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Introduction: gender, men and fatherhood
The question of gender inequalities and the social position of women, increasingly characterised by a tight balance between their public and private roles, has been widely debated in the social science field. On the one hand, the changes which have taken place in recent decades are a demonstration of the rise of women’s protagonism (Roussel, 1987; Commaille, 1992). On the other hand, the conceptualisation of gender as a founding element in social processes (Bourdieu, 1998; Connell, 1995) and the deconstruction of the separation between production and reproduction, as well as the interest in the diversity of family structures and social identities, contributed to focusing the attention of sociologists on the issue of gender inequality. Along these lines, the dilemmas and ambiguities which women face in their “double working day” between work, home and children have increasingly become central issues in research (Garey, 1999; Drew et al., 1998; Barrère-Maurrisson, 1992; Hantrais, 1990; Guerreiro, 1998). Portugal constitutes no exception on this matter. Research has widely focused on inequality and women’s discriminated position both in public and private lives (Silva, 1983; André, 1993; Infante, 1988, 1989; Nazareth, 1993; e Silva, 1998; Perista, 2002; Wall, 2000, 2004b; Torres, 2001).
Nevertheless, in work on gender relations, it was only more recently that men were discovered as research objects, as it became apparent that the traditional model of masculinity, and of gender division of work, was undergoing changes (Vale de Almeida, 1995; Amâncio, 1994; Brod and Kaufman, 1994; Kimmel and Messner, 1995; Seidler, 1997) and that the tension between work and family also applied to him (Crompton, 1999; Marsiglio, 1995). While there is no doubt that in the family sphere inequalities between women and men persist, it is true that there are some moves for the man to become involved in household and parental work (Perista, 2002; Torres et al., 2004; Almeida and Wall, 2001; Wall, 2003). The range of studies, especially in northern Europe and the Anglo-Saxon world, on the issue of fatherhood and its impact on male behavioural changes and identities has demonstrated how men have become involved in areas traditionally reserved for the female (Dulemau and Roche, 1990; Björnberg and Kollind, 1996; Lupton and Barclay, 1997; Neyrand, 2000). This is a subject about which, however, Portuguese scholars have been developing an increasing interest, despite the fact that there is yet much more to be known in Portugal. Whether by reason of the power of symbolic change, whereby a strong expectation of equality became established as a legitimate norm (Almeida and Wall, 2001; Almeida, 2003; Aboim, 2006), or by reason of the changes in women’s roles and family behaviours, it is certain that the increasing number of inroads into the traditional model of masculinity began to have its effect. Children, the increasingly relational nature of conjugality between equal partners, and the participation of the man in household tasks which is ideally sought after, are today increasingly in conflict with the demands of the work ethic, patriarchal responsibility and the authority previously associated with the male, and which is still often associated with him.
Along the next pages we will address some of the most challenging problems regarding gender inequalities, which persist to a considerable extent in private and in public lives. By taking into account men’s point of view on family, work and fatherhood, light will be shed on processes of gender change, and some major problems and barriers holding back a deeper male involvement in private life will be uncovered, at least partially. On the one hand, the structure of the labour market and factors of work-family stress and, on the other, the perpetuation of gender ideologies strongly grounded on symbolic differentiation, seem to be major causes when trying to grasp persisting inequalities. 
1. Recent developments on men and fatherhood in Portugal

Taking gender and family change in Portugal as starting points, we will seek to provide a brief review of the main trends involved in the recent changes occurring in men’s place in family life and gender relations. This section will be divided into three parts. The first part aims at describing some major changes affecting family and men’s lives in Portugal, namely in what regards the gender structure of paid work. The second seeks to summarize the main developments in family policy over the last few years, drawing particular attention to public policies developed towards men and fatherhood since the late nineties. Lastly, we will describe very briefly the state-of-the-art in matter of research on men and fatherhood in Portugal, given that recent developments have contributed to a wider understanding of persisting gender inequalities.
1.1. Main trends of family, labour market and demographic change

In recent decades private life and family organization in Portugal have changed dramatically: in 2001 only 5% of the population was employed in the primary sector, the number of children per woman was 1.5, 40% of marriages were non-religious, 65% of women between age 15 and 64 were in jobs and both husband and wife were legally responsible for family and household life. In fact, from the point of view of family change, Portugal offers a challenging profile.

The 1974 revolution ended almost fifty years of a right-wing dictatorship, bringing in clear-cut changes in values and legislation, a strong recognition of women’s work, the affirmation of secular tendencies, and a new logic of State responsibility for families. These are now some of the specific features of the Portuguese national context. They have contributed to developments in family patterns which imply some dissimilarities of outcome in relation to other southern European countries, such as the prevalence of dual-earner (full-time working) couples
, fairly high divorce rates, emphasis on provision for child-care facilities and linkages between family policy and policy for gender equality. In the late 1990s the signs of change could be perceived in, at least, four main areas of family life.

Regarding family formation and dissolution, the 90s witnessed the development of a pattern of later and less popular marriage, more marriages preceded by cohabitation and extra-marital childbearing, rising rates of divorce and remarriage and low levels of fertility (1.56 in 1991, 1.47 in 2002) (Almeida et al, 2000). The marriage rate declined from 7.3 in 1991 to 5.7 in 2001,  women’s mean age at first marriage rose from 24.4 to 26.1, Catholic marriages dropped again from 72% to 63%, and the percentages of  births outside marriage and cohabiting couples, albeit lower than in northern European countries, increased strongly: births outside marriage now represent a quarter of all live births (only 10% in 1981 and 16% in 1991) and cohabiting couples almost doubled (from 3.9% in 1991 to 6.9 % of the total number of couples in 2001).  Divorce has also increased: the divorce rate rose from 1.1 in 1991 to 1.8 in 2001 and 2.7 in 2002, thus bringing it closer to that of northern European countries than to that of its neighbours in southern Europe.

A second change occurred in family and household structures, which shows some interesting trends. In the 70s and early 80s average household size was still high (3.7 in 1970 and 3.4 in 1981) and very large families with more than five people were frequent (16% in 1970 and 11% in 1981). Average family size has since declined, down to 2.8 in 2001, and very large families are a rarity (only 3% in 2001). This decrease is due to the fall in fertility, but also to the decline in complex family households (Wall and Aboim, 2003). Along with the nuclearisation of the family during the 90s, other major shifts were the increase in one-person households (17% in 2001) and in lone parent families (7% of all households in 2001). Although these figures are still far lower than those for married couples with children (41% in 2001), they show that individualization has also been a growing trend in Portugal.

Changes in family values can mark a third type of development in family organization: from rejection to generalized acceptance of divorce, from religious marriage to more secular views of couple formation, from ignorance to knowledge and approval of family planning, from commitment to a gender-segregated, authoritarian family model to a ‘symmetrical’ organization where both partners work outside the home and share responsibilities as well as authority (Almeida and Wall, 2001; Vasconcelos, 1998; Aboim and Wall, 2002). A comparison of Portugal with other European countries reveals that the Portuguese remain very ‘average’ in their view of family. It is interesting to note, however, that traditionalism varies considerably with the different aspects of family life: the Portuguese are not at all traditionalist with regard to women’s work and sharing responsibilities outside the home, are fairly traditionalist in their support for the institution of marriage and for the mother’s role as carer, and very traditionalist concerning the value of children in family life and individual identities.

Lastly, to understand family change in Portugal we must also look at the developments within the labour market.

Gender balance in the division of paid work
The strong growth of women’s paid work, over the last three or four decades, can be pictured as a key factor to interpret the changes in the organization of family life and in the structure of gender relations. In this context, of particular importance have been the increased labour force participation of married women and those with young children, as well as the rise in women’s educational attainment. The proportion of economically active women in the population aged 15 or more rose from 18% in 1960 to 30% in 1981 and this trend continued during the late 1990s. In 2004 almost half of the women were active in the labour market (table 1).
Table 1
Evolution of educational attainment and activity rate, Portugal 1981-2004
	
	1981
	1991
	1998
	2000
	2001
	2004

	Population >19 with completed higher education (%)
	3,8
	5,3
	(
	(
	9,3
	(

	Men (%)
	3,7
	5,2
	(
	(
	8,3
	(

	Women (%)
	3,8
	5,4
	(
	(
	10,1
	(

	Activity rate (active pop. > 14 / total pop.)
	42,5
	44,9
	50,3 
	51,1 
	51,7 
	52,2 

	Men
	57,1
	54,4
	57,4 
	57,9 
	58,4
	58,1

	Women
	29,0
	36,0
	43,7 
	44,8 
	45,5 
	46,7 

	By age groups
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25 - 34 Total MF
	(
	(
	86,7 
	87,5 
	87,6 
	88,8 

	25 - 34 Male   
	(
	(
	92,8 
	92,5 
	92,2 
	91,9 

	25 - 34 Female
	(
	(
	80,7 
	82,4 
	83,1 
	85,7 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	35 - 44 Total MF
	(
	(
	86,1 
	86,8 
	87,2 
	88,6 

	35 - 44 Male
	(
	(
	95,1 
	93,9 
	94,8 
	94,5 

	35 - 44 Female
	(
	(
	77,5 
	80.0 
	79,8 
	82,9 

	Unemployment rate
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MF
	(
	(
	4,9 
	3,9 
	4.0 
	6,7 

	Male   
	(
	(
	3,9 
	3,1 
	3,2 
	5,8 

	Female   
	(
	(
	6,2 
	4,9 
	5.0 
	7,6 

	Average weekly hours of paid work
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Total MF
	(
	(
	40,3 
	39,7 
	39,4 
	39,2 

	      Men
	(
	(
	42,4 
	41,5 
	41,2 
	41,0 

	      Women
	(
	(
	37,7 
	37,5 
	37,3 
	37,0 

	Population employed at part-time (thousands)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Men
	(
	(
	165,3 
	177,4 
	188,6 
	198,1 

	Women
	(
	(
	368,4 
	370,7 
	377,4 
	381,1 


Source: National Institute of Statistics, Employment Survey, Census
Table 2
Average monthly earnings by sex, Continental Unit: €
	 
	1995
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2002

	Total
	584
	567,34
	588,3
	613,83
	687,48

	Men
	656
	627,9
	652,0
	677,5
	747,4

	Women
	475
	480,2
	498,5
	524,5
	601,0

	Women/ Men (%)
	72,4
	76,5
	76,5
	77,4
	80,4


Source: MTSS-DGEEP
The overall growth in female employment is related to profound changes in the activity rates of different age groups. Expansion of female employment in the 1960s was based on the increased activity rates of women in younger age groups and single women. Marriage and, in particular, the birth of the first child were, until the 1970s, barriers to continued economic activity. This difference gradually diminished in the following decades, partly due to changes in social values and legislation introduced by the democratic revolution of 1974, and partly due to the economic advantages of female labour and the growth of employment in certain economic sectors as well as the rapid development of female educational levels (Almeida et al., 2000). By 2001, the activity rates of women in the childbearing age groups between 25 and 44 had greatly increased and become similar: 83% of women aged 25-34 and 80% of those aged 35-44 were professionally active in 2001. In this context, it is also important to underline that the majority of women (84%) works full-time. This means that, compared to some European countries where part-time work for women is more dominant, female economic activity implies much longer hours spent in paid work.

