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Introduction 
Norwegian work-family policies aim at promoting an equal division of paid and unpaid work 

between women and men. However, we do not really know how common this dual-earning, 

equal-sharing family model is today. Numerous studies have investigated the allocation of 

housework and childcare among couples in Norway (for instance Kitterød, 2002; Bernhardt et 

al., 2008; Kjeldstad and Lappegård, 2009) and there are also some that explore the division of 

paid labour (for instance Kitterød and Rønsen, 2010). Still, partners’ allocation of paid and 

unpaid work has rarely been examined in concert, at least not with representative survey data. 

To be sure, in Norway as in many other countries a great many researchers have looked at 

couples’ distribution of market work and domestic chores with qualitative data, trying to bring 

to the fore as much variation as possible, or looking at couples with certain characteristics. 

For instance, Thagaard (1996) examined the nexus of labour, power and love among couples 

with various employment- and career orientations, Syltevik (2000) explored the great variety 

in daily-life organisation and family values among couples and linked this with their 

relationship to the welfare state, Aarseth (2008) studied dual-career couples with high 

ambitions both in the labour market and at home, and with an explicit aim of sharing paid and 

unpaid work equally between the partners, Halrynjo and Lyng (2009) looked at the ways 

highly career-oriented mothers and fathers rethought their ambitions after the arrival of the 

first child, and Stefansen and Farstad (2010) explored child-care practices and cultural models 

of care among middle-class and working-class parents. These qualitative studies provide 

valuable knowledge about selected groups of couples, but tell less about the prevalence of 

various arrangements, and in what ways there are systematic differences between them.  

 

The aim of the present paper is to develop a typology of work-family arrangements among 

Norwegian couples with children, utilizing representative survey data. We use information on 

both market work and domestic work and identify various types of couples based on the way 

the partners allocate these responsibilities between them. We shall estimate the frequencies of 

different couple types and also investigate their characteristics. Our data come from the 

Norwegian Generations and Gender survey (GGS) – a large representative survey providing a 

lot of information on peoples’ life course and daily life activities. We look at married and 
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cohabiting parents with young children. By means of a multinomial latent-class model we 

shall first create a typology of various patterns of sharing paid work and domestic chores, and 

then investigate the characteristics of the various couple types.  

 

Similar analyses have been undertaken in other countries as well. For instance, Hall and 

MacDermid (2009) presented a typology of dual-earner couples in the US. Running cluster 

analysis on a nationally representative sample of married dual earners they estimated four 

distinct couple types, based on the ways the partners divided paid and unpaid tasks between 

them. Deriving from both partners’ time spent on employment, housework and childcare they 

singled out (1) a Counter-balanced type with huge differences between fathers’ and mothers’ 

domestic and employment contributions, (2) a Parallel type with much similarity between the 

partners’ contributions, (3) a Second-shift-career type where both partners work full-time but 

where the father’s working hours exceed the mother’s and the mother devotes slightly more 

time than the father to housework and childcare, and finally, (4) a Second-shift-nurture type 

where both partners work full time, but the mother still has significantly shorter hours than the 

father and spends far more time on family work. Hall and MacDermid’s study has served as 

an inspiration for our paper, but as our data and methods differ from theirs, our results are not 

directly comparable with theirs. 1 

 

Our analysis is exploratory in character and hence, we do not formulate a number of explicit 

hypotheses that are to be tested. However, in order to elicit some ideas of what couple types 

we may expect to find, we give a brief account of Norwegian work-family policies and of 

parents’ employment and family work in Norway. Then we review some central theories on 

couples’ division of labour in order to settle on what background variables to include in the 

multivariate analyses of the couple types’ characteristics.  

                                                      
1 We use latent class analysis to identify the couple types, while Hall and McDermid use cluster analysis. Moreover, we have 
information on the partners’ share of various household tasks, but not, like Hall and MacDermid, on how many hours they 
actually spend on such chores. For paid work, however, we know the partners’ weekly hours. Unlike Hall and MacDermid, 
we include information on the partners’ allocation of maintenance work in the typology in addition to their allocation of 
housework and childcare. Finally, we use more covariates in the multivariate analysis than do Hall and MacDermid.      
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Background: Work-family policies and practices in Norway  
A symmetrical family model in which men and women participate on equal terms in family 

provision and share domestic tasks equally between them has been a dominating ideal in the 

public discourse in Norway in recent decades, and has also been an important assumption 

underpinning much of the welfare policy (Knudsen and Wærness, 2001). It has been a central 

goal in Norwegian work-family policies to enhance women’s labour market participation and 

increase men’s family involvement. Important policy measures include the supply of high 

quality and affordable childcare services and generous parental leave rights with a certain 

number of weeks reserved for the father (the father’s quota). However, alongside the political 

ambition of dual earning and equal sharing, there is a strong focus on parental choice 

concerning the combination of paid labour and family work, particularly for parents with 

young children. This is exemplified by the implementation of the cash for childcare scheme in 

the late 1990s, entitling parents with children 1-2 years of age who do not use publicly 

subsidised kindergartens to a monthly non-taxable cash transfer. The scheme has great 

symbolic importance in facilitating alternatives to the dual-earner model although the take-up 

rate has declined significantly in recent years in tandem with the growth in public childcare 

places.  

 

Skrede (2004) argues that despite the political and ideological emphasis on the dual-earner / 

equal-sharing model, the typical Norwegian practice can be characterised as “gender-equality 

light” - a soft version of gender equality. In most couples, both partners participate in paid as 

well as unpaid work, but men are usually still the main providers, whereas women spend most 

time on housework and childcare. Ellingsæter and Leira (2006) argue that although the 

discourse on parental choice is presented in gender neutral terms, the policies turn out to have 

gendered effects in that women more often than men reduce their employment when children 

arrive.  

 

There has been a significant rise in women’s labour market participation in Norway in recent 

decades, and although there may still be gendered norms regarding breadwinning, mothers’ 

full-time work is now widely accepted in the younger generation (Knudsen and Wærness, 

2001). Women’s employment rate is at present only marginally lower than men’s (84 and 88 
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per cent respectively for women and men 25-54 years of age, according to Statistic Norway’s 

Labour Force Survey 2009), and growing proportions of women work full time. According to 

collective agreements, the standard working time in Norway is 37.5 hours per week, which is 

shorter than in many other countries. Still, about four out of ten employed women work part 

time and the percentage is even higher when there are children in the household. The 

Norwegian Work Environment act lays down parents’ right to reduced hours, unless this is of 

serious inconvenience to the employer. There has been a decline in women’s short part-time 

work (1-19 hours per week) in recent decades, though, and the vast majority of female part 

timers now have fairly long hours. Although full-time work is now increasingly common, few 

women work long hours, i.e. at least 45 hours per week.  

 

The vast majority of men work full time and a significant proportion work more than normal 

full hours. Extremely long hours, at least 50 hours per week, have become less common, 

though. Only about five percent of men in their most productive years work part time. Unlike 

women, men rarely adapt their employed hours to their family responsibilities, but a recent 

analysis indicates that men do reduce their actual working hours slightly when they have very 

young children. Their contractual hours are hardly affected by their parental status, though 

(Dommermuth and Kitterød, 2009).  

