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ABSTRACT 
 

 Though many fathers want to be warmer, more nurturing, and more actively involved 

than prior generations (i.e., the new fatherhood ideal), they also embrace a father’s traditional 

role as financial earner. Thus, we hypothesized that fathers’ attitudes about their roles would 

likely interact with workplace characteristics to produce variations in father warmth and 

engagement. Using a national sample of 1,020 employed U.S. fathers with children ages 2-8 

years old, results suggest that adherence to the new fatherhood ideal was associated with more 

frequent father engagement and warmth, while endorsing traditional gender norms was 

associated with less father warmth. Also consistent with prior research showing that family-

friendly work cultures may enable fathers to be more engaged parents, we find that a family 

supportive workplace and greater flexibility in when and where fathers work, were associated 

with more frequent father engagement and warmth.  Moreover, interaction results suggest that 

the associations between job flexibility and engagement are stronger for fathers who do not fully 

endorse the new fatherhood ideal; associations between workplace support and warmth are also 

stronger for fathers who do not fully endorse the new fatherhood ideal.  Thus, flexibility and a 

family supportive workplace may particularly enable father involvement for fathers whose 

attitudes might otherwise be a barrier to their involvement.  

 

Keywords: father involvement; fathers; father-child relations; gender; workplace flexibility; 

work-life conflict; work-family interface; work-family conflict. 
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Do Workplace Characteristics Moderate the Effect of Attitudes on Father Warmth and 

Engagement?  

 Today’s fathers want to spend more time connecting with their children than fathers in 

prior generations (McGill, 2014); perhaps because fathers are becoming aware that warm, 

engaged fathering matters for child development (Pleck, 2010). For example, positive father 

involvement has been associated with infant attachment security (Brown, Mangelsdorf, & Neff, 

2012), toddlers’ ability to regulate negative affect (Davidov & Grusec, 2006), reduced behavior 

problems from infancy into middle childhood (Flouri, Midouhas, Narayanan, 2016), and 

improved school achievement in the teen years (Ramirez-Valles, Zimmerman, & Juarez, 2002).  

 Men may further desire more time with their families because men also benefit from 

positive involvement (Eggebeen, Knoester, & McDaniel, 2012). Involved fathers say that 

becoming fathers has improved their lives (Palkovitz, Copes, & Woolfolk, 2001). Though the 

direction of effects is less clear, they report greater job enhancements, fewer job strains (Graves, 

Ohlott, & Ruderman, 2007), and stronger intergenerational connections (Eggebeen et al., 2012). 

 There is evidence that fathers’ gender role attitudes, and perceptions of the role of the 

father in child development (also referred to as “the new fatherhood ideal”), each contribute to 

variations in father involvement (Petts, Shafer, & Essig, 2018). Though many fathers want to be 

warm and actively involved, they also still embrace a father’s traditional role as the main 

financial earner for his family (Kuo, Volling, & Gonzalez, 2018).  Thus, fathers may feel torn 

between the potentially competing demands of breadwinning and actively involved fathering. 

Indeed, reports from the National Study of the Changing Workforce suggest that work-family 

conflict increased among men in the U.S. over the past 30 years (Aumann, Galinsky, & Matos, 
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2011). As such, some fathers may choose to emphasize either involved fathering or 

breadwinning to manage their work-family lives.   

Further, workplace characteristics may facilitate–or hinder–father involvement. For 

example, some fathers may not be as involved as they desire due to lack of workplace support, 

lack of flexibility, or increasing work-to-family conflict; whereas fathers who have supportive 

employers, access to flexible work hours, or reduced work-to-family conflict may be able to be 

more involved with their children (for a review see Behson, Holmes, Hill, & Robbins, 2018).  

Systemic ecological models of father involvement (Cabrera, Fitzgerald, Bradley, & 

Roggman, 2014; Holmes & Huston, 2010) and of the work-family interface (Voydanoff, 2004) 

suggest that a father’s attitudes (both gender role attitudes and perceptions of the new fatherhood 

ideal) may also interact with workplace characteristics to predict his involvement with his 

child(ren). Though fathers who endorse egalitarian gender roles, or who adhere to new 

fatherhood ideals may prioritize involvement with children regardless of their workplace 

environment, workplace characteristics may enable involvement for traditional fathers, or for 

fathers less fully endorse the new fatherhood ideal. Unfortunately, little research has considered 

interactions between workplace characteristics and men’s gender role and fathering attitudes.  

 To address this gap, we explore fathers’ gender role attitudes, adherence to the new 

fatherhood ideal, job flexibility, family supportive workplace, and work-to-family conflict, as 

they relate to engagement and warmth in fathers of young children (ages 2-8 years). Because 

fathering is positively associated with child and adolescent well-being (Day & Padilla-Walker, 

2009; Flouri et al., 2016), and fathers’ own well-being (Eggebeen et al., 2012) we seek to 

understand what facilitates or hinders involvement. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
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A Systemic Ecological Approach to Studying Father Involvement 

 Based on a systemic ecological perspective, scholars argue that many inter- and intra-

familial factors impact father involvement (Cabrera et al., 2014; Holmes & Huston, 2010). A key 

proposition in this framework is that individuals are best understood in context. Thus, a father’s 

individual behavior not only varies according to his personal characteristics (such as his attitudes 

about his gendered roles or his endorsement of the new fatherhood ideal), but also to the 

complex system of structures surrounding him (such as workplace policies and practices).  

 To explore the workplace as a context for fathering we refer to Voydanoff’s (2004) 

systemic ecological theory on the work-family interface. In her model, work and family 

represent distinct microsystems, with each being composed of roles, norms, and shared activities. 

