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Father-Friendly Policies and Time Use Data in as€dational

Context: Potential and Prospects for Future Rekearc

Abstract:

In this paper we explore how data on the use o timght be used to investigate the multi-level
connections between family-related policies andded’ child care time in a cross-national
context. We present a case study analysis of Hathstrategies' in which empirical findings
from time use data are compared with detailed pafitormation from Norway, Sweden and the
United Kingdom. These analyses show that timedasa can indeed shed light on the nuances
of the effects of specific policies in differenttismal contexts. However, they also point to the
need to consider the complexity of multiple pokcand their adoption in specific national
contexts across time. To date, cross-time anahasdeen stalled by lack of suitable data
combining detailed policy information with good cpanable measures of the time spent in
family work from successive time use surveys. Wsctibe the development of a cross-national,
cross-time database which combines time use d#targlevant social and family policy
information, with the aim of providing a multi-lemMesearch tool to those interested in exploring

further the relationships between policy and famityrk.



Father-Friendly Policies and Time Use Data in as€dational

Context: Potential and Prospects for Future Rekearc

Time may be viewed as a redistributive resourcgetiare research (Hobson and Fahlen,
this volume), reflecting not just social norms blgo the direct impact of social policies. This
article introduces an ongoing project designedkfage how data on the use of time might be
employed to investigate the connections betweeiiyaelated policies and fathers’ time spent
in paid work, child care and other forms of familgrk. While many researchers have
investigated the social politics that brought agyosfocus onto fathers, we ask the question what
difference such policies might make in the everydaganization of men’s family lives. For
example: Is it possible to see changes in menld care and housework time as resulting from
“father-friendly” policies such as paternity leaaed daddy-days? How are such changes
influenced by other family policies and by the waitigs of their wives or partners? Should
similar policies be expected to have similar infloes on men’s behaviors, especially when they
are nested in different policy regimes?

In this article we describe how time use data leenhutilized in the analysis of the
relationship between various aspects of family wand family-related policies, focusing on the
results of recent research in which national-l@veicators of policy have been combined with
time use information. We present a case studyyaisah which empirical findings from time
use data are compared with detailed policy inforomarom Norway, Sweden and the United
Kingdom. These analyses demonstrate that, usmeguse data, we can indeed throw some
light on the nuances of the effects of specifiages in different national contexts. We then
describe the development of a cross-national, dioesdatabase which combines time use data

with relevant social and family policy informationith the aim of providing a multi-level



research tool to those interested in exploringherrthe relationships between policy and family

work.

Assessing Work-Family Policies

Scholars have provided many theories and empstcalies to illuminate how changes in
state policies and programs are related to thenargtion of paid labor and family life, with
associated implications for gender equity (e.ghstm 1990, this volume; Lewis 1992; Skocpol
1992; Orloff 1993; Fraser 1994; O’Connor, Orloffdd®haver 1999; Gornick and Meyers 2003;
Heymann, Earle and Hayes 2007; Brandth and Kvahdeyolume; O'Brien, this volume).
Gornick and Meyers (2007) suggest that researametpolicy-makers have been engaged in at
least three “overlapping but nonintersecting cosatons” about work and family life focused
on child well-being, work-family conflict, and geexdequality. The Child Well-Being
conversation focuses on the importance of pareatal during the child’s first months and on
the quality of attentive care throughout childh@wdi adolescence. A major concern in this
conversation is the lack of availability of paretdgheir children and a secondary concern is the
guality of both parental and substitute child qamavision. Work-Family Conflict researchers
and policy analysts focus on the problems of waglparents (especially mothers) whose
conflicting responsibilities leave them penalizéavark and overburdened at home. This
conversation was motivated by women’s rapid entty the paid labor force and tends to focus
on how to “balance” work and family obligations.ef'@ender Equality conversation uses
feminist insights about women’s subjugation beingdd to the institution of the nuclear family.
This conversation focuses on continuing genderuakty in the labor market as both cause and
consequence of women’s disproportionate assumpfianpaid work in the home.

Gornick and Meyers suggest that these conversatimduce very different policy

proposals. A Child Well-Being approach suggestsrtbed for policies like child tax credits and



maternity leaves so that mothers can drop outeofabhor market, at least temporarily. A Work-
Family approach also tends to locate the majorlicbiiri the lives of mothers, suggesting
policies such as part-time work, job sharing, telemuting and flextime that allow for
individual women (and sometimes men) to balance therk and family commitments. A
Gender Equality perspective views inequities asisteng from women’s weak and intermittent
connection to employment and the assumption ttegt should perform most of the unpaid
family work. Policies suggested by this approaaufoon reducing employment barriers and
discrimination, raising women’s wages, and prowdatternatives to maternal care through the
provision of child care centers or subsidies.

As Gornick and Meyers point out (2007, pg. 15haligh they differ in naming the
problem and in the solutions they propose, the emations they identify have two things in
common. They all focus on women and do little tesjion assumptions about the organization
of men's employment and caregiving activities. Ehamversations also suggest that the
interests of men, women and children are essentrattonflict. Children can have more time
with their parents only if women reduce their enyph@nt commitments and career prospects;
women and men can achieve greater equality in émployment only by reducing their time
and commitment to caring for their children. Imtast to these approaches, Gornick and
Meyers (2003, 2007) assume that the interests ofemp men and children are only “apparently”
competing. They suggest that the real culprit, thedcause of the putative competition between
interests, is the failure of social, market andgyoinstitutions to adequately address the care of
children in high-employment societies. They prap@sllowing others such as Fraser 1994;
Knijn and Kremer 1997; Crompton 1999; Hobson anddda 2002) that the solution must
involve men as well as women, and the state asasdlie family. They envision a “dual-earner
/ dual-caregiver society,” one that supports egpglortunities for men and women in

employment, equal contributions from mothers arlkeies at home, and high quality care for



children provided both by parents and by well-diedi and well-paid non-parental caregivers.

