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112 Biosocial Perspectives and Parental Investment

on their children’s development, both by way of their direct effect on
children and by way of their influence on mothers, who in turn affect
children (Belsky, 1981; Parke, Power, & Gottman, 1979). Lamb (1981b)
reviews the literature suggesting that nurturant and at least somewhat
involved fathers, as well as fathers who are emotionally and materially
supportive of their wives, tend to facilitate the development of achievement
motivation, cognitive and social competence, psychological adjustment,
and sex-stereotyped role attitudes and attributions, particularly in sons.
Continuing societal uncertainty and ambivalence about the roles of women
seem to ensure that nurturant involvement can have a variety of effects on
daughters, depending on the father’s values and expectations. Unfortunately,
the extensive literature on paternal effects cannot be explored here.

In our attempt to explain the data, we introduce a set of concepts drawn
from behavioral ecology (e.g., Krebs & Davies, 1981). The exercise is largely
heuristic, and illustrates our belief in the need for coherent theoretical
approaches in this area. Whether or not it is subsequently shown to have
explanatory power, behavioral ecology at least permits us to articulate
testable hypotheses that invoke concepts applicable to the understanding of
human_ behavior more generally, and that systematically address multiple
levels of explanation and analysis. Unfortunately, it is clear that research in
the behavioral sciences seldom addresses the issues of primary relevance to

the questions raised by behavioral ecology; indeed, one has to wonder

whether the constructs popular among sociologists and psychologists are the
most useful when it comes to explaining even the immediate (i.e., proxi-
mate) determinants of human behavior. As will be apparent, there is a clear
need for articulate theory construction in this area. We hope that behavioral
ecology will help researchers define the questions, at multiple levels of
analysis, that guide future research endeavors.

The issues and concepts basic to behavioral ecology are briefly discussed
in the first section as a means of framing the analysis that follows. We then
turn to male procreative strategies and provisioning/breadwinning, as they
bear on the understanding of fathering in modern humans. In the third
section evidence concerning the competence displayed by fathers is con-
sidered: compared with mothers, just how good are they as parents and as
caretakers? The analysis of similarities and differences between mothers and
fathers in parental competence leads to consideration in the fourth section
of sex differences in the behavioral styles of mothers and fathers interacting
with their children. In both sections, proximate (that is, immediate physio-
logical and social/experiential determinants) and ultimate (that is, those
related to biological function and evolutionary history) interpretations of the
sex differences observed are discussed. In the fifth section studies designed
to determine how much time fathers spend with their children, and how this
compares with the extent of involvement by mothers, are considered. The
focus then shifts to factors affecting degree of paternal involvement,
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beginning with factors accounting for.sex differences between men and
women and proceeding to factors accounting for individual differences
among men.

FACTORS AFFECTING SEX DIFFERENCES IN PARENTAL
BEHAVIOR

As in most of the great debates in psychology, popular and scientific
discussions of sex differences in parental behavior frequently degenerate
into debates between simplistic environmental determinism and simplistic
biological determinism, neither of which proves very helpful in understand-
ing the phenomenon. As indicated below, it seems that both biological and
environmental factors are important, and that it is of little value to juxtapose
these as competing rather than complementary positions.

Part of the problem lies in the multiple interpretations of the word
“biology.”” This term is often used—incorrectly—to refer only to hard-wired
deterministic influences on behavior, whereas it is more appropriately used
to refer to the tendencies on the part of organisms to make “‘decisions”
based on behavioral predispositions and general goals (i.e., maximizing
inclusive fitness: Hamilton, 1964) manifest or pursued in the context of, and
dependent upon, the restrictions imposed or options made available by the
social and physical ecology (Krebs & Davies, 1981). In the discussion that
follows, the term “physiology”’Tdescribes proposed hard-wired dispositions,
whereas the term biology is used in its broader, more inclusive, sense. The
environmental factors frequently viewed as alternative explanations of sex
differences in parental behavior may better be viewed as characteristics of
the relevant ecology within which mothers and fathers make choices based
on their behavioral predispositions, general goals, and ontogenetic experi-
ences. The environment, in other words, must be seen as one of the
important factors involved in unraveling the biology of behavior,

As Tinbergen (1963) pointed out many years ago, any atternpt to explain
why individuals behave in a certain way involves addressing any or all of
four equally legitimate types of “why’ questions: ultimate function (survival
and reproductive value), causation (internal and external proximate factors),
ontogenetic development, and evolutionary history. Psychologists—even
those who claim a concern with biological factors—have emphasized
proximate causation and development; perhaps more attention to ultimate
function and evolutionary history would expand and broaden our under-
standing. A preliminary attempt is made to explore these broader issues in
this chapter.

Clearly the term physiology is not used appropriately here, and hence inverted
commas are used throughout the chapter. We are not aware of any term that
appropriately represents the hard-wired view of “‘biology.”
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In efforts to explain the differential parental involvement of mothers and
fathers, the more extreme biogenetically deterministic positions tend to
focus on either ultimate (i.e., evolutionary) arguments or more proximate
(i.e., hormonal) factors. In reality, of course, these two sets of factors are not
incompatible, as they involve reference to different levels of explanation
(different questions in Tinbergen’s framework).

Let us first consider ultimate factors. Sociobiologists, stressing the princi-
ples of natural selection, point out that the goal of any individual organism
is to maximize the representation of its genes in future generations (Krebs &
Davies, 1981; Williams, 1966; Hamilton, 1964). This involves not only high
levels of fertilization but also the rearing to reproductive maturity of one’s
offspring, taking into account the costs and benefits of the various activities
that affect inclusive fitness. In many species, furthermore, there is a sex
difference in the costs of child rearing and childbearing (Trivers, 1972).
Among mammals, for example, females must invest considerable time and
effort in the intrauterine maintenance, delivery, and postnatal care of young-
sters who are, at least initially, wholly dependent on pregnant and later
lactating mothers for survival. During this period, males are often free to mate
with other females without affecting the likelihood of survival by their existing
offspring, because previous female mates have so much invested in each litter
(or child) that it would not be in the mothers’ interests to abandon them and
thus reduce their own inclusive fitness. The female role in reproduction thus
makes it desirable for mammalian females to remain involved in the care
of the young. Because males can count on females (who have more at stake)
to care for their offspring, adult males can choose to maximize fitness through
multiple matings rather than parental investment. On the basis of evolution-
ary principles and consideration of male and female roles in mammalian
reproduction, therefore, one might expect sex differences in human parental
involvement, with women being more involved in child care than men are.

The proximate (hormonal) argument, by contrast, proposes that women,
who are hormonally prepared for pregnancy, parturition, and lactation, are
primed similarly for the nurturant child-care tasks that are also essential for
the survival of offspring. Men, who do not “need” to participate in child
care, would not have these capacities. Thus, women would be biologically
prepared for involvement in parenting while men would not be. This line of
reasoning focuses on proximate rather than ultimate explanations, and
could thus complement the sociobiological position just described, suggest-
ing one of the possible physiological mechanisms whereby sex differences
in parental involvement are achieved.