 

The Norwegian labour market is strongly gender segregated, with high percentages of women 

in the public sector, and in education, health and social work, and men concentrated in the 

private sector and in manufacture and finance. Long hours are more widespread in typical 

male jobs than in typical female jobs (Abrahamsen, 2002), and typical male jobs are usually 

better paid than typical female jobs.   

 

The combination of employment and children has usually been framed as a challenge for 

mothers in Norway, but now fathers, too, are expected to balance paid work and childcare. 

Due to political initiatives to stimulate fathers to spend more time with their children, 

particularly men’s improved parental leave rights, some researchers argue that we have a 
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father-friendly welfare state in Norway (Brandth and Kvande, 2003).2 Time-use surveys 

suggest that a slight increase in fathers’ childcare has occurred in recent decades, but on the 

average, fathers still do less childcare than mothers. In particular, they spend less “sole time” 

with children – childcare time without the presence of the other parent. This suggests that 

mothers continue to bear more responsibility than fathers for looking after children. However, 

there is less difference between fathers’ and mothers’ childcare than housework time. 

Nevertheless, the gender difference in housework involvement is dramatically diminished in 

recent decades, mostly due to a significant decline in women’s housework, but also to a slight 

increase in men’s housework (Vaage, 2002). Maintenance work, such as renovation, repairs, 

and gardening is still dominated by men, though. However, considerably less time is allocated 

to maintenance work than to housework and childcare. For instance, couples with school-aged 

children spend only about 15 percent of their total household hours on maintenance work 

(ibid: 62).  

 

Hence, in spite of significant changes in women’s and men’s time use, there are still 

disparities between the mother’s and the father’s involvement in paid and unpaid work in 

many couples. This is demonstrated in studies of family work (Kjeldstad and Lappegård, 

2009) as well as in studies of market work (Kitterød and Rønsen, 2010). For instance, the 

latter study shows that about one out of two employed women work shorter hours than their 

partner, about four out of ten work approximately the same number of hours as their partner, 

and only one out of ten works more than their partner. Although equal sharing may have 

become pretty common, the so-called “role-reversal model” (Haas, 2005) with the mother as 

the main provider and the father as the primary caregiver, seems to be a minor practice in 

Norway so far. The prevalence of a “second-shift practice”, implying that the mother 

shoulders the majority of the family work even if the partners spend the same number of 

hours in the labour market (Hochschild, 1989), is uncertain, though.   

                                                      
2 A father’s quota of four weeks was introduced in the parental leave scheme in 1993, and the quota is now extended to ten 
weeks and a further extension will soon be implemented. In addition, fathers’ right to parental leave apart from the quota has 
become more independent of the mother’s right. 
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Theories on couples’ allocation of market and family work 
In the present paper we shall create a typology of couples in Norway based on the way the 

partners divide paid and unpaid work between them and also try to disentangle certain 

characteristics of the different couple types. In order to settle on what factors to include in the 

latter analysis we will review some central theories concerning couples’ division of labour, 

either paid, unpaid or both. We do not aim at testing the various theories, though.  

 

In the theory on comparative advantages (Becker, 1991), the key assumption is that the 

individual members of the family pool their resources and take decisions in order to maximize 

the joint family utility. According to the theory, the decision on how to allocate market work 

and domestic work between the partners is taken by comparing the husband’s marginal 

productivity in the labour market and in domestic work with the wife’s marginal productivity 

in the same areas. One interpretation of this is that the women’s labour market participation is 

negatively affected by the husband’s labour market resources and positively affected by her 

own resources. The opposite is true for the husband’s labour supply. The spouse with less 

labour market resources is likely to perform most domestic work. Usually, the partners’ 

marginal productivity in market work is measured by the spouses’ relative wages. In this 

paper, we use the partners’ educational attainment as a proxy for their labour market 

resources, as we lack good information on their wages. We also include the partners’ health 

because good health may facilitate longer working hours and involvement in family work.        

 

A central approach in the sociological literature on couples’ division of unpaid work, and 

particularly routine housework, is the so-called relative resources perspective (for instance 

Coltrane, 2000). Housework is supposed to be dull and something that both partners try to 

avoid. The partner who brings most resources into the negotiations will most likely perform 

less housework. In empirical analyses the partners’ resources are usually measured by their 

income or education, but in principle, all types of resources may be included. The relative 

resources perspective and the theory on comparative advantages tend to produce similar 

empirical predictions regarding couples’ division of housework, although the mechanisms 

generating the outcome are assumed to be different. The theory on comparative advantages 
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presupposes a general agreement between the partners, while the relative resource perspective 

assumes conflict and disagreement.  

 

The so-called time-availability perspective represents another common approach in the 

sociological literature on the sharing of unpaid work. The partners’ paid hours are taken for 

granted, and the assumption is that the spouse with most available time performs most family 

work. The partners’ labour market decisions are not explicitly discussed within this 

perspective. Both partners’ paid hours, as well as the number of children in the household, 

and the age of the youngest child, are common indicators of the spouses’ available time (ibid).  

 

Couples’ division of domestic duties has also been interpreted as a result of the partners’ 

gender ideologies (ibid). The supposition is that the family work is shared in a traditional way 

when one or both partners hold traditional gender and family norms, and more equally when 

the partners express more modern gender attitudes. However, the partners’ gender ideologies 

may be the consequence, rather than the cause, of their actual arrangement, and reverse 

causation cannot be ruled out, at least not with cross-sectional data.  

 

The so-called “doing gender” perspective also plays an important role in studies of couples’ 

allocation of work. The theory, first presented by Berk (1985), says that both men and women 

continuously construct and reconstruct their gender identity in their daily lives. For men, this 

entails undertaking typical masculine tasks, and avoiding activities with female connotations, 

such as housework. Accordingly, men will seek to reduce their housework whereas household 

chores may strengthen women’s gender identity. This perspective has received some support 

in studies of couples’ division of family work (for instance Bittman et al., 2003), and may 

also be a factor when the partners decide their paid working hours. Paid work is still 

important in men’s identity construction in Norway, and breadwinner norms do prevail 

(Brandt and Kvande, 2003). Men’s identity as main breadwinners combined with the central 

role that employed work plays for their self-esteem, suggests that men would prefer to work 

longer hours than their partners. There are also indications that women who out-earn their 

husbands may reduce their paid work in order to protect their partner from embarrassment 

(Bø, 2008).  
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Unlike the theories on comparative advantages and doing gender, the social-capital 

perspective suggests a positive relationship between the partners’ labour supply. Their labour 

market resources are seen as a type of capital, and it is assumed that the partners may provide 

each other with skills, network resources and knowledge, and thereby help each other to find 

good jobs. Having a resourceful partner would thus facilitate employment for both men and 

women. In their study of Deutch couples, Verbarkel and de Graaf (2009) find that a partner’s 

career resources, expressed in educational attainment and job level, positively affect the other 

partner’s job level, but negatively affect his/her working hours. We argue, however, that in 

the Norwegian context, with more cultural and political support for full-time working 

mothers, there may be a positive association between one partner’s labour market resources 

and the other partner’s working hours. For instance, a resourceful partner may convey the 

message that paid work is important and thereby support the spouse’s full-time work.  

