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Abstract 

DISSERTATION:  Perceptions of What Children Need from their Fathers:  An 

Empirical Investigation of Generative Fathering. 

STUDENT:  Gerald J. Novack 

DEGREE:  Doctor of Philosophy 

COLLEGE:  Teacher’s College 

DATE:  JULY, 2012 

PAGES:  123 

This study examines recommendations regarding what children need from their fathers at 

various ages and what men can do to help their children with those needs.  Data collected 

in this study do not support recommendations as they appear in the conceptual ethic of 

Generative Fathering (Dollahite & Hawkins, 1998).  However, trends in the data suggest 

that, across the lifespan, children have a primary need for overt displays of love and 

nurturing.  There is evidence that young children need their fathers to be physically 

present.  Young children also seem to need support and acceptance from their fathers, 

though how exactly fathers demonstrate that support and acceptance might change as the 

child develops.  The data suggest that as the child transitions out of childhood and into 

adolescence and adulthood, the need for physical presence diminishes and the needs for 

support and acceptance, and advice and guidance emerge as more primary.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 Since the 1990s, scholarly interest in fathers and fatherhood practices has 

increased (Cabrera, Tamis-LeMonda, Bradley, Hofferth, & Lamb, 2000; Saracho & 

Spodek, 2008).  Goldberg, Tan, and Thorsen (2009) analyzed empirical studies from five 

journals identified by the authors as “high visibility” publications that focus on child 

development and/or families.  They found that, from 1930 – 2006, the percentage of 

articles about fathers more than tripled from less than four percent in 1930 to more than 

14% in the 1990s.  Since then, the percentage of articles about fathers has remained 

between 10% and 12% (Goldberg et al., 2009).  In raw numbers, Goldberg, et al. reported 

that articles about fathers increased from one in 1930 to more than 55 in the 1990s.  In 

2005, they found approximately 45 studies concerning fathers.  It is worth noting that 

Goldberg et al. did not include The Journal of Men’s Studies; International Journal of 

Men’s Health; Fathering; Culture, Society and Masculinities; or Psychology of Men & 

Masculinity.  These refereed journals regularly feature empirical investigations of fathers 

and fatherhood as well as conceptual and theoretical works on the topic. They are likely 

as “visible” as the publications examined.  Inclusion of these journals in this analysis 

would have raised the total number (and perhaps the percentage) of articles about fathers 

in recent years.  As a result of this academic interest in fatherhood, researchers have 
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produced volumes of rich and diverse information about fathers and the impact they can 

have on their families’ successes or difficulties (Cabrera et al., 2000; Dollahite & 

Hawkins, 1998; Levant & Wimer, 2009; Marsiglio, Amato, Day, & Lamb, 2000). 

 Researchers investigating fatherhood have consistently found that father absence 

contributes to children’s increased risk-taking, drug use, role confusion, higher frequency 

of incarceration and poorer academic performance when compared to children with more 

involved fathers (Cookston & Finlay, 2006; Perrin, Baker, Romelus, Jones, & Heesacker, 

2009).  In other studies, researchers have suggested that increased father involvement 

results in children’s improved academic performance and cognitive functioning, 

increased moral development, improved self-esteem, improved physical ability, and 

adaptive interpersonal skills (Adamsons, O’Brien, & Pasley, 2007; Bradford & Hawkins, 

2006; Lamb, 2000; 2004; Saracho & Spodek, 2008).  Of course, such studies assume that 

the fathers’ involvement was positive, caring, and adaptive.  Palkovitz (2002) warned that 

increased father involvement might not be universally beneficial because abusive, 

neglectful, inconsistent, and/or substance abusing fathers threaten their children’s 

developmental trajectories.  Taken together, research findings have helped combat early 

“deficit” perspectives that considered fathers unnecessary or merely supplemental (to 

mothers) in their children’s lives (Doherty, Kouneski, & Erikson, 1998; Goldberg et al., 

2009).  However, despite voluminous and consistent findings, there have been two major 

limitations in this body of literature (Day & Lamb, 2004).   

 Specifically, research on fatherhood has been limited because investigators have 

not operationalized “father involvement” adequately (Day & Lamb, 2004; Hawkins & 
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Palkovitz, 1999), and because there has not been an accepted, supported theory of 

fatherhood to inform or guide the research (Cabrera, et al., 2000; Day & Lamb, 2004; 

Doherty, et al., 1998).  Some efforts have been made to address these limitations, though. 

Measuring Father Involvement 

 Several scholars have proposed methods for measuring father involvement (Day 

& Lamb, 2004; Hawkins & Palkovitz, 1999; Lamb, Pleck, Charnov, & Levine, 1985). 

 The “Binary Approach” to measuring father involvement, which considers only fathers’ 

physical presence or absence in their children’s lives, was the primary method for 

measuring father involvement from the 1950s (post-World War II research) until the 

1970s (Day & Lamb, 2004).  Some researchers moved past the binary “absent or present” 

method for defining father involvement and began measuring the construct using the 

actual number of hours per day, week, or month that fathers spent with their children. 

 While many of these studies assessed father involvement using the mothers’ reports, 

assuming that they would be more accurate than fathers’ self-reports, Wical and Doherty 

(2005) used time and involvement journals to show that fathers’ self-reports of their 

involvement with their children matched mothers’ reports.  Subsequently, researchers had 

greater faith in fathers’ self-reported involvement with their children.  Few studies 

consider children’s reports of their fathers’ involvement, though strong arguments have 

been made supporting the importance of how children perceive their fathers’ involvement 

with them (Biller, 1974; 1993; Palkovitz, 1997). 

This “clicks and ticks” definition of father involvement (Hawkins & Palkovitz, 

1999) helped facilitate a fuller understanding of just how much time fathers spent with 
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their children, and how differences in actual time spent impacted child outcomes, but did 

little to help researchers understand the quality of father-child interactions and 

relationships.  Biller (1993) suggested that the quality of father-child interactions might 

be as important as how much actual time a father spends with his child(ren) or his ability 

to provide for them financially.  He also coined the term “paternal deprivation” which, he 

claimed, transcends “father absence” and includes a child’s unsatisfying or inadequate 

experiences with a father even when the father has been physically present (Biller, 1974). 

Similarly, Hawkins, Bradford, Palkovitz, Christiansen, Day, and Call (2002) wrote: 

But time is not the only important dimension to father involvement (Palkovitz, 

1997).  Father involvement is a multidimensional construct that includes 

affective, cognitive, and ethical components, as well as observable behavioral 

components, and that includes indirect forms of involvement … (p.184). 

 Also of concern with early investigations of father involvement, researchers 

frequently categorized fathers’ behaviors into content categories such as warmth, control, 

sex role modeling, playfulness, etc., which were difficult to operationalize, quantify, and 

manipulate in empirical investigations (Doherty, et al., 1998).  In response to this 

limitation, Lamb, et al. (1985) introduced the commonly-cited, “content-free” dimensions 

of fathering; paternal engagement, paternal accessibility, and paternal responsibility. 

 Paternal engagement consists of direct interactions such as caregiving, shared 

leisure activities or play.  Paternal accessibility is defined as times when the father is 

available to the child, but not directly engaged with him or her.  A common example of 

paternal accessibility occurs when a father reads or works in one room of the home while 



GENERATIVE FATHERING  13 

his child plays in a nearby room.  The most difficult of the three dimensions to measure, 

paternal responsibility refers to the father’s capacity to know what the child needs and 

how to respond to those needs (Lamb, 2000).  While Lamb et al.’s “content-free” 

dimensions have helped scholars to conceptualize father involvement in a manner that 

transcends “clicks and ticks” (Hawkins & Palkovitz, 1999); they have not addressed the 

other major criticism of the fatherhood literature: the absence of a unifying theory. 

Theories of Fatherhood 

 In contrast to the amount of literature published regarding the construct of father 

involvement, there has been only minimal effort with regards to theory development.  As 

observed by Doherty et al. (1998, p. 284), “The fathering literature has been long on 

empirical studies and short on theory.”  In response to this need, two commonly cited 

models of fathering emerged.  Doherty et al. introduced their model of Responsible 

Fathering, which details contextual and ecological factors that might inhibit or facilitate a 

father’s involvement with his children.  This model of Responsible Fathering will be 

examined in-depth in Chapter 2.  The conceptual ethic of Generative Fathering, another 

popular theory of fathering, suggested that good fathering is a matter of understanding the 

needs of one’s child(ren) within the specific family context, and helping his child(ren) to 

meet those needs (Hawkins & Dollahite, 1997).  Accordingly, Dollahite and Hawkins 

(1998) proposed a seven-stage framework for helping men understand what their children 

might need from them throughout the lifespan, as well as what men might do to help their 

children meet those needs.  This framework was based loosely on Erikson’s (1959) 

psychosocial theory of development (Dollahite and Hawkins only employed seven of 
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Erikson’s eight stages because it was assumed that fathers would not be parenting 

children in late adulthood), and will be discussed more thoroughly in Chapter 2 as it 

represents the basis for this study.   

Aware that they had designed Generative Fathering from a constructionist perspective, 

inclusive of their own personal values and ideals, Dollahite et al. (1997) were clear that their 

“conceptual ethic” was meant to be a loose set of guidelines for conceptualizing fatherhood and 

not a formal, rigid model.  They explained:  

By “conceptual ethic,” we mean a framework that is intended not primarily to 

model or describe reality, but to suggest what is possible and desirable. … Our 

framework is not intended to be value neutral or objectivist.  Indeed, we question 

whether scholars and practitioners can or should be value neutral in their work 

(Doherty, 1995; Slife & Williams, 1995).  Rather, we propose an ethically 

grounded, intervention-oriented approach to viewing good fathering as generative 

work that builds on our scholarly understandings, clinical and educational 

experiences, and deeply held beliefs about the importance of good fathering for 

the next generation (Dollahite et al., 1997, p. 18). 

 While this loose and flexible “conceptual ethic” honors individual variability in 

development and allows for modifications that could make the framework more 

appropriate for culturally diverse populations, it has also allowed researchers to exercise 

almost unlimited creative license in their use of Generative Fathering.  For example, 

Brotherson, Dollahite, and Hawkins (2005) explored the connection that fathers have 

with their special needs children.  “Connection” is discussed in the article as an element 

of “relationship work.”  According to Dollahite and Hawkins (1998), relationship work 
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includes “commune” and “comfort” (not connection) as its primary tasks, and becomes 

prominent when the child is in young adulthood (See Table 1).  Brotherson et al. fail to 

mention commune or comfort, and they interview fathers with young children, not young 

adult children.  Because Dollahite and Hawkins (1998) suggested that all seven areas of 

fatherwork are always present, even though one is likely to be more prominent than the 

others at a given developmental stage, Brotherson et al. were able to study “relationship 

work” with young children instead of young adults and still report that their findings 

seem to support Generative Fathering.   

 Both Generative Fathering and Responsible Fathering offer important 

perspectives that might help guide future research and intervention efforts.  They are both 

limited, however, in that aspects of each theory lack empirical support and validation 

(this will be discussed more thoroughly in Chapter 2).  Without this support, it seems 

premature to accept the interactions suggested within each theory.  Moving forward, 

researchers must first examine the aspects of these theories requiring support, and then 

study the interactions of elements in each theory.  Finally, studies should focus on 

outcomes from prevention programs and interventions employing these theories to 

determine their predictive validity.  

Significance of this Study 

Dollahite et al. (1997) explained that a “conceptual ethic is a framework that is 

intended not primarily to model or describe reality, but also to suggest what is possible 

and desirable” (Dollahite et al., 1997, p.18).  By purposefully avoiding the term “model,” 

and calling Generative Fathering a “conceptual ethic,” the authors expressed their hope 
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that the framework would accommodate families’ diverse cultural and contextual 

situations.  While the authors’ desire to not impose their personal ideals on others is 

commendable, the attention that Generative Fathering has received in the literature 

seems indicative of other scholars’ and clinicians’ interest in studying and employing the 

framework.  Establishing some rigorous, empirically supported structure and consistency 

for any model, theory, approach or conceptual ethic is necessary in order to maximize its 

utility in research efforts, or as a prevention, intervention or programming tool.   

Investigating the validity of Dollahite’s and Hawkins’ (1998) proposed 

framework promises to contribute to future research on fatherhood in two important 

ways.  First, based on the results from this study, researchers intending to employ the 

conceptual ethic of Generative Fathering will either have to amend the Generative 

Fathering framework (if data do not support the proposed model) or assume fewer 

liberties with the framework (if the data do support the model).  Second, the expected 

outcomes identified in the framework are often assumed as givens, but without empirical 

validation of this model, researchers can only have limited faith in those expected 

outcomes.  Results from this dissertation will help researchers studying fatherhood better 

understand what children need from their fathers and how their fathers can best help their 

children meet those needs.  With this information, researchers can begin testing the 

expected outcomes as predicted by Dollahite and Hawkins.  Finally, in line with 

Dollahite et al.’s intention to make Generative Fathering an “intervention-oriented 

approach (1997, p.18),” results from this study will help inform clinicians who might 

want to share the author’s recommendations as a potential family or fathering 
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intervention.   This dissertation will investigate the needs of children and 

recommendations for father involvement as proposed by the conceptual ethic of 

Generative Fathering.  The research questions guiding this investigation follow: 

Q1:  Will young adults’ reports of what they believe children need from their 

fathers at various developmental stages support the children’s needs identified by 

the Generative Fathering framework as it appears in Dollahite and Hawkins 

(1998)? 

Q2:  Will young adults’ suggestions of what fathers can do to help their children 

meet primary needs at various developmental stages support the domains of 

fatherwork suggested by Dollahite and Hawkins (1998)? 

As this study will employ qualitative methodologies, no specific hypotheses will be 

tested. Instead, results will be grounded in the data collected (Fassinger, 2005; Strauss & 

Corbin, 1990).  Also, expected outcomes of Generative Fathering will not be addressed 

as such an exploration would be premature without first validating children’s 

developmental needs and the types of fatherwork suggested by Dollahite and Hawkins 

(1998).  It is worth noting that this investigation is not intended to test the value of fathers 

acting generatively as those benefits have been well documented (e.g. Borisenko, 2007; 

Lamb, 2004; Snarey, 1993). This investigation intends to examine only the 

developmental needs and attendant fathering behaviors (i.e. fatherwork; see Chapter 2) 

identified by Dollahite and Hawkins.  Failure to support those conditions will not 

necessarily detract from the notion that generative fathering behaviors benefit men, 
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children and families, but will challenge the specific conceptual ethic of Generative 

Fathering as a potential framework for prevention and/or intervention. 
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Definition of Terms 

1. Father – In this study, the term “father” will refer to social fathers (Palkovitz, 

2002).  That is, any male who acts as a primary caregiver to one or more children. 

 This could include, but is not limited to biological fathers, step-fathers, other 

male family members, mothers’ partners, etc. 

2. Fatherhood – The term “fatherhood” is used to described the various behaviors, 

attitudes, and involvements of fathers (as defined above) with the children they 

are raising and with the rest of their families as it applies to their role as father 

(Brotherson & White, 2007; Palkovitz, 2002). 

3. Generative Fathering – Generative Fathering refers to the specific framework 

proposed by Hawkins & Dollahite (1997) and Dollahite and Hawkins (1998).  I is 

different from generative approaches to fathering which describes any fathering 

activity that is primarily focused on meeting the specific needs of the next 

generation (Lamb, 2004; Snarey, 1993) 

4. Conceptual Ethic – A conceptual ethic, as defined by Dollahite and Hawkins 

(1997) is not intended to model reality, but to suggest what is possible and 

desirable.  The authors made a clear distinction between “conceptual ethic” and 

“model.”  For the purposes of this study, “conceptual ethic,” “model,” and 

“framework” will be used interchangeably. 