When boundaries between family life and work life are permeable, each microsystem is more 

likely to influence the other, either through resources or through demands.  Resources create a 

beneficial interplay between work and family. For example, support from a supervisor or job 

flexibility may facilitate a father’s efforts to be warm or engaged. Conversely, demands such as 

work-family conflict may make it more challenging to be an engaged or warm father. 

Just as systemic theories emphasize both the additive and interactive nature of father 

involvement (Cabrera et al., 2014; Holmes & Huston 2010), Voydanoff’s theory also suggests 

interactions between personal and workplace characteristics. Unfortunately, few have explored 

interactions between a fathers’ attitudes and workplace characteristics. In the present study, we 

use a systemic ecological theory to test the additive and interactive ways in which a father’s 

traditional versus egalitarian views about gender, and his endorsement of the new fatherhood 

ideal, independently interact with job flexibility, a family supportive workplace, and work-family 

conflict to impact father engagement and father warmth (see Figure 1). 
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---------- Insert Figure 1 About Here ---------- 

Father Involvement 

Father involvement is a multidimensional construct that consists of engagement, warmth, 

responsibility, and indirect care–although scholars have focused on engagement and warmth 

more frequently than other aspects of involvement (Pleck, 2010). Fathers must spend quality 

time with their children for children to receive the maximum benefits from this involvement 

(Veneziano, 2003). This includes being engaged and alert during conversations or playtime 

(Flouri, 2016) as well as showing genuine warmth (Dyer, Day, & Harper, 2014). It is important 

to consider factors that may enable fathers to spend more devoted time with their children.   

Traditional Gender Roles, The New Fatherhood Ideal, and Father Involvement 

The role of the father has been changing, largely encouraging fathers to be more 

emotionally responsible (Kuo et al., 2018), and more actively engaged in their children’s lives 

(Marsiglio & Roy, 2012). These changes have been termed “the new fatherhood ideal” (Petts et 

al., 2018). Despite these changes, many fathers find themselves trapped between traditional 

gendered norms and more modern ideals of fatherhood (Mclaughlin & Muldoon, 2014), or feel 

socially unequipped for parenting because mothers have traditionally been more involved in 

childrearing (McKelley & Rochlen, 2016). Although fathers may wish to attain an ideal 

fatherhood status of equal parenting while managing work, many potential barriers exist.  

Traditional beliefs about gendered roles present a potential barrier to father involvement. 

Men who endorse traditional attitudes are less engaged than egalitarian fathers (Holmes & 

Huston, 2010; Petts et al., 2018; Riina & Feinberg, 2012 ).  In contrast, endorsement of the new 

father ideal may facilitate involvement. Men who believe fathers should nurture children are 

warmer and more engaged than those who believe mothering is more important for children’s 
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development (McGill, 2014; Petts et al., 2018). As such, fathers’ attitudes about gender roles and 

their endorsement of the new fatherhood ideal are important correlates of father involvement. 

Based on a systemic ecological approach, we hypothesize: 

(H1) Traditional gender role norms will be negatively associated with engagement; 

endorsement of the new fatherhood ideal will be positively associated with engagement.  

(H2) Traditional gender role norms will be negatively associated with warmth; 

endorsement of the new fatherhood ideal will be positively associated with warmth. 

The Workplace and Father Involvement 

Consistent with our theory, in addition to fathering attitudes, employment may be a 

barrier to father involvement. Fathers find themselves juggling time between work and family, 

with many seeing themselves as employees first and fathers second (Burnett, Gatrell, Cooper, & 

Sparrow, 2013). This conceptualization is supported by workplace culture, as male CEO’s view 

employment as optional for women, but necessary for men (Tracy & Rivera, 2010). Thus, fathers 

may fulfill the provider role at the cost of spending time with their children (Kuo et al., 2018). 

However, as Voydanoff’s (2004) model suggests, resources such as flexible work hours 

or a family supportive workplace environment could be a solution to work-family dilemmas 

(Dolcos & Daley, 2009; Tracy & Rivera, 2010). Workplace flexibility is a worker’s capacity to 

choose when, where, and for how long they do work-related tasks (Hill & Holmes, 2018). One of 

the most established findings in this literature is that workplace flexibility reduces work-family 

conflict (Allen, Johnson, Kiburz, & Shockley, 2013; Hill et al., 2010). Despite some important 

research demonstrating that fathers are more likely to use workplace programs such as flexibility 

that do not reduce their pay (compared with parental leaves or reduced work hours that would 

reduce pay) (Aumann et al., 2011), flexibility is less commonly studied as a predictor of father 
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involvement (Behson et al., 2018). This may be due to assumptions that mothers, not fathers, 

require workplace supports to better attend to children’s needs (Behson et al., 2018). We 

contribute to the literature by testing whether workplace flexibility will enable fathers to be 

warmer and more engaged with their young children. 

Despite the benefits of flexibility, some employees choose not to use workplace 

flexibility, even when offered, out of fear of being stigmatized, considered lazy, or deemed 

uncommitted (Allen, 2001; Munch, 2016; Williams, Blair-Loy, & Berdahl, 2013).  The presence 

of stigma or negative perceptions associated with utilizing workplace programs suggests that a 

family supportive workplace may also help provide a bridge for fathers to better solve 

contemporary work family dilemmas (Kossek et al., 2011). One meta-analysis suggests that a 

family-friendly work culture reduces work-family conflict more than the other work 

characteristics explored in their study (i.e., flexibility of work location and schedule, dependent 

care availability and satisfaction, supervisor support, and co-worker support; Mesmer-Magnus & 

Viswesvaran, 2006). Thus, it appears that a family supportive workplace may also be an 

important resource that could promote father engagement and warmth.  