All nation states through their laws and policiesvide incentives and disincentives for
men and women to share child care and housewaosiethsis paid employment, thereby both
directly and indirectly shaping fathering practieesl ideals. Just as the state facilitated and
even encouraged women to become workers, it iDnadde to expect that states, through
different political processes and social policem) also facilitate and encourage fathers to
become caregivers (Orloff 2006). However, as ldakend Morgan (2002) demonstrate, there
IS no neat fit between the welfare regimes of imgaiszed countries and their fatherhood policy
regimes (defined as fatherhood obligations ancefaibod rights). Because of wide variation in
political, economic, social and cultural contextddecause historical events and institutional
forces have shaped many different, sometimes otinfli, policies related to fathers and
families, it has often proved difficult to categmicountries using such typologies. For example,
Hobson and Morgan show (2002 p. 14) that two casthsweak father obligations to pay child
support, the Netherlands and Sweden, are placggpatite ends of a gender policy typology of
strong to weak male breadwinner regimes (Lewis 1992

In this volume O'Brien presents a typology of nadilopolicy contexts which is
specifically focused on what she terms "father-camsitive" policies, in which the major
classifying dimensions are 1) the length of pateave and men's access to parental leave and
2) the level of income replacement available dusngh leave. This kind of typology, explicitly
designed to address infant's and children’s adoes®n's parental resources, provides a
framework more likely to be sensitive to differeade policies affecting men's caregiving.
Nevertheless we show here, from empirical analgééisne use from two Nordic countries, that
it is possible to identify different effects on tti@e that fathers spend with small children in
different national contexts belonging to the samegory of O'Brien's typology. This suggests

that in analysis we should always consider thel looaplexity of multiple policies and their



adoption in specific national contexts. For examgifferent policies within the same country
may be founded on different models of work and farife and may lead to contradictory
effects. The 'fathers' quota’ of parental leaveirfstance, builds on the idea that the mother and
father should be able to combine care for smaltlodm with a working career. It is a policy that
supports the 'dual-earner family mod&he cash-for-care scheme, a home care allowasce, i
based on the 'family model', where the idea idrengthen the family as a care producer by
providing cash benefits irrespective of the paremtsk activities (Brandth and Kvande, this
volume). Or, due to differences in the structfrabor markets, similar policies in different
countries may create different effects. We nedaktable to disentangle the effects on the time
that fathers invest in children of: child care pylprovisions; father and mother leave policies;
fiscal policy relating to children; and the struetwf the labor market, for both men and women.
As Hobson and Fahlen correctly note (this volurtiete is a tension between expectations of
men to be active fathers and their capabilitiesagehcy to achieve a work family balance
according to specific local, institutional and patl contexts. Therefore in order to analyze the
actualization of this tension in the behavior dh&as we need to develop multi-level models and
analyses, capable of integrating individual behawiibh both institutional and societal factors

(Haas 2005; Hobson and Fahlen, this volume).

Time use data: uses and sources

Self-complete time use diaries offer a detaileccdpson of the pattern of individuals'
daily activities. Multi-national data of this kintovides the opportunity to compare the way in
which time is divided between different people iffiestent societies (Robinson and Godbey
1999; Gershuny 2000). For example, the way menaaorden differ in respect of how they
divide their time between paid and unpaid work,ah@unt and use of leisure time and in their

contributions to child care.



Time use data may be used in the study of the ¢ratisnal effects of policy provisions
on fathering and domestic work in two ways. tRirthrough the analysis of national-level
patterns in family work and child care practicebjch are then related to detailed information
from secondary sources on the policies of the §pemuntry or countries of the study. Several
detailed country-specific studies have been cawigdn this way — this is especially so in the
Nordic countries where there is a strong natiooitp interest in the effects of the world's most
developed paternal leave polici@sg.Flood and Grasjo 1997; Kitterod and Pettersen 2006)
Secondly, there is the multi-level option: to ditfpcombine and analyze information on child
care and family work time with national-level vdiies reflecting family-related polices and
take-up rates for those countries. This can be @aiher cross-sectionally or across time, which
is considerably more demanding both methodologicaild in terms of data. In the main, this
possibility has been stalled by lack of suitablessrtime data combining detailed policy
information with good comparable measures of ttme tspent in family work from successive
time use surveys.

There are several potential sources of multi-mafitime use diary data suitable for
researching the connections between family worktpras and policy provision. The
Multinational Time Use Survey (MTUS) is a collectiof harmonized time use diary surveys
based on nationally representative samples from2@eountries from the early 1960s to 2000
and beyond. The MTUS diary surveys of many European coustioe around the year 2000
are part of the Harmonized European Time Use StH&TUS) - a project coordinated by
EUROSTAT with the aim of creating comparable armhdardized time use statistics across
European countries In addition, the American Heritage Time Use St(dHTUS) puts
together major national samples of time diary-bagadies in the USA since the1960s with the

purpose of creating historical comparable timesiagstics’.



Combining time use with policy data: previous resba

There is quite a large general body of researclkiwhddresses differences in family
work in different national contexts, but often teeel of policy detail is set rather broadly,
comparing, for example, the division of domestlmoiabetween countries belonging to different
broadly-defined public policy regimes ( Esping Arsdn 1990, 1999). These broad policy
regime-type typologies have in the main been basesbcio-political analysis of the enactment
of different policies in different national contexand research which has attempted to identify
structured relationships between them and natioaiérns of time use has not found an easy
match (e.g. Gershuny and Sullivan 2003). Otheicpoegime-type classifications have been
more sensitive to gender and care policies likelgave a closer association with the time spent
in family work (‘care regimes': Lewis 1992, Saingbii994; ‘family policy regime': Haintrais
2004; 'gender regimes': Pfau-Effinger 2004, 'fattee sensitive parental leave regimes', Haas
2005; O'Brien this volume) and it is clear thatréhare indeed broad relationships identifiable
between child care practices and these regime ({p8sien, this volume).