 

Finally, the strongly gender segregated labour market in Norway may play a role over and 

above the partners’ resources, family situation and gender ideologies. Previous research has 

demonstrated that typical male and female jobs are often characterised by different “work-

cultures” and practices regarding part-time, full-time and over-time work (Kjeldstad and 

Nymoen, 2004; Abrahamsen, 2002). Long hours are most widespread in male-dominated 

jobs, whereas part time and normal full hours are most common in female-dominated jobs. 

Hence, the partners’ occupational characteristics may be important when couples decide how 

to allocate paid and unpaid tasks between them. Kitterød and Rønsen (2010) demonstrate a 

clear association between the wife’s occupation and the partners’ division of paid work. For 

instance, women in the health and social sector are more likely to work less than their spouse 

than women in many other occupations.   

Data, Measurements and Method 

Sample 

In the empirical analysis we utilise the Norwegian Generations and Gender survey (GGS), a 

large representative survey from 2007 that captures a lot of information on peoples’ life 

course and daily life activities. The gross samples consisted of 24,830 respondents 18-79 
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years old, and the response rate was 60 percent (Bjørshol et al. 2010). The sample units are 

individuals, but the respondents provide a great deal of information about their partners as 

well. We limit our sample to individuals living in a dual-earner couple, either formally 

married or cohabiting, with at least one child aged 1 to 12 years in the household. By dual 

earners we mean couples where both partners were gainfully employed at the time of the 

interview. People are classified as employed if they had worked at least one hour in the week 

preceding the survey or where temporarily absent from a job because of for instance illness or 

vacation. However, we excluded couples with children under the age of one and those where 

one of the partners was on parental leave. This was done because the survey information on 

the partners’ working hours is not easily interpretable for these groups. Respondents were 

asked about their usual weekly working hours, and parents on leave may relate their answer to 

the situation before the birth of their child.  

 

All respondents living with a partner were asked about their own and their partner’s paid 

working hours and the way they shared various types of housework and maintenance work 

between them. Questions on the division of childcare tasks were posed only to those with 

children under the age of 13 living at home. That is why we restrict our sample to respondents 

with children 1-12 years. We ended up with a subsample of 2617 couples. 499 respondents 

with children 1-12 years were excluded because either they or their partner were not gainfully 

employed. The mothers and fathers in our subsample were on the average 37.1 and 39.8 years 

old, respectively. The vast majority of both mothers and fathers fall in the age group 30-49 

years. Only 2 percent of the mothers and 7 percent of the fathers were 50 years or more, and 

merely 9 percent of the mothers and 4 percent of the fathers were below 30 years.   

Variables used in the typology 

In order to construct a typology of dual-earner couples we used four dimensions of work-

family arrangements: (i) each partner’s usual weekly working hours, (ii) each partner’s share 

of housework, (iii) each partner’s share of childcare, and (iv) each partner’s share of 

maintenance work. Information was provided by individual respondents, either the mother or 

the father in the couple. 
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The respondents reported their own as well as their partner’s usual weekly working hours. In 

the analyses we distinguish between three categories, namely (1) 1-34 hours, (2) 35-44 hours, 

and (3) 45 hours or more. The first category mostly comprises part-time arrangements, the 

second category comprises normal full hours and somewhat extended hours, and the third 

category comprises long working hours, according to Norwegian standards. In an explorative 

phase we also distinguished between short and long part-time work (1-19 and 20-35 hours per 

week respectively), but the two groups turned out to be too similar in the division of 

household and childcare tasks to make sense in the typology. Working at least 45 hours per 

week is rather uncommon in Norway, particularly for women, but as couples where one or 

both partners work long hours tend to differ from other couples in the way they allocate 

housework and childcare, we include them as a distinct group in the classification of paid 

working hours.  

 

The partners’ relative involvement in housework was assessed by asking the respondent 

whether it was himself/herself or his/her partner that usually performed five different tasks: 

(a) preparing daily meals, (b) doing the dishes, (c) washing clothes, (d) shopping for food, (e) 

cleaning the house. Each question had six possible answers, namely “Always respondent”, 

“Usually respondent”, “Respondent and partner equally often”, “Usually partner”, “Always 

partner”, and “Always or usually another person”. We collapsed these answers into three 

categories: (1) mainly she, (2) equal share, and (3) mainly he. “Always or usually another 

person” was coded as (2) equal share, but few respondents reported this answer. Involvement 

in childcare was similarly assessed by asking the respondent whether various childcare tasks 

were usually undertaken by himself/herself or his/her partner. Four different tasks were 

mentioned: (a) dressing the children or seeing that the children are properly dressed, (b) 

putting the children to bed and/or seeing that they go to bed, (c) staying at home with the 

children when they are ill, and (d) playing with the children and/or taking part in leisure 

activities with them. As for housework, the answers were coded (1) mainly she, (2) equal 

share, and (3) mainly he. There was only one questions about the division of maintenance 

work in the survey, namely (a) doing small repairs in and around the house. As for household 

and childcare, there where six possible answers that were collapsed into three categories.  

 

The frequencies for the variables used in the typology are demonstrated in Table 1.  



13 

Table 1 Frequencies for the variables used in the typology of work-family arrangements. Per 
cent (N = 2617) 
Working-hours  

 He She    

  1-34 5 43    

  34-44 64 49    

  45+ 30 8    

 

Housework  

 (a) preparing daily meals (b) doing the 

dishes 

(c) washing clothes 

 

(d) shopping for 

food 

(e) cleaning 

the house 

Mainly she 52 30 76 39 53 

Equal share 35 58 21 50 43 

Mainly he 13 12 3 12 4 

      

Childcare  

 

(a) dressing children (b) putting 

children to bed  

(c) staying home 

with sick children 

(d) playing/leisure 

activities 

 

Mainly she 41 16 31 12  

Equal share 51 76 62 80  

Mainly he 2 5 6 8  

Missing 5 2 1 1  

 

Maintenance work  

 

(a) doing small repairs in 

and around the house 

    

Mainly she 4     

Equal share 14     

Mainly he 83     

 

The survey probably provides a more complete picture of couples’ division of housework than 

of childcare and maintenance work. Time spent on childcare is very difficult to measure 

accurately. Active childcare constitutes only a small proportion of the parents’ total childcare 

time. Much care is undertaken in tandem with leisure or housework activities, and parents 

often need to keep an eye on their kids, or to be on the call, without necessarily being actively 

involved with the children. As mothers tend to provide more of this “diffuse” childcare than 

fathers (Craig, 2006), the present survey may overestimate the father’s share of the couple’s 

childcare. Likewise, fathers’ share of the maintenance work may be exaggerated in the 
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survey, since only one question is asked about this, namely one capturing repairs in and 

around the house. Time-use surveys show that the gender difference is less skewed when it 

comes to gardening and taking care of pets (including walking the dog) (Vaage, 2002:106). 

Accordingly, additional questions on maintenance work might give a somewhat different 

picture of the parents’ time allocation.  

Background variables 

In order to identify class membership in the groups estimated in the typology we introduced 

three sets of background variables that are central in theories and analyses on couples’ 

allocation of work, either paid or unpaid: (i) demographic information about the children in 

the household, (ii) socio-demographic information about both partners, and (iii) work-place 

information for both partners. For the first set of variables we included number of children in 

the household (distinguishing between 1, 2 and 3 or more children) and age of the youngest 

child (distinguishing between 1-2 years, 3-6 years and 7-12 years).  