The counterpoint of increased employment among women has been a decline in the traditional household form of a male breadwinner and a female homemaker and a growth of households where both partners are employed (Eurostat, 2002a). Dual participation continued to increase between 1992 and 2000 and now represents around two-thirds of couples, both with children (74%) and without (65%). It is also important to underline that the dual-earner fulltime worker pattern is the dominant form. In families with children, 66% of couples were made up of two full-time workers, only 7% had the “one and a half” model  - where he works fulltime and she part-time -  and about one quarter contained a one-earner model. This situation contrasts strongly with countries where the one earner model is still the prevalent model for families with children (Germany, Luxembourg, Greece, Spain, Italy, Ireland) or those, such as the UK and the Netherlands, where the one and a half model is the prevalent form (Eurostat, 2002a). It is more similar to the family division of paid labour in Belgium and France, where 41% and 45 % of couples with children are made up of two full-time working partners.

These changes have had a considerable impact on the reconciliation of work and family life in Portuguese families. The rapid decline of the breadwinner model has not, however, erased gender inequalities. Continuities persisted, merging into the new models of division of paid and unpaid work (Crompton, 1999; Lewis, 2001). Some of those trends of inequality can be portrayed within the labour market itself, whereby the structure of female and male employment is quite different: the first is still more precarious, unqualified, underpaid, when compared to the second. The analysis of the unemployment rate and of its evolution over time shows us the frailty of women, ever more submitted to this situation than men. On the other hand, the wage gap continues to be evident, despite its shortening over the past few years. Nevertheless, in 2002 the average female wage was only 80% of the male one. In short, women earn less, have precarious jobs and are the ones who more often work at part-time, even if this profile has a low importance in the Portuguese scenario.

Shifting from the public to the private sphere, another important problem generated by the rapid decline of the breadwinner model concerns the overburdening of women. Despite the female gains in economic equality, the movement of women into the labour force has not resulted in an equivalent movement of men into the sharing of home-based unpaid domestic and caring work. Recent research shows that men are participating slightly more in domestic work, especially in tasks such as shopping and helping to care for young children and also in routine household tasks (the 1999 survey on couples with children showed that in about one third of all couples with dependent children men were participating regularly or always in at least one of the routine households tasks such as cleaning, cooking or doing the laundry – Aboim and Wall, 2002). However, the disparity between men and women in terms of hours of paid and unpaid work is still large (Perista, 2002). The 1999 time survey indicates that men do more hours of paid work than women (roughly one hour more, as men on average work 9 hours and women 8 hours) but women do more hours of unpaid work (roughly two and a half hours more, since men on average do one and a half hours of unpaid work and women 4 hours). Taking into consideration both paid and unpaid work, the survey indicates that the female working day in the employed population is roughly one and a half hours longer than the male one. Finally, from a comparative perspective, recent evidence indicates that the current division of domestic and care work reported in Portugal is amongst the most traditional in Europe. For example, the percentage of Portuguese men who reported that their daily activities include looking after children or sick/frail adults without pay is the lowest in Europe (7%, compared to EU-15 average of 18%; 31% for Portuguese women, compared to EU-15 average of 33%) (European Commission, 2003).
1.2. Men and family policies towards parenthood
One of the major changes in gender traditional division of responsibilities,  - based in the allocation of private duties to women and of public obligations to men - was accomplished through “family policies” directed to promote a wider involvement of men in family responsibilities and roles, namely as fathers. Since 1984, the protection of paternity started, however feebly, to become an issue in policy making, when for the first time the law considered explicitly the right of fathers to share with mothers the obligations towards children and childcare. From 1984 onwards, fathers conquered, for example, the right to share with mothers the 30 days work licence to care for sick children, even if these benefits were unpaid, and by that reason quite limited in their real reach. Consequently, it is only in the late nineties that protection of paternity gains an increased strength and family policies elect fatherhood as a main subject of policy-making. One of the major developments of these policies can be seen in the increase of fathers’ use of leaves (table 3) over the last decade, and mainly from 2000 onwards. 

Since 2000 ( (Law n.º 142/99, 31 August
) a 5 days licence (paternity leave) is granted to the father immediately after childbirth; the father also becomes able to share with the mother the paid leave of 120 days or even, in certain cases, of substituting the mother; the father also gains the right to a 15 day paid leave at the end of the maternity leave (120 days). The spirit of family policies relies on conciliating family and work obligations, but not in a random or conservative manner; the clear orientation towards a model of egalitarian couple and of an involved father who shares childcare responsibilities with the mother becomes evident in this period (see Wall, 2004, 2006).

Table 3
Number of users of maternity and paternity leaves (1995-2005) (in thousands)
	
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005

	Births
	107.184
	110.363
	113.047
	113.510
	116.038
	120.071
	112.825
	114.456
	112.589
	109.356
	109.457

	Maternity leave
	64.034
	68.066
	66.932
	65.621
	76.129
	76.562
	72.955
	72.139
	78.232
	77.152
	78.044

**

	Shared maternity leave by the father (120/150 days)
	n.d
	n.d
	n.d
	n.d
	n.d
	n.d
	n.d
	n.d
	n.d
	363
	421

	Paternity leave (5 days, compulsory)
	933*

a)
	
	
	
	
	12.772*
	26.791*
	30.169*
	39.934*
	41.214
	43.267



	Parental leave (15 days for the father)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	n.d
	145
	4.726
	16.171
	27.199
	31.425
	33.296


Source: Institute of Informatics and Statistics of Social Security, Statistic Unity

* In the marked years, numbers referring to paternity leave and to shared maternity leave are counted together (desegregation only occurs since 2004). 

** 19.023 cases of 150 days.

a) In 1995 paternity leave was of only two days.

In fact, paternity leave was introduced for the first time in 1995, even if it was only of two days after childbirth (Law nº 17/95, 9 June). In the same year it also became possible for the father to share maternity leave after an initial period of 14 days, compulsory for the mother, as stipulated by Decree-Law nº 194/96; this two weeks period was, later on, extended to 6 weeks in 1999 by Law nº 142/99.

The measures to protect fatherhood have had some effects. One of the most marked, even if most men are still left outside, regards the growth observed in the use of paternity leave: the 5 days leave was used by 30 000 men in 2002 (26% of the total of fathers) while the 15 days leave covered 16 171 fathers (14%). In 2005 the same leaves were used by 43 267 and 33 296 (table 3), still a relatively small amount of men in spite of the rapid increase in the use of paternity leaves. One should not forget, however, that the 5 days leave became compulsory from 2004 (by Law nº 35/2004), in order to encourage men to participate more in childbirth. Inequalities prevail, nevertheless. Despite policy efforts to increase men’s involvement in private responsibilities, the mother continues to be the main actor in early childcare. This is a difference whose clearness leaves not a shadow of a doubt.

1.3.  Research on men and fatherhood

The study of men and masculinities, a hot topic not only in Nordic countries but increasingly in other contexts, from North-America to the francophone world and even post-colonial societies in Africa, Asia or Latin America, has been gaining, over the last few years, increased strength in sociological and anthropological research. Portugal constitutes no exception to this flow of academic and political interest. In our country, the first ones to focus on these subjects were perhaps the anthropologists, engaged early on in the study of masculinities (Vale de Almeida, 1995) and fatherhood (Pina Cabral, 2003). In general, the trend to include men in gender perspectives has also been developing within the sociology of the family, which is now evolving to the study of issues such as the place of men in family life, the construction of fatherhood as role, practice and identity, the conciliation of family and work life from the male perspective, the relation between family, conjugality and masculinity, etc. At the present moment, research has already pointed out important movements of change in men’s position in family life, bringing in new facts to help understand persisting inequalities in gender relations (see Wall, 2006; Aboim, 2006; Marinho, 2006).
Drawing on data from a recent qualitative research on Portuguese men and fathers (Wall, Aboim and Marinho, 2007-forthcoming), four key aspects should be stressed. The first one regards the common traces of masculinity in contemporary Portugal, a country where norms emphasizing gender equality and women’s right to professional achievement and autonomy are quite widespread. These common traces point to the following:

1) men, being no longer the traditional providers, are carrying the burden of economic responsibility for their families, even though they share it with women;

2) the meaning of motherhood is still very different from fatherhood, resulting from the widespread belief in a special biological bond between the mother and her child;
 3) fathers are, nevertheless, changing from an old view of the punishing father to a modern picture of the educating, guiding and companion father. In short, we are now observing a movement of transformation from the provider to the companion man and father, even if practices often remain differentiated and more unchanged than symbolic views. 

Despite inequalities, a second remark points out the increasing participation of men in the private sphere, namely due to more companionship conjugalities, to norms of justice based on the male empathy to women’s overburdened workday, to strong family projects and to views of the family as the main source of well-being; to trajectories that tend to drive men into family life (male unemployment, for instance); to the action of demanding children over fathers; and to identitary strategies often based in making the difference from the earlier generation.
Thirdly, however, it is also important to identify the factors that slow men down from “entering in family life”: gender visions based on traditional values of differentiation; strategies of statement of self-masculinity based on the absence from family life; the strong investment in professional achievement; and even the feminine complicity with the scheme of gender inequality, which demands their acceptance of a stronger family role.
The fourth assumption regards multiplicity and diversity in men’s practices, values and identities within family life. Social and generational contexts, as well as biographies and life events, determine to a considerable extent the type of masculinity. Portuguese research has shown that there is not a unique model of men, masculinity or fatherhood: “real men” fit neither the ideal of a breadwinner man, distant and authoritarian as husband and father, nor the one of a companion man, always present, absolutely egalitarian and definitely committed to homemaking and childcare. Commonly, men combine different aspects of these ideal poles and operate in mixed manners. Social change in masculinities is more or less widespread in all social groups and has been having particular impact amongst urban and educated men, who frequently feel more accurately the tension between the demands of their pro-egalitarian values and the pressures of professional achievement and, globally, the gender order. In short, in a context where female paid work is legitimate, men feel the tensions involved in the conciliation of family and work, as well as the ones that emerge from different identity references: the caring man and father versus the public and successful man. 
2. Data analysis: fathers, family, work and values in Metropolitan Lisbon

Findings drawn from the questionnaire applied to the sample of Portuguese fathers look at men’s practices, concerns and representations, both regarding public and private lives, or, in other words, work and family lives. In our presentation, after a brief methodological explanation (2.1.), we will start by addressing men’s involvement in paid work and showing the impact of key-variables such as the employment sector (public or private), as well as the stress factors that are affecting Portuguese men (2.2.). We will also pay particular attention to the forms of conciliation between family and work, by looking at indicators on the use of licences and social benefits directed to support an involved fatherhood and by identifying the factors men perceive as troubling their participation in homemaking and childcare. Secondly, we will turn to family life and analyse men’s participation in domestic chores and childcare over time, paying special attention to fathering concerns and practices in the sharing of both responsibilities towards the education and regulation of children and of free time spent within the family and the children (2.3.). Thirdly, we will concentrate on fatherhood and motherhood at the symbolic level and analyse men’s statements on their self-image as fathers (2.4.). Lastly, we will explore the meanings and tensions attributed to fatherhood and fathering, thereby presenting different forms of conceptualizing fatherhood and fathering (2.5.).
2.1. Research methodology, fieldwork and the fathers’ sample

Fieldwork was developed during July and August 2006. Data collection was done using the “snowball” technique. Therefore, the questionnaires were distributed to a first group of fathers, who, in turn, asked their friends and work colleagues to participate in the study, and so on. In the end, we got a total of 64 questionnaires.