Detailed empirical research using datasets thabommational and individual level data
to examine the cross-national relationship betws#ities and time spent in family work is still
rare. Recently, however, a few articles have amguka the literature. Hook (2006) provides a
multi-level analysis of men’s hours of unpaid weirke (including child care and housework
together) across twenty-six countries from the MTU®e percentage of married women
employed was the only national-level variable vattirect effect on men’s unpaid work time
(with both married and single men spending more tim unpaid work in countries where a
higher percentage of married women were employeli)e none of the family policy variables
included had direct effects. However, while insehlength of parental leave decreased fathers’

unpaid work time, gender equity of leave and thteonal level of married employed women’s



work hours both had a positive moderating effectokinotes while her analysis indicated no
direct effects of policy on men’s unpaid work tintleere were direct effects when additional
analysis predicting subtypes of unpaid work (i@edousework, non-routine housework, and
child care) were performed (these results weregwvewnot shown in the article).

Sayer et al (2004), also using MTUS data in a hewil analysis, investigated
differences in mother's and father's child caretaacording to education in four countries of
Europe and North America. They found a generatalivgradient in the time spent in child
care according to educational level, however tieree variations according to both country
and gender. Fathers in countries that provide @oonsupport to families (Germany and
Norway) displayed less of a gradient by educath@mtthe other countries, whereas for
mothers the educational gradient was more consiatenss countries. Their conclusion was
that, whereas some cross-national differences iamthsties in child care behavior could be
assumed to be the result of family policies (a&@mmany and Norway), in others factors
such as parental values and orientations needitovbked to explain the consistent
educational gradient of care in countries with w@ifferent family support policies.

Gornick and Meyers (2003), also using MTUS dateedly analyzed the relationship
between gender equality in domestic child carethree social policy variables: Early
childhood education and care (ECEC); Family leaw&\&orking time regulations. Analysis of
the association between an overall policy indexganter equality in daily hours spent in child
care at home revealed no consistent relationstiimugh there were clusters of countries
(Nordic and English-speaking clusters in particulamnvhich the strength of the combined
policies was indeed associated with a higher oetawean of fathers’ relative contribution to
family child care.

Smith and Williams' (2007) research using data ftbenEuropean Community

Household Panel for 1996 and 2001 included bothbesolute measure of paternal care—the
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proportion of fathers investing “substantial” tifreore than 28 hours of child care per week)—
and a relative measure—the percentage of subdteat&acarried out by fathers—both measured
as a self-reported estimate. Only one nationatlpulicy category was included: national
paternal leave provisions, from which Smith andlM#hs created an index of “father-friendly”
policy. The main result was the identificationtlofee categories of father-friendliness that
clustered according to Esping-Andersen’s welfaagedlypology. They also found that both
absolute and relative levels of paternal time voereelated with their policy index; however, the
relationships were non-linear and the strong effe€specific countries in the analysis
contributed significantly to the positive corretati

Fuwa and Cohen (2007) analyzed the direct effddisamequality of access policies and
two work/family policies on the division of housatidabor (excluding child care) for thirty-
three countries participating in the Internatio8atial Survey Program in 2002. The ratio of the
division of household labor by husband and wife again determined by self-report estimate.
They found that long parental leave was associaitda more egalitarian division of
housework; however, it weakened the equalizingcefiéwives’ full-time employment. The
availability of public child care for children agédo compulsory school age had no direct or
moderating effects on the division of housework.

Although the research described here has providee sndicative results, only rather
weak connections have so far been identified betviege use indicators of family work and
policy indicators in large-scale national analy3dsere may be several reasons for this,
including inadequate specifications of the time wesgables (for example in those analyses
based on self-report rather than time diary measwrein those analyses which combine very
different kinds of family work such as routine datie labor and child care), or an insufficiently
comprehensive focus on potentially relevant poliasiables, which, some have argued, should

include not only family and family-related socialligies but also fiscal policies determining
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family taxation and allowances for child care (FelB008). In the end a question remains about
the usefulness of large-scale time use diary amalygiving a handle on the consequences and
effects of national-level (or regime level) familglated policies on family work behavior. The
first question to be answered is whether we caeadddentify in nationally-representative time
use diary data the kind of effects on family workgiices which we might expect from a
detailed knowledge of family-related policies iffelient countries. Below, we present a case-
study analysis using nationally-representative tuse diary information from two of the major
harmonized time use diary studies which we desdrdimve (the MTUS and the HETUS) in
order to investigate whether we can discern thecesfof specific policies on fathering and
parenting strategies in large-scale time use dlatg. If we can, this should give us more
confidence in pursuing the relationship betweeretirse information on family work and

national-level policy provisions.

A case study: fathering strategies in Norway, Sweated the United Kingdom

Studies based on small-scale surveys conductgekifie countries in which individuals
and couples are asked about their take-up of laagigparenting behavior have consistently
shown strong policy effects. Many of these suriegge been conducted in the Scandinavian
countries where there is a strong national politgrest in the effects of the world's most
developed parental leave policies (e.g. Brandthkarahde, this volume; Bygren and Duvander
2006; Haas and Hwang 2008). For example Haas arahgl (2008) report from a survey of 356
employed Swedish fathers that the number of paté¥age days taken had a significant impact
on father's participation in childcare. For thegmses of our case study based on available time
use data we selected two Scandinavian countrieged&h and Norway —generally recognized as
having some of the world's more advanced poligigglation to ECEC and parental leave, but

which are nonetheless distinct in the detail obthpolicies and their take-up. As a comparison
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we have selected another European country belongiagery different policy regime — the

UK. According to O'Brien’s classification of 'fatlicare sensitive parental leave regimes'
(O'Brien this volume) Norway and Sweden belong égifie 1 (‘'Extended father-care leave with
high income replacemeptwhile the UK belongs to Regime 3 (‘Short/ Minimafather-care
leave with low/ no income replacement’). The dedacof two Nordic countries allows a

detailed national comparison of specific strategiad bundles of policies relating to parental
leave, child care provision and employment. Thapgarison with the UK allows a contrast to
be drawn with a European country from a very dédfempolicy regime.

Employed men and women who were co-resident viiildien under 5 were selected for
the analyses, since among this group are thosetgaso have the right to take parental leave
in order to care for their young children, and dlsmse most likely to seek public child care
services where available. Married (or cohabiting)viduals were selected since these represent
both the largest population group with children emfive, and also because it permits a
comparison between men and women in the same faituigtion, who have to balance their
parental leave and work hours with their partnesroter to care for young children.

