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Background. In this article, we present the results of a study on the father-
ing characteristics of Russian men, in early and middle adulthood, brought up 
with and without a father. There is a theory that fathering practices are deter-
mined both by early childhood experiences, as well as by marital relationships 
in adulthood, because of the links between co-parenting and fathering. Thus, 
we hypothesize that the fathering characteristics of men in early and middle 
adulthood, brought up with and without a father, will be different. 

Objective. We studied the characteristics of fathering and marital satisfac-
tion in middle adulthood among Russian men brought up without a father, 
who suffered from paternal deprivation in childhood. 

Design. Ninety married men (48 fathers who experienced paternal depriva-
tion in childhood and 42 men brought up in two-parent families) were assessed 
on a number of measures. 

Results. The statistical analysis of the data, including descriptive statistics, 
t-test and correlation analysis, let us distinguish between the two groups of 
fathers. Significant t-test differences between the two groups were found in 
caregiving identity, breadwinning identity, attitudes towards parenting, and 
marital satisfaction. Also, men brought up in paternally deprived homes, un-
like the men from two-parent families, were more likely to indicate difficulties 
with father-child relationships and gender role conflict in parenting, and give 
greater relevance to their female partners’ attitudes and expectations towards 
their fathering. 

Conclusion. The lack of a father’s influence on men in childhood strength-
ens the influence of marital relationships on fathering, in maturity.
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Introduction
The importance and complexity of issues surrounding fathering, and rising prac-
tical demand has resulted in sustained academic attention on fathering over the 
years (Parke, 2002; Goldberg, Tan & Thorsen, 2009). The psychological and socio-
logical issues surrounding fathering practices have been studied in detail. There are 
two principal approaches to studying fathering, depending on where the research 
starting point is — on the child or the father (Ovcharova, 2003). The first approach 
opens the door to many interesting studies of the direct influences (father to child) 
and indirect influences (via its effects on mothers (Scoblo, Baz, Lukovceva, 2004) 
and siblings, or reciprocal influences between fathers and children (Pleck, 2010b)),  
and the effects of paternal involvement on different child outcomes such as: child’s 
intellectual, emotional, and financial well-being (Sigle-Rushton & McLanahan, 
2004; Miller, 2013; Eggebeen & Knoester, 2001;   DePasquale, et al., 2016). 

Russian researchers (Filatova, 2010; Bezrukova, 2013; Kon, 2009) consider that 
the father is also responsible for the social status of the family during the child’s ear-
ly years and adolescence. Any problems in the father-child relationship may have 
a negative impact on the child (Fthenakis, 2004; Kon, 2009; Pleck, 2010b), mani-
festing in emotional problems in children of one-parent families (Sigle-Rushton 
& McLanahan, 2004), less material security (Gurko, 2003), or development risks, 
because of the processes hypothesized by attachment theorists (Kotelchuck, 1976; 
Lamb, 2002), who consider father involvement critical to promote secure infant 
attachment, which leads to good outcomes for the child. Though the attachment 
theory does not explain paternal influences on older children, and on adolescents, 
or on the quality of the relationship between older fathers and adult children (Po-
lenick, DePasquale, Eggebeen, Zarit, & Fingerman, 2016), it provides the basis for 
interpreting why paternal involvement leads to positive developmental outcomes 
for the child, and mediation of the association between the father’s presence and 
child outcomes through  paternal involvement (Carlson, 2006), and the associa-
tion between the father-son relationship and male mental health (Miller, 2013) or 
gender identity (Pleck, 2010a). So the unique role that a father’s influence plays on 
child development is now well recognized (Amato & Rivera, 1999; Fagan, 2016; 
Pleck & Masciadrelli, 2004; McBride, Dyer & Laxman, 2009). 