 

The second set of variables comprises information on the partners’ educational attainment, 

health and marital status. Education and health are important resources when it comes to 

labour market participation and family work. Regarding the partners’ education we 

distinguished between low and high educational attainment (primary or secondary education 

versus university education) and constructed four groups of couples: (i) both low, (ii) she low 

– he high, (iii) she high – he low, and (iv) both high. The partners’ health was measured by a 

question indicating whether the respondent or the partner had a long-standing illness or 

chronic condition. Combining information about both partners we constructed four groups: (i) 

none have health problems, (ii) only he has health problems, (iii) only she has health 

problems, and (iv) both have health problems. 

 

Marital status is included because formally married and cohabiting couples differ in ways that 

may affect their division of labour. Although tax policy and the social security system have 

moved in the direction of equating cohabitation with marriage in Norway in the past decades, 

married couples still have stronger obligations of mutual economic support than cohabiting 

couples. Moreover, married couples are more likely to pool their economic resources than are 

cohabiting couples, at least those without marriage plans (Lyngstad et al. 2010), and 
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cohabitors are generally less serious and less satisfied with their relationships than those who 

are married (Wiik et al. 2009). Hence, we distinguished between formally married and 

cohabiting couples in the analysis. 

 

For the last set of variables we included information about three aspects of the partners’ work 

places: work-place sector, working-hour organisation and leading position. We differentiated 

between work in the private and public sector and constructed four groups: (i) both work in 

the private sector, (ii) only he in the private sector, (iii) only she in the private sector, and (iv) 

both in the public sector. Regarding working-hour organisation we distinguished between 

regular working hours (daily work between 6 am-18 pm) and non-regular working hours 

(working hours outside regular hours, for instance shift and rota) and constructed four groups: 

(i) both non-regular, (ii) only he non-regular, (iii) only she non-regular, and (iv) both regular 

hours. Holding a leading position was captured by asking whether the respondent/partner 

leads or coordinates other people’s work. This involves a rather broad definition of being a 

leader, and a fairly large proportion defined themselves as a leader. The same is true for the 

partner. In the analysis, we distinguished between four groups: (i) both partners hold leading 

positions, (ii) only he holds a leading position, (iii) only she holds a leading position, and (iv) 

none of the partners holds a leading position. Both employees and self-employed respondents 

were included in the analyses. The self employed were categorised as working in the private 

sector and having non-regular working hours. If they had at least one employee in their 

business they were defined as holding a leading position, otherwise not. 

 

Frequencies for the background variables are shown in Table 2. The categories of missing 

information are controlled for in the multivariate analysis (Table 4), but as there were no 

significant results, we do not report the coefficients. 3  

 

                                                      
3 Information on educational attainment is missing for 11 percent of the couples. This is mainly due to missing information 
for the partner. Data on education was linked to the survey data from Statistics Norway’s educational register for the 
respondent and most of the partners. When the partner could not be identified in this register, the respondent was asked to 
give some information on the partner’s educational level. Unfortunately, there were some missing answers on this question.    
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Table 2 Frequencies for the background variables in the analysis. Per cent (N = 2617) 

Number of children  

  1 child 23 

  2 children 39 

  3 or more children 38 

Age of youngest child  

  1-2 years 21 

  3-6 years 47 

  7-12 years 32 

Educational attainment   

  Both low 35 

  She low – he high  7 

  She high – he low 20 

  Both high 27 

  Missing 11 

Health status  

  None have health problems 76 

  Only he has health problems 10 

  Only she has health problems 13 

  Both have health problems 2 

Marital status  

  Cohabiting 27 

  Married 73 

Work-sector  

  Both in private 39 

  Only he in private 37 

  Only she in private 7 

  Both in public  15 

  Missing 2 

Work-hour organisation  

  Both non-regular 11 

  Only he non-regular 21 

  Only she non-regular 17 

  Both regular 52 

Leading position  

  Both hold leading positions 29 

  Only he holds leading position 33 

  Only she holds leading position 13 

  None holds leading position 24 

  Missing 1 
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Analytical method 

We use a multinomial logit latent class regression model to identify the couples’ (1) latent 

class membership probabilities, (2) item-response probabilities conditional on latent class 

membership and (3) logistic regression coefficients for covariates, predicting class 

membership. A latent class model is a technique that allows us to study the interrelationship 

among the observed indicators and construct discrete latent variables from two or more 

discrete observed variables, or to analyse a typology or characterise a set of latent types 

within a set of observed indicators. This method for studying categorically scored variables is 

analogous to factor analysis, which is used for continuous observed and latent variables. It 

makes possible the characterisation of a multidimensional discrete latent variable from a 

cross-classification of two or more observed categorical variables (McCutcheon, 1987). Also, 

in the latent class model an individual’s observed responses are determined by a combination 

of the individual’s latent class and random error (Collins and Lanza, 2010:47). To perform a 

multinomial logit latent class regression model we have used a program developed for SAS 

(Proc LCA) by The Methodology Center, The Pennsylvania State University. The method is 

not very widely used in social science, but its usefulness has for instance been demonstrated 

in an analysis of predictors of gender-role attitudes among Japanese women, identifying the 

characteristics of each class compared with the others (Yamaguchi, 2000).  

Results 

Creation of Typology 

The first step was to create a typology of dual-earner couples, based on the partners’ paid 

working hours and their division of family work. Testing for different numbers of latent 

classes we ended up with four classes or types of dual-earner couples. Table 3 shows the class 

membership probabilities as well as the item-response probabilities conditional on latent class 

membership on the dimensions that are summarized in table 1. First, the model constructed 

what we call a Neo-Traditional type (25%) in which work-family roles complement one 

another. This term has been used to describe couples that have moved away from the 

traditional arrangement with the man as the sole breadwinner and the woman as a full-time 

homemaker, but even if the women do some market work, they continue to accommodate 
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their careers to the needs of the family and do the majority of housework and childcare (Raley 

et al. 2006). Conditional on membership in the Neo-Traditional couple type, the probability 

that she works part time is 0.60, the probability that he works normal full hours is 0.52, and 

the probability that he works long hours is 0.43. Regarding housework, the probabilities that 

she is mainly, for instance, responsible for cleaning the house and preparing daily meals are 

0.87 and 0.80 respectively. Also, the probabilities that she is mainly responsible for dressing 

the children and putting them to bed are 0.77 and 0.48 respectively. The probability that he 

undertakes most of the maintenance work is 0.80. This means that in this group we find 

couples where she most likely works part time and he works full time or extra long hours, and 

she conducts the larger part of both housework and childcare tasks while he undertakes the 

majority of the maintenance work.  