Finally, much of the conversation surrounding the work-family interface is focused on 

how resources and demands affect work-family conflict, with the implication that reducing 

work-family conflict will likely enhance parents’ and children’s lives (Voydanoff, 2004). Indeed, 

work-family conflict has been linked with child health (Ohu et al., 2019), parent mental health 

(Moreira, Fonseca, Caiado, & Canavarro, 2019), and parenting stress (Nomaguchi & Johnson, 

2016). Surprisingly, fewer studies have explored associations between work-family conflict and 

father involvement. Those that have explored this link have found that higher work-family 

conflict was associated with father irritability and inconsistent parenting (Cooklin et al., 2016). 
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Thus, we expand the current literature on work-family conflict by exploring how work-family 

conflict may impact father warmth and engagement. We hypothesize: 

(H3) Three workplace characteristics will be associated with father engagement. The 

resources of job flexibility, and a family supportive workplace, will increase father 

engagement, while the demand of work-family conflict will reduce father engagement.  

(H4) These workplace characteristics will also be associated with father warmth such 

that job flexibility and a family supportive workplace will increase father warmth, 

while work-family conflict will reduce father warmth. 

Interaction Between Father Attitudes, Workplace Environments, and Father Involvement 

 A systemic ecological theory suggests that father attitudes and workplace characteristics 

are independently and interactively associated with father involvement (Cabrera et al., 2014; 

Holmes & Huston, 2010). A father’s endorsement of gendered expectations about his role (i.e., 

whether he endorses more traditional or egalitarian attitudes), or how much he embraces the new 

fatherhood ideal will each likely interact with work characteristics to influence involvement.  

Our theory and prior research suggest a few possible directions for these interactions. On 

one hand, access to resources such as flexibility or working in a family supportive environment 

may be especially beneficial to egalitarian fathers, and to fathers who endorse the new 

fatherhood ideal. They may embrace supportive workplace programs, and/or perhaps seek out 

family-friendly workplaces, to maintain the fathering they desire (Petts & Knoester, 2018). In 

these instances, we may see even greater effects on father engagement and father warmth. 

 On the other hand, fathers who endorse the new fatherhood ideal or who have an 

egalitarian gender ideology may be highly engaged and warm toward their children regardless of 

their work environment (Petts et al., 2018). In contrast, access to more work resources and 
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reduced work demands may encourage traditional fathers to be more engaged or warmer in their 

children’s lives, even if they were not intending to do so. As such, workplace characteristics may 

provide the structure and motivation that more traditional fathers need to increase their 

involvement. Thus, we further hypothesize that:  

(H5) A father’s engagement will vary as a function of the interaction between his 

fathering attitudes (i.e. gender role norms, or endorsement of the new fatherhood 

ideal) and his work characteristics (job flexibility, family supportive workplace, or 

work-family conflict).  

(H6) A father’s warmth will vary as a function of the interaction between his 

fathering attitudes and his work characteristics. 

DATA AND METHODS 

Data 

 This study utilized the Survey of Contemporary Fatherhood (SCF), a Brigham Young 

University IRB approved survey investigating factors predictive of positive father involvement 

(see Petts et al., 2018). SCF is a national sample of 2,297 fathers, social fathers, stepfathers, and 

father figures in the U.S., collected in 2015. To be included in SCF, respondents had to be: (1) at 

least 18 years old, (2) a biological (residential or non-residential) father, residential stepfather, or 

residential father figure (defined as living with a non-biological, non-adopted child in a home 

with the child’s biological or adoptive mother, but not in a marital relationship), (3) have English 

language proficiency, and (4) the ability to access the survey via the internet. Fathers responded 

to questions about the father’s youngest child between the ages of 2 and 18. 

SCF is a quota sample, as these can capture various father roles (biological parent, 

stepparent, etc.) and produce results similar to random samples (Weinberg, Freese, & 
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McElhattan, 2014). Respondents were part of a Qualtrics opt-in online panel. Qualtrics panelists 

are recruited through online and off-line advertising, and must register to be eligible. Panelists 

are restricted in the number of surveys they may complete annually, must maintain their 

information to remain in the panel, and are monitored on sociodemographic questions to ensure 

consistency across responses. Qualtrics provides access to approximately 100,000 panelists, who 

are randomly selected and proportioned for surveys according to the general population. Once 

individuals were randomly selected, they were contacted about potential eligibility for the survey 

and provided a link to a screening site where final eligibility was determined.  

Several data quality checks (e.g., attention filters and survey minimums) were used per 

guidelines from the American Association for Public Opinion Research (Baker et al., 2010). 

Multiple demographic characteristics were also used in the sampling scheme and screening 

process to reduce bias (Smith et al., 2016; Terhanian et al., 2016). Post-collection data quality 

checks were performed, which removed approximately 4% of respondents from the sample.  

Online opt-in panels are representative of individuals with regular access to the internet 

(Tourangeau, Conrad, & Cooper, 2013), yet, they may underrepresent marginalized groups. 

While it is unclear what the overall Qualtrics panel looks like, more than 80% of adult 

Americans have regular access to the internet, and racial gaps in internet usage have closed 

considerably since 2012, although gaps due to income, education, and rural vs. urban 

communities persist (Pew Research Center, 2016). Consistent with other studies using quota 

sampling, results from this study are not nationally representative; nonresident fathers, low-SES 

fathers, and racial/ethnic minorities may be underrepresented (Yang & Banamah, 2014), 

consequently we cannot explore differences in processes specific to these groups. The quality of 
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measures used and large national sample still provide useful insight into associations between a 

father’s workplace, his attitudes, and his involvement.  