Studies on the second approach focus on the development of parenting skills 
in men (Belsky, 1984, Volling & Belsky, 1991; Woodworth, Belsky & Crnic, 1996), 
exploring the actual meaning of fathering to a man (Eggebeen & Knoester, 2001), 
studying the association between fathering and masculinity as it was referred to 
above (Pleck, 2010a), and also analyzing such factors of paternal involvement (the 
phenomenon theoretically conceptualized by Lamb, 2002; Pleck, 1997; Palkovitz, 
2002; Pleck & Hofferth, 2008) as marital satisfaction directly correlated with pa-
ternal involvement (DeLuccie, 1996), or marital conflict which is negatively cor-
related with paternal involvement (Doherty, Boss, LaRossa, Schumm & Steinmetz, 
1993), and family relations across generations as a model for fathering (Eggebeen & 
Knoester, 2001), factors of psychological readiness for fathering (Ovcharova, 2003). 
In the overlap between these two approaches lies the issue of the influence of fa-
ther-son attachment during infancy on the adult son’s fathering (Bailey, 1992; Kon, 
2009). Although there are a lot of studies defining the father’s influence on a child’s 
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gender-typed behavior (Amato,  & Rivera, 1999; Deutsch, Servis & Payne, 2001; 
Coley, Votruba-Drzal, & Schindler, 2009; Pleck, 2010a) and some studies proving 
that the mother-daughter attachment during early infancy determines  daughter’s 
mothering and her attachment to her baby (Brutman, Pankratova & Enikopolov, 
1994; Filippova, 2002) such an effect of father-son attachment on the son’s own 
fathering practices in adulthood, has not yet been well understood. 

In Russia, this is a particularly relevant issue for historical reasons, as is the 
influence of social attitudes on male roles in general, and fatherhood in particu-
lar. Since Bronfenbrenner’s (1970) early work paid attention to the differences 
between Russian and US socialization models, a number of studies have assessed 
aspects of Russian family life and child development (Gurko, 1997; Utrata, 2008; 
Nelson, et al., 2010; Nelson, et al., 2014; Podkladova, 2016).  During the last thirty 
years, family roles in Russia have dramatically changed in keeping with the eco-
nomic, social, and religious changes in the country. Having long been de jure, 
equal in rights with men, Russian women de facto were (and in some points are 
nowadays) more involved in the running of the household and have most of the 
responsibility for their children’s upbringing, even in two-parent families (An-
tonov, 1998). Moreover, modern Russian women are not any less interested than 
Russian men in their professional careers, self-realization, and personal comfort 
(Biryukova & Tyndik, 2014; Borisenko, 2016). As a result of this conflict, the 
value of parenthood in contemporary Russia is being replaced with non-family 
values. (Dobrykov, 2010). 

Contemporary Russian families belong to a “modernized” family unit that 
demonstrates planned reproductive behavior and proclaims equal rights and ob-
ligations in breadwinning and childcare (Antonov, 1998; Dobrykov, 2010). None-
theless, the inequality in employment and payment for the same work between 
men and women results often in a man becoming the foremost but not the only 
breadwinner for the family, and traditional attitudes towards the female role en-
sure that women end up with the responsibility of housework (Ashwin & Lytkina, 
2004) and childcare. This double employment continuing during the moderniza-
tion of the Russian family unit results in women demanding greater male in-
volvement in family life and, in particular, in parenting (Gurko, 2003; Radosteva, 
2013). This leads to marital conflicts (Ashwin & Lytkina, 2004), especially in the 
case when spouses have different attitudes towards childcare due to the differ-
ences in (or the absence of) parenting models in their own upbringing during 
childhood. Besides this, increased socioeconomic pressures and the fathers’ be-
liefs about the irrelevance of nonresident fatherhood in Russia, push many fa-
thers into disappearing altogether from their child’s life (Gurko, 2003; Utrata, 
2008). And, when the man has experienced the very same situation in his own 
childhood, the probability of such behavior increases (Gurko, 2003). Our study 
may therefore, expand our understanding of the fathering beliefs and practices 
among this group of men. And the results provided in this paper may be interest-
ing to family therapists and family psychologists, as well as to family researchers 
studying fathering all over the world, providing opportunities for cross-cultural 
comparison and interpretation.
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Paternal Influences
The unique role that fathering plays on impacting child outcomes is well studied 
(Palkovitz, 2002; Pleck, 2010b; Rominov, Giallo, Whelan, 2016). Even before a 
child’s birth, the father has an impact on his/her development’s through provid-
ing favorable conditions for the pregnant woman (Scoblo, Baz, Lukovceva, 2004; 
Bouchard, 2012). Later, the father provides development for a child’s motility, spa-
tial orientation, physical skills (Doucet, 2009; El-Shadan, Schluter, 2015); which is 
an important factor for the child’s intellectual development (Jeynes, 2015; Varghese, 
Wachen, 2016) as it was proved in T. A. Dumitrashku’s study covering 120 children, 
9–10 years old, from 60 Russian families (Dumitrashku, 1996). Also, identification 
with the father is the most important factor in the assimilation of moral standards 
and social and gender roles, especially for boys (Kon, 2009; Zakharova, 2011).