5. Model – A model is a hypothetical description of a complex entity or process 

(wordnetweb.princeton.edu, n.d.).  For the purpose of this study, “model,” 

“framework,” and “conceptual ethic” will be used interchangeably. 
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6. Framework - A framework is a hypothetical description of a complex entity or 

process (wordnetweb.princeton.edu, n.d.).  For the purpose of this study, “model,” 

“framework,” and “conceptual ethic” will be used interchangeably. 

7. Child/Children – For this study’s purposes, “child” or “children” will refer to the 

social role one plays in a family system, not the legal distinction of being younger 

than 18-years-old.  Within a family context, children are family members of any 

chronological age who receive parenting of any sort from those fulfilling the 

social role of mother or father. 

8. Children’s Needs – This term is meant to refer specifically to the needs that 

children have within the family context that can be met by parent figures. 

9. Development/Developmental Stages – In this study, development, unless 

otherwise specified, will refer to the seven stages identified by Dollahite and 

Hawkins (2008) which are loosely based on Erikson’s (1959) psychosocial stages 

of development, and will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 2. 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review  

 As previously discussed, several scholars have detailed the history of research on 

fatherhood (e.g. Cabrera et al., 2000; Lamb, 2000; Marsiglio et al., 2000).  Relevant to 

this study, some have criticized the abundance of empirical research published absent 

theory (e.g. Doherty, et al., 1998 and Dollahite & Hawkins, 1998 specifically mention the 

lack of unifying theory guiding the fatherhood research).  Through the 1970s and 1980s, 

researchers typically studied variables such as father presence, father absence, fathers’ 

and/or mothers’ employment status, marital status, etc.  Fathers’ success or competence 

was generally measured by how their children performed socially, academically or 

behaviorally, but in the absence of theory, the body of literature realized a serendipitous 

collection of individual father variables that seemed related to certain child outcomes 

without particular rhyme or reason (Cabrera et al., 2000; Doherty et al., 1998; Dollahite 

& Hawkins, 1998).  Even though published works regularly addressed the need for theory 

that could frame and guide future research on fatherhood, it was not until the late 1990s 

that literature intended to meet this need emerged.   In an attempt to heed the call for 

theory, two influential and widely cited, yet very different approaches to understanding 

fatherhood emerged: Responsible Fathering (Doherty, et al., 1998) and Generative 

Fathering (Hawkins & Dollahite, 1997). 
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Responsible Fathering 

Doherty et al. (1998) proposed their model of Responsible Fathering based on 

Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological model of human development (See Figure 1).  The 

authors graphically represented the primary familial relationships as an inverted isosceles 

triangle with the father in the top, left corner and the child in the top, right corner.  The 

horizontal line connecting the two corners represents the father-child relationship.  The 

mother is represented in the point (bottom corner) of the triangle.  A diagonal line 

connecting mother’s corner and the father’s corner represents the parental relationship 

and an arrow from that horizontal line to the father-child relationship line represents the 

impact of the parental relationship on the father-child relationship.  Another diagonal line 

connects the mother’s corner with the child’s corner and represents the mother-child 

relationship.  An arrow emerging from the mother-child relationship line and pointing to 

the father-child relationship line represents the impact that the mother-child relationship 

can have on the father-child relationship. 

Surrounding the inverted triangle are several boxes, each describing ecological factors 

believed to influence a man’s ability to father.  Outside the corner of the triangle 

representing the father is a box entitled Father Factors (See Figure 1; Doherty et al., 

1998) which includes; Role Identification, Knowledge, Skills, Commitment, 

Psychological Well-Being, Relations with Own Father, Employment Characteristics, and 

Residential Status.  Role identification, skills and commitment have all received 

empirical support as important influences on fathering (Baruch & Barnett, 1986; Ihinger-

Tallman et al., 1995; Pleck, 1997).  Residential status, too, has been shown to impact 
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father involvement, though indirectly, as it seems to mediate the aforementioned three 

factors (Ihinger-Tallman et al., 1995; Marsiglio, 1995).  Research investigating 

psychological well-being has consistently supported a positive relationship between 

strong psychological wellness and parenting attitudes and skills in fathers and mothers 
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Figure 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. This figure is a graphic representation of the ecological model of 

“Responsible Fathering” as it appears in Doherty, Kouneski, and Erikson (1998). 
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alike (Cox et al., 1989;  Levy-Shiff & Israelashvili, 1988; Pleck, 1997).  Investigations of 

fathers’ employment status have yielded inconsistent outcomes with regards to father 

involvement, but seem meaningful only to the extent that employment impacts 

psychological well-being (Elder, Van Nguyen, & Caspi, 1985).  Flexible work schedules 

also seem positively related to fathers’ involvement with their children (Pleck, 1997). 

 Men’s relationships with their own parents, too, seem to impact their attitudes about 

fathering and level of involvement with their own children.  Empirical investigations 

have revealed linear and curvilinear relationships between family-of-origin relationships 

and father involvement such that men who had extremely strong relationships with their 

own parents and extremely distant (or strained) relationships with their own parents 

demonstrated greater involvement with their own children and more positive attitudes 

about fatherhood than men who had more average experiences in their families of origin 

(Beaton, Doherty, & Rueter, 2003; Beaton & Doherty, 2007).  Daly (1993; 1995) and 

Snarey (1993) found that men’s relationships with their own parents contributed to their 

sense of commitment, self-efficacy and role identification.   

 Outside the corner representing the child is a box called Child Factors which 

includes; Attitude toward Father, Behavioral Difficulties, Temperament, Gender, Age, 

and Developmental Status.  Marsiglio (1991) and Wood and Repetti (2004) studied the 

influence of children’s gender on father involvement and found that fathers do tend to be 

more actively involved with their sons than they are with their daughters.  Robbers 

(2009) used a test – retest method to examine the efficacy of a parent education 

curriculum.  Zero-order correlations in the pre-test condition revealed a strong, 
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significant relationship between fathers’ involvement and children’s age, such that fathers 

were more actively involved with older children.  Doherty et al. (1998) explained that, 

although the other child factors listed lack empirical support, they were included in the 

model in the interest of “completeness,” and warrant further investigation.   

 A Mother Factors box sits beside the corner representing the child’s mother and 

includes: Attitude toward Father, Expectations of Father, Support of Father, and 

Employment Characteristics.  In their longitudinal investigation of the relationship 

between marital intimacy and competent fathering, Bradford and Hawkins (2006) 

employed a partial least squares estimation to determine that marital intimacy (self-

reported by participants) accounted for almost 40% of the variance in level of father 

competence (also self-reported).  Bradford and Hawkins noted that fathering is 

commonly understood as a developmental process and would likely improve over time 

regardless of marital intimacy, but suggested that intimacy in the marital relationship 

likely facilitates fathers’ development as competent parents.  Empirical investigations of 

mothers as “gatekeepers,” have consistently supported the idea mothers seem able to 

limit and/or facilitate fathers’ involvement with their children (despite fathers’ desire to 

be involved), but that fathers do not seem to have the same influence on maternal 

involvement (Allen & Hawkins, 1999; Fox, Bruce, & Combs-Orme, 2000).  Finally, of 

particular interest, Marsiglio (1991) examined data from the National Survey of Families 

and Households, and found that mother factors were more strongly correlated with father 

involvement than were fathers’ characteristics and factors.   
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 Beside the line connecting the corners representing the father and the mother is a 

box entitled Coparental Relationship.  This box includes Marital or Nonmarital Status, 

Dual vs. Single Earner, Custodial Arrangement, Relationship Commitment, Cooperation, 

Mutual Support, and Conflict.  Several empirical studies have demonstrated that when 

fathers have strained relationships with their children’s mothers, they tend to withdraw 

from their children as well as their partners.  Mothers, by contrast do not demonstrate this 

tendency (Belsky & Volling, 1987; Cox, Owen, Lewis, & Henderson, 1989; Fieldman, 

Nash & Aschenbrenner, 1983; Levy-Schiff & Israelashvili, 1988).  Lewis and O’Brien 

(1987) suggested that this tendency is related to the fact fathers have a “less clear” job 

description than mothers and that social expectations for fathers tend to be more variable 

than those for mothers.  Also, the aforementioned notion that mothers act as gatekeepers 

between fathers and their children (Allen & Hawkins, 1999; Fox et al., 2000) might help 

explain this phenomenon.  

 Finally, atop the inverted triangle is a box containing the following Contextual 

Factors: Institutional Practices, Employment Opportunities, Economic Factors, Race or 

Ethnicity Resources and Challenges, Cultural Expectations, and Social Support.  An 

arrow emerging from the bottom of this box points to the line representing the father-

child relationship, indicating that these contextual factors, in addition to the individual 

father factors, child factors, mother factors, and coparental factors, impact fathers’ 

relationships with their children.  Several studies have established that unemployment 

and poor financial standing tend to negatively impact father involvement (Jones, 1991; 

McLoyd, 1989; Pleck, 1997; Thomson, Hanson, & McLanahan, 1994).  While it has been 
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well established that men typically struggle to balance the demands of work and family 

(O’Neil et al., 1986; 2008), unemployment seems to threaten men’s sense of identity and 

self-efficacy, factors already supported as important in father involvement. 

 While Doherty et al.’s (1998) conceptual model does seem to illustrate contextual 

factors and potential ecological interactions that might impact a man’s capacity to serve 

as a good father to his child(ren), it falls victim to two major limitations. First, not all of 

the factors in this model have empirical support.  For example, the impacts of individual 

mother factors or child factors on men’s ability to father effectively have received little if 

any empirical attention and are included in this model by Doherty et al. (1998) with the 

recommendation that future research investigate them more thoroughly.  

 Second, the model details contextual variables expected to influence responsible 

fathering, but it does not describe what “responsible fathering” is or how to be a 

responsible father.  In fact, there does not seem to be any clear definition of responsible 

fathering anywhere in the literature.  Doherty et al. did reference Levine and Pitt’s (1995 

as cited in Doherty et al., 1998) recommendations that a responsible father minimally: 

1. waits to have children until he is financially prepared to support his children, 

2. establishes legal paternity when he does make a baby, 

3. actively shares in the continuing emotional and physical care of his child(ren) 

from pregnancy onwards, and 

4. shares in the continuing financial support of his child(ren) from pregnancy 

onward. 
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Doherty et al. (1998) provided no other discussion of what constitutes responsible (or 

irresponsible) fathering.  This vague definition of the construct might make it difficult to 

measure and, as a consequence, difficult to study.  Researchers working with this model 

might need to decide for themselves whether or not the fathering practices that they 

observe in the context of interacting ecological variables are “responsible” or not based 

on their own definitions.  

Generative Fathering 

 Generativity.  In his seminal book, How Fathers Care for the Next Generation, 

John Snarey (1993) referenced Erik Erikson’s (1959) psychosocial model of human 

development.  He suggested that fathering could (and perhaps should) be considered a 

generative effort in which effective fathering is defined entirely by a father’s ability to 

identify and meet the needs of his child(ren).  Erikson explained that:  

“Generativity is primarily the interest in establishing and guiding the next 

generation…The principle thing to realize that this is a stage of the growth of the 

healthy personality and where such enrichment fails, together, regression from 

generativity to an obsessive need for pseudo intimacy takes place, often with a 

pervading sense of stagnation and interpersonal impoverishment.  Individuals 

who do not develop generativity often begin to indulge themselves as if they 

were their one and only child” (1959, pp. 103).  

Subsequently, the juxtaposition between generativity and stagnation suggests that adults 

who focus on providing for the next generation set the stage for a more fulfilled late-life 
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experience with a greater chance of realizing integrity in late adulthood while adults who 

fail to concern themselves with the needs of the next generation will “stagnate” in a self-

centered, childlike state likely to result in despair (Kali & Cavanaugh, 2010).  According 

to Snarey, parenting (specifically fathering) offers an ideal opportunity for men to be 

generative and, by extension benefit not only their children, but themselves as well.  

 Snarey (1993) presented four decades worth of empirical and anecdotal evidence 

that involved fathering practices benefited fathers as well as their children.  How Fathers 

Care for the Next Generation introduced two important ideas into the field of fatherhood 

research. First, by suggesting that “good fathering” occurs when men are able to identify 

and meet the needs of their children, Snarey helped shift the long-reigning paradigm 

associated with fatherhood.  By his definition, fatherhood should no longer be considered 

a social role to be judged effective or ineffective, good or bad based on social definitions 

and expectations (Hawkins & Dollahite, 1997; Silverstein, Auerbach, & Levant, 2002), 

but a task – work to be done.  Completing the job equals good fathering (Dollahite, 

Hawkins, & Brotherson, 1997).  Second, Snarey was the first to suggest that effective 

fathering was not only beneficial to children, but also to the fathers themselves. Snarey 

contended that meeting their children’s needs served to help men resolve their 

developmental struggle between generativity and stagnation (Erikson, 1959).  Subsequent 

literature seems to support this notion.   

Borisenko (2007) studied personality profiles of fathers and childless men using 

the Sixteen Personality Factors, The Purpose-in-Life Test, The Personality Differential, 

and The Parental Attitude Research Instrument, and found that fathers demonstrated 
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greater personality development in domains such as tolerance for stress, expressiveness, 

self-control, and life goals.  Fathers also reported being less domineering, engaging in 

less risk-taking, being more efficient, and being less suspicious than men without 

children.  Additionally, Borisenko repeated the study using a pre-test/post-test method in 

which some fathers attended a parenting skills course and others did not.  The men in the 

experimental condition produced similar but more dramatic results than did the fathers in 

the first study suggesting that more involved and effective fathering can result in even 

greater personality development for men.  Garfield, Clark-Kauffman, and Davis (2006) 

argued that having children can positively impact men’s physical health.  According to 

the authors, a child’s very presence in a man’s life can improve his health by providing a 

source of happiness, increasing his activity levels, and contributing to a sense of 

accomplishment and contentment.  They recommended more research investigating the 

relationship between fatherhood and men’s physical wellness and suggested that 

physicians consider men’s paternal status and encourage fathers’ interactions with their 

children.  Moloney, MacKenzie, Hunt, and Joe-Laider (2009) interviewed 91 ethnically 

diverse gang members from the San Francisco Bay area and concluded that the transition 

into fatherhood was an important protective factor for men and frequently the motivation 

they needed to end their involvement with street gangs.  The only fathers in the study that 

remained involved in gang activity, according to Moloney et al., failed to secure 

legitimate employment and experienced great dissonance between their desires to be 

good role models for their children and their need to provide financially for their families.  

In his empirical investigation of military officers, Osman (2003) found that those with 

children demonstrated a heightened sensitivity to their own values and morals, especially 
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with regards to justice and fair play.  As a result, officers with children tended to consider 

the potentially wide-ranging impact and long-term consequences of their decisions more 

than officers without children.  

Palm (2007) developed a framework for understanding fathers’ developmental 

journeys based on their children’s developmental stages. His framework is based on four 

primary assumptions (pp. 165): 

1. Children’s developmental and changing needs are driving forces for meaningful 

father involvement in all family and cultural contexts. 

2. Fathers are influenced by cultural/ethnic backgrounds, family systems, and social 

and religious beliefs in selecting values to pass on and deciding which skills their 

children need in order to be successful in society. 

3. Each developmental stage builds on the father-child relationship patterns and 

fathering skills developed in the previous stages.  Fathers who wait until their 

child is old enough to play catch or go fishing miss the critical early stages of 

building a close father-child relationship. 

4. Fathers are a natural resource for the care and socialization of children that has 

not been fully tapped.  Education and support for fathers can be a catalyst for 

unleashing the power of this resource.  