These arguments are plausible as far as they go. There probably are
biogenetically determined sex differences in behavioral propensities. How-
ever, there is no reason to believe that these propensities are deterministic,
mandating female involvement in parenting and precluding male involve-
ment. It is probable that they make females more likely to seek out or
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encounter opportunities to learn child-care skills, and perhaps able to learn
these skills more rapidly than boys (for analogous points, see Hamburg &
Goodall, 1974; Rosenblatt, 1970). As demonstrated below, men can
perform parenting tasks just as well as women can, and it is clear that they
have become more involved in the last few decades (Pleck, 1983, 1984).
This testifies to the plasticity of the “biological” (i.e., physiological) program
and undercuts simplistic notions of biological determinism while being in
no way incompatible with the principles of evolutionary biology as we now
understand them.
A key tenet of sociobiology or behavioral ecology is that individuals aré
y ten soctoblology or behaviorai ecology is tnat individuals are
designed to maximize their fitness in the context of the options available to
them given the physical, economic, and social ecology. The goal is
individual inclusive fitness, not propagation of the family, group, or species.”
Behavior is only optimal {in terms of fitness) in the context of a specific
environment (broadly defined), and thus it is necessary to consider the
constraints or facilitators of behavior represented by the social and physical
environment. Among the important, all interrelated, factors to be considered
are: the number of young born simultaneously; their size and nutritional
needs relative to those of adults; the interbirth interval; the species’ mode of
feeding (ranging from omnivorous to extreme selectivity); the nutritional

richness of the ecology; and the species’ typical social organization,

particularly as it affects the options for reproduction and male certainty
regarding paternity. In species like pygmy marmosets (Callithrix jacchus), for
example, females, typically give birth to twins who are quite large relative to
adults. It is physically impossible for females to feed these twins and
themselves without assistance, so males assume the majority of child-care
responsibilities, carrying the young at all times other than when they are
nursing (e.g., Ingram, 1975). Freed of the burdens of carrying her offspring,
the mother is able to nurse the twins, feed herself, and (as an added bonus
to her and the loyal male) become pregnant again very rapidly. In this case,
therefore, the reproductive fitness of females and males is enhanced by
high paternal involvement. We also need to remember that within-species
variability may often be desirable. For example, if most males adopt strategy
A, it may be advantageous for some others to adopt strategy B. The system
is in equilibrium when the fitness gains of pursuing strategy A are equal to
those gained by pursuing strategy B.

The fact that these factors (among others) affect paternal involvement
across species is important, because it undercuts simplistic, deterministic
notions concerning the biogenetic constraints on parental (and especially
paternal) behavior. Clearly, a biological perspective compels us to consider
not only the physiological predispositions and potentiations, but also the
ecological factors defining the environment in which the potential is
displayed, whether that resembles the one for which it may have evolved or
whether it is in many ways an evolutionarily novel context.
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PROCREATION AND PROVISIONING

Procreation

Procreation must surely rank as one of the major activities-involved in the
attainment of inclusive fitness; it constitutes one of the most basic elements
of fatherhood. American psychologists, however, have almost totally ig-
nored this aspect of fatherhood, and the discussions by anthropologists and
sociabiologists seldom go much beyond the issues raised in the previous
section {cf., Symons, 1979; Van den Berghe, 1978, 1979). Some insight into
the psychological significance of procreation in industralized countries can
be obtained by examining research on the effects of infertility, however.
Upon recognition of their infertility, many men experience prolonged
impotence and depression (Berger, 1980), with a sequence of reactions that
often resembles the reactions to diagnosis of cancer (Wilson, 1979).
Interestingly, the reactions of men to voluntary sterilization by vasectomy do
not appear to be so negative; indeed, some researchers report mainly
positive reactions (Ager, Werley, Allen, Shea, and Lewis, 1974; Ferber,
Tietze, & Lewit, 1967) while others report modest effects on psychological
adjustment and self-concept (Horenstein & Houston, 1975; Bloom &
Houston, 1976; Cord, 1972; Kendall, 1972). In the United States cultural
attitudes toward vasectomy remain somewhat disapproving (Rodgers,
Ziegler, & Levy, 1967).

According to sociobiologists (e.g., Trivers, 1972), reproduction almost
certainly requires that males and females adopt different strategies in order
to maximize their reproductive success. As mentioned earlier, females pro-
duce relatively few large gametes while males produce an essentially un-
limited number of small gametes. Female mammals initially provide
intraorganismic sustenance for their offspring, and during this time they are
unable to conceive. Typically, there also follows a postnatal period of vari-
able length during which maternal lactation is essential for survival. For all
these reasons, the absolute number of offspring that any female can conceive
is limited. During the lengthy pre- and postnatal period, by contrast, males
are (in principle) free to mate without jeopardizing the survival of any existing
conceptus. Because the female has so much invested in the young (by virtue
of her pre- and postnatal involvement) and because the opportunity cost is
so high, the male can count on her to look after their offspring.

This suggests that promiscuity should often be the reproductive strategy
pursued by men. However, there are six major complicating factors. Most
importantly, there is always some male uncertainty regarding paternity
while there is certainty regarding maternity. By restricting access to females,
particularly during fertile periods, males can increase the likelihood that the
i offspring conceived are their own progeny, but by so doing males reduce
| their potential for pursuing alternative females.
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Second, in some mammalian species, probably including most early and
contemporary hominids, pregnant and lactating mothers are partially de-
pendent on others for provisioning and protection. The individuals most
likely to provide these resources are those who have something at stake
themselves, and the offsprings’ fathers clearly have most at stake. To the
extent that such provisioning and protection is desirable for females, it is
advantageous for them to persuade males that they are the offsprings’
fathers, and it is advantageous for males to have some reason for believing ,
this. In this context, both sexes benefit if the males remain with the females./

Third, sexual encounters typically depend on both male and female
participation. If females limit their sexual contacts, they may demand
compensation from males—most likely in the form of protection and
provisioning, particularly during the pre- and postnatal periods when they
are most vulnerable and most in need of assistance. The males’ contribu-
tions at this point can have a substantial influence on the females’ inclusive
fitness without real cost to the latter, since they cannot conceive again
anyway. As Hrdy (1979) wrote, “The most plausible and widely cited
hypothesis, advocated by Desmond Marris and others, is that continuous
sexual attractiveness helped to elicit male support for the mothers of helpless
human infants’" (p. 313).

Fourth, at least up to a point, the more a male has invested in any~
particular offspring, the greater is the cost of later neglecting or abandoning
it, although of course there will always be both costs and benefits (in a
fitness sense) of either staying to parent or abandoning one’s offspring.

Fifth, males may often need other males as allies (for example, in
hunting), and to maintain such alliances, they may refrain from pursuing
their allies’ consorts.

Finally, because females are less fertile and often less sexually receptive
while pregnant or lactating, it is to the advantage of males to dispose of
offspring who are not their own, thus gaining access to receptive females. It
is therefore important to putative fathers to protect their young (and female
partners) against marauding males. This may be especially important in
species, such as humans, in which offspring have a long period of relative -
dependency.