Fathers completed the questionnaires by themselves and not in the presence of the researchers. This situation minimized the possible biases of the interview situation and reinforced the sense of anonymity for the fathers.
Some changes were made to the original structure of the questionnaire in order to adapt it to the Portuguese social reality:

· The questions about men’s professional situation, employment status and educational level were changed and others about the use of paternity and parental leaves were added to the questionnaire. 

· Some of the questions about men’s participation in domestic tasks and childcare responsibilities were also changed (by separating specific tasks) and a question about the participation of the father in childcare when children were small was added. These changes were based on previous findings of the studies on fatherhood and the place of men in family life (Marsiglio, 1991; Modak and Pallazzo, 2002; Schoppe-Sullivan et al, 2004; Singly, 2000; Waller, 2002; for Portugal see Wall, 2005; 2006), and aimed at getting more detailed information on the gender division of parental and domestic work. Moreover, alongside the division of paid and unpaid work, we aimed at understanding fathers’ involvement in the daily practices of raising children, as well as the assumption of responsibilities concerning childcare and support.

As shown in table 1, the sample consists of 64 men. Their distribution by age groups is the following: 31% is between 26 and 34 years old, 26,6% is between 35-39, and, lastly, 42,2% is between 40 and 50. The majority is living in a conjugal situation: 45% is married, and 13% lives in cohabiting relationships. For 85% of men, this was their first conjugal experience.
Men, as fathers, are living different moments and situations of parenthood according to variations registered not only in the total number of children, but also in the age of the youngest child. Hence, 43% has one child, 38% has two children and only 19% has three or four children. The age distribution of the youngest child shows that the majority of the fathers of the sample (61%) is experiencing the most demanding moments of parenthood in terms of parental work. They either have very small children below age one (24%), who for the sake of their special needs demand from fathers constant care, childcare learning skills and a reorganization of family life; or they have children from two to five years old (37%), who are still very dependent of care and also claim more of their fathers’ attention and participation in shared activities. Lastly, 29% of the fathers has children with ages between 6 and 10 years old, who still need and demand different kinds of attention and attendance.
Table 1

Main characteristics of the fathers’ sample (n=64)

Age and family life

	Age
	n
	%

	26-34 
	20
	31,3

	35-39 
	17
	26,6

	40-50 
	27
	42,2

	Total
	64
	100,0

	Marital situation
	
	

	Married
	45
	70,3

	Cohabiting
	13
	20,3

	Divorced/separated
	5
	7,8

	Widow
	1
	1,6

	Total
	64
	100,0

	First conjugal experience?
	
	

	Yes 
	52
	85,2

	No 
	9
	14,8

	Total
	61
	100,0

	Age of the youngest child
	
	

	0-1
	15
	24,2

	2-5
	23
	37,1

	6-10
	18
	29,0

	11 or more
	6
	9,7

	Total
	62
	100,0

	Number of children
	
	

	1 child
	27
	42,9

	2 children
	24
	38,1

	3 or 4 children
	12
	19,0

	Total
	63
	100,0


Concerning the socioeconomic variables, as can be seen in table 2, one of the main characteristics of the sample is its social homogeneity. Our sample is constituted by a majority of men with high educational levels, professional qualifications and who have well paid jobs; consequently, in some of the cases, men present themselves as having very demanding professions in terms of daily working hours and/or levels of productivity (which, of course, varies according to the employment sector and other factors, as discussed below in section 2.2). Therefore, 60% of the men has completed a university degree, while only 11% of fathers has less than the secondary degree. In what concerns their professional situation, 75% are employees (64% in the private sector) and more than 90% has a paid professional occupation at the moment. In terms of social class, 41,9% of the men has intellectual and scientific occupations, 24,2% has technical and intermediate management occupations, and 22,6% are entrepreneurs and managers. 

Table 2

Main characteristics of the fathers’ sample (n=64)

Education and employment

	Men’s educational level
	n
	%

	Less than secondary
	7
	11,1

	Secondary 
	8
	12,7

	Post/secondary
	10
	15,9

	Degree completed, or higher
	38
	60,3

	Total
	63
	100,0

	Men’s professional situation
	
	

	Employed
	59
	92,2

	Employed and student
	3
	4,7

	Temporary employment
	1
	1,6

	Unemployed
	1
	1,6

	Total
	64
	100,0

	Men’s employment status
	
	

	Employee
	48
	75,0

	Self-employed
	5
	7,8

	Employer
	5
	7,8

	Other
	6
	9,4

	Total
	64
	100,0

	Men’s social class
	
	

	Entrepreneurs and managers
	14
	22,6

	Intellectual and scientific occupations 
	26
	41,9

	Technical and intermediate management occupations
	15
	24,2

	Self-employed and small businessmen 
	2
	3,2

	clerical employees 
	1
	1,6

	Tertiary low qualified employees
	2
	3,2

	Industrial workers
	2
	3,2

	Total
	62
	100,0

	
	
	

	Wives’ professional situation 
	
	

	At work
	57
	89,1

	Not at work
	7
	10,9

	Total
	64
	100,0


Finally, another important aspect of the sample is that 89% of the mothers works outside the home. 

In short, we have a relatively homogeneous sample in what regards the socioeconomic characteristics of men. This research output has brought some advantages to the analysis, despite limiting the diversity of variations in terms of social class; the fact is that it allowed us to look at the diversity of practices and representations within a group of men with high educational levels and qualified professions. Intra-group diversity is looked for in gender roles men are constructing in family and work life, and in fatherhood. 

2.2. Men and fathers in public life

2.2.1. Characterization of men’s professional life

In what concerns the position of men in public life, we are already acquainted with some important features of our sample of fathers: that it draws attention to qualified strata of the urban male population, normally pictured as belonging to cutting-edge groups in matters of gender equality, and also that 90% of the interviewees is married or cohabits with women who also have professional activities. As it is most common in Portugal, couples are in their majority dual earners, and therefore share family support responsibilities. However, on behalf of our analysis, it will be useful to bring in a bit more detail to the characterization of men’s employment situation (table 3).
Table 3

Main variables of characterization of fathers’ professional life (n=64)

	Employment sector
	n
	%

	Public
	21
	32,8

	Private
	41
	64,1

	Both
	2
	3,1

	Total
	64
	100,0

	Daily hours of professional work
	
	

	Less than 8 hours
	13
	20,3

	8 hours
	22
	34,4

	8-9 hours
	11
	17,2

	10 or more hours
	18
	28,1

	Total
	64
	100,0

	Average hours
	64
	8,6


	Daily time spent from home to work
	
	

	Less than 30 minutes
	15
	23,8

	30 m to 45 m
	17
	27,0

	46 m to one hour
	15
	23,8

	More than one hour
	16
	25,1

	Total
	63
	

	Average minutes
	63
	45,4

	Professional travelling 
	
	

	Yes
	25
	39,1

	No
	39
	60,9

	Total
	64
	100,0

	Dealing with professional issues at home
	
	

	Yes
	39
	60,9

	No
	25
	39,1

	Total
	64
	100,0


Let us start by summarizing the main features of men’s employment patterns. The 64 fathers from our sample work mainly in the private sector (64%), have an average working day of 8,6 hours and spend around 45 minutes in going from home to work and in returning from work to home. Most men do not go out in professional travelling (60,9%), but, quite often, bring professional work home (60,9%). These small-sample settings allow us to discover, however, quite different employment situations, particularly in what concerns the load of professional work men have to cope with in their daily life. In fact, many men (28,1%) work more than ten hours a day and around a fourth spends more than one hour in daily travelling time. Above all, a significant number of men seem to merge professional time and family time, by dealing with work issues at home. In general, it would be correct to state men’s strong involvement in professional tasks, since many of them spend a significant amount of daily time doing or dealing with paid work
.
An index constructed to facilitate the measuring of professional weight summarizes four main variables presented in table 3 (see note) and reveals, more clearly, differences regarding employment within our sample. Only 17,2% of fathers appears as having no professional weight at all: these men work less than 8 hours, do not spend much time in travelling from work to home, do not deal with work while at home and do not travel for professional reasons. On the opposite pole, we also find a minority of men (12,5%). However, by positioning themselves in the middle of the scale, most men definitely have to deal with some professional load: on average 1,8 professional weight. Men’s and fathers’ daily lives come into view filled with paid work responsibilities, duties and investments.

Table 4

Professional weight index in fathers’ daily life
 (n=64)

	
	n
	%

	0 – No weight
	11
	17,2

	1
	21
	32,8

	2
	12
	18,8

	3
	12
	18,8

	4 – Strong weight
	8
	12,5

	Total
	64
	100,0

	Average
	64
	1,8


We can, at this point, wonder about the factors which may explain the internal variations of our sample of qualified fathers, in what concerns the daily weight of professional life.
Looking at data presented in table 5, we can observe the differential impact generated by family variables (marital situation, age of the youngest child, number of children), biographical variables (age), social variables (social class) and work variables (men’s employment sector, women’s professional situation, men’s perception of free time from work).

