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this study is the first to explicitly assess the connections between welfare state spending 
and the gendered and classed dimensions of unpaid care work across 29 european 
nations. our research uses multi-level model analysis of european Quality of Life survey 
data, examining childcare and housework burdens for people living with at least one child 
under the age of 18. two key findings emerge: First, by disaggregating different types of 
unpaid care work, we find that childcare provision is more gendered than classed—reflect-
ing trends toward “intensive mothering”. housework and cooking, on the contrary, dem-
onstrate both gender and class effects, likely because they are more readily outsourced by 
wealthier individuals to the paid care sector. second, while overall social expenditure has 
no effect on hours spent on childcare and housework, results suggest that family policy 
may shape the relationship between gender, income, and housework (but not childcare). 
specifically, family policy expenditure is associated with a considerably smaller gender 
gap vis-à-vis the time dedicated to housework: this effect is present across the income 
spectrum, but is particularly substantial in the case of lower income women.

keywords: care work; inequality; gender; social policy; comparative/cross-national

AuThORS’ NOTE: the authors thank Dr. Pallavi Banerjee for her helpful comments on 
an early draft of this manuscript, as well as the three anonymous reviewers. support for 
this paper was provided by Naomi Lightman’s social sciences and humanities Research 
Council of Canada insight Development grant (File no: 430-2018-00062).  Correspondence 
concerning this article should be addressed to Naomi Lightman, Department of sociology, 
University of Calgary, 2500 University Drive N.W., Calgary, aB t2N 1N4, Canada; 
e-mail: naomi.lightman@ucalgary.ca.

1038695 GASXXX10.1177/08912432211038695Gender & SocietyLightman and Kevins / SHORT TITLE
research-article2021

https://doi.org/10.1177/08912432211038695
https://sagepub.com/journals-permissions
mailto:naomi.lightman@ucalgary.ca
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F08912432211038695&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-08-16


2  GENDER & SOCIETY/Month XXXX

Across countries and cultures, unpaid care work is essential to the 
well-being of individuals and families, as well as to the functioning 

of national economies. Lawson et al. (2020) estimate that the annual 
global monetary value associated with unpaid care work by women aged 
15 and over is at least $10.8 trillion. Yet, notwithstanding this immense 
contribution, as well as a universal need for care at critical junctures dur-
ing the life course (e.g., childhood, end of life, times of illness), care work 
remains “the quintessentially female identified activity” (England 2005, 
383) and, partially as a consequence, is systematically socially and eco-
nomically devalued. Across divisions of class, race, citizenship status, and 
partnership status, women provide the overwhelming majority of unpaid 
care work, and structural inequalities are woven into the social organiza-
tion of care at myriad levels (see, for example, Dong and An 2015; 
Ferrant, Pesando, and Nowacka 2014; hagqvist 2018).

unpaid care work, which includes caring for dependent family mem-
bers and time spent on cooking, cleaning, and other domestic chores, is 
a key factor explaining gendered disparities in income, occupational 
prestige, and upward mobility (Esping-Andersen and Schmitt 2020; 
Folbre 2012). Yet, in addition to highly gendered discrepancies in the 
provision of unpaid care, caring responsibilities are also highly classed 
(Gupta et al. 2015; Vagni 2020). This class dimension is typically 
explained by the fact that (1) higher income households are more likely 
to outsource this work to paid care providers—who themselves are likely 
to be low-income women of color, and (2) the gendered division of 
unpaid care is typically more equal in higher income households (Altintas 
and Sullivan 2016; Williams 2001). At the same time, welfare state 
scholars note that ongoing retrenchment of publicly provided benefits 
and services has led to increasing unpaid care burdens for women, with 
growing disparities tied to class (healy 2020; León and Pavolini 2014; 
Stanfors, Jacobs, and Neilson 2019). Taken together, the literature thus 
suggests that unpaid care work leads to intersectional disadvantages for 
women (Pfeffer 2012; Williams 2001).

The present study contributes to the literature on gender, social pol-
icy, and unpaid care work using survey data from 29 European coun-
tries. We investigate the relationship between gender, class, and social 
expenditure1 (both overall spending and spending on family policy) in 
reducing unpaid care work burdens tied to childcare and housework for 
respondents living with at least one child under the age of 18 years. In 
so doing, we address two key gaps in the existing literature. First, our 
study disaggregates direct and indirect forms of unpaid care work: The 



Lightman and Kevins / Gender, Class, Social Policy and Unpaid Care Work 3

former encompasses face-to-face personal interactions with children 
(“childcare”), whereas the latter comprises auxiliary support for child-
care, such as cleaning, cooking, and washing (“housework”) (Leopold, 
Skopek, and Schulz 2018). We unpack the gender and class dynamics 
at play in these two areas, drawing on research that highlights the 
potential impact of “intensive mothering” on patterns of care across the 
income spectrum (England and Srivastava 2013; Schneider and hastings 
2017). Second, unlike the few existing studies analyzing unpaid care 
work on a cross-national scale (e.g., Altintas and Sullivan 2016; 
Esping-Andersen and Schmitt 2020; hook 2010), we explicitly assess 
the role of the welfare state, investigating how social expenditure and 
family policy spending are connected to the gendered and classed 
dimensions of unpaid care.

We conduct our analyses using data from the 2007–2008 and 2016–
2017 waves of the European Quality of Life Survey. These data are ideal 
for our purposes because they offer fine-grained information on the time 
women and men spend each week on specific facets of unpaid care work, 
alongside a detailed measure of household income. ultimately, two key 
findings emerge. First, by disaggregating different types of unpaid care 
work and analyzing the effects of gender and income on these tasks, we 
find that childcare provision is likely more gendered than classed, reflect-
ing trends toward “intensive mothering.” In contrast, housework, a form 
of care work that is more likely to be considered “menial,” appears to be 
shaped by both gender and income—likely because it is more readily 
outsourced by wealthier individuals to the paid care sector. We find that 
childcare makes up a proportionately larger component of unpaid care 
work for wealthier women, suggesting that time spent educating children 
has become an important means of class reproduction within higher 
income families; this is not the case for housework, however, where paid 
services such as dry cleaners, prepared meals, and domestic cleaners are 
more readily used to reduce unpaid care work burdens by women who can 
afford them. Second, our investigation demonstrates that whereas overall 
social expenditure has no clear relationship with hours spent on childcare 
and housework, family policy expenditure does. Family policy is associ-
ated with a smaller gap between the time women and men dedicate to 
housework (but not childcare) regardless of income level, although the 
size of this effect is larger at the lower end of the income spectrum. 
Together, these results have significant implications for inequality tied to 
unpaid care work within societies. Our findings reinforce the importance 
of robust social spending on family policies to address women’s “double 
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burden” (at home and in paid work) through targeted spending on pro-
grams such as child allowances and credits, childcare support, and single-
parent payments.