Palm’s first developmental stage is the Nurtutant Stage, which occurs during the child’s 

first year to 15 months of life.  During this stage, Palm suggested that men learn to 

engage their children as nurturers and playmates.  As children develop into toddlers, 
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fathers enter the Authority Stage, according to Palm.  During this stage, fathers learn to be 

authoritative without using deep voices and physical stature which will inevitably end in 

power struggles, but by developing their own parenting style based on their child’s needs 

and their own beliefs about adaptive parenting.  Also important during this stage, is the 

father’s role as an emotional coach.  Through play (usually “rough-and-tumble” play) 

fathers can model managing emotions, facing challenges and behavioral expression of 

feelings.  As children progress into school age, fathers enter the Interpretive Stage 

according to Palm.  Through involvement with their children’s schoolwork and extra-

curricular activities, fathers help introduce their children to the worlds of work, politics, 

and sports. Finally, fathers enter the Interdependent Stage when their children enter 

adolescence.  During this stage, Palm suggested that fathers learn to act as “lighthouses,” 

or “guides” for their children, while affording them the independence and autonomy to 

develop their own identities.  In order to fill each role, fathers must learn new skills and 

employ different behavioral, cognitive and affective strategies, thus facilitating their own 

development in tandem with their children’s. 

As mentioned, Erikson’s (1959) theory suggests that a person who works to 

continue his/her family and society by providing for the next generation (i.e. generativity) 

will experience greater life satisfaction and psychological wellness, and will likely enjoy 

a greater sense of integrity during late adulthood.  By contrast, a person unable or 

unwilling to address the next generation’s needs might become stuck in a self-centered, 

self-indulgent way of being that will likely result in boredom, unhappiness and despair in 

late adulthood (Kali & Cavanaugh, 2010).  According to Snarey (1993), regardless of a 



GENERATIVE FATHERING  34 

man’s developmental trajectory prior to fatherhood, having a child presents that man with 

an opportunity to become generative (to varying degrees for different men), and as a 

consequence, to experience fulfillment, health and happiness.  Thus, good fathers should 

benefit from their actions, as do their children (Borisenko, 2007; Garfield et al., 2006); 

Moloney et al., 2009).   

Building on Snarey’s (1993) work and Erikson’s (1959) theory, Hawkins and 

Dollahite (1997) developed a method for conceptualizing fatherhood intended to counter 

the Role Inadequacy Perspective (RIP), commonly held assumptions that they identified 

in the literature.   

Role-inadequacy paradigm (RIP).  Several scholars have identified a “deficit 

paradigm” in fatherhood research, which assumes that fathering is a social role generally 

performed inadequately by men who are uninvolved or unwillingly involved with their 

children and unmotivated to change (e.g. Brod, 1987; Cook, 1988; Doherty, 1991; Fox-

Genovese, 1996; Gerson, 1993; Hawkins & Dollahite, 1997; Heesacker & Pichard, 1992; 

Levant, 1992).   Dollahite and Hawkins (1997) coined the phrase Role Inadequacy 

Paradigm (RIP) to describe the literature base on fatherhood rooted in such deficit 

perspectives.   

 Saracho and Spodek (2008) addressed the RIP, though not explicitly, when they 

explained that researchers historically ignored fathers’ multiple roles in the family 

because they believed that the fathers’ involvement was minimal and did not impact 

children as dramatically as mothers’ influence did.  Lamb (2000) noted that, even though 

fatherhood has always been a multifaceted, multidimensional construct, dominant 
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perspectives of good fathering have shifted periodically over time.  As an example, Lamb 

explained that feminist critiques of traditional gender roles in the 1960s and 1970s 

prompted researchers to focus on paternal nurturance and involvement in day-to-day 

child care (constructs previously ignored in the literature) with little consideration for 

other functions, roles or aspects of fatherhood.  Similarly, in recounting Ronald Levant’s 

experience as a divorced father in the late 1970s, Levant and Wimer (2009) wrote: 

He researched the question of what resources existed for fathers who wanted to 

be fully involved, effective parents of their children.  The answer was, Nothing 

[sic].  Echoing Michael Lamb (1979), he concluded that the father was the 

forgotten parent and that parent education was synonymous with mother-

education (p. 4). 

 While it is uncertain whether popular culture influences academia or vice versa, it 

does seem that the deficit perspective of fathers was also a primary assumption in popular 

media.  LaRossa, Jaret, Gadgil, & Wynn (2000) examined syndicated comic strips 

appearing in the Sunday newspapers on Father’s Day and Mother’s Day from 1940 – 

1999.  They found clear trends toward portraying fathers as incompetent or foolish. 

 Certainly, the Sunday comic-strips have an interest in humor and might buffoon fathers 

in the name of comedy, but by comparison, few if any comic strips portrayed mothers as 

foolish or incompetent.  Additionally, mothers were far more likely to be portrayed 

engaging in nurturant or supportive parenting behaviors than were fathers.  Pehlke, 

Hennon, Radina, and Kuvalanka (2009) studied 12 popular television sitcoms featuring 

families.  Three themes emerged from their data analysis.  The first theme identified 
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fathers interacting with their children by spending quality time with them, engaging in 

“emotion-based” behaviors (positive/adaptive and manipulative/maladaptive).  Theme 

two revealed that fathers who were ethnic/racial minorities were most frequently 

presented as competent and engaged, and they were least likely to be portrayed as foolish 

or immature.  The third theme to emerge saw fathers as foolish, immature and the butt of 

family jokes.   On a slightly more positive note, Quinn (2006) reviewed children’s books 

that had won the Caldecott Award between 1938 and 2002 and found that since 1960, 

fathers and mothers are both portrayed as present in children’s lives.  However, the books 

did consistently suggest that fathers interact with their children less than mothers do, and 

that they are most likely to interact with their children when the mothers are not 

physically present.  

 According to Hawkins and Dollahite (1997), this deficit perspective in which men 

(and more specifically, fathers) are emotionally challenged, underinvolved in home and 

family life, and biologically inclined to sexual promiscuity and paternal apathy 

culminates in what they call the Role-Inadequacy Perspective of Fathering (RIP).  The 

authors identified several specific limitations inherent in RIP and addressed each 

systematically. 

 According to Hawkins and Dollahite (1997), RIP overemphasizes fathers’ 

inadequacies and pays little, if any attention to their strengths.  For example, authors 

working from an RIP orientation have noted that the social norms in the last 50 years 

have changed such that it is now common for women to work full-time outside the home, 

preventing them from investing as much time or attention in house work and child 
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rearing.  Yet, despite these changes, fathers have failed to increase the amount of time 

and energy that they invest into domestic labor and childcare (Demo & Acock, 1993; 

Hochschild, 1989).  Similarly, some have argued that cultural individualism and 

hedonism have contributed to the decay of the family structure and that, as a result, 

fathers are increasingly less willing to sacrifice their own pleasure and convenience in 

order to care for their families (Popenoe, 1993).   Hawkins and Dollahite argued that such 

perspectives ignore the possibility that most fathers care for their children and want to be 

good dads, an assertion supported by Snarey (1993).  They also criticized these 

arguments because they promote a cultural critique of fathers’ performance and ignore 

the possibility of personal transformation or the importance of context.  Additionally, 

Hawkins and Dollahite failed to mention that social expectations and economic realities 

often require families to earn two incomes in order to survive.  If fathers were to respond 

to mothers’ decreasing involvement in domestic and childcare activities by increasing 

their own, then they would likely need to limit their professional activities which could 

potentially damage the family through loss of income.  This last criticism is not intended 

to suggest that mothers should remain primarily responsible for housework and childcare, 

but to illustrate the importance of context, especially in family roles and responsibilities. 

 RIP also received criticism from Hawkins and Dollahite (1997) for being non-

developmental.  When fatherhood is understood as a social role, failure becomes 

imminent because social expectations of fathering are ever-changing and often 

inconsistent (Silverstein, Auerbach, & Levant, 2002).  For example, the social 

expectations of fathering in the 1950s were markedly different from those in the 1960’s. 

 Similarly, expectations common in the 1980s changed dramatically in the 1990s.  Men 
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who become fathers in one decade (and adhere to social standards of fathering) will be 

considered inadequate for engaging in identical behaviors just a few years later.  Also, as 

mentioned, some social expectations are inconsistent and conflicting.  Fathers, for 

example, are still largely expected to provide financially for their families, and they are 

also expected to spend large amounts of time caring for their children.  Few men can 

effectively accomplish both.  Hawkins and Dollahite stressed the notion that “role” is a 

metaphor.  Though sometimes useful, this metaphor’s emergence as the sole analytic tool 

for measuring fatherhood restricts perspectives on fathering to external personas that men 

choose as opposed to an activity in which men make meaningful investments, and which 

inevitably merge with their personalities and become inseparable parts of who they are 

(Borisenko, 2007).  “Even as fathers struggle to achieve a broader and deeper 

conceptualization of fathering, they know that good fathering is active, creative, all-

encompassing, irreplaceable, hard work [sic], not simply a role they play [sic]” (Hawkins 

& Dollahite, 1997, pp. 15). 

 As a final criticism of RIP, Hawkins and Dollahite (1997) argued that this deficit 

perspective misconstrues men’s motives and desires.  While the authors conceded that 

most fathers’ actions are sometimes inconsistent with “completely committed and caring 

fathering,” they argued that behaviors might not accurately reflect attitudes and desires. 

 The RIP, according to Hawkins and Dollahite, assumes that fathers maintain a set of 

attitudinal “uns”: uncaring, uninterested, uncommitted, unwilling, etc.  The authors 

respond to these assertions with an “un” of their own: unempirical.  In fact, evidence does 

support the notion that even when men fail to act as “good fathers,” they still maintain 
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strong, affectionate feelings for their children; believe that their families are more 

important than their work; and want to spend more time with their children (Hass & 

Hwang, 1995; Kiselica, 2008).  Often, perceived financial needs, fear of failure, maternal 

gate-keeping, and poor self-efficacy override men’s desires and intentions in guiding 

their behaviors (Allen & Hawkins, 1999; Fox et al., 2000; Kiselica, 2008). 

 In short, RIP emphasizes fathers’ lack of adjustment to social changes; resistance 

to change in contemporary family roles; privilege in the family; and ignorance, 

incompetence, or sloth in caregiving.  According to Hawkins and Dollahite (1997), this 

perspective had dominated most of the literature on fatherhood.  In response, they 

introduced the conceptual ethic of Generative Fathering as a non-deficit perspective 

(Hawkins & Dollahite, 1997). 

Fatherwork.  Dollahite et al. (1997) designed Generative Fathering to be a 

positive and strength-based approach to understanding effective fathering with 

“fatherwork” as its central endeavor. Although the authors conceded that the many 

unfortunate cases of “deadbeat dads,” absent fathers, and abusive fathers help to maintain 

a deficit perspective, they believed that those examples create an availability heuristic 

and that most men have the desire and ability to be loving, involved fathers. 

 Accordingly, they designed the conceptual ethic of Generative Fathering based on the 

following assumptions: 

1. Fathers have the ability and responsibility to choose to be involved and 

responsible fathers, and most fathers have strong desires to be good fathers 

(Snarey, 1993). 
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2. Good fathering emphasizes meeting the needs of the next generation more than 

responding to societal expectations or changing social roles; thus Generative 

Fathering is an ethical response to the needs of the next generation. 

3. Good fathering is hard work, and it is one of the most important kinds of work 

men do. 

4. Fathers’ needs and children’s needs often correspond, and Generative Fathering 

is consistent with healthy men’s development. 

5. The needs of the next generation are grounded in the challenges and opportunities 

of the human and family conditions. 

6. Men bring various abilities, interests, and strengths to their fathering and grow 

into their fathering. 

7. Fathering (like all human activity) takes place in a context of constraints, barriers, 

and challenges. (Dollahite & Hawkins, 1998, p. 127). 

 Although not formally listed by the authors, there also seems to be an eighth 

assumption that fathers and mothers contribute differently (though equally) to their 

children’s various needs.  In support of this assumption, Mackey (2001) observed more 

than 55,000 adult-child dyads from 23 different cultures and concluded that father figures 

(the researchers were unable to determine whether or not the men observed were 

biological fathers) possess a “unique, predictable, and nontrivial affiliative bond with 

their children that is “…separate from any man-woman bond or any woman-child bond” 

(pp. 51).  That is, the men observed were not interacting with their children because it 
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was important to the women in their lives, but because it was important to them 

individually.  Palm (1997) addressed this assumption more directly.  While Palm noted 

that, with regards to their wants and needs in parent education classes, individual 

differences in same-sex parents were often more profound than between sex differences, 

he did identify five common areas in which men’s needs might differ from women’s:  

1. Goals – Fathers typically want to learn how to create and maintain close 

relationships with their children. Mothers typically seek support from and 

connection with other parents. 

2. Typical Socialization Processes – Young girls are commonly socialized, through 

play with dolls, other girls, etc., to act as caregivers while male socialization often 

discounts or neglects this type of knowledge in favor of athletic prowess and 

competitiveness. 

3. Interactional Style Differences – Fathers are more likely to play with their 

children and interact verbally through joking, supporting and teaching than to 

engage in care-giving, while mothers are more likely to spend time interacting 

while bathing, clothing or feeding children (Lamb & Stevenson, 1978).  Fathers 

are also more likely than mothers to interact with children in activities that 

transcend the family unit (scouting, sports, etc.). 

4. Communication Styles – Tannen (1990) described men’s communication as 

“report talk” and women’s communication as “rapport talk.”  Kiselica et al. 

(2008) also noted that men have different communication styles than women do. 
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 Palm (1997) warned that while differences in engendered communication can 

serve as content for parenting education classes, they can also act as barriers, 

especially with regards to engaging fathers. 

5. Different Styles of Discipline – When disciplining their children, fathers tend to 

be distant, logical, in control, and consistent.  Mothers, by contrast tend to be 

more emotional, ambivalent about control, and concerned with the outcomes of 

their actions.   Palm (1997) suggested that there exists merit in both disciplinary 

approaches, but warned that, unexamined, such differences could lead to family 

conflict and difficulty.  

 With these assumptions, Dollahite et al. (1997) frame the actual actions that men 

can take in order to help meet their children’s various needs as fatherwork.  Work as a 

metaphor for fathering, according to Dollahite et al., describes activity that involves 

sustained effort.  They asserted that the strategic use of this metaphor is intended to 

combat the metaphor of fathering as a social role.  Just as feminist scholars have 

reclaimed domestic labor as “real work,” Dollahite et al. expressed the desire to 

reconnect the constructs of family and labor for fathers.  In fact, in response to the 

argument that industrialization severed the connection between work and family, 

Dollahite et al. proposed two constructs: economic work and family work, which, as a 

result of industrialization are not as intertwined as they once were.  Work is also a 

metaphor that promises to speak specifically to fathers as men are socialized to make 

work primary in their lives (Levant et al., 1992; Mahalik et al., 2003), and according to 

Dollahite et al., fatherwork and career work share several similarities.  They are both 
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activities that fathers must do and choose to do; they are both simultaneously burdensome 

and ennobling, draining and energizing; and both call for active, conscious, creative, 

adaptive effort.  It is worth noting that the authors seem to compare fatherwork with a 

satisfying, fulfilling career.  Dollahite et al. also note that fatherwork differs from career 

work because it is not product or market oriented; is not limited by time and place; and 

fatherwork represents an ethical, internally motivated activity as opposed to an 

economical necessity.   

 The stages of generative fathering. Essentially, Dollahite and Hawkins (1998) 

designed a fathering framework based on the first seven psychosocial struggles of human 

development (Erikson, 1959).  Erikson’s final stage was omitted because, in most 

instances, by the time that a child reaches late adulthood, (s)he will have either outlived 

her/his parents, or will be caring for them.  The authors contended that in order to resolve 

each developmental challenge, a child can be expected to have certain needs at each 

stage.  According to Dollahite and Hawkins, fathers can help their children resolve each 

challenge and progress to the next stage of development by focusing on specific types of 

“generative fatherwork” designed to help facilitate the resolution of each challenge and 

result in beneficial outcomes for the child as well as the father (Borisenko, 2007; Garfield 

et al., 2006; Moloney et al., 2009). 

