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Introduction

Studies have shown an increase in fathers’ involvement (FI) in
families since the 1970s. The increase in women’s education and their
labor force participation are two major factors that have fostered new
nurturant fathers who actively engage in their children’s lives beyond their
traditional breadwinning and disciplinary roles (Lamb 2010). In the mid-
1980s, more researchers started to examine how FI influenced children’s
development and the quality of the father-child relationship. Recently, I'I
and sensitive fathering have raised more attention in both western and
Asian contexts (Yeung 2013; Zhang and Yeung 2012). Many studies have
addressed how fathers engaged in children’s lives (Harper and Martin
2013; Juhari, Yaacob, and Talib 2013; Sriram and Sandhu 2013) and their
roles in children’s cognitive development, social adjustment, and academic
achievement (Flouri and Buchanan 2004; Lamb 2010; Torres et al. 2014;
Yeung, Duncan, and Hill 2000; Yeung et al. 2001).
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The study of F1 s related to the economic and demographic transitions
during the past few decades. Increased men’s involvement with children
and in housework that took place in the private sphere (the family) has been
called the “second half of the gender revolution,” whereas the first half
referred to the dramatic increase in women’s labor force participation in the
public sphere (Goldscheider, Bernhardt, and Lappegard 2015). Moreover,
the “second demographic transition” (SDT) (Lesthaeghe 2010) illustrated
by higher divorce rates and remarriages, more cohabitation, and births to
single mothers have also changed the roles of fathers within and outside
families (Goldscheider et al. 2015; Day and Lamb 2004). Family policies or
social welfare initiatives also exert positive influences on men’s participation
at home. Paternity leave is an important family-friendly policy that has been
formulated in most of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) member states and some East Asian countries since
the 1960s. Although the level of entitlements may vary across countries,
plenty of studies have shown that fathers’ leave-taking, including paternity
leave, childcare leave, and shared parental leave, as well as the duration
of such leave, positively impact FI in childcare activities, distribution of
housework with their partners, and parental relationship particularly in
the first few years following childbirth (Haas and Hwang 2008; Hosking,
Whitehouse, and Baxter 2010; Huerta et al. 2014; Knoester, Petts, and Pragg
2019; Nepomnyaschy and Waldfogel 2007; O’Brien 2009; O’Brien and Wall
2017; Petts, Carlson, and Knoester 2019; Petts, Knoester, and Li 2020).

The changes in the conception of a father figure demonstrate the
transformation of gender norms and family relationships under social,
economic, and cultural transitions. More involved roles of the father not only
benefit children’s development but also help promote harmonious family
environments and fathers’ personal development (Brandth and Kvande
2018; Craig 2006; Norman, Elliot, and Fagan 2018). In the long run, it
may also contribute to increased fertility rates to expand the workforce.
Therefore, F1 is a significant topic in the fields of demography, psychology,
and sociology, as it can illustrate socio-cultural changes within and outside
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the family. This review aims to demonstrate the development of FI in terms
of its conceptualization and influences on children’s development and other
aspects of family relationships. It will also cover how paternity or parental
leave policies influence fathers’ leave-taking and FI in various sociocultural
contexts. Finally, critiques on the research findings and future research
directions will be discussed and elaborated.

Theories of Fathers’ Role and FI

In this section, I will discuss the theories used in understanding father’s
role and FI including neo-classical economic theory, human capital theory,
gender ideology theory, social role theory, fathers’ identity theory, family
systems theory, and the Lamb-Pleck conceptualization of FI.

Neo-classical Economic Theory and Human Capital Theory

Becker (1981) stated that the household division of labor is based
on the efficient allocation of resources due to productivity differentials
among household members. Men usually have more bargaining power and
comparative advantages to allocate more time for paid work because they
received higher wages than women in the labor market, while women take
on more of the domestic responsibilities including childcare and housework.
This 1s also linked to the human capital theory (which includes time allocation
and relative resources theories), indicating that the household decides the most
efficient combination of time to allocate to paid and unpaid work based on
the members’ time and resources. In this setup, the one with relatively more
resources (i.e., higher income and education) but less available time tend
to do less unpaid work at home (Aldous, Mulligan, and Bjarnason 1998;
Ishii-Kuntz 2013; Norman, Elliot, and Fagan 2018; Patnaik 2019; Rehel
2014; Tanaka and Waldfogel 2007). The time availability perspective also
predicts that men’s long work hours restrict their time spent on childcare
(Ishii-Kuntz 2013).
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Gender Ideology Theory, Social Role Theory, and Fathers’ Identity Theory

Parenting is rooted in “social norms about appropriate roles of men and
women,” (Cabrera, Volling, and Barr 2018, 153) arguing that fathers should
provide for more of the economic resources while mothers should offer more
of the daily care and emotional support to their children (Aldous, Mulligan
and Bjarnason 1998; Cooksey and Fondell 1996; Ishii-Kuntz 2013; Milkie
et al. 2002). A gender perspective “provides a framework for the problems
of mismatches between cultural meanings and behaviors in families”
(Milkie et al. 2002, 23). It posits that fathers who are more acceptable of an
egalitarian gender ideology tend to be more actively engaged with childcare
activities and other household tasks than those with more traditional
gender attitudes (Aldous, Mulligan, and Bjarnason 1998; Ishii-Kuntz
2013). Moreover, parents may also have different views on involvement
with children. For example, while mothers see interactions with children as
involvement, fathers may consider interactions with mothers as another kind
of involvement due to less available time as a result of longer work hours.

Nevertheless, fathers’ roles and identities are constructed and
developed through their lived experiences and interactions with other
family members and fathering activities. These “contribute to the
meanings, significance, and perceptions that men attribute to fatherhood
and its accompanying roles” (Knoester, Petts, and Pragg 2019, 258—
9; Castillo, Welch, and Sarver 2011; Marsiglio et al. 2000; Petts and
Knoester 2018; Pragg and Knoester 2017). Identities of fathers can be
more salient when men perceive fatherhood as more important than
other roles. Killewald (2013) pointed out that married residential fathers
had a more salient and highly committed fatherhood identity as providers
and in their involvement with children than those with other types of
marital and residential status with their children. The enhanced fathers’
identity can also promote work efliciency and stimulate their investment
in human and social capital, bringing not only “fatherhood premium”
(referring to wage increases for men after becoming a father) for themselves
but also contributing to their children’s development (Killewald 2013).
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Family Systems Theory

Fathers’ role can also be understood under the concept of family
systems which consider the family as a unit of “organized, interdependent
individuals” (Galovan et al. 2014, 1848). Several subsystems consist the
overall family system. These include interactions between fathers and
children, and among fathers with other family members (i.e., mothers)
(Cabrera et al. 2018; Galovan et al. 2014; Holmes and Huston 2010;
Schober 2012; Yeung and Li 2022). Therefore, family members are linked
together and fathers’ behaviors are directly or indirectly related to children’s
development through educational investments, father-child interactions,
spousal relationships, and family environment (Cabrera, Volling, and Barr
2018; Gabrera 2020). Moreover, parental relationships could be enhanced
when both parents spend time with their children and experience successful
parenting interactions (Broderick 1993). When empirically examining the
influence of FI on children’s developmental outcomes, researchers need
to account for the mothers’ parenting (Cabrera, Vollin, and Barr 2018),
gender ideology, or other sociodemographic characteristics. Stepfathers
also play the role of “relative strangers” and may view their new family role
as providing more support to their partners instead of actively participating

in childcare activities with their stepchildren (Beer 1988; Cooksey and
Fondell 1996).