GENDER, CLaSS, aND ThE DEvaLUaTION  
Of UNPaID CaRE

England (2005) provides a “Devaluation Framework” as partial expla-
nation for the gendered division of care, whether it be paid (e.g., teaching, 
housekeeping, nursing) or unpaid (e.g., caring for dependent family mem-
bers, cooking, cleaning, and other domestic chores). She notes that “cul-
tural ideas deprecate women and thus, by cognitive association, devalue 
work typically done by women” (2005, 382). This economic, social, and 
cultural devaluation of highly feminized jobs leads not only to low levels 
of remuneration for paid care activities, but also to social policies that 
privilege the “male breadwinner and female homemaker” model—at the 
expense of childcare or financial supports directed at women who stay at 
home to provide care (Lightman and Kevins 2019; Salin, Ylikännö, and 
hakovirta 2018). Thus, unpaid care work, long associated with “women’s 
work” (Coltrane 2000; Pfeffer 2012), can be viewed as “a systemic trans-
fer of hidden subsidies to the rest of the economy that go unrecognized, 
imposing a systematic time-tax on women throughout their life cycle” 
(Antonopoulos 2008, 6).

Existing time-use studies demonstrate that women continue to spend 
significantly more time than men on unpaid caring activities across the 
Global North and South, with estimates typically ranging from two to four 
times greater time investment (Dong and An 2015; Ferrant, Pesando, and 
Nowacka 2014; hagqvist 2018). Most research suggests that over time, 
there has been movement toward gender convergence in hours spent on 
unpaid care (Guppy, Sakumoto, and Wilkes 2019; Leopold, Skopek, and 
Schulz 2018) yet parity between women and men remains elusive. 
Scholars note that this gender convergence has been “asymmetric”: There 
has been a greater decline in the time women spend on unpaid care (due 
to factors such as atomization, declining fertility, the outsourcing of tasks 
to the paid care sector, and increases in rates of female labor force par-
ticipation) compared with the increase in time that men spend on such 
tasks (Ji et al. 2017; Pailhé, Solaz, and Stanfors 2021). This, too, England 
(2006, 254) attributes to the devaluation of unpaid care, which disincen-
tivizes men taking on these tasks as “the notion that these activities are 
inappropriate for men may deter them, and in addition, they lose respect 
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and money for doing so.” In addition, some studies suggest that the gender 
convergence has “stalled” in recent decades (Craig, Churchill, and Wong 
2019; Shu and Meagher 2018).

The class structure, too, has been shown to matter for the relationship 
between gender and unpaid care (Damaske 2020; England 2006). Overall, 
wealthier households perform less unpaid care work than poorer ones 
(Folbre 2012; Vagni 2020), likely due to a greater ability of the well-off 
to outsource this work to paid care providers—providers who are them-
selves likely to be immigrant and/or racialized low-income women (King-
Dejardin 2019; Lightman 2020; Williams 2001). Yet the literature also 
finds that the gendered division of unpaid care is more equal within 
wealthier households (Ferrant, Pesando, and Nowacka 2014; Quadlin and 
Doan 2018; Sullivan 2000). Notably, however, this too is most often 
attributed to reduced hours of unpaid care work performed by higher 
income women, rather than to greater amounts of unpaid care work per-
formed by higher income men (Gupta et al. 2015; Vagni 2020).

Scholarship examining class dimensions across different types of 
unpaid caring activities finds that not all unpaid care work is considered 
equally valuable. Rather, the reduction in hours spent on unpaid care by 
higher income households is driven primarily by outsourcing housework 
tasks that are considered menial, mundane, or “less enjoyable,” such as 
cooking, cleaning, or laundry (Coltrane 2000; Dotti Sani and Treas 2016; 
Gupta 2006). Childcare, in contrast, has demonstrated an opposite trend 
in the latter half of the twentieth century; women across a wide variety of 
Global North countries have increased the time they spend with their chil-
dren, in a development termed “intensive mothering” (Ennis 2014; 
Faircloth 2014). Yet scholars note that this increase in time spent on child-
care is disproportionately found among highly educated and high-income 
mothers, and in activities that promote “opportunities for learning” among 
their offspring (Altintas and Sullivan 2016; Cornwell, Gershuny, and 
Sullivan 2019, 307). As a result, Coltrane (2000, 1225) notes that “it is 
primarily men’s participation in the routine repetitive chores of cooking, 
cleaning and washing that relieves women’s burden.”

Thus, time spent on childcare, as distinct from other forms of unpaid 
care work, has become a status marker differentiating higher and lower 
class households; such class divides in time (and money) spent on chil-
dren are thought to be an important factor in the intergenerational per-
petuation of advantage (Lareau 1987; Schneider, hastings, and LaBriola 
2018). While housework is increasingly outsourced to the service sector 
by upper-class families (e.g., through laundry services, prepared meals, 
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and domestic cleaners), the same trend is not observed in the time spent 
on childcare among high-income families (England and Srivastava 2013; 
Schneider and hastings 2017). Yet routine housework tasks (e.g., cook-
ing, cleaning, and other domestic activities) continue to be highly strati-
fied in terms of both gender and class.

WELfaRE STaTE aND faMILY POLICY EXPENDITURE

Cross-national studies suggest that in addition to individual- and 
household-level characteristics (e.g., age, family composition), national-
level factors also help to explain variation in unpaid care work performed 
by women and men, as well as across income levels (Altintas and Sullivan 
2016; Cornwell, Gershuny, and Sullivan 2019; hook 2010). Among other 
factors, social policies, in particular, are found to play a meaningful role 
in reducing unpaid care work burdens (Salin, Ylikännö, and hakovirta 
2018; Sullivan 2013).