Table 1 shows the minutes full-time employed madrfaghers with co-resident children
under 5 devoted to the care of children around £38@l in 2000 for Norway, Sweden and the
UK. MTUS data was used to produce the informatari990, and the HETUS for 2060

k*kkkkkkkkkkkkk Tab | e 1 abo ut h ere *kkkkkkkkhkhkik

The first thing of note in Table 1 is the diffecenn overall child care time between the
two Nordic countries and the UK. In both the pdramound 1990 and in 2000 full-time
employed fathers with co-resident children undar the Nordic countries spent more time per
day caring for children than their British countars. The second feature of interest is the

difference in the 10-year increase in child cametbetween the Nordic countries and the UK.
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From a considerably lower base around 1990, faietemployed fathers with co-resident
children under 5 in the UK increased the time thegnt caring for children by 39% (18 minutes
a day), compared to increases of 9% and 14% regelyctor Swedish and Norwegian. This
second point, the national differences in chargperhaps less expected than the simple
national-level differences, since it would be I@jito expect to see regime type effects reflected
not only in levels, but also in change. In otherds, that there would be a positive correlation
between policy regimes which emphasize paternalwament and change over time. Clearly,
however, when we analyze change as opposed tq ieseems that we cannot account for it in
terms of broad policy types. Indeed if we refeetivalent data from the USA, which belongs
to the 4" category of O'Brien’s father-care sensitive paideaive regimes (‘No Statutory father-
care sensitive parental leave'), we see an evategrabsolute and proportional increase in the
time full-time father8 spent caring for children than that for UK fathefe closest available
figures for the USA were 32 minutes per day in 2@9®wer even than for the UK at 46
minutes per day) but rising to 70 minutes by 2@08increase of 119%! These sorts of increases
in child care time in the USA are addressed in sd\sources (e.g. Bianchi et al 2006; Fisher et
al 2007), but the problem for a macro-level polielated analysis is that the differentials in the
increases that we see appear to be independanmtefen the inverse of, regime-type policy
typologies, even when that typology is directhyatetl to the question of father care.

Table 1 does clearly show, however, that full-tiemeployed fathers co-resident with
children under 5 in the Nordic countries spent nione caring for children than their British
counterparts, both around 1990 and in 2000 (althdoygthe later date the gap had narrowed).
This is what we would expect to see from the pdiilgrature, which emphasizes the strong
focus on promoting fathering evident in the Norchantries.

Additional confidence that the time use data isrgjws a real handle on some of the

policy effects on child care as described in thicpditerature comes from some of the more
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detailed information available in the HETUS 200@adaThe HETUS contains a range of
additional variables, not found in the MTUS stamlzgd format, which are of interest in the
current study.

For example, analysis of the time spent in chdcedy full-time employed fathers co-
resident with children under 5 according to whethely were employed in the private or public
sectors shows that, whereas there is no overédrdiice in the time spent in child care
according to public or private-sector employmemtBatish fathers, for Norwegian fathers those
employed in the public sector spend 25-50% longehild care than those employed in the
private sectof (not shown). Research in the Scandinavian comi@stdemonstrated that the
organization of work and workplace culture hasrargg effect on the take up of leave
entitlements (Leira 1998; Lappegard 2008), withyankmall percentage of private companies
actively supporting paternal leave (Haas and HW20@) and those working in the public
sector far more likely to take up leave than thagsée private sector (Bygren and Duvander
2006).

We have seen that we can discern in the time userelationships between father care and
policy which are also addressed in the policy ditere. We now delve deeper into the HETUS
data in order to make connections between diffdathering and parenting strategies, national
policy provisions and the structure of employmehhe first step relates to the more detailed
breakdown given by the HETUS of the time devotedhitd care by co-resident fathers of
children aged 0-1; 2-3 and 4-7 (also shown in TapleThe pattern of father care over these
ages is distinct for Norway, where father care app& be the greatest among those full-time
employed men with children aged 0-1 in the housh&lor Swedish and British fathers the
weighting is more evenly spread between those etitlilren aged 0-1 and 2-3. It is tempting to
think that this feature of the Norwegian data mfiehe fact that the four-week 'daddy-days'

guota of parental leave is restricted in Norwafatbers of children aged less than one year old
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(Valdimarsdottir 2006; Brandth and Kvande 2007hisTpolicy measure, introduced in 1993,
had an element of compulsion to it, since if fashdid not take it up the leave could not be
transferred to the mother, and was lost. The mieggoved extremely popular and by 2003 the
father's quota was utilized by 89% of fathers ofdrkn of this age (O’Brien, Brandth and
Kvande 2007). Further support for the hypothdsas wve are seeing here a direct reflection of
policy in the 'fathering strategies' of Norwegiathers comes from Table 2, showing a
distinction in the type of care undertaken. Héeeghysical care of children is distinguished
from interactive care (playing with children, taigito children etc.) Norwegian full-time
employed fathers do the most physical care ofali, this care it is concentrated among fathers
with children aged 0-1 in the household (at 77 n@ayper day — nearly twice the amount of time
spent by equivalent Swedish and British father$ witildren of the same age in the household).
This suggests that among co-resident fathers tfrelni of this age, Norwegian fathers in full-
time employment are more involved than their Swedisd British counterparts in primary
caring responsibilities involving looking after thgect physical needs of infants (a similar result
was found by Sayer et al 2004 in a comparison G#hman, Italian and Canadian fathers).