While fathering has a direct effect on shaping sons’ gender-typed behavior, the 
most important determinant of male identification for the boy are: 1) father domi-
nance, and 2) father involvement. The association between paternal masculinity 
orientation and paternal involvement also influences child outcomes (Pleck, 2010a) 
because a father’s masculinity orientation can have a direct and indirect influence 
on his parenting, as long as the more masculine father demonstrates different be-
havior in parenting than a less masculine one. Also,  a father’s masculinity orienta-
tion can directly influence his child, when the son takes his father’s masculinity 
orientation as a direct model for his behavior and/or self-esteem (Pleck, 2010a). If 
the father-son attachment is safe and their interactions are warm, the desire to be 
as “male” as the father considerably strengthens positive perceptions and attitudes, 
specifically about men’s roles and the development of male behavior and identity 
(Kon, 2009; Zakharova, 2011). 

Paternal absence influences many children living in one-parent families. If 
there is neither an auxiliary, nor a counterbalancing influence of the father, the 
value of the mother’s identity and mother effects becomes much higher than usual 
(Wainright, & Patterson, 2008; Kon, 2009). One more important factor in such a 
case is the absence of social confidence or stability and social security. A father’s 
employment usually represents the real and symbolic status of the family, providing 
the basis for the economic progress of a family and providing security and confi-
dence — at least in modern Russian reality (Gurko, 2003). 

Also the father represents for boys the most natural source of knowledge about 
the world, work, equipment, etc., influencing their orientation towards their future 
professions, and developing socially useful purposes, ideals and behavior. That is 
why fatherless boys growing up without gender modeling are less successful in the 
resolution of conflicts, in the solution of cognitive tasks, and have particular dif-
ficulties in developing masculinity orientation and demonstrating male behavior 
(Bezrukova, 2013; Evans, 2017). Furthermore, a social environment where the boy 
(young man) since early childhood meets female behavioral models much more 
than male ones, as it usually occurs in Russian kindergartens and schools (Klet-
sina, Chikalova, 2013), complicates the issue even more. Not having gender-typed 
male role models, a boy can imitate female behavior (as demonstrated by moth-
ers, grandmothers, and teachers) and may grow up to be soft and sensitive. Or, he 
could go the other way in supposing  that a male’s behavior is the opposite of female 
behavior. Thus, instead of adopting a female’s social normativity and avoidance of 
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addictions he could demonstrate contrary behavior leading to alcohol abuse,  drug 
addiction and/or deviance (Kon, 2009). Therefore the importance of the modeling 
effect of male gender-typed behavior (provided by the father, the grandfather, or 
by the sports trainer) on boys’ behavior is undoubted (Kletsina, Chikalova, 2013). 

Consequently, if the fathering of an adult man is part of a male gender role 
interconnected with his masculinity orientation (Pleck, 2010a), it is influenced too, 
by the fathering modeling from the man’s own early childhood. However, the stud-
ies of parents’ gender influence (Biblarz & Stacey, 2010; Tasker, 2010) demonstrate 
that it’s not the parents’ gender alone but the parents’ involvement and parenting 
practices as well, that influence a child’s behavior. So, the relationship between the 
man and his own father in childhood, and also his father’s behavior patterns and 
his attitudes towards masculinity, may be important determinants of the man’s re-
lationships with his own child (Ovcharova, 2003; Zakharova, 2011; Miller, 2013). 
This has also been confirmed by R. C. Fraley and P. R. Shaver (2000) by assessing 
the similarity between one’s attachment styles with different people in one’s life 
from infancy to adulthood. Where broken relationships with the father have led to 
unsafe attachment — such a modeling effect either is absent or is negative — how 
this influences a man’s fathering practices, has not yet been well examined. We 
hypothesize that there may be difficulties with the father-child relationship due to 
his unsafe attachment since childhood or his attempting to play a mother’s role, 
stemming from the strong attachment to his mother in his own childhood — tak-
ing unclear parenting as a model. 

