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Preface and acknowledgements

My father, the son of a coal miner, was born in the Appalachian Mountains where
men are quiet, aloof and quick to anger. After my grandmother died, and my
grandfather could not cope with caring for five small children, my father was raised
by an aunt in Texas before returning to the mountains as a young man. He met my
mother during World War Two when he was based in Europe as a military
policeman in the 101* Airborne Division of the American Army. They married,
returned to the Appalachian Mountains, where my two brothers were born, and then
the family came back to England in 1952. I was born in 1955 and my sister in 1960.
As a child, living in a working-class Anglo-American family, the messages I
received about my cultural identity were mixed and sometimes confusing. I was an
English schoolboy during the day and then would go home and have meatloaf, mash
potatoes and green beans for supper, play horseshoes in the garden with my father
and play checkers with my brothers before going to bed. When my friends’ fathers
were growing leeks and cabbages in southern suburban England, my father would

grow sweetcorn and pumpkins.

In addition to my confused cultural identity, I quickly picked up the idea that to be a
man I would need to be tough and prepared to be angry, not talk about my feelings,
engage in physical labour, marry and have children. I learned from my father that
men were peripheral to child care. He would be at work all day as a compositor in
the print industry, would spend his time at home gardening and decorating and, when
he had the opportunity, he went fishing. I remember him being distant, both

physically and emotionally, and yet kind and caring. I also have clear memories of



him patiently teaching me to fish. The intimacy of those times we spent fishing
together on the banks of the River Thames gave me a clear message that my father
loved me. My father was a good and consistent provider for my family but he was
never part of the family in the same sense that my mother was. She was the home-
maker and her husband and children were extremely well cared for physically.
However, although I received love and affection from both my parents, the
emotional centre of my family was a space in which family members often competed
to have their emotional needs met. This was a space that could be characterised by
tension and anger. My mother’s anger was explicit and explosive and my father’s
anger was subdued, hidden and full of the potential for violence. As a child in this
often turbulent and frightening environment, I developed the ability to avoid conflict,
keep myself safe and, without realising, I developed a sense of responsibility for

keeping the peace.

I grew into a quiet and aloof young man who was quick to feel anger. My education
took me away from my family and its traditional values of ‘men are men’ and
‘women are women’. The 1970s brought messages about ‘women’s liberation’,
equality in the workplace and the need for men to be more emotionally responsible
in relationships with women and children. I entered the nursing profession and
became a professional carer, married young and was a father of two children by the
age of twenty nine. My partner and I took it in turns to stay at home and look after
the children and keep house while the other worked. As a man, I felt that my life-
style was the right way of living for me even though as a young father I was the only
man with a baby at the One O’clock Club for mothers and babies in Peckham Park.
Despite my chosen life-style, my life as a man and father continued to be influenced

by the early messages I heard as a child. I struggled with intimacy in relationships,



was unable to talk about my feelings and often became angry when I felt frustrated,
not in control or hurt and upset. I would be embarrassed when caring for my children
in the company of ‘real men’ and sometimes felt that I should be at work full-time

earning the family income.

In the late 1980s I left the nursing profession and trained as a humanistic counsellor.
My training, and subsequent continuing professional development, required periods
of personal therapy during which I was encouraged to experience my emotions and
take responsibility for what I was feeling. As I became more aware of my emotional
self I developed an appreciation for the feelings of others that had been denied me
partly as a result of my social construction as a man. My developing ability to be
empathic in relationships was encouraged by my reading of Carl Roger’s (1951)
Client-Centred Therapy and my deepening experiences of relationships with my
family, friends, work colleagues and clients. This emotional maturation was
accompanied by periods of shame and guilt as I realised how cut off I had been from
my self and other people throughout my life and how much, in particular, my
relationship with my partner and children had been affected. At home, the patient
and consistent support of my partner helped me to develop as a father who was
involved in all aspects of my children’s care. I also became more aware of my anger
and how it affected my family, and over a period learned to manage this more

effectively by undertaking emotion work.

It was by continuing to develop a genuine and respectful approach to my own regard
as well as other people’s well-being that, at work, I shaped my professional self as a
person-centred counsellor working with individuals and groups. My approach to
working with groups was influenced by my reading >of Yalom’s (1975) The Theory

and Practice of Group Psychotherapy; a book which instilled in me the importance



of creating the kind of atmosphere in groups where people feel safe enough to talk
about their experiences of life. Through listening to the life-stories of my clients, I
acquired a better understanding of how men’s emotional illiteracy can limit their
own fullness of experience and deny them equal participation in human
relationships. I also developed, through listening to first-hand accounts, a profound
appreciation of how damaging men’s anger can be in relationships within families.
And so, when provided with the opportunity to undertake a PhD, I decided to
consolidate my personal and professional learning about the emotional lives of men

by studying, within an academic context, fatherhood, masculinity and anger.

Although my initial thoughts for this study were about exploring what made fathers
angry in families and how they managed their anger, I came to realise that the fathers
who participated in the fieldwork framed their experiences around conflict
avoidance. This led me to conceptualise what they were telling me, and my own
personal experiences, as a form of emotion work. Hochschild (1983) contends that
emotion work is characterised by managing our own and other people’s feelings
according to rules about how we should and should not feel in certain social
situations. Calhoun (1992) argues that emotion work is something that women are
expected to take responsibility for in families and Frith and Kitzinger (1998) further
contend that emotion work is heavily gendered. Women, according to these authors,
are expected to be compassionate, comforting and discrete whereas men are expected
to be emotionally controlled and controlling, and in particular to use anger to
maintain power and control in relationships. Seidler (1989) argues that men expect
women to take responsibility for difficult emotions in relationships and Duncombe
and Marsden (1995) contend that until men learn to take responsibility for their own

emotions, women will continue to bear the weight of emotion work within



relationships. Seery and Crowley (2000) contend, however, that some women in
families assume responsibility for emotion work and, at the same time, encourage
fathers to become involved in promoting positive feelings in families by undertaking
emotion work. And so this thesis, with its origins in the exploration of fathers’ anger
in families, builds on the notion that emotion work is a joint responsibility for
mothers and fathers and that, indeed, some fathers are able to undertake a form of
emotion work that helps them to manage their anger and contribute positively to the

emotional well-being of their children.

I would like to acknowledge the invaluable support of the following people in the
completion of this thesis: my academic supervisors, Dr. Rachel Alsop and Mr. Colin
Creighton, who have patiently and skilfully guided me through the process of
successfully completing a PhD. My partner, Sue Jarrell, for her unconditional love
and support during the inevitable ups and downs of such a challenging project. My
friends Keith Bremner, Hilde De Volder, Mike Hermanovitz and Graham Till - who
have listened to me talking about this project, and supported me in its completion,
during the past eight years. Former colleagues at the University of Hull Counselling
Service: Linda Hastings, Sue Montgomery, Denise Townsend and the late Fay
Simpson - whose interest and support helped to sustain my work through the early
years of the study. I would also like to thank the fathers I interviewed - all of whom
were courageous enough to tell me about their sometimes difficult and painful

experiences of involved fatherhood.

In the preface to her book ‘Housewife’, Ann Oakley concludes by saying, ‘Lastly, it

is obligatory for me to thank my own family for the experience of my own



Vi

oppression as a housewife. Without this, I would never have wanted to write the
book in the first place.” And so, lastly, I would like to thank my children, Mike and
Rosie Jarrell, for continuing to love and accept me as a ‘good enough’ father
throughout their experiences of my anger and my developing ability to undertake
emotion work. Without them, I would never have wanted to write this thesis in the

first place.
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1. Introduction

In the summer of 1983 I began caring for my baby son full-time while my partner
undertook post-qualifying nurse training in South East London. One day, after my partner
had left for work, I prepared breakfast as usual for my son, bathed him, dressed him,
cuddled him, put him in his buggy and left for the shops - buggy handles firmly clasped in
both hands. As I approached a gang of men digging the road I began to feel uncomfortable.
Feeling a sense of shame, feeling less of a man, I switched to pushing the buggy with one
hand, holding the left grip in my right hand as if detaching myself from my son and his
care. Once past the gang of men I reverted to pushing the buggy normally, enjoying my

son’s company as we went shopping together.

It would be many years before I began to understand the sense of self that contributed to
my difficult feelings as we walked past that gang of men. And many years before I could
begin to articulate a sense of my own masculinity that was not ashamed of being soft and
caring in front of other men. Over the last twenty five years I have been involved, with my
partner, in raising my two children. I have also worked in Health and Social Care as a
Nurse, Counsellor and Social Work Educator. As a result of my personal and professional
experiences my curiosity has grown about masculinity, power and relationships
culminating in undertaking a doctoral study into fatherhood, masculinity, anger and

emotion work.
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The objectives of this thesis are:

1. To contribute to the contemporary agenda on research into fatherhood by focusing
on the successes and difficulties of fathers being more involved in the intimate care

of their children.

2. To contribute to the understanding of how traditional discourses on fatherhood and

masculinity may affect involved fathers’ ability to nurture children.

3. To consider how involved fathers manage predominant discourses on fatherhood,

masculinity and anger within the home.

When I first began to think about this study I was not aware my thoughts were based on
traditional discourses that resulted in a limited approach to defining fatherhood, masculinity
and anger (and, indeed, the term emotion work was unknown to me). My feelings about not
living up to traditional discourses were experienced as negative and difficult, even though
being a more involved father and a soft and caring man felt right and appropriate. It was not
until T began to read about poststructuralism, and in particular discourse theory, that I
realised my difficult feelings were the result of powerful forces within discursive fields
insisting I adhere to predominant discourses on fatherhood and masculinity. I had no
conscious understanding that these difficult feelings were indications of points of
resistance, and the associated possibility of a sense of agency, and were to provide me and

my family with opportunities to embrace change.
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Discourse theory, in short, deals with how identity is shaped by individual subjective
experiences of language and cultural norms within societies (Foucault, 1981; Weedon,
1997). Some gender theorists have, according to Alsop, Fitzsimons and Lennon (2002),
appropriated discourse theory as a way of deconstructing binary gender divisions in society
and, in particular, work on discourse has been useful in understanding how fatherhood,
masculinity and anger have been socially constructed (Lupton and Barclay, 1997; Lupton,
1998; Connell, 2005). This thesis considers the notion of discursive fields and points of
resistance as significant aspects of discourse theory. A discursive field is defined as the way
in which organisations and social structures compete to give meaning to the world through
the use of language, social norms and individual identities (Weedon, 1997). Discursive
fields operate at an unconscious level, or for some individuals more consciously, and are
characterised by points of resistance. Points of resistance provide an opportunity for some
individuals, through a sense of agency, to develop more personalised identities based on
discourses that may have been subordinated or marginalised by more predominant
discourses. For example, Swain (2006) describes how some boys are developing, in
resistance to a more traditional form of masculinity, more personalised identities as young
men who are caring, emotional and more able to participate equitably in relationshipsl. The
development of personalised identities as a result of being exposed to discursive fields is
not considered a linear process and is often the result of a mix of discourses influencing

individuals. The notion of discursive mixes indicates that an individual is subject to a

1 Swain (2006: 334) resisted the invention of a new typology to describe the boys he identified as behaving
differently. Instead, he preferred to consider the boys in his sample as responding in a personal way to their
experiences of more dominant and persuasive masculinities. I have appropriated this term in preference to
attempting to pigeon-hole the men who participated in this study. Although, for convenience, they are
described as involved fathers, I have resisted calling them ‘new men’. Their personal accounts speak for
themselves within the context of personalised masculinities and men undertaking emotion work in families.
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number of sometimes contradictory discourses competing for dominance within specific

social situations and across the life course (Lupton and Barclay, 1997; Petersen, 2003).

My own sense that pushing a baby in a buggy past a gang of men digging a ditch was a
shameful act is an example of a discursive field in operation. A powerful discourse on
traditional masculinity was in evidence as men were portrayed, in my imagination, to be
engaged in a physically tough occupation while their ‘wives’ were at home caring for their
children and cooking their meals. The power exerted by this discursive field changed my
behaviour as I reverted to a stance that traditional men often employ - pushing a buggy one
handed in order to indicate a degree of uncomfortableness at being involved in childcare.
Real men don’t push buggies. However, also at play around this point of resistance was my
awareness of a changing social norm that indicated men could be carers and participate
more publicly in child care. My growing sense that this was my preferred life style
motivated me to continue to develop an identity as a man and a father more involved in
caring for my children. This personal journey was, and still is, characterised by an
increasing awareness that my subjective identity as a man and a father is the result of a

complex mix of competing discourses on masculinity and fatherhood.

Involved fatherhood is one of three discourses on fatherhood - traditional, emergent and
involved - employed by this thesis as a convenient way of conceptualising approaches to
fatherhood. Involved fatherhood is characterised by fathers accepting, at least, equal
responsibility with mothers for the physical, psychological and emotional care of their
children (Lupton and Barclay, 1997; Dienhart, 1998). This often involves men balancing

work and home better and mothers developing opportunities for employment and
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education. Although some authors contend (Smart and Neale, 1999) that the motivation for
involved fatherhood often comes, for some fathers, after divorce or separation places
demands on fathers to keep contact with their children, this thesis emphasises more positive
motivations for fathers being more fully involved in the care of their children. Involved
fatherhood is in contrast to a traditional fatherhood that locates the father as the
breadwinner who is responsible, as head of the family, for discipline (Lamb, 1976; Warin,
Solomon, Lewis and Langford, 1999; Zoja, 2001). Traditional fathers are often emotionally
distant and rely on the mother for their own emotional nurturance as well as the emotional
well-being of their children. Traditional fatherhood locates the mother within the family
home with sole responsibility for child care and limited access to employment and
educational opportunities. Emergent fatherhood, so called because it emerged as a major
discourse during the latter half of the twentieth century, is a way of describing an approach
to fatherhood that embodies aspects of both traditional and involved fatherhood (Benson,
1968; Pleck, 1977; Fein, 1978). Although emergent fathers may see themselves as being at
the head of the family and predominantly responsible for income generation and discipline,
they are also located more within the family and acknowledge child care as partly their
responsibility. However, emergent fathers tend to rely on mothers to take primary
responsibility for childcare and often act as ‘mothers’ helpers’ rather than fully involved

fathers.