SCF was designed with developmentally appropriate measures of father involvement; 

different questions were asked about children aged 2 to 8 and children aged 9 to 18. For this 

study, we focused on involvement with younger children (N = 1,194). We further restricted the 

sample to focus only on employed fathers (N = 1,038), and excluded fathers who reported on a 

foster child or other child (i.e., grandchild or niece/nephew). The final sample was 1,020 fathers.  

Father Involvement 

Two indicators of father involvement are used. Both indicators are measured with items 

taken from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Survey-Birth Cohort (ECLS-B). Engagement 

indicates how often (1 = never to 6 = more than once a day) fathers engage in 15 activities with 

their child such as playing, telling stories, and taking on errands (α = .90). The mean is used as 

the indicator. Warmth is indicated by eight items such as praising child, hugging and kissing 

child, and using affectionate nicknames. Items are assessed on a 1 (not at all like me) to 5 

(exactly like me) scale. The mean is used as the indicator (α = .87).  

Father Attitudes 

We assess fathers’ adherence to the new fatherhood ideal through responses to a series of 

statements (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) (McGill, 2014): (a) “it is essential for 

the child’s well-being that fathers spend time interacting and playing with their children,” (b) “it 

is difficult for men to express warm and tender affectionate feelings toward children (reverse 

coded),” (c) “a father should be as heavily involved in the care of his child as the mother,” (d) 

“fathers play a central role in the child’s personality development,” I “fathers are able to enjoy 

children more when they are older (reverse coded),” (f) “the way a parent treats a child in the 
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first 4 years has important lifelong effects,” (g) “if it keeps him from getting ahead in his job, a 

father is too involved with his children (reverse coded)”, and (h) “in general, fathers and mothers 

are equally good at meeting their children’s needs.” The mean is used as the indicator (α = .70).  

We assess fathers’ adherence to gender role norms through items from the National 

Survey of Families and Households (https://www.ssc.wisc.edu/nsfh/) (ranging from 1 = strongly 

disagree to 4 = strongly agree): (a) “if a husband and wife both work full-time, they should share 

household tasks equally,” (b) “women are much happier if they stay at home and take care of 

their children,” (c) “it is much better for everyone if the man earns the living and the woman 

takes care of the home and family,” (d) “it is more important for a wife to help her husband’s 

career than have one of her own,” (e) “an employed mother can establish a warm and secure 

relationship with her children as much as a mother who is not employed,” (f) “parents should 

encourage just as much independence in their daughters as their sons,” (g) “preschool children 

are likely to suffer if their mother is employed,” (h) “being a father and raising children is one of 

the most fulfilling experiences a man can have,” and (i) “mothers should not work full time if 

their child is younger than 5 years old.” Higher values indicate more traditional gender norms, 

and the mean is used as the indicator (α = .80). 

Workplace Characteristics 

 Three indicators are used to assess whether fathers’ work environments reflect resources 

or demands per our theoretical framework; each has been used in prior studies (Bond et al., 2003; 

Dolcos & Daley, 2009). Family workplace support indicates how often fathers feel they receive 

support from their employers and coworkers (0 = never to 4 = very often). Items include: (a) “my 

supervisor accommodates me when I have family or personal business to take care of,” (b) “my 

supervisor is understanding when I talk about personal or family issues that affect my work,” (c) 

https://www.ssc.wisc.edu/nsfh/
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“I feel comfortable bringing up personal or family issues with my supervisor,” (d) “my 

supervisor really cares about the effects that work demands have on my personal and family 

life,” and (e) “I have support from coworkers that helps me to manage my work and personal or 

family life” (α = .89). Job flexibility indicates the level of flexibility fathers believe they have at 

their job (0 = no flexibility to 4 = complete flexibility) over (a) where they work and (b) when 

they work (α = .86). Work-family conflict is taken from five items that assess how often during 

the past three months (0 = never to 4 = very often) fathers have: (a) “not had enough time for 

themselves because of their job,” (b) “not had enough time for their family or other important 

people in their life because of their job,” (c) “not had the energy to do things with their family or 

other important people in their life because of their job,” (d) “not been able to get everything 

done at home each day because of their job,” and (e) “not been in as good a mood as they would 

like to be at home because of their job.” The mean is used as the indicator (α = .91). 

Control Variables 

A variety of controls were also used. These include father’s age, race/ethnicity (White, 

Black, Latino, and other race/ethnicity, with White serving as the reference category), education 

(1 = did not complete high school to 5 = completed a graduate degree), income (1 = no income 

to 8 = $140,000 or more), hours worked, and whether the father reported having a professional, 

managerial, or executive occupation (1 = yes). Family structure is indicated by a set of mutually 

exclusive variables that assess fathers’ resident status and relationship to the birth mother. These 

include: (a) father is married to the birth mother (reference category), (b) father cohabits with 

birth mother, (c) father resides with child and is married to, or cohabiting with, someone other 

than the birth mother, (d) single father, and (e) nonresident father. Additional controls are also 

included to indicate whether the father is a stepfather (biological/adoptive father is the reference 
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category), how many other children the father has, focal child’s age, sex of focal child (1 = 

male), and whether the father was born in the U.S. Father’s religiosity is indicated by responses 

to 11 items from the Centrality of Religiosity Scale, which assesses involvement in religious 

behaviors and experiences (Huber & Huber, 2012). Six items from the Nurturant Fathering Scale 

(Finley & Schwartz, 2004) are used to indicate fathers’ perceptions of their relationship with 

their own father (α = .95), and the mean is used as the indicator. Finally, fathers were asked 

about their involvement (1 = yes) in a number of activities during their child’s prenatal and early 

postnatal periods. These include: (a) attending an ultrasound, (b) attending doctor’s visits with 

mother, (c) hearing child’s heartbeat, (d) feeling child move, (e) attending a childbirth class, (f) 

buying things for child prior to birth, (g) asking mother how pregnancy was going, (h) being 

present in delivery room, (i) visiting child in the hospital, and (j) attending a well-baby visit in 

the first year of child’s life. Responses are summed to create an index of prenatal involvement. 

