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Eighty-seven single custodial fathers were surveyed to 

test the validity of previously developed typologies and/or 

construct a more empirically valid framework with 

implications for adjustment to the role. Mendes1 (1975) 

aggressive seekers, conciliatory seekers, conciliatory 

assenters, and aggressive assenters were compared to 

O'Brien's (1980) hostile seekers, conciliatory negotiators, 

and passive acceptors. In addition to demographic 

variables, relationship to ex-wife and child, and reasons 

for becoming single and obtaining custody, several 

personality variables were included along with measures of 

adjustment. One year follow-up measures of adjustment were 

collected to evaluate implications of typologies in 

adjustment. 

Two nearly equal groups were established in a Q type 

factor analysis of continuous data. Factor loadings of 

individual cases suggest a continuum of the two types of 

single fathers, rather than two distinct groups. Group 

differences were evaluated in a series of MANOVA and Chi-

square analyses. Analysis included six factor scores from a 

supplemental R factor analysis of selected variables. Type 



I fathers are characterized as older, more passive, self-

reflective, and aloof in interpersonal relationships. They 

are somewhat less oriented toward a relationship with their 

children and had felt satisfied with their wives* care of 

them. Alternatively, Type II fathers are younger, active, 

assured (not self-reflective), and person-oriented. They 

are more oriented toward relationship with their children 

and had felt dissatisfied with how their wives had cared for 

their children. Several overlapping characteristics of the 

Type I/II typology with Mendes1 seeker/assenter continuum 

are discussed. 

Limitations of the longitudinal adjustment data 

restrict the conclusions that can be drawn about 

differential adjustment of Types I and II. Comparisons with 

adjustment of other typologies suggest that extremes on the 

typology continuum are most at risk for problems 

in adjustment to the single custodial role. Implications 

for helping professions and future research are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

This inquiry investigates the growing phenomenon of the 

single father. Although figures vary greatly as to the 

number of men in this role and the number of children 

growing up in a single male-headed household, all agree the 

numbers have been increasing. In terms of divorced and 

separated men alone, census figures suggest that in 1983 

there were approximately 600,000 single fathers raising 

children in the United States, a 180 percent increase over 

1970. The increase in single mothers for this same time was 

approximately 100 percent by comparison (U. S. Department of 

Commerce, 1984). These men seem to be reflecting important 

cultural changes in traditional sex roles and the structure 

of the family. 

A myriad of changes in cultural patterns have 

dramatically affected the nature of the American nuclear 

family during the past century and a half. Prior to the 

beginning of this century, a man became the sole parent to 

his children primarily through the death of a spouse. 

Maternal mortality rates were high by comparison with today 

and divorce was rare (Orthner, Brown, & Ferguson, 1976). If 

a man did divorce, there was little controversy over 



custody. Women had few legal rights, and children were 

considered the property of the man (Foster, 1973). Women . 

were not deemed appropriate guardians of children as they 

were considered to need protection also. Furthermore, women 

had little chance to support themselves financially. 

Consequently, men remained in possession of their children 

in these rare cases of divorce. The circumstances of single 

fathering were relatively simple. 

During this century the role of the father as an 

integral part of daily family life in an agrarian society 

changed dramatically. In an agricultural society, the man 

worked in close proximity to his children and was available 

to train the young to help in the work (Luepnitz, 1982). 

However, the Industrial Revolution changed that. 

Industrialization required the man go to a centralized work 

place removed from the home. Industrial work required men 

to be gone for the work day and served to differentiate 

roles in the family. Fathers changed from being daily 

agents of socialization to becoming sole economic providers. 

Women became more strictly responsible for the home and care 

of the children, assuming more exclusively the nurturant, 

caretaking role in the family. The father's primary role 

moved outside the home and away from daily contact with his 

children. 

Concurrently, other cultural changes occured. The 

first feminist movement in America took place. Women gained 



legal status and power at the same time that they were given 

more responsibility for socialization of the young. The 

advent of psychoanalysis and emphasis on early maternal care 

supported the mother's position as integral to the proper 

development of the child (Derdeyn, 1976). Children, too, 

were recognized in a different way. Childhood, as a 

qualitatively different stage of life, became more widely 

recognized. Children were accorded legal status and power 

in their own right (Shore, 1979). No longer were women and 

children considered property of the man, but individuals 

with rights of their own and guaranteed status under the 

law. 

Custody decisions changed as a result. In 1925 the 

doctrine of "best interest of the child" was introduced to 

the legal network as the criterion for placement (Luepnitz, 

1982). In this process the focus shifted away from the 

parental conflict toward what would best serve the child. 

With the mother's importance entrenched by psychoanalysis 

and the burgeoning social sciences, judges began using this 

criterion to place children with the mother in the cases of 

divorce and separation. This viewpoint was extended by 

Goldstein, Freud, and Solnit (1973) in Bevond the Best 

Interest of the Child. Relying heavily on the work of 

Bowlby (1951) and his studies of maternal deprivation, the 

authors attempted to refine the "best interests" doctrine. 

In it they suggest that when the father is no longer in 



harmony with the mother, he should absent himself so as not 

to interfere with the mother-child relationship. Until 

recently this was the prevailing wisdom in the legal 

profession, supported by the emphasis in psychoanalytic 

theory on the maternal relationship. The presumption here 

has been that the father-child relationship was secondary, 

at best. 

The social sciences, as well, placed little emphasis on 

the man's role in the family and fatherhood; therefore, the 

father-child relationship was largely neglected. Until 1970 

very little information existed in the literature on the 

father and his role in child development. Child development 

was concerned with mother-child relations and was 

investigated from the standpoint of maternal care (Lynn, 

1974). Attachment theorists focused heavily on the infant's 

attachment to the mother and her responsiveness to the 

infant. Physical gratification of infant need through 

feeding was emphasized in the attachment process (Bowlby, 

1951). Consequently, the father was virtually ignored as a 

possible attachment figure. 

Since the landmark findings of Schaffer and Emerson 

(1964), that father-infant attachments do occur, theorists 

have de-emphasized physical gratification of infant need as 

the crucial element in the attachment process. 

Alternatively, patterns of adult response to infant crying 

and other communication signals have been viewed as the 



primary vehicle of attachment (Ainsworth, 1969; Bowlby, 

1969). Subsequently, father-infant attachments of equal 

strength to mother-infant bonds have been verified in 

structured laboratory settings (Kotelchuck, Zelazo, Kagan, & 

Spelke, 1975; Lamb, 1976b) and in the home (Lamb, 1976a, 

1977a, 1977b). Research has verified that fathers are 

important emotional attachment figures in children's lives, 

and that they have increasingly served in the role of 

caretaker (Lynn, 1974). 

Single Parenting 

It has been estimated that one third (1/3) of all 

children born in the United States during the next few years 

will spend at least some time in a single parent home 

(Glick, 1979). The study of single parents has until 

recently been the study of single mothers; the study of 

children raised in single parent homes has primarily been 

the study of children raised without fathers present 

(Biller, 1974). The single parent mother is a well-studied 

phenomenon. For the most part, studies have compared 

characteristics of divorced single mothers and their 

children with mothers and children of intact homes with 

fathers present. Reviews of this literature emphasize the 

lower economic status of single mothers, difficulties with 

the dual role of homemaker/caretaker and breadwinner, lower 

self esteem, and ambivalence concerning the role of single 

mother (Herzog & Sudia, 1973; Hetherington & Deur, 1971). 



As parents they tend to become more authoritarian and 

overprotective after becoming single parents, and they are 

less encouraging of masculine behavior in sons (Biller, 

1974). Women, as single parents, face economic hardships 

due to their status as women in the work environment, or as 

recipients of government assistance. Because of traditional 

models of parenting and theoretical emphasis on maternal 

care, women have taken the children when marriages end. 

Review of earlier research indicated that children's 

development suffers when one caretaker is absent and 

emphasized problems in these single parent homes (Herzog & 

Sudia, 1973). Father absence was implicated in juvenile 

delinquency, poor school achievement, behavior problems, and 

sexual identification difficulties. These studies implied 

that father absence is a causal factor, and single mother 

parenting leads to problems in child development. However, 

Herzog and Sudia (1973) note moderating variables, 

specifically socioeconomic status and parental conflict. 

Lower socioeconomic status is common in households where the 

father is no longer present to generate income, and lower 

income itself has been implicated in delinquency. More 

recent research (Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1978), controlled 

for economic variables, suggests that parental conflict is 

more the critical issue in children's adjustment. Children 

adjust equally as well, if not better, in single parent 



homes than in intact homes where there is a great deal of 

conflict present (Hetherington et al., 1978). 

As previously noted, there has been an increase in the 

number of men assuming the sole custodial parent role. 

Although some have questioned the capacity of men to serve 

in a caretaking role (Bettleheim, 1956), more recent 

evidence from the single parent literature comparing single 

mother and single father households has not supported such 

criticism of men. In a comprehensive study, Luepnitz (1982) 

compared maternal custody, paternal custody, and joint 

custody. Although her results ultimately supported joint 

custody, the study affords a comparison of single mothers 

and single fathers. 

In her study Luepnitz (1982) indicates that custodial 

fathers have fewer economic and job-related problems than do 

custodial mothers. This is not surprising given the lower 

income of working women. In terms of child rearing 

practices, the results indicate opposing shifts in parental 

styles. Single mothers become stricter, while single 

fathers become more lenient following divorce and 

acquisition of their children. Many women may well rely on 

their husbands for strict disciplinary practice; however, 

single mothers learn to set firm limits to their children's 

behavior. Single parent men may well find a need for 

themselves to be more understanding and nurturing once 

primary care of the children shifts to them. Additionally, 



Luepnitz investigated possible differences in adjustment of 

the children in single parent homes. Using several 

objective measures of children's behavior and adjustment, 

she found no significant differences in children's 

adjustment between maternal and paternal custody situations. 

Only the level of parental conflict was a salient predictor 

of poor adjustment. 

Santrock and Warshak (1979) studied children in father 

custody vs. mother custody situations. They reported data 

supporting Luepnitz's findings that parenting style is more 

important than custodial arrangements in children's 

adjustment. Parental conflict was associated with poor 

adjustment on the part of children. Additionally, they 

found that the sex of child and sex of parent affect a 

child's adjustment. Boys in maternal custody and girls in 

paternal custody homes adjusted less well than did children 

in same sex situations. 

The Single Father 

Since 1975 a number of studies have been conducted 

focusing on the single custodial father. Data have been 

gathered through in-depth interviews (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; 

Gersick, 1979; Greenberg, 1979; Greene, 1978; Keshet & 

Rosenthal, 1978; Mendes, 1975; O'Brien, 1980; Orthner et 

al., 1976; Smith & Smith, 1981; Turner, 1984) questionnaires 

(Chang & Deinard, 1982; Defrain & Eirick, 1981; Gasser & 

Taylor, 1976; Greif, 1985; Risman, 1986), and a combination 



of both (Hanson, 1981). For the most part, these studies 

have attempted to define the characteristics of these men. 

Some, however, have drawn comparisons between single mothers 

and single fathers (Defrain & Eirick, 1981; Greenberg, 

1979; Greif, 1985), and one compared single custodial 

fathers with single non-custodial fathers (Gersick, 1979). 

Across the literature a fairly consistent demographic 

picture of the single father emerges. He tends to be an 

older father, with the average age in the late thirties 

(Chang & Deinard, 1982; Gersick, 1979; Orthner et al., 1976; 

Smith & Smith, 1981), and he is slightly older than the 

average single mother (Defrain & Eirick, 1981; Greenberg, 

1979) . In comparison, Gersick (1979) found him five years 

older than the non-custodial father. Age appears to be a 

factor in the decision for custody. Additionally, he is 

much more likely to be divorced or separated than widowed 

(Orthner et al., 1976; Smith & Smith, 1981). 

Socioeconomically, single fathers are above the norm 

(Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Chang & Deinard, 1982; Greene, 1978; 

Orthner et al., 1976; Risman, 1986). One study (Greenberg, 

1979) found the average single father's income in its sample 

to be over $20,000 per year—as compared to $15,000 per year 

for the women in the study. A 30 percent greater income for 

single fathers over single mothers is consistent with 

findings by Defrain and Eirick (1981). This is not 

surprising given the differential income levels of men and 
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women. However, Gersick (1979) found the income of 

custodial fathers significantly higher than that of 

non-custodial fathers in his sample of divorced men, 

suggesting economic means as a variable in the decision for 

the father obtaining custody. 

Men raising their children alone appear to be highly 

educated as a group (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Greene, 1978). 

Samples ranged from half the fathers having less than a 

college degree (Risman, 1986) to at least 65 percent having 

completed an undergraduate education (Keshet & Rosenthal, 

1978; Orthner et al., 1976). One investigation (Keshet & 

Rosenthal, 1978) found half of the fathers to have, or be 

working on, graduate degrees. Again, a significantly higher 

level of education for custodial fathers than non-custodial 

fathers has been found (Gersick, 1979). These findings on 

income and education are congruent with the court's 

traditional concern for the physical well-being of the child 

in determining custody. In those instances where the 

custody decision does not reach the legal system, the issue 

of which parent can best provide for the child's physical 

needs would favor the man of higher education and income. 

The broadened perspective on life that education affords may 

influence men to challenge traditional roles and seek 

custody of their children as well. 

One final interesting finding of a demographic nature 

relates to the man's family of origin. Gersick (1979) found 
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that custodial fathers appear to have been in a position to 

receive more nurturance. Custodial fathers are 

significantly more likely that non-custodial fathers to be a 

middle or last child in the family and have both brothers 

and sisters. Additionally, these men report having been 

closer to their mothers than fathers. As a result, their 

identification with a traditionally nurturing parent may be 

stronger. 

To further define characteristics of single fathers, a 

number of researchers have focused on certain aspects of the 

lifestyle in which they anticipated problems or concerns. 

For this information most have relied on self-report data. 

These issues have centered on household responsibilities, 

work, social and sexual relations, and relating to the 

emotional needs of the children. 

Most single fathers feel well-prepared and highly 

competent in managing day-to-day homemaking responsibilities 

(Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978). All studies reviewed report 

fathers having little problem in coping, and over 75 percent 

of the households do not receive any outside help from 

relatives or housekeepers (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Greene, 

1978; Mendes, 1976; Orthner et al., 1976; Risman, 1986; 

Smith & Smith, 1981). The major complaints are lack of time 

and daily responsibility for cooking (Mendes, 1976). 

However, fathers seem to elicit the help of their children 
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in these chores more and more as the children become older 

(Orthner et al., 1976). 

Researchers have been interested in how men's views 

about being single parents have affected the traditional 

male role of work. They have reached varying conclusions. 

While Orthner et al. (1976) found an overwhelming majority 

(88 percent) of their fathers to report no problems related 

to their jobs, others (Chang & Deinard, 1982; Keshet & 

Rosenthal, 1978; Smith & Smith, 1981) have found fathers 

acknowledging that their work careers had been hampered at 

least to some degree. One study (Greene, 1978) reported 

that 26 of 30 men in the sample kept their same jobs; 

however, nine of these made some change in hours. 

In terms of the father's social life, the picture is 

somewhat more complicated. Generally, these men report an 

active social life for themselves and describe it as 

unhampered by their children (Orthner et al., 1976). 

Nevertheless, they report that their social network changed 

from married persons, to other singles. They indicate other 

single persons, specifically single parents, are more 

supportive than married persons, regarding the additional 

responsibilities of single parenthood (Bartz & Witcher, 

1978). Despite reporting that their social life is not 

hampered, single parents, including single fathers, have 

clear attitudes concerning their sexual behavior as related 

to their children. While single fathers report positive 
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relationships and generally active sex lives (Bartz & 

Witcher, 1978), single parents tend to see the need for 

different standards of sexual behavior for themselves as 

parents than do childless singles. The majority of single 

fathers see cohabitation as unacceptable for themselves, 

their concerns being primarily related to maintaining 

stability for their children. More specifically, they view 

impermanent sexual relationships and cohabitation as 

disruptive to their children's lives (Orthner et al., 1976). 

Most researchers have reported that single fathers 

develop closer relationships with their children following 

the change to single status than before separation (Keshet & 

Rosenthal, 1978; Orthner et al., 1976; Smith & Smith, 1981). 

Many single male parents report having already been highly 

involved with their children while married (Smith & Smith, 

1981). Other researchers have found a mix of involvement 

and non-involvement in their samples (Greene, 1978; Mendes, 

1975; O'Brien, 1980). Gersick (1979) found no difference 

between custodial and non-custodial fathers in this respect. 

Consequently, it is difficult to know exactly what these 

findings mean about characteristics of the single custodial 

father. Some appear to be highly involved with their 

children during marriage, while others are not. Some appear 

able to meet the emotional needs of their children, while 

others have difficulty. Some differences among single 
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fathers are indicated in terms of their style of fathering 

and the antecedents of single parent status. 

Several studies have reported on the parental capacity 

of single fathers. Data that custodial fathers feel 

unprepared to meet the emotional needs of their children 

(Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978) suggest that men continue to be 

relatively uninvolved in meeting the child care role within 

the family during marriage. Lack of time and patience are 

common concerns expressed by single fathers (Bartz & 

Witcher, 1978; Orthner et al., 1976). At the same time, 

fathers report a change in their methods of discipline to a 

more relaxed, less authoritarian style (Bartz & Witcher, 

1978; Smith & Smith, 1981) upon becoming single parents; and 

one study indicated that fathers report better child 

behavior toward themselves than do custodial single mothers 

(Ambert, 1982). This information, coupled with the data 

that fathers feel closer to their children when they are the 

sole parent, indicates that fathers are flexible, can adapt 

to more expressive functions, and better meet the emotional 

needs of their children. 

One issue related to meeting the emotional needs of 

female children has been raised in the literature. This is 

the case of the single father raising his daughter. 

Indications are that about two thirds (2/3) of single 

fathers have custody of daughters (Mendes, 1976), and most 

feel that daughters should be treated the same as sons 
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(Orthner et al., 1976). However, these men appear to have 

special concerns related to the development of sexuality and 

tend to be more aware of their daughters' sexuality than 

that of their sons (Mendes, 1976) . It seems that in the 

cross-sexual parent-child relationships, men feel the least 

sure of themselves and tend to think that their wives are 

the better resources for adequate psychosexual development 

of their daughters. This subjective feeling of single 

fathers is supported objectively in the findings of Santrock 

and Warshak (1979), that children of cross-sex custody 

situations fair less well. 