Table 5

Professional weight index in fathers’ daily life:
impact of social, work and family variables (n=64)

	Averages
	

	Total
	1,8

	Age
	

	26-34 
	1,7

	35-39 
	2,0

	40-50 
	1,7

	Marital situation
	

	Married
	1,8

	Cohabiting
	1,8

	Divorced/separated/ Widow
	1,3

	Age of the youngest child
	

	0-1
	1,9

	2-5
	1,6

	6-10
	1,9

	11 or more
	1,8


	Number of children
	

	1 child
	1,7

	2 children
	1,9

	3 or 4 children
	1,8

	Men’s social class
	

	Entrepreneurs and managers
	2,1

	Intellectual and scientific occupations 
	1,9

	Technical and intermediate management occupations
	1,8

	Men’s employment sector (Eta2=0,13)
	

	Public
	1,2

	Private
	2,0

	Wife’s professional situation 
	

	At work
	1,8

	Not at work
	1,4

	Men’s perception on who has more free time
	

	The father
	1,6

	The mother
	1,7


Interestingly, the sole variable which, from a statistical point of view, has an effective impact on the weight of professional work in fathers’ daily lives is the employment sector. Even if the relative social homogeneity of the sample may contribute to generate such a finding, the connection between the two variables gives us some significant hints about the structuring of employment patterns and their impact on gender relations: the influence of the private/public binomial is perhaps one of the most important. In the private sector, men experience more intensely the load of professional obligations. Research directed to issues of gender equality ought to consider this key difference operating within the labour market. The present study on Portuguese men and fathers touches, in our view, an important problem, that should be object of further research, since inequalities in professional life have as starting points the unequal balance between State/public and Market/private employment. As we shall discuss below, the load of paid work in men’s lives has a considerable impact in the type of involvement achieved in family life.
2.2.2. Impact of the employment sector in professional life
When analysed more thoroughly, the influence of the employment sector is evident and validating of its explanatory reach within our sample of fathers (table 6). 
Table 6

Impact of the employment sector on work variables (n=64)

	
	Public
	Private

	Daily hours of professional work
	
	

	Less than 8 hours
	85,7
	41,5

	8-9 hours
	9,5
	22,0

	10 or more hours
	4,8
	36,6

	Total
	100,0
	100,0

	Average hours
	7,57
	9,02

	Professional travelling 
	
	

	Yes
	19,0
	48,8

	No
	81,0
	51,2

	Total
	100,0
	100,0

	Dealing with professional issues at home
	
	

	Yes
	61,9
	58,5

	No
	38,1
	41,5

	Total
	100,0
	100,0

	
	
	



Nearly 86% of the men employed in the public sector works less than 8 hours per day against only 41,5% in the private sector; amongst these, more than one third works 10 or more hours daily. In average, private employees work an hour and a half more than men in the public sector. Similar differences may be observed in professional travelling ​– 51,2% of private employees travels for professional reasons against only 19% of public employees ​– and even in dealing with professional issues at home, even if this last variable appears to be less affected by this structuring differentiation. Nevertheless, the impact of the employment sector is quite significant within our sample of qualified and urban fathers.
2.2.3. Use of paternity, parental and work leaves
Our data on metropolitan Lisbon qualified fathers may add some information to the aforementioned tendencies (see section 1.2), as we decided to investigate, more thoroughly than initially planned, the use or non use of father’s leaves. After all, these family policy measures have been debated and created to promote gender equity in family life and to transform traditional models of gender division of work. Let us see how fathers whose children were born from 2000 onwards are benefitting from these benefits (table 7).
Table 7

Use of paternity and parental leaves by fathers of children born from 2000 onwards
	
	1st child born after 1999
	2 nod child born after 1999

	Paternity leave (paid 5 days leave after childbirth)
	
	

	Yes
	70,8
	71,4

	No
	29,2
	28,6

	Total
	100,0
	100,0

	n
	24
	21

	Parental leave (paid optional 15 days leave after maternity leave)
	
	

	Yes
	62,1
	31,3

	No
	37,9
	68,8

	Total
	100,0
	100,0

	n
	29
	16


Table 8

Use of work leaves by fathers (n=64)

	Work leaves (for childcare), how often?
	

	Never/ Rarely
	63,5

	Once in a while
	23,8

	Frequently/ Always
	12,6

	Total
	100,0

	Awareness of policy rights regarding paternity leaves
	

	Yes
	85,7

	No
	14,3

	Total
	100,0

	Employer facilitates assistance to family?
	

	Yes
	78,9

	No
	21,1

	Total
	100,0


Table 8.1
Types of support received from the employer from men’s point of view (n=28)

	 
	n

	The present family policies
	1

	Family benefits (to education, childcare)
	3

	Medical assistance
	6

	Childcare support and/or flexibility and medical assistance
	6

	Flexibility to take time off from work (or to work at home)
	12

	Total
	28


According to our data 70% of fathers used the 5 days leave both for the first and the second childbirth, which is a high proportion compared to the figures of parental leave (the 15 days leave). In fact, are less the fathers who made use of parental leave, specially regarding the birth of a second baby. However, both percentages seem quite outstanding when weighted against the number of fathers who uses the work leaves frequently or always. From this point of view, if paternity and parental leaves seem, in many cases, to follow male ideals on the “new caring father”,  the low use of work leaves points out the barriers to fathers’ involvement along the lifecourse. Work cultures and traditional masculinities and feminities may lead to this apparentely contradictory data. The moment of birth appears as a special time of transition, but does not necissarily lead to future commitment towards daily care of children.

However, most men say that the employer facilitates assistance to family, which seems paradoxical. The fact is that they identify flexibility to take time off from work as the main type of support received, in spite of the low levels of legal use of work licences. Informal management can perhaps be more important to men’s strategies of conciliation between family and work, than prolonged leaves from work.
Table 9

Use of paternity, parental and work leaves: impact of employment sector (all children) (n=64)

	Paternity leave (paid 5 days leave after childbirth) / 1st child
	Public
	Private

	Yes
	60,0
	78,6

	No
	40,0
	21,4

	Total
	100,0
	100,0

	Parental leave (paid optional 15 days leave after maternity leave) / 1st child
	
	

	Yes
	50,0
	68,4

	No
	50,0
	31,6

	Total
	100,0
	100,0

	Work leaves (for childcare), how often?
	
	

	Never/ Rarely
	52,4
	67,5

	Once in a while
	28,6
	22,5

	Frequently/ Always
	19,0
	10,0

	Total
	100,0
	100,0

	Awareness of policy rights regarding paternity leaves
	
	

	Yes
	90,5
	82,5

	No
	9,5
	17,5

	Total
	100,0
	100,0

	Employer facilitates assistance to family?
	
	

	Yes
	66,7
	85,3

	No
	33,3
	14,7

	Total
	100,0
	100,0


Interestingly, despite the impact of the employment sector in men’s professional lives, this variable does not seem important from the point of view men have on the type of support received from the employer. Men working in the private sector often refer to the flexibility of their work hours, which allows them to take time off from work whenever they feel that it is necessary to assist their families and children. Data in table 9 can confirm this assumption.

Conclusion: the employment sector is perhaps one of the most important variables to structure the daily organization of men’s work life, because it relates directly to the weight felt in terms of working hours and global time dedicated to profession; however the impact of this variable in the use of family policy measures (such as paternity, parental, work leaves) does not follow a similar pattern. Men in the private sector appear to be, at least in our very qualified sample of men, the ones who benefit more frequently from this type of policy measures towards equality in parental rights and responsibilities. In short, men’s position in the labour market can be quite complex and dependent on a wide set of factors (education, type of profession, type of company in the private sector – multinational or small enterprises -, type of public service, hierarchical position, etc.).
The next step to understand men’s roles in public and private life should consider, above all, the relations between both spheres.


2.2.4. Linking work life and family life 
One important conclusion is that many men feel that work life is affecting their fathering, thus revealing their awareness of difficulties in conciliating family and work time (table 10). The key factor promoting absence from family life is the amount of hours dedicated to work (table 11).

Table 10

Men’s self-perception of how work life is affecting their fathering

	
	n
	%

	Yes
	33
	53,2

	No
	29
	46,8

	Total
	62
	100,0


Table 11
Factors promoting fathers’ absence from family life
	
	n
	%

	Hours of professional work
	52
	85,2

	Time spent getting from home to work
	3
	4,9

	Professional travelling
	4
	6,6

	Other
	2
	3,3

	Total
	61
	100,0


Table 12
Factors promoting fathers’ stress at home

	
	n
	%

	Difficulties in childcare
	10
	17,5

	Lack of time to be with family and children
	13
	22,8

	Normative regulation of children
	13
	22,8

	Individual reasons
	7
	12,3

	Lack of time for professional work
	4
	7,0

	Other reasons
	2
	3,5

	Absence of stress
	8
	14,0

	Total
	57
	100,0


Following this line of reasoning, it is very curious to observe that few men point out work reasons as factors for being stressed at home. Almost all stress factors linked to conciliation issues are rooted in family dynamics (table 12). Lack of time to be with family and children is a major factor of stress to men, who seem to feel the obligation or the need to spend more time at home. Difficulties in childcare and normative regulation of children are two other important reasons for feeling stressed, thus showing male difficulties in dealing with children and in finding a place for themselves in the family daily life.

Table 13
Factors promoting fathers’ stress at home by index of the weight of professional life, age of the youngest child and number of children

	
	Average index of the weigh of professional life
	Average age of the youngest child
	Number of children

	Difficulties in childcare
	1,0
	3,7
	1,3

	Lack of time to be with family and children
	2,6
	5,2
	1,8

	Normative regulation of children
	1,6
	5,3
	2,2

	Individual reasons
	1,7
	4,7
	1,1

	Lack of time for professional work
	2,5
	2,5
	2,0

	Other reasons
	0,5
	1,5
	1,0

	Absence of stress
	2,3
	4,9
	1,9

	Total
	1,8
	4,5
	1,7


Comparing the association of professional and family dynamics variables with the factors promoting fathers’ stress at home (table 13), we observe that the first ones are more related to reasons of lack of time, both for family and for work (conciliation matters). Family factors such as the number of children and the age of the youngest child point to the effect of the amount of parental work. Family dynamics seem, otherwise, to be related with problems regarding the normative regulation of children and the difficulties in childcare. In conclusion, family structure and dynamics establish a stronger connection with stress caused by difficulties in fathering (caring and regulating the children), whereas professional weight relates mostly to stress based on lack of time for family or work.
2.3. Men and fathers in private life

Women’s participation in the labour force has been one of the impelling forces of change in the organization of family life. As we referred above (section 2.1.), 89% of the wives/partners of the men in this sample works outside the home. In Portugal most of the women that participate in the labour market (the rate of participation reached 65% in 2001, see point 1.1. of this report for more details) do it through full time jobs. This aspect has contributed towards shifting the family model of the male breadwinner and the woman housewife to a family model where both partners contribute to the family income and thus, towards a more equalitarian model of participation in the labour market. However, as Wall (2006, p. 304) explains, the decline of the breadwinner model has given place to diverse and complex modalities of family division of work, that establish continuities and discontinuities with several aspects of the previous models. Therefore, even though at the level of ideals and representations for the organization of family life, the norm of equal roles for males and females in and outside the family has attained a strong social consensus, there is also a diversity of normative ideals about the meanings of this equality. For instance, equality can mean equivalent roles in and outside the family with both partners being responsible for the family income, housework and childcare; a partial differentiation where the woman works outside the home but has a less demanding professional trajectory and does more housework and childcare; or a total differentiation and segregation of gender roles in the family (Wall and Guerreiro, 2005). At the level of the practices of division of family work, most studies show that, in general, men are participating more in family work, especially in childcare, but their contribution is normally more confined only to some tasks and women still do and take responsibility for most family work (Coltrane, 2000; Wall and Guerreiro, 2005).