Influence of Marital Relationships 
The majority of modern studies claim that parenting is not just a personal phe-
nomenon (Miller, 1986) because of its interconnection with the marital relation-
ships (Erel & Burman, 1995; Pleck, 2010b; Bouchard, 2012). In academic studies 
that research fathering practices, the mother is considered to be the father’s co-
partner who, in many ways, defines the father’s behavior. Father involvement stud-
ies view the father-child relationship as embedded in a broader pattern of family 
interaction (Pleck, 2010a). The father’s involvement is proved to be influenced by 
the mother’s involvement as long as more involved mothers force their partners 
to also be more involved in their child’s life (Pleck& Hofferth, 2008). Moreover, 
J. Pleck and S. Hofferth have postulated that parental identity can be defined only 
in close interrelation with a partner’s actual and perceived reflected-appraisal 
(Pleck & Hofferth, 2008). Thus, a man’s fathering is closely associated with an 
appraisal of his wife as a mother and with her expectations for his fathering and 
male behavior. Her own maternal identity is also connected with her husband’s at-
titudes towards the mother-role and the priority of a woman’s career over her role 
as a caregiver for her children. In addition, the smaller the role a father plays in 
a child’s life, the stronger the economic, social, and psychological stress a woman 
undergoes, which leads to a different set of family conflicts, and the risk of divorce 
(Radosteva, 2013). 

Thus, a man’s fathering is closely connected 1) to his  relationship with own fa-
ther who provided a masculine model for the growing man through his childhood 
(Pleck, 2010a) and, 2) with his own marital relationships (Roskam, 2016; Kwan, 
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Kwok, Ling, 2015), where male gender-typed behavior is realized and transformed. 
We believe that due to having an unsafe attachment to his father (Fraley & Shaver, 
2000) and/or absence of male gender-typed model leading to the unclear masculin-
ity orientation (Kletsina, Chikalova, 2013), paternal deprivation in a man’s child-
hood may complicate, in some ways, marital relations in his own marriage, which 
cannot but complicate the father-child relationship as well. In this case, the atti-
tudes and expectations of a female partner towards a man’s behavior become more 
relevant than his own unclear masculinity model. It may cause additional tension, 
both in the child-parent and in marital relations in such a man’s family. 

Here, the influence of the marital relationship on fathering may be the potential 
difference between fathers who have grown up with or without a father in their 
family of origin. In this way, we define the scientific issue of this study: to examine 
whether the fathering practices of men who did not have a father, or any close 
male figure, in childhood, differ from the fathering practices of men brought up in 
two-parent families. Such a study will fill some gaps in our knowledge about the 
development of parenting skills in men by focusing on this particular context. So, 
the goal of this study is to find out the fathering specifics of men who grew up in 
paternal deprivation. Bearing in mind these issues, we put forward:

Hypothesis: The men brought up in paternal deprivation, unlike men brought 
up in two-parent families, may 1) have different attitudes towards parenting and 
experience difficulties with the father-child relationship; and 2) be are more likely 
to attempt to play a mother-role for their children and may also give more weight to 
the attitudes and expectations of their female partners towards masculine behavior, 
compared to fathers raised in two-parent families.

Methods
Sample
Ninaty Russian fathers were the focus of this study. They were divided into two 
groups. Forty eight men who experienced paternal deprivation in childhood for 
any reason (divorce, abandonment, unwed mother, etc.) were in the first group.  
Forty two men raised in two-parent families formed the second group. The re-
spondents were recruited and compensated through the local Research community. 
A 30-minute, face-to-face, baseline survey interview was conducted between De-
cember 2013 and September 2017. This gathered data on the basic characteristics 
of the respondents: aspects of demographic information; family background; em-
ployment and educational characteristics, as well as some data about their spouses. 
After that, all men were asked to answer the questionnaires. The groups were equal 
in age, education, social status, and marital status (Table 1). The average age of the 
men was 32 years (SD = 3.3), with a mean education level of 14.0 years (SD = 2.2). 
Men of this age were chosen because this age is more typical and productive for the 
creation of a family and the birth of children, i.e., acceptance of a father role. All the 
participants were living in the Kemerovo Region in Russia. Sixty six percent were 
from urban families from the cities of Kemerovo, Novokuznetsk, Belovo and Mari-
insk; 36% were from rural families. All participants were married. Ninety eight 
percent of the fathers in the first group were employed, as were 95 % of those in the 
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second group. The average number of children per family was 2.0 (SD = 0.9) and 
the average age of a child was 7 years (SD = 0.9). Firty percent of the participants 
had one child, 68% of men had two children, 2% had three or more children (if the 
father had more than one child, we collected data about the oldest child.) Of the 
children, 58% were boys and 42% were girls. 