Analysis Plan 

 Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models were used to assess whether father 

attitudes and workplace characteristics are associated with each indicator of father involvement. 

To test hypotheses about interactions between father attitudes and workplace characteristics, we 

ran a series of 2-way ineractions (i.e., 6 total interaction terms; 2 indicators of father attitudes x 3 

indicators of workplace characteristics) using a hierarchical modeling approach.  Thus we added 

each individual interaction term to test for significance (p < .05) to our model including all 

controls and main effects. Simple slopes analysis and region of significance analysis were 

conducted to better understand the interaction effects, and meaningful results from these analyses 

are presented graphically and in the text. We concluded with a full interactive model for each 
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type of father involvement.  Less than 5% of respondents have missing values, but multiple 

imputation was used in all models (combined results from ten imputed models are presented). 

RESULTS 

Summary statistics for all variables are presented in Table 1 to describe the sample of 

fathers used in this study. Results suggest that fathers in the SCF are engaged with their children 

at least a few times a week (M = 4.26) and state that warm behaviors are “very much like me” 

(M = 4.17). Yet, fathers in the SCF report limited family support by their workplace; on average, 

fathers report feeling supported at work between sometimes and often (M = 2.45), sometimes 

experiencing work-family conflict (M = 1.80), and having little to some flexibility at their jobs 

(M = 1.53). In addition, fathers in the SCF appear to be more supportive of egalitarian than 

traditional gender role norms; on average, fathers agree with statements associated with the new 

fatherhood ideal (M = 4.02) and disagree with statements associated with traditional gender 

norms (M = 1.93). Zero-order correlations between variables of interest are presented in Table 2. 

---------- Insert Table 1 About Here ---------- 

---------- Insert Table 2 About Here ---------- 

Father Attitudes and Father Involvement 

Results from regression models testing the first two hypotheses are presented in Table 3. 

We find mixed evidence in support of our first hypothesis; endorsing traditional gender role 

norms is unrelated to engagement, but adherence to the new fatherhood ideal is positively 

associated with engagement (b = 0.14, p < .001).  We find consistent support for our second 

hypothesis; endorsing traditional gender role norms is negatively associated with warmth (b = -

0.11, p < .01), while adherence to the new fatherhood ideal is positively associated with father 

warmth (b = 0.56, p < .001). In each respective model, standarized coefficients suggest that 
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attitudes about new fatherhood are among the strongest predictors of father engagement (B = 

0.14, p < .001), and warmth (B = 0.47, p < .001).  

---------- Insert Table 3 About Here ---------- 

Workplace Characteristics and Father Involvement 

Table 3 also provides the results for the tests of our third and fourth hypotheses. 

Consistent with our third hypothesis, having a family supportive workplace (b = 0.10, p < .001), 

and having job flexibility (b = 0.07, p < .01) are each associated with more frequent father 

engagement. Work-family conflict was not, however, related to father engagement. We received 

less support for our fourth hypothesis. While having a family supportive workplace is associated 

with being more likely to display warmth toward children (b = 0.06, p < .01),  job flexibility and 

work-family conflict were unrelated to warmth.  

Father Attitudes, Workplace Characteristics, and Father Involvement 

Results from regression models testing our fifth and sixth hypotheses are presented in 

Table 4. First, there is some evidence that workplace characteristics may moderate the 

relationship between father attitudes and father engagement. Specifically, one interaction term 

was significant when all other variables were in the model (Engagement Model 1); the 

association between fathers’ endorsement of the new fatherhood ideal and engagement varies by 

fathers’ job flexibility (b = -0.15, p < .001). As shown in Figure 2, fathers who endorse the new 

fatherhood ideal are highly engaged with their children regardless of how flexible their jobs are. 

In contrast, job flexibility appears to be an important predictor of engagement for fathers with 

lower endorsements of the new fatherhood ideal (i.e., neutral or slightly disagree with these 

statements). Among fathers who indicate slight disagreement with the new fatherhood ideal, 

those with high job flexibility engage with their children approximately daily (predicted value of 
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4.67) whereas those with no job flexibility engage with their children between a few times a 

month and a few times a week (predicted value of 3.45)—a difference of 1.5 standard deviations 

(p < .001). Additionally, among fathers who are neutral about the new fatherhood ideal, those 

with complete job flexibility are engaged with their child approximately 1 SD more frequently 

compared to fathers with no flexibility (p < .001). Simple slopes analyses confirm that job 

flexibility is more likely to promote father engagement among traditional fathers than those who 

embrace the new fatherhood ideal (see Supplementary Figure 1s).  

---------- Insert Table 4 About Here ---------- 

---------- Insert Figure 2 About Here ---------- 

Results in Warmth Models 2-5 of Table 4 provide evidence for the sixth hypothesis that 

workplace characteristics may moderate the relationship between father attitudes and father 

warmth. The association between endorsement of the new fatherhood ideal and warmth varies by 

job flexibility (b = -0.07, p < .05; see Warmth Model 2). Additional analyses suggest the 

moderating relationship only holds true when comparing very divergent levels of job flexibility. 