A discourse on traditional masculinity insists that men are socially constructed to be
rational, physically strong, competitive, aggressive and emotionally inarticulate (Brod,
1987; Morgan, 1992; Brod and Kaufman, 1994; Kimmel and Messner, 1998; Pease, 2000;

Haywood and Mac an Ghaill, 2003; Connell, 2005). Men’s emotional inarticulacy often
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results in the use of anger and violence to deal with difficulties and maintain power in
relationships (Kaufmann, 1994; Seidler, 1998). Because traditional masculinity is
hegemonic in nature it often has a hidden and profound effect on the subjective identities of
most men and so appears to be natural and legitimate. In particular, the use of anger by men
in relationships is often perceived as natural and legitimate by both men and women. In
order to challenge this assumption, this thesis conceptualises anger as a socially constructed
emotion. Although it is commonly experienced as a naturally occurring spontaneous
emotion, the sociology of emotions argues anger is a constructed response to social cues
(Lupton, 1998). Furthermore, anger is gendered - men and women’s attitudes to and
experiences of anger being different because of their socially constructed gender identities
(Brody, 1999; Shields, 2002; Seidler, 1994; Stearns, 1987; Stearns and Stearns, 1988).
Brody (1999) and Shields (2002) argue anger is a socially constructed response to issues of
power and control in relationships and men in particular feel they have a right to exercise

power and control through the use of anger.

Anger has been a consistent theme within my personal experiences as a man and a father
and my professional experiences as a nurse and counsellor. During my three decades as a
worker in the helping professions anger has consistently appeared in the life histories and
daily struggles of many of my clients — in particular the effects of male anger within
abusive relationships and, more specifically, the effects of fathers’ anger in families. A
contemporary response to helping men address anger in relationships is to provide anger
management training. This often takes a cognitive approach to recognising triggers and
teaching avoidance or management techniques. However, I contend that the fathers who

participated in this study were managing their anger by undertaking emotion work, a
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concept that goes further than a cognitive and behavioural approach to managing anger.
Emotion work in families means taking responsibility for the physical, psychological and
emotional well-being of children by being actively involved in promoting positive family
routines and experiences (Seery and Crowley, 2000). This encourages well-being and
positive feelings as well as helping to manage difficult and painful feelings in a supportive
and sensitive way. In addition to this sociological definition of emotion work I have
incorporated a consideration of men’s personal experiences of emotions and intimate
relationships as a significant aspect of fathers undertaking emotion work in families
(Seidler, 1995, 1998). The fathers who participated in the interviews and focus group
discussions during the fieldwork had discovered alternative ways of maintaining discipline
within the family that did not involve the use of anger. This does not mean to say these
fathers did not at times feel angry or sometimes become angry. As the fieldwork progressed
the fathers began to reflect on their experiences of anger and talk about their attitudes to
fatherhood, masculinity and anger as well as some of the reasons fathers become angry in

families.

Research into fatherhood during the latter half of the twentieth century focused primarily
on the social construction of fatherhood and encouraged the progressive involvement of
fathers in the care of their children (Benson, 1968; Pleck, 1977; Fein, 1978; O’Brien, 1982;
McKee and O’Brien, 1982; Marsiglio, 1995; Lupton and Barclay, 1997; Dienhart, 1998).
These studies provided examples of how the performance of fatherhood was changing
across time in Western Europe and North America - changing from a predominantly
traditional fatherhood to approaches to fathering that were more nurturing and inclusive. In

addition, Gillis (2000: 227) provides an overview of the historical performance of
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fatherhood and reminds us that the traditional discourse on fatherhood is a recent Western
industrial invention, preceded by a more benevolent and nurturing (although patriarchal)
style of fathering. Lamb (1987) illustrates the diverse nature of fatherhood across a range of
cultures and, more recently, Nsamenang (2000) and Sideris (2005) provide examples of
cultural performances of fatherhood encompassing discursive mixes of traditional,
emergent and involved fatherhood. The above changes in how society thought about
fatherhood were consolidated in the United Kingdom at the turn of the century by changes
in thinking about social policy that encouraged fathers’ involvement in the care of their

children (Burgess and Ruxton, 1996; Burghes, Clarke and Cronin, 1997; Lewis, 2000).

Much research at the beginning of the twenty first century has shifted its focus from
historical and cultural perspectives and is informed more by the changing function and
structure of the family. For instance, Carbrera, Tamis LeMonda, Bradley, Hofferth and

Lamb (2000: 132) argue:

Participation of women in the labor force will likely to continue to rise during the
next century. The extent of fatherhood involvement and responsibility in child care
is also likely to increase. As men become integral to domestic and child rearing
activities, they will take more responsibility for the organization and planning of

their children’s lives.

The nature of fathers’ involvement and responsibility in families is debated by
contemporary authors. The Promise Keepers, in North America, argue that the position of

the father at the head of the family is essential for the health of society (Donovan, 1998).
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Similarly, authors such as Christiansen and Palkovitz (2001) indicate the continued
relevance of some aspects of traditional fatherhood and focus on the ‘bread winner’ role as
still being the responsibility of the father. However, many research agendas continue to
encourage the development of father-friendly social policies (Lewis, 2000) and seem to
indicate a preference for involved fatherhood and challenge the idea of gender specific

roles in parenting. Indeed, Lewis and Warin (2001: 1) argue:

A parent’s gender is far less important in affecting child development than broader

qualities such as warmth and kindness .....

Marsiglio and Pleck (2005) review the research literature on fatherhood in North America
and find that contemporary research issues focus on whether father involvement can
uniquely influence children’s development, how fatherhood styles may contribute to
gendered social inequalities and the influence of diversity on fathering. They argue, and I
agree, that future research should focus on the study of fatherhood in relation to hegemonic
masculinity, continued attention to cross cultural examples of fathering and how the politics
of the reproduction of knowledge on fatherhood may contribute to social policy
development and the attitudes of the helping professions and the general public (Marsiglio
and Pleck, 2005: 250). Connell (2000: 32) argues strategic research directions into men and
masculinities should include ‘practical concerns such as boy’s education, men’s health and
men’s violence ..... developing a more explicit knowledge of the process of change in
masculinities.” Petersen (2003) continues with a discursive approach to the study of
fatherhood and reminds us that the meaning of fatherhood is not fixed and should be

considered as flexible and changing.
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However, it is Connell (2005) who provides a location for my thesis within existing

research agendas on fatherhood. Connell (2005: xvi) indicates:

This work [research priority] considers men’s relationships to their children,
especially as fathers; difficulties in traditional masculinities and the development of

new models of fathering and family relations.

This thesis argues that the fathers who participated in this study demonstrated their abilities
to develop intimate relationships with their children and undertake emotion work, despite
the limitations and restrictions imposed by traditional discourses on fatherhood and
masculinity. The changes they illustrated were closely connected to their desire to manage
their anger in relationships differently to their experiences of their own parents. This
resulted in their approach to issues of power and control and the expression of painful and
difficult feelings in relationships being markedly different to the approach of more
traditional men in families. This new perspective on involved fathering closely resembles
the ideal discourse often associated with mothers — being responsible for the emotional well
being of their partners and children — and, as we shall read later, illustrates some interesting

and thought provoking shifts in family structures.

Lewis and Warin (2001) write about the emotionality of fathers and the importance of
warmth, affection and sensttivity in their relationships with their children. However they
stop short of writing about men undertaking emotion work in families, an issue I seek to

address in this thesis. Brandth and Kvande (1998) consider how traditional masculinity
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continues to place emphasis on the breadwinner and mother’s helper roles in fatherhood
and Gillis (2000) indicates a crisis of fatherhood characterised by absent fathers, a crisis in
traditional masculinity and a lack of clarity about the father’s role in society. A reliance on
traditional masculinity as a prerequisite for successful fathering is challenged by this thesis
as the accounts of the fathers interviewed provide evidence of a more genderless expression
of parenting. Dowd (2000) indicates a new model for fathering and family relations that
encompasses a discursive mix valorising traditional, emergent and involved fatherhood.
However, perhaps the best example of a study that illustrates some of the key aspects of
this thesis — fathers’ relationships with their children, traditional masculinity and new

models of fathering - is provided by Sideris (2005: 111):

In a remote corner of South Africa a group of men are negotiating more caring and
equal relationships with their wives and children ... They are concerned how they
treat women and children, reflect on their roles in family life, consciously attempt to
create more equal ways of sharing domestic tasks and decisions, and explicitly

reject violent ways of resolving conflicts.

Articulating my understanding of how fathers are able to undertake emotion work in
families has been challenging. The accounts of the fathers interviewed will illustrate that
this process of emotional involvement is far from linear. The process of acknowledging the
damaging effect of anger on families, deciding to parent differently, managing often
conflicting and contradictory aspects of masculinity, developing intimate relationships with

children (despite the limitations imposed by a traditional discourse on fatherhood) and
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undertaking emotion work does not have a logical order in real life, even though at times I

have written as if this is the case.

In order to provide a conceptual framework for my argument chapter two considers the
literature on fatherhood, masculinity, anger and emotion work within the context of gender
theorising and, in particular, discourse theory. This chapter also includes an exploration of
some of the literature on anger, intimate relationships and emotion work in order to provide
a conceptual framework for further developing a definition of involved fatherhood that
includes undertaking an extended form of emotion work in families. The development of
involved fatherhood throughout the latter half of the twentieth century is explored with
particular reference to fathers developing intimate relationships with children. The chapter
concludes with a description of how traditional masculinity validates the use of anger and

violence in intimate relationships and limits men’s abilities to undertake emotion work.

Chapter three provides an explanation of the fieldwork methodology by locating it within
feminist methodology and specifically considering the eclectic use of qualitative research
methods. Ethical considerations are explained ahead of the development of the research
questions and research design because during the design stage the sensitive nature of the
research required attention to child protection issues and the health and safety of research
participants and the researcher. The chapter concludes with an explanation of the research
design (a combination of individual interviews and focus group discussions) and an account

of the process of data analysis and thesis writing.
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Chapter four begins the examination of the accounts of the fathers, a group of
predominantly white, middle-aged, middle-class fathers who indicated they were involved
in the care of their children. This chapter argues that a fundamental prerequisite for fathers
undertaking emotion work in families is their ability to develop intimate relationships with
children. The fathers begin their accounts by talking about fatherhood and intimacy and
then each of the three discourses on fatherhood — traditional, emergent and involved — is
considered within the context of fatherhood being a complex discursive mix. Three further
perspectives on intimacy are explored - children choosing intimacy, intimacy with children
changing over time and the genders of the parent and the child - before the chapter

concludes with accounts of fathers undertaking aspects of emotion work in families.

Chapter five begins by challenging the idea that men are not able to talk about their feelings
by providing accounts of fathers talking of their feelings about fatherhood. This theme is
continued with a further explanation of the limiting effects hegemonic masculinity has on
the emotional lives of men by considering further accounts of the fathers interviewed. The
chapter goes on to consider hegemonic masculinity and its impact on intimacy in families
and provides further accounts of fathers undertaking emotion work with particular
reference to their discursive construction as men. The chapter concludes with accounts of
fathers reflecting on their experiences of anger and how these experiences have motivated

them to develop more personal expressions of fatherhood and masculinity.

Chapter six is introduced by fathers talking about anger and, in particular, reflecting on two
aspects of anger that this thesis contends are particularly important in the consideration of

fatherhood, masculinity, anger and emotion work - power and control in families and the
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experiencing of difficult and painful feelings. The final section of this chapter provides two
detailed discussions of fathers managing their anger in families by undertaking emotion
work and brings together the themes presented throughout the three substantive chapters
prior to a formal consideration of a new contribution to the concept of involved fatherhood

in chapter seven.

Chapter seven concludes the thesis by first providing an explanation of my own personal
learning throughout the course of this eight year investigation into fatherhood, masculinity,
anger and emotion work. I then confirm the thesis’s contribution to the study of fatherhood
by describing a new contribution to the concept of involved fatherhood in which some
fathers may manage their anger in families by undertaking emotion work. This thesis now
goes on to begin this exploration of how fathers may manage their anger in families by
undertaking emotion work with a theoretical consideration of the four main themes of the

study: fatherhood, masculinity, anger and emotion work.
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2. Theorising Fatherhood, Masculinity, Anger and Emotion work

During the course of the fieldwork I interviewed a father (participant 19), married with a
five year old daughter and a two year old son, who was involved” in the care of his
children. The following extracts from this interview illustrate a discursive mix in the
performance of fatherhood and masculinities ~ a mix embodying performances of
fatherhood and masculinity that are kind and caring as well as possessing the potential for

the expression of anger and violence.

I make it quite clear that I love my children, I make it quite clear. I hug them, I kiss
them and I play with them. You know, that physical contact that I think is required.
And I think it is important that the children see me give my wife, or my wife give

me, a kiss and a cuddle.

The feeling of anger is there but I don’t think it comes out. If she [his daughter] will
just not listen you just want to grab her and put her head through the door. But it

would never come to that, of course.