Characteristics of single custodial fathers indicate 

they are a homogenous group in many ways, such as age, 

income, and education. However, there are characteristics 

on which they are very heterogeneous. Varying studies have 

found differences in terms of men's involvement with their 

children prior to single status, their capacity for meeting 

the emotional needs of their children, and the particular 

case of single fathers raising daughters. While these men 

have a number of important similarities, there are 

significant differences indicated as well. 

Role Adjustment 

Several of the studies already discussed have looked at 

adjustment to the role of single father (Chang & Deinard, 

1982; Gasser & Taylor, 1976; Mendes, 1975; Smith & Smith, 

1981) . How single fathers adjust to household management 
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and meeting children's emotional needs have been mentioned. 

Typically, they report few difficulties. However, 

adjustment to any major life change is a stressful 

process,and adjustment to the role of single parent may be 

difficult to distinguish from adjustment to becoming single. 

Research from the single parent literature in general 

suggests that stress in adjustment is more a function of 

marital disruption and becoming single than it is 

characteristic of being single (McLanahan, 1983) or being a 

single parent (Smith & Smith, 1981). In other words, there 

appear to be two distinct aspects of adjustment to single 

parenthood. One is the process of change of marital status, 

or becoming single. The other is the adjustment taking 

place relative to becoming a parent with sole 

responsibility. Research has highlighted the former. 

Kazak and Linney (1983) investigated three factors in 

single parent adjustment—a) the self-supporter role, b) 

social participant role, and c) the parent role. The first 

two are related to the adjustment of becoming single and the 

third is clearly adjustment to the role of single parent. 

Single women feel most competent and report easier 

adjustment in the single parent role, followed by the social 

participant role and the self-supporter role. For women the 

role shift to self-supporter with economic responsibilities 

is the most stressful (Kazak & Linney, 1983; Pearlin & 

Johnson, 1977). The economic pattern of single fathers with 
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their higher-than-average income (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; 

Chang & Deinard, 1982; Greene, 1978; Orthner et al., 1976) 

appears to be somewhat different. Men are typically already 

in the self-supporting role, and single parenthood 

represents no change in this regard. 

The social participation changes would seem to be more 

stressful for men. Participation in social activities has 

been found to relieve stress, and women tend to delay this 

adjustment process longer than men (Raschke, 1977). 

However, in the long run, women are more likely to seek 

social support than men (Chiriboga, Coho, Stein, & Roberts, 

1979) . These findings suggest that the pattern of 

adjustment may be somewhat different for single parent men 

from that of women, with social adjustments more difficult 

than economic adjustments. 

In terms of the parent role changes, the findings are 

mixed. As already discussed, some studies report custodial 

fathers as closer to their children (Orthner et al., 1976; 

Smith & Smith, 1981), while others report men feeling 

unprepared to meet emotional needs of their children (Keshet 

& Rosenthal, 1978). Some men may have more difficulty in 

this aspect of role adjustment than others. 

The adjustment process to becoming single appears to be 

similar for all, regardless of whether the cause is 

widowhood or divorce. Wiseman (1975) suggests that the 
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stages of divorce adjustment are similar to grief 

adjustment. He outlines these stages: 

1. Denial 

2. Loss and depression 

3. Anger and ambivalence 

4. Re-orientation of life style and identity 

5. Acceptance and integration 

Other formulations have been offered (Bohannon, 1970; 

Weiss, 1975); however, in review, all seem to have the 

following characteristics (Kolevson & Gottlieb, 1983): 

1. Awareness-disillusionment 

2. Separation 

3. Re-establishment of stable identity 

Evidence indicates that this process of becoming single 

and adjusting to the new single parent position takes about 

two years (Kolevson & Gottlieb, 1983; Wallerstein & Kelly, 

1980). Additional support for this two-year period comes 

from analysis of the entire single parent family. 

Hetherington et al. (1978) used interviews, structured 

diaries, behavior checklists, personality scales, and 

observations of parents and children at home and in the 

laboratory, to follow single parent families longitudinally 

over a two-year period after divorce. Their data indicate 

that the negative effects on parent-child relations in the 

period following marital disruption gradually diminish 

between one and two years after the disruption, and come to 
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more closely resemble relationship patterns of intact 

families. 

Certain variables have been found to correlate with 

positive adjustment. Economic success (Keith & Schafer, 

1982; Pearlin & Johnson, 1977; Spanier & Casto, 1979), 

positive relations and support from extended family (Pett, 

1982; Spanier & Casto, 1979), a nontraditional role 

orientation (Keith & Schafer, 1982), social interactions 

(Pett, 1982; Spanier & Casto, 1979), fewer and older 

children (Pearlin & Johnson, 1977), positive self image 

(Keith & Schafer, 1982; Pett, 1982), and choosing to divorce 

(Spanier & Casto, 1979) are all associated with positive 

adjustment. There has been some disagreement as to the 

effect of continued involvement of the non-custodial parent 

with children. Pett (1982) found involvement to be 

negatively correlated with divorce adjustment of the parent; 

however, Hetherington et al. (1978) indicate that disruption 

of family functioning is less extreme when the absent parent 

maintains contact with the children and cooperative parental 

relations ensue. It seems that continued involvement may 

make individual adjustment more difficult, but that overall 

familial adjustment, including the child, is facilitated by 

frequent, cooperative relations. 

Patterns of variables particular to the case of the 

single custodial father have been discussed by several 

investigators. Some have offered typologies of single 
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fathers. Many of these investigators have indicated how the 

typologies reflect differences in adjustment. 

Single Father Typologies 

To organize their data, some researchers have 

categorized single fathers. Typically, distinctions have 

been based on differentiating how men came to their single 

father status. Divorced versus widowed is one distinction 

that has been made to differentiate men in the single father 

role; however, only one study (Gasser & Taylor, 1976) has 

reported on the differences in characteristics of men based 

on this distinction. Others have attempted to develop a 

typology transcending this divorce/widow distinction. These 

typologies have been developed to help distinguish those men 

who have more difficulty in adjusting to their new role. 

In an early study, Mendes (1975) constructed a typology 

of single fathers based on the circumstances under which a 

man assumes the role of single father. According to this 

typology, there are two major types and two subtypes of 

single fathers along a dimension of choice. Mendes 

distinguished between seekers and assenters. Seekers are 

those fathers who sought and initiated single parenthood by 

actively pursuing custody of their children. Assenters are 

defined as not having sought single parent status, but 

acceding to circumstances or the wishes of others—e.g. 

wives, or relatives. Both types are further subdivided into 

aggressive or conciliatory categories. Aggressive seekers 
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are characterized by forceful action in obtaining custody of 

their children, often against the mothers' wishes. 

Conciliatory seekers are considered less forceful, and 

sought to win agreement of their wives through conciliatory 

discussion as to who should have custody. Aggressive 

assenters have had the single parent role forced upon them 

by persons or events. For example, a father whose wife had 

deserted the family is considered to be an aggressive 

assenter, as is the man who finds himself the sole parent 

due to the death of his spouse. Conciliatory assenters are 

described as not having sought custody, but agreeing to such 

circumstances as instigated by some outside person, usually 

their wives, in a manner to win the fathers' approval. This 

group may include the man whose wife considers herself 

unable to care for the children and enlists her husband's 

cooperation. 

Mendes (1975) interviewed in depth 32 single fathers to 

examine the psychosocial factors which led to the fathers 

becoming single and the continuing adjustments made in order 

to perform the new role. Data were reported based on her 

typology. Certain differences were noted. Demographically, 

her seekers were younger than the assenters, had been 

married a shorter time, were rearing fewer children, and had 

younger children. There were no differences found in 

socioeconomic status. 
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In general, Mendes' seekers had strong positive 

feelings about being fathers, and the role had been 

important to them since the birth of their children. These 

positive feelings had been enhanced by single parenthood, 

and they indicated a shift in primary role from a work 

orientation, while married, to a caretaking focus as single 

fathers. Seekers tended to have a high degree of 

interaction with their children over a wide range of 

activities. 

Aggressive seekers, or those who vigorously sought 

custody, were younger in age and were rearing younger 

children than any other group. These men were extremely 

determined to perform their role adequately and were 

somewhat defensive about their competency as parents. As a 

group they were opposed to remarriage and had been more 

frequently reared in divorced families themselves. 

Conciliatory seekers, those who sought custody with spousal 

consent, were somewhat less intense about their 

relationships with their children and motivated by a 

perception that their wives were significantly deficient in 

some aspect of their maternal role. Because of the period 

of negotiation, they were able to gradually assume the role 

of single parent and avoid crisis. Conciliatory seekers 

were found to be more socially isolated than aggressive 

seekers. 
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Mendes (1975) found that her assenters did not 

necessarily enjoy the paternal role. Their father-child 

relationships prior to single parenthood were mixed, ranging 

from high enjoyment to displeasure. They were more likely 

to view childcare as the domain of their wives and felt 

generally unprepared to meet the emotional and physical 

needs of their children. 

Aggressive assenters, or those who had single 

fatherhood thrust upon them, could be further divided into 

widowed and divorced. The divorced group tended to be 

particularly angry and resentful. When married, this type 

derived only moderate to little personal satisfaction from 

the paternal role, and interactions with children were 

limited. They demonstrated the least number of caretaking 

functions in the single parent role. For widowers, 

relationships with their children were good to excellent, 

but unlike seekers, expressed a primary attachment to their 

deceased wives rather than their children. They were 

motivated by their need to reduce the disruption in their 

family. Although interactions with children increased upon 

single parenthood, the range of activities tended to be less 

than that of seekers, but more than other assenters. 

Widowed assenters had limited social lives, although they 

expressed positive sentiments about remarriage. 

Others have utilized Mendes' typology in the study of 

single custodial fathers. Greene (1978) interviewed 30 men 
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to explore demographic and psycho-social factors that led 

them to assume their atypical role and adjustment. She 

found some different characteristics for her seekers and 

assenters than did Mendes (1975). (She did not further 

categorize men into conciliatory or aggressive types.) In 

contrast to Mendes (1975), Greene (1978) found, in her 

sample, seekers to be older than assenters, to have been 

married longer than assenters, and to have no differences in 

ages of their children. Like Mendes, she found no 

socioeconomic differences. Greene further classified her 

fathers as "Good", "Adequate", and "Fair" based on 

interviewer ratings. Based on this classification, seekers 

were rated as better fathers than assenters. This roughly 

corresponds to Mendes' assessment that seekers were more 

positively adjusted to the role of single custodial father. 

Utilizing Mendes' typology, Hanson (1981) investigated 

the parent-child relationships of 37 single fathers, using 

interviews, questionnaires, and two parent-child rating 

scales. Results support earlier findings that seekers 

regard their relationships with their children as positive 

more so than assenters and were rated by the investigator as 

having more positive relationships with their children. 

There appear to be some trends in the single father 

literature, as well as some inconsistencies, using this 

typology. Those men, who in some way seek the role of 

custodial parent, tend to speak more positively about 
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parenthood than those assenting to the role. 

Demographically, however, results are mixed, with various 

studies indicating different results as to the relative age, 

length of marriage, and socioeconomic status of seekers and 

assenters. 

The Mendes (1975) typology can be criticized from two 

perspectives. First, there is ambiguity in her use of the 

one category, aggressive assenter, where she includes men 

who have been widowed and deserted. These would seem to be 

very different circumstances, and men who have been deserted 

would seem to have some critical differences from men who, 

by chance, were widowed. In fact, after grouping them 

together, Mendes goes on to report data that indicate 

differences in terms of relationships with children and 

satisfaction with marriage. One must question the 

appropriateness or validity of this category if clear 

differences are then indicated. 

A second criticism can be made on the basis of no clear 

distinction between seekers and assenters when conciliatory 

negotiations aire involved. With both conciliatory seekers 

and conciliatory assenters, there is open discussion between 

spouses to determine the most appropriate parent for primary 

care. There can be a fine distinction between choosing 

custody and agreeing that one would provide the better 

parenting. Whether one initiates an idea or simply agrees 

to its logic seems secondary to the capacity for 
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conciliatory negotiation in the face of conflict and 

difficulty. One could argue that all men who have 

continuing negotiations with ex-wives concerning child 

custody might be more appropriately grouped together. 

O'Brien (1980) has offered another typology. Based on 

interview data of 59 single fathers in London, O'Brien 

categorized fathers as conciliatory negotiators, hostile 

seekers. and passive acceptors. Conciliatory negotiators 

are men who come to the decision of custodial parenthood via 

involved, amicable discussions with their wives. The 

outcome of these negotiations is that both parents consider 

the children to be best served by living with and primarily 

cared for by the fathers. Hostile seekers are men who 

choose to become single custodial parents irrespective of 

the wishes of the mothers and force their wives to accept 

the decision. Passive acceptors can be described as men who 

passively accede to the desertion of the children by their 

wives. They have little or no choice but to take over 

childcare because the wives allowed for virtually no 

discussion of the matter. 

O'Brien (1980) found conciliatory negotiators to have 

higher socioeconomic status (75 percent were in professional 

or managerial occupations). Their marriages were 

egalitarian relationships, they maintained regular contact 

with their ex-wives, and they supported mother-child 

contact. They shared extensively in the physical and 
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emotional care of their children before and after separation 

and showed strong positive feelings about parenthood. 

Hostile seekers were motivated to retain custody of 

their children more by revenge against unfaithful wives, 

rather than a strong desire to maintain a relationship with 

their children. The children were pawns in a struggle for 

control or punishment of the men's wives, who wronged them 

by infidelity or rejection. This may explain the 

defensiveness Mendes (1975) found in many of her aggressive 

seekers. These men were less likely to have a positive, 

care-taking role with their children prior to separation. 

Socioeconomically, they were heterogeneous. Hostile seekers 

were married the shortest time and showed more conflicts 

between their roles as men and roles as fathers. 

Passive acceptors became lone fathers following 

desertion. They tended to be personally devastated by the 

desertion and maintained little contact with their ex-wives. 

They were socioeconomically less advantaged as a group and 

cared for more children. Although these men had frequent 

childcare responsibilities prior to separation, they felt 

inadequate in the role as care-taker and had the most 

negative sentiments about their single parent role. 

Additionally, O'Brien reported that divorced men who were 

considered passive acceptors expressed sentiments that were 

very similar to widowers in her sample. Both experienced a 

sudden change in their marital situation for which they were 
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unprepared. This contrasts somewhat with Mendes' (1975) 

findings about differences in divorced and widowed 

assenters; however, it argues for grouping thexn together. 

The Mendes (1975) and O'Brien (1980) typologies bear 

important similarities as well as differences. They appear 

to be comparable in an important way. A direct comparison 

can be diagrammed as in Figure 1 (Appendix A). On one end, 

the men are actively and vigorously pursuing custody of 

their children while on the other end they are passive 

recipients of their children due to the actions or decisions 

of others. Both typologies suggest various strategies and 

circumstances by which men arrive at the custodial single 

parent role. 

Two other categorizations have been offered in the 

literature as well. One makes a different distinction 

between single fathers but shows similarities in 

characteristics to the two typologies mentioned above. In 

an interview study investigating differences in 26 men who 

sought custody of their children (all seekers), Turner 

(1984) found differences between men based on whether they 

sought custody at the time of the break—up or some time 

later (two years on average). Differences were outlined in 

the father-child relationship and in the marital 

relationship as well. 

In the father-child relationship, fathers who sought 

custody immediately had been closer to their children during 
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their marriages, were more pleased with the pregnancy, 

involved in the birth, infant, and child care, and more 

inclined to seek custody for reasons of maintaining a close 

relationship with their children than those who waited. 

Fathers who waited were less involved with children during 

marriage, and more inclined to seek custody for reasons of 

anger at visitation denial or poor parenting by the mother. 

In terms of the marital relationship itself, fathers 

who sought custody immediately were inclined to see the 

marriage as good at first, feel the separation as a major 

loss, want reconciliation, maintain amicable relationships, 

and view mother-child contact as positive more than fathers 

who waited to seek custody. Fathers who sought custody 

later viewed the marital relationship much more negatively. 

Turner's (1984) men who sought custody immediately tend 

to be like O'Brien's (1980) conciliatory negotiators and 

Mendes' (1975) seekers. Men who waited to seek custody had 

similarities to hostile seekers, passive acceptors, and 

assenters. 

In still another study, Greif (1985) outlined three 

profiles of fathers' paths to custody. These profiles bear 

some resemblance to Mendes' and O'Brien's typologies though 

all three profiles are of fathers seeking custody. 

In the first profile, custody is agreed upon by the 

divorcing spouses, as is the divorce itself. This father 

wants to raise his children but does not pursue custody 
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vigorously as he feels his wife is an adequate mother. This 

profile emphasizes the conciliatory nature of the 

arrangement and is similar to Mendes' conciliatory seekers 

and O'Brien's negotiator. 

The second profile is of the man who divorced because 

of his wife's infidelity. He wants to raise his children to 

maintain a sense of family, for revenge, and because he 

considers his wife immoral and/or incompetent. This man 

moved into parenting responsibilities before divorce and is 

similar to hostile or aggressive seeker. 

In the third profile, the man assumes custody because 

of his wife's problems and/or abandonment. He takes care of 

his children because he feels they need him to fill the void 

left by the mother. In this profile the mother relinquishes 

custody, changes her mind, and the man seeks to retain his 

children. Although he is seeking custody, in many ways this 

man is similar to the assenter. Grief's profiles are 

ill-defined, and there is much overlap in the description of 

circumstances. Moreover, he uses his profiles only as 

anecdotal summaries, and does not analyze his data based on 

these profiles. 

Mendes' typology has been supported by its repeated use 

in the literature (Greene, 1978; Hanson, 1981). Others have 

apparently found it to be useful in clarifying their data. 

However, it can be criticized for grouping divorced and 

widowed single fathers into aggressive assenters and then 
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explicating differences between them. O'Brien's category of 

passive acceptors also includes both; however, she notes a 

number of similarities in her sample in how widowed and 

divorced passive acceptors express feelings about their 

circumstances. O'Brien makes a better case for her grouping 

in this regard. 