Besides being an indicator of gender relations within the family and in parenthood, men’s participation in childcare has also been used as an indicator of the father’s involvement and assumption of responsibilities in parenthood. At the level of gender relations in parenthood the term of co-parenting has begun to be used as an implicit equalitarian ideal of parenthood based on shared parenting and also as a definition of it. As Daly (2004,) points out: “Implicit in the idea of shared parenting is an expectation of interchangeability. This belief follows the reasoning that equality involves the ability to seamlessly move between mothering and fathering in a way that involves caring, nurturing, genderless parenting.” This author also explains that, even though the commitment to co-parenting and sharing of responsibilities are very important goals, complementarity stresses a viewpoint that sees: “(…) women and men as steeped in different gender traditions, having inherited different legacies in their own families, inhabiting different bodies and recognizing different strengths and contributions that they can make to co-parenting” (Daly, 2004, p.7, italics of the author).
One of the first conceptualisations of fathers’ involvement was the one proposed by Lamb et al. (1987), who pictures parental involvement as the interrelations of three distinct categories: engagement (parent interacts with children in one-on-one activities such as playing, feeding, etc.); accessibility (parent physically and psychologically available to children); and responsibility (parent assumes responsibility for welfare and care of children, making childcare arrangements, knowing when the child needs to go to the doctor, etc.). 

Although this proposal was used for a large body of research on father involvement (Marsiglio, 2000), it was criticized for limiting the paternal involvement conceptualization and operationalisation to temporal and readily observable events (like the time diaries) and for leading to an unidimensional view of this concept (Schoppe-Sullivan et al, 2004 ; Day and Lamb, 2004). As Schoppe-Sullivan et al. (2004) explain, authors like Palkovitz  (1999) argued that paternal involvement should be conceptualized as a multidimensional construct (consisting of separate aspects reflecting different aspects of men’s fathering), which in addition to the observable behavioral components more often studied in research on fatherhood, should include affective, cognitive, and ethical components
.  The majority of the research based on the involvement conceptualization was developed in the USA and worked mainly with the first two categories of the concept (engagement and accessibility). The category of responsibility remained mainly as an implicit or unexplored dimension in fatherhood studies on involvement.

 More recently, some studies of fatherhood and parenthood based on the concept of responsibility emerged in European research. Within this literature, responsibility is defined not in juridical terms (repair and imputation) but as the ability to take into account the needs of the other (Cicchelli and Maunaye, 2001), or as Singly defines it: “the responsibility consists in transforming a position, a place, as institutional constrain in a personal commitment” (2000, p.22).

 Following Singly’s definition of responsibility, Modak and Palazzo (2002) developed a study of models of parental responsibility and of fatherhood, which through the analysis of the sexual division of parental work, concluded that in a social context where paternal roles are fewer and less defined by their statutory and institutional dimensions, parental responsibility is also, at least in part, the result of an interpretation of the person who is responsible. Therefore, these authors consider that the conditions by which men and women within the couple define and negotiate their professional, domestic and parental roles are the main determinants of the ways in which parental responsibility is built, by those means also defining the father’s place in parenthood.
Our data allow us to observe several dimensions of men’s participation in family and parenthood, according to the theoretical framework of involvement. We will, therefore, analyze daily involvement in childcare and house work, but also the gender sharing of responsibilities towards children and the allocation of free time in fathering activities.
2.3.1. Men’s and fathers’ participation in “private work”

Looking at the domestic tasks in which men of the sample participate more (table 17) we can see that “shopping” and “paying bills” are the ones men do more often, immediately after tasks like “washing the dishes and preparing the table”, which more than 50% of men participate in.  “Cooking” and “cleaning” are tasks less participated in, even though cooking is participated in by 39, 7% of the men. “Doing the laundry” is a task that few men do.

So, mainly, these men participate more in outdoor or bureaucratic tasks, and emerge more as “helpers” than as partners who share in equal terms the responsibilities of domestic work. Nevertheless, the data also reveals that a significant percentage of men are participating in house chores.

Concerning childcare, table 17 shows that at the present moment of men’s lives, they participate more in “looking after the children” and in “putting the children to bed”, with 58,7% participating in the first task and 52,4% in the second. “Taking and fetching the children from school” and “feeding the children” are also tasks that 49,2% of men usually do.  “Bathing the children” is a kind of childcare less participated in by men, although 44,8% does participate, as is “dressing the children”, which is the childcare task less participated in by men.

Table 17

Male participation in domestic chores and childcare at present

	
	Type of tasks done with men’s participation
	% of men participating in each task 

	Shopping
	12,8
	69,8

	Paying bills
	11,7
	63,5

	Look after the children
	10,8
	58,7

	Put the children to bed
	9,6
	52,4

	Wash the dishes, prepare the table
	9,3
	50,8

	Taking and  fetching the children from school
	9,0
	49,2

	Feed the children
	9,0
	49,2

	Bathing the children
	8,2
	44,4

	Cooking
	7,3
	39,7

	Dressing up the children
	5,8
	31,7

	Cleaning
	3,8
	20,6

	Doing the laundry
	2,6
	14,3

	
	100,0
	


However, to understand more deeply fathers’ participation in childcare we will look at the division of parental work when the children were small. As referred earlier (in section 2.1.) we added a question about “who did what when the children were small” to better understand the fathers’ trajectory in childcare doing. This change was based on a theoretical assumption that sees fatherhood (and parenthood in general) as a social learned process and parental behaviours as related not only to the family’s social context but also to the internal dynamics of family life. 

In table 18 we can see that when children were small the father only did 5% of the childcare (specified in table 19) by himself, while 34% of the tasks were done by the mother alone. However, the father participated significantly, because 59,6% of childcare tasks were shared between both parents.
Table 18

% of childcare tasks (all 11 tasks) done by the father, the mother and shared by both when children were small

	Father
	5,0

	Mother
	34,0

	Father and mother
	59,6

	Other
	1,4

	Total
	100,0


Looking further into these results, table 19 shows that fathers’ perceptions about their involvement in childcare underline shared child caring. The exception is found in “doing the children’s laundry”, and “choosing the clothes and dressing the children”. The most shared tasks are: “looking after”, “changing diapers”, “feeding”, “put to sleep” and “taking care in sickness” and “taking to the doctor”. Mothers do all the tasks more by themselves.  A small number of fathers does some childcare tasks by themselves and these tasks are, mainly, “getting up during the night” and “putting children to sleep” (12,5% each). An even smaller number of fathers “takes their children to the doctor” (6,3%) or “prepares the food for the children” (4,8%). 


Table 19

Childcare tasks done by the father, the mother and shared by both when children were small

	
	% of fathers doing each task
	% of mothers doing each task
	% of fathers and mothers sharing each task

	To get up during the night
	12,5
	32,8
	54,7

	Change diapers
	
	21,9
	78,1

	Prepare children’s food
	4,8
	50,8
	42,9

	Feeding
	3,1
	20,3
	76,6

	Do the laundry
	
	78,1
	12,5

	Bathing
	9,4
	26,6
	62,5

	Put to sleep
	12,5
	17,2
	70,3

	Choose the clothes and dress the children
	1,6
	68,8
	29,7

	Look after the children
	1,6
	10,9
	84,4

	Taking care in sickness
	3,1
	25,0
	71,9

	Taking to the doctor
	6,3
	21,9
	71,9


The articulation of these findings with those of childcare at the present (table 17) indicates that there are different profiles of male participation in childcare and, in this sense, of fathers’ involvement in parenthood. While a few of the men are doing co-parenting, others are merely sharing some of the childcare tasks, whereas others are not participating at all in these tasks. On the other hand, it also shows that in the division of parental work between these couples, we may find a gender based dynamic of which, for instance, the low participation in dressing up the children can be an indicator. The findings also show that regarding childcare there is a weak one-to-one interaction between most of these fathers and their children, a finding which can lead us to think that for many fathers the involvement with children is not structured by these childcare tasks.  At the same time a strong family interaction around childcare is underlined by the percentages regarding shared tasks. It is difficult to advance explanations for these familizations of father-child interaction without further information about family dynamics, but there are several possibilities: for instance, one of them reflects the influence of family values, either in the more traditionalist version of familialism, or concerning modernist companionship views of family life. However, our data do not allow us to draw very deep conclusions concerning the involvement of fathers in childcare; it may be that in addition to taking into practice the norm of an effective shared parenting, which can be the case for some of the fathers, sharing childcare may, to many others, have more to do with just being present in family life without further actions. In this last case, they limit themselves to being supportive to the mother, assuming a secondary role in private life.
Table 20 allows us to look at the fact that most fathers (84%) participated more in childcare when children were small than at the present. On the one hand, these data points out that fathers participated more when the load of parental work was bigger and they felt more needed. On the other hand, the participation during the baby phase also enhances the influence of other variables, either internal or external to the family, in fathers’ participation in childcare.
Table 20

Comparison of the participation of fathers in childcare when children were small and at the present (youngest child above age 3) (n=27)

	
	Mean

	Index of father’s participation in childcare when children were small
	0,6

	Index of father’s participation in childcare at the present
	0,3


The index summarizes the tasks done and participated by the father when children were small (11 tasks) and in the present (6 tasks). In order to create a comparable indicator, the number of tasks done by each man was divided by the total number of tasks asked; the result varies, therefore, between 0 (no tasks participated in by the father) and 1 (participation in all tasks). At the present includes mother and father shared tasks.