Most parents would recognise the apparently contradictory sentiments expressed by the
above father. How we can both love our children and then experience such extreme

emotion that, if left unchecked, might lead to physical violence is a paradox of parenting

2 This father’s involvement in the care of his children took the form of being equally involved in their
physical, psychological and emotional care. He would, for example, wash them, bathe them, prepare meals,
read stories, play, listen and try to consider their emotional needs. He agreed this parental involvement with
his partner by sharing responsibilities within the home and negotiating employment opportunities and
responsibilities for income generation.
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that challenges both fathers and mothers”. Discourses on fatherhood and masculine
identities validating the expression of anger and violence produce a tension within families
inhibiting men from controlling their anger. This thesis explores the apparent social
acceptability of fathers expressing anger openly and destructively4 in families and the
challenge provided by some fathers’ everyday experiences of managing their anger
differently. This anger control is not the result of a simple act of will but the consequence
of a complex process of being more involved in family life. The process often begins with a
decision to parent in a way that is different to their experiences of their own fathers
followed by the development of an involved approach to fatherhood resulting in spending
more time with their children as carers. For some men, this increased exposure to caring for
children brings with it the opportunity to develop intimate relationships which increases
their understanding of their children. This increased understanding provides the opportunity
to be involved in the emotional lives of their children by helping them to address issues of
power and control in relationships differently to more traditional approaches to parenting.
The fathers who participated in this study were able to undertake emotion work, i.e. the
enhancement of positive feelings and the minimisation of difficult and painful feelings in
families, by developing intimate relationships with their children and increasing their
understanding of them as individuals and as members of the family. All of this takes place

within the context of a masculine identity antagonistic to the notion of men being able to

? The capacity for women to experience the same contradictions is apparent in Judith Arcana’s (1981) account
of mothers’ violence in her book Qur Mothers’ Daughters. Parker, R. (2007) provides an account of mothers’
ambivalence toward their children that may result in feelings of hatred and the expression of violent feelings.

4 Anger is thought by some to be a useful emotion bringing about required outcomes in relationships. For
example, an historical perspective on the social use of anger is provided by Rosenwein (1998) in Anger’s
Past: The Social Uses of an Emotion in The Middle Ages. A predominant assertion in this thesis is that anger
is generally not useful in relationships and that parents should seek to minimise its occurrence.
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care for children. A gendered discourse on anger contributes to the complexity of our

understanding of this process.

This chapter presents a theoretical understanding of the above process drawing on a
framework that became apparent as the fieldwork data was analysed within the context of
reading a diverse literature on gender, emotions, fatherhood and masculinity. The chapter
begins with a consideration of gender as a starting point for contextualising fatherhood,
masculinity, anger and emotion work and then proposes poststructuralism as a primary
intellectual tool for understanding how the possibility for change in gendered identities may
be understood. Gendered anger is then considered within the context of intimate
relationships and emotion work. The chapter goes on to provide an overview of discourses
on fatherhood and how these may limit or enhance the opportunities for fathers to spend
time with their children as carers, a prerequisite for undertaking emotion work in families.
The chapter concludes with a view of how a hidden and powerful discourse on masculinity,
hegemonic masculinity, influences the emotional lives of fathers by separating them from
their emotional experiences of themselves and their families as well as validating the

expression of anger through violence.

Gender

A discussion of gender at this point is relevant to this thesis because I am acknowledging
that we live in a society divided along male-female gender lines which impact on what we

do and how we make sense of ourselves in the world. Although the primary theoretical
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perspective employed by this thesis is poststructuralism, and my contention is that we are
socially constructed as men and women, this is only one of a number of theoretical
approaches employed by gender theorists. Alsop, Fitzsimons and Lennon (2002: 13) write

that the concern of gender theorising is:

.... to explain how we end up as gendered human beings, with a categorization as
men or women, which we may be happy or unhappy with, but which in any case is
one of the defining features of our subjectivity. What we are exploring, in exploring
gender, is the binary division of people into male and female, a categorization that
becomes fundamental to people’s sense of their identity and carries with it

associated expectations of patterns of behaviour.

It is beyond the scope of this thesis to provide an exploration of the full and varied range of
gender theories. Instead, this chapter goes on to provide a critique of poststructuralism and
discourse theory - examining how discourse theory, in particular, can be used to explain
how we become gendered beings and, in addition, provide a conceptual framework for

understanding the experiences of the fathers who participated in the fieldwork.

A Poststructuralist Approach

Weedon (1997) explains that the principles of poststructuralism are grounded in attention to
language, subjectivity and the language associated with discourse. By considering such

factors gender theorising is able to challenge the language and cultural meanings and
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systems that devalue women in society. Weedon (1997) explains that a structural approach
to the use of language limits meaning to a fixed binary relationship between the word and
the concept being named, or given meaning through the use of the word. However, by

employing Saussure’s theory of the sign, she explains (1997: 23):

Saussure theorised language as an abstract system, consisting of chains of signs.
Each sign is made up of a signifier (sound or written image) and a signified
(meaning). The two components of the sign are related to each other in an arbitrary
way, and there is therefore no natural connection between the sound image and the

concept it identifies. The meaning of signs is not intrinsic but relational.

Weedon (1997) argues that language, when approached from a poststructuralist perspective,
may be understood as social and political rather than reflecting a natural state of affairs.
The use of the words woman and man may then be open to different possibilities, as indeed

would the words fatherhood, masculinity, anger and emotion work.

Weedon begins to explain how identity is developed by first identifying the notion of

subjectivity (1997: 32):

‘Subjectivity’ is used to refer to the conscious and unconscious thoughts and
emotions of the individual, her sense of self and her ways of understanding her

relation to the world.
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The importance of poststructuralism to gender theorising and the notion of subjectivity is
that it locates identity in the realms of the imagination and provides an opportunity to
challenge fixed meanings of gender identity; meanings fixed through a structural approach
to the use of language. We make sense of our world in relationship to different and varying

discourses or systems of meaning we are subject to over the course of our lifetimes.

Discourse theory and subjective identities

Weedon (1997:34) considers the formation of individual subjective identities by first

describing how discourse is located within society:

Social structures and processes are organized through institutions and practices such
as the law, the political system, the church, the family, the education system
and the media, each one of which is located in and structured by a particular

discursive field.

The concept of discursive fields was developed by Foucault (1981) as he attempted to make
sense of the relationship between language, social institutions, subjectivity and power.

Weedon indicates (1997: 34):

Discursive fields consist of competing ways of giving meaning to the world and of

organising social institutions and processes.
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Discursive fields operate at a subconscious level, as individual identities and lives are
shaped throughout the life course, and at a conscious level, as individuals develop a sense
of agency rather than being unconsciously subject to predominant discourses. This sense of
agency is possible because of the notion of points of resistance within discursive fields that
provide individuals with points of reference for their developing identities. Foucault (1981)
argues, according to Weedon (1997), that points of resistance do not exist in isolation but
are the points within discursive fields where predominant discourses exert power over
individual identities (and where individuals with a sense of agency may resist the influence
of predominant discourses). Weedon (1997) further explains points of resistance as the site
where some discourses may maintain their dominance whereas other discourses may

concurrently be marginalised or subordinated.

An example of the above, according to Weedon’s (1997) reading of Foucault (1981), is the
predominant discourse on sexuality that regards heterosexuality as the only natural and
normal expression of human sexuality. This discourse has historically been enshrined
within law, the church and the education system and has had the effect of marginalising
homosexuality as a valid expression of human sexuality. Homosexuality has historically
been perceived by society as a deviant and pathological discourse (Weeks, 2000). The
predominant discourse on heterosexuality now has a hegemonic position in society with an
associated deeply embedded system of meanings and practices that are difficult to identify,
understand and challenge. It is within the discursive field of sexuality that individuals may
be subconsciously subjected to these binary hegemonic sexual identities or, conversely,

develop more personalised sexualities through a sense of agency that resists dominant
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discourses on sexuality which marginalise, devalue and even, at times, outlaw

homosexuality.

The notion of the discursive development of individual identities is incomplete without a

consideration of power. Weedon (1997: 110) argues:

Power is a relation. It inheres in difference and is a dynamic of control,
compliance and lack of control between discourses and the subjects constituted
by discourses, who are their agents. Power is exercised within discourses in the

ways in which they constitute and govern individual subjects.

The exercise of power within discursive fields is a primary influence on the development of
subjective identities. Individuals may be shaped by the power of predominant discourses or
may resist their power and, through a sense of agency, develop more personalised identities

that feel more appropriate to the way in which they sense their place in the world.

As well as the development of identity, Weedon (1997: 110) goes on to argue that power is
also at play in the structuring of relationships. This is apparent in relationships between
men and their families. Traditional discourses on family relationships locate the father at
the head of the family and the mother in the ‘emotional centre’. Men in families are
expected to be rational whilst women are expected to be emotional. The power exerted on
individuals and families within discursive fields on gender and parenting, either within
individual identities or the structuring of relationships, may result in some women and men

finding it hard to resist traditional patterns of femininity, masculinity, motherhood and
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fatherhood. For example, policy structures that emphasise the primary role of mothers as
carers may ensure women stay at home and continue with feeling responsible for the care
of children. Similarly, the experiences of boys, as they are bullied by peers and shaped by
the educational system into developing traditional masculine identities, may ensure that
some men continue to exercise their power in relationships through the use of anger and

violence.

Poststructuralism, and the preoccupation with language and discourse, has not been
universally welcomed by feminist theorists, and men studying masculinities, as the most
appropriate tool to help us understand gender construction and power in relationships.
Ramazanoglu (1993) provides a critique suggesting Foucault (1981) may undermine
feminist practice by placing identity in the realms of imagination and ideas, explaining
societal and relational structures in terms of discursive fields and by addressing power as
intangible. This approach may detract from the real life experiences of women in areas such
as domestic violence, discrimination and second class citizenship. Traditional fatherhood
and masculinity take the form of concrete social practices that legitimise the use of anger in
the exercise of power and control in relationships. Indeed, although employing discourse
theory in the understanding of gender relations may be empowering it has its limitations.
Bordo (1990) asserts poststructuralism may detract from the need for individuals to define
their sense of self, organise politically and bring about change in societal structures and
individual relationships. She also indicates that the notion of competing and conflicting
discourses within discursive fields may detract from the very real material difficulties
people experience as they attempt to make sense of themselves and their lives in relation to

a number of different binary oppositions. Seidler (1989: 4) argues that a poststructuralist
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approach relies too heavily on grounding identity in discourse and language, and in doing
so diminishes the importance of the influence of individual experience on personal identity.
Weedon (1997) argues that personal experience is an important aspect of challenging
predominant discourses and this aspect of feminist practice is a consequence of, rather than
a precursor to, a critical consideration of discourse theory. However, Alsop, Fitzimons and

Lennon (2002: 238) suggest that:

We must be careful, however, not to be pushed into accepting a false dichotomy
between material and discursive accounts. Accepting such dualism is to

oversimplify a situation constituted by a complex play of interdependencies.

Although this thesis explores in some detail the discursive construction of fatherhood,
masculinity and anger it also provides substantial material accounts of the experiences of
fathers undertaking emotion work in families. I have found it useful to think in terms of the
discursive construction of fatherhood, masculinity and anger ih order to help me understand
how the fathers who participated in this study were able to change their approach to
parenting. Furthermore, a discussion of normative discourses on fatherhood and
masculinity helped me to understand, for example, the feelings of guilt and shame that
some individuals experience when they fail to live up to the demands of ideal discourses on

parenting and manhood.

Weedon (1997) argues that discourse theory is fundamental to understanding how
individuals and groups develop subjective gendered identities. She explains it is possible to

influence and change predominant discourses in a practical way by deconstructing meaning
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through paying attention to the use of language, researching historical and cross cultural
examples of difference and utilising feminist research methods by, for example,
encouraging real people to talk about their everyday experiences. These aspects of feminist
research practice are apparent in my account of the fieldwork in chapter three. However,
before turning to an account of the methodology, this thesis continues with a theoretical

exploration of fatherhood, masculinity, anger and emotion work.

‘Women Are Emotional and Men Have Emotions’: A Critique

This section begins by considering the discursive construction of emotions, issues of power
and control within relationships and the problematic nature of difficult and painful feelings.
It then presents a brief consideration of the history of anger control leading to a
contemporary valorisation of anger management. However, anger management in isolation
is presented as problematic and the section continues by arguing that in order to understand
how fathers manage their anger in families we need to increase our awareness of how some
men approach intimate relationships in families and go on to manage their anger by

undertaking emotion work.

Lupton (1998), in her consideration of the major ways in which emotions have been

conceptualised and researched in the humanities and social sciences, describes emotions as

either inherent or socially constructed. An inherent emotion is an internal experience and is

often a physiological response to an event linked to impulse rather than thought. In contrast

Lupton (1998:15) describes a socially constructed emotion as one that is ‘.... always
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experienced, understood and named via social and cultural processes’. She goes on to argue
socially constructed emotions are learned and are often the product of social institutions,
social systems and power relations. Lupton (1998) provides shame and guilt as examples of
socially constructed emotions and goes on to say men and women are socialised differently
regarding emotion. In her 1995 study of forty one people in Sydney, Australia, Lupton
(1998: 39) aimed ‘to focus on people’s personal biographies of emotional experience, their
understanding of emotion and emotional management’ together with ways in which they
related emotion to their concept of selfhood. Lupton (1998) describes emotional people as
empathic, compassionate, sensitive, demonstrative, expressive, open and capable of intense
feeling, irrational and less controlled and goes on to say that women are perceived as
emotional and men as unemotional. The concept of gendered emotions is apparent in other
authors’ accounts of men and women'’s experiences of anger (Brody, 1999; Shields, 2002;
Seidler, 1994; Stearns, 1987; Stearns and Stearns, 1988) and this chapter now goes on to
draw these perspectives together and considers men’s anger from two perspectives — power

and control and a response to difficult and painful feelings.