Dollahite and Hawkins (1998) graphically illustrate their conceptual ethic using a 

grid with seven rows and four columns (See Figure 2).  Each row represents a stage in 

child development based loosely on Erikson’s (1959) psychosocial theory.  In each row 

(i.e. developmental stage), the first column identifies the stage itself and the associated 
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“Challenges of the Human Condition” (Dollahite & Hawkins, 1998).  In identifying the 

seven developmental stages considered by Dollahite and Hawkins, the authors omitted 

specific age ranges in a stated attempt to honor the fact that individuals experience great 

diversity in their developmental trajectories.  Instead of specific age ranges, Dollahite and 

Hawkins provided descriptions such as infancy, early childhood, play age, etc.    
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Figure 2 

A Conceptual Ethic of Fathering as Generative Work 
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well-being 

Continue 

Be an enduring presence in 

the child’s life 

INVOLVED 

Fathers 

SECURE 

Children 

SCARCITY 

Necessities & 

Aspirations 

(Early Childhood) 

RESOURCES 

& 

OPPORTUNTIES 

STEWARDSHIP WORK 

Consecrate 

Dedicate material 

resources to child 

Create 

Provide possibilities for the 

child to achieve 

RESPONSIBLE 

Fathers 

CONFIDENT 

Children 

CHANGE 

Development & 

Transformation 

(Play Age) 

ATTENTION 

& 

ACCOMODATION 

DEVELOPMENT 

WORK 

Care 

Respond to the child’s 

needs & wants 

Change 

Adapt in response to the 

child’s needs 

RESPONSIVE 

Fathers 

PURPOSEFUL 

Children 

STRESS 

Tension & 

Demands 

(School Age) 

RELAXATION 

& 

CAPABILITIES 

RECREATION WORK 

Cooperate 

Relax & play together on 

child’s level 

Challenge 

Extend child’s skills & 

coping abilities 

PLAYFUL 

Fathers 

JOYFUL 

Children 

PERPLEXITY 

Apprehension & 

Confusion 

(Adolescence) 

ENCOURAGEMENT 

& 

MEANING 

SPIRITUAL WORK 

Confirm 

Affirm belief & confidence 

in child 

Comfort 

Express empathy & 

understanding to child 

FAITHFUL 

Fathers 

PEACEFUL 

Children 

ISOLATION 

Aloneness & 

Misunderstanding 

(Young 

Adulthood) 

INTIMACY  

&  

EMPATHY 

RELATIONSHIP WORK 

Commune 
Share love, thoughts, 

feelings with child 

Comfort 

Express empathy & 

LOVING 

Fathers 

CARING 

Children 
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understanding to child 

OBLIGATION 

Complexities & 

Burdens 

(Adulthood) 

WISDOM 

& 

SUPPORT 

MENTORING WORK 

Consult 

Impart insights & 

suggestions when asked 

Contribute 

Sustain & support 

generative work 

GENERATIVE 

Fathers 

GENERATIVE 

Children 
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The second column in each stage identifies the next generation’s attendant needs. 

Specific forms of fatherwork intended to address said needs for each stage appear in the 

third column.  Finally, the fourth column contains the intended outcome for both fathers 

and children at each stage. 

According to Dollahite and Hawkins (1998), infants struggle with dependency, 

which includes a sense of vulnerability and uncertainty.  Their attendant needs are 

security and continuity, and fathers can meet these needs through ethical work.  Ethical 

work, according to Dollahite and Hawkins, includes committing to the child by 

continuously ensuring children’s well-being, and by continuing which, they explained, 

entails being an enduring presence in children’s lives.  Committing to and continuing with 

infants should result in involved fathers and secure children.  As children progress from 

infancy into early childhood, they will likely struggle with scarcity which includes 

necessities and aspirations, explained Dollahite and Hawkins.  They asserted that the 

resulting attendant needs for young children are resources and opportunities.  The 

authors explained that fathers can meet children’s needs for resources and opportunities 

through stewardship work, which entails consecrating, or dedicating material resources to 

their children, and creating possibilities for children to achieve.  Successful resolution of 

this stage, according to Dollahite and Hawkins, should result in responsible fathers and 

confident children.  The third stage illustrated by Dollahite and Hawkins identified 

change as the primary struggle during what they call play age.  Change includes 

development and transformation according to the authors and results in the need for 

attention and accommodation.  Fathers can meet their children’s needs for attention and 
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accommodation through development work which entails care, defined as responding to 

children’s needs and wants; and change, which suggests that fathers adapt in response to 

the children’s needs.  Effectively helping children meet their need for attention and 

accommodation, according to Dollahite and Hawkins, should result in responsive fathers 

and purposeful children.  School age children experience stress, tension and demands as 

their primary challenges, explained Dollahite and Hawkins.  Their primary attendant 

needs are relaxation and capabilities, which fathers can meet through recreation work. 

 Recreation work includes cooperation, which suggests that fathers play with children on 

the children’s level; and challenging children to extend their skills and coping abilities. 

 Successful navigation through this stage should result in playful fathers and joyful 

children.  In the fifth stage, adolescent children are expected to experience perplexity, 

apprehension, and confusion, resulting in the need for encouragement and meaning. 

 Spiritual work, a combination of confirming belief and confidence in one’s children; and 

counseling, guiding, teaching, advising, and imparting meaning for one’s children has 

been suggested by Dollahite and Hawkins to meet adolescent needs, resulting in faithful 

fathers and caring children.  In young adulthood, children will likely struggle with 

isolation, aloneness and misunderstanding according to the authors.  This struggle is 

associated with the need for intimacy and empathy.  At this stage, fathers can help their 

children meet their needs by engaging in relationship work.  Relationship work, 

according to Dollahite and Hawkins, includes communing, or sharing love, thoughts, and 

feelings with the child; and comforting the child by expressing empathy and 

understanding to the child which should result in loving fathers and caring children. 

 Finally, as children enter adulthood, they are expected to struggle with obligation, 
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complexities and burdens.  Accordingly, they will experience the need for wisdom and 

support which fathers can attend to through mentoring work.  Consulting with children by 

sharing insights and suggestions when asked, and contributing to the children’s own 

generative work should yield generative fathers having raised generative children (See 

Table 1).  

 Support for generative fathering.  Since its introduction (Hawkins & Dollahite; 

1997), Generative Fathering has received considerable support in the literature on 

fatherhood.  Levant and Wimer (2009) mentioned Generative Fathering as an approach 

to involved, nurturant fathering and considered it part of their “new fathering movement.” 

 In their chapter on employing a positive psychology perspective with troubled boys, 

Kiselica, Englar-Carlson, Horne, and Fisher (2008) endorsed Generative Fathering and 

asserted that “much of what is good about men has to do with their contributions to their 

children’s well-being” (p. 35).  DeMaris and Greif (1997) presented quantitative 

empirical findings that they suggested support Generative Fathering as an approach by 

which single, custodial fathers have achieved success with their children.  Several other 

qualitative investigations of effective fathering with special needs children, with 

Canadian Chippewa families, and with teen fathers all endorsed a Generative Fathering 

approach (Borrows, 1996; Brotherson, Dollahite & Hawkins, 2005; Rhoden & Robinson, 

1997).  In The Role of the Father in Child Development (Lamb, 2004), perhaps the most 

notable and commonly cited book in the field of fatherhood, Michael E. Lamb discussed 

the many benefits of a generative approach to fathering.  He supports his position 

affirming Generative Fathering empirically and conceptually. 
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Other studies and conceptual pieces on fathering seem to support the basic 

premises in Generative Fathering, even if they fail to mention the conceptual ethic 

outright.  Morman and Floyd (2006) asked more than 350 fathers and 99 father-

adolescent son pairs to describe the attributes of “good fathering.”  Both groups listed 

“loving” as the most important attribute of good fathers.  The fathers also listed role 

modeling, teaching, and listening as essential to being a good father.  These qualities hint 

at the men’s desire to father in a generative manner consistent with their psychosocial 

developmental challenges.  Adolescent boys, by comparison, emphasized the importance 

of fathers relinquishing parental control and granting the boys autonomy.  These 

preferences for autonomy and freedom seem developmentally appropriate for adolescent 

boys seeking independent identities (Erikson, 1959).  Taken together, these findings seem 

to suggest that the most salient aspect of “good fathering” might be partially dependant 

on the developmental struggle experienced by the individual.  As another example, in 

their essay on fatherhood in the twenty-first century, Cabrera et al. (2000) discussed the 

importance of paternal influences in child development.  They called for future 

researchers to help determine “Which outcomes in children are most influenced by which 

dimensions of father involvement, at which developmental stages …?” (Cabrera et al., p. 

129).  The Generative Fathering framework seems uniquely appropriate for guiding such 

investigations (See Table 1). 
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Chapter 3 

Methods 

 In order to assess whether the attendant needs of children and the fatherwork 

intended to address those needs as identified by Dollahite and Hawkins (1998) are 

consistent with the needs and respondent fathering activities identified by young adults, 

the present study employed a mixed methods approach similar to that used by Morman 

and Floyd (2006). 

Sampling Procedure 

 The sample was achieved through an online snowballing process using email and 

the social networking site, Facebook.  Individuals who encountered the recruitment letter 

and direct link to the online survey could participate if they so chose, but whether or not 

they completed the survey, they could share it through their own Facebook pages or via 

email.   

 Robertson and Bellenger (1978) found that promising a small charitable donation 

in exchange for survey responses yielded a significantly higher response rate than an 

equal cash incentive or no incentive offer at all.  In an effort to maximize response rates 

in this study, the researcher promised to donate two dollars to the National Fatherhood 

Initiative (www.fatherhood.org) for each completed survey.  This ultimately resulted in a 

$360 contribution to the organization’s effort to create a free, online application by which

http://www.fatherhood.org/
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fathers can track their children’s development.   

 The lead investigator in this study generated a survey hosted by Zoomerang.com 

and embedded a link to the survey in a recruitment letter.  Because this study was granted 

an “exempt” status from the Ball State University Institutional Review Board, a formal 

statement of informed consent was not required.  The letter outlining the purpose of the 

study, informing potential participants of their rights, and offering the lead investigator’s 

contact information was then posted on Facebook and distributed to the researcher’s 

friends, colleagues, and family via an email requesting that they forward the email to 

people in their contact lists who might be eligible and willing to participate in the study. 

 Potential participants were informed that researchers were interested in their perceptions 

of children’s needs and what fathers can do to help meet those needs.  A distinction was 

made between biological fathers and social fathers (Palkovitz, 2002), and the 

investigators stressed their interest in social fathers, as defined in Chapter 1.  Hofferth 

and Anderson (2003) examined data from 2,522 children who live with an adult male 

collected for the 1997 Child Development Supplement (CDS) to the Panel Study of 

Income Dynamics (PSID) and found that biological paternity did not predict involvement 

with children, but residence in the home and relationship with the mother did.  As such, 

participants were asked not to consider biological paternity as particularly meaningful in 

this particular study. Because this study was anonymous and did not ask for participants’ 

personal experiences, there should have been minimal potential for harm to participants.  

Participants were, however, directed either to their universities’ student counseling 

centers, or to contact the primary investigator for a referral if they experienced any 
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distress from their participation.  No such instances were reported to the researchers, thus 

there is an assumption that no harm resulted from this study. 

Instrument 

 As stated, the survey was hosted by an internet site called Zoomerang.com.  The 

instrument (See Appendix) included a demographic information section which asked 

about participants’ age, gender, year in school (if applicable), race, religion, school name 

(if applicable), major (if applicable) and whether or not they had children.  It is worth 

noting that the entire instrument was open-ended, so participants could identify their own 

gender, ethnic/racial identity, religion, etc.  This approach was intended to value 

variations that might not be captured in checklist type instruments.  Also, participants 

were spared having to select “other” which could be perceived as minimizing or insulting 

to minority participants.  The down side to this approach is that all responses had to be 

coded and counted.  A detailed description of the participants appears in Chapter 4.   

 Participants were provided a definition of “social fathers” and asked to identify 

what they believed children need at each of the seven developmental stages identified in 

Dollahite and Hawkins’ framework (1998).  Then, participants were asked to identify 

what they thought fathers could do to meet the needs of their children in each of the 

seven developmental stages identified by Dollahite and Hawkins. 

 The instrument was tested using a convenience sample comprised of research 

team members’ friends and relatives.  While none of the participants in the initial trial 

met criteria for inclusion in the study (i.e., they were all either more than 22 years old, 
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had children or both), they did provide valuable information about the instrument.  First, 

none of the participants had any difficulty understanding the instrument or responding to 

it.  Also, they reported that completing the instrument required between 15 and 35 

minutes.  Finally, responses from these initial (though invalid) surveys were used to train 

the research team how to code the qualitative data. 

 Research team.  Morman and Floyd (2006) did not identify how many people 

served on their research team.  For this investigation, the research team consisted of 

eleven students (four doctoral students, four master’s students, and three undergraduates) 

who were kept naive to the study’s purpose.  They were told that this was an 

investigation of fatherhood, but Generative Fathering was not mentioned.  The lead 

investigator coordinated and facilitated training and meetings with the team, but he did 

not analyze the data as his familiarity with Generative Fathering would have likely 

influenced his coding of the data and biased the results.  The size of the team was based 

on an estimation of need (in order to code 152 surveys) and available resources (i.e. 

volunteers).   

All members of the research team were psychology students at Ball State 

University between 21 and 35-years-old.  Four team members were students from a 

clinical psychology program at Ball State University (three undergraduates and one 

master’s student), and seven were from the Department of Counseling Psychology and 

Guidance Services (four master’s students and three doctoral students).  Two were male 

and the other nine were female.  One team member was African American and three were 
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international students; one was from India, one was from Tibet, and one was from 

Iceland.   

Members of the research team were given a one-day training on methods for 

coding qualitative data; the responses collected while field testing the instrument were 

used for training purposes.  Also, a faculty member from the Ball State University 

Department of Psychological Sciences, who is an expert in qualitative research methods, 

and was also naive to the study’s purpose, was made available to address specific 

questions related to the coding of data.  Ultimately, her assistance was not required. 

 Qualitative analysis. In line with the methodology employed by Morman and 

Floyd (2006), members of the research team independently coded the first 70 surveys 

collected by simply grouping responses based on thematic similarity.  With that 

complete, the research team met and combined their independent categories for each 

response area (seven developmental needs and seven suggestions of how fathers can meet 

those needs) into a single, integrated coding scheme using axial coding (Fassinger, 2005; 

Morman & Floyd, 2006).  In this approach, independently conceived categories were 

examined by the research team as a whole and examined for common factors. 

 Conceptually similar categories were combined into singular ones in an iterative process 

until all identified themes were accounted for and coded accordingly.  When a certain 

theme was identified by only one member of the research team, then the content that 

yielded that code was discussed by the research team until consensus regarding the 

appropriate code for the item was reached.  This process ultimately yielded 27 themes 

(See Table 2) by which the remaining 82 surveys were coded by members of the research 
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team individually. The remaining surveys were distributed and each was coded 

individually by two members of the research team.  Morman and Floyd (2006) added 

new categories to their established coding schematic only when responses were clearly 

not represented by the already determined groups.  In this study, individual responses that 

did not seem to fit with any established coding category were placed in a “miscellaneous” 

category.  Finally, members of the research team read Dollahite and Hawkins (1998) and 

collaboratively coded the authors’ explanations of what children need and what fathers 

can do to meet those needs at each developmental stage using the established coding 

schematic.  It is worth noting that categories were numbered and not named.  This 

facilitated grouping responses based on thematic similarity as opposed to category title. 