Lamb-Pleck Conceptualization

The Lamb-Pleck conceptualization is the most frequently used
framework of constructing FI, which encompasses three components:
(1) paternal engagement (i.e., direct interaction with the child, in the
form of caretaking, play, or leisure often measured in father-child time);
(2) accessibility or availability to the child (i.e., indirect attention to and
supervision of children in close proximity); and (3) responsibility, defined
as making sure that the child is taken care of and arranging for resources
and welfare and making decisions for the child (Lamb 2010, 59; Lamb et al.
1985; Pleck 2010; Pleck, Lamb, and Levine 1986). In practice, responsibility
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can be measured by solo parenting (i.e., solo engaged time and solo accessible
time) which refers to “fathers’ time spent [on] caring for children when the
mother is not present” (Wray 2020, 540). “Solo parenting is qualitatively
different from time mediated by the presence of the mother,” which can
help develop fathers’ caring competence and facilitate co-parenting with
the mother (Wray 2020, 3). It can also promote father-child and spousal
relationships, and in turn increase family well-being (Brandth and Kvande
2018; Craig 2006; Norman, Elliot, and Fagan 2018; Wilson and Prior
2010). Although the Lamb-Pleck model has been widely used, there is no
consensus on how to determine the relative importance of each dimension it
presents, and how to mediate the level of difficulty in capturing the quality
of FI (either using a time diary or self-reported data) (Cabrera 2020, 135).

Recently, Pleck (2010) proposed a revised conceptualization of FI with
three primary and two auxiliary components, including:

(1) positive engagement activities, interaction with the child of the
more intensive kind likely to promote development; (2) warmth
and responsiveness; and (3) control, particularly monitoring
and decision making.... (4) indirect care, activities done for the
child that do not entail interaction with the child, in the forms
of material indirect care (purchasing and arranging goods and
services for the child) as well as social indirect care (fostering
community connections with peers and institutions), but excluding
breadwinning; and (5) process responsibility, referring to a father’s
monitoring that his child’s needs for the first four components of
involvement are being met, as distinct from the extent to which
the father meets those needs himself. (Pleck 2010, 67)

The last two auxiliary domains were under the term “responsibility”
in the previous version (Lamb et al. 1983), and “the effect of process
responsibility is mediated by other involvement components” (Pleck 2010,
87). Although this revised version explicitly pointed out that the referred FI
should be positive rather than negative, it excludes the father’s breadwinning
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role in this framework. Pleck (2010, 71) suggested that “the three primary
components ... are moderately related to each other and [may] comprise a
single factor, though ‘control’ is somewhat less strongly associated with the
other two components” and whether the composite score of FI should be
used for analysis could be based on the results of the confirmatory factor
analysis. Gurrently, almost no empirical evidence on the linkages of indirect
care and process responsibility with children’s outcomes exists, and most of
the studies focus on the three primary components of FI (Pleck 2010). Future
studies should therefore pay more attention to these auxiliary components
and address this gap.

Other empirical studies have provided alternative classifications of
FI based on the abovementioned conceptualizations (For more details, see:
Cabrera, Shannon, and Tamis-LeMonda 2007; Cooksey and Fondell 1996;
Flouri and Buchanan 2004; Gold, Edin, and Nelson 2020; Kroll et al. 2016;
McWayne et al. 2013; Rempel et al. 2017; Sriram and Sandhu 2013; Torres
etal. 2014; Xu and Yeung 2013; Zhang, Wang, and Lu 2019; Liu et al. 2019).

Theories of Fl on Children’s Outcomes

In this section, I now discuss more specifically three theories linking FI
to children’s outcomes. They are the attachment theory, Bronfenbrenner’s
concept of “proximal process,” and the social capital theory.

Attachment Theory

Attachment theory posits that a secure infant-father attachment is
characterized by both the quantity and quality of FI. This attachment
remains “relatively stable across early childhood” and predicts an “increased
paternal sensitivity over time (Cabrera 2020, 136). It can also lead children
to develop a positive “internal working model” of self in relation to others,
which is “a key foundation for effective relationships with adults and peers”
(Pleck 2007, 197). Therefore, this “secure attachment” can promote good
children’s outcomes, such as socio-emotional and cognitive development,
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independent of the effects of infant-mother attachment (Pleck 2007, 198,
2010). In addition to the aspects of “presence” and “warmth,” attachment
theory also emphasizes the caregiver’s “sensitivity” and “responsiveness”
(Pleck 2007, 199). Nonetheless, the theory is primarily applicable in infancy
and early childhood, and scholars from developmental science criticize that
it is too narrow in scope.

Bronfenbrenner’s Concept of “Proximal Process”

Bronfenbrenner (1979, 21-22) proposed that the ecology of human
development is “a product of the interaction between the human
organism and the changing properties of the immediate settings where
the developing person lives, consisting of the microsystem, mesosystem,
exosystem, macrosystem, and chronosystem.” The microsystem is the key
developmental arena promoting the “proximal process” which is described
as “a pattern of activities, roles, and interpersonal relations experienced by
the developing person in a given setting” (22). The father is considered an
important additional and unique microsystem partner for the children, with
whom they could promote cognitive and socio-emotional development by
experiencing good “proximal process” and father-child interactions (Pleck
2007). This unique role echoes the “essential father” theory, stating that
the role of the father is different from the mother’s nurturing role, which
particularly lies in his function of introducing the outside world and its
reality to his children (Lamb 1975, 256).

One important aspect of Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model is its
emphasis on the two-directional or reciprocal relations between the
developing person and the environment, which links how children’s behaviors
influence parenting (Belsky 1984, as cited in Pleck 2010); specifies how the
mesosystem and exosystem influence children’s outcomes from parents’
marital relations, jobs, and social support networks under the “process
model of parenting;” and emphasizes “sensitive parenting that is attuned
to the needs of the child” (Pleck 2007, 199). Recently, Bronfenbrenner’s
framework on “the dynamics of paternal influences on children” was

ASIAN STUDIES: Journal of Critical Perspectives



What Do We Know About Fatherhood? A Critical Review of Literature 149

applied to the life course model which underscores the contextual factors
“that may determine the way fathers are involved with their children, ...
such as fathers’ ethnicity, residential status, and socioeconomic status (SES),
... [and] may hinder or facilitate the father-child relationship even for
nonresident fathers” (Cabrera et al. 2007; McWayne et al. 2013, 901).

Social Capital Theory

Coleman’s (1988, 1990) social capital theory refers to parent-child
relationships and interactions, in which parents can monitor their children’s
behaviors thus promoting children’s well-being. Later, Pleck (2010, 84)
classified family social capital into “parental socialization social capital”
referring to the parenting behavior on children’s developmental outcomes
and “parental community social capital” (serving as advocates for children
in schools and other settings, as well as sharing parents’ social networks with
children, or sharing “knowledge of how to negotiate entry into the adult
world”). This social capital theory considers the parents’ role in children’s
peer relations as they integrate into the community. It also suggests that
parental financial and socialization capital (related to parents’ income and
education) may influence early child development, while parental community
social capital (related to parents’ employment status and occupation) may be
more consequential for a child’s later development (Pleck 2007, 2010). It
echoes the father’s identity resource theory which points out that fathers
can influence children’s development by providing human, economic,
and social capital as a way of transferring experience to children (Amato
and Ochiltree 1986). According to the “fathers’ parental capital model”
developed by Pleck (2010, 84—85), the above-mentioned paternal social
capital can foster a good child’s outcome because these components entail
aspects of “proximal processes” (i.e., peer relations or nonpeer community
connections) and “authoritative parental style.” Additionally, this model
demonstrates that “material indirect care” is a key mediator between family
financial capital and child’s outcomes, which puts the previously excluded
fathers’ breadwinning role back into the framework (Pleck 2010).
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Nevertheless, on average, fathers provide more financial capital but
participate less in children’s socialization than mothers. Traditional social
capital theory does not differentiate parents’ separate roles in building up
family social capital for children. Moreover, whether fathers could contribute
more to parental community social capital is still not clear as women’s labor
market participation rate has increased and the distinction in job-related
networks has become less obvious (Pleck 2007). Finally, researchers need to
develop specific theories or linkages on how the three forms of family social
capital influence a child’s outcomes through different pathways.