Table 1
Main respondent characteristics of fatherless fathers and fathers brought up in two-parent 
families in Russia, N = 90

Respondent characteristics All men
Fathers brought 
up in one-parent 

families

Fathers brought 
up in two-parent 

families

Average age (years old) 32 32.3 31.7
Permanent residence (%)

Town 64 63 65
Country 36 37 35
Education (%)
High school diploma 18 19 17
College attendance 41 42 40
Bachelor’s degree 32 31 33
Graduate degree 9 8 10

Married (%) 100 100 100
Employment (%) 97 98 95
Average number of children  
per man

One child (%)  30 31 29
Two children (%) 68 67 69
Three or more children (%) 2 2 2

Average age of child (years old) 7 7.1 6.9
Average age at first childbirth 
(years old) 

26 25 27

Sex of the children 
Boys (%) 58 59 57
Girls (%) 42 41 43

Child with special needs 
(Down’s Syndrome) (%)

1.1 0 2.2

Spouse’s employment (%) 72 73 71
Spouse’s family of origin

One-parent families (%) 32 33 31
Two-parent families (%) 68 67 69
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Additionally, 1.1% of the fathers (1 out of 90) had a child with special needs 
(Down’s Syndrome). None of the men in the first group had any kind of relation-
ship with their biological fathers since early childhood (the last connection was on 
average at two years of age), and did not have a step-father or any constant male 
figure in their childhood. 

Measures
Family characteristics were measured with a semi-structured interview specially 
developed for studying the relationship of the man with his partner and his par-
ents. The relationship with the father, for all the respondents, was coded as paternal 
deprivation (0), conflict (1), stable (2), and warm (3). 

Family context included parent-family characteristics (family status, relation-
ships with the parents) and marital-family characteristics (the number of children 
in the family and marital conflict). 

Marital conflict was assessed by the men’s response to: How often do you argue 
with your partner? (1 = never, 2 = once in a while, 3 = often, 4 = fairly often, 5 = very 
often). 

Gender role conflict was assessed by the men’s response to: How often does the 
inconsistency of gender or parenting roles cause a quarrel in your family? (1 =  never, 
2 = once in a while, 3 = often, 4 = fairly often, 5 = very often). 

Marital satisfaction was assessed by “The Marital Satisfaction Measure Instru-
ment” (MSMI) of V. Stolin, T. Romanova, G. Butenko (quoted in Borisenko, 2011), 
which contains 20 statements about marital relations with three answer variants 
(1 = agree, 2 = not sure, 3 = disagree). 

Child characteristics including age and gender of the child (1 for male and 2 
for female) and Father employment were assessed using scales, based on a semi-
structured interview that indicates father’s employment and family status.

Father’s attitudes, involvement and identity were measured with PARI (Parent 
Attitude Research Instrument of E.S. Schaefer and R.A. Bell (Schaefer & Bell, 1958), 
CBIRAI (Caregiving and Breadwinning Identity and Reflected-Appraisal Inven-
tory of J. Pleck, T.W. Maurer, H.R. Rane (Pleck, Maurer & Rane, 2001) and some 
scales of a semi-structured interview. Respondents’ attitudes towards parenting on 
the whole, and, fathering in particular, were assessed by PARI — a self-report ques-
tionnaire that assesses parental attitudes towards child-rearing and family life — 
united into 23 scales, hypothesized to be relevant in child-rearing practices. They 
are: Encouraging Verbalization, Fostering Dependency, Breaking the Will, Fear of 
Harming Baby, Marital Conflict, Strictness, Irritability, Deification, Suppression of 
Aggression, Rejection of Homemaking Role, Equalitarianism, Approval of Activ-
ity, Inconsiderateness of Husband,  Suppression of Sexuality, Ascendance of the 
Mother, Intrusiveness, Comradeship and Sharing, Dependence of Mother, Seclu-
sion of Mother, Martyrdom, Irritability, Excluding Outside Influences, Avoidance 
of Communication, and Acceleration of Development. PARI contains 115 state-
ments with the response format consisting of a 4-point scale (strongly agree, mildly 
agree, mildly disagree, strongly disagree). 