 For example, the research team ultimately chose to combine responses citing academic 

assistance with responses referencing career guidance because they perceived thematic 

similarity in these fathering activities.  If, however, the category were prematurely titled 

“School Help,” responses referring to career assistance would have been placed in a 

different category, and would, by extension, impact the results of the study.  In this case 

the lead investigator chose to have the research team group responses without the 

influence of titles, and named each of the categories after they were completely 

established by the research team (See Table 1). 
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Table 1 

 

Coding Categories and 

Sample Responses 

 

 

Category Title Samples Responses 

Unconditional Involvement  “Knowing he will be there no matter what the 

situation.” 

 “Someone to depend on.” 

 “Show them [children] that they [fathers] are 

always there for them.”  

Facilitating Responsibility & 

Autonomy 

 “Motivate them to take responsibility.” 

 “…allow the child to learn and experience 

things for themselves [sic].” 

 “Trust” 

 “Less strict guidance.” 

Involved Grandfathering  “Attention/love for grandchildren.” 

 Help with their children’s children.” 

Providing a Sense of Safety  “Security.” 

 “Protection.” 

 “Provide a stable home.” 

 “Scare away monsters.” 

Basic Survival Needs  “Food.” 

 “Make sure they are clean.” 

 “Shelter.” 

Physical Presence/Time and 

Attention 

 “Time to bond” 

 “Frequent contact” 

 “Have special time set aside for the two of 

them.” 

Academic & Professional 

Support 

 “Help with homework.” 

 “Stimulate them intellectually.” 

 “Teach good work ethic.” 

 “Help with job hunts and advice on school.” 
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Communication  “Someone to talk to.” 

 “Listen.” 

 “Offer attention to them by asking questions.” 

Shared Joy & Affection  “Laugh.” 

 “Hold them.” 

 “Physical attention like cuddling.” 

 “Laughter.” 

Involvement in Play  “Play with them.” 

 “Teach them how to play games and sports.” 

Active Participation  “Participation in [children’s] lives.” 

 “Try to keep up with their friends and 

activities…” 

 “Emotional attention by playing with them and 

interacting daily.” 

Role Model  “Example/someone to look up to.” 

 “Set good examples.” 

 “Show them how to behave.” 

Guidance & Advising  “Pass down their [fathers’] wisdom.” 

 “Give guidance.” 

 “A mentor, teacher, and wise friend.” 

Social Development  “Help them develop socially.” 

 “Help with peer pressure.” 

 “Teach them social norms.” 

Emotional Support  “Help them through emotional maturation.” 

 “Emotional presence.” 

Shaping Behavior  “Discipline them when needed.” 

 “Positive reinforcement.” 

 “…establish rules and guidelines and explain 

positive behaviors.” 

Coparental Relationship  “Loving husband.” 

 “…teach their daughters by their example how 

a man should treat a woman.” 

Love & Nurturing  “Show them they [fathers] love them 

[children].” 

 “They need to know they are cherished.” 
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 “Compassion.” 

Spiritual Involvement  “Pray.” 

 “Offer Godly counsel.” 

Encouragement  “Encourage them.” 

 “Help them to realize their full potential.” 

Support & Acceptance  “Provide support and confidence in the child.” 

 “Offer acceptance.” 

 “Support them in decisions and be there for 

support.” 

Financial & Practical Support  “Teach them to drive.” 

 “Assist them financially.” 

 “Help them find their first house.” 

Friend Role  “Friend.” 

 “Companion.” 

 “Confidant.”  

Patience   “Be patient with them.” 

 “Manage his own frustration so they can learn.” 

Emotional Modeling  “Cry.” 

 “Show some humanity.” 

 “Be strong.” 

Appreciate Development  “Understand where a child is developmentally 

and adjust to that.” 

 “Teach children to their level.” 

Miscellaneous  “Show them the world.” 

 “Girls need to know they are beautiful.” 

 “Humor.” 

Note: The coding categories established from the first 70 surveys and used to code the 

subsequent 82 appear on the left hand column, and sample responses for each category 

appear in the column on the right. 
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 Frequencies.  SPSS was used to determine how frequently each coding category 

appeared in response to each item.  The five most frequently occurring categories for 

each item were considered and compared to the coding categories assigned to Dollahite’s 

and Hawkins’ (1998) framework.  A Chi Square Goodness of Fit analysis was used 

(SPSS) to determine whether or not commonalities between the authors’ model and the 

data collected were statistically significant.    

Post Hoc Analyses.  Despite efforts to achieve a diverse sample with regards to 

gender, religion, race/ethnicity, education/major, and geography, the sample was fairly 

homogenous.  Chapter 4 will include a detailed description of the participants, but the 

homogeneity of the sample allowed for only two post hoc analyses.  Responses from 

male and female participants (male and female were the only two genders reported) were 

compared using a Chi Square analysis to determine if there were meaningful response 

differences between the genders (Salkind, 2004).  Also, academic majors were divided 

into two groups; those likely to study human development and those unlikely to be 

exposed to such content (See Table 3 for a list of the majors in each category).  As the 

survey questions were organized around developmental stages, it seems reasonable to 

expect those with formal education in human development to offer responses different 

from those with no education in the area.  A Chi Square analysis was used to compare the 

two groups (Salkind, 2004). 
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Chapter 4 

Results 

Sample 

 Only data from men and women in early adulthood (no older than 22) who are not 

parents were used in the analysis.  Although it was not an inclusion requirement, all 

participants in this study were either college students, college graduates or graduate 

students.  As students near middle adulthood, or have their own children, they should, 

theoretically, become more generative and providing for the next generation should 

become more of a priority for them (Erickson, 1959; Kali & Cavanaugh, 2010).  If 

generativity becomes a more salient priority for participants, then they should be more 

likely to identify children’s needs in a way consistent with Dollahite and Hawkins’ 

(1998) Generative Fathering framework.  By sampling individuals who would not be 

influenced by their own experiences with generativity, the researcher hoped to add 

strength to results that might support the Generative Fathering framework.  Additionally, 

Finley and Schwartz (2006) wrote:  

…to best capture the overall long-term impact of father involvement it is most 

effective to ask young adults to report on the totality [sic] of the father’s 

involvement in the individual’s childhood and adolescence (pp. 44). 

As the current study did not ask participants about their experiences with their own 

fathers, this recommendation might not apply directly.  However, it seems likely that in 



GENERATIVE FATHERING  62 

reporting what they think children need at different developmental stages, participants 

might have referenced their own experiences as either positive examples which illustrate 

effective father involvement, or negative examples illustrating poor fathering, thus 

rendering Finley and Schwartz’ recommendation more appropriate.  

One hundred eighty participants completed the online survey, but 28 were 

disqualified because they did not meet inclusion criteria (i.e. they were either older than 

22 or had children).  Although 152 might seem like an unusually large sample for a study 

using qualitative data, research methods must be designed to address the question(s) at 

hand (Heppner, Wampold, & Kivlighan, 2008; Polkinghorne, 2005). For this 

investigation, a large sample size helped ensure that one participant with an unusual 

understanding of child development or fathering did not change the overall findings in a 

meaningful way. It also enabled some quantitative statistical analyses to attempt to 

establish trends in the data and perform some between group comparisons.   A sample 

this size was also hoped to provide ethnic, racial, religious and geographic diversity, 

ensuring that common responses are not due to similarities from sampling bias.  Despite 

efforts to attract diverse participants, the sample was fairly homogenous in several 

domains.  Table 2 details the sample’s demographic makeup. 
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Table 2 

Demographic Information  

Category Response Percentage 

Gender Female 

Male 

77% 

23% 

Race/Ethnicity White/Caucasian 

Black/African American 

Asian 

Caribbean 

Not disclosed 

Armenian 

Filipino 

Latino 

American Indian 

Biracial 

White & Mexican 

White, Latino, & Middle Eastern 

White & Asian 

86% 

5% 

1% 

1% 

1% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

 

0.6% 

Religion Christian 

Catholic 

N/A 

Lutheran 

42.1% 

19% 

6.6% 

6.6% 
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Methodist 

Baptist 

Agnostic 

Atheist 

Roman Catholic 

Jewish 

Protestant 

None 

No Response 

Southern Baptist 

Jehovah’s Witness 

Deist 

Presbyterian 

Episcopalian 

Conservative 

4.6% 

3.9% 

3.3% 

2.6% 

2% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

0.7% 

0.7% 

0.7% 

0.7% 

0.7% 

0.7% 

Age 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

4.6% 

21.7% 

21.1% 

26.3% 

26.3% 
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School Affiliation Ball State University 

College of Holy Cross 

Ivy Tech Community College of 

Indiana 

Bowling Green State University  

University Finlay 

No Affiliation 

Aveda Institute 

The Ohio State University 

Illinois College 

University of Indianapolis 

New Mexico Institute of Mining 

and Technology 

Grove City College 

York College 

University of Virginia 

Chicago School of Professional 

Psychology 

Oregon State University 

Temple University 

Eastern Michigan University 

Washington University 

 

84.9% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 
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Year In School Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

College Graduate 

Graduate Student 

18.7% 

26.7% 

26.7% 

22% 

1.3% 

4.7% 

Academic Major Education 

Psychology 

Social Work 

Communications 

General Studies 

Nursing 

Criminology 

Sports Administration 

Telecommunications 

Architecture 

Dental Hygiene/Dentistry 

Marketing 

Rhetorical & Social Practices 

Radiology  

Counseling 

Undecided 

Computer Science 

Spanish 

Math 

30% 

18.6% 

6.6% 

5.3% 

4.6% 

4.6% 

4% 

2% 

2% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 
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Cosmetology 

Labor/Human Resources 

Occupational Therapy 

Biology 

Hydrology 

Journalism 

Dietetics 

Speech Pathology 

Math & Environmental/Natural 

Science (double major) 

Biology & Zoology (double major) 

Education & Theater (double 

major) 

Education & Criminology (double 

major) 

Education & Math (double major) 

French & Japanese (double major) 

Education & Psychology (double 

major) 

 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

0.6% 

 

Note:  This table displays demographic information as reported by participants 
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For use in post hoc analyses, major areas of study were divided into two groups; 

those likely to have studied human development and those unlikely to have studied 

human development (see Table 9).               

Inter-rater reliability   

The coding approach in this study was intended to optimize inter-rater reliability 

by giving the team members an established set of categories into which the survey 

responses were coded.  Inter-rater reliability scores were established using Cohen’s 

Kappa coefficient using SPSS.  Results indicate that rater agreement ranged from “good” 

(0.6 – 0.8) to “excellent” (0.8 – 1.00; Fleiss, 1981), and that all results were statistically 

significant (p < 0.001; see Table 3).  

Because the initial 70 surveys and the Dollahite and Hawkins (1998) article had 

100% rater agreement by virtue of being discussed in a large group and resolved through 

consensus, the remaining 82 surveys also had to also have 100% agreement.  To that end, 

the research team met a final time to examine the discrepancies that occurred between 

raters and to reach a final consensus about which categories were maintained, which were 

rejected and which were adjusted. This consensus was reached through discussion.  In 

cases of rater disagreement, the research team, excluding the lead researcher (as 

mentioned, he was likely to bias results) examined the original responses from the 

participants and the coding suggestions offered by each rater.  Hen, the discussed the 

potential rationale for different codes until group consensus was reached.   Ultimately, all 

152 surveys were coded based on group consensus.    
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Table 3.  

Cohen’s Kappa Coefficients for Inter-Rater Agreement 
 

Item 

Infant 

needs 

Early 

Childhood 
needs 

Play Age 

needs 

School Age 

needs 

Adolescent 

needs 

Young 

Adult 
needs 

Adult Needs 

Kappa 
.758 .747 .730 .644 .645 .650 .698 

Approx. 

Sig. 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Item What 
fathers can 

do for 

Infants 

What 
fathers 

can do for 

children 
in Early 

Childhood 

What 
fathers 

can do 

for Play 
Age 

children 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

School Age 
children 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

Adolescent 
children 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

Young 
Adult 

children 

What fathers can do for Adult 
children 

 
Kappa 

.787 .790 .753 .754 .704 .742 .781 

Approx. 

Sig. 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Note: This table displays Cohen’s Kappa scores with p values for inter-rater agreement 

on coding of qualitative data.   

** p < .001 for all items 
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Once the inter-rater agreement scores were calculated, discrepancies between the 

raters’ coding were resolved through discussion by the research team.  In instances where 

the two raters agreed, responses were not discussed further by the research team.  While 

there were some instances in which the two raters had 100% agreement, but it was 

unusual.  Inter-rater agreement was high, but seldom perfect.  Ultimately, the research 

team achieved 100% agreement for all items on all surveys.   

Frequencies 

 To determine whether the data collected supported Dollahite’s and Hawkins’ 

(1998) conceptual framework, SPSS was used to calculate the frequency with which each 

content code appeared for each item.  The top five codes for each item were identified 

(these results are illustrated in Table 4) and compared to Dollahite and Hawkins’ 

framework as coded by the research team (See Table 5).  It is worth noting that, for every 

item except what fathers can do for their adolescent children, the top five responses 

accounted for more than half of the total responses (51% - 72%).  For the item asking 

about what fathers can do for their adolescent children, the top five responses accounted 

for only 45% of the total responses.  Also of note, on the item asking what fathers can do 

for their play age children, the fifth most popular item was tied between “Academic and 

Professional Support” (15 responses; 4.9%) and “Miscellaneous” (15 responses; 4.9%).  

In this case, the miscellaneous category was excluded because its responses are 

theoretically unrelated to one another and should be considered 15 independent response 

categories, each only appearing one time.  This is the only instance in which the 

“Miscellaneous” code appeared as one of the top five responses.   
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Table 4. 