Main Findings of Fl on Children’s Outcomes

Studies in the recent decades show that children in intact families
have spent longer time with their fathers as compared with other types of
families. In the US, fathers’ total involvement time was about 2.5 hours
on a weekday and 6.5 hours on a weekend, and among all the activities,
household and social activities had the most notable increase. Children
under 12 years of age spent longer time with their fathers in play and
companionship, but less time in the achievement-related, household, or
social activities (i.e., religious activities, visiting, or other organizational
events) (W. J. Yeung et al. 2001). Similarly, from 1992 to 2006, Australian
fathers’ time spent on primary (i.e., physical care) and secondary (i.e.,
supervising children while doing other primacy activities) childcare activities
increased significantly, whereas time spent in the company of children
decreased a little (Craig, Powell, and Smyth 2014). In China, fathers tended
to focus more on rule teaching and emotional communication for their
kindergarten children (Wang et al. 2021), while for teenage daughters, they
provided emotional support, communication on studies, future plans, and
university selection (Xu and Yeung 2013). Taiwanese fathers have adopted
more cgalitarian parenting attitudes and have become more involved in
children’s education, outdoor activities, as well as being positive role models
besides their traditional role as the financial provider (Ho et al. 2011). In
addition, well-educated Indian and Muslim fathers were highly involved
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in providing moral guidance, praying, correcting negative behavior,
monitoring children’s habits, choosing schools for children, and planning

for children’s future under the influence of the Hindu and Malay culture
or Islam (Sriram and Sandhu 2013; Juhari, Yaacob, and Talib 2013).

FI exerts positive influences on children’s outcomes in four main
categories. Firstly, the father-child relationship as a result of FI helps form
children’s personalities at a young age. Studies indicate that a good father-
son relationship prove to be a crucial mediator of the father’s role as a sex role
model in predicting boys to be more masculine (Mussen and Rutherford,
1963, as cited in Lamb 2010). Secondly, FI promotes young children’s
language and cognitive development. A father’s supportive parenting
behaviors, such as physical affection, nurturance, and companionship
are positively associated with desirable children’s behaviors and cognitive
outcomes, including self-esteem, self-control, life satisfaction, and social
and cognitive competence (Cabrera, Shannon, and Tamis-LeMonda 2007;
Harris and Marmer 1996). The father’s sensitivity, positive regard, and
cognitive stimulation are also significantly associated with higher scores on
mental development of 24- and 36-month-old children, and higher scores
on receptive vocabulary for 36-month children with both concurrent and
predictive effects in the US (Tamis-LeMonda et al. 2004). In Vietnam, the
increased father-infant interactions predicts a significantly higher level of
language development among nine-month-old infants (Rempel et al. 2017).
Thirdly, FI also enhances children’s social, behavioral, and psychological
outcomes. For example, positive Il has a significantly negative association
with externalizing (i.e., destructive, aggressive, and hyperactive behavior,
etc.) and internalizing behavior problems (i.e., anxiety, anger, fear, sadness,
emotional impulses, etc.) of preschool children (Jin Zhang, Liu, and Hu
2019). A study in the UK points out that fathers’ beliefs in positive parenting
involvement and their creative play with children at the age of nine months
to five years are significantly related to lower risks of children’s behavior
problems (Kroll et al. 2016). In the same way, in China, greater fathers’
involvement is related to better psychological adaptability and mental
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health of primary school children (Zhang, Wang, and Lu 2019). Finally, I'I
also strengthens children’s early learning skills and academic achievements.
A meta-analysis demonstrates that high quality FI was positively related
to children’s academic success and self-regulation (McWayne et al. 2013).
In Hong Kong, fathers’ engagement in number application activities with
children significantly predicts number competence (Liu et al. 2019).

FIalso has along-term impact on adolescence or adulthood. Adolescents
who have more involved fathers when they were young showed to have
higher reading and math scores with fewer grade retention (Cooksey and
Fondell 1996; Miller et al. 2020). Fathers’ attitudes and behaviors, church
attendance, precautionary bechavior, and orientation toward challenges
rather than afhiliation can strongly predict adult children’s years of schooling,
sons’ hourly wage, as well as reducing the risk of nonmarital births of adult
daughters (Yeung, Duncan, and Hill 2000). Similar to the results in the US,
F1, for children at the age of seven, significantly predicts better educational
attainment, especially for girls at the age of 20 in the UK they are independent
from the effects of mothers’ involvement (Flouri and Buchanan 2004).

FI and Family Structure

FT results in different desirable outcomes based on a child’s gender
and family SES “by reducing the frequency of behavior problems in boys
and psychological problems in young women, and enhancing cognitive
development, while decreasing delinquency [of children] ... in low SES
families” (Sarkadi et al. 2008, 153). Torres et al. (2014) found that in
Portugal, higher FI in playing indoor activities was negatively associated
with social competence for girls, and more leisure activities with fathers
outdoors significantly reduced boys’ anger-aggression. However, Flouri and
Buchanan (2004) demonstrated that the child’s gender and family structure
had no moderating effects between FI and children’s educational attainment
at the age of 20. In terms of adolescents’ behavioral outcomes, the child’s
gender may have a moderating role on FI, but results were inconclusive

(Gold, Edin, and Nelson 2020).
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According to a study by Cooksey and Fondell (1996), stepfathers spend
significantly less time engaging in certain types of activities with children
compared to households with two biological parents, regardless of whether
they live with their own biological children. In contrast, single fathers spend
significantly more time with their children on leisure activities, talking, and
reading or helping with homework compared to fathers in households with
two biological parents. In terms of academic performances, both preteens
and teenagers from households with single fathers and stepfathers had
significantly lower grades than those living with two biological parents.
Nevertheless, preteens and teenagers with involved fathers had significantly
better grades than those whose fathers were not (Cooksey and Fondell 1996).
FI of nonresidential biological fathers also helped reduce internalizing and
externalizing behaviors among adolescent boys and girls (Gold, Edin, and
Nelson 2020).

According to the family systems theory, a child’s mother plays the
mediating role between I and the children’s outcomes. The emotional and
instrumental support from fathers enhanced women’s happiness, quality
of marital relationship, mother-child relationship, which in turn, can
“facilitate positive adjustment for children” (Lamb 2010, 9; Yeung 2016).
For instance, it was pointed out that Filipino fathers built good relationships
with their children and got involved in their development by supporting
their spouses financially and emotionally (Harper and Martin 2013). FI
also had a full mediating effect between positive maternal gatekeeping
and children’s social-emotional development (Wang et al. 2021). Finally,
the financial support and parenting of non-resident fathers indirectly
contributed to children’s better behavioral and cognitive development by
reducing mothers’ parenting stress (Choi, Palmer, and Pyun 2014, 8).
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Critique on the Findings of Fl on Children’s Outcomes

In both western and Asian societies, although fathers have spent
more time with their children in the past three decades, mothers remain
the primary caregivers and spend more time in direct childcare activities
and doing housework (Xu and Yeung 2013; Yeung et al. 2001). In general,
fathers are more likely to be involved in children’s play, social, and
exploratory activities (Chen 2013; Craig 2006). In terms of measuring II,
some studies used observations or videotaped father-child interactions thus
moving “beyond methodologies that rely on mothers as proxy respondents
for fathers” (Cabrera et al. 2007, 209; Tamis-LeMonda et al. 2004). Other
studies have shown that the closeness of father-child relationship is much
more important than the personal characteristics of fathers (Lamb 2010).
Therefore, future studies need to pay attention to both quantity (i.e., time
spent with children) and quality (i.e., father-child relationship) of FI, which
are crucial for the children’s better development (Hofferth 2003).