Aggregate levels of social expenditure are a commonly used measure to 
examine how social policies may influence unpaid care work within and 
across countries—often with contingent gendered and classed effects (Van 
hooren 2012). Yet although such studies often suggest that higher levels of 
social expenditure reduce gender disparities in unpaid care work, system-
atic cross-national analysis of these dynamics is lacking (Michel and Peng 
2017; Timonen, Convery, and Cahill 2006). León and Pavolini (2014), for 
example, trace the ways that the 2008 economic crisis led to austerity 
measures and cuts to social expenditure in Italy and Spain, which in turn 
reinforced familialism and increased unpaid care burdens for women. 
Comparing time diary data from Sweden, the united Kingdom, and 
Canada, Stanfors, Jacobs, and Neilson (2019) suggest that Sweden’s more 
extensive social infrastructure diminishes the labor market effects of 
unpaid care: The authors find that fewer Swedish women and men are 
forced to reduce their paid work due to caregiving responsibilities. Finally, 
using European Social Survey data, healy (2020) finds that higher levels 
of social expenditure are negatively related to traditional gender attitudes 
regarding the distribution of paid and unpaid work within families.

The majority of scholars who focus on the effect of social policy on 
unpaid care work, however, suggest that disaggregating social expendi-
ture is crucial to analyzing its impact, with spending that targets family 
needs (e.g., child allowances and credits, childcare support, income sup-
ports during parental leave, sole parent payments) playing an especially 
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pertinent role (Adema and Fron 2019; Razavi 2007). These policies can 
help societies to move away from a “male breadwinner” model and, in 
the process, increase the proportion of domestic tasks carried out by men 
(hook 2006). Yet certain types of family policy programs are likely to be 
especially crucial for the division of unpaid care work. Countries with 
higher levels of provision of publicly funded childcare and father-spe-
cific parental leave, for example, have been found to have smaller gender 
disparities in unpaid housework and childcare (Cooke and Baxter 2010; 
Cornwell, Gershuny, and Sullivan 2019; Salin, Ylikännö, and hakovirta 
2018). What is more, cash benefits provided by governments likely serve 
to equalize opportunities across socioeconomic classes to outsource 
unpaid care work to the paid market (Adema and Ladaique 2009; 
England 2005).

hYPOThESES

Existing literature thus suggests several hypotheses. Turning first to 
probable individual-level dynamics, gender and household income are 
identified as key factors correlated with the time an individual dedicates 
to unpaid caring, with additional variation based on the type of care work 
being undertaken (i.e., childcare vs. housework).

We expect women to consistently provide more unpaid care work than 
men: Research suggests a sizable gender gap in terms of the number of 
hours dedicated to childcare and housework, whether analyzed separately 
or together, and this gap typically persists across the income spectrum 
(i.e., regardless of socioeconomic class) (Dong and An 2015; Ferrant, 
Pesando, and Nowacka 2014; hagqvist 2018). Crucially, however, past 
studies suggest that income nevertheless plays a role. Due to their lesser 
ability to “outsource” caring responsibilities, low-income individuals tend 
to devote more time than high-income individuals to unpaid caring duties 
(Quadlin and Doan 2018; Sullivan 2000).

Yet these class effects are unlikely to be as widespread as the gender 
gap, for two reasons. First, research suggests that the relationship between 
income and unpaid care work is driven by a shift in the number of hours 
that women dedicate to these tasks: Women tend to devote less time to 
unpaid care work as their income increases, whereas men tend to maintain 
a more consistent (low) level of unpaid care (Gupta et al. 2015; Vagni 
2020). Second, we expect class to matter differently based on the type of 
unpaid care. Income is likely to reduce the amount of time women dedicate 
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to (“mundane”) housework tasks, whereas the time they dedicate to inten-
sive mothering tasks, such as childcare, is likely to be more stable (England 
and Srivastava 2013; Schneider and hastings 2017). The effect of income 
should thus vary according to both gender and the type of unpaid care work 
being assessed.

h1a: Low-income women will spend more time on housework than high-income 
women.

h1b: Low- and high-income women will spend about the same amount of time 
on childcare.

h1c: Low- and high-income men will spend about the same amount of time on 
both childcare and housework.

In addition, we expect that the welfare state will shape the impact of 
gender and income on unpaid care (Michel and Peng 2017; Timonen, 
Convery, and Cahill 2006). here, two potential explanations are relevant. 
On the one hand, more extensive social programs and benefits may help 
to insulate women from unpaid caring responsibilities by shifting the pro-
vision of care from families to the welfare state. If this dynamic is the 
central one, then the overall size of the welfare state will be an important 
consideration: More extensive public services and infrastructure (e.g., 
greater public provision of education, health care, and/or other social ser-
vices) may reduce both the quantity of unpaid care work to be performed 
by individuals and the expectation that these tasks should be primarily 
done for free by women (healy 2020; Stanfors, Jacobs, and Neilson 
2019). Thus, from this perspective, greater social policy expenditure will 
be associated with smaller unpaid caring burdens, especially for low-
income individuals, as state policy and social programs replace the family 
obligations that disproportionately fall on women who cannot outsource 
this care.

On the other hand, it may be that caring obligations are primarily—or 
even exclusively—shaped by social policy programs that expressly target 
the needs of families, whether via in-kind or cash payments (Adema and 
Ladaique 2009; Ferragina 2020; Razavi 2007). Public childcare provision 
and child allowances and credits are arguably the quintessential examples 
of why these policies may matter: Not only do they reduce the amount of 
unpaid childcare to be delivered, they also affect the financial resources 
available for families raising children—two factors that may affect time 
spent on unpaid care work and expectations about the gendered division 
of household labor (Adema and Ladaique 2009; England 2005). Family 
policy expenditure, rather than social policy expenditure more broadly, 
may thus be the key factor shaping gendered and classed dynamics.
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In either scenario, the rationale here is that social policy matters due to 
its capacity to reduce the costs—both in time and money—that are associ-
ated with raising children. however, taking into account additional con-
siderations regarding “intensive mothering” and the relative stability of 
childcare highlighted above, we suggest that the welfare state may be 
especially well placed to help low-income women reduce the amount of 
time they spend on indirect forms of unpaid care work in particular. This 
is explained by the fact that (1) regardless of whether or not the social 
spending is directly targeted at families, cash benefits, on their own, are 
likely inadequate to cover substantive amounts of paid childcare, and (2) 
for some women, using any government-provided cash benefit on child-
care provision may be culturally unacceptable or less preferable, as com-
pared with subsidizing their daily routinized tasks of cooking and cleaning 
(e.g., by buying meals or purchasing equipment/supplies to cut down on 
time spent cleaning). Crucially, however, we expect this dynamic to be 
classed as well, because for higher income families, any cash benefit is 
unlikely to make as large a difference in the resources they can allocate to 
outsourcing unpaid care.

h2a: Greater social expenditure will be associated with a reduction in the amount 
of time women spend on housework, but not childcare.

h2b: Greater family-policy expenditure will be associated with a reduction in the 
amount of time women spend on housework, but not childcare.

h2c: Social expenditure (overall and targeted to families) will be associated with 
a greater reduction in unpaid care work for low-income women than for high-
income women.