As shown in Supplementary Figure 2s, fathers who highly endorse the new fatherhood ideal act 

warmly toward their children regardless of how flexible their jobs are. In contrast, job flexibility 

appears to be important for fathers who are less likely to adhere to the new fatherhood ideal (i.e., 

neutral or slightly disagree with these statements); among fathers in this sample who have the 

lowest adherence to the new fatherhood ideal, those who have flexible jobs act warmly toward 

their children approximately ¾ SD more frequently than those who have less flexible jobs. 

Simple slopes analyses (Figure 3s) confirm that job flexibility is more likely to promote warmth 

among fathers who do not endorse the new fatherhood ideal than those who do. 
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Similarly, as shown in Warmth Model 3 of Table 4, associations between a family 

supportive workplace and warmth vary by the degree to which fathers endorse the new 

fatherhood ideal (b = -0.12, p < .001). As shown in Figure 3, fathers who highly endorse the new 

fatherhood ideal act warmly toward their children regardless of whether they have a family 

supportive workplace. In contrast, workplace support is an important predictor of warmth for 

fathers who are less likely to adhere to the new fatherhood ideal. Among fathers with the lowest 

support for the new fatherhood ideal, those who receive family workplace support very often act 

warmly towards their children 1.5 SD more frequently than fathers who never receive such 

support (p < .001). Additionally, among fathers who are neutral towards the new fatherhood 

ideal,  those who receive workplace support very often act warmly toward their children over 1 

SD more frequently compared to those who never receive workplace support. Simple slopes 

analyses confirm that workplace support is more likely to promote warmth among fathers who 

are less likely to endorse the new fatherhood ideal (see Figure 4s in Supplementary File). 

---------- Insert Figure 3 Here ---------- 

Additionally, as shown in Warmth Model 4 of Table 4, the association between 

workplace support and warmth varies by the degree to which fathers endorse traditional gender 

role norms (b = 0.08, p < .05). This is depicted in Figure 5s of the Supplementary File, which 

shows that fathers who are less traditional act warmly toward their children regardless of whether 

they have a supportive workplace. In contrast, workplace support appears to be an important 

predictor of warmth for more traditional fathers; among fathers who highly endorse traditional 

gender roles, those who have highly supportive workplaces act warmly toward their children 1.5 

SD more frequently than those who never receive support from their workplace. Simple slopes 
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analyses confirm that workplace support is more likely to promote warmth among traditional 

fathers than egalitarian fathers (see results in Figure 6s of the Supplementary File). 

 When all interaction terms predicting warmth are included in the same model (Warmth 

Model 5 of Table 4), only one remains significant: the association between adherence to new 

fatherhood ideals and warmth varies by family workplace support (b = -0.10, p < .05). The graph 

and simple slopes analyses demonstrate that among fathers who are less likely to endorse the 

new fatherhood ideal, the degree to which they act warmly toward their children is dependent on 

the degree to which they receive workplace support (see Figure 3 and Figure 4s).  

DISCUSSION 

 Despite the fact that many fathers want to be warmer, more nurturing, and more actively 

involved parents than prior generations (McGill, 2014), they also still embrace a father’s role as 

financial earner for his family (Kuo et al., 2018).  Thus, fathers may feel torn between the 

potentially competing demands of being a breadwinner and being a warm and actively engaged 

father (Kuo et al., 2018).Variations in father involvement are rooted in a systemic ecological 

approach to fathering (Cabrera et al., 2014; Holmes & Huston, 2010), emphasizing that a father’s 

attitudes likely interact with his contextual environments to predict father involvement. In this 

paper, we explored the associations between fathers’ attitudes (e.g. traditional gender role norms 

and endorsement of the new fatherhood ideal ), workplace characteristics (e.g. job flexibility, a 

family supportive workplace, and work-family conflict) and father involvement (e.g. engagement 

and warmth). Results largely support our theoretical model predicting that fathers’ attitudes and 

work characteristics are associated with father involvement both independently and interactively. 

 As expected, fathering attitudes were significantly associated with engagement and 

warmth. Our results demonstrate that fathers who adhere to the new fatherhood ideal (i.e., the 
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idea that contemporary fathers can be more nurturing than fathers in prior generations were, and 

can make meaningful contributions to child development) are more engaged and warmer with 

their children than fathers who do not endorse the ideal. While endorsing traditional gender role 

norms was not associated with engagement, endorsing traditional gender role norms was 

associated with lower warmth in our sample. Consistent with prior research (Holmes & Huston, 

2010; Petts et al., 2018), fathering attitudes are associated with fathering behaviors, even after 

controlling for prenatal involvement and a host of other key demographic variables. Because 

quality father invovlement (including being engaged and genuinely warm) helps children and 

fathers (Dyer et al., 2014; Eggebeen et al., 2012; Flouri et al., 2016; Palkovitz et al. 2001; Pleck, 

2010), knowing which father attitudes impact multiple dimensions of father involvement can be 

useful for both prevention and intervention efforts with fathers.  

Consistent with our hypotheses, having a family supportive workplace and job flexibility 

were each associated with more frequent father engagement. Having a family supportive 

workplace was also associated with greater father warmth. These findings expand on prior work 

linking job flexibility and a family supportive workplace to the work-family interface (e.g. 

Voydanoff, 2004; Hill et al., 2010; Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2006) by demonstrating 

that father engagement and warmth are also enhanced by these resources. 