 

The second couple type, which we label Gender-Equal Light (34 %) has a similar, but less 

extreme, gender disparity of paid and unpaid work. Conditional on membership in this group, 

the probability that she works part time is 0.49, the probability that she works normal full time 

is 0.45, the probability that he works normal full time 0.67 and the probability that he works 

long hours is 0.30. The probabilities that she is mainly responsible for preparing the meals 

and washing clothes are 0.79 and 0.75 respectively. Also, the probabilities that she is mainly 

responsible for dressing the children is 0.40, and the probability that the parents equally share 

the task of putting the children to bed is 0.90. Hence, in this group we find couples where she 

most likely works part time or normal full hours and he works full time, and sometimes extra 

long hours, and where she performs the larger share of the housework, but where childcare 

tasks are more equally divided between the partners than in the Neo-Traditional type of 

couples. However, maintenance work is usually carried out by the father.  
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Table 3 Item-response probabilities conditional on latent class membership (N = 2617) 

Classes 
Neo- 
Traditional 

Gender-Equal  
Light 

Generalized 
Gender-Equal 

Specialized 
Gender-Equal 

His Working hours     

  1-34 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.10 
  35-44 0.52 0.67 0.78 0.58 
  45+ 0.43 0.30 0.16 0.32 
Her Working hours     
  1-34 0.60 0.49 0.34 0.19 
  35-44 0.34 0.45 0.60 0.65 
  45+ 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.16 
Housework      
Mainly she     
  (a) preparing daily meals 0.80 0.79 0.06 0.25 
  (b) doing the dishes 0.64 0.20 0.15 0.23 
  (c) washing clothes 0.94 0.75 0.69 0.62 
  (d) shopping for food 0.62 0.54 0.12 0.11 
  (e) cleaning the house 0.87 0.47 0.38 0.35 
Equal share     
  (a) preparing daily meals 0.16 0.19 0.81 0.33 
  (b) doing the dishes 0.33 0.62 0.83 0.53 
  (c) washing clothes 0.05 0.23 0.28 0.28 
  (d) shopping for food 0.34 0.42 0.76 0.50 
  (e) cleaning the house 0.12 0.49 0.60 0.54 
Mainly he     
  (a) preparing daily meals 0.05 0.03 0.13 0.42 
  (b) doing the dishes 0.03 0.19 0.02 0.24 
  (c) washing clothes 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.10 
  (d) shopping for food 0.03 0.04 0.12 0.39 
  (e) cleaning the house 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.11 
Childcare      
Mainly she     
  (a) dressing children 0.77 0.40 0.19 0.35 
  (b) putting children to bed  0.48 0.03 0.05 0.14 
  (c) staying home with sick children 0.63 0.27 0.13 0.17 
  (d) playing/leisure activities 0.30 0.06 0.04 0.08 
Equal share     
  (a) dressing children 0.22 0.59 0.81 0.53 
  (b) putting children to bed  0.51 0.90 0.94 0.70 
  (c) staying home with sick children 0.35 0.70 0.86 0.59 
  (d) playing/leisure activities 0.66 0.85 0.93 0.72 
Mainly he     
  (a) dressing children 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.13 
  (b) putting children to bed  0.01 0.06 0.01 0.16 
  (c) staying home with sick children 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.24 
  (d) playing/leisure activities 0.04 0.09 0.03 0.19 
Maintenance work      
  (a) doing small repairs in and around the house     
Mainly she 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.07 
Equal share 0.16 0.10 0.18 0.12 
Mainly he 0.80 0.88 0.79 0.81 
     
Class membership probabilities (st. err) 0.25 (0.01) 0.34 (0.01) 0.23 (0.01) 0.18 (0.01) 
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In the two remaining couple types both partners work full time and share housework and 

childcare fairly equally between them, but the unpaid tasks are shared in different ways in the 

two groups and the probabilities of the partners working long hours differ somewhat. We find 

what we call a Generalized Gender-Equal type (23%) and a Specialized Gender-Equal type 

(18%). Conditional on membership in the first type the probability that she works normal full 

time is 0.60, the probability that he works normal full time is 0.78 and the probability that he 

works long hours is 0.16. Further, the probabilities that they equally share the tasks of 

preparing daily meals and cleaning the house are, for instance, 0.81 and 0.60 respectively. The 

probabilities that they equally share the tasks of dressing the children and putting the children 

to bed are 0.81 and 0.94 respectively. This means that both partners most likely work full 

time, none of them works long hours, and most household and childcare tasks are shared 

equally between them. Hence, both partners seem to be generalists when it comes to family 

work, although maintenance work is mainly undertaken by the father.  

 

Turning to the Specialized Gender-Equal type, we find that also in this group, the family 

work is fairly equally allocated between the partners, but there is more variation in which 

partner that performs which tasks. Conditional on membership in this group the probability 

that she works normal full time is 0.65, the probability that he works normal full time 0.58 

and the probability that he works long hours is 0.32. The probability that they equally share 

the task of cleaning the house is 0.54, but the probability that she is mainly responsible for 

washing the clothes is 0.62, and the probability that he is mainly responsible for preparing the 

daily meals is 0.42. Thus, we observe a stronger tendency towards specialization in family 

work. This means that we do not find a clear pattern in the item membership probabilities. 

Household tasks such as preparing meals and shopping for food seem to be either equally 

shared or undertaken mainly by him, while tasks such as washing clothes and cleaning the 

house are either equally shared or performed mainly by the mother. Like in the other couple 

types, the maintenance work is primarily a male responsibility. Although fathers seldom do 

more childcare than mothers in Norway, men in this couple type do the majority of the 

childcare more often than men in the other couple types. The father is somewhat more likely 

to work long hours in the Specialized Gender-Equal type than in the Generalized Gender-

Equal type. Even though mothers in Norway seldom work long hours, this is somewhat more 

common in the Specialized Gender-Equal type of couples, than in any of the other couple 
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types. This indicates that the Specialized Gender-Equal couples are the most busy ones in 

terms of time spent on paid work.  

 

The analysis suggests that the single most common work-family arrangement among dual-

earner couples in Norway is the so-called Gender-Equal Light type. About one third of all the 

couples fall in this category. About 40 per cent of the couples belong to one of the two 

gender-equal types, either the Generalized Gender-Equal one or the Specialized Gender-

Equal one, whereas 60 per cent are more traditional in that the male partner performs most 

paid work and the female partner performs most family work, aside from the maintenance 

chores. It is also worth emphasizing that equal sharing of childcare tasks is more common 

than equal sharing of routine housework. This is in line with previous analyses of time-use 

surveys based on time diaries as well as stylized survey questions of couples’ sharing of 

domestic tasks. However, irrespective of work-family arrangement, maintenance work seems 

to be primarily a male responsibility.     

Comparing the couple types 

The third step in our model is to identify logistic regression coefficients for covariates, 

predicting class membership. For the multinomial logistic regression we chose the Neo-

Traditional type as the reference. This means that each of the other three couple types is 

compared to this one. The results are shown in Table 4.  