K*kkkkkkkkkkkk Table 2 about here K*khkkkkkkkkkkkhkkhkhkk

Of course in order to understand how fatheringesgias work within families it is
necessary also to understand how these intertwithermothering behavior in relation to
parental leave and employment hours. It is heaegbme of the most interesting and
indicative findings appear, enabling the hypothagiof joint parental (as opposed to just
fathering) strategies in relation to specific naibECEC and parental leave provisions based
on the existing policy literature. For exampleblEa3 splits the findings of Table 1
according to whether the full-time employed mamaried to a woman employed full time

(Table 3a) or part-time (Table 3b). From Tabl¢i8 evident that, of all the cells, the
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greatest quantity of time spent in child care osd¢ar Norwegian full time employed fathers
with co-resident infant children aged 0-1 who agmed to part time mothers. This implies
a parenting strategy for infants under age 2 irctviihe mother is working part time and the
father is also providing extensive care, perhapsutih taking his 'daddy quota’, as evidenced
also by the high proportion of physical care dopéhe father at these ages. For fathers
married to full-time employed mothers we still seéront loading' effect of father care where
there are children under age 2 in the householdhleweffect is not so pronounced. These
findings are consistent with those of Kitterod &wettersen 2006, who find in multivariate
analyses using the Norwegian 2000 time use datduthéime employment for the mother
does not in fact lead to increased contributiooamfthe father. They note that a large
proportion of couples (43%) have work scheduleragements in which the mother works up
to 19 hours a week while the father has time off] they suggest that these couples have
chosen this arrangement in order to limit the dsexternal childcare by counting on paternal

care.

*kkkkkkkhkkk Tab I es 3a an d 3 b abo ut h e re************ kkkkkkkk

The distribution of child care for Norwegian fulirte employed women co-resident with
children aged under 5 complements the results we sa@en for men (see Table 4a & b). Here
we can see that Norwegian full-time employed matlerresident with children aged under 2
spent the most time of all mothers in child cai@3(fhinutes per day on average). Itis
reasonable to suppose from this that a higher ptage of full-time employed mothers with
children of this age in Norway are taking mateteale than in either of the other two countries
(particularly than in the UK), and calculation betpercentage of these mothers who, at the time

of the HETUS survey, were taking leave confirms gupposition. Two-thirds of Norwegian
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full-time employed mothers with children aged ungevere on leave, compared to just over half
of their Swedish and only just over a third of tH&iitish counterparts (not shown).
smkrkrrerirs Tables 4a and 4b about hererttstrirees ok

It appears then that we can postulate two maimpiagestrategies among Norwegian
employed parents with children aged under the &g In the first, the mother is part time
employed and the father is taking on primary casponsibilities for at least part of the time,
perhaps through using his daddy-day entitlememthé second, the mother is in full-time
employment but taking leave in order to care feritifant. Men married to these women are
perhaps themselves likely to be in higher-payinglegyment and therefore less likely to take
parental leave (Brandth and Kvande 2001; Kittenod Rettersen 2006; although see also
Lappegard 2008). These postulated strategies makBve sense in respect to the policy
literature which describes the bundle of ECEC pedi@and parental leave policies specific to
Norway. The heavy loading of care onto the fiesaryof life of the child which is evident in the
results both for men and for women may be reflgctive fact that up to age 2, responsibility for
child care falls primarily on the parents and qgésmerous paternal, maternal and parental leaves
are available to help them (Brandth and Kvands,\tblume; O'Brien, Brandth and Kvande
2007). The emphasis of Norwegian paternal lealieypbas been on the early years of life,
particularly in the case of fathers, whose daddygl#ota is restricted to the first year of their
infant's life. In addition, for these ages the dadhfor child care places in Norway far outstrips
supply, which may indicate an element of compulsiotine taking of paternal leave (Ellingsaeter
2006). Beyond age one the evidence suggests tratdgian father's take up of available
parental leave was rather restricted, at least tinatiturn of the 2% century (Leira 1998; O'Brien,
Brandth and Kvande 2007; O'Brien, this volume T&)le

If we turn our attention to Sweden, a differentyie emerges from the time use data.
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Referring to Table 1 we can see that the contioutio child care of Swedish full-time
employed fathers co-resident with children undexr Somewhat lower than for their
Norwegian counterparts, and is less 'front loadethie youngest ages of co-resident children,
being more evenly distributed across ages 0-1 a&d |2 particular, at ages 2-3 of the
youngest co-resident child Swedish fathers intinlle employment do more child care than
their Norwegian counterparts. This finding seemsststent with policy differences between
the two countries. Firstly, early public child egrovision (for ages up to 3) is somewhat
more widely available and used in Sweden than iwdg. For example, Luxemburg
Income Study data shows that 48% of children agerOSweden were in subsidized child
care in 2000, compared to 37% in Norway. In addjtunlike in Norway where cash
assistance is available to parents who opt tofoartheir young children at home instead of
using day-care, in Sweden parents exercising fhtisio have not been eligible for any
compensation beyond the parental leave packagdi(Watsdoéttir 2006). Secondly, Swedish
fathers were more likely to take their parentaléesn the years following the child's first
year of age, even before 2 months of parental laare exclusively reserved for the father
in 2002 (Leira 1998; Haas and Hwang 2008). Theihaps consistent with the finding that
Swedish fathers are inclined to use their veryililiexparental leave as an add-on to family
holidays rather than to take sole responsibilitytifie care of the child (Ahlberg, Roman and
Duncan 2008).

Delving deeper into the HETUS data we can find taoltial support for the suggestion
that Swedish fathers of young children are morelyiko take leave in the'®and & year of the
child's life from the distribution of the type ddire that fathers do at different ages of their
youngest child. From Table 2 it can be seen thlile the peak for physical care of children
occurs for Norwegian full-time employed fathers whkere is a co-resident child aged 0-1 years

old, the peak for equivalent Swedish fathers, aitfioless pronounced, occurs where the
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youngest co-resident child is aged 2-3 years. ifimidies that father's primary care for children
extends for a longer period in Sweden than in Ngrwadnere the peak at age 0-1 is followed by
a decline at ages 2-3 to a level of physical canest than that for Swedish fathers. Furthermore,
calculating the proportion of Swedish full-time doyed fathers who are taking leave from

work when there are children of this age in thedetwld shows that, unlike for equivalent
Norwegian fathers, among Swedish full-time emplofabers there is a peak in leave-taking at
ages 2-3 of the youngest child, with 12% of su¢hedes on leave when there are co-resident
children of these ages compared to 7% of their Mgran counterparts (not shown).