Nevertheless, the current literature has several limitations. Firstly,
most of the empirical studies focused more on the measurement of FI with
less effort spent on the theoretical framework. Although articles clearly
demonstrated the components of F1in their studies, they lack the theoretical
linkages to explain how and why FI influences children’s outcomes.
Attachment theory and fathers’ role theory are the most frequently used.
Social capital and “proximal process” theories (see Bronfenbrenner 1979)
can be used more effectively for future studies to explore how fathers’
socialization and community social capital influence children’s later
development, as well as putting FI under different ecological contexts.
Additionally, current theories of FI are mainly suitable for heterosexual
two-parent families, which may not provide good explanations for children’s
outcomes in homosexual families. Iurther research is needed to test these
theories to a broader range of families or develop new theories in relation to
changing marriage contexts.
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Secondly, fathers’ childcare time may decline when children grow
older, peaking around preschool (Huerta et al. 2014, 313). It is also possible
that with the increasing age of children, FI may concentrate more on social
and educational activities rather than on personal care. Only a few studies
examined the relationship between FI and children’s outcomes based on
longitudinal data, whereas other studies used cross-sectional data or small
sample sizes in particular cities. Therefore, causal inferences cannot be fully
established due to unobserved factors. Bidirectional association or reverse
causality indicating that children’s outcomes influence types and degree of
FI may also exist (McWayne et al. 2013; Miller et al. 2020).

Thirdly, according to the family systems theory, F1is not an exogenous
paternal behavior but a relational process between the father and the
child embedded in other family relationships. Pathways of FI should be
addressed further in future studies, including couple relationship quality,
dyadic conflict, and co-parenting. Although many studies found that FI
had an independent positive influence on children’s cognitive, behavioral,
psychological, and academic development when mothers’ involvement was
held constant (Flouri and Buchanan 2004; Kroll et al. 2016; Miller et al.
2020; Tamis-LeMonda and Cabrera 2002), whether and how FI plays a
unique role on children’s outcomes compared with the influences from
their spouses is still not clear. One study based on the Taiwan Education
Panel Survey using structural equation modeling showed that mothers’
involvement had a significantly positive association with adolescent academic
achievement, whereas II had no significant effect (Hsu et al. 2011). The
inconsistent results of the current literature may be due to the differences in
measuring FI, dimensions of children’s outcomes, developmental stages of
children, and cultural contexts. Future research must investigate further the
independent effect of I'I on children’s outcomes by controlling for the effect
from the mothers’ side.
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Finally, a child’s gender, family structure, and neighborhood
characteristics are important factors influencing FI. Killewald (2013)
presented that different fathering contexts, such as marital status and co-
residence influence fathers’ identities and changing behaviors in both paid
work and childcare activities. Studies should do further research in testing
the moderating effect of a child’s gender, as well as considering how family
living arrangements (i.e., grandparenting) and community SES or social
capital will influence FI, and how non-resident fathers, non-biological
fathers, and single fathers interact with their children. Furthermore, whether
FI is a potential mediator and can attenuate the negative effects of family
structure and family SES on children’s outcomes remains inconclusive.

The Role of Family-Friendly Policies on FIl

With the transition to a more involved father figure, family-friendly
policies have been developed. One such policy, the paternity leave, was first
initiated in Europe in the 1960s, with the aim to increase gender equality
at home and in the workplace, to strengthen father-child bonds, and to
achieve work-life balance among fathers (Rostgaard 2002). By taking time
off work, fathers can have a positive influence on their engagement with their
children through changing gender norms and parenting attitudes. It may
also influence the transformation of social and cultural norms of a general
population spurring behavioral changes among mothers and fathers (Wray
2020). In this section, I will briefly illustrate how leave-taking influences FI
and introduce existing policy contexts in Asian societies.

Current literature regarding parental or paternity leave policy and
FI has been largely based on western contexts. A large number of studies
have shown that taking of leaves of considerable length has a significantly
positive influence on FI in both housework and daily childcare activities
(i.e., changing diapers, preparing the food, feeding the baby, etc.) within
the first three to five years after the child’s birth (Almqvist and Duvander
2014; Haas and Hwang 2008; Biinning 2015; Huerta et al. 2014; Hosking,
Whitehouse, and Baxter 2010; Kotsadam and Finseraas 2011; Knoester,
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Petts and Pragg 2019; Nepomnyaschy and Waldfogel 2007; Seward et al.
2006; Tanaka and Waldfogel 2007; Schober 2014). In the US, paternity
leave-taking also predicted a significantly higher level of FI in children’s
developmental activities (i.e., reading and playing) over their first few years
(Petts and Knoester 2018). The 2006 “daddy quota” policy in Quebec
significantly increased fathers’ solo parenting time by about 2.2 hours per
week (Wray 2020, 547). Leave-taking and the increased engagement with
children enhanced father-child closeness and promoted children’s school
performance when they reach adolescence (Petts, Knoester, and Waldfogel
2020; Cools, Fiva, and Kirkebgen 2015).

Paternity leave or parental leave policies available for fathers are still
limited in Asian societies, especially among most of the South and Southeast
Asian societies that follow strict gender norms of childcare. In Japan and
Singapore, they provide more generous well-paid paternity leave for as long
as 180 days and 54 days respectively, while in Hong Kong, Korea, and
Taiwan, leaves last for not more than five days (Chau, Foster, and Yu 2017).
Although Japan offers much longer paternity leave than other countries, a
qualitative study pointed out that employers desire for employees to take the
needs of the company as their first priority instead of family responsibilities,
and men were not encouraged to take parental leave, as women are seen to
be the natural caregivers (Brinton and Mun 2016). In Korea, larger firms
with more employees provided a higher proportion (about 30 percent to
50 percent) with access to maternity leave, paternity leave, parental leave,
and work-time reductions for eligible workers than small or medium-sized
enterprises, which implement “dual privilege” to those with high SES (Lee
and Zaidi 2020, 600).

In East Asian countries, governments need to pressure employers to
build up a family-friendly work environment and culture by reducing the
long work hours and paying more attention to the family needs of parents
(Jones 2019). More empirical studies are needed to examine the effects of
paternity and parental leave policies on FI, family cohesion, and children’s
development using nationally representative longitudinal data. Supposedly,
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countries with longer and well-remunerated paternity and parental leave
policies would encourage more active FI, strengthen father-child and
marital relationships, as well as promote better children’s developmental
outcomes. As the types and length of leave for fathers in Asian societies
are much less adequate than those in European countries especially the
Nordic countries, results based on these contexts may not be comparable
with societies where fathers can take over two months’ paternity leave and
other shared parental leave.

Conclusion

The existing literature has comprehensively examined how FI
influences children’s development and how family leave policies promote
F1in a variety of western industrialized countries. For the benefit of future
research, I summarize the commonalities and research gaps of these two
branches of literature in the following points.