 

Somewhat surprisingly, we see that couples are more likely to belong to the Gender-Equal 

Light type compared to the Neo-Traditional type if they have at least two children relative to 

having one child, and that couples are less likely to belong to the Specialized Gender-Equal 

type if they have at least three children relative to one child. There are no significant effects of 

the number of children on the likelihood of belonging to the Generalized Gender-Equal type.  
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Table 4 Multinomial odds ratios (95% confidence interval in parenthesis) predicting 

membership in classes Gender-Equal Light, Generalized Gender-Equal and Specialized 

Gender-Equal type compared to Neo-Traditional type (N = 2617) 

Classes  

Gender-Equal Light Generalized 

Gender-Equal 

Specialized 

Gender-Equal 

Intercept 1.26   (0.77-2.05) 2.09   (1.30-3.36) 1.52   (0.91-2.57) 

Number of children (ref=1 child) 

  2 children 1.62   (1.26-2.10) 1.09   (0.84-1.41) 0.94   (0.72-1.24) 

  3+ children 1.32   (1.00-1.74) 0.92   (0.70-1.21) 0.67   (0.50-0.91) 

Age of youngest child (ref=7-12 years) 

  1-2 years  1.49   (1.15-1.92) 1.71   (1.31-2.23) 1.21   (0.91-1.62) 

  3-6 years 1.29   (1.03-1.60) 1.46   (1.16-1.84) 1.11   (0.86-1.43) 

Educational attainment in couple (ref=Both low) 

  She low – he high  1.46   (1.00-2.12) 1.23   (0.82-1.84) 1.33   (0.82-2.16) 

  She high – he low 1.15   (0.87-1.51) 1.17   (0.88-1.56) 1.85   (1.34-2.57) 

  Both high 1.63   (1.24-2.14) 1.37   (1.03-1.83) 2.53   (1.84-3.48) 

Health status (ref=None have health problems) 

  Only he has health problems 1.20   (0.87-1.65) 1.28   (0.92-1.77) 1.91   (1.37-2.67) 

  Only she has health problems 0.63   (0.49-0.81) 0.56   (0.42-0.74) 0.44   (0.31-0.62) 

  Both have health problems 0.45   (0.24-0.86) 0.56   (0.30-1.03) 0.84   (0.44-1.60) 

Marital status (ref=Cohabitation)    

  Married 1.22   (0.98-1.52) 1.12   (0.89-1.40) 1.13   (0.88-1.45) 

Work-place sector (ref=Both in public) 

  Both in private 0.85   (0.61-1.20) 0.39   (0.28-0.54) 0.57   (0.40-0.81) 

  Only he in private 0.72   (0.52-1.02) 0.35   (0.26-0.49) 0.30   (0.21-0.43) 

  Only she in private 0.80   (0.49-1.32) 0.85   (0.53-1.34) 0.93   (0.56-1.52) 

Working-hour organisation (ref=Both regular) 

  Both non-regular 0.35   (0.25-0.47) 0.43   (0.31-0.60) 0.60   (0.43-0.84) 

  Only he non-regular 0.45   (0.35-0.58) 0.61   (0.47-0.79) 0.53   (0.39-0.71) 

  Only she non-regular 0.61   (0.47-0.79) 0.45   (0.34-0.59) 0.56   (0.42-0.76) 

Leading position (ref=Both hold leading positions) 

  None holds leading position 1.07   (0.81-1.40) 1.26   (0.96-1.66) 0.80   (0.59-1.08) 

  Only he holds leading position  0.99   (0.77-1.27) 0.80   (0.61-1.03) 0.59   (0.44-0.79) 

  Only she holds leading position 0.75   (0.55-1.04) 0.95   (0.69-1.31) 0.96   (0.68-1.33) 

Note: bold represents significant with 95% confidence interval 
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Having young children, 1-2 years of age, and having children 3-6 years of age increases the 

likelihood of belonging to both the Gender-Equal Light type and to the Generalized Gender-

Equal type, compared to the Neo-Traditional one, relative to having children 7-12 years of 

age. We have not estimated the differences between the two groups, but they both represent 

couples who share childcare tasks equally between the partners. Young children are usually 

more demanding than older ones and may require much attention from both parents, which 

imply more sharing. There are no significant effects of the age of the youngest child on the 

likelihood of belonging to the Specialized Gender-Equal type of couples.  

 

In line with our expectations, we find that couples where both partners have high education 

(university level) are more likely to belong to all other couple types than the Neo-Traditional 

one. In particular, they are more likely to belong to the Specialized Gender-Equal type. A 

similar effect could be anticipated when she has high and he has low education, but such 

couples have a higher probability of belonging to the Specialized Gender-Equal type 

compared to the Neo-Traditional one, but not to any of the two remaining couple types. As 

the mothers in the Specialized Gender-Equal type of couples more often than mothers in the 

other couple types work full or long hours, and the fathers more often than fathers in the other 

couples are main responsible for childcare tasks, the Specialized Gender-Equal type probably 

stands out as the most gender equal of the four couple types when it comes to the partners’ 

involvement in paid and unpaid work. This may be the reason why couples where both 

partners, or only the mother, have high education, more often belong to this type than to the 

Neo-Traditional one.   

 

There is also a positive association between only the father having high education and 

belonging to the Gender-Equal Light type of couples compared to the Neo-Traditional type. 

We find this somewhat surprising, but it may have to do with more modern gender attitudes 

among highly educated men. Hence, couples where none of the partners have education at the 

university level are more likely to have traditional work-family arrangements than couples 

where the male partner has more education.  

 

When the partners’ health is regarded, the analysis reveals some expected effects. Couples 

where the mother, but not the father, has health problems are less likely to belong to all other 
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couple types than the Neo-Traditional one. Probably, mothers with reduced health participate 

less in the labour market than other mothers, and thereby end up with a more traditional 

family type. The male partner may need to work extra hours to compensate for the mother’s 

lower income and therefore has less time to participate in housework and childcare. 

Interestingly, health problems for the father, but not the mother, are positively associated with 

belonging to the Specialized Gender-Equal couple type. Mothers in such couples tend to 

spend somewhat more time in the labour market than other women (less part time and more 

long hours), and this may be in order to compensate for more modest earnings from the 

partner. Although fathers in this couple type do not spend significantly less time on paid work 

than fathers in other couple types, their health problems may imply lower earnings. Moreover, 

the fact that the partners in such couples tend to be more specialized in their housework and 

childcare tasks, may partly be a result of the father’s health problems. It might be that some 

tasks are more difficult to carry out than others, but, unfortunately, we have no information 

that can tell whether this is the case. There is no significant relationship between both partners 

having health problems and belonging to any particular couple type, but as only 2 per cent of 

the couples fall into this category (see Table 2), strong associations are needed in order to 

reach statistical significance.        

 

There is no significant association between the couple’s marital status and belonging to a 

particular couple type. Considering that married couples have stronger obligations of mutual 

economic provision than cohabiting couples, are more likely to pool their economic resources 

(Lyngstad et al. 2010) and are more satisfied and serious in their relationship (Wiik et al. 

2009), we find it a bit surprising that there is no notable difference between the couple types 

when it comes to the allocation of paid and unpaid work.   

 

We included three covariates representing different aspects of the partners’ workplace and 

work situation. Couples where either both partners or only the father work in the private 

sector are less likely to belong to one of the Gender-Equal couple types than to the Neo-

Traditional type, compared to couples where both partners work in the public sector. There is 

no effect of only the mother working in the private sector, though. This indicates that there are 

more pronounced gender differences in both paid work and family work in couples where the 

father works in the private sector, than in couples where he works in the public sector. This 
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may reflect the long-hours culture in many private enterprises, and also suggests that long 

hours for the father may presuppose shorter hours and more family work for the mother. The 

finding is in line with Kitterød and Rønsen (2010) who demonstrates that men in the private 

sector are likely to have a partner who works less, irrespective of the sector of the partner’s 

work.     

 

If one or both partners in a couple have non-regular working hours, the couple is less likely to 

belong to all other couple types than the Neo-Traditional one. This may reflect, among other 

things, that women with non-regular hours often work in professions with high part-time rates 

(for instance nurses), and thus work less than their partner. Some couples may deliberately 

choose such arrangements so that one of the partners, often the mother, can spend more time 

on family work. For others, the Neo-Traditional arrangement may rather have come about 

more or less as a result of the partners’ occupational choices. Shift, rota or other irregular 

working hours for one or both partners may be tiresome for the family and prevent joint 

family time. Hence, the mother may choose to work part time in order to ease the family’s 

time schedule.      