Most importantly, we found support for our theoretical claim that the effects of father 

attitudes and work characteristics interactively contribute to a father’s engagement and warmth 

with his young children.  After controlling for all other possible controls, main effects and other 

interactions, we found a significant interaction between the new fatherhood ideal and job 

flexibility on father engagement.  This significant interaction demonstrated that access to job 

flexibility matters more for father engagement among fathers who do not endorse the new 
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nurturing fatherhood ideal than fathers who do. More specifically,  we found that fathers with 

high job flexibility who indicate disagreement with the new fatherhood ideal were engaged with 

their young children almost daily. Fathers with similar attitudes and no job flexibility engaged 

with their children between a few times a month and a few times a week. This nuance 

demonstrates that job flexibility may be particulary meaningful for father engagement among 

fathers who would otherwise be less committed to engagement with their young children 

Similarly, among fathers who do not adhere to the new fatherhood ideal, those who have 

a high degree of family support from their workplace act warmer toward their child than those 

who receive less workplace support. Additional analyses revealed that fathers with the lowest 

endorsement of the new fatherhood ideal and fathers who are neutral toward the new fatherhood 

ideal who receive high levels of family workplace support act warmly towards their children 

significantly more frequently than fathers who never receive such support. 

These findings suggest that employers, supervisors, and co-workers have a unique 

opportunity to shape men’s engagement with their young children by creating an environment 

that enables even those more traditionally oriented fathers to be involved in their young 

children’s lives. Research of the past four decades is clear in showing that engaged fathering has 

the potential to foster child and adolescent social, emotional (Day & Padilla-Walker, 2009), and 

overall wellbeing (Flouri et al., 2016), as well as men’s healthy development (Eggebeen et al., 

2012). Employers may also benefit as involved fathers report improved job performance, greater 

job enhancements, and fewer strains (Graves et al., 2007). 

Limitations 

 Despite its strengths, our study includes some important limitations that point us toward 

directions for future research. First, a general weakness in the work-family literature is a lack of 
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longitudinal data (Hill & Holmes, 2018). This project is no different. While we try to account for 

some features of a father’s earlier involvement by controlling for prenatal involvement, there is 

still a lingering question about whether or not workplace characteristics lead to changes in father 

involvement. It could be that more involved fathers seek workplaces that are more flexible and 

better assist fathers in balancing work and family life. Although we are not able to fully assess 

this given the use of cross-sectional data, additional models (available upon request) suggest that 

fathers’ attitudes and warmth are unrelated to job flexibility, but father engagement is positively 

associated with job flexibility. Future research should explore potential bidirectionality. 

 Second, this project uses father self-report data to establish connections between father 

involvement and the workplace. Fathers may overreport their involvement; indeed, fathers in this 

sample report moderate to high levels of warmth and engagement. We ran additional models to 

assess the robustness of our findings; results from logistic regression models predicting high 

levels of involvement were largely consistent with results reported here. The reports of mothers, 

children, or outside observers could minimize concern about shared method bias. 

CONCLUSION 

Prior research has established that flexibility and family support are great for employees, 

reducing demands between work and family (Hill et al., 2010; Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 

2006). We build on these findings by demonstrating that flexibility and workplace support help 

fathers who do not endorse the new fatherhood ideal to stay connected with their young children.  

Future research should explore how these benefits to enhancing men’s engagement and warmth 

with their children help employers retain key talent in their business, improve employee 

performance, and enhance employee job satisfaction.  It could be that when employers give 

fathers resources to balance work and family life, fathers will give employers more in return. 
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Table 1. Summary Statistics 
 M or % SD Min Max 
Father Involvement     
Engagement 4.25 0.80 1 6 
Warmth 4.17 0.64 1 5 
     
Father Attitudes     
New Fatherhood Ideal 4.02 0.54 1 5 
Gender Role Norms 1.93 0.48 1 4 
     
Workplace Characteristics     
Family Workplace Support 2.45 0.98 0 4 
Work-Family Conflict 1.80 0.96 0 4 
Job Flexibility 1.53 1.11 0 4 
     
Controls     
Age 35.12 7.91 19 67 
White* 70%  - 0 1 
Black 9%  - 0 1 
Latino 14%  - 0 1 
Other Race 7%  - 0 1 
U.S. Native 94%  - 0 1 
Education 3.41 0.99 1 5 
Income 4.68 1.61 1 8 
Hours Worked 40.95 7.67 4 50 
Professional Occupation 53%  - 0 1 
Spouse/Partner Employed 53%  - 0 1 
Married to Birth Mother* 68%  - 0 1 
Cohabiting with Birth Mother 16%  - 0 1 
Residing with Other Partner 2%  - 0 1 
Single Father 8%  - 0 1 
Nonresident Father 5%  - 0 1 
Stepfather 7%  - 0 1 
Number of Other Children 1.17 1.11 0 4 
Own Father Involvement 3.45  1.13 1 5 
Prenatal Involvement 8.01  2.87 0 10 
Religiosity 3.23  1.06 1 5 
Focal Child Age 4.62  2.00 2 8 
Focal Child is Male 59%  - 0 1 

N = 1020 
*Used as reference category 
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Table 2. Correlation Matrix 
        

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
 
(1) Engagement -       

(2) Warmth 0.37* -      
(3) New Fatherhood Ideal 0.18* -0.57* -     
(4) Gender Role Norms -0.03 -0.30* -0.45* -    
(5) Family Workplace 
Support 0.20* -0.24* 0.24* -0.14* -   

(6) Work-Family Conflict -0.06* -0.13* -0.18* 0.15* -0.21* -  

(7) Job Flexibility 0.17* 0.05 -0.05 0.02 0.17* -0.23* - 
 

  Note. *Indicates significant correlation at p < .05. 
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Table 3. Results from OLS Regression Models Predicting Father Involvement 
 Engagement Warmth 
Variable b SE b B b SE b B 
       
New Fatherhood Ideal 0.21*** 0.05 0.14*** 0.56*** 0.08 0.47*** 
Gender Role Norms 0.04 0.06 0.03 -0.11** 0.04 -0.08** 
Family Workplace 
Support 