According to Shields (2002:140) anger is conveyed as a problematic emotion linked to
human survival which prepares the body for focused activity and gives other people clear
messages of intent linked to the exercise of power. Brody (1999: 201-226) argues emotions
are closely linked to ‘the interpersonal processes of power, status and intimacy and ... have
been theorised to be the basic dimensions of human social interaction.” She argues
emotions are gendered and men and women experience emotions differently. Men,
according to Brody (1999), use power and the associated emotion of anger, to coerce

whereas women use the emotions associated with intimacy in order to influence people.
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She goes on to say men appear to value a sense of control in relationships more than
women and avoid disclosure of emotions in order to maintain control (whereas women
might avoid disclosure in order to protect the relationship). Brody (1999) suggests men also
think disclosure of feelings risks retaliation by others and so appear to be more individual
and have a ‘secret inner life’. Men, in contrast to women, according to Brody (1999), may
be involved in controlling emotions and utilise strategies such as impassive faces and
distracting behaviours when distressed. Brody (1999) argues these emotional differences
between men and women are socially constructed and change is possible. Despite this
positive view, emotion is still generally perceived within the everyday experiences of men
and women as gendered and authors such as Shields (2002) argue the dominant perception
is still women are emotional and men have emotions. In particular, Brody (1999) argues
although anger is perceived as a problematic emotion linked to human survival, it is
intrinsically linked to power and control in relationships. She explains (2002: 140) ‘power
is the ability to get what you want; anger is the means to exercise power when faced with

the loss of or the threat of losing what you have’.

Shields (2002) views anger from a social constructionist perspective and argues anger is
elicited when there is a sense of loss or failure linked to a sense of entitlement. According
to Shields (2002), anger is stereotypically thought of as a male emotion and is often
directed towards someone when they are perceived as being responsible for a loss or
failure. In addition to this, anger may be the result of a perceived infringement of a sense of
hierarchy and entitlement. Shields (2002) argues, when commenting on gendered

differences in emotion, anger is perceived as a typically male emotion and is deeply
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implicated in the exercise of power. She goes on to agree with Brody (1999) that men and

women weigh the consequences of expressing anger differently.

A popular perspective in Western society is men express their anger and women internalise
it by worrying, withdrawing and blaming themselves. Shields’ (2002) assertion that women
are emotional and men have emotions resonates with later theorising in this thesis that men
are socially constructed to be distanced from their emotional lives. This distancing from
emotion is reflected in emotion language that describes, for example, men as ‘having moist
eyes’ whereas women weep. The gendering of emotion results in women being encouraged
to be peacemakers while men are expected to be ‘manly’ and stand up for what is right and
control their emotions. In addition, women are expected to know how they are feeling, be
able to name the feeling and express it appropriately as well as empathise with other
people’s feelings. Men, in contrast, are expected to be strong and not ‘give in’ to difficult
feelings. Seidler (1994: 209) provides an insight into what may happen when men

experience difficult and painful feelings within intimate relationships:

In heterosexual relationships men often learn to blame women for what they are
feeling themselves, as if it is the women’s task to take the resentment or frustration
away. It is also because men learn to be constrained and to take pride in being able
to put up with things that women are often left carrying the emotions for the
relationship. This can confirm a sense of the man’s superiority as he learns to see

his partner as ‘emotional’.
p
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Seidler (1994) views this arrangement of angrily blaming women for difficult and painful
feelings as an exercise of power and suggests if men were to take more responsibility for
their emotions the ‘emotional economy’ of a relationship may become more stable and
contribute to more equitable emotion work within families. According to Shields (2002),
the gendered construction of men and women’s emotional lives fortifies existing gender
divides and unless we change the way we do emotion on a daily basis this divide will

continue.

The management of anger at work and in the home

Changing the way men and women do anger has, according to Stearns and Stearns (1988),
been the subject of continuous research and application. Historically anger has been
problematic in the work place and in the home and has resulted in the need for approaches
to anger control. Stearns and Stearns (1988) indicate anger at work has often been linked to
a masculine hierarchy and management style that has exerted its power through anger. The
conditions of early industrialisation contributed to the potential for conflict in the work
place as populations struggled with new technology, work patterns and social proximity.
The increase in the experience of anger in the work place contributed to early notions of
home being a haven of peace and offering shelter and protection for workers returning from
a hostile work environment; again a perspective considered later in this thesis as an
entitlement of traditional fatherhood. This set of circumstances led to the introduction of
standards for the control of anger in the work place. In contrast, according to Stearns and

Stearns (1988), the domestic labour environment provided another example of the
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gendering of anger as ‘the mistress of the house’ was expected to use persuasion and

negotiation rather than anger to manage her domestic employees.

Stearns (1987) commented on the growing concern for emotional control in the home in
order to protect the family from anger. Interestingly, early nineteen century advice
literature, according to this author, was not explicitly gender specific. It emphasised the
‘haven home’ and the need to protect families from anger but boys and girls were equally
required to learn about emotions. Even so, these sources still indicated women were
naturally free from anger whereas men needed to learn to control it. Boys were encouraged
to ‘channel’ their anger and aggression in the competitive world outside of the home; a
notion sitting easily with the attributes of a traditional masculinity encouraging boys and
men to be competitive and aggressive and ignoring the potential for male violence in the

home.

More contemporary approaches to anger control take the form of guidance on anger
management > encouraging emotijonal awareness and different techniques and strategies for
minimising the occurrence of anger and its safe expression. Although anger management is
important as a cognitive technique for controlling anger this thesis argues an awareness of
how identities and the relationships within which anger is generated are equally as
important. By understanding the social context, and the associated socially constructed

identities of the individuals concerned, we can then go on to consider how difficult and

% Guidance on anger management is available from The British Association of Anger Management
(www.angermanage.co.uk) and publications such as ‘How To Deal With Anger’ (MIND, 2003). More
specific advice for men is available through publications such as ‘Managing Feelings: An Owner’s Manual
for Men’ (Kundtz, D.J., 1990) and ‘The Responsible Fatherhood Curriculum’ (Hayes, E. and Sherwood, K.,
2000).
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painful feelings, often the cause of anger within relationships, may be generated. For some
men, and for some women®, this may be a consequence, for example, of a perceived threat
to power and control within relationships, a loss of entitlement or the difficulty with
experiencing difficult and painful feelings and blaming others for them. It may be argued
the social construction of men as men contributes to the way in which anger is generated as
well as the way in which men manage their anger. Such an awareness is particularly
important if more men become involved in the intimate care of children within the home
space - a space historically the domain of women. In order to consider the management of
anger within families it is important to acknowledge, according to my understanding of the
accounts of the fathers I interviewed, anger management does not exist in isolation. It is
part of a complex social process of being aware of personal identities, developing and
maintaining intimate relationships, being aware of the structuring of relationships (with

attention to issues of power) and the undertaking of emotion work.

Intimate relationships and the challenges for men

This thesis considers three aspects to intimacy particularly relevant to fathers: trust and
understanding; appropriate boundaries; and sexuality Jamieson (1998: 7-10) argues
intimacy may simply occur by people spending time together and sharing information and
feelings about each other. The latter may result in a deeper understanding of the other
person’s experience of life which in turn may lead to (1998: 8) ‘not just cognitive

knowledge and understanding but a degree of sympathy or emotional understanding which

6 Reiser (1999) undertook a study of fifty men and women and concluded that there are many similarities
between how men and women experience and express their anger.
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reveals deep insight into an emotional self’. She goes on to explain that this understanding
extends further than an empathy which is based on being able to imagine another person’s
situation or experience because of a common cultural context. Intimacy is the result of
being loved and trusted enough to share information with each other to an extent that
allows a deep understanding — to really vknow someone. Jamieson (1998) also indicates the
existence of trust in a relationship is a more fundamental dimension of intimacy than
knowing and understanding the other person. As more fathers become involved in the
intimate care of their children, spending time with their children and building intimate
relationships, the opportunity to build trust and develop a deeper understanding of their
children as individuals becomes more available. As will be explained later, this approach to
parenting not only provides an opportunity for fathers to share the intimate care of their
children with mothers but also challenges men to understand and manage difficult feelings
in intimate relationships. As we shall read later, a discourse on traditional fatherhood
locating men at the head of the family (and a discourse on traditional masculinity that
constructs men to distance themselves from emotions and intimacy) does not contribute to
the development of intimate relationships with partners and children. Although some
fathers may be spending more time with their children as carers the demands of intimacy
may challenge some men, particularly as the gendering of anger may result in them reacting
angrily to events such as a challenge to their power or their role as fathers. In addition to
this complex scenario, a father’s construction as a man may limit the successful
management of his anger as he firstly thinks he is entitled to be angry and then struggles
with anger management, partly because, as a man, he thinks he has a right to express his
anger and partly because he does not possess the necessary anger management skills. This

thesis demonstrates that the fathers I interviewed had spent time with their children and
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concurrently reflected on their gendered identities as fathers and men. This had provided
them with the opportunity to respond to events within intimate relationships in a way that
differed to how more traditional fathers may have responded. In addition, I discovered
these fathers had become more familiar with their emotional selves and, as a consequence,
seemed less likely to express their anger destructively with their partners and children.
Instead they had entered into a complex process of developing intimate relationships within
their families, increasing the level of trust and understanding and using this as a basis to

undertake emotion work.

Developing trusting relationships with children does not remove the need for the parental
use of power and control as children do need boundaries and discipline. Jamieson (1998:

65) posits:

A commonly identified problem of late modernity in conservative political rhetoric
is a loss of parental authority. Parents can no longer rely on traditional authority
(you obey because I am your God-ordained parent) but rather have to bargain,
justify restrictions and demands, negotiating acceptance and respect from their

children.

However, she goes on to stress (1988: 66) ‘contemporary parents may play down the power
they have vis-A-vis their children but parents are undoubtedly more powerful than young
children.” This presents a dilemma for fathers, in particular, who may be subject to
traditional discourses on fatherhood and masculinity engendering a sense of entitlement to

control within families and a predisposition to exercise power through the use of anger.
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This is further complicated by the difficult feelings engendered by conflicts being angrily
projected onto others within the family rather than being owned, when appropriate, by
fathers. As shall be seen later, many of the fathers who participated in this study made early
decisions in their lives to parent differently to their own parents and their attention to issues
of power within intimate relationships with their partners and children highlighted both the
potential dilemmas and successes of men being involved in intimate child care and

managing anger.

In addition to Jamieson’s (1998) dimensions of intimacy, Seymour and Bagguley (1999: 1)
suggest that for some, ‘Intimacy implies close familiarity, close in acquaintance or
association, often pertaining to sexual relations’. They go on to argue a broader definition
(1999: 1) ‘allows the term to also encompass non-sexual relationships such as those of
parent and child ...." but despite this broader meaning the connection between intimacy and
sexuality is still experienced as problematic by some fathers (Sharpe, 1994; Kirkman,
Rosenthal and Feldman, 2001). A consideration of male sexuality and intimacy and the
possible implications for fathers is beyond the scope of this thesis but it 1s important to
recognise this aspect of men’s lives may be problematic for fathers and their children.
Some of the fathers with older daughters who participated in this study did experience
uncomfortable feelings around their daughters’ growing sexuality. Speculating on why the
fathers I talked to felt uncomfortable about continuing intimate relationships with their
daughters would not be useful here but, as will be seen in chapter 4, many of the fathers
also restricted their contact with older daughters out of respect for their feelings; thus

providing an example of their ability to undertake emotion work.
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Emotion work in families

Gardner (1993: 22-26) offers a useful perspective on emotion work when he writes about
different intelligences to which men and women have access. In particular, he writes about
intrapersonal and interpersonal intelligences. Intrapersonal intelligence, according to
Gardner (1993: 24-25), is “.... access to one’s own feeling life, one’s range of emotions, the
capacity to effect discriminations among these emotions and eventually to label them and to
draw upon them as a means of understanding and guiding one’s own behaviour’.
Interpersonal intelligence ‘builds on a core capacity to notice distinctions among others; in
particular contrasts in their moods, temperaments, motivations, and intentions.” This
distinction between internal and external worlds is utilised throughout this thesis as broader
definitions of emotion work are considered. Research into fatherhood has identified the
importance of fathers developing their ability to undertake emotion work in families
(Dowd, 2000; Townsend, 2002). According to Seery and Crowley (2000), emotion work
within families may be understood as relationship management by way of, for example,
identifying joint activities; organising family schedules and environments; relaying
information about positive feelings; utilising peace keeping-strategies designed to mediate
angry/hurtful feelings and anticipating and preventing unhappy feelings. DeVaglt (1999:

53) provides an example of a mother undertaking emotion work:

The second example is of a white secretary who hurries home .... considering how
to use the leftovers from a week-end pot luck. She pulls them quickly from the
refrigerator and calls her husband to the table; he has half an hour to eat before

leaving for his night shift job. Just before he leaves the house, she proposes a family
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day on the weekend; she will cook something special if he will take them to the zoo.
He grumbles, too rushed to think that far ahead; she takes a few moments to control
her angry frustration and then settles down to play and read with the children,

saving the dirty dishes until they have gone to bed.

This example of a woman undertaking emotion work in a family tends to focus on her use
of her interpersonal intelligence. However, in order for this woman to successfully
understand her family’s needs, as well as her own, a degree of understanding of
emotionality and intimate relationships is required. The above example assumes the woman
is able to both understand what her family may need in order to enhance its well-being as
well as be familiar with and able to manage her own emotions — it doesn’t shed any light on
how she may have been utilising her intrapersonal intelligence. For a man to have
undertaken the same example of emotion work he would have needed to be both familiar
and comfortable with the intimacy that might provide the knowledge of his family’s needs.
Furthermore, in order to manage his own difficult feelings he would need to be able to both
identify them and manage them. The woman in this example appears to simply ‘know’ her
family and ‘manage’ her feelings with a degree of intelligence many would assume to be
natural for women. The above example of emotion work can only suggest the intrapersonal
intelligence the woman is drawing on in order to enhance the well being of her family. It
may also be argued she is not simply undertaking emotion work within the context of Seery
and Crowley’s (2000) definition, but also undertaking a form of personal work that may be
described as anger management as she ‘takes a few moments to control her angry
frustration’. If we were to think about the above scenario from a different perspective,

substituting the male and female roles, the story may read quite differently:
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The second example is of a white bricklayer who hurries home .... considering how
to use the leftovers from a week-end pot luck. He pulls them quickly from the
refrigerator and calls his wife to the table; she has half an hour to eat before leaving
for her night shift job. Just before she leaves the house, he proposes a family day on
the weekend; he will cook something special if she will take them to the zoo. She
grumbles, too rushed to think that far ahead; he immediately becomes angry and
shouts at her before banging round the house and sending the children to bed
without their bedtime story, too angry to sit and read to them. The children lie in
bed and listen to him noisily washing the dirty dishes before slamming the backdoor

as he goes into the garden to calm his anger by smoking a cigarette.