Top Five Response Categories by Item  
 Top 5 Responses Frequency Percent 

Infant Needs 1. Love & Nurturing  

2. Physical Presence, Time & Attention 
3. Shared Joy & Affection 

4. Basic Survival Needs 

5. Support & Acceptance 

TOTAL 

83 

47 
37 

36 

33 
 

236 

25.3 

14.3 
11.3 

11 

10.1 
 

72% 

Early Childhood Needs 1. Love & Nurturing 
2. Physical Presence, Time & Attention  

3. Support & Acceptance 

4. Behavioral Learning 

5. Role Model 

TOTAL 

67 
44 

35 

30 

24 

 

200 

17.4 
11.4 

9.1 

7.8 

6.2 

 

51.9% 

Play Age Needs 1. Involvement In Play 
2. Physical Presence, Time & Attention 

3. Love & Nurturing 

4. Support & Acceptance 
5. Role Model 

TOTAL 

69 
49 

47 

29 
24 

 

218 

17.3 
12.3 

11.8 

7.2 
6 

 

54.6% 

School Age Needs 1. Academic & Professional Support 

2. Love & Nurturing 

3. Support & Acceptance 
4. Guidance & Advising 

5. Physical Presence, Time & Attention 

TOTAL 

60 

51 

44 
37 

37 

 

229 

13.3 

11.3 

9.8 
8.2 

8.2 

 

50.8% 

Adolescent Needs 1. Guidance & Advising 

2. Support & Acceptance 
3. Love & Nurturing 

4. Behavioral Learning 

5. Role Model 

TOTAL 

59 

54 
53 

40 

33 
 

239 

12.9 

11.8 
11.6 

8.8 

7.2 
 

52.3% 

Young Adult Needs 1. Support & Acceptance 

2. Guidance & Advising 
3. Love & Nurturing 

4. Unconditional Involvement 

5. Facilitating Responsibility & Autonomy 

TOTAL 

77 

69 
48 

27 

24 
 

245 

17.3 

15.5 
10.8 

6.1 

5.4 
 

55.1% 

Adult Needs 1. Guidance & Advising 
2. Support & Acceptance 

3. Love & Nurturing 

4. Friend Role 
5. Communication 

TOTAL 

69 
65 

57 

25 
22 

 

238 

18.1 
17 

14.9 

6.5 
5.8 

 

62.3% 

What fathers can do for Infants 1. Basic Survival Needs 
2. Love & Nurturing 

3. Shared Joy & Affection 

4. Physical Presence, Time & Attention 

60 
40 

27 

22 

24.1 
16.1 

10.8 

8.8 
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5. Unconditional Involvement 

TOTAL 

16 

 
165 

6.4 

 
66.2% 

What fathers can do for children 

in Early Childhood 

1. Physical Presence, Time & Attention 

2. Basic Survival Needs 

3. Love & Nurturing 
4. Involvement In Play 

5. Academic & Professional Support 

TOTAL 

35 

34 

34 
25 

16 

 
144 

12.4 

12.1 

12.1 
8.9 

5.7 

 
51.2% 

What fathers can do for Play 

Age children 

1. Involvement In Play 

2. Physical Presence, Time & Attention 
3. Love & Nurturing 

4. Basic Survival Needs 

5. Academic & Professional Support 

TOTAL 

62 

35 
28 

21 

15 
 

161 

20.1 

11.4 
9.1 

6.8 

4.9 
 

52.3% 

What fathers can do for School 

Age children 

1. Academic & Professional Support 

2. Support & Acceptance 
3. Love & Nurturing 

4. Physical Presence, Time & Attention 

5. Encouragement 

TOTAL 

71 

30 
29 

24 

19 
 

173 

22.1 

9.3 
9 

7.5 

5.9 
 

53.8% 

What fathers can do for 
Adolescent children 

1. Support & Acceptance 
2. Guidance & Advising 

3. Love & Nurturing 

4. Communication 
5. Unconditional Involvement 

TOTAL 

36 
33 

30 

30 
22 

 

151 

10.7 
9.8 

8.9 

8.9 
6.5 

 

44.8% 

What fathers can do for Young 

Adult children 

1. Guidance & Advising 

2. Support & Acceptance 

3. Love & Nurturing 
4. Financial & Practical Support 

5. Facilitate Responsibility & Autonomy 

TOTAL 

50 

46 

26 
20 

19 

 
161 

16.6 

15.2 

8.6 
6.6 

6.3 

 
53.3% 

What fathers can do for their 

Adult children 

1. Support & Acceptance 

2. Guidance & Advising 

3. Unconditional Involvement 
4. Love & Nurturing 

5. Communication 

TOTAL 

48 

44 

31 
30 

16 

 
169 

17.5 

16.1 

11.3 
10.9 

5.8 

 
61.6% 

Note: This table displays the top five response categories detailing what children need 

from their fathers with total frequency counts and percentages. 
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Table 5. 

Recommendations Compared to Responses from the Sample 

 Dollahite & Hawkins (1998) Match with Top Five from Sample 

Infant needs  Providing a Sense of Safety  NONE 

Early Childhood needs  Basic Survival Needs 

 Academic & Professional Support 

 NONE 

Play Age needs  Emotional Support 

 Behavioral Learning 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Support & Acceptance (#4; 7.2%) 

School Age needs  Facilitating Responsibility & 
Autonomy 

 Social Development 

 Involvement In Play 

 NONE 

Adolescent needs  Guidance & Advising 

 Encouragement 

 Guidance & Advising (#1; 12.9%) 

Young Adult needs  Support & Acceptance 

 Communication 

 Support & Acceptance (#1; 17.3%) 

Adult needs  Guidance & Advising 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Guidance & Advising (#1; 18.1%) 

 Support & Acceptance (#2; 17%) 

What fathers can do 

for their Infant 

children 

 Unconditional Involvement 

 Providing a Sense of Safety 

 Physical Presence, Time & 

Attention 

 Physical Presence, Time & Attention 

(#4; 8.8%) 

 Unconditional Involvement (#5; 6.4%) 

What fathers can do 
for their children in 

Early Childhood 

 Academic & Professional Support 

 Guidance & Advising 

 Encouragement 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Financial & Practical Support 

 Academic & Professional Support (#5; 
5.7%) 

What fathers can do 

for Play Age children 
 Active Participation 

 Social Development 

 Appreciate Development 

 NONE 

What fathers can do 

for their School  Age 

children 

 Academic & Professional Support 

 Involvement In Play 

 Social Development 

 Encouragement 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Academic & Professional Support (#1; 

22.1%) 

 Support & Acceptance (#2; 9.3%) 

 Encouragement (#5; 5.9%) 

What fathers can do 
for their Adolescent 

children 

 Guidance & Advising 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Encouragement 

 Support & Acceptance (#1; 10.7%) 

 Guidance & Advising (#2; 9.8%) 

What fathers can do 

for their Young Adult 

children 

 Communication 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Support & Acceptance (#2; 15.2%) 

 Love & Nurturing (#3; 8.6%) 

What fathers can do 
for their Adult children 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Unconditional Involvement 

 Communication 

 Support & Acceptance (#1; 17.5%) 

 Unconditional Involvement (#3; 11.3%) 

 Communication (#5; 5.8%) 

Note:  This table displays coding categories for Dollahite & Hawkins (1998) with a 

side by side comparison of overlapping categories from the study sample. 
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Goodness of Fit Analysis 

 A Chi Square Goodness of Fit analysis was performed using SPSS in order to 

assess the degree of similarity between Dollahite’s and Hawkins’ (1998) 

recommendations and the data collected.  While an examination of the data presented in 

Table 6 indicates that there are some areas in which Dollahite and Hawkins’ 

recommendations overlap with the data collected, statistical analyses suggests that these 

similarities are likely due to chance (See Table 6). 
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Table 6. 

Goodness of Fit Analysis 
 

Item 

Infant needs Early 

Childhood 
needs 

Play Age 

needs 

School Age 

needs 

Adolescent 

needs 

Young Adult 

needs 

Adult 

needs 

Chi Square 
6.000 7.000 5.867 8.000 4.550 4.550 2.100 

Approx. 

Sig. 
.306 .321 .438 .333 .473 .473 .717 

Item What fathers 
can do for 

Infants 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

children in 
Early 

Childhood 

What 
fathers 

can do for 

Play Age 
children 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

School Age 
children 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

Adolescent 
children 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

Young Adult 
children 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

Adult 
children 

 
Chi Square 

3.733 8.000 8.000 4.000 3.733 3.733 1.600 

Approx. 

Sig. 
.588 .433 .333 .677 .588 .588 .809 

Note:  This table displays results from the Chi Square analysis demonstrating that the 

children’s needs and fathers’ attendant behaviors identified in the data collected do not 

support the recommendations made by Dollahite and Hawkins (1998).   

* No p values were statistically significant (p > .05). 
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Post Hoc Analyses 

 The researcher in this study hoped to examine the data in relation to various 

demographic variables in order to determine whether or not participants’ reports of what 

children need from their fathers and what fathers can do for their children might be 

influenced by race/ethnicity, religion, gender, marital status, whether or not the 

participant was a student, or academic major.  Of the variables mentioned, only “gender” 

and “academic major” had enough diversity in the sample to make further examination 

meaningful.  While the religion variable appeared diverse, most of the religions reported 

were various Christian-based faiths, making this variable more homogenous than it might 

appear, and thus, inappropriate for use in a post hoc comparison.  

Gender.  One hundred seventeen participants identified as “female,” and 35 

participants identified as “male.”  No other gender options were reported.  This represents 

a difference of nearly four to one.  Generally, it is desirable to have a more even number 

of participants in each group, but Pearson’s Chi Square can be used with groups as 

uneven as seven to one (H. Finch, personal communication, April 1, 2012; Salkind, 2004) 

Chi square tests comparing male and female participants on each response item revealed 

that no significant difference existed in almost all response categories based on gender 

(See Table 7).  Only responses to the item asking what fathers can do to help their adult 

children differed based on the gender of the participants (p = .045).  Table 8 details the 

responses to this item, separated by gender. 
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Table 7. 

Response Comparison By Gender 
 

Item 

Infant needs Early 

Childhood 
needs 

Play Age 

needs 

School Age 

needs 

Adolescent 

needs 

Young Adult 

needs 

Adult needs 

Chi Square 
6.664 15.085 16.652 15.548 23.263 20.104 19.225 

Approx. 

Sig. 
.919 .717 .547 .687 .330 .577 .378 

Item What fathers 
can do for 

Infants 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

children in 
Early 

Childhood 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

Play Age 
children 

What fathers 
can do for 

School Age 

children 

What fathers 
can do for 

Adolescent 

children 

What fathers 
can do for 

Young Adult 

children 

What 
fathers can 

do for Adult 

children 

 
Chi Square 

13.151 19.088 19.529 15.769 18.531 22.732 33.114 

Approx. 

Sig. 
.591 .640 .551 .827 .728 .536 .045 

Note:  This table displays chi square and associate p values comparing male 

participants’ responses to female participants responses.   

*All items except for “What fathers can do for their Adult children produced non-

significant p values (p > .05).   

** For “What fathers can do for their Adult children, p = .045  
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Table 8 

Responses to “What fathers can do for their Adult children” separated by gender 

 Female (N = 117) Male (N = 35) 

Response 

Category 

Number % Female 

Responses 

% Total 

Responses 

Number % Male 

Responses 

% Total 

Responses 

No Response 10 8.54% 6.58% 0 0% 0% 

Unconditional 

Involvement 

21 17.94% 13.81% 6 17.14% 3.95% 

Facilitating 

Responsibility & 

Autonomy 

5 4.27% 3.29% 0 0% 0% 

Role of Involved 

Grandparent 

7 5.98% 4.61% 0 0% 0% 

Providing a Sense 

of Safety 

2 1.70% 1.32% 0 0% 0% 

Basic Survival 

Needs 

1 0.85% 0.66% 0 0% 0% 

Physical Presence, 

Time, & Attention 

3 2.56% 1.97% 3 8.57% 1.97% 

Communication 7 5.98% 4.61% 1 2.86% 0.66% 

Shared Joy & 

Affection 

1 0.85% 0.66% 0 0% 0% 

Involved Play 1 0.85% 0.66% 0 0% 0% 

Active 

Participation 

1 0.85% 0.66% 0 0% 0% 

Role Model 3 2.56% 1.97% 2 5.71% 1.32% 

Guidance & 14 11.97% 9.21% 9 25.71% 5.92% 
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Advising 

Emotional Support 2 1.70% 1.32% 0 0% 0% 

Behavioral 

Learning 

2 1.70% 1.32% 0 0% 0% 

Love & Nurturing 16 13.68% 10.53% 3 8.57% 1.97% 

Encouragement 2 1.70% 1.32% 0 0% 0% 

Support & 

Acceptance 

14 11.97% 9.21% 4 11.43% 2.63% 

Friend Role 0 0% 0% 4 11.43% 2.63% 

Appreciate 

Development 

1 0.85% 0.66% 0 0% 0% 

Miscellaneous  4 3.42% 2.63% 3 8.57% 1.97% 

Note:  Each gender column is separated into three subsections, one that reports the actual number 

of times that the particular response appeared for each gender; one that reports the percentage of 

the gender that responded with that category; and one that reports what percentage of the total 

responses are accounted for by that gender’s response. 
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 Academic Major.  Participants’ academic majors were separated into two distinct 

groups; those that were likely to study human development as part of their training and 

those who were unlikely to study human development (See Table 9). Since the researcher 

did not ask participants whether or not they had studied human development, he made the 

assumption that participants in majors that require a development course had been 

exposed to that content and that students in majors that did not require the course had not 

studied the content.  The researcher determined whether or not human development was a 

required course in each major by examining each major’s requirements on the 

corresponding universities’ web sites.  When this information was not available online, 

the researcher phoned the academic department and asked whether or not this course was 

required.  While there are many more majors listed that do not study human development 

as compared to those that do, there were more participants from the majors more likely to 

study human development.  Thus, participants were divided more evenly than might 

appear based on the distribution of majors.  Eighty seven participants (57.2%) had likely 

studied human development and 65 (42.8%) probably did not study it, as it was not a 

required course for the major.   
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Table 9. 

Academic Majors Grouped by Human Development Requirement  

Majors that study 

development 

Total 

# 

Total 

% 

Majors that do not study 

development 

Total 

# 

Total 

% 

Child Development 

Counseling 

Education  

Psychology 

Social Work 

Sociology 

87 57.2% Advertising 

Architecture 

Biology 

Communications 

Computer Science 

Cosmetology 

Criminology 

Dental 

Hygiene/Dentistry 

Dietetics 

Economics 

Environmental/Natural 

Science 

French 

General Studies 

Hospitality/Food 

Management 

Hydrology 

Japanese 

Journalism 

Labor/Human 

Resources 

Law 

Literacy, 

rhetoric/English 

Marketing 

Math 

N/A (not in school) 

Nursing 

Occupational Therapy 

Photography 

Pre Med 

Pre Vet 

Public Relations 

Radiology 

Spanish 

Speech Pathology 

Sports Administration 

Telecommunications 

65 42.8% 
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Theater 

Undecided 

Zoology 

Note:  This table displays a list of academic majors categorized based on exposure to 

Human Development courses with totals and percentages. 
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Given that Dollahite and Hawkins’ (1998) recommendations are organized based 

loosely on Erikson’s (1959) developmental stages, it seems reasonable to suspect that 

participants with some degree of training in human development might produce 

responses different from those without training in development.  A Pearson’s Chi Square 

analysis revealed that this was not the case.  In fact, there were no items on which 

academic training made a statistically significant difference in participants’ responses 

(See Table 10).  Of course, there was no guarantee that students in majors requiring 

human development had taken the course yet or that students in majors not requiring the 

course had not taken it as an elective.  To that end, this analysis should be considered 

with caution.   
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Table 10. 

Response Comparison By Academic Major 
 

Item 

Infant needs Early 

Childhood 
needs 

Play Age 

needs 

School Age 

needs 

Adolescent 

needs 

Young Adult 

needs 

Adult 

needs 

Chi Square 
6.949 20.362 17.204 14.727 17.379 28.487 20.971 

Approx. 

Sig. 
.642 .560 .509 .615 .688 .127 .180 

Item What fathers 
can do for 

Infants 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

children in 
Early 

Childhood 

What 
fathers 

can do for 

Play Age 
children 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

School Age 
children 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

Adolescent 
children 

What 
fathers can 

do for 

Young Adult 
children 

What 
fathers 

can do for 

Adult 
children 

 
Chi Square 

13.897 11.073 18.854 13.604 26.912 17.741 13.788 

Approx. 

Sig. 
.307 .747 .466 .556 .107 .219 .389 

Note:   This table displays chi square and associated p values comparing participants’ 

responses based on their academic major.   

* No p values were statistically significant (p > .05). 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion 

 Data collected in this study suggest that children of all ages need overt displays of 

love and nurturing from their fathers.  According to the sample, younger children (from 

infancy through school age) have a primary need for their fathers’ physical presence, time 

and attention.  The data also suggest that younger children also need support and 

acceptance from their fathers, however, fathers might demonstrate support and 

acceptance in different ways depending on the age of the child.  During adolescence and 

adulthood, the data suggest that a father’s physical presence becomes less important.  

Instead, support and acceptance, and advice and guidance emerge as primary needs.  The 

take away message for fathers seems to be that when children are young physical 

involvement is particularly important, but as the child ages, that presence can be replaced 

by more physically distant guidance and advising.  Fathers can also be well advised to 

show their children unconditional support and acceptance throughout the lifespan, though 

demonstrations of this support and acceptance might look different depending on the 

child’s developmental stage.  What does not seem to change across the lifespan is the 

recommendation that fathers show their children overt displays of love and nurturing. 