The second criticism of Mendes' typology, concerning 

the fine distinction between seekers and assenters, is 

better answered by O'Brien's typology. Mendes' aggressive 

seekers tended to have negative feelings about marriage and 

frequent defensiveness about their relationships with their 

children. This indicates that her seekers category may be 

including men who were bitter and aggressively seeking 

custody of children due to hostility like O'Brien's hostile 

seekers and Turner's late seekers. O'Brien's conciliatory 

negotiator grouping is more consistent with dimensions of 

marital relationship style, degree of continued conflict, 

and an overall measure of expressiveness to other family 

members. Conciliatory negotiators had the most positive 

relationships with children and continued working 

relationships with ex-wives. This is consistent with 

Turner's immediate seekers who were motivated to maintain 

relationships with their children. Again, this conciliatory 

negotiator grouping seems consistent with findings from the 

comparative custodial studies that low levels of continued 
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parental conflict is the most salient predictor of positive 

adjustment in children. 

Those men who react to dissolution of their marriage by 

asserting control, on one end of a continuum, would appear 

to be different from those who passively respond to the 

change on the other end. Even the time at which those who 

seek custody actually do so seems to distinguish 

circumstances (Turner, 1984). Immediate custody-seeking 

appears related to a positive choice to have custody. 

Characteristics of early seekers are consistent with 

maintaining close relationships with children as opposed to 

late seekers being consistent with anger and revenge. It 

further seems reasonable that those men who negotiate 

custody through conciliatory agreement would be different 

from those who act or react in isolation. 

Purpose of Study 

Research into the characteristics of the single father 

has been simply descriptive, and the reliability of such 

findings is heavily dependent on consistent interviewer 

style and schedule of questions. Moreover, findings have 

largely been presented in terms of percentages of the sample 

having various characteristics. Consequently, the validity 

of such findings is open to challenge. These typologies 

have been based solely on the descriptive property of the 

circumstances and estimating categories. Indications are 

that these men are different in some ways; however, the 
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validity of such a typology is biased by the researcher's 

theoretical position and experience with the sample. There 

is a recognized need in the single father literature for 

qualitative and quantitative research to reach a better 

conceptual understanding of this group of parents (Hanson, 

1985). 

The issue becomes one of determining which set of 

circumstances and/or grouping of variables is empirically 

the most valid categorization to make. To date, the 

validity of any typology has not been established 

empirically. Researchers have reviewed circumstances, 

compiled data, and marked boundaries. Aspects of each 

typology have face validity, and the similarities across 

typologies, such as the seeking to assenting continuum 

(Figure 1), offers some consensual validation, but the 

empirically established construct validity of types of 

single custodial fathers would firmly establish the 

usefulness of identifying single men, and lead toward 

identifying at-risk groups for difficulty in adjusting to 

the single custodial father role. 

The purposes of this study were twofold. The first 

purpose was to empirically validate a typology of single 

custodial fathers based on variables discussed in the 

literature as characteristics of the single father. Since 

such a typology was expected to be useful in identifying 

persons at risk for difficulty in adjusting to the single 
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father role, the second purpose was to determine whether 

typological groupings predicted adjustment to the role of 

single father. 

Personality Variables 

Another recognized need in the literature is for 

investigation of the personality characteristics of single 

fathers as these relate to typologies. Greene (1978) has 

called for research to attempt to differentiate personality 

traits of seekers and assenters. While this may be 

premature, in that seekers and assenters may not be the most 

valid distinction, the concept of personality traits as 

logically related to differentiating men and their 

circumstances is well—taken. It seems reasonable to assume 

that the strategies, choices, and circumstances by which 

these men become single parents are not isolated from the 

strategies, choices, and circumstances by which they entered 

marriage, became fathers, ended marriages, or made various 

other decisions throughout their lives to this point. Such 

characteristics should broaden the base of information with 

which to validate a typology. A broad range personality 

measure that taps several personality dimensions would be 

useful in making these distinctions. 

The Sixteen Personality Factors Questionnaire (Cattell, 

Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970) has a number of personality 

dimensions that are relevant to the circumstances of single 

fathers in order to validate a typology of these men. 
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Factor A, "cool, impersonal, detached" vs "warm, outgoing, 

participating" is consistent with the characteristics of 

conciliatory negotiation and expressiveness. Factor E, 

"dominance" vs "submission" is related to a seeker and 

assenter dimension, if indeed this is the more relevant and 

empirically valid distinction. Persons high on Factor E 

show more effective role interaction, participation, 

boldness, and courage (Cattell et al., 1970). Factor H, 

"bold" vs "shy" would differentiate between men more likely 

initiate an atypical role for themselves, such as taking 

on the responsibility of single parenthood. Factor N, 

"forthrightness" vs "shrewdness" is a dimension related to a 

distinction between men who openly seek custody aggressively 

and those who do so diplomatically and with calculation. 

Persons high on Factor N are shrewd, alert to social 

reactions, analytical, and goal directed. Persons low on 

this factor favor complete directness (Cattell et al., 

1970). Factor Ql, "liberal" vs "conservative" refers to a 

dimension of willingness to challenge traditional ideas. 

Persons high in Ql are questioning and experiment with 

problem solutions (Cattell et al., 1970). Factor Q2, 

"group-oriented" vs "self-sufficiency" is related to the 

conciliatory vs independent nature of single father 

circumstances. Persons high in Q2 make their own decisions, 

while those low in Q2 go along with the group and seek 

social approval (Cattell et al., 1970). These have a 
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logical connection to the proposed typologies and are useful 

dimensions with which to establish a valid typology. 

More specific personality dimensions, as well, are 

logically related to types of single fathers. One is locus 

of control. In a theoretical statement introducing the 

construct, Rotter describes choice behavior: 

A generalized attitude, belief, or expectancy regarding 

the nature of the causal relationship between one's own 

behavior and its consequences might affect a variety of 

behavioral choices in broad base of life situations. 

Such generalized expectancies act to determine choice 

behavior along with the value of potential 

reinforcement (Rotter, 1966, p. 2) 

The locus of control concept is concerned with the 

degree to which an individual feels he can exercise personal 

control over his environment or the degree to which his fate 

is determined by external factors. An individual with an 

internal locus of control feels in personal control of his 

fate, while the individual that considers his fate in the 

hands of others or due to chance is said to have an external 

locus of control. Seeking custody is related to an internal 

locus of control, while accepting custody is related to an 

external control. 

Research has indicated that internals are more likely 

to be clear in their values, know what they want, and be 

more decisive concerning the relevance of information 
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(McKinney, 1975). Seekers (Hanson, 1981; Mendes, 1975) and 

conciliatory negotiators are clearer on their values as 

parents. Internals make better use of relevant information 

in the process of decision-making (Phares, 1968) . This 

contrasts with passive acceptors, who often report being 

unaware that their wives were considering leaving (O'Brien, 

1980). Internals are more influenced by the argument rather 

than the status of the speaker as are externals (Ritchie & 

Phares, 1969). Conciliatory negotiators' feelings for their 

wives may be more influential than the reasoning itself in 

the decision to have custody. Locus of control has been 

found to be a moderator of stress. Depression and anxiety 

are more strongly associated with negative life events for 

externals (Johnson & Sarason, 1978). A belief in the 

ability to influence events leads to reduced stress. 

Perhaps seeking custody is one way to re-establish control 

in a stressful time. 

Another personality dimension with potential for 

differentiating types of single fathers is based on a 

conceptualization of traditional roles within the family. 

Parsons (Parsons & Bales, 1955) dichotomized socialization 

roles within the family into expressive functions and 

instrumental functions. Expressive functions within the 

family are those that have to do with care and nurturance. 

There is an inward focus to this role. Being responsive to 

the needs of others, mediating conflict, developing a sense 
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of unity, and loving are all activities under the expressive 

function. Instrumental role functions are those concerned 

with connecting the familial social network to the society 

as a whole. Obtaining goods from the society in the form of 

employment and dealing with external demand or threat are 

good examples. Women traditionally perform primarily 

expressive functions and men instrumental ones. In the 

single parent family, whether the parent is male or female, 

one adult is responsible for both roles, and research 

indicates both males and females in single parent families 

may use more instrumental than expressive behaviors 

(Rasmussen, 1975). 

How a man performs an expressive role in the care of 

his children has been an area of investigation in the single 

father literature. More specifically, the degree to which 

he performed expressive behaviors prior to separation 

appears to be a characteristic that distinguishes seekers 

and/or conciliatory negotiators on one hand, from assenters 

or aggressive seekers and passive acceptors on the other. 

Men who reported higher levels of expressive functions in 

child care during marriage were more likely to be classified 

as seekers (Greene, 1978; Mendes, 1975) or conciliatory 

negotiators (O'Brien, 1980). Consequently, a measure of 

expressiveness and instrumentality was expected to 

differentiate groups in empirical validation of a typology. 
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Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I. The O'Brien typology was expected to be 

the most empirically valid typology of single fathers. The 

three categories are most consistent with findings in the 

literature and the proposed personality variables. Factor 

analysis of personal variables and personality factors was 

expected to support the tri-partite grouping of hostile 

seekers, conciliatory negotiators, and passive acceptors as 

defined by O'Brien (1980). 

Hostile seekers were expected to have shorter length of 

marriage, be motivated for custody by revenge, show low 

involvement with children while married, be high in 

instrumentality, and locus of control based on powerful 

others. They were expected to be more impersonal, dominant, 

bold, forthright, conservative, and self-sufficient. 

Conciliatory negotiators were expected to have higher 

socioeconomic status, have an internal locus of control, and 

be more focused on expressive behaviors in relationship to 

their children and ex-wives before and after single parent 

status. They were expectd to feel competent in the role of 

caretaker. Finally, they were expected to be more warm and 

participating, shrewd, liberal, and group-oriented. 

Passive acceptors were expected to have lower 

socioeconomic status, feel incompetent, and have negative 

sentiments about their single parent role. Locus of control 

was expected to be defined by chance factors and powerful 
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others. It was believed that acceptors would be submissive, 

shy, and conservative. The expected factor structure is 

presented in Figure 2 (Appendix A). 

Hypothesis II. Typological categorization was expected 

to predict adjustment levels. It was anticipated that 

conciliatory negotiators would have the most improved and 

most positive adjustment to the single father role within 

two years after assuming the role. They would be followed 

by hostile seekers. Passive acceptors would show the 

poorest adjustment and least improvement. 



41 

CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Subjects 

The subjects consisted of a sample of 87 single 

custodial fathers, with primary groupings of men in three 

geographic areas: midwest, southwest, and northwest United 

States. A single custodial father was defined as a male 

with sole and primary custodial responsibility of one or 

more children at least 50 percent of the time. The children 

were his biological offspring by one or more former 

marriages, with him by adoption through marriage, or by 

independent legal adoption. The marital status of 

respondents included divorced, separated, widowed, or never 

married. Subjects were contacted primarily through single 

parent organizations, attorneys, newsletters, and word of 

mouth. The exact return rate is unknown. Questionnaires 

were often distributed several at a time to organization 

leaders and attorneys, who agreed to pass them along to 

participants. How many were actually disseminated is not 

known. With direct contact by the researcher, the agreement 

to participate was nearly unanimous and the return rate 

approximately 85 percent, with one follow-up call. 

Participants received Instructions (Appendix B), Consent to 
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Participate Form (Appendix C), and the Single Father 

Questionnaire (Appendix D). After the initial 36 

questionnaires were received, the Supplemental Single Father 

Questionnaire—Work Issues (Appendix E) was included. 

Men in the study were an average age of 39.7 years and 

had an average annual income of $39,600. Income was highly 

variable, with 10 percent of the men having reported earning 

over $65,000 per year (S.D. = $30,700). They were 

well-educated, averaging fifteen years of education; 49 

percent of the men had earned a college degree or more. 

Only 3 percent of the respondents had not completed high 

school. The vast majority (92 percent) of the respondents 

were separated or divorced, four men were widowed, and three 

had never married. Two-thirds of the men maintained sole 

legal custody, 29 percent had joint custody, and 3 percent 

reported that their wives were legal custodians. Excluding 

one man who had adopted over 30 children, the men in the 

sample reported caring for a mean of 1.9 children, .7 

female, and 1.2 males. The majority of the men (74 percent) 

were caring for all of their children, while the sample mean 

percentage of children cared for was 87.2 percent. The mean 

length of time the men had been in their single custodial 

role was 4.2 years. 

The sample was very much like previous research 

samples, except for income, which was a higher reported mean 

level. Variability and time of sampling may contribute to 
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the higher dollar figure. Additionally, the nature of the 

volunteer sample would suggest higher income and higher 

level of education than the overall population of single 

fathers. 

Materials 

Single Father Questionnaire. Demographic and personal 

variables, such as the man's ratings of relationship to his 

wife and children, reasons for becoming single, and reasons 

for obtaining custody were obtained through the Single 

Father Questionnaire (Appendix D) and the Supplemental 

Single Father Questionaire—Work Issues (Appendix E), 

hereafter referred to simply as the Single Father 

Questionnaire. 

Levenson Locus of Control Scale. Locus of control was 

measured with the Levenson Locus of Control Scale (Levenson, 

1974). The scale consists of three subscales—Internal, 

Powerful Others, and Chance. Internal consistency 

reliabilities are comparable with those obtained by Rotter 

(1966) in the original scale. Split-half and test-retest 

figures are in the range of .62 to .78. Validity appears to 

be especially strong in males in terms of correlation with 

measures of active involvement (Levenson, 1974). 

Bern Sex Role Inventory, Short Form. The Bern Sex Role 

Inventory (Bern, 1981) is a widely used measure of sex role. 

It categorizes individuals as Feminine, Masculine, 

Androgynous, or Undifferentiated; however, it has been 
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characterized as more a measure of instrumentality and 

expressiveness than as a measure of sex role (Spence & 

Helmreich, 1980). The Bern has been used previously in 

single parent investigations and found to discriminate. 

Male single parents were found to be either more masculine 

or more androgynous than the general adult normative sample 

(Kurdek & Siesky, 1980). The Bern inventory is based on an 

individual's subscription to adjectives or characteristics. 

The Short Form consists of 30 items. Internal consistency 

reliability on the original normative sample is in the range 

of .84 to .90 for various categories, and test-retest 

reliability is in the range of .76 to .91. 

Sixteen Personality Factors Ouestionaire. Form C. The 

Sixteen Personality Factors Questionnaire. Form C (Cattell, 

Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970) was used as a broad range 

personality measure. The Sixteen PF is a frequently used 

and well-researched objective personality inventory. It is 

based on a series of factor analytic studies designed to 

isolate basic personality dimensions rather than profiles of 

psychopathology. Test re-test reliabilities of various 

factors range from .89 to .60, and validity coefficients for 

Form C range from .74 to .49 across factors (Cattell et al., 

1970). Of particular interest for this study, as noted 

previously, are Factors A (Cool vs Warm), E (Submissive vs 

Dominant), H (Shy vs Bold), N (Forthright vs Shrewd), Q1 
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(Conservative vs Experimenting), and Q2 (Group-oriented vs 

Self-sufficient). 

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. The response 

tendency toward socially desirable answers has long been a 

concern in self-report measures (Edwards, 1957). 

Researchers have found the Marlowe-Crowne Social 

Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) useful as a 

moderating variable in subsequent analysis. Consequently, 

this instrument was included as a control for the social 

desirability response set and as a personality variable 

measuring approval seeking (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964), concern 

with relationship to others (Marsh, Antill, & Cunningham, 

1987), self-deception (Paulhus, 1984), and sense of 

well-being (Carstenson & Cone, 1983). 

Three separate instruments were used as measures of 

adjustment to cover several areas of adjustment to single 

fatherhood. 

General Well-Beinq Schedule. The General Well-Beinq 

Schedule (Fazio, 1977) is a thirty-three item self-report 

instrument that assesses subjective feelings of well-being 

and distress. It has a test-retest reliability of .85. 

Validation research has demonstrated good correlation with 

anxiety measures (average r = .64) and measures of 

depression (average r = .69) (Fazio, 1977). Depression has 

been a widely used measure of single parent adjustment 

(Keith & Schafer, 1982; Kolevson & Gottlieb, 1983), and the 
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GWB Schedule has the advantage of correlating well with 

measures of depression, while being a broader measure of 

well-being. It has been used previously as a measure of 

adjustment in single parent research as well (Pett, 1982) . 

Impact of Event Scale. A second adjustment measure 

focused specifically on the event of becoming single. The 

Impact of Event Scale (Horowitz & Wilner, 1980) was 

developed to measure the current self-reported distress 

related to a specific event. For this study two separate 

events were considered: becoming single and becoming a 

single parent. The scale consists of sixteen statements 

derived from statements most frequently made by distressed 

persons who had experienced recent serious life events. 

Respondents endorse these statements depending on the degree 

to which the items are true for them. Two scales are 

derived. One measures difficulty avoiding thought of the 

event, and the other measures problems with intrusive 

thoughts of the event. Test-retest reliability has been 

demonstrated to be .87 (Horowitz & Wilner, 1980). 

Parental Stress Subscale. Structure of Coping Scale. 

The third measure of adjustment, specific to the role of 

parenthood, was the Parental Stress Subscale of the 

Structure of Coping Scale (Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). This 

subscale is a self-report instrument that measures the 

respondent's experience of emotional upset at his or her 

role as a parent. It consists of seven items derived from 
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2300 interviews and adjective checklists. Subjects indicate 

on a four point Likert scale the degree to which they 

ascribe to a series of seven statements. Since the 

Structure of Coping Scale is experimental, no validity or 

reliability data are available. 

Preliminary Analyses 

A number of variables were combined from the Single 

Father Questionnaire to form second-order variables for the 

purpose of reducing the number of variables for Q factor 

analysis and increasing the chances of finding a meaningful 

single father typology. Education and occupational levels 

were combined into a Socioeconomic Status variable, to 

establish a variable which reflected a level of 

socioeconomic class, independent of income, and allowed for 

achievement through a combination of education and 

occupational success. Previously, only education level had 

been explored in studies of single custodial fathers. A 

number of parent-child relationship ratings were combined to 

establish a generalized degree of involvement with the 

child. A closeness to child rating, emotional involvement 

rating, amount of leisure time spent with child, frequency 

of reading to child, physical care of child, and frequency 

of putting child to bed were thus combined for an 

Involvement With Child variable. Combining these six 

variables into one reduced the weighting of a number of 

variables conceptually similar to a level equal with other 
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demographic and personality variables in the Q factor 

analysis. The degree of satisfaction with wife's emotional 

care of the child was combined with satisfaction with 

physical care of child to form a general Satisfaction With 

Wife's Care variable. 