First, the factors for leave-taking and FI which include child’s gender
and age, fathers’ age, educational level, income, employment status, work
hours, gender ideology, childhood experiences (i.e., whether or not they have
an involved father), work environment, as well as mothers’ income, work
hours, gender ideology (i.e., maternal gatekeeping) has been emphasized.
Moreover, the characteristics of the workplace (i.e., working industry, the
sex ratio of the workplace, workplace norms, etc.) present structural barriers
to fathers’ leave-taking and engaging with children. Therefore, policy
availability may not be the only factor affecting fathers’ leave-taking. Studies
should investigate how fathers’ working environment including their work

b3

time and schedules influence F1, and how fathers’ “responsibility” plays a
role in children’s development if they cannot get involved with children in

the dimension of “engagement” and “accessibility.”

Second, although studies have shown a significantly positive
relationship between fathers’ leave-taking and FI, how narrowly or broadly
FT is conceptualized is still unclear. Most of the studies measured FI with
direct childcare activities using fathers’ or mothers’ reports of estimated
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frequencies. Time diary data is needed for a more comprehensive
examination of FI in various aspects and to avoid overestimations.
Additionally, currentliterature focuses on fathers’leave-taking and associated
involvement during the period around childbirth until under three years
old. To test whether fathers’ leave-taking has a mid-term positive influence
on their engagement with children during the preschool years is necessary.

Third, for the effect of parental leave policies on children’s outcomes,
the literature has pointed out the direct impact of maternal leave-taking
on increasing the rates and duration of breastfeeding, as well as reducing
infant morbidity and mortality (i.e., neonatal, infant, and under-five
mortality) (Khan 2020; O’Brien 2009). Meanwhile, studies on fathers’ leave-
taking often presented increased time spent with children (i.e., childcare
activities, social, and achievement activities, etc.) and improved father-child
relationship. Future research should pay more attention to the mediating
role of FI in interacting with mothers’ involvement (i.e., booster effect) and
co-parenting on children’s development.

Fourth, the family social capital theory proposed by Coleman (1988,
1990) provides broad and vague descriptions of the parent-child relationship
in terms of how parents share their responsibilities in daily childcare
activities and interactions. It did not point out the differences between
the roles of mothers and fathers, especially in the early childhood phase
when mothers tend to be the primary caregivers. In this regard, identifying
fathers’ engagement with children and extended family members during the
early childhood period and their unique contributions to young children’s
outcomes is necessary and important.

Fifth, studies have pointed out the issue of selection bias of fathers’
leave-taking and FI. Although some used longitudinal datasets and more
advanced statistical methods (i.e., propensity score matching, regression
discontinuity, difference-in-differences, etc.) to attenuate the selection
bias, the causality is still not fully addressed. Results based on fixed-effects
models can also be biased because of “endogeneity as a result of time-
varying heterogeneity or reverse causality” (Binning, 2015, 742). Future
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studies need to pay more attention to the unobserved heterogeneity that
could exist between fathers who took leave and those who did not, such as
fathers’ prenatal commitments, personalities, and gender ideologies.

Lastly, studies on leave-taking and FI should be conducted in a more
contextualized manner, and currently, little is known about Asian contexts.
The existing studies of FI in Asian societies often used convenient sampling
with a small sample size, hence large representative longitudinal data sets
are needed for examining the causal relationship between FI and children’s
outcomes. Longitudinal data can also help trace the patterns of F1 over time
with the growth of children. More attention should also be paid to intra-
regional differences of FI, such as rural-urban dichotomies.

About the Author

Dr. Nanxun Li received her Ph.D. from the Department of Sociology and Anthropology,
National University of Singapore (NUS). She is also a research scholar at the Centre for
Family and Population Research (CFPR) in NUS. Her research interests include family
sociology, family policy, parenting, and child development.

Declaration of Funding and/or Conflict of Interest

This paper does not have any conflict of interest with any party or people.

ASIAN STUDIES: Journal of Critical Perspectives



What Do We Know About Fatherhood? A Critical Review of Literature 161

Bibliography

Aldous, Joan, Gail M. Mulligan, and Thoroddur Bjarnason. 1998. “Fathering over Time:
What Makes the Difference?.” Journal of Marriage and Family 60 (4): 809-20. https://doi
.org/10.2307/353626.

Almqvist, Anna-Lena, and Ann-Zofiec Duvander. 2014. “Changes in gender equality?
Swedish fathers’ parental leave, division of childcare and housework.” Journal of Famuly

Studies 20 (1): 19-27. https://doi.org/10.5172/j£s.2014.20.1.19.

Amato, Paul R., and Gay Ochiltree. 1986. “Family Resources and the Development
of Child Competence.” Journal of Marriage and Family 48 (1): 47-56. https://do1
.org/10.2307/352227.

Becker, Gary S. 1981. “Division of Labor in Households and Families.” In A Treatise on the
Family, 30—53. Massachusetts: Harvard University Press.

Beer, William R., ed. 1988. Relative strangers: Studies of stepfamily processes. Totowa, NJ:
Rowman & Littlefield.

Brandth, Berit, and Elin Kvande. 2018. “Masculinity and Fathering Alone during Parental
Leave.” Men and Masculinities 21 (1): 72-90. https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X16652659.

Brinton, Mary C., and Eunmi Mun. 2016. “Between state and family: managers’
implementation and evaluation of parental leave policies in Japan.” Socto-Economic

Review 14 (2): 257-81. https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwv021.

Broderick, Carlfred Bartholomew. 1993. Understanding Family Process. California: Sage
Publications.

Bronfenbrenner, Urie. 1979. The Ecology of Human Development. Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press.

Biinning, Mareike. 2015. “What Happens after the ‘Daddy Months’? Fathers’ Involvement
in Paid Work, Childcare, and Housework after Taking Parental Leave in Germany.”
European Sociological Review 31 (6): 738—48. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcv072.

Cabrera, Natasha J. 2020. “Father involvement, father-child relationship, and attachment
in the early years.” Attachment & Human Development 22 (1): 134—8. https://doi.org/10
.1080/14616734.2019.1589070.

Cabrera, Natasha J., Jacqueline D. Shannon, and Catherine Tamis-LeMonda. 2007.
“Fathers’ Influence on Their Children’s Cognitive and Emotional Development:
From Toddlers to Pre-K.” Applied Developmental Science 11 (4): 208-13. https://doi
.org/10.1080/10888690701762100.

Volume 58 (2): 2022


https://doi.org/10.2307/353626
https://doi.org/10.2307/353626
https://doi.org/10.5172/jfs.2014.20.1.19
https://doi.org/10.2307/352227
https://doi.org/10.2307/352227
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwv021
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcv072
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2019.1589070
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2019.1589070
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888690701762100
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888690701762100

162 NANXUN LI

Cabrera, Natasha J., Brenda L. Volling, and Rachel Barr. 2018. “Fathers Are Parents,
Too! Widening the Lens on Parenting for Children’s Development.” Child Development
Perspectives 12 (3): 152—7. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12275.

Castillo, Jason, Greg Welch, and Christian Sarver. 2011. “Fathering: The Relationship
Between Fathers” Residence, Fathers’ Sociodemographic Characteristics, and Father
Involvement.” Maternal and Child Health Journal 15 (8): 1342-9. https://doi.org/10.1007
/s10995-010-0684-6.

Chau, Ruby C. M., Liam Foster, and Sam W.K. Yu. 2017. “Defamilisation and leave
policies — a comparative study of 14 East Asian and non-East Asian countries.” Journal
of Asian Public Policy 10 (3): 318—33. https://doi.org/10.1080/17516234.2017.1322286.