This example of a man and father responding in a traditional way to difficulties in
relationships within his family emphasises the importance of the structuring of this thesis.
Although it may not be unusual for a man to be involved in domestic routines and child
care at the beginning of the twenty first century it cannot be assumed that he would possess
the required emotional awareness to occupy the emotional centre of the family home. This
thesis considers how some fathers have not only negotiated their physical presence in the
home, as the above bricklayer seems to have done, but have additionally gone on to manage
their anger by undertaking emotion work. They have been able to do this by developing
intimate relationships with their partners and children and by, either consciously or
unconsciously, managing complex and intersecting discourses on fatherhood, masculinity

and anger.
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Having considered a discursive perspective on anger, this chapter now goes on to describe
how discourses on fatherhood over the last fifty years (the period during which the majority
of the fieldwork sample have lived) have influenced the opportunities for fathers to spend
time with their children and care for them both physically and, in particular, emotionally.
The chapter concludes with a consideration of how hegemonic masculinity influences
fathers’ emotional lives, their relationships with their families and their subsequent ability

to undertake emotion work.

The Discursive Construction of Fatherhood

In their book Constructing Fatherhood: Discourses and Experiences Lupton and Barclay

(1997: 14) locate fatherhood as a complex discursive experience of identity:

The poststructuralist notion of the interrelationship between discourse and
subjectivity, related contemporary definitions of masculinities and the current focus
in the academic literature on the performative dimension of gender have
implications for how the concept of “the father” should be understood (and by

corollary, femininity and ‘the mother’).

The fathers who participated in this study, through their autobiographical accounts,
demonstrated the way they thought of themselves as fathers and cared for their children was
the result of complex intersecting discourses on both fatherhood and masculinity. Recent

literature on fatherhood identifies three predominant discourses on fatherhood - traditional,
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emergent and involved which are adopted by this thesis as a convenient way of considering
the subjective identities of the fathers who participated in this study. Traditional fatherhood
locates fathers physically and emotionally outside the family and the father’s role is to
provide materially for families by being the breadwinner (Lamb, 1976; Warin, Solomon,
Lewis and Langford, 1999; Zoja, 2001). This discourse is linked, as we shall see later, to a
discourse on masculinity constructing men as emotionally distant, rational and instrumental
— a discourse also locating women as being central to nurturing and socially supportive
relationships, particularly in the home with their husbands and children. Traditional fathers
are not able to relate emotionally to their families and they spend long periods outside the
family, returning only to be nurtured by their wives and enforce discipline over both their
wives and their children, often through the expression of anger. There is a sense of
entitlement with traditional fathers demanding respect for their positioning at the head of

the household and the associated power and control.

Traditional fatherhood was the predominant discourse in Western society at the beginning
of the twentieth century. With the advent of feminism in the 1960s and 1970s, together with
changing patterns of employment, an emergent discourse paved the way for fathers being
more involved with raising children and for the involvement of fathers in the home in a
more connected way than traditional fatherhood allowed. Indeed, the emergent discourse
allows for fathers being involved in childcare in the form of ‘mother’s helper’, playing with
and entertaining children, for example, while mother gets on with her domestic duties, or
even, in some cases, caring for children in the absence of the mother through illness.
During this period researchers began to identify and acknowledge the father as part of the

family (Benson, 1968; Pleck, 1977; Fein, 1978) and subsequent authors developed the
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notion of an emergent discourse on fatherhood by acknowledging the child care abilities of

some fathers (O’Brien, 1982; McKee and O’Brien, 1982).

Involved fatherhood, a third major discourse, locates the father more fully in the home,
sharing equal responsibility for child care with the mother (Formaini, 1990; Lupton and
Barclay, 1997; Dienhart, 1998). This allows the father to be more involved with the
intimate care of children in a way traditionally seen as the role of the mother - the physical
care of children as well as paying attention to their emotional well-being. Concurrently, this
involvement allows the mother to access work and educational opportunities in a way more
traditional parenting arrangements often prevented. Involved fatherhood presents different
challenges for men in the areas of, for example, responsibility, motivation and child care
skills (Marsiglio, 1995) as well as in relation to their sense of identity as men (O’Brien,

1982; Lewis, 1986).

The diversity of meanings of fatherhood available to men and their families as the result of
different discourses shaping different identities can be complex and confusing. As can be
seen, there is no fixed meaning of fatherhood and no one way of being a father. Any
individual man’s experience of fatherhood depends on the culture within which he lives as
well as the demands placed on him by the world of work and home. As Lupton and
Barclay’s (1997) thoughts on interrelated discourses suggest, it might be possible for a
father who embodies a discourse on distant fathering to be aware of some of the benefits of
involved fathering. This may be further complicated by coming into contact with a health
and social care agency which does not encourage fathers to be involved in caring for their

children and a mother who may be preventing access to childcare because of a discourse on
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inadequate fathers which is suspicious of a man’s motive for wanting to be involved in
child-care. If the man is subject to a traditional discourse on fatherhood he may also
embody some aspects of a discourse on masculinity constructing him as being socially and
emotionally inarticulate; reinforcing the mother’s view of his inadequate child-care
attributes and abilities. However, the mother may be aware of the advantages for her and
her children in allowing the father to be involved in childcare. This complicated mix of
sometimes complementary and sometimes antagonistic aspects of parental identities does
not seem to be an ideal environment within which to raise children. As shall be seen in later
chapters, the fathers who participated in this study managed not only the complexities of
multiple discourses on fatherhood but also their impact on their identities as men,
particularly in the area of intimacy, emotions and anger control. The fathers who
participated in this study grew up and learned about fatherhood during the second half of
the twentieth century — a period in which discourses on fatherhood were changing and
adapting. The following review of the literature tracks the. emergence of involved
fatherhood through this period with the purpose of putting later autobiographical accounts

into context within the literature on fatherhood.

Fathers’ emotional involvement with their children over time

In the late twentieth and early twenty first centuries, fathers’ involvement with the care of
their children became more acceptable within public attitudes and social policy (Burgess
and Ruxton, 1996; Burghes, Clarke and Cronin, 1997; Lewis, 2000). However, there are
historical accounts of involved fathering in both the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries

(Burgess, 1997) suggesting involved fatherhood is not a new phenomenon. The growth of
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capitalism in the nineteenth century required stable family units controlled and provided for
by traditional fathers who were clear about their roles as authoritarian, distant providers.
This predominant discourse did not allow for the shared care of children but Burgess (1997)
indicates alternative discourses to fathering did exist during this period but were
marginalised or hidden by the predominant discourse enshrined in legislation and public
policy. For this reason, it is important to recognise that the following historical
consideration of discourses on fatherhood begins in the nineteen fifties as a convenient
starting point rather than any suggestion that involved fatherhood did not exist before this
time. The contributions of the fathers who participated in this study suggest their
experiences of their fathers were, despite being predominantly traditional fathers, also
subject to, in particular, the emergent discourse as they sometimes cared for their children
when the mothers were ill or otherwise absent. This is not surprising as this chapter now
goes on to demonstrate, with particular reference to emotions and relationships, how

discourses on fatherhood are able to co-exist with varying degrees of dominance over time.

Back in the 1950s, English and Foster (1953) offered practical advice to fathers in a
parenting manual clearly encouraging involved parenting whilst recognising the continued
importance of the provider role. They wrote about true security for children being provided

by a loving and emotionally involved father. They also say (1953: 256):

It almost goes without saying that a father and mother need to present a common
front on all matters having to do with bringing up their children. They should talk
things over between themselves and try to understand exactly what the other thinks

and feels about the problems, difficulties and eventual goals. Having argued,
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compromised, planned and come to fundamental agreements together, they can then
both give, teach, advice and achieve with a mutuality that is certain to impress the

young ones and get good results.

Bearing in mind this was written in the 1950s, this perspective advocates a style of shared
parenting foreshadowing discourses on involved fatherhood prevalent in the early 2000s.
Bernstein and Cyr (1957), researching in the 1950s, studied sixty nine social work
interviews with first time fathers who were either graduates on a low income or studying
for their first degrees. They introduced the concept of the father being located within the
family unit in terms of a triad of relationships made up of the mother, father and children.
Although some of the fathers were concerned about income and housing, two of the main
responsibilities of a traditional father, they also talked about their feelings about fatherhood
and their reactions to the birth of their babies. Interestingly, when the fathers talked about
housing and income concerns, they were offered reassurance and advice by the social
workers whereas the same workers would focus on the wife if there was an emotional
difficulty to be resolved. An example of this predominant health and social care discourse
in action is provided by the following example where a father is upset by the mother’s
continued attachment to her mother after the birth of their baby. Instead of helping the
father to explore his feelings and attitudes to the changing shape of relationships within the
family, the worker focuses on the wife. Bernstein and Cyr (1957: 478) describe the social

worker’s approach:

Counting on the wife’s essentially understanding nature and on her recognition of

her husband’s devotion to her, the worker directed her efforts toward encouraging
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the wife in loosening the ties to her own family and in bolstering her husband in his

new role.

So much for English and Foster’s (1953) view that parents should be encouraged to talk to
each other and try and understand each other’s before making decisions. Although it seems
the social workers’ interventions were influenced by a discourse on traditional fatherhood,
this study also provides data on how fathers may be subject to more than one discourse.
Bernstein and Cyr (1957: 477) noted °.... some of the fathers showed a particular aptitude
in what might be referred to as the feminine aspects of parenthood by demonstrating more
competence in infant care than the mothers.” They were, in some instances (1957: 477), *...
more gentle and maternal than the mothers.” These authors acknowledged the fathers
demonstrated a strong capacity for child care and thus contributed to setting a research

agenda for the second half of the twentieth century.

In the 1960s the emergent discourse continues to evolve against a backdrop of a discourse
on traditional fatherhood. For example, Benson (1968:3) began his book, Fatherhood, by
saying the mother was the primary carer, but he also acknowledged the growing awareness
in the literature of the possibility of multiple discourses. However, he resisted the
possibilities for change, in terms of the performance of fatherhood, by emphasising that
although fathers may have become more involved with parenting at an emotional level,

their primary responsibility was of a more traditional nature (1968: 21):
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The instrumental orientation ....evokes a disciplined pursuit of goals transcending
the immediate situation and encourages resistance to any emotional involvement as

an end in itself.

He went on to say fatherhood is primarily about ensuring the survival of the family
although he recognises at times a father may be a mother substitute. He also recognised the
family triad of relationships and said (1968: 75) “.... the family becomes the locus of much
more intensive emotional interaction.” However, he qualified this by saying the father,
increasingly isolated emotionally in a capitalist society, relied on the family for emotional

nurturance and stability.

In the 1970s Pleck (1977) offered a more complex perspective on the relationship between
mother and fathers in families by considering work and family roles in a number of
combinations. His starting point, which differs markedly from previous authors, was both
men and women have the potential to fulfill both work and family roles. He said there are
three issues needing to be addressed when considering these new roles within families
(1977: 424-425). Firstly, he considered the balance of domestic labour when both men and
women are in employment. He said women, although in employment, were still perceived
as being responsible for the majority of domestic tasks. Men, in contrast, were perceived as
only becoming involved when consideration had been given to the effect this might have on
their work role. Again, this falls short of accepting a more equitable approach to
relationships in the home that later studies may suggest as possible. Secondly, Pleck (1977)
highlighted the breakdown of occupational sex segregation and welcomed the involvement

of women in high status occupations. He suggested as women became more involved in the



Fatherhood, masculinity and anger 46

world of work their involvement in families should have decreased; it may have been easier
to employ someone to take the place of the woman in the home. Thirdly, he acknowledged
men had been able to succeed in the workplace because women had subordinated their

work potential to the needs of the family and the working man. He went on to say:

...greater equality in the sharing of work and family roles by women and men will
ultimately require the development of a new model of the work role and a new
model for the boundary between work and the family which gives a higher priority

to family needs.

Pleck’s (1977) paper occupied a transitional place in the literature on fatherhood, bridging
the traditional provider role with an emerging involved role by systematically addressing a
model of the relationship between work and the family. He was clearly signaling the need

for the emergent discourse on fatherhood to influence legislation and social policy.

Fein (1978), in a special edition of the Journal of Social Issues, reviewed the literature on
fatherhood and identified three major discourses: the traditional, the modern and the
emergent. The traditional (distant provider) and the modern (focusing on child development
and in this thesis considered as an aspect of the emergent perspective) have been outlined

previously. Fein (1978:127) described the emergent perspective:

What I am calling the emergent perspective on fathering proceeds from the notion
that men are psychologically able to participate in a full range of parenting

behaviours, and furthermore that it might be good both for children and parents if
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men take active roles in childcare and child rearing. While some research in the
emergent perspective focuses on the effects on the child, analysis has begun to
examine the impact of father-children relatioriships on all members of the family.
Researchers are exploring the idea that children’s lives are enhanced by the
opportunity to develop and sustain relationships with adults of both sexes. Issues of
adult development are under consideration, including the idea that the opportunity
to care for others, including and especially children, can be a major factor in adult

well being.

Fein (1978) went on to say one of the benefits of the emergent perspective on fatherhood is
the concurrent possibilities for women to seek paid employment. He echoed Pleck (1977)

by stating changes in social policy were necessary in order to facilitate these changes.