Next, subjects were assigned a characterization within 

the Mendes and O'Brien typologies in order to compare 

findings of the typology developed in the present study with 

previous characterizations. Assignments were based on 

answers to several items from the Single Father 

Questionnaire. Item #40, reason for talcing custody, was the 

primary source for this decision. Response 1 (My spouse and 

I decided together) weighed heavily on being assigned a 

conciliatory status. Response 2 (Custody was decided for me 

by others or circumstances) led to an acceptor or assenter 

status. Responses 3 (Maintain close relationship with 

child) and 4 (Felt I was a better parent) suggested seeker 

status, while responses 5 (Response to restriction or denial 

of visitation) and 6 (Anger at wife and attempt to hurt her) 

suggested aggressive or hostile seeker assignment. Items 

#32-34, reasons for becoming single, were used as adjunct 

information. Endorsing the importance of a wife wanting to 

explore other interests, infidelity, and abandonment in 

becoming single weighed on assignment to an 

acceptor/assenter status. Endorsing responses 1 (Very good) 

and 2 (Good) on items #36-38, concerning feelings about the 



49 

man's wife, influenced the assignment toward a conciliatory 

type. On item #39, endorsing satisfaction with a wife's 

care of the child(ren), response 1 (Satisfied) influenced 

assignment to an acceptor/assenter status. Finally, 

responses to item #41, initiator of separation, were 

considered. Endorsement of response 1 (Yours) [respondent], 

contributed to seeker status; endorsement of response 2 

(You) and wife together [joint], contributed to conciliatory 

status; and endorsement of response 3 (Wife's), contributed 

to acceptor/assenter assignment. 

To further reduce the number of variables for factor 

analysis (see below), thereby enhancing the chances of 

identifying a meaningful single father typology, a 

preliminary Pearson product-moment correlational analysis 

was conducted with all continuous data. All variables not 

showing significant (e < .05) correlation of at least r = 

.30 with any other variable were eliminated. Correlations 

accounting for less than 10% of the variance would be, at 

best, marginally useful in grouping individuals into a 

meaningful typology (Tabachnik & Fidell, 1989). The 

variables selected for Q factor analysis by the above 

criteria for analysis are presented in Figure 3. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Analysis of the data consisted of four phases. First, 

the Q Factor Analysis grouped individuals based on the 

pattern of variance of the selected variables for the 

establishment of an empirically based typology. Second, 

group differences were analyzed in a series of MANOVAs and 

Chi-squares. As an adjunct to the MANOVAs, a series of R 

factor analyses was conducted to reduce variables and 

develop meaningful factor scores, which were analyzed via 

MANOVA for group differences. Third, discriminant function 

analysis explored variables useful in predicting membership 

in the newly established groups and the Mendes and O'Brien 

typologies. Finally, results of the adjustment measures 

were analyzed in repeated measures MANOVA. 

0 Factor Analysis 

Ratio, interval, and ordinal data (see Figure 3) from 

the Single Father Questionnaire and personality instruments 

were submitted as cases in a Q type factor analysis. In 

contrast to the more familiar R factor analysis, where 

relationships between variables observed across individual 

cases is the object, the Q type factor analysis treats 

variables as cases and the individual cases as the 
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observations to be grouped. This analysis groups 

individuals based on the pattern of covariance of variables, 

using the chosen variables as parameters. 

The principal components Q factor analysis of selected 

variables extracted two group factors. (See Table E - 1.) 

Factor I had an eigenvalue of 83.165, which accounted for 

95.6 percent of the variance, and Factor II had an 

eigenvalue of 1.919, which accounted for an additonal 2.2 

percent of the variance for a total for the two factors of 

97.8 percent of the over-all variance. Varimax rotation 

converged into two nearly equal groupings of individuals 

corresponding to the two extracted factors: Group (Factor) 

I, N = 46, Group (Factor) II, N = 41. Individual loadings 

on the two factors range from a distinctly high loading on 

one factor and low on the other factor, as exemplified by 

Case 74, to equal loadings on both factors, such as with 

Case 34. A plot diagram of factor loadings, Figure 4, 

indicates that the two factor grouping forms a fairly steady 

continuum from one factor to the other. The two groups are 

clearly not orthogonal, but rather appear to share a common 

continuum with each case loading, at least to some degree, 

on each factor group. 

MANOVA Analysis 

The above two factor groups, as determined by Q 

factor analysis, were utilized in a series of MANOVAs 

designed to specify group differences. Due to large amounts 
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of missing data, variables were grouped for MANOVA based on 

the amount of data available for different variables, so as 

to maximize the information in the available data. Three 

separate MANOVAs were conducted on continuous data from the 

Single Father Questionnaire and personality variables. 

Results of the first MANOVA, involving variables with 

the most complete data (N = 80), are reported in Table 

E - 2. This table shows only those variables with 

differences at the e < .10 level. Results reveal highly 

significant differences in this set of 34 variables 

(£(34, 45) = 4.569, £ < .001). Univariate tests revealed 

that Group I is significantly older (M = 41.7 years) than 

Group II (M = 37.3 years) (F(1, 78) = 6.433, £ = .013) and 

was married significantly longer, (M = 12.8 years and M = 

9.3 years, respectively) (F(lf 7 8) = 8.200, p = .005). 

Socioeconomically, the two groups are different. Group I 

was significantly higher on this variable than Group II, 

indicating the respondents in Group I have more years of 

education and/or work in higher status occupations 

(£(1, 78) = 4.368, p = .040). A family of origin variable 

also distinguished the two groups as indicated by this 

MANOVA. Group II has sigificantly more siblings, M = 4.5, 

than Group I, It - 3.5 (F(lf 7 8) = 4.20, e = .044). 

A number of the differences involved show how the two 

groups evaluated their relationship to their children. 

Group II regarded their role as father more prominently in 
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their lives than Group I (F(lf 7 8) = 8.81, e = .004), and 

they were also more likely to describe themselves as more 

actively involved in caring for their children while still 

married (F(X/ 78j = 9.59, E = .003). On the other hand, 

Group I more strongly desired having children in the first 

place than Group II (E(i, 78) " 7.27, E - .009). 

One reason for becoming single showed group 

differences. Group II is more likely to regard their wives 

as having abandoned them than does Group I ( F ^ 73j = 6.15, 

E = .015). 

Two personality variables showed significant 

differences between groups. Group II scored significantly 

higher on the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale than 

Group I (F(if 78) = 94.45, E > .001). Group II scored 

higher than the mean of 14 (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960); and 

Group I scored lower, indicating that Group II is more 

inclined to give socially desirable responses than average, 

while Group I is less inclined than average. The second 

personality variable is the Bern Femininity score. Group II 

scored significantly higher on femininity than did Group I 

(E(l, 78) = 5.94, £ = .017). 

Significant results of the second MANOVA, involving the 

variables with moderately complete data (N = 54), are 

reported in Table E - 3. This table includes all 

differences at the e < >10 level. The second MANOVA with 25 

variables was statistically significant (F(25, 28) = 2.087, 
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E = .031). Four Sixteen PF personality variables were found 

to show statistically significant differences between Group 

I and Group II. Group I was significantly lower on Sixteen 

PF A than Group II (£^i/ 52) = 9.86, e = .003), indicating 

Group I to be more cool and reserved, compared to Group II 

being more warm and outgoing. Likewise, Group I was also 

significantly lower on Sixteen PF C than Group II 

(£(1, 52) = 5.23, p = .026), indicating Group I to be more 

easily annoyed or affected by feelings, while Group II is 

more emotionally stable. On Sixteen PF N, Group I scored 

significantly higher than Group II (E(i, 52) = 8.60, 

E = .005), indicating the former to be more calculating and 

shrewd, with Group II being more forthright and open. 

Finally, Group I was significantly higher on Sixteen PF 0 

than Group II (E(i, 52) = 10.78, e = .002), suggesting Group 

I to be more apprehensive, insecure, and guilt-prone, and 

Group II to be more secure and self-assured. On one 

additional variable, the man's degree of satisfaction with 

his wife's care of their children prior to separation, 

differences were apparent, but not at commonly accepted 

statistical levels. Fathers of Group I appeared to be more 

satisfied with their wives' care of children than men of 

Group II (F(1/ 52) = 3.78, E = .057). 

The third MANOVA included seven (7) variables. These 

variables had considerable missing data (N = 32), and 

results of the overall MANOVA were not statistically 
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significant (F(7/ 24) - 1.83, £ = .128). In exploratory post 

hoc analysis, one variable, the change in number of hours 

worked per week subsequent to becoming a single custodial 

father, suggested differences between groups. Group I 

increased the mean number of hours worked per week (2.1 

hours) after becoming a single father, while Group II worked 

a mean 6.1 hours less (F(1/ 3 0) = 11.37, e = .002). This 

was a mean difference of eight hours. 

In summary, Group I is older, was older at the time of 

marriage, and was married longer that Group II. Group I is 

socioeconomically at a higher level and has more siblings 

than Group II. On the other hand, Group II indicates more 

involvement with their children. Although they did not 

desire children in the first place as much as Group I 

fathers, Group II men regard their role as father more 

prominently in their lives. They reported themselves more 

actively involved in caring for their children while 

married, and there is some indication that they have chosen 

to work fewer hours since assuming the role of single 

father. Men in the second group were apparently more 

dissatisfied with their wives' care of their children and 

are more likely to regard their wives as having abandoned 

their marriages. In personality, Group I is much less 

concerned with providing socially desirable responses than 

Group II. These respondents are less person and 

relationship oriented, as evidenced by lower expressivity 
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levels and lower Sixteen PF A scores. Group I is more 

calculating and shrewd, while at the same time more easily 

upset and anxious than Group II, who is more forthright, 

emotionally stable, and secure. 

Split 0 Factor Group Analysis of "Pure" Groups. As 

previously noted, the groups determined by the Q factor 

analysis seem to share a common continuum. (See Figure 4.) 

Individual cases load on both factors and a number of cases 

load equally on both. To further delineate the 

characteristics of the two groups, individuals who loaded 

equally on both groups were eliminated in this step of the 

analysis. Those cases in which factor loadings did not 

differ from one group factor to the other were eliminated in 

an attempt to form "pure" groups. Individuals whose factor 

scores on the two factors did not differ by more than .100 

were eliminated from this analysis. (See Table E - 1.) 

This separation or splitting of groups left Ns of 32 and 27 

for Groups I and II, respectively. 

The above MANOVA analyses were conducted with the 

"pure" or split groups. Additional variables were found to 

have significant differences between groups. Of the three 

MANOVAs grouped on missing data criteria, only the analysis 

with the most complete data revealed additional differences 

above those already found (Table E - 4). The MANOVA was 

significant (F(34> 21) = 7.08, e < .001). Univariate 

analysis indicated that, in addition to differences found 
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previously, Group I was also significantly older at the time 

of first marriage than Group II (F(if 54) = 5.029, 

E = .029). Additionally, fathers in Group II reported 

themselves closer to their children after becoming single 

fathers than did Group I 54) = 5.09, p = .028); and 

they reported themselves more prepared to meet the physical 

needs of their children on becoming the primary caretaker 

than did Group I members (F(i, 54) = 5.401, p = .024). 

Explorational R Factor Analysis. Next, as an adjunct 

to the previous series of MANOVAs, an exploratory R factor 

analysis of some variables from the Single Father 

Questionnaire and personality instruments was conducted. 

Development of single fatherhood factors from the available 

data provided additional differences between the previously 

developed groups. The number of variables from the SFQ was 

too large for the number of subjects in the study to conduct 

a proper factor analysis of all variables. A ratio of 5:1 

(variables:cases) is a rule of thumb, with the more cases 

per variable ideal (Tabachnik & Fidell, 1989). 

Consequently, a list of approximately 15 variables was 

chosen for the development of single father factors for 

further analysis. 

Some variables in the literature and some proposed in 

the first hypothesis were not found to be significantly 

different from Group I to Group II when analyzed 

independently. The aim of this R factor analysis was to 
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develop factors primarily from variables that were chosen 

with some a priori beliefs about how they would cluster into 

factors. 

The variables used in the R factor analysis were as 

follows: Age, Number of Years Married, Involvement with 

Child—Married, Closeness to Child—Married, Satisfaction 

with Father Role, Reason Single—Disagreement over 

Child(ren), Relationship with Wife—Prior to Separation, 

Relationship with Wife—Current, Satisfaction with Wife's 

Care of Child(ren), Bern Masculinity, Sixteen PF E, Sixteen 

PF H, Sixteen PF I, Sixteen PF N, Sixteen PF 0, Sixteen PF 

Ql. 

First, Age and Number of Years Married were expected to 

cluster into an age factor. Next, variables involving 

relationship to children and the father role were included 

as they were expected to cluster into a relationship to 

child factor. Most of these variables had not shown 

previous differences. A number of variables related to the 

man's feelings about his ex-wife were expected to cluster 

into a factor involving his relationship to his wife. 

Finally, a number of personality variables were hypothesized 

as important in previous typologies. Many did not 

individually reveal differences, yet several 16 PF 

personality characteristics involve issues of openness and 

flexibility, while others involve taking direct action. The 

Bern masculinity is related to the latter as well. 
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Therefore, they were also included in the R factor analysis. 

Factor analysis yielded six factors, which are presented 

with eigenvalues, percentage of variance accounted for, and 

factor loadings in Table E 5. 

Factor scores were then analyzed in a one way MANOVA, 

which revealed significant differences between Group I and 

Group II (F(6, 65) = 5.540, e < .001). Univariate analysis 

indicated differences between groups on two factors. Group 

I was significantly higher on the Factor 4, considered an 

Age factor, than Group II 70) = 12.240, e = .001), 

which is consistent with earlier MANOVA results. The only 

other factor showing significant differences between groups 

was Factor 6, considered an Anxious Passivity factor. Group 

I was significantly higher on this factor than Group II 

(E(l, 70) = 9•190, e = .003), suggesting that Group II 

fathers are more self-assured and action oriented than Group 

I fathers. Again, this was consistent with results from the 

previous MANOVA. 

MANOVA utilizing the split or pure Q Factor Groups of 

the R factor analysis factors from Table E 5 revealed one 

additional difference. The overall MANOVA was significant 

(Z(6, 44) = 5.942, e < .001), and univariate analysis 

revealed that Group II was higher on Factor 1, the 

Relationship to Child factor, than Group I 

(E(l, 49) = 3.811, E = .057). 
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Chi-Square Analysis 

Next, group differences were evaluated in a series of 

Chi-square analyses involving nominal variables from the 

Single Father Questionnaire, Bern Sex Role Inventory, and 

Mendes and O'Brien types, as classified in the preliminary 

analyses. With regard to how satisfied the man was with his 

wife's care of their children and what he did if he was 

dissatisfied, Group I more likely reported satisfaction with 

care, while Group II was more likely to report taking over 

child care responsibilities because of dissatisfaction 

(X2(df l) = 9.08, p = .02). Group I men were more likely to 

report coping with the loss of their wives through affairs 

and alcohol than were Group II men (X2(df l) = 4.35, 

E = .05). The groups differed likewise on how they handled 

supervision of their children while at work subsequent to 

becoming single fathers. Group I reported considering their 

children old enough to handle problems on their own, while 

Group II reported that they never left their children alone 

while at work (X2(df l) = 4.63, p < .05). The two groups 

reported the decision-making process for obtaining custody 

of their children differently. Group I fathers were more 

likely to report deciding on custody conjointly with their 

wives or that custody was decided for them by others or 

circumstances, while Group II fathers were more likely to 

report that the reason they took custody was that they felt 

themselves to be better parents (X2(df 2) ~ 6.24, p < .05). 
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No significant deviations from chance were found with regard 

to the four sex role categorizations of Bern. However, in an 

exploratory analysis, significant deviations from expected 

chance values were found on the Bern sex role typology when 

Androgenous was combined with Feminine and Masculine 

combined with Undifferentiated. Group I was less frequently 

Androgenous and Feminine than expected, while Group II was 

more frequently Androgenous and Feminine. On the other 

hand, Group I was more frequently Masculine and 

Undifferentiated, while Group II was less frequently 

Masculine and Undifferentiated than expected by chance 

(£2(df 1) = 8.43, p < .05). 

Groups were then compared to previous typology 

characterizations via Chi-square analysis. Subjects were 

assigned types in the four-part Mendes typology and 

three-part O'Brien typology based on their responses to 

previously mentioned designated items of the Single Father 

Questionnaire. No significant relationships were found 

between the presently developed Groups I and II and the 

four-part Mendes typology. Neither Group I nor Group II 

members were characterized as aggressive seekers, 

conciliatory seekers, conciliatory assenters, or aggressive 

assenters at other than chance frequencies. On the other 

hand, some relationships were apparent, utilizing the three 

part O'Brien typology. Group I were more frequently labeled 

passive acceptors than expected by chance and Group II less 
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frequently than expected. At the same time Group I were was 

less frequently labeled hostile seekers and Group II more 

likely than expected by chance (X2(df i) = 4.46, £ < .05). 

No variation from chance expectation was found with regard 

to conciliatory negotiators. In other words, Group I were 

more frequently characterized as passive acceptors and Group 

II more frequently hostile seekers. 

Two additional nominal variables were found to have 

significant relationships in Chi-square analysis of the 

split or "pure" groups. Differences in the Mendes typology 

values were found for the two groups when the four 

categories were collapsed into just two designations, 

assenters and seekers. Group I included more assenters than 

expected, while Group II had more seekers than expected by 

chance (X2(df l) = 3.88, p = .05). Also the sex of child 

cared for revealed differences from expected values. Group 

I were much more likely to be caring for only female 

children than expected, while Group II cared for only male 

children more often than chance would dictate 

(£2(df 1) = 4.05, p < .05). 