The fathers’ trajectory in doing childcare (n=27)
	
	%

	Father participated more when children were small
	84,0

	Father participates more at the present
	16,0

	Total
	100,0


Table 21

Determinants of fathers’ participation in childcare at the present (n=64)

Index of father’s participation in childcare (min 0---1 max)

	
	Mean

	Total average
	0,47

	Age of the father
	

	26-34 
	0,54

	35-39 
	0,40

	40-50 
	0,46

	Age of the youngest child
	

	0-1
	0,51

	2-5
	0,54

	6-10
	0,42

	11 or more
	0,17

	Number of children
	

	1 child
	0,48

	2 children
	0,45

	3-4 children
	0,46

	Daily hours of professional work
	

	Less than 8 to 8 hours
	0,54

	8-9 hours
	0,44

	10 or more hours
	0,35

	Men’s self-perception of work as affecting their father’s role
	

	Yes
	0,50

	No 
	0,45

	Pearson correlation with index of Professional weight 
	-0,211, p<0,09


Table 22

Relation between doing childcare at the present and stress at home (n=64)

Index of father’s participation in childcare (min 0---1 max)

	Reasons for stress at home
	Mean

	Difficulties in childcare
	0,52

	Lack of time to be with family and children
	0,36

	Normative regulation of children
	0,50

	Individual reasons
	0,48

	Lack of time for professional work
	0,54

	Other reasons
	0,75

	Absence of stress
	0,54

	Total
	0,47


In Table 21 we can see that the younger fathers (with ages between 26 and 34) are the ones who do more childcare. It also confirms that the fathers of the smaller children, aged between 2 to 5 years old, participate more in childcare. Since this is a time when children begin to seek the father’s attention, it may indicate that, in spite of the parental work load, children are also actors who can promote the involvement of fathers and their participation in childcare. The variable “number of children” does not seem to have any special impact in fathers’ involvement in childcare. Regarding the impact of paid work on fathers’ participation, the table shows that the number of daily work hours limits the participation of fathers. Thus, the more hours fathers work, the less they participate in childcare. On the other hand, more than half of the fathers do feel that paid work affects their performance as fathers. 
Table 22 shows that there are two types of main factors provoking stress when the father is at home weaved by the relations established between family and work roles. So, on the one hand, there are factors related to the performance of parental roles in a one-to-one daily interaction with the children, in which the difficulties in “providing childcare” and with the “normative regulation of children” are the main factors of stress as they may affect the organization of family life. On the other hand, the lack of time for professional work is also a relevant factor of stress, showing a divided father between the wish to be with the family and his work responsibilities. 

2.3.2. Men’s participation in “private responsibility”: regulation and education of children

As seen in the previous section, there are different profiles of male participation in childcare within this sample, and we also concluded that for most of these men involvement in parenthood does not take place through childcare. By looking at the issue of parental responsibility, we may argue in favor of fathers’ engagement more through this category than through daily involvement. Therefore common parental roles are greatly defined by responsibility and its sharing. 

In table 23 we can see that the norm of shared and equal responsibilities in parenthood for both male and female is very present in the way these fathers see fatherhood and parenthood in general. Nevertheless, for some men there are roles in which the father has a “special responsibility” and others that are more a domain of the mother, regardless of being shared by both parents. Thus, for 21,9% of the fathers the “economical support” is mainly their responsibility, and for 14,5% the “punishment” also is. For 7,9% of the fathers “teaching children values and life orientations” is also seen as their responsibility. So, some of the traditional institutional roles of men in the family and in parenthood are still present in the ways some of them see their place in parenthood: the provider, the symbol of authority, and the guider. The mother’s main domain of responsibility is “helping children in their studies”, which is a responsibility that implies more routinised actions.

Table 23

Responsibility on education of children (n=64)

	
	Father
	Mother
	Both
	Total

	School 
	7,5
	28,3
	64,2
	100,0

	Social behaviour
	6,6
	3,3
	90,1
	100,0

	Teaching children values and life orientations
	7,9
	1,6
	90,4
	100,0

	Punishment
	14,5
	4,8
	80,6
	100,0

	Economical support
	21,9
	1,6
	76,6
	100,0

	
	
	
	
	

	All responsibilities
	11,9
	7,2
	80,8
	100,0


2.3.3. Men’s and fathers’ organization of free time

As tables 24 and 25 show, the majority of men feel they have free time for themselves; however, they also say that their wives/partners have more free time than them. Moreover, the percentage of men who has more free time than their wives/partners is substantial, indicating that we are in presence of some double-career couples in which women may have even more demanding jobs than men.

Table 24

Who has more free time? (n=64)

	
	%

	The father
	46,4

	The mother
	53,6

	Total 
	100,0


Table 25

Perception of time for oneself and some independent variables (n=64)

	
	%
	Index of father’s participation in childcare at the present
	Index of Professional weight

	Yes
	78,1
	0,45
	1,78

	No
	21,9
	0,54
	1,71

	Total
	100,0
	0,47
	1,77


However, the impact of professional weight and of childcare participation on men’s perception of time for themselves varies in different directions. While childcare involvement is more associated with a no free time perception, professional weight relates more to the idea of having time for oneself. This evidence may lead us to an interesting hypothesis: that men perceive professional time as personal time, ending up by associating it with free time, whereas childcare involvement is perhaps more pictured as a collective work activity in the familiastic framework that seems to characterize Portuguese men. In this sense, family time is not so frequently conceived as individual time. Data in table 26 show us precisely that free time is linked to family activities. Moreover, non-conjugal and individual fathering is much less frequent amongst fathers.

Table 26

Organization of family time (n=64)

	
	% of responses 
	% of cases

	Individual leisure activities
	17,8
	38,1

	Leisure activities with his wife and children
	39,3
	84,1

	Leisure activities with his children
	15,6
	33,3

	Domestic chores
	11,9
	25,4

	Childcare
	15,6
	33,3

	Total
	100,0
	


Table 27

Men’s happy moments at home

	
	n
	% 

	Playing with children and conjugal relationship
	7
	11,5

	“Family well-being”
	17
	27,9

	Meals
	8
	13,1

	“Family –order”
	2
	3,3

	Father-child relationship and playing with children
	23
	37,7

	Individual activities
	4
	6,6

	Total
	61
	100,0


Nevertheless, men’s involvement in family live and in parent-child interaction seems to be even more related to leisure and playtime than to childcare (table 27), an assumption which reproduces other research findings, for Portugal (Aboim, 2005; Marinho, 2006), but not only.

Table 28

The place of children in fathers’ time

	
	n
	% 

	No childcare and no leisure
	36
	56,3

	Leisure
	7
	10,9

	Childcare
	7
	10,9

	Childcare and leisure
	14
	21,9

	Total
	64
	100,0


Table 29

The place of children in father’s time: characterization of the variable

	
	Individual leisure activities 
	Leisure activities with his wife and children
	Leisure activities with his children
	Domestic chores
	Childcare
	

	No childcare and no leisure with children
	14,3
	76,2
	0,0
	9,5
	0,0
	100,0

	Leisure with children
	29,4
	23,5
	41,2
	5,9
	0,0
	100,0

	Childcare
	21,4
	28,6
	0,0
	,0
	50,0
	100,0

	Childcare and leisure with children
	16,1
	21,0
	22,6
	17,7
	22,6
	100,0


As Harrington (2006) explains, leisure activities and playing with the children are areas of fathers’ involvement, which are related to changes in the cultural expectations of fatherhood and to the ways in which men relate to their children.  As La Rossa (1997) documents for the USA, in the 1930’s the image of the father as a playmate emerges as a component of a norm of masculine domesticity, which establishes that, besides being a provider, the man should spend some of his free time playing with his offspring.

One possible way of developing our analysis on fathers’ time is to further investigate the perception of having an individualized relationship with the children. In table 28 we can observe the outcome of the categorization of responses to questions mentioned in table 26, according to the perception men have of spending their free time caring or playing with children in a one-to-one interaction.
Table 30

The place of children in fathers’ time: the impact of family and work variables

	
	No childcare and no leisure with children
	Leisure
	Childcare
	Childcare and leisure with children
	Total

	Total
	56,3
	10,9
	10,9
	21,9
	100,0

	Age of the father
	
	
	
	
	

	26-34 
	55,0
	30,0
	10,0
	5,0
	100,0

	35-39 
	58,8
	0,0
	11,8
	29,4
	100,0

	40-50 
	55,6
	3,7
	11,1
	29,6
	100,0

	Age of the youngest child
	
	
	
	
	

	0-1
	26,7
	20,0
	20,0
	33,3
	100,0

	2-5
	78,3
	4,3
	4,3
	13,0
	100,0

	6-10
	66,7
	5,6
	5,6
	22,2
	100,0

	Number of children
	
	
	
	
	

	1 child
	59,3
	18,5
	3,7
	18,5
	100,0

	2 children
	50,0
	8,3
	8,3
	33,3
	100,0

	3-4 children
	66,7
	0,0
	25,0
	8,3
	100,0

	Hours of professional work
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 8 to 8 hours
	54,3
	8,6
	8,6
	28,6
	100,0

	8-9 hours
	63,6
	9,1
	18,2
	9,1
	100,0

	10 or more hours
	55,6
	16,7
	11,1
	16,7
	100,0

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Professional weight index
	1,9
	2,1
	1,9
	1,3
	1,8


More than half of the fathers say they do not spend any free time alone caring or playing with children; their time is mainly a family time (table 29). One fifth of fathers responds in the opposite way and spends time both caring and playing. In the middle, 10% of fathers only care for children while another 10% only plays, both of them spending more time in individual leisure activities. It is important to conclude that, on the one hand, most fathers do not perceive their free time as fathering time, and that, on the other hand, amongst those who present themselves more committed to fatherhood we observe some diversity of behaviours. In this context, both family variables and work variables have some impact, since men who feel more involved (care and play) can be found amongst those who have younger children and who work less hours. They are also more associated with older men, while the younger men tend to picture their father-child relationship more often through leisure. One hypothesis to interpret these data relies on the impact of the family life course: as years go by men may tend to be more involved in family life. The association of the caring-playing fathers with the ones who have two children may corroborate this idea, also pointing out the social nature of paternity as a learning process.
Table 31

Men’s perception of father-children interaction by the place of children in fathers’ time

	
	n
	Total
	No childcare and no leisure with children
	Leisure
	Childcare
	Childcare and leisure with children

	Global interaction (including emotional categories)
	13
	21,0
	14,7
	14,3
	28,6
	35,7

	Playing and sharing specific activities
	24
	38,8
	41,2
	14,3
	71,4
	28,6

	Sharing specific activities
	25
	40,3
	44,1
	71,4
	0,0
	35,7

	Total
	62
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0


The content analysis of the question “what activity with your children pleases you most?” allowed us to complete these reflections on the diversity of profiles of fathers’ involvement. Men’s responses revealed three main types of conceiving father-child interaction. The majority of men gathers around the idea of sharing specific activities, normally leisure ones, portraying a type of fathering based on special moments and codified times (it is necessary to do something together). Other fathers’ views are centred both in sharing activities and in playing, which is a broader and less ritualised form of perceiving the relationship with children; often, these feelings are associated with fathers who spend their free time caring for their children.  Finally, the minority of men sees this relationship as based on a more global interaction, also linked to emotional and intimate sharing between father and child. Moreover, this valorization of emotional categories to describe the father-child relationship is more linked to men’s perception of their participation in childcare. Global interaction is the one which most implies “spending time” with the children (table 31). 
2.3. Images of fatherhood and motherhood

Social categorizations of fatherhood and motherhood held by men show a wide range of diversity. The content analysis of responses to the questions on the meanings of the terms mother and father, captured various dimensions associated with maternity and paternity (table 32).