Father parental identity and relevance of a female partner’s expectations towards 
a man’s behavior were assessed by CBIRAI. CBIRAI is a self-report questionnaire 
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that has six sections (three for each of the two most significant parenting domains 
(caregiving and breadwinning) including respondents’ parental identity (Car-
egiving Identity, Breadwinning Identity); the evaluations of their wives as moth-
ers (Caregiving Reflected-Appraisal, Breadwinning Reflected-Appraisal), and the 
perceptions of their wives’ evaluations for their fathering (Caregiving Perceived 
Reflected-Appraisal, Breadwinning Perceived Reflected-Appraisal).  

Father involvement was assessed by the men’s response to questions of a semi-
structured interview such as: How often does your child talk over important deci-
sions with you? How often do you listen to your child’s side of an argument? Do 
you feel close to your child? How often do you know who your child is with when 
he (she) is not at home? How often do you miss events or activities that are impor-
tant to your child? How often do you share ideas or talk about what really matters 
to your child?  How often do you spend time or play with your child? (1 = never, 
2 = once in a while, 3 = often, 4 = fairly often, 5 = very often).

Results
Table 2 presents the results of the statistical analysis. The Student t-test with a Bon-
ferroni-Holm correction was used to compare mean values between two groups. 
Statistics were calculated with a 5% significance level.

Comparison of the output data of this investigation with statistic normative 
values showed that the mean and standard deviation of the values of the PARI 
scales were within the range of normative values of this instrument. The mean and 
standard deviation of the values of the CBIRAI scales were comparable with the 
range of values showed by the authors (Maurer, Pleck & Rane, 2001) and Russian 
translation and validation of values (Borisenko, 2013). 

While analyzing the questionnaire output data, we found significant differences 
regarding parenting attitudes (Seclusion of mother, Martyrdom, Irritability, Ex-
cluding outside influences, Avoidance of communication; Acceleration of develop-
ment, Parenting identity (Caregiving Reflected-Appraisal, Breadwinning Identity 
and Breadwinning Perceived Reflected-Appraisal). Also, family parameters such 
as gender role conflict, marital conflict, and the man’s relationship with his father, 
varied in the two groups. 

There were no statistically significant variances in the mean values of the fol-
lowing scale of PARI: Encouraging Verbalization, Fostering Dependency, Break-
ing the Will, Fear of Harming Baby, Marital Conflict, Strictness, Irritability, 
Deification, Suppression of Aggression, Rejection of Homemaking Role, Equali-
tarianism, Approval of Activity Inconsiderateness of Husband,  Suppression of 
Sexuality, Ascendance of the Mother, Intrusiveness, Comradeship and Sharing, 
Dependence of Mother and some scales of CBIRAI (Caregiving Identity, Car-
egiving Perceived Reflected-Appraisal, Breadwinning Reflected-Appraisal) and 
statistically significant variances in the mean values of parenting involvement 
scales between the two groups were absent. Only the “feeling of closeness to a 
child” indicator was found to vary. 

The men from the first group were found to demonstrate on a higher scale 
(than men of the second group), attitudes towards parenting such as claiming a 
male role (Seclusion of mother (PARI) which might be the result of absence of 
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male role models in childhood), avoidance of communication with the child, and 
accentuation on martyrdom of parenting (PARI). They, less than fathers from the 
second group, desire the acceleration of child development and are less irritated 
with caregiving (maybe because they are more likely to attempt to play the mother’s 
role for their children) and are more likely to admit extra-family influences on the 
child (PARI). 

Greater avoidance of communication with the child and lower feelings of close-
ness to the child which were found in the first group could indicate difficulties 
with the father-child relationship, in the group of fathers brought up in one-parent 
families. 