Chen, Hui-Hua. 2013. “Couple relationship quality, coparenting, and fathering in
Taiwan.” Early Child Development and Care 183 (6): 827—42. https://doi.org/10.1080/03
004430.2012.723443.

Choi, Jeong-Kyun, Robert J. Palmer, and Ho-Soon Pyun. 2014. “Three measures of
non-resident fathers’ involvement, maternal parenting and child development in low-
income single-mother families.” Child & Famuly Social Work 19 (3): 282-91. https://doi
.org/10.1111/cf5.12000.

Cooksey, Elizabeth C., and Michelle M. Fondell. 1996. “Spending Time with His Kids:
Effects of Family Structure on Fathers’ and Children’s Lives.” Fournal of Marriage and
Family 58 (3): 693—707. https://doi.org/10.2307/353729.

Coleman, James S. 1988. “Social Capital in the Creation of Human Capital.” American
Journal of Sociology 94: S95—S120. https://doi.org/10.1086/228943.

————1990. Foundations of Social Theory. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard

University Press.

Cools, Sara, Jon H. Fiva, and Lars J. Kirkebeen. 2015. “Causal Effects of Paternity Leave on
Children and Parents.” The Scandinavian Journal of Economics 117 (3): 801-28. https://doi
.org/10.1111/sjoe.12113.

Craig, Lyn. 2006. “Does Father Care Mean Fathers Share?: A Comparison of How
Mothers and Fathers in Intact Families Spend Time with Children.” Gender & Society
20 (2): 259-81. https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243205285212.

Craig, Lyn, Abigail Powell, and Ciara Smyth. 2014. “Towards intensive parenting? Changes
in the composition and determinants of mothers’ and fathers’ time with children 1992—
2006.” The British Journal of Sociology 65 (3): 555—79. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-44
46.12035.

ASIAN STUDIES: Journal of Critical Perspectives


https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12275
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-010-0684-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-010-0684-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/17516234.2017.1322286
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2012.723443
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2012.723443
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12000
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12000
https://doi.org/10.2307/353729
https://doi.org/10.1086/228943
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjoe.12113
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjoe.12113
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243205285212
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-4446.12035
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-4446.12035

What Do We Know About Fatherhood? A Critical Review of Literature 163

Day, Randal D., and Michael E. Lamb. 2004. “Conceptualizing and Measuring Father
Involvement: Pathways, Problems, and Progress.” In Conceptualizing and Measuring
Father Involvement, edited by Randal D. Day and Michael E. Lamb, 1-16. New Jersey:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Flouri, Eirini, and Ann Buchanan. 2004. “Early father’s and mother’s involvement and
child’s later educational outcomes.” British Journal of Educational Psychology 74 (2): 141—
53. https://doi.org/10.1348/000709904773839806.

Galovan, Adam M., Erin Kramer Holmes, David G. Schramm, and Thomas R. Lee.
2014. “Father Involvement, Father—Child Relationship Quality, and Satisfaction With
Family Work: Actor and Partner Influences on Marital Quality.” Fournal of Family Issues
35 (13): 1846—67. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X13479948.

Gold, Sarah, Kathryn J. Edin, and Timothy J. Nelson. 2020. “Does Time with Dad in
Childhood Pay Off in Adolescence?” Journal of Marriage and Family 82 (5): 1587—605.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12676.

Goldscheider, Frances, Eva Bernhard, and Trude Lappegard. 2015. “The Gender
Revolution: A Framework for Understanding Changing Family and Demographic
Behavior.” Population and Development Review 41 (2): 207-39. https://doi.org/10.1111
/j.1728-4457.2015.00045 .x.

Haas, Linda, and C. Philip Hwang. 2008. “The Impact of Taking Parental Leave on Fathers’
Participation in Childcare and Relationships with Children: Lessons from Sweden.”
Communzty, Work & Famaly 11 (1): 85-104. https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800701785346.

Harper, Scott E., and Alan M. Martin. 2013. “Transnational Migratory Labor and Filipino
Fathers: How Families Are Affected When Men Work Abroad.” Journal of Family Issues
34 (2): 270-90. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12462364.

Harris, Kathleen Mullan, and Jeremy K. Marmer. 1996. “Poverty, Paternal Involvement,
and Adolescent Well-Being.” Journal of Famuly Issues 17 (5): 614—40. https://doi.org
/10.1177/019251396017005003.

Ho, Hsiu-Zu, Connie N Tran, Chu-Ting Ko, Jessica M. Phillips, Alma Boutin-Martinez,
Carol N. Dixon, and Wei-Wen Chen. 2011. “Parent Involvement: Voices of Taiwanese
Fathers.” International Journal about Parents in Education 5 (2): 35—42.

Hofferth, Sandra L. 2003. “Race/Ethnic Differences in Father Involvement in Two-Parent
Families: Culture, Context, or Economy?” Journal of Family Issues 24 (2): 185—216.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X02250087.

Volume 58 (2): 2022


https://doi.org/10.1348/000709904773839806
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X13479948
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12676
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2015.00045.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2015.00045.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800701785346
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12462364
https://doi.org/10.1177/019251396017005003
https://doi.org/10.1177/019251396017005003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X02250087

164 NANXUN LI

Holmes, Erin K., and Aletha C. Huston. 2010. “Understanding Positive Father-Child
Interaction: Children’s, Fathers’, and Mothers’ Contributions.” Fathering: A Journal of
Theory, Research, and Practice about Men as Fathers 8 (2): 203—25. https://scholarsarchive
.byu.edu/facpub/4768/.

Hosking, Amanda, Gillian Whitehouse, and Janeen Baxter. 2010. “Duration of Leave
and Resident Fathers’ Involvement in Infant Care in Australia.” Journal of Marriage and
Family 72 (5): 1301-16. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00766..x.

Hsu, Hsien-Yuan, Dalun Zhang, Oi-Man Kwok, Yan Li, and Song Ju. 2011. “Distinguishing
the Influences of Father’s and Mother’s Involvement on Adolescent Academic
Achievement: Analyses of Taiwan Education Panel Survey Data.” The Fournal of Early
Adolescence 31 (5): 694-713. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431610373101.

Huerta, Maria C., Willem Adema, Jennifer Baxter, Wen-Jui Han, Mette Lausten, Rachyuck
Lee, and Jane Waldfogel. 2014. “Fathers’ Leave and Fathers’ Involvement: Evidence from
Four OECD Countries.” European Journal of Social Security 16 (4): 308—46. https://doi.org
/10.1177/138826271401600403.

Ishii-Kuntz, Masako. 2013. “Work Environment and Japanese Fathers’ Involvement
in Child Care.” Journal of Family Issues 34 (2): 252-71. https://doi.org/10.1177
/0192513X12462363.

Jones, Gavin W. 2019. “Ultra-low fertility in East Asia: policy responses and challenges.”
Asian Population Studies 15 (2): 131—49. https://doi.org/10.1080/17441730.2019.1594656.

Juhari, Rumaya, Siti Nor Yaacob, and Mansor Abu Talib. 2013. “Father Involvement
Among Malay Muslims in Malaysia.” Fournal of Family Issues 34 (2): 208-27. https://do1
.org/10.1177/0192513X12461339.

Khan, Mariam S. 2020. “Paid family leave and children health outcomes in OECD
countries.” Children and Youth Services Review 116 (105259): 1-11. https://doi.org/10.1016/]
.childyouth.2020.105259.