If we hypothesize that full-time employed SwediathErs, perhaps because of their more
extended leave entitlement (or greater flexibilityvorkplaces in order to benefit from leave
policies), continue to take leave to care for tieckitdren at older ages (up to age 3) than their
Norwegian counterparts, we also need to know hasvititersects with the parenting
contributions of Swedish mothers. If we examirdI€s 3a and 3b it appears that the biggest
contribution to early child care among Swedish-fule employed fathers married to full-time
employed mothers occurs in households where thegasi child is aged 2-3. In this respect
Swedish fathers married to full-time employed mattehow a quite different pattern to their
Norwegian (or British) counterparts, where the vaéitg of father care comes in the first year
and then falls off (as it also does for fathersrfrall countries married to part-time employed
women). It appears then that it is possible saelin a different parenting strategy in the
Swedish time-use data, whereby full-time employeh nake parental leave when their children
are aged 2-3 in order, presumably, that theirtfole employed wives may return to
employment. Full-time employment is the norm faredish women, who have a stronger
attachment to the full-time primary labor markedrittiNorwegian or, particularly, British women.
Among employed Swedish women married to full-timgpéoyed men with co-resident children

aged under 5 the ratio of full-time to part-timepoyment is 112%, compared to 103% for
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equivalent Norwegian women and only 52% for eq@maBritish women. Indeed there is a
reciprocal relationship in the Nordic countriesvibetn labor market attachment and the take-up
of parental leave for, since the monthly paymeminduparental leave is based on income prior
to birth, it has contributed to a strong incenfimeboth men and women to be well established in
the labor market (Sundstrom and Duvander 2002;nBjerg 2002; Nyberg 2006). Moreover, the
mandating of parental leave for fathers in Swede2002 was specifically promoted as enabling
women to return to the labor market sooner (Hads-amang 2008).

An examination of Table 4a, showing the time sperhild care by full-time employed
mothers married to full-time employed fathers, iertsupports a hypothesized parenting
strategy in which Swedish fathers contribute byrigkeave when the youngest child is aged 2-3
in order to permit full-time employed mothers tture to work after taking leave themselves in
order to care for infants. We see that, as fomigian mothers, for full-time married Swedish
mothers the greatest time spent in child care goduring the first couple of years of life of the
infant when she is likely to be taking some formmadternal or parental leave. Thereafter, we
see a very significant drop-off in child care tinfesthese mothers. In fact the patterns of child
care for Norwegian and Swedish women in these faamtl employment statuses are more
similar that those for equivalent Norwegian and &ale men, for in Sweden the decline in child
care times observed for women with a youngest agked 2-3 occurs just at the time when we
see the child care for full-time employed fathezalp(at ages 2-3), while the contribution of
Norwegian fathers is greatest when the youngekt haged 0-1.

Overall, despite the hypothesized differences nemeng strategies outlined above, and
due to a rather similar and generally more enligédeNordic policy attitude towards parenting,
and in particular support for the combination ofgrding with full-time employment for both

men and women, the differences we observe betweendy and Sweden are relatively
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nuanced, and represent a question of emphasis th#rea clear distinction. This cannot be said
of the comparison with the UK data, however.

Referring to Table 1 it is evident that Britishlfime employed fathers co-resident with
children aged under 5 are the least involved ifdatare of all, contributing 64 minutes a day in
2000 compared to 84 (Norway) and 74 (Sweden). ddda focus on fathering strategies in the
UK with reference to the HETUS data reveals moraroéibsence than a strategy. It is known
from the literature that long working hours for marthe UK — among the longest in the
European Union - limit men’s availability for anavolvement with their children (Ferri and
Smith 1996; Fagnani and Letablier 2004), and @@1 there was no specified paternity leave
in the UK®,

Further examination of the HETUS 2000 data shdwas British full-time employed
fathers with children under 5 did both the leaghpry child care (i.e. where no other activity is
reported as being done simultaneously) and the sezsindary child care (where a different
activity is reported as the main activity, with Ideare recorded only as a secondary activity) of
equivalent fathers in all three countries (not shpwn addition, Table 2 shows that British full-
time employed men spent less time in the physaad of young children than their Norwegian
and Swedish counterparts (38 minutes a day comparédl and 58 respectively for equivalent
Swedish and Norwegian fathers). The answer toigluwking after the children of course lies
in a simultaneous examination of the child carerioutions of employed British mothers,
which is of course in turn intertwined with theustiure of the local labor market. British women
with children aged under 5 are, as we referredbve, far less likely to be employed on a full
time basis and much more likely to be working piane than their Norwegian or Swedish
counterparts. Parental leave in the UK is much ¢esnerous and until 2001 there was no
exclusive provision for paternity leave, which vem seflected in the fact that a lower percentage

of full-time employed British fathers of young dién were taking leave in the HETUS data
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than among their counterparts in Norway and Swétie% of those co-resident with children
aged 0-3, compared to 15% in Norway and 19% in 8wged

So for many British families with young childrenrpime employment for the mother is
the main parenting strategy, a feature which cseatgpecific form of ‘time squeeze’ for
working mothers in which women compensate for méariger working hours by working
around partners’ work commitments (Gregory and BHIR008). However, Tables 3a and 3b,
showing child care time for full-time employed Bstt fathers of young children married to full
time and part time employed mothers respectivelyeal something surprising: as for
Norwegian fathers, British full-time fathers madi® mothers who are also in full-time
employment make less of a contribution to chilcedaian full-time fathers married to mothers
who are in part-time employment. This apparentiyrter-intuitive result (since we might have
expected the fathers of young children marrieditistime mothers to be helping out by
contributing more to child care) suggests thathlotNorway and in the UK, different parenting
strategies are in play according to the employrstattis of the mother (the numbers of part-time
Swedish women are too small to provide a compayisbnNorway, the availability of extensive
public child care provision can easily explain tliéerence. Norwegian parents of small
children where both remain in full time employméat/e this option, and we know that take-up
rates are high (O'Brien this volume). Howevergsithere is also no formal public child care
provision in the UK until the child is aged 3,streasonable to ask how child care of children up
to this age is in fact being accomplished for thomeples both in full time employment!