Also. some variances in paternal identity and marital relations were found 
between the two groups. The men brought up in single-mother families identi-
fied themselves with the breadwinner, more through marital relationships (higher 
than in second group level of Breadwinning Perceived Reflected-Appraisal) than 
through breadwinner identity (lower than in second group level of Breadwinning 
Identity which is hypothesized to be a mark of the male gender role), which might 
be interpreted as their inclination to consider the expectations of a female partner 
towards man’s behavior as more relevant, than fathers brought up in two-parent 

Table 2
Group characteristics of fathers brought up in one-parent and two-parent families (M, SD), 
and results of their statistical analysis (t, p)

Variable 
Fathers brought 
up in one-parent 
families M (SD)

Fathers brought 
up in two-parent 
families M (SD)

t-value p

CBIRAI:
Caregiving Reflected-Appraisal 2.78 (.375) 2.54 (.415) –2.56 .01
Breadwinning Identity 3.19 (.467) 3.65 (.479) 2.34 .02
Breadwinning Perceived Reflected-
Appraisal 3.85 (.634) 3.12 (.356) 3.23 .00

PARI:
Seclusion of mother 13.79 (.517) 10.31 (.490) 1.52 .00
Martyrdom 16.02 (.347) 10.95 (.419) 1.24 .00
Irritability  13.91 (.345) 16.27 (.698) 2.24 .03
Excluding outside influences  11.99 (.478) 15.89 (.511) 3.31 .00
Avoidance of communication  15.28 (.409) 11.73 (.450) 2.13 .04
Acceleration of development 16.98 (.398) 12.74 (.429) –2.03 .04

INTERVIEW:
Marital conflict 3.00 (.262) 2.70 (.290) 1.29 .01
Marriage satisfaction 33.15 (1.27) 41.10 (.988) .19 .85
Feeling of closeness to the child 3.30 (.453) 4.20 (.399) 3.15 .00
Gender role conflict 4.64 (.479) 2.80 (.402) 2.13 .00
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families. Meanwhile, they value their wives less as mothers and are more likely 
to have marital conflict and a gender-role conflict in parenting (most likely, these 
could be interpreted as choosing between the maternal and paternal caregiving 
domains), which indicates an inclination to attempt to play a mother-role for their 
children. 

A remarkable variance was found when we divided men from the first group 
according to their spouses’ families of origin. Table 3 presents the variance between 
families with two spouses brought up without a father and families where only the 
man was brought up without a father.  Husbands of wives who were also brought 
up in one-parent families were more likely to indicate marital and gender role con-
flicts and a lower level of marital satisfaction. The same variance regarding wives’ 
families of origin in the group of men brought up in two-parent families were not 
found. 

Table 3
Group characteristics (M, SD) of fathers brought up without a father, divided regarding their 
spouses’ family of origin, and results of their statistical analysis (t, p)

Variable 
Families with both 

spouses brought  
up without a father  

M (SD) 

Families with only  
the man brought  
up without father 

M (SD)
t-value p

INTERVIEW 
Marital conflict  3.11 (.433) 2.89 (.400) 1.19 .01
Gender role conflict 4.81 (.890) 4.49 (.345) 3.12 .00

MSMI
Marriage satisfaction 32.6 (1.122) 33.7 (.899) .11 .05

A deeper look at the correlation matrixes differential in the two groups helped 
to pinpoint strong correlations (with p ≤ 0.01) between marital satisfaction and pa-
rameters of co-parenting, such as Caregiving Reflected-Appraisal (.64) and Bread-
winning Perceived Reflected-Appraisal (.72) in the group of men deprived of a fa-
ther in childhood. For the fathers brought up in two-parent families, we could not 
find any significant correlations.  

Discussion
The absence, or lack of male influence in childhood, may lead to an emergence 
of boys’ difficulties in assimilating a gender role. In our study, most of the men 
deprived of fathers in their childhoods were more likely to have marital conflicts 
and gender role conflicts in parenting with regards to choosing between the ma-
ternal and paternal caregiving domains, and were likely to have difficulties with 
the father-child relationship. This is consistent with other findings and may be in-
terpreted as the result of the emotional problems faced by children in one-parent 
families (see Sigle-Rushton & McLanahan, 2004 and Fagan, & Lee, 2016, for similar 
results) or insecure infant attachment with father (see Fraley & Shaver, 2000 for 
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comparable results). Also, this may be interpreted as a consequence of the violation 
of the gender role, due to the absence of father’s own male role model since early 
childhood as indicated by I.S. Kon (2009) and E.I. Zakharova (2011). 