Table 32

Words freely associated by men to the terms father and mother:

Results of the content analysis – main categories of response
	

	Father
	Mother

	
	Percent of response
	Percent of Cases
	Percent of response
	Percent of Cases

	Affection, love
	21,7
	61,0
	28,6
	80,0

	Companionship (friend, friendship)
	11,4
	32,2
	8,3
	23,3

	Support and supervising
	4,2
	11,9
	6,0
	16,7

	Recreation -Playing 
	1,8
	5,1
	0,6
	1,7

	Providing
	1,2
	3,4
	1,2
	3,3

	Education, guidance
	14,5
	40,7
	6,0
	16,7

	Joy, personal well-being
	15,1
	42,4
	6,0
	16,7

	Protection
	13,3
	37,3
	7,7
	21,7

	Responsibility
	15,1
	42,4
	7,7
	21,7

	Authority
	1,8
	5,1
	0,6
	1,7

	Cocoon-woman (traces of femininity)
	​-
	-
	13,1
	36,7

	Family organization-woman
	-
	-
	14,3
	40,0

	Total
	100,0
	-
	100,0
	-


Affection emerges as a dominant category in the organization of responses: men used words like love, tenderness, emotion, associating them with fatherhood and, even more, motherhood. Following affection, we observe the importance of more institutionalist dimensions of fatherhood: responsibility, education and guidance, protection, support and supervising. However, the more traditionalist views on the father as a provider and a figure of authority are almost nonexistent. Dimensions of companionship, where the father is a friend and a playmate, are also relevant categories. Fatherhood is associated with joy and personal wellbeing, as well. In conclusion: the contemporary images that Portuguese men have of fatherhood tend to articulate the figures of the caring and affectionate father with the one who supports and guides, but also interacts as a playmate, a companion.
The major differences between fatherhood and motherhood rest on the “naturalization” of gender features. Therefore, affection is more feminised and categories like responsibility, protection and guidance are more masculinised. Motherhood is also understood as a natural part of femininity, much more than fatherhood is a part of masculinity. While men must act as fathers, by protecting, providing, guiding, etc., women are mothers. Even in this qualified sample of men, motherhood is associated with female traditional traces of personality; a cocoon woman emerges as men point out words such as relief, tenderness, patience, sweetness, nest, shelter, etc.. Side by side with this affectionate stereotype of the woman-mother, other traditional configurations of femininity appear, underlining the homemaking abilities of women in cooking, organizing the home, etc. Despite their differences, both images rely strongly on the ideals of a “woman-nature”. Even though the social image of femininity has evolved towards ideals of a woman-individual, traces of gender traditionalism remain in defining motherhood.

In gender differentiation, masculinity depends strongly on the ideal of responsibility as a feature of the adult man. One of the most common arguments is that men are still guided by an ethics of responsibility, which reproduces, although with different meanings, certain traces of traditional manhood. The analysis of the ways by which men defined the meanings of growing up (table 33) shows precisely the importance of responsibility, as three types of responsibility were mentioned by our interviewees: responsibility as identity and to the family, more traditional forms, and responsibility as autonomy, more linked to modernist and individualised values. Moreover, citizenship values also reveal the concern for others as a norm of masculinity, which may represent a more modern version of responsibility and the public man.
Table 33
Dimensions of self-description of men’s adulthood

	 
	n
	%

	
	Responsibility as autonomy
	11
	21,2

	 
	Citizenship values (singularity plus concern for others)
	15
	28,8

	 
	Responsibility as identity
	6
	11,5

	 
	Gender equality
	2
	3,8

	 
	Responsibility to the family
	7
	13,5

	 
	Ethics of success /goal achievement
	6
	11,5

	 
	Others
	5
	9,6

	 
	Total
	52
	100,0


In spite of the fact that these values reflect themselves in fatherhood and the place of men in family life, they did not associate the “adult man” to paternity. Being a father is a category and a role pictured in familialistic terms, for many of the men. This gender ideology may have an impact in explaining men’s difficulties in establishing an individualised relationship with children.

2.5. Types of fatherhood: meanings, involvement and tensions

The analysis of the dimensions of fatherhood displayed by men’s self-evaluations of their roles and performances as fathers, and revealed by a factorial analysis procedure (table 34), shows that we are in the presence of seven dimensions of fathering. These dimensions are not mutually exclusive, but organize the items according to their patterns of association, and allow the observation of seven dimensions of response, which are, in fact, dimensions of fathering:
1) the “problem solver” father, who sees his fathering practices as solving his children’s problems, and values availability (being present when children need him and attending their outdoor activities);

2) the “emotionally committed” father, who feels very close to the children, giving them what they need, and sees fathering as personal accomplishment and a source of well-being; 
3) the “verbal communicator” father, who gives emotional support by discussing his children’s problems, expresses affection and plays;
4) the “guider” father, who is mainly a teacher, but also a playmate;

5) the “tired/frustrated” father, who feels tired and frustrated with fathering;

6) the “breadwinner” father, who associates fathering with breadwinning;

7) the “guilty/absent” father, who feels guilty for not spending enough time with the children.
However, even though all these dimensions exist in the discourses of fathers, they do not vary in the same direction. Some have more importance in the representation of contemporary Portuguese fathers, as the data in table 35 permits us to conclude. On average, the dimension which gathers the highest agreement is the “guider” role, showing the importance of an image of fathers as educators. Emotional commitment and verbal communication are also extremely important, as they appear with values very close to 5, the top of the scale. This trio of dimensions allows for a representation of fatherhood centered on interaction, affection and education, even if the analysis of practices may be at a distance from these ideals. At the bottom of the scale, we find the tired/frustrated father, closely followed by the breadwinning dimension. In short, men do not portray themselves as being frustrated with their fathering, which is associated with personal well-being and fulfillment. It is also of the utmost importance to state the decline of an image of fathers (and men) as providers: fathers should support, but not only in material terms; instead, they have to be engaged in daily interaction and care for the children.
Table 34
Principal component analysis on men’s evaluations of their roles and performance as fathers – Dimensions of fatherhood
	
	Factors

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	I help my children do their homework
	
	 
	 
	0,48
	 
	 
	0,52

	I accompany my children to their outdoor activities
	0,70
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	I play with my children
	 
	0,50
	
	0,52
	 
	 
	 

	I do sport activities with my children
	 
	 
	 
	0,40
	-0,62
	0,46
	 

	I feel very close to my children’s problems
	 
	0,74
	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	I feel guilty for not spending as much time as I would like with my children 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0,85

	I am sure that I offer my children all they need
	 
	0,67
	 
	 
	 
	-0,44
	 

	I have the main economic responsibility for my children
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	-0,80
	 

	I feel tired because of my children
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0,84
	 
	 

	I believe that I am a good father
	 
	 
	0,77
	 
	 
	 
	 

	I teach my children the difference between right and wrong
	 
	 
	 
	0,81
	 
	 
	 

	I get frustrated by my children
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0,65
	 
	

	I discuss with my children their problems
	 
	 
	0,76
	 
	 
	 
	 

	I feel nice when I am with my children
	 
	0,86
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	I am present when my children need me
	0,82
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	My children complain for not seeing me as much as they would like
	-0,72
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0,44

	I often tell my children how much I love them
	 
	 
	0,61
	 
	 
	0,58
	 

	I feel that there is a balance between my role as a father and as a professional
	0,63
	 
	 
	0,52
	 
	 
	 

	I intervene and give solutions to problems that my children encounter 
	0,62
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	I enjoy the time I spend with my children
	 
	0,68
	 
	 
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Eigenvalues
	2,86
	2,86
	2,20
	1,82
	1,79
	1,69
	1,50

	% Variance explained
	14,32
	14,29
	10,98
	9,11
	8,96
	8,47
	7,52


Table 35

Dimensions of fatherhood  (Scale: 1) low……5) high)
	
	n
	Mean

	1. “Problem-solver” father 
	55
	3,90

	2. “Emotional commitment” father  (personal well-being as a father plus proximity)
	62
	4,44

	3. “Verbal communication” father
	54
	4,15

	4. “Guider” father
	62
	4,73

	5. “Tired/frustrated” father
	62
	2,02

	6. “Breadwinner” father 
	64
	2,78

	7. “Guilty/absent” father 
	55
	3,02


Table 36

Types of fatherhood, based on a hierarchical cluster analysis (using Ward’s Method)
	
	n
	%
	Problem-solver
	Emotional commitment
	Verbal communication
	Guider
	Tired/ frustrated
	Guilty/ absent
	Breadwinner

	Companion father
	20
	40,8
	4,23
	4,46
	4,27
	4,75
	2,10
	2,68
	1,20

	Guilty provider
	15
	30,6
	3,22
	4,30
	3,98
	4,53
	1,57
	3,27
	4,13

	Modified provider
	6
	12,2
	4,54
	4,79
	4,28
	5,00
	1,00
	2,42
	3,50

	Frustrated father
	8
	16,3
	3,88
	4,13
	3,79
	5,00
	3,25
	3,63
	3,25

	Total
	49
	100,0
	3,90
	4,40
	4,10
	4,76
	1,99
	2,98
	2,71


A hierarchical cluster analysis allowed us to discover the various combinations of these seven dimensions in order to construct four different profiles, amongst the fathers in our sample (table 36).
The father profile which gathered a larger number of men is the “companion father”: a type of self-representation structured by problem-solving, emotional commitment and verbal communication, all three of the key values of the companionship ideals. These ideals are, in fact, quite transversal to men’s discourses on fatherhood (and on family in general), even if a thorough analysis of involvement may show plurality and diversity in the forms of being a companion for the children.
In second place, we discover the “guilty provider” father, which is common to almost a third of our sample. The most interesting is to see that men effectively tend to feel some guilt for not dedicating enough time to fathering activities, and as this happens they insist a bit more in their breadwinning responsibilities. Of course, in the majority of cases, this is a pattern that does not exclude affection and companionship as ideals, but, instead, results from the difficulties of conciliating public and private lives.
The third profile – the “modified provider” - points out a type of father who values problem-solving, emotional commitment, verbal communication, guiding and breadwinning. This type reunites traces of modernist companionship with the more institutional features which were traditionally attributed to the father as provider.

The fourth and last profile is the “frustrated father”, who defines himself as a guider and a provider, both attributes of traditional fatherhood, in order to compensate for being absent from daily involvement and feeling guilty about it.