 
0.10*** 

 
0.02 

 
0.11*** 

 
0.06** 

 
0.13 

 
0.09** 

Work-Family Conflict 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 
Job Flexibility 0.07** 0.02 0.09** 0.02 0.02 0.03 
       
Controls       
Age -0.02*** 0.00 -0.15*** -0.00 0.00 -0.03 
Black -0.03 0.08 -0.01 -0.06 0.06 -0.03 
Latino 0.03 0.07 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.01 
Other Race 0.03 0.09 0.01 -0.04 0.06 -0.02 
U.S. Native 0.06 0.10 0.02 -0.15* 0.07 -0.05* 
Education -0.09** 0.03 -0.11** -0.02 0.02 -0.03 
Income 0.04* 0.02 0.08* 0.02 0.01 0.05 
Hours Worked -0.00 0.00 -0.04 -0.01* 0.00 -0.07* 
Professional Occupation -0.07 0.05 -0.04 -0.06 0.04 -0.05 
Spouse/Partner Employed 0.17** 0.05 0.11** -0.02 0.04 -0.02 
Cohabiting  0.05 0.07 0.02 -0.03 0.05 -0.01 
Other Partner -0.20 0.15 -0.04 0.05 0.11 0.01 
Single Father 0.16 0.09 0.06 0.02 0.06 0.01 
Nonresident Father -0.30** 0.11 -0.08** -0.02 0.08 -0.00 
Stepfather 0.25* 0.11 0.08* 0.15 0.08 0.06 
Number of Other 
Children 

-0.05* 0.02 -0.06* 0.01 0.02 0.01 

Own Father Involvement 0.09*** 0.02 0.13*** 0.00 0.02 0.01 
Prenatal Involvement 0.05*** 0.01 0.17*** 0.04*** 0.01 0.16*** 
Religiosity 0.16*** 0.02 0.21*** 0.06*** 0.02 0.10*** 
Focal Child Age -0.05*** 0.01 -0.12*** -0.04*** 0.01 -0.13*** 
Focal Child is Male -0.02 0.05 -0.02 -0.10** 0.03 -0.07** 
       
R2 0.27 0.40 

N = 1020 
*p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
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Table 4. Results from OLS Interactive Models Predicting Father Involvement 
 
 Engagement Warmth 
 1  2 3 4 5 
Variable b SE b B b SE b B b SE b B b SE b B b SE b B 
                
New Fatherhood 
Ideal 

0.44*** 0.08 0.14*** 0.67*** 0.08 0.47*** 0.84*** 0.06 0.46*** 0.56*** 0.04 0.47*** 0.85*** 0.09 0.47*** 

Gender Role 
Norms 

0.05 0.05 0.03 -0.11** 0.04 -0.08** -0.11** 0.04 -0.08 -0.32** 0.10 -0.08** -0.21* 0.10 -0.08* 

Family 
Workplace 
Support 

0.10*** 0.02 0.12*** 0.06*** 0.13 0.09*** 0.54*** 0.02 0.10*** -0.10 0.07 -0.09 0.36 0.18 0.10 

Work-Family 
Conflict 

0.01 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 

Job Flexibility 0.67*** 0.16 0.11** 0.30* 0.02 0.04* 0.02 0.11 0.03** 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.22 0.12 0.04 
                
Interactions                
NFI x Flexibility -0.15*** 0.04 -0.11*** -0.07* 0.03 -0.06*       -0.05 0.03 -0.04 
NFI x Family 
Workplace 
Support 

      -0.12*** 0.03 -0.10***    -0.10* 0.04 0.07* 

Gender Role 
Norms x 
Workplace 
Support 

         0.08* 0.04 0.06* 0.04 0.04 0.03 

                
R2 0.28 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.41 
LR Test 12.84*** 6.38* 12.79*** 5.08* 16.96*** 
F Test 14.91*** 6.00* 13.73*** 5.77* 5.91*** 

N = 1020 
Note: All control variables presented in Tables 1 and 3 are included in all models, but are not presented to conserve space. 
*p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
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Figure 1. The Direct and Interactive Effects of Fathers’ Attitudes and Workplace Characteristics on Father Involvement 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. This model assumes direct effects of father attitudes and workplace characteristics on father involvement, and further assumes 
interaction between father attitudes and workplace characteristics on father involvement. 
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Figure 2. Moderating Influence of Job Flexibility on the Relationship Between Adherence to the 
New Fatherhood Ideal and Engagement 
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Figure 3. Moderating Influence of Family Workplace Support on the Relationship Between 
Adherence to the New Fatherhood Ideal and Warmth 
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Supplemental File to Accompany Manuscript Titled: “Do Workplace Characteristics Moderate 
the Effects of Attitudes on Father Warmth and Engagement?”  
 
Figure 1s. Simple Slopes Analyses for the Relationships Between Adherence to the New 
Fatherhood Ideal, Job Flexibility, and Engagement. 
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Figure 2s. Moderating Influence of Job Flexibility on the Relationship Between Adherence to the 
New Fatherhood Ideal and Warmth 
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Figure 3s. Simple Slopes Analyses for the Relationships Between Adherence to the New 
Fatherhood Ideal, Job Flexibility, and Warmth. 
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Figure 4s. Simple Slopes Analyses for the Relationships Between Adherence to the New 
Fatherhood Ideal, Family Workplace Support, and Warmth. 
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Figure 5s. Moderating Influence of Workplace Support on the Relationship Between Gender 
Role Norms and Warmth 
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Figure 6s. Simple Slopes Analyses for the Relationships Between Gender Role Norms, 
Workplace Support, and Warmth. 
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