Therefore, it can be concluded that men brought up without a father may 
face difficulties in taking on a male’s role in marital relationships and fathering. 
Although this doesn’t define the quality of fathering, it does demand a greater 
effort from the men while developing their own father-child relationships (Kon, 
2009). 

Thus, it can be said that fathering is influenced by the existence of a behavior-
model of one’s own father. Men who were brought up in two-parent families have a 
clearer behavior model of what is called “doing family” (see Pleck, 2010b). Howev-
er, all men in our sample were involved in varying degrees in their children’s lives; 
therefore, the absence of a father’s behavior-model does not preclude the ability to 
be a good father, but rather, influences the specifics of developing appropriate fa-
thering practices due to a lack of male behavior-model since childhood. But the ef-
fects and risks of broken attachment raised more concerns, since fatherless fathers 
may feel less emotional closeness to their children (and, perhaps, to their partners) 
due to their early childhood experiences. This is consistent with the findings of G. 
Bouchard (2012), of the correlation between a man’s childhood experiences and 
paternal engagement in adulthood. We have found differences in fathering between 
men brought up with or without a father in their family of origin. Fathers from one-
parent families, differ from fathers raised in two-parent families in attitudes to-
wards parenting, may have difficulties with the father-child relationship, are more 
likely to have gender-role conflict in parenting, and also give greater relevance to 
the attitudes and expectations of their female partner, than fathers from two-parent 
families

Our study helped to obtain evidence that fathering and the family role that 
these men develop has a close connection with their marital relationships. This 
corresponds with the concepts explored in the work of J. Pleck (Pleck, 2010b), who 
affirmed  that a father’s involvement in a child’s life is directly influenced by the 
mother’s involvement in the child’s life. That is to say, the man’s fathering is influ-
enced not only by his  relationship with own father in his childhood (Pleck, 2010a), 
but also by his marital relationships - which is also consistent with other findings 
(for instance, Pleck & Hofferth, 2008; Roskam, 2016; Kwan, Kwok, Ling, 2015).

Conclusion
However, this study has raised more questions than answers and will be continued 
with more detailed research and a larger sample. It will be of great practical value 
in providing psychological assistance for young people entering into marriage, for 
pregnant couples and families with infants, as well as for children, adolescents and 
adults from one-mother families. Future research should seek to identify barri-
ers that hinder young men from adopting good fathering practices; ways in which 
these barriers differ among groups of men; and strategies to successfully address 
these barriers. Finally, future research on parenting identity and behavior, and fu-
ture theoretical models should include studying mechanisms by which co-parents 
can influence their partners’ parenting identity and behavior.
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Limitations
Some limitations of the current study should be mentioned. First, for practical rea-
sons, retrospective reports by adults of their own experiences in childhood were 
used to measure men’s relationships with their fathers. Although retrospective re-
ports have a worthwhile place in research, they are vulnerable to inaccurate recall 
and may involve substantial measurement errors. For instance, G. Bouchard (2012) 
cites a number of studies showing low levels of agreement between contemporane-
ous parental reports and retrospective recall by the children in adult life.

Second, all measures for this study relied on fathers’ self-reports. In further 
studies, father engagement, for instance, could be evaluated using reports by exter-
nal observers, such as the other parent. This will eliminate the influence of shared 
method variance in the evaluation of the relationships between the variables.

Third, the sample may have underrepresented fathers with more modest in-
comes or potentially less involved fathers. Adopted families and also non-resident 
fathers were also not represented. Finally, this study’s use of a convenience sample 
limits the generalizability of results. 

Despite these limitations, the current study furthers our understanding of the 
parenting practices of men brought up without a father, a sample that has too of-
ten been overlooked in previous studies. In addition, the current results reveal, as 
suspected by W. Doherty (1993), that in the study of fathers’ engagement with their 
children, cohabitation and marriage should be part of the conversation.
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