All these factors work together to ensure that males benefit by behaving
in a less promiscuous fashion than a simple analysis of the situation would
lead one to expect. Because all six conditions apply among humans,
furthermore, we would expect these forces to be operative, with the pull of
male promiscuity countered—but not counterbalanced—by the need to
provision and protect females and young in order to maximize inclusive
fitness. One also finds among humans social practices designed to maximize
certainty about paternity. These practices include marriage (both monoga-
mous and polygamous), harsh sanctions for adulterous women and tolerant
attitudes toward vengeful cuckolds, the sexual double standard, and other
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social arrangements designed to keep women in relative seclusion from
other males. Marital arrangements explicitly offer males a trade-off be-
tween greater certainty regarding paternity, on the one hand, and responsi-
bility for the protection/provisioning of the family as well as reduced access
to other fernales, on the other. Biosocial circumstances thus serve to ensure
that the goal for modern males is not to maximize the number of sexual
encounters and fertilizations, but to maximize the number of offspring—
regarding whose paternity there is some confidence—who are conceived
and raised in health to reproductive maturity and beyond. Although parents
seldom verbalize desires to continue the family name or propagate one’s
genes as the reasons to have children, respondents, especially in rural
third-world countries, do claim to consider the economic utility derived from
children and the likelihood of their survival (Hoffman, Thornton, & Manis,
1978; Arnold, Bulatao, Buripakdi, Chung, Fawcett, Iritani, Lee, & Wu,
1975). Optimal reproductive strategies for both males and females may
differ at different stages of the life span, however, so individuals may pursue
mixed or variable strategies.

Provisioning or Breadwinning

In contemporary western societies the dominant family role played by
men is that of economic breadwinner (e.g., Cazenave, 1979; Benson, 1968;
Gronseth, 1972; Pleck, 1983). Fein (1976) and Yankelovich (1974) point out
that most employees (at least in industrialized countries) view work not as a
source of direct personal fulfillment but as a means of obtaining economic
support, for themselves as well as for their families. indeed, this is legally
and socially defined as one of the primary duties or responsibilities of fathers
(American Jurisprudence, 1968); surveys repeatedly suggest that men who
are voluntarily derelict in this regard are frowned upon (Harris, 1971;
Slocum & Nye, 1976). Recent public outrage about the failure of
noncustodial fathers to pay child support illustrates these popular attitudes.
it is also noteworthy that a man’s success or potential success as a
breadwinner serves as one important criterion for mate selection in both
modern and “primitive” contexts, one consequence of which is the
““marriage gradient,” a term for the widespread tendency of women to marry
men of higher status than themselves. Recent historical research, however,
reveals that the male breadwinner role is a recent normative ideal (Pleck,
1976). Prior to this century women had a clearly defined and socially
recognized economic role, albeit one that involved different provisioning
activities than men undertook. (The same of course is true in almost all
“primitive’” societies.) Further, it is well known that increasing proportions
of wives are employed and that there are growing numbers of employed
single mothers (Glick & Norton, 1979). Nonetheless, family economic
providing is typically defined today as a male’s responsibility.
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Even when women play a major role in family breadwinning (whether by
gathering, agriculture, or paid work), both they and their offspring clearly
benefit from the security provided by the presence and commitment of a
male provider. Meanwhile, gender discrimination in market economies
helps ensure that fathers/husbands remain the primary sources of family
provisioning. Men's inability to provide materially for their families appears
to be a major source of masculine self-humiliation and marital discomfort
{Cavan, 1959; Campbell et al., 1976; Komarovsky, 1940; Voydanoff, 1983).

In sum, even though breadwinning has been deemphasized and devalued
in recent examinations of “the changing nature of fatherhood,” it may be
that breadwinning/provisioning is as important—probably more impor-
tant—to filial survival (and thus to paternal inclusive fitness) than direct
father—child interaction. Indeed, it is probable that fathers have been able to
incorporate direct father involvement into their roles only in recent, affluent
times. In almost all cultures direct paternal involvement is a discretionary
activity, whereas provisioning is mandatory. Finally, although it seems
unlikely that women select mates on the basis of their child-rearing skills or
propensities, women in both industrialized and nonindustrialized contexts
certainly do consider wealth and breadwinning potential in selecting among
suitors, Even after marital dissolution, societies emphasize the provisioning
component of the father's role. Despite this, psychologists—especially
recently—have been most concerned about fathers’ direct interaction and
involvemnent with children, and it is to such aspects of paternal behavior that
we now turn.

PATERNAL COMPETENCE OR SENSITIVITY

In both the popular and professional literature it is commonly assumed
that women are more competent as parents than men are. Two related
questions are thus addressed in this section: do such differences exist, and
if so, to what can they be attributed? The second of these questions, of
course, can be posed at many levels: Why in an ultimate sense should
women in general be more competent than men, and by what proximate
mechanisms might these differences be brought about?

Sensitivity (or responsiveness) to infant signals is a topic that has been of
interest to developmental psychologists for many decades because it has
long been assumed that parental sensitivity determines the quality of
parent—child relationships, which in turn is seen as the major determinant of
the child’s psychosocial development. Thus, sensitivity is a crucial aspect of
parental competence. Unfortunately, the relevant research is of variable
quality, and the concept itself has been operationalized in many different
ways. Perhaps the most useful and popular formulation is that of the
ethological attachment theorists (Ainsworth, 1973; Bowlby, 1969; Lamb,
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1978, 1981a; Lamb & Easterbrooks, 1981), who propose that human infants
are biologically predisposed to emit signals (e.g., cries, smiles) to which
parents are biologically predisposed to respond. When adults consistently
respond promptly and appropriately to infant signals, infants come to
perceive them as predictable and reliable. This perception may potentiate
the formation of secure infant-parent attachments (Ainsworth, Bell, &
Stayton, 1974; Lamb 1981a). By contrast, when adults do not respond
sensitively, insecure attachments may result, and when they respond rarely,
no attachments at all may develop. Although these hypotheses have not yet
been substantiated empirically (Lamb, Thompson, Gardner, Charnov, &
Estes, 1984), they remain plausible and make clear why it may be crucial to
determine if fathers are appropriately responsive to their infants; when they
are not, the likelihood of secure or high-quality father—infant relationships
forming would be reduced.

There is another reason why research on paternal sensitivity is important.
Several theorists (e.g., Klaus, Trause, & Kennell, 1975) have speculated that

an innate predisposition to respond to infant signals is stronger in females

than in males. If true, this would imply that biology limits the potential for
males to have significant and direct influences on infant development.
Unfortunately, the suggestion is based largely on evidence concerning
hormonal influences on parental behavior in rodents and ungulates, and
these animal models may be inappropriate (Lamb & Goldberg, 1982; Lamb
& Hwang, 1982). In addition, recent studies have shown that fathers and
mothers respond similarly to presentation of their newborn infants (Rodholm
& Larsson, 1982), even though fathers do not experience hormonal priming,
and that there is no “sensitive period” during which human mothers are
primed to bond to their newborn offspring (Lamb, 1982a; Lamb & Hwang,
1982). Nevertheless, the implications of Klaus et al.’s suggestion are such
that it merits serious consideration.

in an early interview study Greenberg and Morris (1974) reported that
most fathers were elated by the birth of their infants and experienced
strongly positive emotions that Greenberg and Morris termed “engross-
ment.”” No comparison with mothers’ reactions were reported, however.
Contrary to popular misconceptions, when mothers and fathers were
observed in a maternity ward interacting with their newborn infants, the
fathers were neither inept nor uninterested (Parke & O’Leary, 1976; Parke,
O'Leary, & West, 1972; Parke & Tinsley, 1981). Indeed, all but a couple of
measures showed that the fathers and mothers were equivalently involved in
interaction. When later observed feeding their infants, both fathers and
mothers responded to infant cues either with social bids or by adjusting the
pace of the feeding (Parke & Sawin, 1977). Although the fathers were
capable of behaving sensitively, they tended to yield responsibility for
child-tending chores to their wives when not asked to demonstrate their
competence for the investigators. However, fathers, like mothers, adjust
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their speech patterns when interacting with young children—they speak
more slowly, use shorter phrases, and repeat themselves more often when
talking to infants than when talking to adults (Phillips & Parke, 1979;
Gleason, 1975; Golinkoff & Ames, 1979; Kauffman, 1977; Blount & Padgug,
1976).