DaTa

To test these hypotheses, we use data from 29 European countries that 
participated in the 2007–2008 and 2016–2017 waves of the European 
Quality of Life Survey (European Foundation for the Improvement of 
Living and Working Conditions 2018). These surveys were commissioned 
by the European union’s (Eu) Eurofound Agency, using in-person inter-
views carried out with a random selection of the adult population. We 
restrict our data set to the second and fourth waves of the survey to have 
access to the required survey weights and key variables.

Given our interest in family-related care obligations, we focus our 
analysis on those respondents living with at least one child below the age 
of 18 years. The sample thus includes all individuals, both partnered and 
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non-partnered, who were living with either a child or a stepchild under 18. 
After removing observations with missing survey data for any of the 
required variables (22 percent of the larger sample), we are left with a 
total of 10,403 respondents (see Online Appendix Table A1 for a break-
down of the distribution of respondents across countries and waves).

Dependent variable

Our investigation is centered on responses to two survey questions that 
assess time dedicated to unpaid caring activities. Specifically, respondents 
were asked “On average, how many hours per week are you involved in 
any of the following activities outside of paid work?” We focus on the two 
activities that were consistent across the second and fourth wave: “Caring 
for and/or educating your children,” capturing direct forms of childcare, 
and “Cooking and/or housework,” capturing indirect forms of care that 
are a corollary to having childcare responsibilities. Responses are top 
coded at 120 hours per week, to limit the risk that spurious outliers influ-
ence our results, and we exclude from the sample any respondent who 
replied “don’t know” or declined to answer either item.

We analyze responses to these questions first by looking at the total 
number of hours that respondents report spending on both types of unpaid 
care, and then by disaggregating the two components. Within our sample 
of adult parents living with at least one child under 18, a mean of 27 hours 
was dedicated per week to caring for and/or educating children (“child-
care”), while a mean of 13 hours was dedicated to cooking and/or house-
work (“housework”). The mean total number of hours spent on unpaid 
care work per week, in turn, is 40.2 We note that just 6.5 percent of fathers 
and 1 percent of mothers in our sample declared that they spent zero hours 
per week on unpaid care work on average.

Figure 1 illustrates the mean time dedicated to unpaid care work in our 
pooled sample (across countries), presenting a gender-based breakdown 
across a variety of social characteristics. Limiting our focus to statistically 
significant differences,3 results suggest that higher income is broadly cor-
related with less time spent on unpaid care work among women (with a 
substantive division between the bottom and top half of the income distri-
bution), but not among men. Education, place of birth, and living with a 
spouse, in turn, appear to matter for both men and women, although in 
opposite directions: Women with tertiary education tend to perform less 
unpaid care work than less-educated women, yet their male counterparts 
tend to perform more; whereas women with a spouse or those who were 
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FIguRE 1: Mean Weekly Hours Spent on unpaid Care Work, by gender and 
Various Social Characteristics
Note: eU = european Union.

born outside of the Eu tend to perform more unpaid care work than those 
without a spouse or those who were born inside the Eu, while their 
respective male counterparts tend to perform less. Younger male and 
female respondents (those aged 18–39 years) are also more likely to spend 
more time doing unpaid care work. Finally, employment status also often 
matters for both men and women, although not all of the categories are 
statistically distinguishable from one another.

Explanatory variables

At the individual level, our main explanatory variables are gender and 
income. The gender split in the sample is 52.4 percent women and 47.6 
percent men. Income, in turn, is measured using a question asking 
respondents to record their net monthly household income; responses 
were then equivalized to account for cross-country differences in purchas-
ing power and converted into country-specific percentile values.
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To provide an initial indication of how these variables might matter to 
our investigation, Figure 2 illustrates the mean weekly number of hours 
spent providing unpaid care, broken down by care type, gender, and 
income quartile. Several patterns are worth noting. First, across all gender 
and income groups, childcare makes up the majority of time dedicated to 
unpaid caring. Second, female respondents devote around twice as much 
time to unpaid caring as their male counterparts, regardless of income 
level, with an especially large gap among lower income individuals. 
Third, women with higher household income spend less time on unpaid 
care work than their poorer counterparts, whereas men dedicate similar 
amounts of time regardless of income level. Finally, childcare makes up a 
proportionately larger component of unpaid care work for wealthier 
women, at 67.0 percent for women in the fourth quartile, compared with 
64.9 percent for women in the first quartile. There is no similar pattern 
among men, who consistently dedicate just over 70 percent of their unpaid 
care work to childcare, regardless of income level.

To address the impacts of macro-level social policies, our full analysis 
also includes variables capturing either overall social expenditure or fam-
ily policy expenditure (e.g., Cornwell, Gershuny, and Sullivan 2019; 

FIguRE 2: Time Spent on unpaid Care Work, by Income, gender, and Care 
Type
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hook 2010; Salin, Ylikännö, and hakovirta 2018). The full models thus 
account for the potential relevance of overall welfare effort, operational-
ized using total social policy expenditure; or targeted welfare effort, using 
the “family” subcategory of social policy expenditure, which includes 
government spending on “child allowances and credits, childcare support, 
income support during leave, [and] single parent payments” (Adema and 
Fron 2019).4 Testing the two measures allows for both a broader and a 
narrower analysis of the relationship between social policy spending and 
hours spent on unpaid care, as well as the associated gendered and classed 
dimensions—for instance, unpacking whether social expenditure dimin-
ishes unpaid caring burdens, and for whom it might do so. These national-
level data are all drawn from the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation 
and Development’s SOCX (Social Expenditure) database (see Adema and 
Fron 2019).5

Figure 3 provides an initial indication of how social expenditure could 
be shaping gender’s impact on unpaid care work. Dividing the sample by 
gender, the figure illustrates the relationship between social expenditure 
and the (weighted) mean number of total hours spent, per country, on both 
childcare and housework. These bivariate results suggest two key trends: 
(1) higher social expenditure is associated with fewer hours spent on 
unpaid care work, although this relationship is stronger for women than 
for men, and (2) the gender gap is predominant across all 29 countries in 
our sample. Figure 3 thus provides broad preliminary evidence of the 
gendered dynamic of social expenditure vis-à-vis unpaid care burdens.