In the 1980s McKee and O’Brien (1982) continued with the documentation of an
increasingly popular discourse of involved fatherhood and recognised the importance of
considering both parents and children as mutual participants in family life. This was in
contrast to fathers being located outside the family as distant providers and men who lacked
the ability to develop intimate relationships with their children. These authors outlined
three major areas of research during this period — transition to parenthood, fathers and
infants and the experience of fatherhood in single and re-married families. They speculated
on the growing awareness of involved fatherhood as an alternative discourse to traditional

fathering (1982: 4):
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. it seems to us that the overriding impetus has come from a combination of
certain structural occurrences and societal changes, all of which challenge
traditional male and female roles and necessarily affect the character of modern

family life....

These changes, according to McKee and O’Brien (1982), included the impact of the
women’s movement in the previous two decades, changes in women’s employment status,
growing male unemployment and an increased interest in fathers in the care of their

children. They went on to say (1982: 5):

....as men and women’s external social roles become more parallel, diffuse and
volatile the possibility of variation, fluidity and interchangeability within the home

becomes more real

These comments lay the foundations for the more personalised approaches to fatherhood

and masculinity that, as we shall see later, are a predominant theme within this thesis.

Lewis (1986), in his study of one hundred fathers and their first experiences of parenthood,
recognised the confusing influence the co-existence of traditional, emergent and involved

discourses on fatherhood may have been having on families:
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The emergent and differentiation ’ perspectives obscure our understanding of
fatherhood, since neither provides us with a detailed account of the man’s role in the
family ...A common theme in the literature on fathers throughout this century

suggests they [fathers] find their role confusing. (1986: 9)

In addition, Lewis (1986) went on to provide an example of a public performance of
traditional fatherhood concurrent with a private experience of thoughts and feelings

associated with involved fatherhood and linked this to aspects of masculinity (1986: 89):

During pregnancy the expectant father is likely to display an air of detachment,
while privately either sharing in the psychological change which his wife goes

through, or bottling up his emotions by adopting a ‘sturdy oak’ style.

This difference between private thoughts and feelings and public performance may have
been related to how these fathers felt about themselves as men. O’Brien (1982) interviewed
fifty nine fathers who, through separation or divorce, had taken on the day to day care of
their children. She speculated (1982: 184) these fathers, in terms of their performance as

men, may historically have been thought to be involved in ‘unmanly behaviour’:

It could be argued that men becoming lone fathers cross the traditional boundaries
of female and male terrains: on an interpersonal level by being involved in the

process of “mothering” (the intimate one-to-one caring and giving relationship) and

" Lewis’s (1986) identification of the differentiation perspective on fatherhood has been omitted from this
thesis in order to aid clarity when reviewing what can at times be a confusing literature. The differentiation
perspective emphasises the differences between mothers and fathers.
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on a structural level by entering into the institution of “motherhood” (with its home

centred, unwaged and ambiguous state).

The aim of O’Brien’s (1982) study was to explore men’s entry into lone fatherhood and the
‘inter-relationship with their perception of gender identity’ although any such links seem to
be implied rather than made explicit. But at least the relationships between fatherhood and
masculinity were now, in the 1980s, being explored more openly as part of ongoing
research and were paving the way for further research into involved fatherhood. However,
not all of the literature during this period recorded positive outcomes in terms of fathers
being involved on an equal basis with mothers in the care of their children. Backett (1982)
documented the limits of a shared approach to child-care. For example, fathers were not
necessarily expected to take more of a share of the household work and involved fathers
were still seen to be supporting the mother rather than taking a shared responsibility for the
practical and psychological responsibilities of parenting. Backett (1982: 204), in her study
of twenty two middle-class families in Scotland, provides one possible reason for the
limitations of involved fathering in terms of the relationship between the mother and the

father:

In addition, he [the father] could never be certain that he had grasped the ‘total
picture’, since, inadvertently or deliberately, the mother’s account was bound to be
selective. As the transmission of information is essentially an interpretative act, the
mother’s images and assessment inevitably played a highly influential part in the

development of paternal behaviour.
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Backett’s (1982) account highlights the gatekeeper role mothers may have in enabling or
preventing men’s access to childcare. The relationship between the mother and the father
could be seen to have a limiting effect on the involvement of fathers in child care and this is
an early example of the need to negotiate with others, in this case the mother, a more
involved approach to childcare. Historically, fathers had been perceived as lacking
childcare skills and empathy because of the effects of a traditional discourse on fatherhood.
However, sociological studies undertaken within the next decade recorded fathers

developing a more nurturing and involved approach to fathering.

In the 1990s sociological studies into fatherhood continued to deconstruct traditional
meanings of fatherhood and uncover alternative discourses. Lupton and Barclay (1997) and
Dienhart (1998), for example, undertook qualitative studies seeking to document and
understand fathers’ lived experience of involved fatherhood. Lupton and Barclay (1997:

134) indicated:

Research with men who extensively engage in child care on an everyday basis (still
a minority of fathers) has also suggested that men are as capable as women of
taking on a nurturing role and do so in ways that are not distinctly different from the

archetypal ‘maternal’ role.

At the beginning of the twenty first century authors such as Townsend (2002) have
identified fatherhood as a discursive mix of traditional, emergent and involved fatherhood.
He describes the four facets of fatherhood, identified after interviewing fathers in America,
as emotional closeness, provision, protection and endowment (of personal qualities). This is

an example of a more personalised approach to fatherhood and highlights meanings of
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fatherhood are now negotiable and fluid. However, Lewis and Warin (2001) indicate the
importance of fathers being more involved with the care of their children and suggest the
results of this involvement would, for example, reduce the likelihood of children turning to
crime and enhance their educational achievement. Their account suggests fathers offer
something different to mothers in childcare and is reminiscent of an emergent perspective
on fatherhood. It suggests mothers may not be able to help, or are less important in helping,
children in this area of their lives. Lewis and Warin (2001: 1) argue, however, ‘A parent’s
gender is far less important in affecting child development than broader qualities such as
warmth and kindness’. Again, Dowd (2000: 175) acknowledges the predominance of the
view that traditional fathering is about breadwinning and protection but then goes on to
suggest a social model of fathering based on the nurturance of children and the sharing of
power within families. Dowd indicates (2000: 181) many men find this approach to

fathering problematic and goes on to argue:

Fatherhood is connected to two gender intersections: the concept of masculinity and
the relationship between fatherhood and motherhood. Men’s identities as fathers do
not exist in isolation from their identities as men. Indeed, that broader masculine
identity arguably poses the most difficult challenge to a redefined and differently

lived fatherhood.

Dowd (2000) is commenting here about men’s concept of themselves as carers and how
this may limit their motivation to undertake a more social model of fathering involving
nurturance at its core. Men are limited as carers because of this broad masculinity identity
and this chapter now goes on to consider this ‘gender intersection’ with a specific focus on

the emotional lives of men.
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The Discursive Construction of Masculinity

The study of men and masculinities by men, or Men’s Studies, has produced a complex
literature (Pleck and Sawyer, 1974; Brod, 1987; Morgan, 1992; Brod and Kaufman, 1994;
Kimmel and Messner, 1998; Pease, 2000; Haywood and Mac an Ghaill, 2003; Connell,
2005; Seidler, 2006)). A commonality across this literature is that masculinity is a social
construct and that personalised performances of masculinities are possible, and indeed
evident, across time and cultures (Cornwall and Lindisfarne, 1994; Blount and
Cunningham, 1996). Furthermore, my reading of the literature suggests that a man’s
performance of his masculinity identity is often the result of a complex discursive mix that
embodies both traditional masculinity and more personalised forms of masculinities. These
more personalised approaches to being a man are based on what feels right for individual
men and sometimes encompasses a more public performance of a softer, more emotional
approach to relationships (Christian, 1994; Swain, 2006). The literature on men and
masculinities acknowledges the hegemonic nature of an historically predominant discourse
on traditional masculinity continuing to influence the emotional lives, identities and
behaviour of men. Through the use and abuse of power, hegemonic masculinity ensures
white, heterosexual, middle class men maintain control reaching across societal,
organisational, group and interpersonal dimensions of human existence (Hearn, 2004;
Connell and Messerschmidt, 2005). Hegemonic masculinity is embedded in the lives of
boys and young men through cultural images and messages and the policing of these
messages in the form of bullying by other boys and young men (Askew and Ross, 1988;

Poynting and Donaldson, 2005; Stoudt, 2006).
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The influence of a traditional discourse on masculinity on the emotional lives of boys is

graphically described by Askew and Ross (1988: 2):

There is a dominant view of men with which we are bombarded through the press
and other media. This view of men represents them as being tough, strong,
aggressive, independent, brave, sexually active, rational, intelligent, and so on. The
corresponding view of women is that they are vulnerable, weak, non-aggressive,

kind, caring, passive, frightened, stupid, dependent and immature.

As boys experience the pressures and demands of conforming to an ideal masculinity they
internalise many of the aspects of a discourse that disables emotional awareness and
articulacy. Boys are often bullied and coerced into ‘being a man’. Askew and Ross (1988:
38) provide a perspective on bullying and aggression as boys use and abuse their power
with each other as they seek to find their way through an environment where boys don’t cry

and men are tough:

We suggest that to some extent it [bullying] is bound up with ‘acting out’ the power
structures within the school itself (and in wider society). One dimension of bullying
has to do with the way physical power and strength are part of stereotyped male
attributes. Bullying is a major way in which boys are able to demonstrate their
manliness. Even though a boy may be physically weaker than another, to be able to

‘take it like a man’ is usually considered to be a good second best masculine quality.
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Askew and Ross (1988) identified that boys are bullied if they appear to be soft or wimpish
— attributes often associated with being gay or effeminate. They go on to provide an
account of how boys are constructed as men and how their behaviour is often antagonistic

to the building of healthy relationships with others (1988: 36):

We also repeatedly observed how difficult many boys seemed to find listening to
one another. They would meet each other’s statements with contradiction,
comparison, derision or direct challenge. More often, they would simply not bother

to listen, especially if they had something they themselves wished to say.

The unwritten rule book ensures boys grow up striving to meet the demands of an ideal

form of masculinity which celebrates detachment, competitiveness and aggression.

The hegemonic nature of traditional masculinity

Hegemony, according to Donaldson (1993: 645), is about ‘the winning and holding of
power and the formation (and destruction) of social groups in that process’. He goes on to

say:

The ability to impose a definition of the situation, to set the terms in which events
are understood and issues discussed, to formulate ideals and define morality is an
essential part of this process. Hegemony involves persuasion of the greater part of

the population .... in ways which appear ‘natural’, ‘ordinary’, ‘normal’. The State,
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through punishment for non-conformity, is crucially involved in this negotiation and

enforcement.

Brod and Kaufmann (1994) describe men who are subject to a hegemonic masculine
identity as being emotionally distant, independent, competitive, physically strong, rational
and believing themselves to be superior to any one who is different. Jackson’s
autobiographical account (1990: 146) provides an insight into a boy’s experience of

growing up in an environment within which he was expected to become a ‘man’:

It was through language that my sexual difference was organised and differentiated
into “common sense” assumptions of masculinity .... I learned to view myself as
someone who had a “natural” right to special treatment and servicing very different
from the ordinary and commonplace expectations of other people’s lives (especially

girls and women).

This appropriation of power over others by men who are subject to hegemonic masculinity
has an adverse effect on men’s relationships with other people and men themselves.

Kaufman (1994: 150) comments on the alienating effects of hegemonic masculinity:

.... for masculinity has become a form of alienation. Men’s alienation is our
ignorance of our own emotions, feelings, needs and potential for human connection

and nurturance.
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Kaufmann goes on to argue in order to maintain control over others, men need to be in

control of themselves resulting in personal isolation and pain. Kaufman also explains

(1994: 148):

. men come to suppress a range of emotions, needs and possibilities, such as
nurturing, receptivity, empathy, and compassion, which are experienced as
inconsistent with the power of manhood. These emotions and need do not

disappear; they are simply held in check ...

A traditional discourse on fatherhood accommodates a hegemonic performance of
masculinity whereas a discourse on involved fatherhood, by its very nature, requires men to
be receptive, for example, to their own and other people’s feelings. This section now goes

on to consider the influence of hegemonic masculinity on the emotional lives of men.

The influence of hegemonic masculinity on the emotional lives of men

There are two aspects to the consideration of the influence of hegemonic masculinity on the
emotional lives of men and how this influences their relationships with themselves and
others. Firstly, Hearn (2004) argues any study of men and masculinities should incorporate
a consideration of male power and control, often linked to anger and violence. Secondly,
Seidler (2006) argues any exploration of men and masculinities should accommodate a
consideration of men’s internal lives and their need for a critical understanding of how their

culture and history have shaped them as people. It is only by acknowledging both these
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perspectives we can go on to consider men’s negotiation of their power in society and,

specifically, how they may use anger and violence to control people.

Seidler (1998: 195), when considering men’s violence within the context of their emotional

lives, argues:

A dominant masculinity is tied to a particular notion of control. For it is a matter of
mind over matter and so of proving masculinity through proving self control. For
within modernity masculinity can never be taken for granted but always has to be
proved. At any moment I have to be ready to ‘take someone out’ to prove my male
identity. This control is built around the automatic suppression of emotions, feelings

and desires ....

Seidler (1998: 196) continues his analysis of masculinity and anger in working class
families (also acknowledging the relevance to middle class families in which violence was

often hidden) by indicating:

In traditional working class families, women were supposed to know their place, a
man thought little about giving his wife a ‘back-hander’ to keep her where she
belonged. If women were supposed to be emotional then it was assumed that they

could not be reasoned with. This is what legitimated the physical violence....