Alternative ways of studying parental responsiveness to infant signals
have been pursed by Feldman and Nash and by Frodi and Lamb. Both
research teams have observed parents with unfamiliar infants rather than
with their own. Although the reasons for responding to unfamiliar infants
should—and probably do—differ from the reasons for responding to one’s
own offspring, these studies are still useful as tests of whether or not fathers
are capable of ““maternal responsiveness,” regardless of whether they
typically behave in this fashion (i.e., the competence/performance
distinction).

Feldman and Nash (1977, 1978; Nash & Feldman, 1981; Feldman, Nash,
& Cutrona, 1977) observed subjects individually while they sat in a waiting
room containing an infant and its mother. They found that sex differences in
"baby responsiveness’’ waxed and waned depending on the subject’s age
and social status. Females were more responsive than males in early
adolescence and in early parenthood, whereas there were no sex differences
among 8 year olds, childless couples, and unmarried college students.
Feldman and Mash concluded that sex differences in responsiveness to
infants are experientially rather than physiologically determined: They are
evident when individuals are under increased social pressure to respond in
a conventionally sex-typed fashion. The data indicated that in response to
presumed social pressures, mothers were more responsive than fathers.

By contrast, the studies conducted by Frondi and Lamb revealed no sex
differences in responsiveness to infants. In their first two studies (Frodi,
Lamb, Leavitt, & Donovan, 1978; Frodi, Lamb, Leavitt, Donovan, Neff, &
Sherry, 1978), the psychophysiological responses (heart rate, blood pres-
sure, skin conductance) of mothers and fathers were monitored while the
parents observed quiescent, smiling, or crying infants on a television
monitor. Crying and smiling infants elicited characteristic and distinct
psychophysiological response patterns in both mothers and fathers. In a later
study, Frodi and Lamb (1978) found no sex differences in psychophysiologi-
cal responses among either 8 to 14 year olds, whereas 14-year-old females
were more behaviorally responsive than males in a waiting room situation
similar to Feldman's. Like Feldman and Nash, Frodi and Lamb concluded
that there were no physiologically based sex differences in responsiveness to
infants and that behavioral dimorphisms emerged primarily in response to
societal pressures and expectations. For a behavioral ecologist, of course,
this conclusion begs the question: Why do almost all societies subject boys
and girls/men and women to sex-differentiating pressures of these sorts?

The conclusion that socializing pressures constitute the best proximate
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explanation of sex differences in parental behavior appears to be consistent
with all the relevant data currently available, including data from studies of
nonparental adults and children (see Berman, 1980 for a review). Never-
theless, the fact that men can be as responsive as women does not mean that
mothers and fathers typically are equivalently responsive. Fathers are not
always highly responsive, and their responsiveness probably varies depend-
ing on the degree to which they participate in infant care, since caretaking
experience appears to facilitate parental responsiveness (Zelazo,
Kotelchuck, Barber, & David, 1977). It is also possible—if not probable—
that females are more likely than males to seek out, be offered, and learn
from opportunities to acquire child-care skills, so that physiological sex
differences play a role in shaping—but do not determine or ensure—sex
differences in parenting skills. As Lamb and Goldberg (1982} wrote:

Parental behavior in humans must surely rank as one of the clearest examples of
overdetermined behavior. In additon to hormonal influences, each young
woman is subjected to many years of socializing pressures preparing her for the
maternal role. . . . In the midst of such a complex and comprehensive set of
influences, it seems unlikely that hormonal influences make unigue and
independent contributions to the emergence of parental behavior in humans. In
other words, if hormonal influences do render women better prepared and
suited for. parental behavior than men, this advantage is secured largely by way
of an extensive overlay of socialization {p.61).

Recent research, albeit with marmoset fathers, confirms that physiologi-
cal and social factors work together in complex ways. Dixson and George
(1982) showed that circulating levels of prolactin increased after male
marmosets had carried their offspring. In this case it seemed that involve-
ment produced the hormonal change, rather than the reverse. In terms of
proximate causation, overall, it would seem that socialization and physio-
logical factors work together; indeed, as far as individual behavior is
concerned, they are probably deterministic. We should also ask, however,
why it is that humans socialize females and males differently, and why there
might be sex-differentiated predispositions. The answer, we propose, is that
females “‘need”” parenting skills in a way that males do not; child care is a
much more important component of their total reproductive effort than it is
for men, and their potential reproductive yield (in terms of live births) is so
much smaller than men’s that they cannot afford to risk the demise of their
offspring.

PARENTAL STYLES OF MOTHERS AND FATHERS

Despite sex differences in parental responsiveness, fathers appear on
average to be sufficiently responsive to their infants so that, with a sufficient
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amount of father—infant interaction, attachments should form. Observational
studies indicate that most infants do form attachments to their fathers, and
the attachments to mothers and fathers emerge at about the same time—in
the middle of the first year of life (Belsky, 1979; Lamb, 1977; Kotelchuck,
1976).

This evidence, however, is not sufficient to demonstrate that fathers play
a formatively significant role in child development. It could be argued, for
example, that fathers are essentially redundant—that they are occasional
mother substitutes who have little independent impact on child develop-
ment. This possibility has stimulated research designed to determine
whether mothers and fathers represent different types of experiences for their
children and thus perhaps have distinct and independent effects. Related
research has also been motivated by questions regarding the origins (i.e.,
societal or physiological) of gender-linked differences in the style of parental
behavior.

Even in the first three months of life, fathers and mothers appear to engage
in stylistically different types of interactions with their infants. When
videotaped in face-to-face interaction, for example, fathers tended to
provide staccato bursts of both physical and social stimulation, whereas
mothers tended to be more rhythmic and containing (Yogman, Dixon,
Tronick, Als, Adamson, Lester, & Brazelton, 1977). Mothers addressed their
babies with soft, repetitive, imitative sounds, whereas fathers touched their
infants with rhythmic pats (Yogman et al., 1977). During visits to hospital-
ized premature infants, mothers were responsive to social cues, fathers to
gross motor cues (Marton & Minde, 1980).