 



GENERATIVE FATHERING  86 

Qualitative Trends 

Close examination of the data as presented in Table 12 reveals interesting trends 

in the data collected.  Most notably, Love & Nurturing appears in the top five children’s 

needs and fatherwork suggestions in every single developmental stage, suggesting that 

this fathering activity is perceived as necessary for children of any age.  By comparison, 

Dollahite and Hawkins (1998) only reference Love & Nurturing once, as an aspect of 

fatherwork with young adult children.  However, Mormon and Floyd (2006) conducted 

two studies.  In the first, they surveyed 374 fathers about what being a “good father” 

means to them.  In the second, they asked 99 pairs of fathers and sons (N = 198) what 

constitutes a “good father.”  All three groups of participants (374 men in the first study, 

and 99 men and their 99 adolescent sons in the second study) listed Love as the primary 

factor in “good fathering.”  These results seem more consistent with the data collected for 

this study than Dollahite and Hawkins’ recommendations.  

The second notable trend in the data collected is the appearance of Physical 

Presence, Time & Attention in both the needs and fathering suggestions for children in 

infancy, young childhood, play age and school age.  Dollahite and Hawkins (1998) only 

produce that category in describing what fathers can do for their infant children.  Support 

& Acceptance is also listed as primary need of need of children in the first four stages, 

but not necessarily as a primary fathering activity in the corresponding stages.  The 

authors only site this need for play age children. 

According to the data collected, Support & Acceptance and Guidance & Advising 

appear as important needs and fathering activities for children in adolescence, young 
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adulthood and adulthood.  By comparison, the authors list at least one of these categories 

for each item, but both categories only appear as suggestions for what adult children need 

and what fathers can do for adolescent children.  

As a final noteworthy trend, there is perfect agreement between Dollahite and 

Hawkins’ (1998) framework and the data collected regarding both the needs of adult 

children and what fathers can do for their adult children (i.e. all of the coding categories 

appearing in Dollahite’s and Hawkins’ recommendations are included in the top five 

responses from the sample).  According to the authors, adulthood is a unique 

developmental stage in the father-child relationship.  They write:  

This lifespan approach to fathering recognizes that most fathers will have twice as 

many years with an adult child as with a young child and emphasizes the 

important work many fathers do to support and encourage their adult children in 

their own generative work (p. 125). 

The unique nature of this developmental stage might account for the agreement observed 

here.  Adulthood is also a unique developmental stage in this study because it is the only 

developmental stage that participants have not experienced, first hand.  While they might 

have siblings or friends in adulthood which could provide models for the father-child 

relationship during that stage, their frame of reference for this stage is distinctly different 

from that of the other six stages.  Assumptions about the meaning of this difference seem 

premature, but worth noting.  Finally, since the Chi Square Goodness of Fit Analysis 

comparing the data collected with the model as suggested by the authors did not achieve 

statistical significance, it could (and likely should) be assumed that this agreement is 
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coincidence and occurred by chance.  The other identified trends all occur within the data 

set collected from the sample.  This trend is the only one that identifies agreement 

between the authors and the sample.  To that end, the other trends might carry more 

weight, but certainly require further investigation.   

The data collected in this study do not support Dollahite and Hawkins’ (1998) 

specific suggestions about what children need from their fathers at each developmental 

stage and what men can do to help their children meet those needs at each stage.  In 

introducing the conceptual ethic of Generative Fathering, Dollahite and Hawkins are 

transparent about how their values, beliefs and experiences influence their 

recommendations: 

…we believe it is important for the reader to be aware of some of the values and 

ideals that influence our work.  As fathers, we have experienced personally the 

challenges and rewards associated with caring for our children.  As family 

scientists and family practitioners, we are committed to using scholarly tools not 

simply to understand but also to assist.  In our shared religious faith (as members 

of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints), fathering is regarded as one 

of the most important kinds of work that any man can do (Hawkins, Dollahite, & 

Rhoades, 1993).  These experiences, values, and commitments will certainly be 

reflected in [our work] (Dollahite, Hawkins, & Brotherson, 1997, p. 18). 

By contrast the participants in this study are at least 20 years younger than Dollahite and 

Hawkins, none have children, the female participants greatly outnumber the male 

participants, none of the participants endorse Mormonism as their religious faith, and 
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many do not study or practice “family science.”  It seems likely that these differences can 

account for the discrepancies between the data collected and the recommendations as 

they appear in Generative Fathering.  Additionally, it seems likely that a sample that 

differs (in age, race or ethnicity, religious faith, educational background, having children, 

etc.) from the sample in this study might produce results that differ from those outlined 

above.  Results from this study are not necessarily “correct” and do not necessarily prove 

Dollahite and Hawkins “incorrect,” but they do suggest that clinicians and social 

scientists cannot employ Dollahite and Hawkins’ recommendations with complete 

confidence. 

As noted in Chapter 2, Dollahite and Hawkins’ (1998) recommendations 

represent only one aspect of the Generative Fathering framework.  As such, these 

findings should not detract from the field’s confidence in Generative Fathering as a 

beneficial and important approach to helping men learn to be involved, nurturing fathers.  

It remains unclear why Dollahite and Hawkins chose not to base their suggestions more 

directly on Erickson’s (1959) psychosocial struggles since they site Erickson’s theory as 

a primary inspiration for Generative Fathering (Hawkins & Dollahite, 1997).  Since 

Erickson did not make specific parenting recommendations, and certainly not with 

particular regards to fathering, it would be difficult to determine whether or not the data 

collected support Erickson’s model.  However, Table 11 provides a side-by-side 

comparison of the recommendations made by Dollahite and Hawkins as coded by the 

research team, the collected data as coded by the research team, and Erickson’s 

psychosocial developmental model with brief explanations taken from a human 
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development text (Kali & Cavanaugh, 2010).  While Erickson’s model was not coded for 

inclusion in this study, there is certainly other support for it, suggesting that clinicians 

and researchers can have faith in the psychosocial struggles he defines. 
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Table 11. 

A Comparison of Dollahite and Hawkins (1998), Data Collected from the Sample, and 

Erickson (1959). 

 Dollahite & Hawkins (1998) Sample Erickson (1959) 

Infant needs  Providing a Sense of 
Safety 

 Love & Nurturing  

 Physical Presence, Time 

& Attention 

 Shared Joy & Affection 

 Basic Survival Needs 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Trust vs. Mistrust 

 Parents present 

consistent, adequate, 

and nurturing care 

Early Childhood needs  Basic Survival Needs 

 Academic & 
Professional Support 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Physical Presence, Time 
& Attention  

 Support & Acceptance 

 Behavioral Learning 

 Role Model 

 Autonomy vs. Shame & 

Doubt 

 Parents guide child 

gradually and firmly, 

praise and accept 
attempts to be 

independent 

Play Age needs  Emotional Support 

 Behavioral Learning 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Involvement In Play 

 Physical Presence, Time 
& Attention 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Role Model 

 Initiative vs. Guilt 

 Parents are 
understanding and 

supportive of child’s 
efforts to show 

initiative 

School Age needs  Facilitating 

Responsibility & 
Autonomy 

 Social Development 

 Involvement In Play 

 Academic & Professional 

Support 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Guidance & Advising 

 Physical Presence, Time 

& Attention 

 Industry vs. Inferiority 

 Parents must support 
the child’s efforts 

Adolescent needs  Guidance & Advising 

 Encouragement 

 Guidance & Advising 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Behavioral Learning 

 Role Model 

 Identity vs. Role 
Confusion 

 Support 
experimentation with 

different identities 

while setting and 
enforcing boundaries 

for safety 

Young Adult needs  Support & Acceptance 

 Communication 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Guidance & Advising 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Unconditional 
Involvement 

 Facilitating 
Responsibility & 

Autonomy 

 Intimacy vs. Isolation 

 Child must develop the 
ability to be close, 

loving and vulnerable 
with romances and 

friends 

Adult needs  Guidance & Advising 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Guidance & Advising 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Friend Role 

 Communication 

 Generativity vs. 
Stagnation 

 Child must develop a 
strong sense of 

creativity, success and 
must focus on 

providing resources and 

wisdom to the next 
generation. 

What fathers can do for their  Unconditional  Basic Survival Needs  Trust vs. Mistrust 
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Infant children Involvement 

 Providing a Sense of 
Safety 

 Physical Presence, Time 
& Attention 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Shared Joy & Affection 

 Physical Presence, Time 

& Attention 

 Unconditional 

Involvement 

 Parents present 

consistent, adequate, 
and nurturing care 

What fathers can do for their 

children in Early Childhood 
 Academic & 

Professional Support 

 Guidance & Advising 

 Encouragement 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Financial & Practical 
Support 

 Physical Presence, Time 

& Attention 

 Basic Survival Needs 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Involvement In Play 

 Academic & Professional 
Support 

 Autonomy vs. Shame & 

Doubt 

 Parents guide child 
gradually and firmly, 

praise and accept 
attempts to be 

independant 

What fathers can do for their 

Play Age children 
 Active Participation 

 Social Development 

 Appreciate 
Development 

 Involvement In Play 

 Physical Presence, Time 
& Attention 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Basic Survival Needs 

 Academic & Professional 
Support 

 Initiative vs. Guilt 

 Parents are 
understanding and 

supportive of child’s 
efforts to show 

initiative 

What fathers can do for their 

School Age children 
 Academic & 

Professional Support 

 Involvement In Play 

 Social Development 

 Encouragement 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Academic & Professional 
Support 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Physical Presence, Time 
& Attention 

 Encouragement 

 Industry vs. Inferiority 

 Parents must support 

the child’s efforts and 
help them achieve a 

sense of agency and 

confidence in their 
school work 

What fathers can do for their 
Adolescent children 

 Guidance & Advising 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Encouragement 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Guidance & Advising 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Communication 

 Unconditional 

Involvement 

 Identity vs. Role 
Confusion 

 Support 
experimentation with 

different identities 
while setting and 

enforcing boundaries 

for safety 

What fathers can do for their 

Young Adult children 
 Communication 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Guidance & Advising 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Love & Nurturing 

 Financial & Practical 

Support 

 Facilitate Responsibility 

& Autonomy 

 Intimacy vs. Isolation 

 Child must develop the 

ability to be close, 
loving and vulnerable 

with romances and 

friends 

What fathers can do for their 
Adult children 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Unconditional 
Involvement 

 Communication 

 Support & Acceptance 

 Guidance & Advising 

 Unconditional 

Involvement 

 Love & Nurturing 

  Communication 

 Generativity vs. 
Stagnation 

 Child must develop a 
strong sense of 

creativity, success and 
must focus on 

providing resources and 

wisdom to the next 
generation. 

Note:  This table displays a side-by-side of Dollahite’s and Hawkins’ (1998) 

recommendations as coded by the research team, the collected data as coded by the 

research team and Erickson’s psychosocial struggles with brief explanations (Kali & 

Cavanaugh, 2010). 
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Limitations of the Study 

 This study did fall victim to several limitations that should be considered in 

interpreting the data.  As mentioned, results fall victim to the threat of selection (Shadish, 

Cook, & Campbell, 2002).  Even though the investigator tried to ensure that responses 

came from a diverse sample by soliciting a relatively large sample and using online 

sources to promote the study, participants ended up being homogeneous on several 

domains.  As participants’ responses are likely informed by each participant’s values, 

beliefs, and experiences, it seems reasonable to suspect that a sample with more racial, 

religious, and educational diversity might produce responses different from those 

collected.   Also, because participation in the study was voluntary, a self-selection bias 

exists.  Those willing to participate in this study likely had certain common qualities (e.g. 

an interest in fatherhood, an interest in social science research) that not only facilitated 

their willingness to participate, but informed their responses.  Those who came across the 

survey but opted not to participate might have produced different responses. This 

potential selection bias also might have been influenced by the specific incentive that 

participants were offered for participation.  Because the study investigated fatherhood 

and offered to contribute funds to a fatherhood organization (National Fatherhood 

Initiative), students for whom fathering was a particularly salient issue might have been 

more prone to respond than students indifferent to the topic.  This selection bias could 

possibly contribute to response similarities.  Also, an incentive of charitable contributions 

might appeal to particularly altruistic participants and limit the number of responses from 

less philanthropic individuals.  Results might have been biased because individuals more 

influenced by the promise of a charitable contribution might have produced responses 
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different from those who were not motivated by this incentive.  It could be argued that 

the use of a non-probability sampling method contributed to many, if not all, of the 

sampling limitations (Beins, 2004). 

 Snowball or chain-referral approaches to sampling are frequently criticized 

because they are not random and do not accurately reflect entire populations.  By 

extension this approach limits the study’s external validity.  At the same time, snowball 

sampling has the benefit of helping researchers access participants they might not have 

been able to reach otherwise (Beins, 2004).  It is worth noting that while the sampling 

procedure in this study is subject to the same criticisms as any other sample achieved 

through chain-referral, using online networking offered the potential to reach a 

geographically diverse population more easily than person-to-person referrals might. 

 Because this study employed only one, open-ended survey, the mono-method bias 

threatens the study’s internal validity (Shadish et al., 2002).  Generally, constructs are 

best measured using several instruments to ensure a rich and thorough representation of 

the construct.  In a qualitative survey, however, this might not present as significant a 

problem as it might in a purely quantitative investigation.  Because the survey requested 

open-ended responses, respondents were free to elaborate as needed.  Of course, 

participants might have provided minimal answers if they did not feel committed to their 

participation in the study, in which case responses could be less defined than they would 

be using close-ended questions.  Open-ended surveys distributed online also present a 

particular threat to construct validity (Shadish et al., 2002).  Because investigators did not 

interact directly with participants, there was the potential for misinterpretation.  
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Participants could have misunderstood what the survey asked from them, and members of 

the research team could have misunderstood the meaning of participant responses. 

 Where interview scenarios offer participants and researchers the opportunity to probe 

and clarify meaning, anonymous survey responses afford no such opportunity.  Initial 

tests of the instrument revealed that participants had no trouble understanding the 

instrument, but that does guarantee uniform understanding among participants.  The axial 

coding method described was intended to help ensure accurate interpretations of 

participants’ responses.  Having the research team meet to discuss coding themes after 

coding the first 70 surveys helped to ensure that the respondents’ intended meanings were 

captured.  Inter-rater reliability scores suggested that different coders drew similar 

meanings from participants’ responses, but do not guarantee that they accurately reflect 

the participants’ intended meaning. 

 Qualitative research is often limited with regards to generalizability.  While 

qualitative methodologies generally afford the type of rich, in-depth exploration of a 

construct that can contribute to high internal validity, as internal validity improves, 

external validity decreases (Heppner et al., 2008; Shadish et al., 2002).  Large-scale, 

open-ended surveys are intended to help bridge the gap between the rich content possible 

in qualitative studies and the potential generalizability from securing a large sample size 

(Morman & Floyd, 2006).  However, by helping to address external validity via increased 

sample size, this study will forfeit some of the content depth that one-on-one interviews 

or focus groups might provide.  Also, as stated, the sample ended up being fairly 
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homogenous, which further limits generalizability and speaks to a need for more 

purposefully diverse studies of this topic.  

 A final limitation associated with the use of qualitative data is one of meaning.  

While the coding protocol was designed to represent the participants’ meaning as closely 

as possible, there is no way to know if this was accomplished.  The iterative axial coding 

process helped ensure that the 11 members of the research team were in agreement 

regarding the coding of participants’ responses, but this does not guarantee that the 

meaning agreed upon by the research team was the meaning intended by the participant.  