At the same time, however, Figure 3 also highlights considerable cross-
country variation. This is seen not only in levels of social expenditure 
(which range from 12.3 percent of gross domestic product (GDP) in 
Latvia to 29.9 percent of GDP in France), but also in the number of hours 
spent on unpaid care work. For both women and men, we see that some 
countries are marked by particularly high (e.g., Ireland, the Netherlands) 
or low (e.g., Portugal, Slovakia) amounts of time dedicated to unpaid car-
ing. We also see considerable variation in the size of the gender gap, 
which ranges from 14.3 hours in Denmark to 40.0 hours in the Czech 
Republic. (For further information on the distribution of unpaid care work 
across countries, including the gender and income breakdown, see Online 
Appendix Figure A1.)

Control variables

Our models also include a standard set of control variables. At the indi-
vidual level, we follow past scholarship (e.g., Altintas and Sullivan 2016; 
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FIguRE 3: Social Expenditure and Average Time Spent on unpaid Care 
Work, by Country and gender
Note: GDP = gross domestic product.

Esping-Andersen and Schmitt 2020; Salin, Ylikännö, and hakovirta 
2018) and incorporate controls for the basic demographic and socioeco-
nomic factors that have been tied to time spent on unpaid care work: age 
(in years); education, split into a three-part categorization (lower second-
ary or below, upper secondary or postsecondary, and tertiary education); 
migration background, accounting for both immigration status (respond-
ent and respondent’s parents born in country, coded 0; born in country but 
one or both parents born abroad, coded 1; born abroad, coded 2) and 
non-Eu origin, as the closest proxy available for race (respondent not 
born in a current Eu member state, coded 1); self-assessed health (ranging 
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from “very good,” coded 1, to “very bad,” coded 5); hours worked per 
week in paid employment; employment status (employed, unemployed, 
homemaker, student, on disability, and retired); and household size (to 
complement the household income measure). Finally, we also include 
binary controls tied to the presence or absence of other individuals in the 
household who might either require care or help to provide it, namely, the 
number of children below 18 years in the household (one, two, or three or 
more); a spouse; a non-employed spouse; a non-related adult; a disabled 
adult; a child below 5 years; and a child 18 years or older.

In the full models, we then add two national-level controls that previ-
ous studies suggest structure the division of unpaid care work between 
women and men across countries (see, for example, Ferrant, Pesando, and 
Nowacka 2014; Salin, Ylikännö, and hakovirta 2018): economic develop-
ment, measured using logged GDP per capita in Purchasing Power 
Standards,6 and economic inequality, measured using the Gini coefficient. 
In both instances, data are drawn from Eurostat (2018), taking values from 
the year prior to fielding in a given country.7

Online Appendix Table A2 provides full summary statistics for the 
dependent and independent variables included in the models.

aNaLYSIS

Our analysis proceeds in two stages. The first, focusing solely on the 
individual level, is based on generalized least-squares models with coun-
try fixed effects and a binary variable to control for survey wave. The 
second, adding in the national-level variables, is based on nested models 
(with respondents nested in country-years, which are in turn nested in 
countries) using maximum likelihood estimation and incorporating survey 
weights. We thus follow current best practices in constructing the multi-
level models (Schmidt-Catran and Fairbrother 2016). All findings are 
illustrated via figures to facilitate interpretation of the regression results, 
with the full regression tables presented in the Online Appendix. Note also 
that standard errors are clustered on countries.

Figure 4 presents the results of the analysis looking at individual-level 
factors alone, illustrating the findings from the regression tables pre-
sented in Online Appendix Table A3. By graphing predicted values, the 
figure demonstrates the expected relationship between income percentile 
(on the x-axis) and hours spent doing unpaid care work (on the y-axis), 
with women and men respondents illustrated separately. The confidence 
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FIguRE 4: Household Income and Time Spent on unpaid Care Work, by 
gender and Care Type
Note: Predictions calculated using the models presented in online Appendix table A3.

intervals, set at 83.5 percent, allow us to visualize statistically significant 
differences in predicted values at the 95 percent confidence level (i.e., p 
< .05; see Bolsen and Thornton 2014 for a discussion of the calculations 
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behind this). The separate panels, in turn, show how this dynamic plays 
out for total hours of unpaid care (top panel), hours spent on childcare 
alone (middle panel), and hours spent on housework and cooking alone 
(bottom panel).

Results highlight a gendered dynamic across all three models, with 
women consistently doing more unpaid caring then men when individual-
level controls are included. Only the size of this gap varies: On average, 
women devote just under 50 percent more time to childcare than men 
(32.5 hours rather than 23.6), but more than double the amount of time to 
housework (17.5 hours rather than 8.5). The role of income, in turn, varies 
by both gender and the type of unpaid care work. Among women, higher 
income is associated with less time spent on unpaid care work (in total) 
and on housework—suggesting that this care is outsourced to paid indi-
viduals in scenarios of relatively greater wealth; its relationship to hours 
dedicated to childcare, by contrast, is not statistically significant. This 
reflects the expectations laid out in h1a and h1b, and reinforces prior 
research on “intensive mothering” among wealthier populations (Ennis 
2014; Faircloth 2014). In contrast to h1c, however, income has a statisti-
cally significant association with the time men spend on housework, with 
higher income associated with a modestly higher number of hours spent 
doing these tasks (we return to this finding below). Finally, income has no 
discernible impact for men when it comes to the number of hours spent on 
childcare or the total amount of time dedicated to overall unpaid caring.

As for the control variables, we see three clusters of significant effects. 
First, various factors seem to matter regardless of the measure of unpaid 
care work that we analyze (i.e., overall, childcare, or housework): namely, 
the number of hours worked, household size, and whether or not one is a 
homemaker, lives with a parent, has a non-employed spouse, or is them-
selves unemployed. Second, a series of other variables matter for the 
overall measure of unpaid care and for childcare, but not for housework: 
age, education, immigration status, age of children (under 5, or 18 and 
above), and the survey wave. Finally, several other factors appear only to 
shape the number of hours spent on housework: namely, being a student, 
living with a non-related adult (who is not one’s spouse), and self-assessed 
health. These patterns are relatively consistent across all of our subse-
quent analyses and broadly reflect findings from existing research.8

Next, we address h2 and examine the extent to which these dynamics 
vary based on welfare state spending. For our first step in this analysis, we 
add overall social expenditure to the interaction between gender and 
income (see Online Appendix Table A4). Results suggest that the same 
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relationships between gender and income seen in Figure 4 are present 
after controlling for welfare state expenditure; the sole exception is that 
the positive relationship between income and the amount of time men 
spend on housework no longer attains statistical significance. Results also 
indicate, however, that total social expenditure has no clear association 
with hours spent on childcare and housework, whether we examine these 
direct and indirect care burdens individually or together. Findings thus do 
not support h2a.