Most of the data concerning the characteristics of interaction with older
infants have been gathered in the course of naturalistic home observations.
Lamb (1976, 1977) found that fathers tended to engage in more physically
stimulating and unpredictable or “idiosyncratic” play than mothers did.
Since these types of play elicited more positive responses from infants, the
average response to play bids by fathers was more positive than the average
response to maternal bids. Power and Parke (1979, 1982) and Clarke-
Stewart (1978) later confirmed that American mothers and fathers engaged
in different types of play, and Sagi, Lamb, Shoham, Dvir, and Lewkowicz
(1985) reported similar differences in a study of Israeli kibbutznikim.
Belsky (1979), by contrast, did not find any differences of this kind in a study
of American parents and infants. However, both Lamb (1976, 1977) and
Belsky (1979) found that mothers were more likely to hold infants in the
course of caretaking, whereas fathers were more likely to do so in playing
with the babies or in response to the infants’ requests to be held. It is not
surprising that infants responded more positively to being held by their
fathers than by their mothers (Lamb, 1976, 1977). Clarke-Stewart (1978,
1980) found that fathers gave more verbal directions and positive reinforce-
ments than mothers did, and were rated higher than mothers on the ability
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to engage children in play. For their part, babies showed more enjoyment
and involvement when playing with fathers than with mothers, and came to
prefer playing with them when they had a choice (see also Lamb, 1976;
Lynn & Cross, 1974). When parents were asked to choose an activity in
which to engage their infants, mothers—at least middle-class mothers—
tended to choose intellectual activities, whereas fathers selected playful
social-physical activities (Clarke-Stewart, 1978).

Data gathered by interview confirm that fathers are identified with playful
interactions whereas mothers are associated with caretaking. According to
Kotelchuck’s (1975) informants, mothers spent a greater proportion of their
total interaction time caretaking than fathers did (50 versus 25%), whereas
fathers spent a greater proportion (75 versus 50%) of their interaction time in
playful social interaction than mothers did. Similar differences were re-
ported by Russell (1983) in a study of Australian families with somewhat
older children: 82% of fathers’ total interaction time involved play, while
caretaking constituted 38% of mothers’ total interaction time. Relative to the
total amount of interaction, Clarke-Stewart’s (1978) data also suggested that
fathers were consistently notable for their involvement in play, although
their relative involvement in caretaking increased over time. Rendina and
Dickerscheid (1976) did not record maternal behavior (making a compari-
son of maternal and paternal behavior impassible), but it is clear that fathers
spent most of their time in playful interaction; on average, only 3.8% of the
time was spent in caretaking. A study of English families reported similar
findings. From maternal interviews, Richards, Dunn, and Antonis (1975)
found that at both 30 and 60 weeks, the most common father—infant activity
in 90% of the families was play. Routine involvement in caretaking was rare:
only 35% regularly fed-their infants at 30 weeks and 46% at 60 weeks.
Diaper-changing and bathing were the least common paternal activities.

Interestingly, the results of a recent study by Pedersen, Cain, and Zaslow
(1982) suggest that the-patterns of interaction may differ when both parents
are employed full-time. When observed with their infants, employed
mothers stimulated their infants more than nonemployed mothers did, and
they were far more interactive than their husbands were. In accordance with
the findings just reviewed, fathers with nonemployed wives played with
their infants more than the mothers did, but this pattern was reversed in the
families with employed mothers. Maternal responsibility for caretaking,
however, did not differ depending on the mothers’ working status.

There is little solid evidence available concerning the origins or effects of
paternal and maternal play styles, although there has been much popular
debate about whether they have physiological or social/experiential origins.
In attempts to address this issue, two studies have focused on the behavioral
differences between primary and secondary caretaking fathers (and, in one
case, mothers). In the first, Field (1978) found that primary caretaking fathers
behaved more like mothers than secondary caretaking fathers did, although
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there were still differences between primary caretaking mothers and fathers.
Particularly noteworthy was the fact that playful and noncontaining inter-
actions were more common among fathers regardless of their caretaking
responsibilites. However, naturalistic observation of the interactions be-
tween 3, 8, and 16 month olds and their Swedish parents in the second study
showed that gender was a more powerful determinant of parental behavior
than family type (Lamb, Frodi, Hwang, Frodi, & Steinberg, 1982¢, d; Lamb,
Frodi, Frodi, & Hwang, 1982a). In this study, there were few reliable
differences associated with the caretaking role, or the interaction of caretak-
ing role and gender, whereas there were several effects based on the gender
of the parent, with mothers more likely to kiss, hug, talk to or smile at, tend
to, or hold their infants than fathers were. Contrary to first impressions, these
findings do not imply that there are physiologically based differences. It
seems more likely that the differences are attributable—in a proximate
sense—to the years of sex differentiated socialization and social interaction
experienced by men and women. Whether these behavioral differences (a)
directly serve any ultimate purpose, (b) are epiphenomena related to
behavioral tendencies that have some ultimate purpose, or (c) have no direct
or indirect ultimate purpose, remains unknown.

One unexplained and unexpected finding reported by Lamb et al. (1982a,
d) in their longitudinal study of Swedish families was that the Swedish
fathers were never distinguished for their playfulness like American, British,
and Israeli fathers are. Lamb et al. (1983) also found that the Swedish infants,
regardless of their fathers’ degree of involvement in caretaking, consistently
preferred their mothers over their fathers on attachment behavior measures.
This suggests that, regardless of its origins, the typical playfuiness of fathers
may play a role in making interaction with them especially salient and
affectively rewarding, so that attachments form despite the more limited
amount of time infants spend with fathers than with mothers.

DEGREE OF PATERNAL INVOLVEMENT

In this section the amount of time that fathers spend with, and the degree
of responsibility they assume for, their children is considered. For analytic
purposes, it may be helpful to think of paternal involvement in terms of three
components: interaction, availability, and responsibility (Lamb, Pleck, &
Charnov, 1985). Interaction refers to the father’s direct contact with his child
through caretaking and shared activites. Availability is a related concept
concerning the father’s potential availability for interaction, by virtue of
being present or accessible to the child whether or not direct interaction is
occurring. Responsibility refers to the role the father takes in ascertaining
that the child is taken care of and arranging for resources to be available for
the child. For example, this might involve arranging for baby-sitters, making
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appointments with the pediatrician and seeing that the child is taken to
him/her, determining when the child needs new clothes, and so on.
Although this aspect of the parental role is extremely important, it has been
researched much less thoroughly than have interaction and availability. In
most cases, the degrees of interaction and availability are interrelated, and
both appear to potentiate the development of a sense of responsibility on the
father’s part. Thus, there is a moderate (though imperfect) association among
the three aspects of father involvement.

Fathers' Interaction with Their Children

In a reanalysis of data from a recent nationally representative time-diary
study, the 1975~1976 Study of Time Use, Pleck (1982) examined fathers’ time
in caretaking and other interactive activities with their children. Employed
fathers whose youngest child was aged 5 or under spent an average of 26
minutes per day in such interaction with their children. Fathers with a young-
est child aged 6 to 17 reported spending an average of 16 minutes per day.
In this study, fathers’ interaction time with their children varied little in
absolute terms, depending on whether the mothers were employed, although
itdid, of course, vary in relative terms. Depending on the age of the youngest
child, fathers’ interaction amounted to between a third and a half of the time
reported by mothers who were employed outside the home, and between a
fourth and a fifth of the time reported by mothers who were not employed.
The 1965—1966 Study of Americans’ Use of Time (Robinson, 1977) produced
relatively similar figures (Pleck, 1982, 1983, 1984).

Several smaller-scale studies also provide data about fathers’ time in
interaction with their children. For example, Pedersen and Robson (1969),
by interviewing mothers, found that fathers reportedly spent between 45
minutes and 26 hours per week (with a mean of 8 hours) interacting with
their 8- to 9%2-month-old infants. Much lower levels of interaction were
reported by Lewis and Weinraub (1974): for their subjects, the average
amount of father—infant interaction was between 15 and 20 minutes per day.