This difficulty might be compounded by having raters from India, Iceland and Tibet on 

the research team.  It is possible that some participant responses meant something 

different to these raters than they might have meant to American raters.  Again, the 

coding protocol (i.e., using categories and having multiple raters) was designed to 

address this possibility, but there is no guarantee that proper interpretation of the data was 

achieved.   

Strengths of the Study   

Despite inherent limitations, this study did begin to empirically address a long 

neglected question about Generative Fathering:  Do young adults’ perceptions of what 

children need from their fathers reflect the needs and fatherwork proposed by Dollahite 

and Hawkins (1998)?  Previous studies have examined Generative Fathering, but have 

done so without using consistent definitions or a consistent model.  In essence, what these 

previous studies (e.g. Brotherson, et al., 2005; Borrows, 1996) have done is examine 

outcomes when fathers assume a generative approach to parenting.  They have effectively 
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contributed to the literature base suggesting that involved fathering focused on children’s 

needs contributes to positive outcomes for the family.  The current study was the first to 

empirically investigate specific recommendations appearing specifically in the 

Generative Fathering literature.    

As mentioned, there are some limitations associated with the methodology of this 

study.  At the same time, the mixed methods approach employed here offers certain, 

specific benefits.  Open ended surveys allow participants to respond without the 

limitations inherent in Likert scales or checklists, thus contributing to the study’s rigor.  

Instruments with limited response options assume that the participants’ responses will be 

represented in the options offered and leave no opportunity for participants to elaborate if 

their perspectives are not well represented or represented at all (Beins, 2004).  In addition 

to the richness and depth of the qualitative data collected, this study also collected 

enough data to establish clear trends in participants’ responses and to allow for some post 

hoc, between groups comparisons that would not have been possible in a more traditional 

qualitative study.  Also noteworthy, this study took a step toward improving social justice 

and appreciation for diversity in social science research.  By leaving the demographic 

section of the survey open-ended, participants were able to identify their own gender, 

religion, etc.  No participant went unrepresented because his or her specific demographic 

was not offered as an option and no participant had to check an “other” category, which 

might suggest that some populations are more important (i.e., those listed) than others 

(i.e., those in the “other” category).   
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A final strength of this study is that it begins to operationalize what is meant by 

“Generative Fathering.”  The authors of the conceptual ethic are clear about their desire 

to not impose their phenomenology on others and to allow for families’ unique contexts 

in the model (Dollahite et al., 1997).   However, previous studies have done little to 

distinguish between Generative Fathering and fathers who take a generative and 

involved approach to parenting.  This distinction may seem like splitting hairs, but it 

holds important clinical and research implications.  The literature supports the notion that 

fathers who assume a generative approach to parenting realize positive outcomes for their 

children and themselves, but this information does not help men who do not know how to 

be generative, or who struggle to be involved with their children.  Engendered social 

scripts, negative experiences with their own parents, lack of education about child 

development, and a host of other factors can limit a man’s ability to act generatively 

(Kilmartin, 2000; Palkovitz, 2002).  Clinicians working with fathers and families would 

benefit from an empirically supported approach to helping men learn to be more 

generative.  Generative Fathering seems to have great potential in this regard, but before 

it can be used confidently, its specific tenets and recommendations must be tested and 

adjusted where necessary.   

Research Implications 

 Results from this study answer one question, but leave several others unanswered.  

The data collected question the accuracy of the recommendations made by Dollahite and 

Hawkins (1998), but offer a starting point toward a better understanding what children 

need from their fathers throughout the lifespan and what fathers can do to help children 
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address those needs.  Palm (1997) and Dollahite, Morris, and Hawkins (1997) 

recommend Generative Fathering as an appropriate framework for interventions and 

programming with fathers and families, but before Generative Fathering outcomes can 

be studied, the field must have some support for the elements that distinguish it as unique 

and reproducible approach to prevention programming and/or family interventions.  

Future studies must examine the basic tenets of Generative Fathering. As the field starts 

to address these questions, then researchers can begin to examine outcomes from using 

Generative Fathering for prevention programming and for parenting interventions.  

These studies should, at minimum, entertain two specific outcome questions: 

 What outcomes can be observed for children and for fathers at each 

developmental stage when Generative Fathering has been implemented? 

 Do the observed outcomes reflect those predicted by Dollahite and 

Hawkins (1998)? 

In addition to content considerations, future researchers must exercise 

methodological creativity.  As noted in Chapter 1, researchers have made great strides in 

studying constructs such as father involvement (Day & Lamb, 2004; Hawkins & 

Palkovitz, 1999).  As we begin to introduce theory into the research paradigm, there is a 

need to creatively and thoroughly operationalize constructs, measure constructs of 

interest and assess outcomes from implementing the theory.  To do this effectively, 

diverse and creative research designs must be created and employed.  Dollahite and 

Hawkins (1998) wrote: 
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Although we believe that narrative methods may be most effective in exploring 

generative fathering (Dollahite et al., 1996), we have also developed a tool to 

measure generative fathering that can be subjected to quantitative analyses called 

the Generative Involvement in Fathering Scales (GIFS). 

As the authors suggest, the combined use of rich, detailed qualitative data and 

large scale, generalizable information must be used to examine Generative Fathering.  

Because the authors consider individual family context a primary influence on father 

involvement, narrative methods must be used to thoroughly comprehend the impact of 

the approach within various contextual situations.  At the same time, large sample, 

generalizable studies will help establish how robust the theory is.  As “Father 

involvement is a multidimensional construct that includes affective, cognitive, and ethical 

components, as well as observable behavioral components, and that includes indirect 

forms of involvement …” (Hawkins, Bradford, Palkovitz, Christiansen, Day, & Call, 

2002, p.184), researchers should also consider the use of multivariate statistical 

approaches in their research.  In their investigation of the relationships between 

masculine norms and religiousness, Ward and Cook (2011) challenged the field to think 

more complexly about constructs such as “masculinity” and “religiousness” and to design 

studies employing multivariate analyses when conducting social science research.  This 

author would argue for the same recommendation in examinations of fatherhood. 

As mentioned, the sample for this study was largely homogenous.  These results 

reflect the recommendations of mostly Caucasian, mostly Christian young adults who do 

not have children, and all of whom have some college education.  Future studies might 
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purposefully consider sampling various subsets of society, different age ranges and 

participants with children.  These studies will help determine how robust the results from 

this study are.  Ultimately, a more thorough and diverse understanding of what people 

believe children need from their fathers, and what fathers can do to meet their children’s 

needs will help clinicians and social scientists working with fathers and families   

Clinical Implications 

 Existing research is clear:  Helping men learn to be involved fathers with a 

generative approach to parenting will benefit these men, their children, and possibly their 

extended families and communities (Borisenko, 2007; Doherty et al., 1998; Marsiglio, 

Amato, Day, & Lamb, 2000; Snarey, 1993).  What remains unclear is how to help men 

learn to be generative fathers.  The field would benefit from an approach that would 

produce predictable, positive outcomes, and that could be reliably implemented and 

reproduced.  The recommendations made by Dollahite and Hawkins (1998; See Table 1) 

held great potential in this regard.  Clinicians could have provided this table to fathers or 

to men expecting their first child and used it to facilitate a basic understanding of what 

they might expect their children to need at different points in their development and how 

they might best help their children meet those needs.  Since the data do not support the 

recommendations made by Dollahite and Hawkins, the use of this chart is 

contraindicated.  Until children’s needs and the fatherwork best suited to meeting those 

needs can be established and empirically validated, clinicians must find alternative 

approaches to prevention programming and clinical interventions. 
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 Deinhart and Dollahite (1997) proposed a narrative approach to clinical work with 

fathers.  They recommend clinical explorations of four distinct areas.  In the first, father’s 

competency repertoire, the authors suggest facilitating discussions about times when the 

father feels most competent and most enjoyment interacting with his child(ren); times 

when the father has felt less confident or comfortable in his parenting; and explorations 

of areas in which the father wants to become more involved or might have experienced 

conflict between the type of father he wants to be and other factors that might have 

prevented him from behaving accordingly (e.g. conflicting social/gender expectations).  

Deinhart and Dollahite refer to the second area as fatherwork models, and recommend 

explorations of the man’s experiences with his own father (or father figures), both 

positive and unfortunate as well as discussions around the man’s expectations for himself 

as a father and how they compare to his perceptions of what others might expect from 

him.  Generative parenting examples is the third area recommended by the authors.  They 

suggest eliciting stories about parents that the client views as exemplars of generative 

parenting; introducing media depictions, literature, and everyday stories of men and 

women parenting; and inviting male clients to establish men’s discussion groups based on 

parenting experiences.  Finally, in father’s experiences with children, the authors suggest 

that the clinician elicit the client’s personal narratives about his expectations and 

experiences entering into fatherhood; elicit stories about the man’s current lived 

experiences as a father; exploring how the transition into fatherhood has changed the 

man’s life and self-image; examining times when the client was aware that his being an 

involved father had an impact on others, especially his children; and encouraging men to 
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fantasize and create narratives about the stories he wants his children to tell about their 

experiences of him as they become adults.   

 Deinhart and Dollahite (1997) also offer similar recommendations for conducting 

narrative therapy with couples and with mothers.  While their clinical recommendations 

seem congruent with the theory behind Generative Fathering and combating RIP, they 

present no empirical support for this approach.  While this framework may have some 

appeal to clinicians working with families and/or fathers, they should employ this 

approach cautiously and monitor their individual clients’ progress throughout the course 

of treatment to determine this approach’s effectiveness with different clients.         

 Alternatively, this author has designed an eight session group for fathers and 

fathers-to-be.  Research and theory supports working with men in group settings 

(Andronico, 1996) where men who already have children can mentor men expecting their 

first child (Kunjapp-Clifton, 2007).  In an early session, group members compile a 

comprehensive list of their collective strengths and abilities, as well as their fears and 

concerns about fatherhood.  In the next session, participants are introduced to Erickson’s 

(1959) theory of psychosocial development as well as some basic information about 

expected physical and cognitive developmental milestones.  Next, the men are invited to 

examine their own specific family contexts and consider their children’s specific needs 

based on the information they have been provided and their specific ecologies.  At this 

point, the aforementioned list of strengths and abilities is revisited and the men are 

invited to consider how they might use their inherent strengths to best help their children 

meet their needs.  This approach is designed to facilitate a generative approach to 
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fathering by helping men to better understand expected developmental struggles and 

milestones based on models that have earned some support in the literature, and 

empowering them to consider their own individual family contexts (Dollahite & 

Hawkins, 1998).  The effectiveness of this approach has not been assessed, so clinicians 

hoping to use this approach are cautioned to monitor outcomes with their own clients and 

researchers are encouraged to study this approach more formally.         

Conclusion 

The conceptual ethic of Generative Fathering has received much interest and 

support in the fatherhood and masculinity literature since its inception in the late 1990s.  

Levant and Wimer (2009) referenced the approach as an important element in what they 

call “the new fatherhood movement.”  Kiselica and Englar-Carlson (2011) have identified 

Generative Fathering as one of 10 positive aspects of traditional masculinity.  Lamb 

(2004) presents empirical and conceptual support for the approach. Several studies have 

used narrative methods to examine Generative Fathering in action (Borrows, 1996; 

Brotherson, Dollahite & Hawkins, 2005; DeMaris & Greif, 1997; Rhoden & Robinson, 

1997).  Despite this impressive support for the theory, neither the specific tenets of the 

approach nor the expected outcomes associated with it have been studied explicitly. 

This study examined recommendations about what children need from their 

fathers throughout the lifespan and what fathers can do to help their children meet those 

needs (Dollahite & Hawkins, 1998).  Data collected in this investigation did not support 

the authors’ recommendations.  These findings, however, should not threaten the field’s 

confidence in the overall approach as much evidence supports the various benefits 



GENERATIVE FATHERING  105 

realized by fathers and their children as a result of generative approaches to parenting.  

What are called into question are the specific recommendations about how to be 

generative.  It is yet uncertain whether alternative recommendations might be more 

appropriate or if the unique contexts of individual families make a uniform set of 

recommendations futile.   

 Despite sampling and methodological limitations, this study represents an 

important first step in more formally operationalizing Generative Fathering.  The 

theory’s authors purposefully kept their approach loosely defined in an effort to 

appreciate cultural diversity and individual differences in family contexts.  Meanwhile, 

loosely defined constructs and boundaries makes the approach difficult to implement 

reliably, which then limits the approach’s predictive validity as it pertains to outcomes.  

Different therapeutic approaches such as Cognitive Therapy, Gestalt Therapy, 

Interpersonal psychotherapy, etc. all manage to provide consistent and reliable 

therapeutic frameworks while empowering clinicians to remain sensitive to the influence 

of individual diversity.  It seems reasonable that Generative Fathering could achieve a 

similar balance.   

Although the data did not support the recommendations offered by Dollahite and 

Hawkins (1998), possibilities for using Generative Fathering in a clinical situation were 

explored.  The specific approaches offered lack empirical support, but seem to fit with 

existing theory and research.  Clinicians working with fathers and/or families should 

employ these approaches judiciously and monitor client progress throughout the course 

of treatment to ensure positive outcomes. 
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Implications for future research were also discussed.  The importance of 

establishing a consistent framework for implementing and studying Generative Fathering 

was stressed.  Only when a consistent framework, with empirical support, is in place, can 

the field have confidence in outcome studies involving Generative Fathering.  

Dismantling studies will help to identify which aspects of the approach facilitate what 

outcomes.  Also, the importance of methodological creativity and complexity were 

stressed.  As fatherhood is a multi-faceted, multi-dimensional construct, research 

studying fatherhood must employ a variety of methodologies and statistical procedures in 

order to capture it more fully.   

In sum, researchers, educators and clinicians can have confidence in the notion 

that involved fathering focused on helping children meet their various developmental 

needs (as opposed to a focus on social expectations) will facilitate improved bio-psycho-

social wellness for the child and the father alike.  This is good news for men with the 

ability to recognize their children’s various and ever-changing needs, and who live in 

ecological contexts that facilitate healthy father involvement.  Still unclear is how to help 

other men learn to better navigate their contextual obstacles, identify their children’s 

needs and employ their own, individual strengths to help their children meet those needs.      
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Appendix  

Figure A1Gender: 

Age: 

Race/Ethnicity: 

Religion: 

Year in School: 

College/University Name: 

Major: 

Do you have children? 

Marital Status: 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

1. The following survey will ask you for your opinions regarding fathers’ 

involvement in their children’s lives.  Please note that “father” in this context 

refers to men acting as fathers (e.g. step-fathers, foster fathers, adoptive fathers, 

mothers’ unmarried partners, etc.).  While this definition could include biological 

fathers, non-biological fathers should be considered as well. 

2. You will be asked about what you think children need from their fathers at 

various points in their lives.  This could include tangible (physical, material) 

needs and/or intangible (non-physical) needs.  Please feel invited to include either 

or both. 

3. Participation in this survey should not result in any distress or discomfort, 

however, please feel invited to discontinue participation and seek services at your 

university’s counseling center.  There is no penalty for discontinuing participation 

at any point. 

4. For each survey completed, two dollars ($2) will be donated to the National 

Fatherhood Initiative (www.fatherhood.com).   

 

Please describe what you think children need from their fathers at the various periods 

listed below: 

 Infancy 

 Early Childhood 

 Play Age 

 School Age 

 Adolescence 

 Young Adulthood 

 Adulthood 

http://www.fatherhood.com/
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Please describe what you think fathers can do in order to meet the needs of their children 

at the various stages listed: 

 Infancy 

 Early Childhood 

 Play Age 

 School Age 

 Adolescence 

 Young Adulthood 

 Adulthood 

 
Please describe the child you are imagining while completing this survey. 
Did you have a specific child in mind?  
If so who? 