 

When it comes to one or both partners holding a leading position, there are, somewhat 

surprisingly, few significant associations with class membership. Some of the effects may be 

covered up by the variable capturing the partners’ educational attainment, since highly 

educated people more often hold a leading position than those with less education. The only 

significant result is that belonging to the Specialized Gender-Equal type is negatively 

associated with only the male partner holding a leading position, compared to both holding a 

leading position. As we have mentioned above, the question used in the survey implied a 

rather broad definition of holding a leading position. A narrower definition of being a leader 

might have produced more significant effects.  
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Summary and discussion 
An important aim of Norwegian work-family policies is to facilitate the combination of paid 

work and family obligations for both women and men. The symmetrical family of two 

worker-carers is a political ambition, although parental choice is also important. In spite of 

policy measures to promote the dual-earner, equal-sharing family model, we do not really 

know how common this family type is today and in what ways it differs systematically from 

other family types. In this paper we try to develop a typology of dual-earner couples in 

Norway based on the way the partners divide paid work and family tasks between them. To 

our knowledge, this is the first analysis of this kind on Norwegian data. Utilising a 

representative survey from 2007 on both partners’ weekly working hours and their share of 

the family’s housework, childcare and maintenance work, we look at couples with children 1-

12 years living at home.  

 

By means of a multinomial latent-class model we estimate four types of couples, two of 

which are characterised by a fairly equal sharing of paid and unpaid work between the 

partners, and two of which have more traditional arrangements. In what we have called the 

Neo-Traditional couple type the mother most likely works part time, while the father works 

full time or long hours, and the mother carries out the majority of the family duties, except for 

the maintenance work which is mostly undertaken by the father. In the Gender-Equal Light 

type of couples there is more similarity between the partners’ involvement in paid and unpaid 

work in that the mother spends more time in the labour market and the father is more involved 

in childcare than in the Neo-Traditional couples. Still, the mother spends considerably less 

time on employment and is far more involved in family work than the father. In the 

Generalized Gender-Equal type of couples both parents usually work full time, but seldom 

long hours, and tend to share most housework and childcare tasks equally between them. 

Maintenance work is mostly done by the father, though. In the Specialized Gender-Equal type 

of couples the father works full time and sometimes long hours and the mother usually works 

full time. Housework and childcare is shared fairly equally between the partners, but the 

parents seem to specialize more in specific tasks than the Generalized Gender-Equal type of 

couples. As in the other couple types the father is responsible for the maintenance work.     
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The single most common couple type is the Gender-Equal Light one, which comprises about 

one third of all dual-earner couples. About forty percent of the couples belong to one of the 

most gender-equal types, either the Generalized or the Specialized one. It is worth 

emphasizing, though, that even in these latter couples, women tend to spend somewhat less 

time in the labour market than men, and particularly in the Generalized Gender-Equal couples 

women bear somewhat more responsibility for housework and childcare than men. Even 

though mothers seem to spend more time on family work than fathers in most couples, our 

data suggest that they do not necessarily bear a “double burden” or undertake a “second shift” 

in the sense that they have longer total working hours than their partner. More family work is 

usually balanced by less paid work. This is at odds with analyses from some other countries. 

For instance, Ferree (1991) found that although double days were not particularly common 

among women in two-earner marriages in the US, a significant minority, about three out of 

ten, where what she called “drudge wives” in that they had full-time jobs and a 

disproportionate share of housework. Craig (2007) argue that if childcare time is measured 

correctly so that also more passive care is included, it is revealed that most employed women 

do perform a second shift.   

 

We were not able to single out a so-called “Role-Reversal” couple type in Norway, meaning 

that the mother performs most paid work and the father conducts most family work. Given 

that mothers often work part time and seldom long hours, whereas the opposite is true for 

fathers, this is not an unexpected result. In the Specialized Gender-Equal type of couples, 

which is where we find the highest probability of mothers working long hours, there is a 

tendency for fathers to work long hours as well. Although previous analyses have 

demonstrated that in a small minority of couples the mother does actually spend more time on 

paid employment than the father (Kitterød and Rønsen 2010), these are probably too few to be 

singled out as a separate couple type in the latent class analysis.   

 

The investigation of the characteristics of the four couple types produced expected as well as 

unexpected results. The partners’ resources as well as their labour market characteristics are 

important, and the same is true for the number and ages of children. In line with our 

assumptions, highly educated couples are more likely to belong to all other couple types than 

the Neo-Traditional one. In particular, they are more likely to belong to the Specialized 
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Gender-Equal type of couples, which is also true for couples where the mother, but not the 

father, is highly educated. This latter couple type seems to be the most gender-equal one, but 

also the one with most time pressure. Health problems for the mother seem to increase the 

likelihood of a Neo-Traditional arrangement, whereas health problems for the father increase 

the likelihood of belonging to the Specialized Gender-Equal couple type. This may partly be 

due to much paid work among the mothers in these couples, but further analysis with more 

detailed information of the partners’ health problems are needed in order to better understand 

this result. The likelihood of belonging to one of the two most gender-equal couple types is 

reduced when the father works in the private sector. This suggests that typical private-sector 

jobs tend to presuppose a spouse who shoulders most of the domestic duties. Non-regular 

working hours for one or both partners lessen the likelihood of belonging to all other couple 

types than the Neo-Traditional one. The mother may reduce her working hours because full-

time work with non-regular hours is stressful for the family, but non-regular hours, such as 

night service, may also be deliberately chosen in order to ease the family’s time crunch.  

 

Young children in the household entail increased probability of belonging to the Gender-

Equal Light or the Generalized Gender-Equal couple type compared to the Neo-Traditional 

one, and having at least two children at home increases the probability of belonging to the 

Gender-Equal Light type. Assuming that young children and many children entail a more 

traditional division of labour in the couples, we find this a bit surprising. However, as there 

may be a greater need for both parents’ involvement in childcare when there are young 

children and/or many children in the household, parents with pre-school children may turn out 

as more equal-sharing than those with older children.  

 

We believe that our study is an important contribution in understanding the way Norwegian 

couples share both paid work and family obligations between them. The study has certain 

limitations, though. In particular, we would like to have more complete information on the 

partners’ division of childcare and maintenance work than we have in our data. Questions 

covering additional childcare tasks as well as more passive childcare and on-the-call time 

might alter the results somewhat. With further questions on the upkeep of the house and 

garden we would also get a more correct picture of the partners’ maintenance work.  

Moreover, the analysis would benefit from information on the partners’ absolute time inputs 
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in family work, and not only their relative contributions, which is what we have in our data. 

This would allow us to compare the partners’ total workloads and investigate more 

thoroughly whether one partner really bears a double burden / works a second shift. It would 

also make possible analyses of whether gender equality in family work actually implies that 

both partners participate very little in domestic responsibilities, or that reduced involvement 

from the mother is met by higher efforts from the father. The two types of gender equality 

actually involve rather dissimilar avenues towards equal sharing and may imply different 

experiences of stress and time pressure in the family’s daily life. In future analyses one should 

also strive at an even better understanding of the characteristics of the different couple types 

by bringing in additional independent variables in the analysis, such as for instance the 

purchase of external services, the partners’ field of education and more detailed information 

of their health problems.  