There have been relatively few small-scale studies focused on paternal
interaction with children older than infants and toddlers, and all have in-
volved intact, middle-class, and typically white, families. in one such time-
diary study, parents reported that fathers spent about 4 hours per week in
direct interaction with their third and fourth grade children (Zeigler, 1980).
Mathers spent about 5 hours a week, and there were no differences related
to the children’s sex. Baruch and Barnett (1983), however, found that fathers
spent a little over 22 hours per day interacting with their kindergartners and
older children up to fourth graders. In a study of Australian fathers from
diverse socioeconomic backgrounds, Russell (1983) found that fathers spent
an average of 11 hours per week interacting with their children, compared
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with 32 hours for mothers. In another study, Montemayor (1982) found that
tenth graders in Salt Lake City reported spending about 1 hour per day in
interaction with or engaged in the same activities as their fathers. The same
amount of time was spent with mothers. In both cases, the amount is about
equivalent to the time involved in eating meals and doing chores together.

Some of the studies discussed above noted great variation in the extent of
fathers’ interaction, and the growing number of studies focused on
nontraditional families indicates there are at least some families in which
fathers are as involved as, or more involved than, the mothers (DeFrain,
1979; Granseth, 1975; Lamb, Frodi, Hwang, & Frodi, 1982b; Levine, 1976;
Radin, 1982; Russell, 1982; Sagi, 1982). Since none of the studies involve
random samples of the population, however, it is hard to estimate how
common these sorts of families are. On the basis of his quasi-random sample
of Australian families, Russell (1983) estimated that these families represent
about 1 to 2% of the total.

Excluding these studies of nontraditional families, the estimates of fathers’
interaction time range from about 15 minutes to about 2% hours per day.
This broad range is understandable in light of the many ways in which the
studies themselves vary. First, they differ in how broadly or narrowly
“interaction”” is defined. Second, it is noteworthy that the highest figures
come from studies of interaction with either infants or preschool-aged
children. Third, the lowest figures tend to derive from studies using actual
diaries of time use rather than estimates made by mothers or fathers
themselves; the fact that time diaries yield such low figures is especially
notable because they concern a father’s time with all his children, not just
asingle child as in the other studies. An exception to both of the latter trends,
however, is the fact that one of the lowest average figures comes from Lewis
and Weinraub’s (1974) study of father—infant interaction, which is based on
estimates.

Fortunately, some of these studies also make possible estimates of the
extent of fathers’ interaction expressed as a proportion of mothers’ interac-
tion, and here the variability from study to study proves to be much less.
Fathers’ proportion of mothers’ interaction appears to vary around a baseline
figure of about a third. However, fathers’ proportion of mothers’ interaction
appears to vary systematically in relation to other variables, from only a fifth
of mothers’ to nearly the same level. It is higher when the mother is
employed and when the children are older. With school-age children, some
studies {e.g., Montemayor, 1982; Zeigler, 1980) find that fathers’ interaction
tevel actually attains, or nearly attains, parity with mothers’.

Fathers' Availability to Their Children

As far as paternal availability is concerned, Robinson (1977) found that in
the 1965-1966 Survey of Americans’ Use of Time, men with at least one
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child under age four reported being available to their children between 2.0
and 2.7 hours per day, depending on the exact number of children in the
home. Men whose children were all over four reported being available 2.5
to 3.9 hours per day. For employed wives, the comparable ranges were
2.9-5.8 hours per day and 2.44.0 hours per day, respectively; for
nonemployed wives, the ranges were 6.5-7.8 hours and 3.8-6.0 hours,
respectively (Robinson, 1977, Table 3.8). In these data, therefore, the
availability of fathers with preschoolers varied between one third and two
thirds of their wives’, depending on their employment status. Fathers of
school-age children reported between two thirds and nearly the same
amount of availability as mothers.

Another national survey, the 1977 Quality of Employment Survey (Quinn
& Staines, 1979), also provided data concerning parents’ availability to their
children (Pleck, 1981, 1983). Parents made separate estimates for working
and nonworking days of “how much time they spent with their children,” a
concept that parents appeared to interpret quite broadly. Among fathers with
a youngest child under age six, the average father reported spending 3.6
hours per day if the wife was employed, and 2.6 hours per day if his wife was
not employed. Among fathers with youngest children ages 6 to 17, those
with employed wives reportedly spent 2.1 hours per day, while those with
nonemployed wives said they spent 2.0 hours per day (Pleck, 1982). These
figures were between 50 and 65% of the amounts of time reported by the
comparable group of employed mothers.

In Pedersen and Robson’s (1969) study the mothers reported that the
fathers were accessible an average of 26 hours per week, or almost 4 hours
a day. From interviews with 180 middle-class mothers and fathers,
Kotelchuck (1975) determined that fathers spent an average of 3.2 waking
hours per day accessible to their infants, whereas mothers spent 9 hours. In
a much smaller study (N = 12) Golinkoff and Ames (1979) reported that
fathers were accessible for 3.2 hours per day on average, compared with 8.3
hours for mothers.

Russell’s (1983) study of Australian fathers yielded considerably higher
figures. On average, fathers were reportedly available to their young
children roughly 33 hours per week, while the comparable figure for
mothers was 76 hours. In a study of American fathers of kindergartners
through fourth graders, Baruch and Barnett (1983) reported a similarly high
estimate—5—6 hours a day. By contrast, Zeigler’s (1980) study of third and
fourth graders generated a smaller figure: 12.5 hours per week for fathers
compared to 21 hours per week for mothers.

Studies of fathers’ availability, like those of fathers’ interaction, produce a
range of results. Fathers are, on the average, available to their children
between 1.75 and 4 hours a day. Considered as a proportion of mothers’
availability, different studies find fathers are available from between a third
as much as mothers to just as much as mothers. As was true for interaction,
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fathers’ proportional availability appears higher when children are older and
when mothers are employed, although in absolute terms availability de-
clines as children grow older and increases only modestly in cases of
maternal employment. Across the group of studies as a whole, the estimates
appear to vary around a baseline proportion of about a half. Thus, while
paternal interaction averages about a third of mothers’, paternal availability
is somewhat higher—around half of mothers’.

Fathers' Responsibility

Spending time with one’s children or being available to them is not the
same thing as being responsible for them. Kotelchuck (1975, 1976) and
Russell (1983) both asked fathers and mothers about the fathers’ degree of
responsibility for their children. Only 7.5% of Kotelchuck’s respondents
claimed to share responsibility equally, and 75 percent did not take any
responsibility for daily care. In Russell’s study the average father was solely
responsible for the children only 1 hour per week, compared with 40 hours
for the average mother. Further, 80% of the fathers did not assume sole
responsibility regularly, and 60% had never taken sole responsibility for
their children (though their children were preschoolers). Likewise, in Baruch
and Barnett’s (1983) study 113 of 160 fathers reported being responsible for
no child-care tasks, 35 were responsible for one, and 12 for two or three of
the 11 specific tasks about which they were asked. In the 1977 Quality of
Employment Survey (Quinn and Staines, 1979), fathers and mothers in
two-earner families (but not married to each other) were asked, “If someone
has to be home with your child (children) to do something for him (her,
them) when you are both supposed to be working, which of you is more
likely to stay home?” The father was more likely to stay home in only about
15% of the families; in only 5% did parents respond, “It depends.” In
comparison to studies of interaction and availability, research on the extent
and nature of fathers’ responsibility for their children is only beginning, but
the data available so far show clearly that fathers are far less responsible for
their children than mothers are.