We can see from these two statements that men’s violence is a result of the need to control

their external worlds as well as their internal emotional lives. Men also learn that violence
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is legitimate and necessary in order to maintain power and control in families. Men’s
violence is constructed in relation to their perception that women are not only more
emotional and caring but also more irrational and weak. What men don’t learn is that
relationships need time and attention in order to develop equitably. Instead, they rely on
women to undertake the emotion work necessary in families and blame them if this fails.
According to Seidler (1998), traditional men only pay attention to relationships when they
break down and then, instead of listening, they try and fix the relationship in a way that
reaffirms the status quo. When the others involved in the relationship do not respond by
being reasonable the man may then withhold his feelings until they do see reason or else he
may respond by being violent. Seidler (1998) argues when men’s traditional ways of
relating do not work they can feel silently desperate and violence can soon follow. He goes
on to explain sometimes men feel regret and remorse after being violent not only because
of the consequence of their violence but also because the lack of self control reflects on
their masculinity. He explains it is likely men will argue they were taken over by a force
beyond their control and resist acknowledging their anger as part of who they are. Angry
and violent behaviour becomes a cycle as they frame it as a moment of weakness and
guarantee it will never happen again. No responsibility is accepted and any offers of help

are refused as the acceptance of help is, again, a threat to their masculine identity.

Responding to threat, according to Kindlon and Thompson (1999: 233) is another aspect to
masculine anger and violence that begins to suggest a more sympathetic, but equally
problematic, perspective. They identify a parallel with the biblical story of Cain who also

had difficulty with managing his anger:
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This is the story of so many boys today whose shame becomes anger, and whose
anger so swiftly moves to violence. These boys, too, need fuller emotional resources
to deal with the distress they experience from a teacher’s criticism, a parent’s harsh

comment, a classmate’s taunt, or a girl’s rejection.

They go on to suggest boys’ aggression is usually in response to a perceived threat and they
are socially constructed to see the world as a threatening place and to respond to threat with
aggression. This is often further complicated by boys not really being aware of what they
are angry about — they lack the ability to read cues and make connections between their
external and internal worlds. However, it would be a mistake to think all boys grow up to
be stereotypical traditional males in the sense they are emotionally inarticulate and socially

inept, incapable of undertaking emotion work.

Many men live their lives subject to a complex discursive mix of masculinities. Harris
(1995) analysed the data from nearly one thousand questionnaires asking questions about
the messages boys and men hear when their gender identity is being constructed. These
messages include, for example, aspects of traditional masculinity such as the need to be in
control of relationships and to be emotionally tough as well as attributes traditionally
associated with women such as harmony with nature and being gentle, supportive and
warm — concerned about other people’s feelings. All of the fathers I talked to in this study
seemed warm and sensitive to other people’s feelings as they talked about themselves and
their families but all, to varying degrees, recognised male stereotypical behaviour as being
emotionally distant and controlling. They had all decided to live their lives differently not

necessarily because they were anti-sexist or pro-feminist men but because their sense of
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what was right for them and their families included taking responsibility for their emotional
lives. Seidler (1985: 156) argues, ‘It can be hard for men to accept that ‘real strength is
recognising your own weakness’, since this threatens our very sense of masculinity. By
estranging ourselves from our feelings we block whatever access we might otherwise
develop to our inner lives’. It is not surprising then, given their construction as men, that
some fathers may have difficulties with not only identifying how they feel but also
expressing how they feel in a way that contributes to positive emotion work and detracts

from the potential for male anger and violence in families.

Despite the above difficulties, the fathers who participated in the fieldwork provided
evidence of change. As the following chapters will illustrate, they were often motivated to
change by their experiences of their own fathers’ distant and unempathic style of parenting.
As the field work data was analysed it became apparent that in order to change their
experience of anger in their families they had, by choosing a more personal approach to
masculinity, reduced their need for power and control and learned how to manage their
difficult and painful feelings. They did this, despite at times experiencing a sense that they
were ‘less of a man’, by being more intimately involved in the care of their children and
developing an awareness of their own emotional lives. As their understanding of
themselves and their children grew they were able to undertake emotion work by
anticipating and a\)oiding conflict situations as well as dealing with conflict by persuasion
rather than force. They did this against a backdrop of managing their own painful and
difficult feelings in contrast to more traditional men who may have expressed their anger

through physical, verbal and emotional violence directed at their families.
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3. Methodology

This thesis is based on a qualitative research study undertaken with a group of twenty
predominantly white, middle-class, heterosexual, middle-aged fathers® living in the city of
Kingston upon Hull (population approx. 245,000) in the North East of England. This
chapter first considers feminist methodology and then goes on to explore the process of
undertaking the research and writing the thesis within the context of qualitative research
methodologies, ethical considerations, developing the research questions, sampling,
individual interviews, focus groups and data analysis and writing up. The chapter is not
linear in terms of describing the chronological events that took place during the design and
implementation of the research study. Instead, it has been written in a way that prioritises
research design issues in terms of how they have influenced the fieldwork. For example, I
have chosen to write about ethical considerations before writing about developing the
research questions. This is because I realise with hindsight that although I was not
explicitly addressing ethical considerations from the beginning of the study design, they
were incorporated from day one because of my professional training in the helping
professions. Similarly, the study of gender theorising and feminist methodology had a
profound impact on me and began to influence my thinking and the design of the research

from an early stage, particularly when considering power and relationships.

& Two younger fathers (see appendix: the participants) participated in the study. Two of the fathers were
factory workers. There were no participants from a black or ethnic minority background, although Kingston
upon Hull has a growing population of people from these backgrounds. Had the study been undertaken in a
neighbouring city, such as Leeds, it is believed the sampling method employed would have resulted in a more
culturally diverse sample. What all of the fathers had in common was that they perceived themselves as being
significantly involved in all aspects of their children’s care.
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Feminist methodology

Feminist approaches to research can be identified largely by their theories of gender
and power, their normative frameworks, and their notions of transformation and
accountability, even though these are not uniform. Methodologically, there is likely
to be overlap with the concerns and visions of other approaches to social

investigation. (Ramazanoglu and Holland, 2002: 147)

The above authors’ perspective on feminist methodology provides a useful framework for
considering the methodology of this study. In one sense, power is addressed in this thesis in
terms of the exercise of power by men and fathers through their expression of anger. The
experiences of a small group of fathers in transforming gender norms have been identified
and considered within the context of the literature on fatherhood, masculinity and anger.
However, in addition to the content of this thesis, the process of designing and undertaking
the fieldwork has also been influenced by my social construction as a gendered man,
particularly in the area of emotions. Carter and Delamont (1996: 1) recognise the

importance of considering emotions within the context of feminist methodology:

The theory and practice of Feminist Methodology has placed considerable emphasis
on the emotions. It has been widely claimed that an emotional element must
inevitably be present with the research at every stage — planning, implementation

and writing up.
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The previous chapter identified that hegemonic masculinity has a profound impact on the
emotional lives of men and so, throughout this study, it has been important for me to
recognise that my social construction as a gendered man has influenced the research
process. The content of the study has been at times difficult and problematic emotionally.

Segal (1993: 635) argues:

.... No-one can be masculine through and through without constantly, and in the end
rather obviously, doing violence to many of the most basic human attributes: the
capacity for sensitivity for oneself and others, the expression of fear, the admission
of weakness, the wisdom of co-operation, the satisfaction in serving, the pleasures

of passivity, the need to be needed ...

As I have read about and listened to the personal and social consequences of the
embodiment of hegemonic masculinity in the lives of men and fathers, I have reflected on
my own personal and professional experiences and have felt guilty and ashamed of my
limitations as a man and a father. However, as my understanding of discourse theory has
increased 1 have come to be more aware of the possibilities for change that a
poststructuralist approach provides. Indeed, I can now better understand how I have made
changes in my life that have resulted in me benefiting from many of the attributes that
Segal (1993) refers to above. And this has helped me to read and listen reflectively as the
emerging data uncovered the lived experiences of the fathers that I spoke to. In addition, I
have become more aware of how my social construction as a gendered man may have

influenced the design of the study. Hearn (1998: 786) explains:
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Not explicitly talking of men, not naming men as men, is a structured way of not
beginning to talk of and question men’s power in relation to women, children,

young people, and indeed other men.

Hearn (1998) has identified, within the study of men and masculinities, six discursive

practices that are reproduced below in order to help to place the design of this study in

context:

e Absence, fixed presence and avoidance, in which either the topic (men) or the

author are absent, avoided or present yet non-problematic.

e Alliance and attachment, in which both the topic and the author are present, yet both

or either remain non-problematic. There is an alliance/attachment between the

author and the topic.

e Subversion and separation, in which both the topic and the author are problematic

and subverted.

e Ambivalence, in which the topic and/or the author are problematic and ambivalent.

e Alterity, in which the topic and/or the author are problematic and made other.
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o Critiqgue, in which the authors critically and reflexively engage with both

themselves and the topic, within an emancipatory context.

I have come to understand Hearn’s (1998) list as a continuum whereby absence, fixed
presence and avoidance may be associated with a scientific mode of enquiry that seeks to
understand human experiences within a theoretical framework that does not allow for
divergence, difference and change. Whereas critical and reflexive engagement with both
the literature and research data allows for research design and thesis writing that allies more
closely with feminist research methodology seeking to give a voice to the everyday lived
experiences of people — in this case men who are fathers. During my period of study I have
endeavoured to think and write critically but I know at times I have shifted backwards and
forwards along Hearn’s (1998) continuum. This has not always been a negative experience
as one of the criticisms of feminist theorising is that by consistently deconstructing
predominant discourses the opportunity for people to identify personally and socially with
groups is diminished (Ramazanoglu, 1993). However, I am also aware that I have distanced
myself from some of the more problematic areas of the lives of men and fathers as I have
listened to fieldwork participants. This has no doubt been partly to protect my self from the
often painful awareness that hegemonic masculinity and traditional fatherhood have shaped
my life, and the lives of the participants, in ways that have impacted on people that we have
come into contact with during our life-course. To think and write critically within such
emotive circumstances will almost certainly result in some absence, avoidance, alliance and
attachment. Young and Lee (1996) identify the importance of fieldworkers un&enaking
research with an emotional dimension to receive regular support and supervision in order to

debrief. Throughout the my period of study I received regular support from two academic
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supervisors and, at times, my studies coincided with periods of personal therapy undertaken
as a requirement of practicing as a British Association for Counselling and Psychotherapy

accredited counselling practitioner.

Young and Lee (1996) identify that one of the criticisms of research with an emotional
dimension is that fieldwork reports are perceived as being anecdotal and not located within
a theoretical framework. Furthermore, they also suggest that reflecting on first hand
accounts of people’s emotional lives and writing about these accounts within the context of
the literature may challenge a researcher’s ability to balance established theoretical
knowledge with new understanding and ways of thinking. This study has been undertaken
within the context of my social construction as a man; the diverse literature on fatherhood,
masculinity, anger and emotion work; the strengths and limitations of discourse theory; the
problematic nature of reflecting on and analysing first person accounts within an
emotionally charged subject area; and the need to identify a framework for thinking about
and understanding the experiences of the fathers that I talked to. As such I hope not only to
consider the fathers’ accounts® within the context of the literature on fatherhood,
masculinities and emotions but also contribute to current knowledge through the analysis of
the fieldwork data and the development of a grounded theory. However, despite the above
criticism identified by Young and Lee (1996), it is hoped that, at times, the experiences of

the fathers interviewed may speak for themselves.

® This study focuses on the accounts of the fathers who participated in the individual interviews and focus
groups discussions. At times, the fathers were asked what they thought their partners’ might say in answer to
some of the questions posed. For a more comprehensive account of mothers’ perspectives on fathers’
involvement in family life see, for example, Yaxley, Vintner and Young (2005).



Fatherhood, masculinity and anger 68

The eclectic use of qualitative research methods

Returning to Ramazanoglu and Holland’s (2002) perspective on feminist methodology, the
methodology employed in this study has been drawn eclecticaliy from the literature.
Although not ethnographic10 in nature, some of my thinking about the research design was
drawn from the literature on ethnographic research. For example, it seeks to understand
people’s everyday experiences and allows these experiences to speak for themselves
(Berreman, 1962; Fielding, 1993). It is from ethnographic studies that subordinated and
marginalised discourses may be allowed to surface and find a language that may speak of
Ramazanoglu and Holland’s (2002) transformation and accountability. McNeil (1990: 64)

explains:

The purpose of such research is to describe the culture and lifestyle of the group of
people being studied in a way that is faithful as possible to the way they see it
themselves. The idea is not so much to seek causes and explanations, as is often the

case with survey-style research, but rather to ‘tell it like it is’.

However, ‘telling it like it is’ without reference to the literature or an interpretive
framework may result in a thesis that is perceived as anecdotal and not residing within a

theoretical framework. Although I resisted theorising during much of the fieldwork

10 Although this research was not ethnographic I found the study of ethnographic research methodology
during my research training useful. It helped me to understand, for example, how demographic groups may
present with a participant front (Berreman, 1962) beyond which the researcher may not elicit further
information. As my personal biography was similar to many of the interviewees I felt I had a lived,
ethnographic understanding of some of the issues they discussed. This helped me to be empathic, build
appropriate relationships and ask questions behind the participant front.
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interviews and initial data analysis I found that I was reflecting heuristically on what I was

hearing and reading. Moustakas (1990: 9) describes heuristic research methodology as:

The self of the researcher is present throughout the process and, while
understanding the phenomenon with increasing depth, the researcher also

experiences growing self-awareness and self-knowledge.

The researcher immerses himself in the area of study and, according to Moustakas (1990:

28):

Primary concepts for facilitating the immersion process include spontaneous self
dialogue and self-searching, pursuing intuitive clues and hunches, and drawing on

the mystery and sources of energy and knowledge within the tacit dimension.