Our final step in the analysis examines the role of targeted (family 
policy) expenditure on unpaid care work, with an interaction between 
gender, income, and family policy expenditure (see Online Appendix 
Table A5). Controlling for disaggregated expenditure in this way reveals 
several pertinent findings. First, gender and income continue to matter for 
unpaid care work, as it did after adding overall social expenditure to the 
model—with a large gender gap and a clear income effect on the amount 
of time women spend on housework. Second, while family policy expend-
iture does not shape time spent on caring for childcare, it is associated 
with fewer hours spent on housework (thus supporting h2b). A similar, 
albeit weaker, link is found when we look at the total amount of time spent 
on unpaid care.

Figure 5 presents the key results from the housework model. The graph 
shows the relationship between family policy expenditure (on the x-axis, 
illustrated between the fifth and 95th percentile values to exclude extreme 
values) and the size of the gender gap (on the y-axis), illustrating this 
dynamic for a low (10th percentile) and high (90th percentile) income 
level. The two panels thus present the predicted marginal effect of gender 
on the number of hours spent on housework, with 95 percent confidence 
intervals.

Results suggest that family policy expenditure is associated with a 
smaller gap between the time women and men dedicate to housework, 
regardless of household income level. Yet even though family policy 
expenditure is correlated with a smaller gender gap on housework across 
the income spectrum, the predicted marginal effect is greater at lower 
levels of income: Comparing average women and men at different 
income levels, we find a drop in the gender gap from 14.8 to 6.7 (pre-
dicted) hours at the 10th percentile of the income distribution, compared 
with a drop from 9.8 to 4.5 (predicted) hours at the 90th percentile of the 
income distribution. While the two reductions are proportionately simi-
lar, the predicted effect is larger at lower income levels—suggesting 
larger time “savings” for women in these households. We therefore see a 
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FIguRE 5: Family Policy Expenditure and Size of the Housework gender 
gap, at Low (10th Percentile) and High (90th Percentile) Household Income
Note: Predictions calculated using the “Housework” model presented in online Appendix 
table A5.

clear gendered and classed dynamic in unpaid housework: Family policy 
expenditure is associated with lighter unpaid housework burdens for 
women at all income levels, but this relationship is stronger for low-
income women. Because this finding is limited to family policy expend-
iture (and is not found for social expenditure more broadly), our results 
suggest only partial support for h2c.

We confirm the robustness of these findings in several ways. For both 
the individual-level only and the full multi-level models, we examine 
whether results were driven by potential outliers (using remove-one jack-
knife tests). For the full models, we also conduct all of the analyses (1) 
excluding survey weights and (2) allowing the slopes of our key individ-
ual-level variables to differ across countries and waves (i.e., incorporat-
ing random slopes for gender and income into the models); this latter 
analysis allows us to account for additional variation in the effect of 
gender and income on unpaid care work across countries, as driven by 
cross-country differences that are unaccounted for in the model (e.g., 
culture, gender/social norms). As Online Appendix Tables A6 to A12 
demonstrate, all major findings remain unaffected. The only exception is 
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in the individual-level regression analysis, where the positive effect of 
income on the time men dedicate to housework no longer attains statisti-
cal significance—a result that nevertheless reflects findings from the full 
multi-level models presented above.9

DISCUSSION aND CONCLUSION

In this article, we examined how gender, class, and national social 
expenditure (both overall and specifically on family policy) may shape the 
time individuals spend on unpaid childcare and housework. Building on 
existing large-scale and cross-national studies analyzing unpaid care (e.g., 
Altintas and Sullivan 2016; Esping-Andersen and Schmitt 2020; hook 
2010), we used England’s (2005) Devaluation Framework to assess the 
gendered and classed dimensions of unpaid care, as well as the role wel-
fare states might play in diminishing care inequalities.

Our analysis relied on multi-level models using the 2007–2008 and 
2016–2017 waves of the European Quality of Life Survey. Examining 
respondents living with at least one child below the age of 18 years across 
29 European nations, two major findings emerged. First, we demonstrated 
the importance of disaggregating different types of unpaid care work, sup-
porting prior arguments that not all unpaid care work is perceived equally. 
In the case of childcare provision, we found that the divides were more 
gendered than classed. This result supports scholarship about “intensive 
mothering” (e.g., England and Srivastava 2013; Schneider and hastings 
2017), which suggests that although time spent on childcare has been 
increasing among all parents, it has increased disproportionately for moth-
ers within higher income households, since it serves as an important means 
of class reproduction (Ennis 2014; Lareau 1987). Our findings thus rein-
force prior research suggesting that after-work-hours childcare is not being 
readily outsourced among highly educated and high-income mothers (even 
though many could easily afford to do so). This is typically attributed to 
shifting perceptions about the needs of children, cultural orientations toward 
mothering, and growing demands to provide children with a competitive 
advantage (Altintas and Sullivan 2016; Dotti Sani and Treas 2016; Nelson 
2010). As Faircloth (2014) notes, this has led to mothers taking on a “God-
like” role, and investing ever more time, energy, and material resources to 
ensure that the future opportunities of their offspring are maximized.

Conversely, in the case of housework and cooking, we found that time 
use varied according to both gender and household income—likely 
because such tasks are often considered “mundane” and are more readily 
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outsourced to the paid care sector by wealthier women, through services 
such as housekeeping, dry cleaning, and prepared meals (Coltrane 2000; 
Dotti Sani and Treas 2016; Williams 2001). We thus found substantive 
differences in the time spent on indirect forms of care work, with low-
income women spending the most time on these activities. This finding 
provides strong support for the need to disaggregate measures of unpaid 
care work when examining intersectional dynamics.

A major contribution of our analysis is that we provide pertinent 
nuance regarding the role of social policy vis-à-vis the interplay between 
gender, class, and unpaid care work across countries. Overall, social 
expenditure was found to have no clear relationship to hours spent on 
childcare or housework. however, when the focus was narrowed to ana-
lyze the effects of social policies specifically targeted on families (i.e., 
child allowances and credits, childcare supports, parental leave supports, 
and single-parent payments), we found a clear structuring effect on the 
relationship between gender, income, and housework (but not childcare). 
Notably, greater family policy expenditure was associated with a consid-
erably smaller gap between the time women and men dedicated to house-
work; but while this relationship was present at all income levels, it was 
strongest at the lower end of the income spectrum—suggesting both a 
gendered and classed dynamic.