Recent Changes in Paternal Involvement

Several studies indicate that the level of father involvement has increased
over the last several decades. In a 50-year follow-up study, for example,
Caplow and Chadwick (1979) reported that in 1924 about 10% of all fathers
were reported by mothers to spend no time with their children, compared
with 2% in 1976. Likewise, the proportion of fathers spending more than 1
hour a day with their children increased significantly (no data provided). In
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a follow-up of Walker and Woods’ (1976) subjects, Sanik (1981) found that
fathers with infants and toddlers were spending more time with their
children in 1977 than in 1967, though there were no comparable changes
among fathers of older children. Consistent with this, Daniels and
Weingarten (1981) found (from interviews with 86 families in the Boston
area) that twice as many children born in the 1970's received care form their
fathers on a regular (daily) basis than was reportedly true of children born in
the 1950’s and 1960’s. Finally, survey data gathered from a nationally
representative sample in 1975 and a subsample in 1981 clearly show the
increases in paternal involvement that have occurred in the last decade
(Juster, in press). Juster reports that men in the prime child-rearing age range
(18—44 years) spent 2.29 hours per week in child care in 1975 and 2.88
hours in 1981—an increase of 26%. For women, the amount rose from 7.96
to 8.54 hours—an increase of 7%.

Most time-diary studies report overall declines in the levels of women’s
total family work (Pleck, 1983). Thus, for example, Juster (in press) reported
a decline of 23% from 1965 to 1975, and a further 3% between 1975 and
1981 among 25- to 44-year-old women. However, in the two most recent
studies in which women'’s child-care involvement at two points in time was
specifically compared, Juster found an increase of 7%, whereas Sanik (1981
who controlled for the ages of children) reported no historical change.
Several hypotheses have been offered in an attempt to explain the overall
declines in women's family work: increased maternal employment, smaller
average family size, more efficient home care technology, and lower
household standards of neatness and cleanliness (Robinson, 1982). Al-
though there is some support for the first two hypotheses, support for the last
two is, as yet, weak.

Previous investigations have, by contrast, offered no explanations for the
increases in men’s involvement in child care. The fact that this increase is
occurring in the context of stable or only slightly rising maternal involvement
in child care; declining overall family work participation by women, and
declining family size suggests that increased motivation on the part of fathers
to be involved is attributable to changing cultural values that encourage
direct paternal involvement.

DETERMINANTS OF PATERNAL INVOLVEMENT

Many think that American fathers participate only minimally with their
children, whereas others believe that contemporary fathers are highly
involved. The truth lies somewhere between these extreme positions. There
is no question that fathers, on the average, interact less with and are less
available to their children than mothers. When mothers are employed,
and/or when older children are involved, studies suggest that paternal
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availability—and in a few studies paternal interaction—approaches and
even equals the levels of maternal availability and interaction. Rarely,
however, do fathers assume responsibility for their children. In this section
an explanation for these sex differences in parental involvement is explored.

As indicated earlier, male and female roles in reproduction are such that
sex differences in parental involvement would be expected, all else being
equal. However, the relevant ecology in the late 20th century North
America may well differ substantially from our species’ "environment of
evolutionary adaptedness” (Bowlby, 1969): the inventions of the nursing
bottle and of infant formula, to cite but two examples, changed the
child-rearing environment in ways that potentially have a fundamental
impact on parental behavior, in that they made it possible for persons other
than lactating mothers to assume major infant-care responsibilities—
namely, fathers. Some men have taken advantage of these opportunites, and
the variability among fathers testifies to both the absence of deterministic
and physiological barriers to paternal involvement and the influence of
individual differences with respect to several personal and social-situational
characteristics that appear likely to influence paternal involvement. As
indicated earlier, these factors are not alternatives to a biclogical explana-
tion; rather, they may represent crucial characteristics of the ecology within
which mothers and fathers make choices regarding involvement. The net
effect may be to override any predispositions that exist, although in most
cases they tend to supplement or reinforce them. For analytic purposes, one
can divide those factors explored by psychologists and sociologists into four
categories: motivation, skills, supports, and institutional (workplace) barriers
and opportunites. The fact that none of these factors accounts for more than
a small proportion of the variance is revealing; it may mean that interactions
are more important than simple main effects, or that social scientists have
been exploring the wrong variables. In any event, it is important to recognize
that these within-group explanations of variations in motivation for involve-
ment are not necessarily the same factors important in explaining between-
group (i.e., male versus female) differences. The latter could plausibly be
attributed to years of sex-differentiated socialization based on assumptions
regarding the differential propensities and likely future roles of men and
women. Furthermore, in both cases, social scientists have not stepped back
to ask why, in an ultimate sense, individual or gender differences might exist
and what purpose might be served by the proximate mechanism on which
social scientists focus.

Motivation

Clearly not all men want to be highly involved in the day-to-day care of
their children, although large subgroups indicate that they are motivated to
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be more involved. In a 1977 national survey 51% of hushands said that if
they worked fewer hours, they would spend the extra time with their families
(Quinn & Staines, 1979). Another 40% said they would like to work fewer
hours so they could spend more time with their wives and children, even if
this meant earning less money. As with all interview studies in this area,
unfortunately, social desirability effects may obscure the achieved number
of fathers who really want to be highly involved in child care. Highly
involved fathers and fathers who reportedly want to be highly involved are
more likely to have androgynous sex roles, although whether this is a cause
or consequence of high involvement is not yet clear (Frodi, Lamb, Frodi,
Hwang, Férsstrom, & Corry, 1982; Lamb, 1982b; Russell, 1978. See also
Russell, 1981). In a recent study, Coysh (1983) found that fathers with higher
self-esteem, better marital relationships, and higher levels of participation in
household tasks prenatally were more likely to become involved in child
care. In addition, some involved fathers report that their own fathers were
highly involved (Manion, 1977; Sagi, 1982), whereas others report that they
wish to avoid being like their own uninvoived fathers (e.g., Baruch &
Barnett, 1983).

Skills

Even when men want to be involved in child care, their involvement may
be limited by a perceived or real lack of skills. As indicated earlier, men
appear as competent as women in basic baby care, but they have often been
denied the exposure (through baby-sitting, home economics, or family life
classes) to the skills necessary for success in and enjoyment of child care. As
families become smaller and more isolated, this is less and less a problem for
men only: increasing numbers of new parents, both male and female, have
had little if any opportunity to learn child-care skills. Both have to learn it
“on the job.”” Again, however, the apparent importance of this learning does
not preclude a role for biology. For example, it may be that girls are more
likely to seek opportunities to learn child-care skills, are offered these
opportunities more often, and perhaps learn the skills more rapidly than boys
(as is the case in rats: see Rosenblatt, 1970), although both males and
females have the potential to perform equally well once learning has been
achieved. Thus, physiological predispositions, if they exist, likely depend on
differential opportunities and experiences for mediation of any observable
effect on the behavior of men and women.