Tables 4a and 4b, showing respectively the timetspechild care by full and part-time
employed mothers of young children, tell us thatempected, British full-time mothers of young
children spend much less time in child care thatvjpae mothers. However, among equivalent
Norwegian and Swedish mothers, with many more aptio terms of the provision of leave and

ECEC, there is little difference in child care timecording to whether the mother is employed
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full or part time. What adds to the puzzle abohbwooks after the young children of British
full-time employed parents is that summing thectlodre time of full-time employed fathers
married to full-time employed mothers to that fquevalent full-time employed mothers married
to full-time employed fathers shows a clear digtorcbetween Nordic and British full-time
employed 'couples’. While the total child careetisummed in this way for full-time employed
‘couples’ with children under 5 in Norway and Swesequite similar (at 231 and 221 minutes
per day respectively), for British full-time empky ‘couples' it is only 172 minutes a day. It
seems that long hours of child care are not easitypatible with full-time employment for dual-
earner UK couples. This reflects a policy enviremtin which there has been a lack of official
family policy and an individualist approach towatts provision of childcare which has tended
to reinforce the male breadwinner/female carer @degory and Milne2008; O'Brien this
volume.

So who is looking after the children? The answes bf course in the necessity for full
time employed British parents to seek privatelyamiged child care; either through employing a
live-in or part-time child-carer or through privatay-care. Table 5 shows that where private
help with child care is employed, both British éwedish mothers do less child care. But what
is even more notable is the amount of child camnedgodone by British full-time employed
mothers who do not employ private help. In congmarito Swedish full-time employed mothers
who did not employ paid help (134 minutes a day) British mothers who did (126 minutes a
day), the burden of child care on British full-tiramployed mothers who are not employing paid
help is strikingly greater (at 172 minutes a dais differential reflects the lack of other
options available to British mothers who continoevork full-time in the labor market but
cannot, or choose not to, employ paid help, andritanies, of course, to the relatively greater

proportion of part-time employees among British Ineos of young children.

*kkkkkkkkkkk Table 5 about here *kkkkkkkkkkhkhkhhkhkkkx *kk

24



A time use/policy research database
Having demonstrated that we can indeed relate wiseeinformation on child care to a range of
national policies affecting child care practices, pvesent here the outlines of a new database
which is aimed at providing a research tool to adsithe relative lack of suitable cross-time data
combining detailed indicators of social and fanmbficies with good comparable measures of
the time spent in family work. The impetus for thevelopment of this database comes from the
recognition that in order to continue to develop #malysis of time as a redistributive resource,
we need to be thinking in terms of multi-level tgpd analysis that build institutional level
macro-level policy indicators into the same datalasthe time use information. This calls for
both a comprehensive and a detailed approach, vélkels into account the interrelationships
between the employment structure for both men amaien, fiscal policies relating to child care
costs and taxation, and wider variables perhapectefg gender ideologies, and combines these
with time use data and associated individual-lseglo-economic/demographic variables.

The database being developed, which should evéyntaitain data on 10-20
countries over the period 1960-2000, will, for exden enable the examination of changes
over forty years in paid labor, household laboildcbare, and leisure among fathers and
mothers in a wide range of nations in Europe andiiNamerica in relation to the enactment
of various “family-friendly” policies (e.g., pareaitleave, sick leave, wage replacement, job
security, child support, child care provision, jodnistody statutes). In addition it will permit
investigation of how changes in men’s child caré housework are related to changes in
various social and economic indicators both antit@nal level (e.g., job growth or decline,
women’s labor force participation rate, minimum wdevels) and at the level of the
characteristics of families and individuals (efgmily status, age of children, and individual

employment, income, and education).
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Appendix 1 shows an extract from the databaseydnag various policy measures from
1990 to 2000 and focusing on our three test c&geden, Norway and the United Kingdom.
Policy and policy-related measures are collectetherbasis of secondary sources (e.g. Leira
1992, Moss and Deven 1999; Moss and O'Brien 208&;@2006) and other published
databases (e.g. Gauthier 2003; Gornick and Mey@3#8)2 The time use element of the
database is taken from the MTUS (incorporatingHBEE US surveys for 2000). Over a dozen
nations in the MTUS data set have multiple survatgsl that would permit multi-level analysis
of the relationship between policy change and mdaisestic labor. In the example given in
Appendix 1 we focus on just three countries butdhg potential to include many more spanning
a range of broadly different policy regimes witkpect to family support and the promotion of
gender equalit. Appendix 2 provides a list of individual lewariables (including the time

use measures) and policy measures/indices to halettin the final database.

Conclusions

We have shown how it might be possible in fune@search to isolate the influence of
different policies on fathers’ and mothers’ carégiv However, both the analyses reported on
and the case studies presented in this article dstnade the need to analyze not only direct
effects of policies, but also the ways in whichigieb moderate the impact of individual- and
couple-level characteristics. In addition, reskaneggests that we need to consider the ways in
which various policies may interact. For examplkile child care policies were not found in
recent multi-level research to have strong direehoderating effects, it is possible that the
availability, cost, and quality of child care inflnces the ways in which parents utilize, or don’t
utilize, other policies, such as leave and worletpolicies. Gornick and Meyers (2003)

correctly note that parents make decisions in éextinfluenced by a package of policies; thus,
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they don't experience them individually. We needdnsider carefully the theoretical and
empirical reasons for including various individpalicies and combinations of policies in the
construction of indices. Previous research hdsded widely varying and somewhat ad hoc
indices combining parental leave, affirmative atfomlicy, tax incentives and working time
policies. Some standardization in future researchlavallow for more systematic comparison of
the differential impact of various policies.

Creating combined data sets such as the one welukeshould enable researchers to
begin to answer questions about how and why thetereat and utilization of work-family
initiatives is related to the use of time withirdaacross households. With such data, we should
be able to assess more precisely the conditionsrumdich policy innovations like paid
paternity leave and daddy-days might be expecteghaeve their intended objectives. In
particular, such analyses might tell us more about the complex interplay of rewards and
incentives directed toward fathers, mothers anldlicdn might interact to influence couple-level
decisions about the allocation of effort in paid ampaid work. And ultimately, this type of
research has the potential for producing a bettderstanding of the gender balance of power in
families and throughout society.