My location within the field of study as a man and a father as well as my training and
experiences as a humanistic counsellor contributed to the heuristic aspects of this study.
Making sense of what I was hearing from the fathers who participated in the study was an
heuristic process that took place within the context of my reading of the literature, my
experiences as a man and father and discussions with my supervisors, colleagues, family
and friends. This process that took place over an eight year period and resulted in a
grounded theory. According to Denscombe (1998: 214-218) a grounded theory is
characterised by the researcher beginning a study with an open mind. My experience of
starting this study was that, because of my personal and professional life journey, I felt that

I would like to undertake a PhD in Gender Studies, not really knowing what this would
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entail. The subject of fatherhood fitted with my personal and professional interests and, as a
man and a counsellor, I was particularly interested in emotions. The focus on anger came at
a later stage when I realised that this emotion had significant relevance to me personally
and professionally. Apart from these initial thoughts and feelings I had no clear idea of how
the study might progress. My initial thinking was that involved fathers would embody
aspects of traditional fatherhood and masculinity that would impact on their abilities to be
involved in family life but my ideas about how this might be articulated by the fathers 1
planned to speak to were limited. Another of Denscombe’s (1998: 214) characteristics of a
grounded theory is that, ‘The analysis of qualitative data should be geared towards
generating new concepts and theories.” It was not until after a long period of heuristic
reflection that I realised that it was not what I was hearing but the context within which 1
was being told that was new. It was then I began to realise that the fathers I spoke to were
describing a process of change and a potential new contribution to the concept of involved
fatherhood. As I sought to understand this process, and the context within which it was
taking place, I began to employ key words and phrases such as personalised fatherhoods
and masculinities, intimacy and emotion work within the family and attention to issues of
power and control through, in particular, the avoidance of conflict and the management of
anger. It was at this point I began to realise that a grounded theory was developing from the
empirical data I was analysing. Denscombe (1998) indicates that to produce a grounded
theory requires a pragmatic analysis of qualitative data. This was a particularly problematic
tension for me as a novice researcher. Despite my understanding of how feminist
methodology challenges a scientific presumption that empirical data should be understood
within the context of existing theory, I still felt that my theory chapter should direct the

substantive chapters produced from the data analysis. However, through supervision and
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attempting to keep an open mind I was able to keep a balanced perspective. I went on to
locate the thesis within the existing literature on fatherhood, masculinities and emotions
and, at the same time, draw eclectically from a diverse literature on gender, masculinity
studies, social psychology and sociology in order to find the language to explain my

understanding of what the fathers were telling me.

Ethical considerations

Epidemiological research involving people has inherent risks. The Council for
International Organization of Medical Sciences provides guidance on the ethical
principles of epidemiological research, including respect for people, non-malfience,

beneficience and justice. (Ellsberg and Heise, 2002: 1)

Undertaking research into fathers’ experiences of anger in the home has to be approached
from a worst case scenario perspective. The expression of anger through violence may lead
to domestic violence and child protection issues. The purposive and snowball sampling
employed in this study minimised the possibility of the reporting of violence in the home
because my initial purposive sample was drawn from people I knew well as kind and caring
fathers. However, I could not assume that I would not be told about experiences of abuse as
the size of the snowball sample increased. With that in mind, I decided to use Ellsberg and

Heise (2002) as a guide to ethical considerations during the eight year life of the project.

Ellsberg and Heise (2002) discussed the application of the guidance from the Council for

International Organization of Medical Sciences to research on domestic violence. They
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considered the minimisation of harm, ensuring participant safety, protecting privacy and
confidentiality, minimising participant distress, referrals for care and support, assuring
scientific soundness, the interview as intervention and using study results for social change.
Although Ellsberg and Heise (2002) are referring specifically to researchers working with
women that might be in extremely vulnerable situations, when I considered minimisation of
harm and ensuring participant safety I kept in mind the safety of children who might be
witness to domestic violence directed at their mothers or the recipients of violence
themselves. I addressed this possibility in the interview contract sheet by stating if I thought
any child was at risk of harm I would need to talk to the participant about this. My contact
with Social Workers and Child Protection Trainers through my work as a Social Work
Lecturer and Counsellor ensured that I was adequately networked to follow up any
suspicion of abuse. I was in a position to either seek further guidance and support or make a
direct referral to Social Services. Similarly, I was sufficiently professionally located to
advise about further care and support for the fathers or the families should the need have
arisen. By ensuring the informed consent of participants, I was taking steps to minimise
participant harm should any of the above action been necessary. I also ensured privacy and
confidentiality by leaving the choice of interview venue to the participant (most of whom
asked to be interviewed at home); including a clause in the interview contract that agreed
control of tape recording and the use of subsequent material stayed with the participant;
coding transcripts and data sheets and keeping participant contact detail physically
separate; storing tapes securely and changing names to numbers within the writing of the
thesis. At the beginning of the series of focus groups I negotiated a ground rule with the
group that allowed for the use of contributions for research purposes but protected the

sharing of specific information about participants by other group members. They agreed
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that they could talk generally about the focus group discussions outside of the group in a
way that ensured confidentiality. Minimising participant distress was addressed in the
structure of the individual interviews by starting with ‘safe’ subjects and gradually building
up to more challenging areas; making judgements during interviews as to the relevance of
potentially distressing material and keeping boundaries where I felt appropriate; facilitating
interviews by openly acknowledging difficult material and discussing whether the interview
should proceed; finishing interviews by inviting fathers to talk about pleasant experiences
with their children and checking that the fathers were OK to finish the interview — whether
there was anything else they wished to say. Another aspect of minimising participant
distress and harm is raised by Etherington (1996) when she writes about her experience of
undertaking research into the sexual abuse of men. She worked closely with participants to
minimise exploitation by exploring their motives for participating in interviews and
considering her motives for undertaking the research. In some instances the sense of justice
was balanced as the men she interviewed told her that they chose to be interviewed for
personal benefits. This helped her to reconcile one of the reasons she undertook the
research — which was to gain the benefits of a PhD (as well as contribute to a knowledge
base). This dialogue between participants and researcher was a feature of my work
whenever possible as some of the fathers told me that they had volunteered for interviews
because of personal interest and the possibility for personal reviews and further learning;
fathers often finished interviews by saying they had talked about issues they had never
thought about or talked about before and had found the experience useful; fathers asked me
about why I was undertaking the research and what I might do with the results and, finally,

I made offers for participants to read my work in order to check accuracy and validity. This
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offer was taken up by two fathers who proof read chapters and offered constructive

feedback during the writing of the thesis.

Although Ellsberg and Heise (2002) write about research as intervention into domestic
violence there was no sense of the need for intervention as my study progressed. However,
there were times when I was left wondering about whether I had heard the full story and
whether I should have probed further in order to break through a participant front in order
to elicit a fuller story. One example of this was when a middle-aged man, a father with four
children from two different relationships, talked about hitting his children when they were
younger. He told me, with no sense of hesitation, how one day he had hit his daughter in
the kitchen. Although I left the interview thinking that this happened a number of years ago
and, by his own admission, he had learned to control his temper over the ensuing years, I
was left thinking I should have directly asked him whether or not he still hit his children.
This coincides with Ellsberg and Heise’s (2002) insistence on scientific soundness as they
explain studies should not only be grounded in strong ethical and theoretical design but

should also be conducted with thorough attention to safe and skillful research skills.

Developing the research questions

Ramazanoglu and Holland (2002: 149) indicate:

Clarifying your research question clarifies what you care about and can be an

emotional process. It also makes it necessary to reflect on how you are constituted
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as a knowing subject .... Your research question starts you off on a social process of

exploration, including exploration of the research process and your place in it.

The process of developing the research questions was far from linear and was influenced by
both my personal and professional interests. After submitting an initial research proposal
that generally referred to studying ‘involved fatherhood’ and ‘feelings’ I undertook a
Gender Theory Workshop that ran one morning a week over a university semester. My
background had been in humanistic counselling theory and educational studies.
Participating in the Gender Theory Workshop introduced me to fundamental concepts such
as binary gender construction and associated power imbalances; poststructuralist theorising;
the importance of historical and cultural comparisons and the notion of hegemonic
masculinity. It was this experience that helped me to begin to understand fatherhood as a
social construct and the importance of considering hegemonic masculinity in any
exploration of gender difference. During this period of study I also reviewed the literatures
on both fatherhood and masculinities. From these early readings I began to think about both
content and methodological issues. The questions for the individual interviews were based
on the initial key words for the area of study —fatherhood, masculinity and anger. The
interviews were structured around these themes and were modified during the design phase
as a result of an initial pilot interview and discussions in supervision. The decision to
initially undertake individual interviews followed by focus group discussions was primarily
based on the need to provide a varied structure that might allow for individual participants

to contribute to the study in a way with which they felt comfortable.
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I decided to run a pilot focus group in order to experience talking with a group of fathers as
a researcher and to begin to test out some of the theories around fatherhood and masculinity
about which I had been reading about. With hindsight, I can see that I was testing the
validity of existing knowledge with a small scale empirical study. At that time, I had been a
member of a Men’s Group for three years and all three of the men I had been meeting with
fortnightly were involved fathers. I decided to invite them (one of them brought a friend) to
participate in a focus group discussion on fatherhood. This was because I was part of this
group and I would be able to elicit contributions from behind the participant front. I also
saw this as an opportunity to practise being a researcher with a safe group of men''. I
structured the focus group in two halves. The first half I asked each father to talk in turn
about their involvement with the care of their children. During the second half of the focus
group each father spoke in turn about an item that they had been asked to bring that
reminded them of a time when they were close to their children. My use of the word close
brought about unexpected discussions about the meaning of intimacy. Already within the
pilot focus group I was able to use my developing understanding of poststructuralist
theorising to recognise that there was no one meaning of the word intimacy and each father
had his o.wn perception based on individual experience. Other key words began to appear
such as caring, emotions, feelings, conflict, tension, empathy and distance (when talking
about their own fathers). With hindsight I can see that these fathers were exploring the
language that described the context within which they were involved in the care of their

children. Culturally it may be argued that these educated, middle class fathers were familiar

111 convened a follow-up session with the same fathers in order to receive feedback on the pilot focus group. I
was told by the fathers who participated it was important to take time to feel comfortable enough to raise and
explore issues and to be able to share and listen. It was also felt important not to use judgemental language.
This feedback reminded me of the importance of setting ground rules for further group discussions to address
these aspects of group process.
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with this use of language but, as a researcher, I began to think, consciously and
heuristically, about how fathers experienced intimate relationships within the home.
Concurrently I began to realise that ‘emotions’ was too broad a concept for effective study
and, given my background in Health and Social Care, I decided, after a period of discussion
and reflection, to focus on the problematic emotion of anger. This part of the process of
developing the research questions resulted in a three part individual interview schedule that

addressed fatherhood, masculinity and anger in turn.

Sampling

The pilot focus group was produced as a result of purposive sampling. Robson (1993: 141)

argues:

The principle selection in purposeful sampling is the researcher’s judgement as to
typicality or interest. A sample is built up which enables the researcher to satisfy her

specific needs in a project.

Although it might be argued the pilot focus group was opportunistic, it was chosen as a
course of action for reasons argued above. This group of educated, white middle class
men'? set the course for the recruitment of further participants as I asked them to identify

and recruit fathers they thought would be interested and would feel comfortable enough to

127 ump and Haas (1987) indicate that educated, middle class fathers are more likely to be involved in the care
of their children. Although commenting on fatherhood twenty years ago, Jump and Haas’s (1987) perspective
may have been relevant to the fathers who were recruited to this study.
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talk about their experiences of fatherhood, masculinity and anger. However, this snowball
sampling which, according to Robson (1993), is often useful when it is difficult to identify
participants, was not the only approach to recruitment used. I also asked a colleague in a
fostering and adoption agency for contacts and placed an advert in the university staff news
sheet (with the intention of recruiting fathers who self-identified as involved fathers). The
overall sampling strategy resulted in a mainly homogenous group of twenty fathers who
participated to varying degrees in the fieldwork. Within this demographic there was a
degree of heterogeneousness in terms of age, marital status and occupation. Although most
of the fathers were middle-aged, there were two younger fathers'® in their twenties, one of
these being a factory technician (one of two fathers in this occupational grouping). The
eldest father was seventy years old. The majority of the participants were in long term
relationships with their children’s mothers but five fathers were separated from their

families and one was widowed.

The combination of purposive and snowball sampling produced a homogenous group of
participants that was characterised by personal experiences of traditional fathers who were
emotionally distant. As a result of their experiences of their own fathers they were
motivated to parent their own children differently. This was more than physical care of
children. It was a direct involvement in the emotional lives of their families, and in
particular, it transpired, their willingness to undertake emotion work in families. This

attention to emotion work was particularly focused on the avoidance of anger. This is not to

13 The majority of the fathers who participated in this study were middle-aged and so a consideration of the
experiences of young fathers is beyond the cope of this study. Osborne (1999) provides an account of a
project for young fathers that identified difficulties for young men in adopting the fathering role in families.
Speak, Cameron and Gilroy (1997) explore the experiences of young, single fathers and the difficulties they
encounter when seeking access to their children.
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say they never became angry, but, often because of their experiences of their own parents
(both fathers and mothers), they had made a decision to manage their anger differently.
Most of these fathers said they felt different to more traditional men but during interviews
and focus group discussions they were often unable to articulate how this related to their
sense of their own masculinity. Two fathers, both of whom were factory workers, were
introduced to the study by a fostering and adoption social worker. Interestingly, they were
very much like the majority of the other fathers from professional backgrounds in terms of
their attitudes to parenting and emotion work. One of these fathers thought this was because
the fostering and adoption screening and training process had insisted he examine his own
masculinity and emotional life, something most of the other fathers had undertaken through
choice. One of the other fathers, whose partner had died when their daughter was a little
girl, was a very involved father who was focused on both the physical and emotional care
of his daughter. Five of the participants responded to the advertisement in the university
news sheet and, again, during individual interviews it became quickly apparent they shared
many similarities with the other participants. The sampling for this study produced a
homogenous group of twenty fathers who were brought together as a result of their desire
to be good fathers. The sampling, however, was limited by its exclusion of gay and lesbian
fathers. This exclusion was not purposely undertaken but was the result of my initial
decision to bring together a pilot focus group of fathers I knew personally and trusted to be
open and honest with me about their experiences. Gay and lesbian fathers were not part of
my immediate personal and professional network. With hindsight I could have, when
advertising for participants, included a diversity statement encouraging participants from
these cultural backgrounds. This omission brings together a number of interesting
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