A summary of findings from all MANOVAs and Chi-square 

analyses is displayed in Figure 5. Variables have been 

grouped into Demographics; Behavioral Characteristics by 

Relationship to Child, Relationship to Wife, and 

Miscellaneous; Personality Characteristics; and Custody 

Decision. 
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Discriminant Function Analysis 

A small number of variables were chosen for 

discriminant function analysis to be conducted on the Q 

Factor Groups and Mendes and O'Brien typologies. As with 

the R factor analysis, a limited number of variables could 

be used to conduct a proper discriminant function analysis 

(Tabachnik & Fidell, 1989). The selection process involved 

two criteria. The first criterion was that the variables 

achieve a high degree of significant difference between 

groups. Excluded were variables showing significant 

differences only in the split group analysis and variables 

at or above the .02 level of significance, with one 

exception. The exception to the significance level 

criterion was Sixteen PF C. It was close to the 

significance level set (p = .026), and its descriptive 

usefulness and conceptual relationship to other variables 

were considered advantageous. The second criterion was 

descriptive usefulness. Age and Number of Years Married 

were excluded because all this information was contained in 

the Age Factor from the R factor analysis. The two 

additional variables excluded by the second criterion were 

Single Reason—Abandonment and Original Desire for 

Child(ren). The resulting variables were as follows: 

Involvement with Child—Married, Prominence of Father Role, 

R Factor IV—Age, R Factor VI—Anxious Passivity, Sixteen PF 
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A, Sixteen PF C, Sixteen PF N, Sixteen PF 0, Bern Femininity, 

Marlowe-Crown Social Desirability. 

Results of the discriminant function analysis indicate 

that a subset of these variables was able to predict group 

membership with a high degree of accuracy. A single 

function was defined in terms, from highest to lowest, of 

the linear combination of Social Desirability 

(Lambda = .473, p < .001), R Factor—Age (Lambda = .334, 

E .001), Sixteen PF 0 (Lambda = .306, p < .001), Sixteen PF 

A (Lambda = .299, p < .001), R Factor—Anxious Passivity 

(Lambda = .292, p < .001), and Sixteen PF C (Lambda = .286, 

P < .001). This discriminant function accurately classified 

95.7 percent of the cases to their assigned group 

(X2(df 6) = 81.263, p < .001). 

For a comparison of the present groups to previous 

typologies, the same discriminant function analysis of 

variables was conducted on the Mendes and O'Brien types, as 

determined by responses to specified items on the Single 

Father Questionnaire. When the four Mendes types were used 

as the independent variable, several different variables 

were most useful in predicting membership in the Mendes 

typology. One significant discriminant function was 

retained. From highest to lowest, the linear combination of 

Sixteen PF C (Lambda = .875, p = .03), Bern Femininity 

(Lambda = .765, p = .007), R Factor—Age (Lambda = .715, 

E = .009), Sixteen PF N (Lambda = .676, e = *01), and 
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Sixteen PF A (Lambda = .636, E = .015) was moderately 

accurate in classifying 54.3 percent of the cases 

(df 15) = 29.18, E = .015). This indicates that the same 

variables were less useful in predicting membership in the 

Mendes groups than they were in predicting the groups 

developed in this study, likewise suggesting important 

differences between the Mendes and current typologies. 

Nevertheless, certain variables were shared and at least 

moderately useful in predicting memberships in both 

typologies. 

Next, the above analysis was conducted with the O'Brien 

typology and the variables used were even less useful in 

predicting membership in the O'Brien types. The linear 

combination of Bern Femininity (Lambda = .926, E = .077), 

Sixteen PF A (Lambda = .864, E = .076), Factor IV—Age 

(Lambda = .808, E = .083), and Sixteen PF C (Lambda = .782, 

E = .100) yielded two functions, neither of which 

significantly predicted group membership (K2(df 8) = 14.579, 

E = .068 and X2(df 3) = 6.369, E = .095). These variables 

were, however, very similar to the best predictors of the 

Mendes typology, suggesting similarities between these two 

typologies. 

Repeated Measures MANOVA with Adjustment Data 

A total of 42 follow-up questionnaires were received, 

with only 11 meeting the two-year adjustment period 

criterion. This was insufficient for statistical analysis; 
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therefore, all 42 were used in the analysis of the 

adjustment data. The mean length of time these men had been 

in the single custodial father role was 5.0 years with a 

standard deviation of 3.6 years. Group I, as established by 

the Q factor analysis, had an N of 26 and Group II, an N of 

16. Group means are reported in Table E - 6. No main 

effect for group was found (F(g/ 35) = 1.928, p = .104) and 

no interaction effects for group X time of assessment were 

found (F(6f 35) = .74, g = .621). Only a main effect for 

time of assessment was demonstrated for one variable 

(£(6, 35) = 2.829, p = .024). On the Impact of Event 

Scale—Becoming Single Parent, the single father 

participants were less likely to report difficulty with 

thoughts of becoming single intruding into their daily lives 

(F(i, 40) = 11.135, p = .002) at the time of the one year 

follow-up. 

Further analysis utilizing covariates was conducted in 

order to determine if certain pertinent variables would 

influence the adjustment measures. When Relationship with 

Wife—Current was used as a covariate, a main effect for 

group was found with one adjustment variable 

(£(6, 31) = 2.597, p = .037). On the Impact of Event 

Scale—Becoming Single Parent the event, Group I reported 

more difficulty trying to avoid thoughts of the event than 

did Group II (£(]., 33) = 9.124, p = .005). The adjusted 

mean for Group I was .918; the adjusted mean for Group II 
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was .321. The main effect for time of assessment found in 

the first analysis, with regard to intrusiveness of 

thoughts, was maintained; but the findings were not as 

robust (F(5^ 32) = 2.368, p = .053). The adjusted mean of 

.365 at the second assessment indicated that both groups had 

fewer intrusive thoughts about becoming single fathers at 

follow-up than at the original assessment when the adjusted 

mean was 1.356. 

Next, Degree Difficulty of Loss of Wife was used as a 

separate covariate. Findings were highly similar to the 

previous analysis. A main effect for group was significant 

only at the p = .056 level (F(6, 3 3) = 2.316). This result 

was due to the same adjustment variable, avoidance of 

thoughts from Impact of Event Scale—Single Parent 

(E(l, 35) = 5.592, p = .024). Group I had more difficulty 

avoiding thoughts than Group II, adjusted group means 1.00 

and .398, respectively. Again, no interaction effects were 

present, but the same main effect for time of assessment was 

significant (F(6/ 3 4) = 2.429, p = .046) due to the men 

having fewer intrusive thoughts about becoming single at the 

second assessment, adjusted means 1.470 and .334, 

respectively (F(1/ 3 9) = 5.592, p = .024). In other words, 

very few of the measures of adjustment were found to 

demonstrate any differences at all between groups or even 

between times of assessment utilizing the currently 

developed groups. 
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Next, analysis of the adjustment data was conducted in 

a MANOVA utilizing the Mendes type as the independent 

variable. No main effect for type was found 

(£(18, 95) = 1*43, p = 133); however, a main effect was 

demonstrated for time of assessment 33) =2.79, 

E = .026). Univariate analysis indicated a significant 

improvement on The Impact of Event Scale—Becoming Single, 

with fewer intrusive thoughts reported by all respondents at 

the second assessment ( F ^ 33) = 10.09, p = 003). 

Significant interaction effects were also demonstrated 

(£(18, 5) = 1*96, p = .02). (Results are reported in 

Table E - 7.) On the Impact of Event Scale—Becoming Single 

Parent, aggressive assenters improved more than other types 

(£(3, 36) = 3.09, p = .039) with regard to being bothered by 

intrusive thoughts about becoming the single custodial 

parents. Similarly, aggressive assenters showed improvement 

in being able to avoid thoughts of the same event. The 

aggressive assenters improved more than both conciliatory 

assenters and conciliatory seekers (Fp ; 35j = 3.80, 

E = .019). On the other hand, aggressive seekers did not 

differ significantly from other types in showing 

improvement. They improved more than conciliatory types, 

but not as much as aggressive assenters. 

In the same analysis with the O'Brien typology, no main 

effects for type were demonstrated (£(12, 66) = 1»30, 

E — -241). However, main effects at the multivariate level 
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were found for time of assessment (F(6/ 3 4) =4.51, 

E = .002). Univariate analysis revealed time of assessment 

changes on three of the adjustment measures. (See 

Table E - 8.) On the Impact of Event Scale—Becoming 

Single, the single fathers reported fewer intrusive thoughts 

at the follow-up assessment ( F ^ 39) = 9.49, e = .004). On 

the Impact of Event Scale—Becoming Single Parent, the men 

reported fewer intrusive thoughts ( F ^ 37j = 4.36, 

E = .044). On the same measure, Impact of Event 

Scale—Becoming Single Parent, the respondents also reported 

less difficulty avoiding thinking of the topic 

(£(1, 36) = 4.65, e = -038) at the one year follow-up than 

at the original assessment. Again, interaction effects were 

found (F(i2, 66) = 2.86, p = .003). Passive acceptors had 

fewer difficulties at follow-up with intrusive thoughts on 

the Impact of Event Scale—Becoming Single Parent to a much 

larger degree than did conciliatory negotiators and hostile 

seekers (F(2, 37) - 5.42, e = -009). The same was true for 

being able to avoid thinking about the event of becoming a 

single parent. Passive acceptors indicated they found it 

much less difficult to avoid thoughts of the event than did 

conciliatory negotiators and hostile seekers 

(£(2, 36) = 5.33, E = .009). 

None of the other adjustment measures, General 

Well-Beinnq Schedule, nor the Parental Stress Subscale, 
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Structure of Coping Scale revealed any significant 

differences. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

The hypotheses proposed in this study were not 

supported by analysis of the data. Hypothesis I. In the 

first hypothesis, it was expected that the O'Brien typology 

would be more empirically valid than Mendes' grouping, using 

personality and relationship variables as well as 

demographic characteristics. This appears not to be the 

case, as the proposed three-part grouping was not supported. 

Obviously, the present empirically developed typology is of 

two types of single fathers, while O'Brien proposed a 

tri-partite typology. Consequently, exact correspondence 

would be impossible. However, the results are even less 

consistent with hypothesized groupings than the simple 

numerical anomaly. 

Characteristics of the Type I and II fathers are 

inconsistent with those proposed for O'Brien's types. In 

some ways, Type I fathers resemble what was expected for 

conciliatory negotiators. This is the case for demographic 

variables of socioeconomic status, education, and length of 

marriage, as well as satisfaction with the wife's care of 

children. On the other hand, Type I men appear more like 

the hypothesized characteristics of passive acceptors with 
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regard to how they relate to their children: that is, lower 

degree of involvement and feeling unprepared to meet the 

needs of their children after becoming single fathers. To 

complicate the picture further, personality factors of Type 

I fathers were most like the characteristics that were 

hypothesized for the hostile seeker (cool, impersonal; 

self-sufficient; and masculine sex role) and for the passive 

acceptor (coo, impersonal). Only forthrightness emerged as 

a Group II characteristic. 

In several ways Type II fathers are characteristic of 

what was hypothesized for passive acceptors and hostile 

seekers, opposite ends of the custody continuum. They were 

demographically mixed. Socioeconomically, they were more 

like passive acceptors and in length of marriage more like 

hostile seekers. Also, Type II men were less satisfied with 

their wives' caretaking competence, resembling what was 

expected for both hostile seekers and passive acceptors. In 

other ways Type II men demonstrated characteristics more 

like what were expected for conciliatory negotiators. They 

relate more positively to their children and have 

personality characteristics (warm, outgoing; group-oriented; 

and androgenous or feminine sex role) expected for 

conciliatory negotiators. The presently developed typology 

bears little resemblance to the structure hypothesized at 

the outset for O'Brien's three part typology. The present 

typology is discussed below for the development of a 
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characterization of types and a comparison to the Mendes 

typology. 

Hypothesis II 

Likewise, the second hypothesis was not supported, as 

the predicted typology did not surface and comparison of 

adjustment was not directly possible. Even the current 

typology provides little direct information in predicting 

adjustment to the single father role. Only one adjustment 

measure revealed any improvement at all over the one year 

follow-up, and no adjustment variables were found to 

differentiate between types of single fathers. Type I and 

Type II fathers alike appear equally well-adjusted. Some 

minor differences were noted, however, between groups when 

covariates were considered. 

Only when some variables involving the men's current 

relationship to their wives or the degree of difficulty of 

initial loss were applied as covariates in the analysis did 

any type differences surface. Then, these differences only 

involved adjustment to the event of becoming single parents. 

In both instances Type I men reported more difficulty 

avoiding thoughts of the event than did Type II. Further 

discussion of adjustment as it relates to previous 

typologies and potential problems with the adjustment data 

is considered below. 
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Typology of Single Fathers 

One of the important aims of this discussion is to 

develop a characterization of the typology found in this 

study. A crucial element in this process is to determine 

how to interpret the strong findings of score differences 

between groups on the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability 

Scale. The Marlowe-Crowne score was an important variable 

in discriminating between groups. As a validity check on 

behavioral and attitudinal ratings from the Single Father 

Questionnaire, the Marlowe-Crowne scores of fathers in Group 

II pose questions. One might argue that ratings on 

characteristics such as closeness to one's children could be 

highly influenced in a positive direction by a socially 

desirable response set. Fathers would be likely to report 

positive fathering. Alternatively, demographic information 

and personality test data should remain relatively free of 

such contamination because of the concrete nature of 

demographic information and built-in checks on social 

desirability to personality measures such as the 16PF and 

Bern Sex Role Inventory. 

On the other hand, it seems more useful to view 

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability scores from a different 

perspective. Some have argued that usage of social 

desirability measures to check validity of responses is 

inappropriate when the constructs being measured bear a 

relationship to socially desirable responding 
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(McCrae & Costa, 1983? Nevid, 1983). Marlowe and Crowne's 

(1964) early interpretation of their scale was that persons 

who respond in socially desirable ways seek approval of 

others. They do so by viewing themselves as thinking and 

acting in socially acceptable ways. Socially desirable 

responders may be much more focused on relationship than 

non-socially desirable responders. Several researchers have 

found high social desirability scores to be related to 

feminine, expressive behaviors. Baumrind (1982) and 

Liberman and Gaa (1986) found Marlowe-Crowne scores to 

correlate positively with androgenous and feminine 

classifications on the Bern Sex Role Inventory. Similar 

findings have led Marsh, Antill, and Cunningham (1987) to 

speculate that social desirability is a feminine concept. 

The construct of social desirability seems to parallel the 

constructs of expressivity and relationship to others. 

Results from the present study are consistent with findings 

of the relationship between expressivity and social 

desirability, and likewise support the inappropriateness of 

interpreting the Marlowe-Crowne scores as a validity check 

on relationship issues from the Single Father Questionnaire. 

A series of studies by Paulhus (1984) indicate social 

desirability can best be understood as two constructs, 

impression management and self-deception. Individuals who 

score high on social desirability do so out of a conscious 

attempt to lead others to believe they act in socially 
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desirable ways, out of a personal self-deceptive belief in 

their own moralistic behavior, or a combination of the two. 

Paulhus" (1984) work further indicates that when responses 

are anonymously provided, such as in the present study, 

self-deception is the most salient feature of social 

desirability. In other words, when responses are made 

anonymously, people are less likely to be concerned with 

consciously managing impressions. There is little point in 

trying to manage someone else's impression of oneself when 

responding anonymously. Consequently, it is likely that 

Group II fathers who score high on social desrability are 

high on the self-deception factor and indeed believe 

themselves to be as they describe. 

Furthermore, social desirability appears closely 

related to feelings of well-being (Carstenson & Cone, 1983; 

Mancini & McKeel, 1986). Group II fathers who appear to 

consider themselves to be functioning well feel satisfied 

with their current status in life. As a personality 

variable, high Marlowe-Crowne scores suggest a concern for 

approval by others, feelings of well-being, and an element 

of self-deception. The men who score high believe 

themselves to be doing well, regardless of whether objective 

measures would support this belief. In fact, data from the 

General Well-Beincr Schedule and Impact of Event Scales show 

few differences in adjustment between groups; and that, in 
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general, these single fathers feel they are doing well and 

coping effectively. 

Characterization of Tvpolocrv. The most productive 

framework for understanding the results, and developing a 

new characterization or typology of single fathers, comes 

from focusing on the personality differences and how these 

manifest themselves in behaviors and relationships. By far 

the greatest difference with regard to personality between 

groups, as noted above, involves scores on the 

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. As previously 

stated, individuals from Group II, or Type II fathers, 

appear to be more greatly concerned with acting in ways that 

are approved by others and strongly believe themselves to be 

acceptable. They deny difficulties and consider themselves 

to be succeeding well in life. This interpretation of 

Marlowe-Crowne scores is consistent with Sixteen PF scores, 

indicating that Type II fathers are somewhat more 

self-assured, confident, emotionally stable, and 

group-oriented. They feel secure in themselves and direct 

in their relationships; therefore, they are less likely to 

be hesitant or timid in dealing with others. They tend to 

be the kind of persons who know what they want and set about 

doing it. They are not self-reflective, nor do they anguish 

long over decisions, but rather act quickly, confident in 

the Tightness of their actions. Type II fathers are more 

inclined to see themselves as oriented toward relationship 
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and involvement with others. They are more inclined to 

describe themselves in expressive adjectives that are 

traditionally considered to be feminine traits. They are 

more relationship-oriented. This is not to say they are 

unconcerned with instrumental activities, but that these 

concerns appear to be secondary. Consequently, Type II 

fathers are more inclined to be categorized as androgynous 

or feminine, indicating they describe themselves in 

expressive terms independent of instrumental behaviors. 

Moreover, Type II men have more actively endorsed and 

entered the role of fatherhood. They respond higher on 

relationship factors, consider themselves to have been more 

involved with their children before becoming single, closer 

to them since assuming the primary custodial role, and feel 

more prepared to meet their physical needs at this time. 

They consider themselves to be better parents than their 

wives and less satisfied with their wives' capacity to care 

for their children. The role of father is more important to 

Type II men than to the Type I fathers; and once they have 

decided to assume this role, Type II men have focused 

whole-heartedly on relationships with their children, 

reducing work hours and making sure they are present to 

supervise their children personally. 