Research on this topic will be limited, however the quality of the domestic labor data
collected and its distribution over time periodsrkea by changing policy priorities. For
example, countries like the US and the UK whichehanade meager financial contributions to
promoting father involvement are marked by a greateportionatencreasein men’s family
labor across time than countries starting at hi¢ggnwezls with more elaborate social welfare and
father-friendly policy regimes. Such findings areyocative for several reasons and raise
guestions about the relative contributions of mttaand fathers in different employment
situations as we explored in our case study. Thsyraise questions about appropriate

expectations for change in different social andgyatontexts and call attention to the symbolic
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uses of policy in affirming shared cultural valasut father involvement and gender equity. In
the end, such markers of cultural commitment may@just as important as the incremental

behavioral changes they are intended to promote.
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Table1: ™ Mean number of minutes spent in child care pgr derried/cohabiting men in full-
time employment with co-resident children aged thas 5 (MTUS and HETUS) and in age
groups 0-1, 2-3, and 4-7 (HETUS)

MTUS HETUS Increase HETUS
Around 1990* 2000 1990-2000 2000
<5 <5 (%) 0-1 2-3 4-7
Norway 74 84 10 107 68 48
(14)
Sweden 68 74 6 77 80 54
9)
UK 46 64 18 69 64 36
(39)

Source: MTUS & HETUS

*Norway 1990
Sweden 1991
GB 1987
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Table2: Mean number of minutes spent in different typleshdd care per day: married men in

full-time employment with youngest co-resident dhalged less than 5, and in age groups 0-1, 2-
3, and 4-7

HETUS 2000

Age of youngest child in household

<5 0-1 2-3 4-7

Physical 58 77 46 33

Norway Interactive 25 31 22 15
% Interactive 30 29 32 31

Physical 44 45 51 34

Sweden Interactive 30 33 29 20
% Interactive 41 42 36 37

Physical 38 41 38 19

UK Interactive 26 28 26 17
% Interactive 41 41 41 47

Source: HETUS
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Table 3a: Mean number of minutes spent in child care per den in full-time employment
married to women in full-time employment with ccsigent children aged less than 5 (MTUS
and HETUS) and in age groups 0-1, 2-3, and 4-7(HETU

MTUS HETUS Increase
Around 1990% 2000 HETUS 2000 (%)
<5 <5 0-1 2-3 4-7
Norway 77 73 88 58 48 -4
Sweden 67 80 79 98 54 13
UK - 54 66 48 34 -

Source: MTUS & HETUS

Table 3b: Mean number of minutes spent in child care per dan in full-time employment
married to women in part-time employment with ceident children aged less than 5 (MTUS
and HETUS) and in age groups 0-1, 2-3, and 4-6 BET

MTUS HETUS Increase
Around 1990 2000 HETUS 2000 (%)
<5 <5 0-1 2-3 4-7
Nor 76 88 126 78 55 12
way
i""e 61 77 | (@15 69 64 15
en
UK ; 72 79 77 39 ;

Source: MTUS & HETUS
() estimate - cell size under 25
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Table 4a: Mean number of minutes spent in child care per daynen in full-time employment

married to men in full-time employment with co-idsnt children aged less than 5 (MTUS and

HETUS) and in age groups 0-1, 2-3, and 4-7(HETUS)

ArotArLulsggo* HonTol(J)S HETUS 2000 In((:g/i)a >
<5 <5 0-1 2-3 4-7
Norway 122 158 | 233 98 71 36
Sweden| 116 141 | 217 93 75 25
UK i 118 | 160 92 61 i

Source: MTUS & HETUS

Table 4b: Mean number of minutes spent in child care per daynen in part-time employment

married to men in full-time employment with co-i@dsnt children aged less than 5 (MTUS and

HETUS) and in age groups 0-1, 2-3, and 4-6 (HETUS)

MTUS HETUS Increase
Around 1990¢ 2000 HETUS 2000 (%)
<5 <5 0-1 2-3 4-7
Norway 155 153 221 114 64 -2
122 144 212 131 73 22
Sweden
UK - 138 182 116 77 -

Source: MTUS & HETUS
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Table5: Mean number of minutes spent in child care pgriapaid help with child care*:

married men and women in different employment stedwith single co-resident child aged less

than 5

HETUS 2000
Sweden UK
Did not Did not
Received Received
receive receive
paid help paid help
paid help paid help
Married women, part-time or
113 130 125 138
full-time employed
Married women, full time
114 134 126 172
employed

Source: HETUS

* Information not available for Norway
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Notes:

! The MTUS is available from the Centre for Time WResearch, University of Oxford. For
more information access http://www.timeuse.org/

2 More information on HETUS is available at httpsww.testh2.scb.se/tus/tus/.

® The AHTUS is available from the Centre for TimeeUResearch, University of Oxford.
For more information access http://www.timeuse.org/

* Not all countries conducted time use surveys @019Therefore the dates of the surveys
from around 1990 are slightly different. The HETW8&s conducted on a cross-national
comparative basis around the year 2000 (i.e. betd669-2001).

> The HETUS was used for the 2000 data becausi&etthe MTUS, it provides a
breakdown of the age of the youngest child in thieskehold into 3 categories:

0-1; 2-3 and 4-7.

® Results for the USA relate to full-time employmén with co-resident children aged under
five.

A comparison with Sweden is not available sirig distinction is not available in the
Swedish HETUS data.

8 Changes in father care time over the 1990s mayeber, indicate a material improvement
because, from a considerably lower base around, 11280 the absolute and percentage
increases in child care time over the 1990s wezatgst for British fathers.

® When possible, we use official government documesferring to relevant laws and
regulations upon which existing policy provisior dérased.

9 For example Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Budgatiingary, Poland, the Netherlands,
Norway, Finland and Denmark.

' In this and subsequent tables sample weights usse to correct for seasonal and daily

variations, as well as sampling and populationseiss
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