Supports

High paternal involvement is unlikely to occur and be maintained unless
significant others—mothers, relatives, friends, workmates—approve of this
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behavior. Interestingly, national surveys indicate that many mothers do not
want their husbands to be more involved than they currently are (Pleck,
1982). In one survey, for example, only 23% of employed and 31% of
nonemployed wives said that they would like “more help with the children’
from their husbands, whereas in another survey 42% of the wives (all of
whom were employed) said that they wished their husbands would ““spend
more time taking care of or doing things with the children.” Just over half of
the husbands interviewed felt that their wives wished them to be more
involved. Thus, while a substantial number of fathers may receive encour-
agement to be more involved, a large number of men is clearly not being
encouraged by their partners, whether or not they either want or feel
competent to be more involved. Furthermore, even when mothers are
supportive, friends, relatives, neighbors, and workmates may not be. Indeed,
studies of nontraditional families in the United States and elsewhere find that
highly involved fathers encounter frequent hostility on the part of their
acquaintances, relatives, and workmates (e.g., Russell, 1982, 1983; Hwang,
Eldén, & Fransson, 1984).

Again, one can legitimately seek to explain societal disapproval in
psychological and sociological terms that emphasize the socialization of
adults (factors that surely are important and provide the best proximate
explanations of societal reactions), or one can step back further and ask
why—in an ultimate sense—these reactions and socialization processes
might exist. Among factors affecting relative inclusive fitness in this situation
might be the possibilites of cuckoldry, with the unemployed father having
greater potential access to employed men’s wives (Hipgrave, 1979, 1982),
and concern that, by avoiding workplace hazards, the involved father may
prolong his own survival and increase the workload and danger level for
others.

Institutional Factors

Finally, men’s employers may simply prevent fathers from being as
involved in child care as they would like to be. There is considerable
evidence that employers do disapprove of men whose first priority appears
to be to their families, and that employees fear this disapproval could be
translated into actions which adversely affect the fathers’ careers (Hwang et
al., 1984). However, it is also true that even when working hours or other
circumstances permit increased family involvement without jeopardizing
work roles or career advancement, the effect on family involvement is
modest (Lamb, 1982¢; Lamb & Levine, 1983; Pleck, 1982, 1983). Perhaps
this should not be surprising. Changes in institutional practices should affect
only those men who want to be more involved, feel they have the skills to
do so, and are supported in their motivation. For those who lack motivation,
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skills, or supports, changing institutional practices should be of no signifi-
cance; the lack of response to changing institutional practices on the part of
these fathers would hide any major effect on the smaller subgroup of fathers
within the total group who were affected. Furthermore, the psychological
importance of work to the fathers’ sense of identity may be crucial, not only
the objective constraints placed by specific employers on their employees’
family roles.

Summary

The current literature thus leads us to identify five types of factors that
influence relative paternal involvement—one involving ultimate and four
involving proximate reasons. Evolutionary pressures may account for sex
differences in the propensity for involvement, but the phenotypic expression
of those tendencies is clearly influenced by social and economic factors that
define the context in which individuals make choices in light of their
predispositions and their presumed general goal—the maximization of
inclusive fitness. Four of the possible proximate explanations of individual
differences in paternal involvement are briefly discussed here: motivation,
skills, support, and institutional practices. The probable strength of these
factors in explaining individual differences in involvement undercuts deter-
ministic physiological explanations of parental involvement, but should be
seen as part of a more general biological answer responsive to Tinbergen’s
four questions concerning parental involvement.

CONCLUSION

In the last decade the study of father—child relationships among humans
has blossomed, and we have begun to gather descriptive information
concerning the extent of paternal involvement and the characteristics of
father—child interaction. However, much remains to be researched in this
area, particularly regarding variations based on culture, age of child, and
socioeconomics in paternal behavior and involvement and concerning
components of the paternal role other than direct paternal involvement—
that is, provisioning, protection, and procreation. In addition, relatively few
systematic attempts have been made to explain variations in the quality or
extent of paternal behavior and involvement. Particular attention might be
paid in the future to the fact that reproductive, provisioning, and parenting
strategies are likely to be conditional, and vary depending on social
circumstances and resources. Thus, for example, very different strategies
may prove optimal for poor people and wealthy people, just as strategies
certainly vary interculturally. Space constraints have precluded our discus-
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sion of these issues in the present chapter. Where the correlates of paternal
involvement have been studied (e.g., Pleck, 1983) in the past, recourse has
been made to data initially gathered for other reasons. Furthermore, the
focus has been on proximate explanations—usually in terms of psycholog-
ical or sociological factors—without regard for ultimate factors which may,
when viewed in the context of ecological characteristics and various
proximate factors, provide a broader and more satisfying answer to ques-
tions about paternal behavior in humans. Whether or not such is the case,
we suggest that there is some value in addressing all four of Tinbergen’s
(1963) questions, and that developmental psychologists need to view
biology and experience as complementary rather than mutually exclusive
constructs.

SUMMARY

Unlike the other chapters in this volume, the focus herein is on paternal
(rather than maternal) behavior. Drawing upon the framework provided by
evolutionary theory and behavioral ecology, an attempt is made to recast the
available evidence concerning the behavior of human males. Fathers and
mothers do not differ with respect to behavioral sensitivity or responsiveness
early in their children’s lives. Many studies have shown, however, that
fathers spend much less time with their children than mothers do, although
their involvement has been increasing. We suggest that the degree of
paternal involvement is a function of the socioecological constraints upon
parental behavior. The identification of mothers with child care and fathers
with play may be influenced by biogenetic tendencies as well as the social
roles prescribed for fathers and mothers in contemporary societies.
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PARENTAL SUPPLEMENTS AND
SURROGATES AMONG PRIMATES:
CROSS-SPECIES AND
CROSS-CULTURAL COMPARISONS

James |. McKenna

INTRODUCTION

In a memorable scene from his recently released film, The
Lonely Guy, comedian Steve Martin enters a very large,
crowded, and obviously expensive restaurant. After a formal
but nevertheless cordial greeting from the maitre d’, Martin
is asked how many persons are in his party. When he
responds, ‘‘Just one,’” a visibly shaken host gasps with
disbelief and in a questioning tone of voice repeats, “Just
one?” Instantly a deafening silence ensues while every
person in the restaurant ceases to converse and turns to stare
at a now terribly ashamed Martin as he is led, not incon-

spicuously, to his table. The silence and stares continue
while Martin sits alone trying unsuccessfully not to feel self-conscious.
Finally Martin calls back the maftre d’ and asks him to request thg restaurant
patrons to resume their prior activities; and with just a snap of his flngers a
cacophony of voices rising from a hundred different conversations begins as
the patrons shift their gaze away from "‘the lonely guy.” .
This scene is particularly amusing because most of us can identify with
what Martin was feeling as well as with what those who were staring at him
were feeling. It is an instructive scene because it reminds us of the kinds of
social meanings we attach to companionship and the lack thereof, and how
these social meanings affect the way we feel. In one sense, there is no
question that the awkward and embarrassed Martin, the sympathetic maitre
d’, and even the nosy patrons who, undoubtedly sad for Martin but glad it
was not they who were alone, are simply reflecting some shared cultural
values; but they are also displaying a sensitivity to companionship, and
indeed sociality, that has an evolutionary as well as developmental basis.
For example, like other primates who experience prolonged childhoods, the
human infant begins to establish a series of ““‘muitiplex” relationships with
individuals other than the parents shortly after birth. Some of these
individuals offer direct assistance and care to the infant and, as a result,
contribute substantially to the child’s socioemotional development. Other
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