Killewald, Alexandra. 2013. “A Reconsideration of the Fatherhood Premium: Marriage,
Coresidence, Biology, and Fathers” Wages.” American Sociological Review 78 (1): 96-116.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122412469204.

Knoester, Chris, Richard J. Petts, and Brianne Pragg. 2019. “Paternity Leave-Taking and
Father Involvement among Socioeconomically Disadvantaged U.S. Fathers.” Sex Roles
81 (5—6): 257-71. https://doi.org/10.1007/511199-018-0994-5.

Kotsadam, Andreas, and Henning Finseraas. 2011. “The State Intervenes in the Battle
of the Sexes: Causal effects of paternity leave.” Social Science Research 40 (6): 1611-22.
https://doi .org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2011.06.011.

ASIAN STUDIES: Journal of Critical Perspectives


https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/facpub/4768/
https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/facpub/4768/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00766.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431610373101
https://doi.org/10.1177/138826271401600403
https://doi.org/10.1177/138826271401600403
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12462363
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12462363
https://doi.org/10.1080/17441730.2019.1594656
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12461339
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12461339
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105259
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105259
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122412469204
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-018-0994-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2011.06.011

What Do We Know About Fatherhood? A Critical Review of Literature 165

Kroll, Mary E., Claire Carson, Maggie Redshaw, and Maria A. Quigley. 2016. “Early Father
Involvement and Subsequent Child Behaviour at Ages 3, 5 and 7 Years: Prospective
Analysis of the UK Millennium Cohort Study.” PLOS ONE 11 (9): €0162339. https://doi
.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0162339.

Lamb, Michael E. 1975. “Fathers: Forgotten Contributors to Child Development.” Human
Development 18: 245—66. https://doi.org/10.1159/000271493.

———— 2010. “How Do Fathers Influence Children’s Development?” In The Role of the
Father in Child Development, edited by Michael E. Lamb, 1-26. New Jersey: John Wiley
& Sons, Inc.

Lamb, Michael E., Joseph H. Pleck, Eric L. Charnov, and James A. Levine. 1985.
“Paternal Behavior in Humans.” American Qoologist 25 (3): 883—94. http://www.jstor
.org/stable/3883043.

Lee, Kun, and Asghar Zaidi. 2020. “How policy configurations matter: a critical look
into pro-natal policy in South Korea based on a gender and family framework.”
International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, ahead-of-print. https://doi.org /10.1108/
IJSSP-12-2019-0260.

Lesthaeghe, Ron. 2010. “The Unfolding Story of the Second Demographic Transition.”
Population and Development Review 36 (2): 211-51. https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1728
-4457.2010.00328.x.

Liu, Yingyi, Xiao Zhang, Zhanmei Song, and Wen Yang. 2019. “The unique role of father-
child numeracy activities in number competence of very young Chinese children.”

Infant and Child Development 28 (4): €2135. https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.2135.

Marsiglio, William, Paul Amato, Randal D. Day, and Michael E. Lamb. 2000. “Scholarship
on Fatherhood in the 1990s and Beyond.” Journal of Marriage and Family 62 (4): 1173-91.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.01173..x.

McWayne, Christine, Jason T. Downer, Rodrigo Campos, and Robby D. Harris. 2013.
“Father Involvement During Early Childhood and Its Association with Children’s
Early Learning: A Meta-Analysis.” Early Education & Development 24 (6): 898-922.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2013.746932.

Milkie, Melissa A., Suzanne M. Bianchi, Marybeth J. Mattingly, and John P.
Robinson. 2002. “Gendered Division of Childrearing: Ideals, Realities, and
the Relationship to Parental Well-Being.” Sex Roles 47 (1/2): 21-38. https://doi.
org/10.1023/A:1020627602889.

Volume 58 (2): 2022


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0162339
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0162339
https://doi.org/10.1159/000271493
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3883043
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3883043
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSSP-12-2019-0260
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSSP-12-2019-0260
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2010.00328.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2010.00328.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.2135
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.01173.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2013.746932
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020627602889
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020627602889

166 NANXUN LI

Miller, Daniel P., Margaret M.C. Thomas, Maureen R. Waller, Lenna Nepomnyaschy,
and Allison D. Emory. 2020. “Father Involvement and Socioeconomic Disparities in
Child Academic Outcomes.” Journal of Marriage and Family 82 (2): 515-33. https://doi
.org/10.1111/jomf.12666.

Nepomnyaschy, Lenna, and Jane Waldfogel. 2007. “Paternity Leave and Fathers’
Involvement With Their Young Children: Evidence From The American Ecls—B.”
Communuty, Work & Family 10 (4): 427-53. https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800701575077.

Norman, Helen, Mark Elliot, and Colette Fagan. 2018. “Does Fathers’ Involvement in
Childcare and Housework Affect Couples’ Relationship Stability?” Social Science
Quarterly 99 (5): 1599-1613. https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12523.

O’Brien, Margaret. 2009. “Fathers, Parental Leave Policies, and Infant Quality of Life:
International Perspectives and Policy Impact.” The Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science 624 (1): 190—213. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716209334349.

O’Brien, Margaret, and Karin Wall 2017. “Fathers on Leave Alone: Setting the Scene.”
In Comparative Perspectives on Work-Life Balance and Gender Equality: Fathers on Leave Alone.
Vol. 6, edited by Margaret O’Brien and Karin Wall. Cham, Switzerland: Springer
International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-42970-0.

Patnaik, Ankita. 2019. “Reserving Time for Daddy: The Consequences of Fathers’
Quotas.” Journal of Labor Economics 37 (4): 1009-59. https://doi.org/10.1086/703115.

Petts, Richard J., Daniel L. Carlson, and Chris Knoester. 2019. “If I [Take] Leave, Will
You Stay? Paternity Leave and Relationship Stability.” Journal of Social Policy 49 (4):
829—49. https://doi.org/10.1017/50047279419000928.

Petts, Richard J., and Chris Knoester. 2018. “Paternity Leave-Taking and Father
Engagement.” Journal of Marriage and Family 80 (5): 1144—62. https://doi.org/10.1111
/jomf.12494.

Petts, Richard J., Chris Knoester, and Qi Li. 2020. “Paid paternity leave-taking in the
United States.” Community, Work & Family 23 (2): 162—83. https://doi.org/10.1080/136
68803.2018.1471589.

Petts, Richard J., Chris Knoester, and Jane Waldfogel. 2020. “Fathers’ Paternity Leave-
Taking and Children’s Perceptions of Father-Child Relationships in the United States.”
Sex Roles 82 (3—4): 173—88. https://doi.org/10.1007/511199-019-01050-y.

Pleck, Joseph H. 2007. “Why Could Father Involvement Benefit Children?
Theoretical Perspectives.” Applied Developmental Science 11 (4): 196—202. https://doi
.org/10.1080/10888690701762068.

ASIAN STUDIES: Journal of Critical Perspectives


https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12666
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12666
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800701575077
https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12523
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716209334349
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-42970-0
https://doi.org/10.1086/703115
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279419000928
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12494
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12494
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2018.1471589
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2018.1471589
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-019-01050-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888690701762068
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888690701762068

What Do We Know About Fatherhood? A Critical Review of Literature 167

——— 2010. “Paternal Involvement: Revised Conceptualization and Theoretical
Linkages with Child Outcomes.” In The Role of the Father in Child Development, edited by
Michael E. Lamb, 58-93. New Jersey, USA: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Pleck, Joseph H., Michael E. Lamb, and James A. Levine. 1986. “Epilog: Facilitating
Future Change in Men’s Family Roles.” Marriage & Family Review 9 (3—4): 11-6. https:
//doi.org/10.1300/J002v09n03_02.