We attribute this finding to several factors. On one hand, family policy 
expenditure often results in more cash-in-hand for families, but likely 
does not provide enough additional funds to pay for substantive amounts 
of childcare for lower income households. On the other hand, cultural and 
social expectations surrounding childrearing may discourage many moth-
ers from reducing time spent on childcare—but there is likely less concern 
about using any increased funds to reduce “menial” burdens tied to clean-
ing, cooking, or laundry. In this scenario, cash benefits can make a more 
substantial difference in the ability to outsource or reduce time spent on 
housework, especially for low-income women.

Taken together, our findings thus provide evidence of the role family 
policy expenditure can play in addressing gendered inequities in unpaid 
care work for all women—but especially those at the lower end of the 
income spectrum. In turn, these intersectional dynamics provide a power-
ful argument against welfare state retrenchment and suggest that investing 
in family policy can have meaningful impacts on reducing inequalities in 
unpaid care, particularly for lower income mothers.

There are nevertheless several limitations to our study, which in  
turn point out valuable avenues for future research. First, the data and 
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methodological approach used here only allow us to highlight correla-
tions; we are thus unable to say anything about the potential causal rela-
tionships and mechanisms that might lie behind our findings. Second, it is 
unlikely that we have revealed the full effects of family policy expendi-
ture. Research suggests that family policies can increase women’s labor 
market attachment, thereby potentially shrinking the gender care gap by 
reducing the amount of time women can dedicate to unpaid care work 
(Ferragina 2020); yet these (mediated) effects are necessarily ignored in 
our models, since employment status and hours worked are considered to 
be key control variables (see, for example, Esping-Andersen and Schmitt 
2020). As a consequence, we are likely missing a portion of family policy 
expenditure’s total effect on unpaid care work. Third, and notwithstanding 
our attempt to factor unobserved cross-country variation into our analysis, 
it may well be the case that cultural differences, for example, play an 
important role driving patterns of unpaid care work. Indeed, this point 
seems especially crucial given research suggesting that policies that are 
not aligned with cultural norms may only marginally affect the gendered 
division of unpaid care (Nakazato 2019). Fourth, because our analysis is 
limited to parents, the results cannot be extended to housework in general, 
as trends within childless households may differ substantively. Finally, 
our focus on disaggregated social expenditure is limited to a relatively 
broad group of programs—namely, family policy expenditure. Future 
work investigating specific types of family policies would therefore be 
especially valuable for further disentangling the relationships identified in 
this study.

To conclude, we note that our findings take on particularly acute sig-
nificance in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, which has fostered 
increased attention to unpaid care work. Early research suggests that this 
health emergency has amplified overall unpaid caring burdens within 
households, due to factors such as remote working conditions, a lack of 
childcare, increased home schooling, and heightened risks to aging popula-
tions (Oleschuk 2020). Although the precise gendered and classed dynam-
ics of this heightened care burden are yet to be determined, emerging 
evidence suggests that it is women who are disproportionately undertaking 
this increase in labor, spurring suggestions that “the coronavirus is a disas-
ter for feminism” (Lewis 2020). The findings in this study suggest that 
reinvesting in social policies that target families may be one concrete way 
to address this growth in unpaid care work, serving as an important step in 
post-pandemic recovery efforts. This, in turn, invites future research on the 
intersectional dynamics of unpaid care work, with particular attention to 
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the caring burdens of Indigenous and racialized women, as a means toward 
reimagining a more equitable use of “human infrastructure” in the social 
organization of unpaid care.
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NOTES

1. Social expenditure is defined here as social security transfers or social assis-
tant grants and welfare benefits paid by governments (e.g., benefits for sickness, 
old-age, family allowances) as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP). 
See Adema and Fron (2019) for further details.

2. Note that all calculations, here and below, incorporate survey design 
weights unless otherwise stated.

3. All referenced differences attain (p < .05) or near (p < .01) conventional 
levels of statistical significance in analysis based on two-way analyses of vari-
ance (ANOVAs) and Tukey’s range test.

4. Note that this measure does not account for the length of parental leave.
5. In cases of missing national-level data, values are interpolated or imputed 

from the closest available year.
6. We follow past work and take the natural log of GDP to account for the 

nonlinear nature of year-on-year GDP growth.
7. The sole exception is with the later Polish wave, where data restrictions 

force us to use social expenditure data from 2014 rather than 2015.
8. One additional control-related effect that comes out in the full analysis sug-

gests a positive relationship between GDP and time spent on housework and 
childcare. Although teasing out potential causal explanations behind this result is 
beyond the scope of this study, several explanations are possible: The correlation 
between log GDP and a third variable may be key, or it could be that trends in 
intensive mothering are more pronounced in higher GDP countries (it is worth 
noting that we only examine European countries in our study).

9. We also performed additional exploratory analysis in response to reviewer 
comments. First, as log GDP and social expenditure are modestly correlated 
(Pearson’s r = .422), we confirmed that the results are indeed robust to exclud-
ing GDP from the model. Second, follow-up analysis suggests that the effect of 
living with a parent is strongest among lower income respondents—although 
we nevertheless find inconsistent evidence of a similar effect among higher 
income men.

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6070-0381
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3172-6632


24  GENDER & SOCIETY/Month XXXX

REfERENCES

Adema, Willem, and Pauline Fron. 2019. the oeCD soCX manual-2019 edition. 
Paris: Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development. https://
www.oecd.org/social/soc/SOCX_Manuel_2019.pdf.

Adema, Willem, and Maxime Ladaique. 2009. how expensive is the welfare 
state? gross and net indicators in the oeCD social expenditure Database 
(soCX). Paris: Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development. 
doi:10.1787/220615515052.

Altintas, Evrim, and Oriel Sullivan. 2016. Fifty years of change updated: Cross-
national gender convergence in housework. Demographic Research 35 (16): 
455–70.

Antonopoulos, Rania. 2008. The unpaid care work–paid work connection. Work-
ing Paper No. 541, Levy Economics Institute. http://www.levyinstitute.org/
pubs/wp_541_OLD.pdf.

Bolsen, Toby, and Judd R. Thornton. 2014. Overlapping confidence intervals and 
null hypothesis testing. the experimental Political scientist 4 (1): 12–16. 
https://scholar.harvard.edu/files/dtingley/files/spring2014.pdf.

