
Association 

ed@apaha.org 6220 Westpark, Ste. 245BC 
Houston, TX  77057 
713-784-1112 

21. Family Services of 
Greater Houston 

Dchrist-rice@familyservices.org Deniece-Christ Rice 
4625 Lillian St. 
Houston, TX  77007 
713-861-4849 

22. WorkFaith Connection llohr@workfaithconnection.org 
ptaul@workfaithconnection.org 

Lynn Lohr 
10120 Northwest Freeway, 
Ste. 200 
Houston, TX  77092 
713-984-9611 

23. Covenant Community 
Capital 

jeff@covenantcapital.org Jeff Jewett 
3300 Lyons, Ste. 203 
Houston, TX  77020 

24. Depelchin Children’s 
Center 

 4950 Memorial Drive 
Houston, TX  77007 
713-730-2335 

25. The Institute of 
Chinese Culture 

www.icc-houston.org Mrs. Jeanne Ma 
10550 Westoffice 
Houston, TX  77042 
713-339-1992, 281-980-
5172 
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26. Japan-America 
Society of Houston 

www.jashouston.org 4801 Woodway, Suite 
110W 
Houston, TX  77056 
jash@wt.net 

27. Childbuilders Houston childbuilders@childbuilders.org 2425 Fountain View Drive, 
Ste. 210 
Houston, TX  77057 

28. Council on Alcohol 
and Drugs Houston 

www.council-houston.org 
mbeck@council-houston.org 

Mary Beck 
Jackson Hill 
Houston, TX   

29. Episcopal Diocese of 
Texas 

www.epicenter.org 
 

1225 Texas St. 
Houston, TX  77002-3504 
713-520-6444 

30. Catholic Charities of 
Galveston-Houston 
Archdiocese 

 2900 Louisiana 
Houston, TX 77006 
713-526-4611 

31. Legacy Community 
Health Services 

info@legacycommunityhealth.org 5602 Lyons Avenue 
Houston, TX  77020 
713-671-3041 

32. United Way of Greater 
Houston 

 50 Waugh Drive 
Houston, TX  77007 
713-685-2300 

33. Interface Samaritan 
Counseling Centers 

 4803 San Felipe 
Houston, TX  77056 
713-626-7990 

34. Spaulding for Children  8582 Katy Freeway, Ste. 
100 
Houston, TX  77024 
800-460-6298 

35. Centers for Fathers, 
Family, and 
Workforce 
Development 

K_l_odom@hotmail.com 3002 Druid Park Drive  
Baltimore, MD 21215 
410-367-5691 
 

36. Fathers and Families 
Coalition of America  

info@fathersandfamiliescoalition.org James Rodriquez 
39 E. Jackson St. 
Phoenix, AZ  85004 

37. Mankind Project 
Houston 

areadirector@southcentral.mkp.org Richard Torres 
P.O. Box 807 
Houston, TX  77001-0807 
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Appendix E: Human Subjects Approval Letter 
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