Pragg, Brianne, and Chris Knoester. 2017. “Parental Leave Use Among Disadvantaged
Fathers.” Journal of Family Issues 38 (8): 1157-85. https://dot.org/10.1177
/0192513X15623585.

Rehel, Erin M. 2014. “When Dad Stays Home Too: Paternity Leave, Gender, and
Parenting.” Gender & Society 28 (1): 110—32. https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243213503900.

Rempel, Lynn A., John K. Rempel, Toan Nang Khuc, and Le Thi Vui. 2017. “Influence of
Father-Infant Relationship on Infant Development: A Father-Involvement Intervention
in Vietnam.” Developmental Psychology 53 (10): 1844—58. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev
0000390.

Rostgaard, Tine. 2002. “Setting time aside for the father: Father’s leave in Scandinavia.”
Communuty, Work & Family 5 (3): 343—64. https://doi.org/10.1080/1366880022000041810.

Sarkadi, Anna, Robert Kristiansson, Frank Oberklaid, and Sven Bremberg. 2008.
“Fathers’ involvement and children’s developmental outcomes: a systematic review
of longitudinal studies.” Acta Paediatrica 97 (2): 153—8. https://dot.org/10.1111/5.1651
-2227.2007.00572.x.

Schober, Pia S. 2012. “Paternal Child Care and Relationship Quality: A Longitudinal
Analysis of Reciprocal Associations.” Journal of Marriage and Family 74 (2): 281-96.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2011.00955 x.

——— 2014. “Parental Leave and Domestic Work of Mothers and Fathers: A Longitudinal
Study of Two Reforms in West Germany.” Journal of Social Policy 43 (2): 351-72. https://doi
.org/10.1017/50047279413000809.

Seward, Rudy Ray, Dale E. Yeatts, Lisa K. Zottarelli, and Ryan G. Fletcher. 2006. “Fathers
Taking Parental Leave and Their Involvement with Children: An Exploratory Study.”
Community, Work, & Family 9 (1): 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800500421093.

Sriram, Rajalakshmi, and Gurprit Kaur Sandhu. 2013. “Fathering to Ensure Child’s
Success: What Urban Indian Fathers Do?” Fournal of Family Issues 34 (2): 161-83.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12461136.

Volume 58 (2): 2022


https://doi.org/10.1300/J002v09n03_02
https://doi.org/10.1300/J002v09n03_02
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X15623585
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X15623585
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243213503900
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000390
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000390
https://doi.org/10.1080/1366880022000041810
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1651-2227.2007.00572.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1651-2227.2007.00572.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2011.00955.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279413000809
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279413000809
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800500421093
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12461136

168 NANXUN LI

Tamis-LeMonda, Catherine S., and Natasha J. Cabrera. 2002. Handbook of Father Involvement:
Multidisciplinary Perspectives. New York: Routledge.

Tamis-LeMonda, Catherine S., Jacqueline D. Shannon, Natasha J. Cabrera, and Michael
E. Lamb. 2004. “Fathers and Mothers at Play With Their 2- and 3-Year-Olds:
Contributions to Language and Cognitive Development.” Child Development 75 (6):
1806—-20. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00818.x.

Tanaka, Sakiko, and Jane Waldfogel. 2007. “Effects of Parental Leave and Work
Hours on Fathers’ Involvement with Their Babies: Evidence from the Millennium
Cohort Study.” Community, Work, & Family 10 (4): 409-26. https://doi.org
/10.1080/13668800701575069.

Torres, Nuno, Manuela Verissimo, Ligia Monteiro, Olivia Ribeiro, and Anténio J. Santos.
2014. “Domains of Father Involvement, Social Competence and Problem Behavior in
Preschool Children.” Journal of Family Studies 20 (3): 188—203. https://doi.org/10.1080
/13229400.2014.11082006.

Wang, Xinghua, Yiqing Yu, Ruiling Zhu, and Zhou Ji. 2021. “Linking Maternal Gatekeeping
to Child Outcomes in Dual-Earner Families in China: The Mediating Role of Father
Involvement.” Early Child Development and Care 191 (2): 187-97. https://dot.org/10.1080
/03004430.2019.1611568.

Wilson, Katherine R., and Margot R. Prior. 2010. “Father involvement: the importance of
paternal Solo Care.” Early Child Development and Care 180 (10): 1391-1405. https://doi
.org/10.1080/03004430903172335.

Wray, Dana. 2020. “Paternity Leave and Fathers’ Responsibility: Evidence From a Natural
Experiment in Canada.” Journal of Marriage and Family 82 (2): 534—49. https://doi
.org/10.1111/jomf.12661.

Xu, Qiong, and Wei-Jun Jean Yeung. 2013. “Hoping for a Phoenix: Shanghai
Fathers and Their Daughters.” Journal of Family Issues 34 (2): 182—207. https://doi
.org/10.1177/0192513X12461245.

Yeung, Wei-Jun Jean. 2013. “Asian Fatherhood.” Journal of Family Issues 34 (2): 141-58.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12461133.

Yeung, Wei-Jun Jean, Greg J. Duncan, and Martha S. Hill. 2000. “Putting Fathers Back
in the Picture: Parental Activities and Children’s Adult Outcomes.” Marriage and Famuly
Review 29 (2-3): 97-113. https://doi.org/10.1300/J002v29n02_07.

Yeung, Wei-Jun Jean, John F. Sandberg, Pamela E. Davis-Kean, and Sandra L. Hofferth.
2001. “Children’s Time with Fathers in Intact Families.” Journal of Marriage and Famuily
63 (1): 136-54. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2001.00136..x.

ASIAN STUDIES: Journal of Critical Perspectives


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00818.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800701575069
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800701575069
https://doi.org/10.1080/13229400.2014.11082006
https://doi.org/10.1080/13229400.2014.11082006
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2019.1611568
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2019.1611568
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430903172335
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430903172335
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12661
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12661
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12461245
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12461245
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X12461133
https://doi.org/10.1300/J002v29n02_07
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2001.00136.x

What Do We Know About Fatherhood? A Critical Review of Literature 169

Yeung, Wei-Jun Jean. 2016. “Fathers as Caregivers.” Encyclopedia of Family Studies 10: 1-5.
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119085621.whbefs513.

Yeung, Wei-Jun Jean, and Nanxun Li. 2022. “Paternity leave, family dynamics, and
children’s behavior in Singapore.” Journal of Marriage and Family 85 (2): 580—-602.
https://doi .org/10.1111/jomf.12896.

Zhang, Jin, Yunyan Liu, and Tianqiang Hu. 2019. “A meta-analysis of the relationship
between father involvement and problem behaviour among preschool children.” Early
Child Development and Care 191 (11): 1-23. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2019.167
9127.

Zhang, Junhua, Siyuan Wang, and Yuan Lu. 2019. “Father Involvement in Education

Predicates the Mental Health Status of Chinese Primary School Students.” World
Journal of Education 9 (4): 65—72. https://doi.org/10.5430/wje.vIn4p65.

Zhang, Yanxia, and Wei-Jun Jean Yeung. 2012. “Shifting boundaries of care in Asia: An
Introduction.” International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy 32 (11): 612—22. https:

//doi.org/10.1108/01443331211280665.

Volume 58 (2): 2022


https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119085621.wbefs513
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12896
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2019.1679127
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2019.1679127
https://doi.org/10.5430/wje.v9n4p65
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443331211280665
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443331211280665