The demographic traits of marrying at a younger age and 

remaining married a shorter length of time are consistent 

with the Type II personality traits of denying personal 
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problems, directness, and self-assuredness. Once married 

with children, they quickly determined they were 

dissatisfied with their wives' actions; and, therefore, 

acted to assume the caretaking role. In short, Type II 

fathers can be characterized as younger, active, assured 

(non self-reflective), and person-oriented. 

Type I fathers, on the other hand, can be characterized 

by a willingness to consider themselves as fallible, less 

concerned with the approval of others, and less likely to 

act in ways that would guarantee social acceptance. They 

acknowledge being "less than right" to themselves, and, 

consequently, less inclined to always view themselves as 

functioning well. Again, it is important to consider that 

these men are no less likely to be functioning well, as 

evidenced by General Well-Beinq Schedule and Impact of Event 

scores, but that they are less likely to be deceiving 

themselves about shortcomings. Sixteen PF characteristics 

indicate they are slightly more insecure about themselves, 

less sure about decisions, and more easily upset by events 

and circumstances than Type II fathers. They seem more 

self-reflective and anxious. At the same time, they are 

more distant and aloof in all interpersonal relationships 

and more inclined to face issues indirectly. They are more 

inclined to withdraw into their own anxiety over conflicting 

issues and solve problems by themselves. They are the kind 
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of persons more inclined to take care of themselves and 

expect others to do the same. 

Type I fathers are less likely to describe themselves 

with expressive adjectives. Again, like Type II fathers, 

this tendency is independent of instrumental descriptors. 

In other words, they use instrumental adjectives to describe 

themselves as much as most men. However, because they are 

less likely to use expressive descriptors for themselves, 

they are more inclined to be categorized as masculine or 

undifferentiated in their sex role orientation. 

Type I fathers appear less inclined to have been 

actively involved in the role of father than Type II. They 

are lower on relationsip factors, less involved in caring 

for their children while married; and, consequently, felt 

more unprepared to meet the physical needs of caring for 

their children once they became single custodial parents. 

Type I men are much more inclined to have been satisfied 

with their wives' functioning as caretakers and allowed them 

to assume caretaking functions. As a result, they did not 

feel as prepared to assume these duties when necessary. 

Subsequently, they do not feel as close to their children as 

Type II men after becoming custodial. 

Demographic data supports the above personality 

characteristics of caution, less relationship orientation, 

and less expressivity. Type I men married later. Once 

married, they remained married longer, possibly because they 
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are less secure in their actions and more passive and 

distant in relationships. Further support of this indirect 

and distant stance is the finding that Type I fathers worked 

more hours in the work place after becoming single fathers. 

They handle the added responsibility of care indirectly by 

working harder, an instrumental rather than expressive 

response. They are more likely to expect children to handle 

home issues by themselves while they, the fathers, are at 

work, again supporting the characteristics of 

self-sufficiency and interpersonal separation. In short, 

Type I men can be characterized as older, more passive, 

self-reflective, and aloof. 

Some of these differences, especially those involving 

the father's relationship to his children, and involvement 

in caring for them physically, may reflect a cohort effect. 

With the mean age of almost 42 for Type I men, these persons 

were likely to have come of age and married at the early 

stages of the women's movement in late 1960's to mid-1970's. 

Type I fathers, on the average, turned 18 in 1964 and 1965. 

They, and to a lesser extent their wives, may have had quite 

different expectations of their role in child care 

activities from that of the younger Type II fathers, who 

turned 18 in 1969 and 1970. These younger men may have 

incorporated some of the cultural and political changes of 

this time period into their personalities and relationship 

patterns. 
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Comparison to Mendes Typology. In contrast to the 

hypothesized support of the O'Brien typology, the two-part 

typology that surfaced via the present Q factor analysis is 

more supportive of the two-part typology of seekers and 

assenters as reported by Mendes (1975). Demographically, 

her seekers were younger, married for a shorter time, and 

cared for fewer and younger children than did her assenters. 

Similarly, Type II fathers are younger and were married a 

shorter length of time than Type I men. More significantly, 

Type I and II fathers are similar to Mendes' assenters and 

seekers, respectively, with regard to relationships with 

their children and how they regard their role as fathers. 

Both seekers and Type II fathers reported a higher degree of 

involvement with their children both before and after 

becoming single fathers. They ascertain the role of father 

as more important in their lives and appear more invested in 

the parental role. Both groups consider themselves prepared 

to meet the emotional and physical demands of their 

children. Moreover, both seekers and Type II fathers 

consider themselves to have been better parents than their 

wives, whom they viewed as somehow deficient in the parental 

role. No doubt, these concerns played a part in Mendes' 

seekers' efforts to obtain custodial care of their children. 

Similarly, Type II fathers have, as a reason for obtaining 

custody, the opinion they were better parents. The more 

positive relationships between children and their seeker 
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fathers have been a consistent finding (Greene, 1978; 

Hanson, 1981). The counterpoint characteristics of lower 

involvement with children, lower prominence of the father 

role, and satisfaction with their wives' care of the 

children found in Type I fathers appear to be more like 

those characteristics found in Mendes' assenters. 

Assenters, she determined, felt unprepared to meet needs of 

their children after assuming primary care just as Type I 

men felt less prepared for physical needs. 

Mendes found her seekers to report a shift from a work 

orientation to caretaking once they became single fathers. 

This is consistent with the Type II fathers who work fewer 

hours at their jobs after becoming primary custodial 

parents. Work becomes less of a focus once they make the 

commitment to provide care for their children. In contrast, 

Type I fathers begin working more hours and expect their 

children to handle problems at home on their own. The age 

of children was not included in the current study, but may 

be a factor in these work issues. Mendes found that her 

assenters, as a group, had older children. If Type I 

fathers do indeed have older children, as is implied by 

their increased likelihood of endorsing the Supplemental 

Single Father Questionnaire—Work Issues, item # 12, "They 

are old enough to handle most things on their own."; then an 

age differential may explain some of the supervision issues 
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and even the increase in number of hours worked, as older 

children cost more, but require less immediate supervision. 

Many of the personality variables studied and 

differences found between types also appear to be consistent 

with the seeker and assenter typology. Type I fathers were 

found to be more insecure (16PF0), upset by external events 

(16PFC), and shrewd or calculating in nature (16PFN). These 

would all appear to be more passive, or indirect, 

characteristics when contrasted with their counterparts at 

the other extreme of these personality dimensions, i.e. self 

assured (16PF0), emotionally stable (16PFC), and more 

forthright or open (16PFN). (See Table E 3.) Type II 

fathers appear to be somewhat more sure of themselves and 

direct in action. As persons who are less self-reflective, 

Type II men are more inclined to act quickly and confidently 

in the correctness of their actions. These characteristics 

are congruent with taking direct action to seek custodial 

care. On the other hand, Type I fathers are less secure and 

more self-reflective, leading to less bold action and a more 

passive stance toward their environment. 

It is important to keep in mind that these are very 

small personality differences in the overall scope of the 

Sixteen Personality Factor scale. Sample means are very 

close to norm means. The single fathers from the study are, 

as a group, very similar in personality to the normative 

sample (Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970). In other words, 
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single custodial fathers do not appear to be significantly 

different from other men. The differences between Type I 

and Type II fathers are based on raw score means. For 

clinical use raw scores are translated into sten scores 

using norm reference tables. When the mean raw scores from 

the two types are changed into sten scores, these 

differences relect no more than one sten difference on the 

16PF profile. Consequently, personality differences found 

between types are slight in relation to the possible range 

of personality variability on the Sixteen PF. 

There is some further support that the present typology 

in some ways reflects the seeker/assenter continuum. When 

Type I and II fathers are compared tothe Mendes and O'Brien 

typologies, type I fathers were more likely to be classified 

as assenters or passive acceptors, while Type II fathers 

were more likely to be seekers or aggressive seekers. These 

differences were found only after collapsing the four-part 

Mendes types into two categories. When Mendes' types are 

perceived as two groups on opposite ends of a continuum of 

custodial choice, the present typology appears to be 

relatively congruent with that continuum. Thus, the 

continuum gains support as valid and makes more sense as a 

two-part grouping rather than a three or four-part typology. 

The discriminant function analysis indicates a subset 

of variables that is useful in predicting membership in this 

new typology with 95 percent accuracy. This subset of 
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variables that discriminates between Type I and II is also 

somewhat useful in predicting membership in the Mendes 

typology. This further supports the overlap between the two 

typologies. However, discriminant function analysis also 

highlights differences between the current Type I and Type 

II fathers and Mendes seekers and assenters, as well. 

Variables that best predict membership in the Type I and 

Type II categories are somewhat different from those that 

would predict membership in Mendes7 four types. These 

differences can be found most readily on dimensions of 

personality. Marlowe-Crowne social desirability scores, 

security and self assuredness (16PF 0), and the 

Anxious/Passivity factor are all variables useful in 

predicting Type I or Type II fathers that are not predictive 

of Mendes' types. Mendes' types are predicted best by 16 PF 

C (emotional stability), 16 PF N (forthrightness), and Bern 

femininity (expressivity); however, these variables are not 

useful in predicting Type I or II membership. The Type I/II 

grouping reflects a personality dimension of level of 

willingness to view oneself as insecure and fallible that is 

not present in the Mendes typology. In other words, the 

present typology seems to reflect a personality dimension 

that is immaterial to membership in the Mendes grouping. A 

personality dimension of stable directness and focus on 

relationships is more predictive of Mendes' types. 
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There appear to be many similarities and a few 

differences between the present typology and Mendes' 

grouping. Demographically and behaviorally, the two 

typologies are very close and show remarkable similarities. 

Even many personality dimensions appear to be shared, and 

the domains of the two typologies appear to overlap in many 

ways. A model of how these two typologies compare is 

presented in Figure 6. 

Adjustment 

The Type I/II typology was not useful in predicting 

adjustment to the single father role. In fact, only one 

adjustment measure revealed any improvement at all over the 

one year follow-up. Some characteristics of the data are 

likely to have contributed to the lack of useful findings. 

First, the number of returned guestionnaires likely to 

reflect important changes over the one year follow-up period 

is very small. Only 11 men who returned follow-up 

questionnaires had become the custodial parent within two 

years previous to the initial survey. The remaining 33 had 

been single fathers longer than two years. Research has 

repeatedly shown that adjustment to major life change occurs 

within the first two years, and the most change would be 

expected for those men who had assumed the new role 

recently. Of the eleven, nine are Type I and only two are 

Type II—insufficient numbers for statistical analysis. By 

including all 42 follow-up questionnaires, the chance of 



88 

finding one year longitudinal changes in adjustment measures 

is greatly reduced. Most of these men have already adjusted 

and settled into their single parent status well past the 

two-year critical period. This is a case where the 

respondents most likely to show changes are the fewest in 

number, and thus could have little impact on larger numbers 

less likely to change. Any differences are diluted. 

A second factor may contribute to the overall lack of 

improvement in adjustment and lack of differences between 

types of fathers. The sample of men in the study report a 

low level of stress and few problematic thoughts about 

becoming single or becoming a single parent. There is 

reason to believe the sample may be biased in a positive 

direction. Men who completed the guestionnaire volunteered 

to participate; the assumption can be made that better 

adjusted persons are more likely to agree to completing a 

questionnaire about their personal lives. Furthermore, men 

who initially agreed to participate, but did not complete 

the survey, may have failed to do so because time and energy 

constraints of a more stressful adjustment prevented them 

from being able to finish the lengthy questionnaire. This 

self-selection process should always be a consideration with 

voluntary research and particularly with this type of sample 

of convenience where participation is solicited largely 

through mass appeal. 
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The sample does appear to be a generally well adjusted 

group. On the Impact of Event Scale—Becoming Single, the 

sample mean response (M = 1.3) is close to an endorsement of 

RARELY (score = 1) for problematic thoughts at first 

assessment and even lower (M = .9) at second assessment. 

This effect is more dramatic for the Impact of Event 

Scale—Becoming Single Parent, where mean responses were .86 

at first assessment and .7 at second. An endorsement of Not 

At All scored 0. Similar ratings were found on the Parental 

Stress Subscale of the Structure of Coping Scale. The 

sample mean endorsement was 3.3 for the first assessment and 

3.2 at second evaluation. An endorsement of A Little to 

problematic experience scored 3 and an endorsement of Not At 

All scored 4. In others words, it seems that both types are 

so relatively well adjusted to their role as single parent 

and to the event of becoming single that there is little 

room for improvement or differences. Finding improvement in 

functioning or demonstrating differences on data with 

pronounced ceiling effects is much less likely. 

On the other hand, data from the General Well-Being 

Schedule argues for other considerations. The ceiling 

effects are not present in these scores. Sample data from 

the General Weil-Being Schedule of M = 71.2 at initial 

assessment and M = 72.3 at follow-up is very close to the 

male norm of 75.1 (Fazio, 1977). Men in the sample scored 

slightly below the norm. Differences do not appear to be 
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significant, as sample data is well within one standard 

deviation of the normative data. This suggests that these 

single custodial fathers are no more or less well-adjusted 

than most men. Furthermore, there are no ceiling effects to 

complicate potential changes, and still no significant 

changes occured in feelings of well-being or adjustment over 

the one year follow-up period. Apparently, the lack of 

change in the General Well-Beina Schedule indicates little 

change in adjustment, and not strictly limited by ceiling 

effects in the data. 

Furthermore, results of adjustment data analysis using 

covariates and previous typologies suggest that some 

differences in adjustment between men may not be revealed in 

the Type I/II typology—that it is not sensitive to 

adjustment differences. As noted above in the discussion of 

Hypothesis II, using the man's current relationship to his 

wife or degree of difficulty of initial loss as covariates, 

reveal some single father type differences. These 

differences involv adjustment to the event of becoming a 

single parent. In both instances Type I men reported more 

difficulty avoiding thoughts of the event than did Type II. 

This makes sense because Type II men are characterized as 

being more self-assured and less self-reflective, while the 

opposite applies to Type I men. Men who reflect more on 

their own situation would have a more difficult time 

avoiding painful thoughts of an event. It appears that when 
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the current relationship with a wife is taken into 

consideration, Type I men have more difficulty avoiding 

thoughts about parenthood. Possibly, they are more 

constantly reminded of their single parent status. Type I 

men appear more disturbed by continuing problems with their 

ex-wives, as these affect their thoughts about parenting, 

than do Type II men. Many investigators have addressed the 

importance of divorced couples putting aside their angry, 

revengeful feelings and/or working through their differences 

for the sake of adjustment of the children (Luepnitz, 1982; 

Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980). Perhaps, continued conflict 

leads to difficulties in adjustment for the single custodial 

father as well. The same appears true when the loss of 

their wives was especially difficult. It is as if painful 

loss or continuing problems with ex-wives are slightly more 

disturbing to the adjustment of Type I men. Possibly, they 

are more continually reminded of their single parent status 

and less able to avoid these thoughts. 

On- the other hand, results of adjustment data analyzed 

by the Mendes and O'Brien classifications are more 

predictive of some improvement of adjustment than the 

presently developed typology, suggesting that the Type I and 

II typology is not sensitive to adjustment. On the Impact 

of Event scales, the most passive accepting fathers, those 

considered aggressive assenters and passively accepting, are 

more likely to show improvement in dealing with intrusive 
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thoughts and avoiding problematic thoughts than other 

groups. (See Table E 7 and Table E 8) There is a tendency, 

though not significant, for the conciliatory types to 

initially report fewer difficulties in thinking about 

becoming a single parent than for the extreme acceptors and 

seekers. The process of negotiation would appear to have a 

mediating effect on problems in adjusting to the single 

parent role, and some sense of participation in the decision 

aids adjustment. Consequently, negotiators may well adjust 

more quickly through the process of negotiation, and 

subsequently have less room for improvement during the 

follow-up. 

However, it seems that the aggressive assenters and 

passive acceptors are likely to adjust better in some ways 

over time than the aggressive and hostile seekers. O'Brien 

(1980) noted that her hostile seekers were a particularly 

angry group of men seeking revenge against their ex-wives. 

Mendes (1976) described her aggressive seekers as very 

defensive about their competency as a single parent. If 

this is true for the men labeled hostile seekers in the 

present study, then the data might be explained in part by a 

continuing problem with adjustment to the role of single 

parent as long as the anger is maintained. 

On the other hand, men who have had the single parent 

role handed to them appear less likely to maintain angry or 

pained feelings about the event and, therefore, get on with 
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their lives. This suggests that Type II men who are similar 

to seekers, especially the aggressive type, may be at 

greatest risk for long term problems in adjustment; although 

this is not clear from the present data. The Type I/II 

typology does not reflect further grouping, but adjustment 

data from the Mendes and O'Brien typologies suggests that 

the extremes of the continuum are the most at-risk for 

adjustment difficulties. Aggressive and hostile seekers 

have the most long-term difficulty in adjustment to becoming 

single fathers. They maintain the problematic thoughts 

longest. Aggressive assenters and passive acceptors may 

have some difficulty initially, but manage to overcome 

problematic thoughts about the event of becoming the single 

custodial parent. That the extreme ends of the typology 

continuum are more likely to experience problems in 

adjustment, compared to negotiators, argues for the 

importance of finer categorization of types than the Type 

I/II typology developed in the present study provides. With 

a larger data base, problematic as it is to collect, a 

researcher could analyze adjustment measure from subjects 

falling only at the extreme ends of the Type I/II continuum 

for potential differences in adjustment. 

Nevertheless, there are important implications for 

helping professionals coming in contact with single 

custodial fathers. There is a need to explore with men at 

the extremes of the continuum circumstances of becoming the 
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custodial parent. Those men who have had the circumstances 

thrust upon them with little personal input might best be 

helped by coming to terms with their circumstances in the 

absence of being able to negotiate with their ex-wives for 

shared responsibility for the children. Men who have 

aggressively sought custody appear most at risk for 

continuing difficulty adjusting. The best focus for working 

with these men would appear to be helping them resolve their 

anger toward the ex-spouse and encourage the 

re-establishment of communication and negotiation over the 

children. 