Final remarks

1. Main findings of the research
The main objective of this research was to identify and understand the factors holding back men’s involvement in the private sphere, namely in what regards the sharing of parenting tasks and responsibilities. This is a key question to contemporary societies, but it is even more important in the Portuguese context, where men and women are already sharing responsibilities in paid work. Portuguese women and mothers are among the ones who more frequently have full time jobs in the European scenario. The analysis of a sample of 64 qualified and urban fathers revealed that barriers restraining the achievement of gender equality in family life and parenthood depend both on the labour structure, the internal dynamics of the family and the persistence of traditional features of masculinity. The intersection of these factors generates gender inequality, despite the changes that have been occurring in Portuguese society, both in the gender division of work and at the symbolic level of values.
Following this line of reasoning, the first factor to point out as problematic to men’s involvement, is related to the impact of male employment. The gender structure of the labour market is still an important variable to take into account. Men tend to work a large number of daily hours, and thus consider that women have, comparatively, more free time. Professional load increases among qualified men and, namely, among the ones who work in the private sector and feel the demands of employers. However, the relation between time for work and time for the family is not a linear one: it is often influenced by the self-perceptions men have about the division between individual time and family allocated time. It is interesting to notice that men tend to consider work time as an individualized (vis-à-vis free) time, whereas time spent with the family is associated to collective time. In short, personal time has an overlapping relation with work time, thereby pointing to the importance of the professional sphere in men’s lives and self-evaluations. Gender inequalities depend, to a considerable extent, on the gender structure that still persists in the labour market.
Therefore, employment barriers are having an impact in men’s lives, while generating problems of male stress in the conciliation of family and work life. In this sense, an important assumption must emphasize the fact that men are, similarly to women, feeling stress in their daily conciliation of work and family obligations. Lack of time to be with the family is a key aspect of the male stress, as men seem to feel the need or the obligation of spending more time at home. Although, on the other hand, findings may suggest the hypothesis that men feel stress from a gender point of view. Rather than just time factors, for many men it is the struggle to find a place inside the family which matters the most. Reasons for stress emerge from family interaction, as they point out difficulties in fathering practices (doing childcare, regulating the children’s behaviours, etc.).

In this perspective, men’s stress relies, at least in part, on the persistence of traditional traces of masculinities, which tend to be expressed as difficulties in shifting from the breadwinning father to the caring father model of interaction. A major consequence of these difficulties may be linked to the feebleness of individualized relationships between fathers and children; many men place fatherhood in the collective family time and have problems in finding ways of developing a one-to-one interaction with children. They frequently follow the path of the “playing father”: an affectionate one, underlining the distance from authority and punishment, but not always a present one. Against the majority, the model of a caring father also emerges from our findings; some men are trying to develop a “global interaction” with children, merging a wider range of parenting skills and roles. In short, one important conclusion drawn from our findings is a certain diversity of behaviours and values amongst fathers, pointing towards multiplicity in the social construction of fatherhood in contemporary Portugal.
A second line of assumptions concerns change and modernization in values regarding the family and fatherhood, in spite of the persisting inequalities. Today, the model of an affectionate and companion father dominates alongside with the decline of the provider father model, traditionally structured by economic support and authority. This decrease does not mean, however, a total detachment from institutional traces of fatherhood and masculinity. Education, guidance and responsibility are still categories men associate more with themselves than with mothers, still more connected to traditional and “naturalised” attributes of femininity. Nevertheless, an important trend stresses that despite the practices, often at some distance from a full participation in families’ and children’s daily routines, many men express guilt for not being more available to “private” obligations and tasks. One third of the interviewees picture themselves as “guilty providers”, when evaluating their fathering performances, while 16% of men define themselves as “frustrated fathers”. Almost half of the sample appeals to tiredness and guilt, associating these negative feelings to fathering. Such a percentage gives us a clear view of the challenges and problems placed on men in their private lives. These difficulties may well be linked to the persistence of traditional traces of masculinity, which establish conflicting relations with the new models of male care. Men value fatherhood and companionship in family life, but remain attached to a vision of themselves as adults that excludes the “private dimension” from social identity. Being a father is more a familialistic dimension of the lifecourse than a personal goal; paternity operates neither to achieve adulthood, as it was traditionally for women, nor to construct a positive social identity.
2. Reflexions on the “good practices”

In order to follow the rapid changes in values and attitudes towards a new conception of fatherhood and male participation in the private sphere, social policy measures are needed to overcome the difficulties and barriers men are dealing with in employment, family life and social identity. Portuguese social policies have aimed at this transformation, by promoting measures directed to support, not only the mother, but also the father. The reinforcement of leaves for the fathers (such as paternity and parental leaves or the sharing of the breast-feeding leave) and their compulsory character in some cases are representative of these aims.
The political endeavour to diminish the gender gap has been a corollary of pro-egalitarian ideological models of family life and gender relations in Portugal. This model is one of a dual-earner couple, where the woman’s right to paid work and to achieve an individual place in the public sphere is recognized. Over the last few decades Portugal has reinforced the egalitarian model, underlining its specificities in the context of Southern Europe. The differences are generated by a stronger promotion of women’s employment and of the dual-earner model; and also a by a stronger linkage between leave policies and gender equality policy. These characteristics connect leave policy to the “gender equality orientated” policy model in Portugal. Therefore, several measures have been taken to improve the conditions of family-work conciliation (Wall, 2004), namely by developing the protection of women in the workplace and by promoting a more participatory fatherhood. On the one hand, care facilities for children were improved, and, on the other, the enhancement of leave arrangements was guided by the idea of gender equality.
Regarding care facilities we must notice the growth of coverage rates: for children under 3s the service provision covered 23% in 2005; from 3 to 5 the percentage reached 78% of children also in 2005, which is a very significant increase if we compare the present numbers with the coverage rate of only 29% in 1985. Another important measure developed since 2005 concerns the enlargement of service provision for school-age children in primary education, since primary schools are now open until 17.30 (8 hours per day).
During the last few decades several changes were introduced in leave arrangements, improving both the mothers’ and the fathers’ “quota”, as well as the possibility of shared leaves. The maternity leave was extended, from 90 days in 1976 to 98 days in 1995, and afterwards to 120 days in 1999 and finally to 150 days in 2004
.  Paternity leave was introduced in 1995, increasing from 2 to 5 days in 2000, which became “compulsory” from 2004; fathers also benefit from 15 days fully compensated leave to be taken at the end of maternity leave. Parents are able to share the maternity leave (except for 6 weeks compulsory for the mother
), the parental leave (unpaid, 3 months full-time or 12 months part-time (per parent), when children are below age 6) and also the leaves for breast-feeding and childcare: 2 hours leave per day, either parent, when child is under one year; 30 days per year to care for sick children under 10, with replacement pay, increased by one day for every second child and subsequent children; 15 days to care for sick children over 10, with no pay.
In the present scenario the political intentions are directed at developing this line of social measures. Until 2010, paid maternity leave is expected to be extended (to 180 days), from the second child onwards, but with the condition of a more equal gender sharing of the maternity leave. It also intended to promote a stronger development of service provision (coverage rate of 35% for under 3s by 2009, of 90% for 3-5 year olds). In general, these projected improvements reinforce the political lines already followed regarding the ideal of a dual-earner family, better conditions for motherhood and the promotion of fathers’ involvement.
However, fathers’ involvement is dependent on multiple factors, as we observed throughout this report. One major obstacle has to do with gender and masculinity ideologies, which take a long time to change within societies, in spite of the rapid expansion of equality norms in contemporary Portugal. Nevertheless, side by side with the already developing family policies, fatherhood might benefit from other forms of protection, namely with regards to employment conditions and the negative discrimination that can affect men in the workplace. Some hypotheses of family policies to deal with these problems could be to extend the number of days of compulsory paternity leave or to grant men more flexibility in working hours according to the number and age of the children; it should also be clear that the extension of maternity leave would be dependent on the father’s participation. On the other hand, measures to support lone fathers or fathers in post-divorce family arrangements should be a key priority of legal regulation and of social policies: lone or guardian fathers could benefit, for instance, from reduced working hours, etc.  In short, the promotion of positive discrimination measures to multiple types of families could help to increase the pace of social change in gender relations and in parenthood.
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APPENDIX 1

Division of Paid Labour (couples with children), 2000
	Countries
	One bread-winner
	Both full-time
	Husband ft
Wife pt
	Both part-time
	Husband pt
Wife ft

	Belgium
	27,3
	40,8
	28,3
	1,9
	1,7

	Germany
	39,7
	26,1
	32,9
	0,6
	0,7

	Greece
	49,7
	43,7
	4,7
	0,9
	0,9

	Spain
	56,3
	35,6
	7,5
	0,2
	0,4

	France
	36,0
	45,4
	16,3
	1,2
	1,1

	Ireland
	55,5
	27,1
	16,2
	1,1
	-

	Italy
	53,6
	31,2
	13,0
	1,3
	0,9

	Luxemburg
	51,2
	25,7
	23,2
	-
	-

	Netherlands
	32,7
	10,8
	52,9
	2,3
	1,3

	Austria
	32,6
	38,8
	27,7
	-
	0,9

	Portugal
	26,5
	66,5
	7,0
	-
	-

	United K.
	29,8
	28,6
	40,0
	0,7
	0,9

	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: Eurostat, 2002
� See cross-national comparative data on female employment, in Appendix 1.


� This Law introduces several other measures that intend to promote gender equality: the possibility of both grand-parents to share the childcare assistance leave and the possibility of both parents sharing the nursing (breast-feeding) leave.


� A representative survey of families with children (1999) showed that men worked many hours per day, and averaged one hour more than women, In fact, in nearly half of the couples analysed, men worked more daily time than women, regardless of their full-time work (see Wall and Guerreiro, 2005). The gender gap in the load of daily working hours is, therefore, an important variable to take into account.


� This index summarizes four variables: daily working hours, daily time spent from home to work, Professional travelling and dealing with work issues at home. The index varies from 0 (no weight) to 4 (strong weight).


�  Palkovitz identified 15 major categories of parental involvement: communication (talking, listening, expressing love); teaching (role modeling, disciplining, encouraging interests and hobbies); monitoring (looking after schoolwork, knowing who child’s friends are); thought processes (worrying, planning, praying); errands (driving child someplace, picking up needed items); caregiving (feeding, bathing, caring for a sick child); child-related maintenance(cooking, doing laundry, making repairs); shared interests (reading together, developing expertise); availability (attending/leading activities, spending time together);planning (birthdays, vacations, saving for the future); shared activities (shopping, playing together, working together); providing (housing, clothing, food, healthcare); affection (hugging, cuddling, tickling); protection (monitoring child’s safety, providing safe home environment and activities); and supporting emotionality (encouraging the child, developing interests), (Schoppe-Sullivan et al, 2004) .


� Since 2004, women can choose between 120 days with full compensation or 150 days at 80%.


� This measure has had few effects, as the level of parental sharing (0.3%) is very low.
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