 

 



30 

Litterature 
Abrahamsen, B. (2002). Heltid eller deltid? Kvinners arbeidstid i kvinnedominerte og 
mannsdominerte yrker. Rapport 2002:6, Oslo: Institutt for Samfunnsforskning. 
 
Becker, G. (1991). A treatise on the family. Enlarged edition. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University 
Press. 
 
Berk, S. F. (1985). The Gender Factory: The Apportionment of Work in American Households. New 
York: Plenum Press. 
 
Bernhardt, E., Noack T. and Lyngstad T. H. (2008): Shared housework in Norway and Sweden: 
Advancing the gender revolution, Journal of European Social Policy, 18, 275-288. 
 
Bittman, M., England, P., Folbre, N., Sayer, L. and Matheson, G. (2003). When Does gender Trump 
Money? Bargaining and Time in Household Work, American Journal of Sociology, 109, 186-214. 
 
Bjørshol, E., Høstmark M., and Lagerstrøm, B. O. (2010). Livsløp, generasjon og kjønn. LOGG 2007. 
Dokumentasjonsrapport. Notater 19/2010, Oslo: Statistisk sentralbyrå. 
 
Brandth, B. and Kvande, E. (2003): Fleksible fedre: maskulinitet, arbeid, fleksibilitet. Oslo: 
Universitetsforlaget. 
 
Bø, I. (2008). Equal gender opportunity: Couples in the gap between principles and practice, 
Community, Work and Family, 11, 439-455. 
 
Collins, L. M. and Lanza, S. T. (2010): Latent Class and Latent Transition Analysis. With Applications 
in the Social, Behavioral, and Health Sciences. New Jersey: Wiley & Sons.    
 
Coltrane, S. (2000). Research on Household Labor: Modeling and Measuring the Social 
Embeddedness of Routine Family Work, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 62, 1208-1233. 
 
Craig, L. (2006). Does Father Care Mean Fathers Share? A Comparison of How Mothers and Fathers 
in Intact Families Spend Time with Children, Gender and Society, 20, 259-281. 
 
Craig, L. (2007). Is there really a second shift, and if so, who does it? A time-diary investigation, 
Feminist review, 86, 149-170. 
 
Dommermuth, L. and Kitterød, R. H. (2009). Fathers’ employment in a father-friendly welfare state. 
Does fatherhood affect men’s working hours? Community, Work and Family, 12, 417-436.  
 
Ellingsæter, A. L. and Leira, A. (2006). Epilogue: Scandinavian policies of parenthood – a success 
story? In Ellingæter, A. L. and Leira, A. (Eds): Polticising Parenthoood in Scandinavia. Gender 
relations in welfare states (pp 265-277). Bristol: The Polity Press. 
 
Ferree, M. M. (1991). The Gender Division of Labor in Two-Earner Marriages. Dimensions of 
Variability and Change, Journal of Family Issues, 12, 158-180. 
 
Hall, S. S. and MacDermid, S. M. (2009). A Typology of Dual Earner Marriages Based on Work and 
Family Arrangements, Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 30, 215-225. 
 



31 

Halrynjo, S. and Lyng, S. (2009). Preferences, constraints or schemas of devotion? Exploring 
Norwegian mothers’ withdrawal from high-commitment careers, The British Journal of Sociology, 60, 
321-343. 
 
Hochschild, A. with Machung, A. (1989). The Second Shift. New York: Avon Books. 
 
Haas, B. (2005). The Work-Care Balance: Is it Possible to Identify Typologies for Cross-National 
Comparisons? Current Sociology, 53, 487-508. 
 
Kitterød, R. H. (2002). Utdanning og ulikhet? En diskusjon av utdanningsnivåets betydning for deling 
av husarbeid blant småbarnsforeldre, Sosiologisk tidsskrift, 10, 179-208. 
 
Kitterød, R. H. and Rønsen, M. (2010). Untraditional couples in a neo-traditional setting. Which 
women perform as much paid work as their partner? Discussion Paper no 607, Oslo: Statistics 
Norway. 
 
Kjeldstad, R. and Nymoen, E. (2004). Kvinner og menn i deltidsarbeid. Fordelinger og forklaringer. 
Rapporter 2004/29, Oslo: Statistics Norway. 
 
Kjeldstad, R. and Lappegård, T. (2009). Likestilling på hjemmebane: Mest fornøyd med delvis 
likestilling, Samfunnsspeilet, 23, 52-57. 
 
Knudsen, K. and Wærness, K. (2001). National Context, Individual Characteristics and Attitudes on 
Mothers' Employment: A Comparative Analysis of Great Britain, Sweden and Norway, Acta 
Sociologica, 44, 67-79. 
 
Lyngstad, T. H., Noack. T. and Tufte, P. A. (2010). Pooling of Economic Resources: A Comparison of 
Norwegian Married and Cohabiting Couples. European Sociological Review, Advance access. First 
published online June 24th, 2010. Doi:10.1093/esr/jcq028.  
 
McCutcheon, A. L. (1987). Latent Class analyses, Series: Quantitative Applications in the Social 
Sciences. Sage University paper. 
 
Raley, S. B., Mattingly, M. J. and Bianchi, S. M. (2006). How Dual Are Dual Income Couples? 
Documenting Change From 1970 to 2001, Journal of Marriage and Family, 68, 11-28. 
 
Skrede, K. (2004). Familiepolitikkens grense - ved "likestilling light"? In Ellingsæter, A. L. and Leira, 
A. (Eds): Velferdsstaten og familien. Utfordringer og dilemmaer. Oslo: Gyldendal akademisk. 
 
Stefansen, K. and Farstad, G. R. (2010). Classed parental practices in a modern welfare state: Caring 
for the under threes in Norway, Critical Social Policy, 30, 120-141. 
 
Syltevik, L. J. (2000). Differensierte familieliv. Familiepraksis i Norge på slutten av 1990-tallet. 
Senter for samfunnsforskning. Rapport 2/2000. Universitetet i Bergen.  
 
Thagaard, T. (1996). Arbeid, makt og kjærlighet. Bergen: Fagbokforlaget. 
 
Verbakel, E. and de Graaf, P. M. (2009). Partner effects on labour market participation and job level: 
opposing mechanisms, Work, employment and society, 23, 635-654. 
 



32 

Vaage, O. F. (2002). Til alle døgnets tider. Tidsbruk 1971-2000. Statistical analysis 52, Oslo: Statistics 
Norway. 
 
Wiik, K. Aa., Bernhardt, E. and Noack, T. (2009): A Study of Commitment and Relationship Quality 
in Sweden and Norway, Journal of Marriage and Family, 71: 465-477. 
 
Yamaguchi, K. (2000). Mulitinomial Logit Latent-Class Regression Models: An analysis of the 
Predictors of Gender-Role Attitudes among Japanese Women, American Journal of Sociology, 105, 
1702-1740. 
 
Aarseth, H. (2008). Selvskapingsromantikk i endring? Tokarrierefamiliens nye 
investeringsmekanisme, Sosiologi i dag, 4, 51-74. 
 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