Summary and Considerations for Future Research 

An empirically developed typology of single custodial 

fathers is established using personality data and variables 

from the single father. Type I fathers are characterized as 

older, more passive, self-reflective, and aloof. Type II 

fathers are younger, more active, self-assured, and 

person-oriented. The typology lends support to Mendes 

proposed grouping of fathers, as many characteristics of the 

Type I and Type II resemble Mendes assenters and seekers, 

respectively. They are the same in demographic 

characteristics as well as how they relate to their 

children. Personality characteristics for Type I and II men 

are generally consistent with the circumstances of custody 

in Mendes' initial proposal as well. More specifically, the 

currently developed typology supports viewing single fathers 
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on a continuum from aggressively seeking custody to 

passively assenting to the circumstances. 

Careful analysis of the adjustment data suggests that 

the extremes of this continuum may be most susceptible to 

difficulty in adjustment to becoming single and to becoming 

a single custodial parent. This suggestion comes from 

findings involving the Mendes and O'Brien typologies, which 

reflect more the extremes of the single father continuum. 

It appears that because the currently developed typology 

does not reflect extremes on the continuum, it does not 

reflect differences in adjustment. These can only be 

inferred through its relationship to the Mendes grouping. 

One explanation is that the typology does not reflect 

the fine discriminations necessary to reveal adjustment 

differences. A second explanation is that problems with the 

adjustment data reduced the chances of finding group 

differences. Only a limited number of follow-up 

questionnaires were received from men who had assumed the 

single parent role within two years of the survey. 

Consequently, most of the men have had several years to 

adjust to the changes in their lives. Future longitudinal 

research, which focuses on adjustment, needs to ensure that 

the single fathers are assessed within the first two years 

of the change in circumstances in order to clarify these 

alternative explanations. 
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Some of the data indicates that the single father's 

continuing relationship with his ex-wife has important 

implications for his adjustment to the single parent role. 

Extreme passivity in the circumstances suggests initial 

difficulty in adjustment, and extremely aggressive seeking 

of the role appears to be associated with some long term 

problems. Those who have negotiated the role seem to adjust 

best. Future investigations might do well to focus on the 

process of negotiation for child custody and how this 

appears to ameliorate difficulty in adjustment. 

Perhaps the most important implication of this study is 

its development of an empirical typology of single custodial 

fathers and the integration of personality characteristics 

into this classification scheme. The Type I/II distinction 

is a comprehensive framework of personality characteristics, 

as well as demographic imformation, behavioral 

characteristics, and circumstances of becoming a single 

parent. In many ways it is supportive of the Mendes 

typology as a valid continuum of circumstances for assuming 

the single father role. Mendes' assenters and seekers are 

similar to Type I and Type II fathers, respectively. On the 

other hand, the presently developed typology does not 

support the grouping proposed by O'Brien and the 

characteristics of her single fathers. 

The greatest limitation of this study and the ensuing 

typology is its failure to reveal any clear predictive value 
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for adjustment. Apparent problems with the adjustment data, 

particularly the inclusion of men who had already made 

adjustment to the role, restricts the conclusions that can 

be drawn about whether or not this typology can be useful in 

predicting adjustment. Some of the data indirectly suggest 

that the extremes of the present typological continuum may 

be most at risk for difficulties in adjusting to the role. 

Potentially, variables that are predictive of the Type I or 

Type II father may be used as screening measures for 

problems in adjustment to the role of single custodial 

father. 
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Factor I (Hostile Seeker) 

shorter time in marriage 
younger children 
parents divorced 
closer relationship to father 
negative sentiments toward marriage 
wife deficient in parental role 
motivated for custody by revenge 
negative continuing relationship with ex-spouse 
more likely to be raising only male 
more socially active 

low 16PF A - Cool, impersonal 
high 16PF E - Dominant 
high 16PF H - Bold 
low 16PF N - Forthrightness 
high 16PFQ2 - Self-sufficiency 
high powerful others locus of control 
sex role masculine 

Factor II (Conciliatory Negotiator) 

high socioeconomic status 
high education level 
longer time in marriage 
rearing older children 
parents marriage intact 
closer relationship to mother 
more likely to be raising only sons 
positive sentiments abhout marriage 
view wife as competent in parental role 
positive continuing relationship with ex-spouse 

high degree involvement with child(ren) before separation 
positive relationship with child(ren) 
feel competent to meet needs of child(ren) 

high 16PF A - Warm, outgoing 
high 16PF N - Shrewdness 
high 16PF Q1 - Liberal 
low 16PF Q2 - Group-oriented 
high internal locus of control 
androgynous or feminine sex role 

Figure 2. Hypothesized factor structure for O'Brien 
typology. 
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Factor III (Passive Acceptor) 

low socioeconomic status 
low education level 
not initiate separation and divorce 
more likely raising all of children 
view wife as deficient in parental role 
negative sentiments about marriage 
negative or nonexistent relationship with ex-spouse 
feel unprepared to meet needs of child(ren) 
negative sentiments about single parent role 
low degree involvement with child(ren) prior to separation 
socially inactive 

low 16PF A - Cool, impersonal 
low 16PF H - Shy 
low 16PF E - Submissive 
low 16PF Q1 - Conservative 
high chance or powerful others locus of control 
undifferentiated sex role 

Figure 2. Hypothesized factor structure for O'Brien typology 
(continued). 
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DEMOGRAPHIC PERSONALITY 

AGE 
INCOME 
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 
AGE AT MARRIAGE 
AGE OF WIFE AT MARRIAGE 
NUMBER OF YEARS MARRIED 
NUMBER OF TIMES MARRIED 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN CARE FOR 
PERCENT OF CHILDREN CARE FOR 

FAMILY OF ORIGIN 

RELATIONSHIP—MOTHER 
RELATIONSHIP—FATHER 

REASON FOR BECOMING SINGLE 

REASON SINGLE 
—MARITAL CONFLICT 
—DISAGREEMENT OVER CHILD 
—WIFE EXPLORE INTERESTS 
—INFIDELITY 
—ABANDONMENT 

SIXTEEN PF A 
SIXTEEN PF B 
SIXTEEN PF C 
SIXTEEN PF E 
SIXTEEN PF F 
SIXTEEN PF G 
SIXTEEN PF H 
SIXTEEN PF I 
SIXTEEN PF L 
SIXTEEN PF M 
SIXTEEN PF N 
SIXTEEN PF O 
SIXTEEN PF Q1 
SIXTEEN PF Q2 
SIXTEEN PF Q3 
SIXTEEN PF Q4 
LOCUS OF CONTROL 

—POWERFUL OTHERS 
—CHANCE 
—INTERNAL 

M-C SOCIAL DESIRABILITY 
BEM MASCULINITY 
BEM FEMININITY 

RELATIONSHIP TO CHILD 
FATHERHOOD 

CLOSENESS TO CHILD—MARRIED 
CLOSENESS TO CHILD—CURRENT 
INVOLVMENT WITH CHILD—MARRIED 
DEGREE OF DISCIPLIN—MARRIED 
PREPARATION TO PROVIDE EMOTIONAL CARE 
PREPARATION TO PROVIDE PHYSICAL CARE 

PROMINENCE OF FATHER ROLE 
SATISFACTION WITH FATHER ROLE 
SOCIAL SUPPORT OF FATHER ROLE 

RELATIONSHIP TO WIFE 

SATISFACTION WITH WIFE'S CARE OF CHILD 
RELATIONSHIP WIFE—PRIOR TO CHILD 
RELATIONSHIP WIFE—PRIOR TO SEPARATION 
RELATIONSHIP WIFE—CURRENT 
DEGREE DIFFICULTY LOSS OF WIFE 
DESIRE TO REMARRY 

Figure 3. Variables used in the Q factor analysis. 
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Group I 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Older AGE FACTOR 
Older 
Married longer 
Older marriage 
Higher socioeconomic 
Fewer siblings 

BEHAVIORAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Relationship to child 
Less involved w/child when 
married 

Father role less prominent 
Stronger desire for child 
Less close w/child after 
becoming single father 

Less prepared for 
physical care 

More likely to care for 
only female children 

More likely to report work 
supervision child handle 
on own 

Low RELAT/CHILD FACTOR 

Relationship to wife 
Less likely feel abandoned 
by wife 

More satisfied w/wife's 
care of child 

More likely to report 
satisfaction w/ wife's 
care of child 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Work more hours after 
becoming single father 

Coping mechanisms more likely 
affair and drink 

Group II 

Younger AGE FACTOR 
Younger 
Married shorter 
Younger marriage * 
Lower socioeconomic 
More siblings 

More involved w/child when 
married 

Father role more prominent 
Less desire for child 
Closer w/child after * 
becoming single father 

More prepared for * 
physical care 

More likely to care for * 
only male children 

More likely to report work 
supervision child never 
alone 

Hi RELAT/CHILD FACTOR) * 

More likely feel abandoned 
by wife 

Less satisfied w/wife 
care of child 

More likely to report take 
over care of child 

Work fewer hours after 
becoming single father 
coping mechnsms less likely 

affair and drink 

* Split Q-factor analysis 

Figure 5. Summary of differences between groups, 
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PERSONALITY 

Less social desirability 
PASSIVE/ANXIOUS—FACTOR6 
Sixteen PF O 

more insecure/worried 
Sixteen PF A 

interpersonally more 
detached/cool 

Sixteen PF N 
more shrewd/calculating 

Sixteen PF C 
more easily upset 

Sixteen PF Q2 
more self-sufficient 

Less feminine/expressive 
Undifferentiated and Masculine 

CU8TODY DECISION 

More likely joint decision on 
custody (Conciliation) 
or have custody decided for 
him (acceptor) 

O'Brien Typology 
more likely Passive 
Acceptor 

Mendes Typology 
more likely Acceptor 

More social desirability 
ACTIVE/SECURE—FACT0R6 

more self-assured 

interpersonally 
warmer/involved 

more open/forthright 

more emotionally stable 

more group oriented * 
More feminine expressive 
Androgenous and Feminine 

More likely consider self on 
better parent (Seek) 

more likely Aggressive 
Seeker 

more likely Seeker 

* Split Q-factor analysis 

Figure 5. Summary of differences between groups (continued) 
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QUESTIONNAIRE PURPOSE and INSTRUCTIONS 

TITLE OF STUDY: "Single Fathers" 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY: The purpose of the study is to gain 
information about men who are single fathers. You have 
agreed to participate in this study because you are part of a 
small minority of men who have undertaken the task of primary 
responsibility in the raising of their child(ren). More 
information is needed about men who are single parents. Your 
participation is appreciated. 

INSTRUCTIONS: First, read the CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE form 
carefully and sign it. Next, turn to the QUESTIONNAIRE. 
Note that at the top of the first page is a place for the 
last four digits of your social security number. This is for 
code purposes. Your answers will be kept completely 
confidential. Some participants will be selected to complete 
a brief follow-up QUESTIONNAIRE one year from now, and the 
code number is requested to allow us to match questionnaires 
completed now with those one year from now. You should be 
able to complete the form and QUESTIONNAIRE in about two 
hours. Feel free to break this task up into several blocks; 
however, you should try to complete a group of questions on 
the QUESTIONNAIRE in one setting. 

Mark an answer to each question bv circling the number 
of the answer that best reflects vour circumstances or 
opinion. Some of the items ask you to make difficult 
choices. There are no right or wrong answers, so try to mark 
the answer that comes closest to your opinion. Further 
instructions are located within the questionnaire. Please 
trv to complete all of the items. 

The QUESTIONNAIRE consists of questions about your 
circumstances and opinions, as well as several standard 
personality tests. To the best of our knowledge, answering 
these items will not cause physical or psychological harm. 
They may raise questions in your mind and provoke you to 
think about things you had not thought of for some time. 
This is to be expected. 

Participation is entirely voluntary, and you may end 
your participation at any time you desire by enclosing the 
materials in the pre-addressed, stamped envelope and 
returning it by mail. If you have any questions concerning 
the items, procedure, or you personal response to the 
QUESTIONNAIRE, do not hesitate to contact us at the following 
telephone number and/or leave a message for us to contact 
you. Greg Theurer or Bert Hayslip: 817-565-2671. 
Thank you again for your participation. 
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE FORM 

Tile of Study: "Single Fathers" 

investigator: Gregory W. Theurer 

This is to certify that I, 
(print) 

hereby agree to participate as a volunteer in a scientific 
study as an authorized part of the educational and research 
program of North Texas State University under the supervision 
of Bert Hayslip, Jr. 

The procedures of the investigation and their risks 
and discomforts have been described in a separate statement. 
The investigation and my part in the investigation have been 
defined and fully explained to me and I understand the 
explanation. 

I have been given an opportunity to ask whatever 
questions I may have had, and all such questions and 
inquiries have been answered to my satisfaction. 

I understand that I am able to refuse to answer any 
question in interviews or questionnaires. 

I understand that any data or answers to questions will 
remain confidential with regard to my identity. 

I FURTHER UNDERSTAND THAT I AM FREE TO WITHDRAW MY 
CONSENT AND TERMINATE MY PARTICIPATION AT ANY TIME. 

(DATE) (SUBJECT'S SIGNATURE) 

ADDRESS: Code No. 

PHONE: 



APPENDIX D 

SINGLE FATHER QUESTIONNAIRE 

111 



112 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Instructions: Circle the number of the answer that best 

describes the circumstances or feelings you have concerning 

the following questions. When you get to a question about 

primary responsibility, this refers to having your child(ren) 

a majority (50% or more) of the time and does not necessarily 

mean legal custody. 

1. What is your current age? 

years 

2. How many years of formal education do you have? 

years 

(High school diploma—12 years, trade 

school—13 - 15 years, degree—16 years) 

3. How would you label your occupation? 

1. Unemployed and/or Government assistance 

2. Laborer/operative 

3. Skilled, craftsman, foreman 

4. Clerical 

5. Business 

6. Professional 

4. Gross income level last year 

$ (_) ,000 
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What is your marital status? 

1. Separated 

2. Divorced 

3. Widowed 

4. Never married 

What is the legal custody status of the child(ren) 

you care for? 

1. I have legal custody 

2. Joint custody 

3. Ex-wife has legal custody 

4. Other, specify ( ) 

By whom were you raised primarily? 

1. Parents, joint 

2. Other, joint 

3. Mother 

4. Father 

5. Other female 

6. Other male 

7. Institution 
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8. What are the ages of your siblings (brothers and 

sisters)? 

years 

9. How would you characterize your relationship with 

your mother while growing up? 

1. Very close 

2. Close 

3. About average 

4. Distant 

5. Very distant 

6. Hostile 

10. How would you characterize your relationship with 

your father while growing up? 

1. Very close 

2. Close 

3. About average 

4. Distant 

5. Very distant 

6. Hostile 
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11. Were your parents separated or divorced before you 

left home? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

12. How strongly did you desire to have children in the 

first place? 

1. Very strongly 

2. Strongly 

3. Average 

4. Not strongly 

5. I did not want children 

13. How involved were you in the actual birth of your 

child(ren)? 

1. Very involved 

2. Involved 

3. Somewhat involved 

4. Generally uninvolved 

5. Totally uninvolved 

14. How close were you to your child(ren) while 

married? 

1. Very close 

2. Close 

3. About average 

4. Distant 

5. Very distant 
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15. How involved were you in the emotional care of your 

child(ren) as an infant? 

1. Very involved 

2. Involved 

3. Somewhat involved 

4. Uninvolved 

5. Totally uninvolved 

16. How often did you spend leisure time/play with your 

child(ren) before separation? 

1. Almost daily 

2. Frequently 

3. Sometimes 

4. Rarely 

5. Never 

17. How often did you read to your child(ren) when 

young before separation? 

1. Almost daily 

2. Frequently ( 2 - 3 times per week) 

3. Sometimes ( 2 - 3 times per month) 

4. Rarely ( 2 - 3 times per year) 

5. Never 
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18. How involved were you in the physical care of your 

child(ren) as an infant (under 1 year) before 

separation? 

1. Very involved 

2. Involved 

3. Somewhat involved 

4. Uninvolved 

5. Totally uninvolved 

19. How often did you put to bed and/or wake up your 

child(ren) before separation? 

1. Always 

2. Usually ( 4 - 6 nights per week) 

3. Half the time 

4. Seldom (once a week or less) 

5. Never 

20. How often did you bathe/diaper your child(ren) when 

young before separation? 

1. Always 

2. Usually ( 7 - 9 out of ten times) 

3. Half the time 

4. Seldom ( 1 - 3 out of ten times 

5. Never 
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21. Before becoming a single father, how strict a 

disciplinarian would you say you were? 

1. Very strict 

2. Strict 

3. Average 

4. Easy going 

5. Very easy going 

22. How often did you feed/cook for your child(ren) 

before separation? 

1. Daily 

2. Most every day 

3. Half the time 

4. Seldom 

5. Never 

23. Before separation, how satisfied were you with your 

role as father? 

1. Very satisfied 

2. Satisfied 

3. Average 

4. Dissatisfied 

5. Very dissatisfied 

24. How many times have you been married? 

1. 1 

2 . 2 

3. 3 

4. 4 or more 
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(Questions 2 5 - 4 4 are concerned with your marriage. If 

you have been married more that once, use the woman with whom 

you had the majority of children for whom you now care. If 

children are evenly divided, use your most recent marriage.) 

25. Approximately how many years did you know your wife 

before you were married? (Less than a year put 

zero) 

years 

26. What was your age at the time of marriage? 

years 

27. What was your wife's age at the time of marriage? 

years 

28. What length of time were you married? (Less than a 

year put zero) 

years 

29. To what extent was marital conflict a reason for 

your becoming single? 

1. Very important 

2. Important 

3. Moderately important 

4. Unimportant 

5. Not applicable 
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30. How many years into the marriage did problems 

begin? (Less than a year put zero) 

years 

31. To what extent was disagreement over the children a 

reason for your becoming single? 

1. Very important 

2. Important 

3. Moderately important 

4. Unimportant 

5. Not applicable 

32. To what extent was you or your wife wanting to 

explore other interests a reason for your becoming 

single? 

1. Very important 

2. Important 

3. Moderately important 

4. Unimportant 

5. Not applicable 

33. To what extent was infidelity a reason for your 

becoming single? 

1. Very important 

2. Important 

3. Moderately important 

4. Unimportant 

5. Not applicable 
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34. To what extent was abandonment by your wife a 

reason for your becoming single? 

1. Very important 

2. Important 

3. Moderately important 

4. Unimportant 

5. Not applicable 

35. How would you describe your relationship with your 

wife prior to the birth of your child(ren)? 

1. Very good 

2. Good 

3. Neutral 

4. Poor 

5. Very poor 

36. How would you describe your relationship with your 

wife just prior to your becoming single? 

1. Very good 

2. Good 

3. Neutral 

4. Poor 

5. Very poor 
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37. How satisfied with your wife's ability to 

emotionally care for your child(ren) were you 

before separation? 

1. Very satisfied 

2. Satisfied 

3. Neutral 

4. Dissatisfied 

5. Very dissatisfied 

38. How satisfied with your wife's ability to 

physically care for your child(ren) were you before 

separation? 

1. Very satisfied 

2. Satisfied 

3. Neutral 

4. Dissatisfied 

5. Very dissatisfied 
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39. If you were dissatisfied with your wife's 

treatment of your child(ren), what attempts did you make 

to get her to change? 

1. Satisfied 

2. I took over more child care responsibilities 

3. I tried to talk with her calmly at another time 

about my concerns 

4. I spoke to important others about it so they 

could talk to her 

5. I openly criticized her whenever I saw something 

I did not like 

6. I openly criticized her to others but not to her 

7. Dissatisfied, but did nothing 

40. How might you best characterize your reasons for 

taking custody of your child(ren)? 

1. My spouse and I decided together 

2. Custody was decided for me by others or 

circumstances 

3. Maintain close relationship with child 

4. Felt I was a better parent 

5. Response to restriction or denial of visitation 

6. Anger at wife and attempt to hurt her 
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41. If separated or divorced, primarily whose idea was 

the separation? 

1. Yours 

2. You and wife together 

3. Wife's 

4. Other, specify ( ) 

5. Not applicable 

42. Which best describes your current relationship with 

your ex-spouse? 

1. Very good, get along well as friends 

2. Good, cooperative 

3. Neutral 

4. Poor, non-cooperative 

5. Very poor, argumentative 

6. No relationship 

7. Not applicable 

43. How difficult was the loss of your wife for you? 

1. Very difficult 

2. Difficult 

3. Somewhat difficult 

4. Not very difficult 

5. Not at all difficult 
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44. If the loss was difficult, how did you cope? 

1. Professional help 

2. Talk with friends or relatives 

3. Affairs 

4. Drink 

5. Depression 

6. Other, specify ( ) 

45. How do you feel about remarriage? 

1. I would like very much to remarry 

2. I would like to remarry 

3. I would consider it given the right woman 

4. I am inclined not to remarry 

5. It is out of the question 

46. For how many children do you care? 

47. How many children do you have, counting the ones 

that live with you and ones that live elsewhere? 

48. How many girls do you care for? 

49. How many boys do you care for? 

50. How old were you when you assumed primary 

responsibility for your child(ren)? 

years 
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51. How soon after separation did you assume primary 

responsibility for you child(ren)? 

months 

52. How long have you been a single father with primary 

responsibility? (Less than a year put zero) 

years 

53. How involved are you in the emotional care of your 

child(ren)? 

1. Very involved 

2. Involved 

3. Somewhat involved 

4. Uninvolved 

5. Totally uninvolved 

54. How prepared did you feel to meet the emotional 

needs of your child(ren) when you first became 

their sole custodian? 

1. Very prepared 

2. Prepared 

3. Somewhat prepared 

4. Unprepared 

5. Completely unprepared 
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55. How often do you spend leisure time/play with your 

child(ren)? 

1. Daily 

2. Frequently 

3. Sometimes 

4. Rarely 

5. Never 

56. How often do you read to your child(ren) if younger 

than 5? 

1. Almost daily 

2. Frequently 

3. Sometimes 

4. Rarely 

5. Never 

6. Not applicable 

57. How involved are you in the physical care of your 

child(ren) if too young to physically care for 

themselves? 

1. Very involved 

2. Involved 

3. Neutral 

4. Uninvolved 

5. Totally uninvolved 

6. Not applicable 
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58. How prepared did you feel to meet their physical 

needs when you first assumed primary 

responsibility? 

1. Very prepared 

2. Prepared 

3. Somewhat prepared 

4. Unprepared 

5. Totally unprepared 

59. How often do you put to bed and/or wake up your 

child(ren) if under 10? 

1. Always 

2. Usually 

3. Half the time 

4. Seldom 

5. Never 

6. Not applicable 

60. How often do you cook for your child(ren)? 

1. Always 

2. Usually 

3. Half the time 

4. Seldom 

5. Never 
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61. How often do you rely on outside 

housekeepers/cooks? 

1. Always 

2. Usually 

3. Half the time 

4. Seldom 

5. Never 

62. Does anyone else live in your household besides you 

and your children? 

1. Parent 

2. Relative 

3. Lover 

4. Roommate/boarder 

5. No 

63. To what extent does this person share the child 

care responsibilities? 

1. Always 

2. Usually 

3. Half the time 

4. Seldom 

5. Never 



130 

64. How close would you describe your current 

relationship with you child(ren)? 

1. Very close 

2. Close 

3. About average 

4. Distant 

5. Very distant 

65. How strict a disciplinarian would you say you are? 

1. Very strict 

2. Strict 

3. Average 

4. Easy going 

5. Very easy going 

66. How much independence do you expect of your male 

child(ren)? 

1. Very independent 

2. Independent 

3. About average 

4. Little independence 

5. No independence 
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67. How much independence do you expect of you female 

child(ren)? 

1. Very independent 

2. Independent 

3. About average 

4. Little independence 

5. No independence 

68. How much emotional support (encouragement) do you 

feel from family and friends for your role as a 

single father? They are: 

1. Always supportive 

2. Mostly supportive 

3. Supportive 

4. Rarely supportive 

5. Never supportive 

69. How might you best characterize the level of 

activity in your social/dating relationships? 

1. Very active 

2. Active 

3. Average 

4. Inactive 

5. No social/dating activities 
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70. How prominent in your life is your role as father? 

In other words, how much do you think of yourself 

as a father as compared to say what you do for a 

living? 

1. Very prominent 

2. Prominent 

3. Somewhat prominent 

4. Not very prominent 

5. I never consider it 
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SUPPLEMENTAL SINGLE FATHER QUESTIONNAIRE—WORK ISSUES 

Instructions: Circle the number of the answer that best 
describes the circumstances or feelings you have concerning 
the following questions. 

1. What percentage of the time do you have actual physical 
responsibility for your child(ren)? 

1. 95-100% (virtually all of the time) 
2. 70—94% (weekdays or 9 months/year) 
3. 50—69% (most week days) 
4. less than 50% 

2. What is the average number of hours you work each week? 

3. What was the average number of hours you worked each 
week prior to becoming a single custodial father? 

4. Does this reflect a change due to your single parent 
responsibilities? 

1. yes 2. no 3. no change 

5. Have you changed jobs or positions as a result of 
becoming a single custodial father? 

1. yes 2. no 

6. If so, what best characterizes the reason for the 
change? 

1. My daily hours conflicted with the time I needed 
to be home for my child(ren). 

2. My work requirements (such as travel or 
emergency call) conflicted with my need to care 
for my child(ren). 

3. I needed more money. 
4. I needed less money. 
5. Other, (specify) 
6. No change/not applicable 
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7. How understanding is your supervisor and/or organization 
of conflicts between work and home? 

1. Extremely understanding 
2. Very understanding 
3. Moderately understanding 
4. Not very understanding 
5. Not at all understanding 
6. I do not tell them of conflicts 
7. Not applicable (self employed, supervisor) 

8. My supervisor(s) are predominantly 

1. Male 2. Female 3. Not applicable 

9. How understanding are your female co-workers or 
colleagues of conflicts between work and home? 

1. Extremely understanding 
2. Very understanding 
3. Moderately understanding 
4. Not very understanding 
5. Not at all understanding 
6. I do not tell them of conflicts 
7. Not applicable (work alone) 

10. How understanding are your male co-workers or 
colleagues of conflicts between work and home? 

1. Extremely understanding 
2. Very understanding 
3. Moderately understanding 
4. Not very understanding 
5. Not at all understanding 
6. I do not tell them of conflicts 
7. Not applicable (work alone) 

11. What do you do for child care while you are working? 

1. Child(ren) go to organized day care for a fee. 
2. Child(ren) go to another's home (relative, 

friend), for which I pay a fee or services. 
3. Child(ren) go to another's home (relative, 

friend), for which I do not pay a fee. 
4. Someone comes to my home for a fee. 
5. Someone comes to my home for no fee. 
6. A neighbor or relative keeps an eye out for 

the child(ren). 
7. Child(ren) are home alone. 
8. Child(ren) come to where I am working. 
9. I work at home. 
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12. How do you handle supervision when your child(ren) are 
home and you are working? 

1. They are old enough to handle most things on 
their own. 

2. They telephone if problems arise. 
3. They telephone on a regular schedule (i.e. upon 

arrival from school, hourly). 
4. I telephone them. 
5. I just hope they will be alright. 
6. They are never home alone while I am working. 

Single parents often report that the number of different 
roles and/or responsibilities that face them (such as 
housekeeper, cook, understanding parent, provider, employee, 
dating partner, etc.) increase when they become single 
custodial parents. The next questions ask about your 
reaction to the increase in number of roles and/or 
responsibilities. 

13. How much conflict between roles and/or responsibilities 
have you felt? 

1. Tremendous conflict 
2. Considerable conflict 
3. Moderate conflict 
4. Little conflict 
5. No conflict at all 

14. How much satisfaction at being able to take on and 
manage new roles and/or responsibilities have you felt? 

1. Tremendous satisfaction 
2. Considerable satisfaction 
3. Moderate satisfaction 
4. Little satisfaction 
5. No satisfaction at all 
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Table E - 1. 

o Factor Analysis Case Loadings 
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Group I Group II 

Case # Factor I 
(Eigen = 

8 3 . 1 6 5 ) 

Factor II 
(Eigen = 

1 . 9 1 9 ) 

Case # Factor I Factor II 

45 
49 
12 
68 
1 

29 
51 
27 

5 
23 
60 
84 
11 
37 
80 
85 

7 
54 
73 
47 
17 
44 
50 
30 
32 
31 
52 
40 
61 
6 

16 
20 

39 
9 

19 
46 

. 9 0 3 0 9 

.88166 

. 8 7 8 3 0 

. 8 7 4 9 7 

. 8 4 5 4 6 

. 8 4 5 1 5 

. 8 4 2 6 3 

. 8 3 4 2 9 

. 8 2 6 2 4 

. 8 2 4 3 6 

. 8 1 8 7 9 

. 8 1 5 6 5 

. 8 0 8 1 6 

. 8 0 6 9 3 

. 8 0 3 8 5 

. 8 0 0 3 9 

. 7 9 3 3 7 

. 7 8 7 0 6 

. 7 8 6 9 9 

. 7 8 5 7 0 

. 7 8 5 4 0 

. 7 8 4 0 7 

. 7 8 2 0 1 

. 7 8 0 4 3 

. 7 7 6 3 5 

. 7 7 3 4 7 

. 7 7 1 5 4 

. 7 6 6 3 7 

. 7 6 6 1 9 

. 7 6 2 2 5 

. 7 5 8 6 5 

. 7 5 4 8 0 

. 7 4 5 9 4 

. 7 4 4 1 0 

. 7 4 3 8 0 

. 7 3 1 4 2 

. 4 1 5 6 0 74 . 3 8 3 5 2 . 9 2 1 0 0 

. 4 5 4 9 2 76 . 4 3 4 2 1 . 8 9 3 4 7 

. 4 6 3 8 8 62 , .48774 . 8 6 7 4 4 

. 4 7 2 7 9 41 . 5 1 0 0 7 . 8 5 8 5 7 

. 5 0 4 7 7 57 . 5 2 8 9 1 . 8 4 2 0 1 

. 5 2 7 3 2 26 . 5 3 3 3 5 . 84049 

. 4 9 3 0 4 64 . 52702 . 8 4 0 4 1 

. 5 4 2 5 2 13 . 5 4 6 6 2 . 8 3 0 0 8 

. 5 5 6 6 5 55 . 5 6 6 6 2 . 8 1 6 6 9 

. 5 6 0 5 9 24 . 5 7 9 7 6 . 80669 

. 5 7 1 5 5 82 . 5 3 2 2 7 . 8 0 6 4 7 

. 5 5 4 9 7 75 . 5 6 3 1 1 . 8 0 5 0 2 

. 5 8 3 7 1 79 . 5 8 5 8 0 . 7 9 6 6 9 

. 5 8 5 9 5 3 . 6 1 0 7 9 . 7 8 5 3 1 

. 5 7 7 6 0 28 61267 . 7 8 3 8 8 

. 5 8 5 1 7 77 . 5 9 7 1 0 . 7 7 8 9 9 

. 5 8 9 1 5 59 . 6 2 7 2 2 . 7 6 8 6 0 

. 6 0 9 6 8 15 . 6 0 9 4 7 . 7 6 7 5 4 

. 6 0 9 4 8 53 . 63383 . 7 6 6 0 2 

. 6 1 5 8 6 43 . 6 3 7 4 9 . 7 6 2 2 9 

. 6 1 2 8 8 42 . 6 4 6 9 7 . 7 6 0 6 0 

. 6 1 4 3 3 87 . 6 3 7 4 7 . 7 5 9 6 1 

. 6 1 8 6 4 66 . 6 4 7 7 9 . 7 5 4 9 9 

. 6 1 8 8 9 8 . 6 4 9 8 7 . 7 5 4 4 3 

. 6 1 6 7 3 35 . 6 1 9 6 6 . 7 5 0 2 6 

. 6 2 8 1 1 18 . 6 1 2 5 9 . 7 4 9 6 7 

. 6 2 7 1 1 83 . 6 4 4 0 5 . 7 4 9 5 6 

. 6 2 3 9 5 

. 6 3 3 0 3 63 . 65427 . 7 4 7 8 7 

. 6 3 5 2 7 69 . 6 6 5 6 3 . 7 4 4 0 3 

. 6 4 3 9 0 71 . 6 6 1 3 2 . 7 2 6 1 9 

. 6 4 7 0 5 36 . 6 7 5 4 8 . 7 2 3 0 6 
67 . 6 8 6 0 3 . 7 1 2 8 7 

. 6 6 0 9 4 22 . 6 7 3 6 0 . 7 1 6 8 6 

. 6 6 2 9 9 38 . 4 8 6 4 7 . 7 1 5 6 2 

. 6 4 9 9 5 2 . 6 9 3 8 0 . 7 1 4 6 0 

. 6 6 6 2 2 33 . 6 8 7 8 3 . 7 1 2 2 9 
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Table E - 1. (continued) 

o Factor Analysis Case Loadings 

Case # 

Group I 

Case # 

Group II 

Case # Factor I Factor II Case # Factor I Factor II 

56 .72764 .67918 4 .69416 .71115 

70 .72381 .62716 10 .68770 .70653 

25 .72131 .68370 81 .69750 .70616 

48 .72127 .66712 14 .68990 .69866 

65 .72086 .67392 21 .64693 .65434 

78 .71951 .67424 
58 .71583 .69123 
72 .71576 .69251 
86 .71558 . 66735 
34 .70899 .69953 
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GROUP I GROUP II 
(n = 42) <n = 38) 

13 SD M SD F E 

AGE 41.7 7.5 37.3 7.8 6.43 . 0 1 3 

# YEARS MARRIED 12.8 6.1 9.3 4 . 6 8 .20 . 0 0 5 

AGE MARRIED 25.0 5.4 22.7 5.8 3 . 54 . 0 6 4 

SOCIOECONOMIC 20.8 3.9 19. 2 2 . 8 4.36 . 0 4 0 

STATUS 
. 0 4 4 # SIBLINGS 3 . 5 1.9 4 . 5 2 . 3 4 .20 . 0 4 4 

FELT SUPPORT * 2.5 1.1 2 . 0 1.1 3 .73 . 0 5 7 

SOCIAL ACTIVITY * 2.9 1.1 3 . 3 .9 3. 16 . 0 7 9 

PROMINENCE * 2.0 .9 1.5 . 7 8.81 . 0 0 4 

FATHER ROLE 
INVOLVEMENT * 12.2 3.8 9.9 2.8 9 . 59 . 0 0 3 

CHILD—MARRIED 
CLOSENESS * 1.6 .8 1.4 .7 2.81 . 0 9 8 

CHILD—MARRIED 
DESIRE CHILD 2.2 1.2 2.9 1.2 7 . 27 . 0 0 9 

PREPARED * 2.3 1.1 1.9 1.1 3 . 18 . 0 7 9 

PHYSICAL CARE 
REASON SINGLE- 3.2 1.2 2.5 1.4 6. 15 . 0 1 5 

ABANDONMENT 
SOCIAL 10.6 3 . 3 19.3 4.79 

in 

cr> > . 0 0 1 

BEM FEMININE 5.4 .7 5.8 . 8 5.94 . 0 1 7 

* higher scores mean less of variable 
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Table E - 3. 

Results of MANOVA—2nd Most Complete Data 

Group 
(n = 

I 
28) 

Group 
(n = 

II 
26) 

M SD M SD F e 

SIXTEEN PF A 7.7 2 . 3 9.4 1.7 9.86 . 0 0 3 

SIXTEEN PF C 6.8 2.7 8.3 2.2 5.23 . 026 

SIXTEEN PF N 5.0 2.5 3.2 2.0 8 . 60 . 0 0 5 

SIXTEEN PF O 6.5 2.9 4.0 2 . 6 10.78 . 0 0 2 

SATISFACTION 
WITH WIFE'S 
CARE OF CHILD 

* 5.4 2.3 6.7 2 . 3 3 .78 . 0 5 7 

* high score means less of variable 



Table E - 4. 

Split Group MANOVA results 
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GROUP I GROUP II 
(n = 30) (n = 26) 

M SD M SD 

AGE 1ST MARRIAGE 26.0 5.8 22.9 4.1 5.03 .029 

CLOSENESS TO * 1.7 .8 1.3 .6 5.09 .02 8 
CHILD—CURRENT 

PREP TO PROVIDE *2.2 1.0 1.6 .8 5.40 .024 
PHYSICAL CARE 

* high score means less of variable 
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