Coltrane, Scott. 2000. Research on household labor: Modeling and measuring the 
social embeddedness of routine family work. Journal of marriage and Family 
62 (4): 1208–33.

Cooke, Lynn Prince, and Janeen Baxter. 2010. “Families” in international context: 
Comparing institutional effects across western societies. Journal of marriage 
and Family 72 (3): 516–36.

Cornwell, Benjamin, Jonathan Gershuny, and Oriel Sullivan. 2019. The social 
structure of time: Emerging trends and new directions. annual Review of soci-
ology 45:301–20.

Craig, Lyn, Brendan Churchill, and Melissa Wong. 2019. Youth, recession, and 
downward gender convergence: Young people’s employment, education, and 
homemaking in Finland, Spain, Taiwan, and the united States 2000–2013. 
social Politics: international studies in gender, state & society 26 (1): 59–86.

Damaske, Sarah. 2020. Job loss and attempts to return to work: Complicating 
inequalities across gender and class. gender & society 34 (1): 7–30.

Dong, Xiao-yuan, and Xinli An. 2015. Gender patterns and value of unpaid care 
work: Findings from China’s first large-scale time use survey. Review of 
income and Wealth 61 (3): 540–60.

Dotti Sani, Giulia M., and Judith Treas. 2016. Educational gradients in parents’ 
child-care time across countries, 1965-2012. Journal of marriage and Family 
78 (4): 1083–96.

England, Paula. 2005. Emerging theories of care work. annual Review of sociol-
ogy 31:381–99.

England, Paula. 2006. Toward gender equality: Progress and bottlenecks. In the 
declining significance of gender?, edited by Francine D. Blau, Mary C. Brinton, 
and David B. Grusky. New York: Russell Sage Foundation

https://www.oecd.org/social/soc/SOCX_Manuel_2019.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/social/soc/SOCX_Manuel_2019.pdf
http://www.levyinstitute.org/pubs/wp_541_OLD.pdf
http://www.levyinstitute.org/pubs/wp_541_OLD.pdf
https://scholar.harvard.edu/files/dtingley/files/spring2014.pdf


Lightman and Kevins / Gender, Class, Social Policy and Unpaid Care Work 25

England, Paula, and Anjula Srivastava. 2013. Educational differences in uS par-
ents’ time spent in child care: The role of culture and cross-spouse influence. 
social science Research 42 (4): 971–88.

Ennis, Linda Rose, ed. 2014. intensive mothering: the cultural contradictions of 
modern motherhood. Bradford: Demeter Press.

Esping-Andersen, Gøsta, and Christian Schmitt. 2020. Multi-dimensional couple 
bargaining and housework allocation. acta sociologica 63 (1): 3–22.

European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Condi-
tions. 2018. European quality of life survey integrated data file, 2003-2016. 
doi:10.5255/uKDA-SN-7348-3.

Eurostat. 2018. income and living conditions dataset. Luxembourg: Eurostat. 
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/income-and-living-conditions/data/data-
base.

Faircloth, Charlotte. 2014. Intensive parenting and the expansion of parenting. 
In Parenting culture studies, edited by Ellie Lee, Jennie Bristow, Charlotte 
Faircloth, and Jan Macvarish. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Ferragina, Emanuele. 2020. Family policy and women’s employment outcomes in 
45 high-income countries: A systematic qualitative review of 238 comparative 
and national studies. social Policy & administration 54 (7): 1016–66.

Ferrant, Gaëlle, Luca Maria Pesando, and Keiko Nowacka. 2014. Unpaid care 
work: the missing link in the analysis of gender gaps in labour outcomes. 
Boulogne-Billancourt: OECD Development Centre. https://www.oecd.org/
dev/development-gender/unpaid_care_work.pdf.

Folbre, Nancy, ed. 2012. For love or money: Care provision in the United states. 
New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Guppy, Neil, Larissa Sakumoto, and Rima Wilkes. 2019. Social change and the 
gendered division of household labor in Canada. Canadian Review of sociol-
ogy 56 (2): 178–203.

Gupta, Sanjiv. 2006. her money, her time: Women’s earnings and their house-
work hours. social science Research 35 (4): 975–99.

Gupta, Sanjiv, Marie Evertsson, Daniela Grunow, Magnus Nermo, and Liana S. 
Sayer. 2015. The economic gap among women in time spent on housework in 
former West Germany and Sweden. Journal of Comparative Family studies 
46 (2): 181–201.

hagqvist, Emma. 2018. Toward gender equality in practice? Cross-national pat-
terns of change in the gendered division of housework over two decades. Jour-
nal of Comparative Family studies 49 (3): 355–77.

healy, Amy Erbe. 2020. Gender role attitudes and religious denomination: Con-
text matters. social Politics: international studies in gender, state & society 
27 (2): 282–311.

hook, Jennifer L. 2006. Care in context: Men’s unpaid work in 20 countries, 
1965-2003. american sociological Review 71 (4): 639–60.

hook, Jennifer L. 2010. Gender inequality in the welfare state: Sex segregation 
in housework, 1965–2003. american Journal of sociology 115 (5): 1480–523.

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/income-and-living-conditions/data/database
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/income-and-living-conditions/data/database
https://www.oecd.org/dev/development-gender/Unpaid_care_work.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/dev/development-gender/Unpaid_care_work.pdf


26  GENDER & SOCIETY/Month XXXX

Ji, Yingchun, Xiaogang Wu, Shengwei Sun, and Guangye he. 2017. unequal 
care, unequal work: Toward a more comprehensive understanding of gender 
inequality in post-reform urban China. sex Roles 77 (11–12): 765–78.

King-Dejardin, Amelita. 2019. The social construction of migrant care work: At 
the intersection of care, migration and gender. International Labour Organi-
zation. https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/—ed_protect/—protrav/—
migrant/documents/publication/wcms_674622.pdf.

Lareau, Annette. 1987. Social class differences in family-school relationships: 
The importance of cultural capital. sociology of education 60 (2): 73–85.

Lawson, Max, Anam Parvez Butt, Rowan harvey, Diana Sarosi, Claire Coffey, 
Kim Piaget, and Julie Thekkudan. 2020. Time to care: unpaid and underpaid 
care work and the global inequality crisis. Oxfam International. https://www.
oxfam.org/en/research/time-care.

León, Margarita, and Emmanuele Pavolini. 2014. “Social investment” or back to 
“familism”: The impact of the economic crisis on family and care policies in 
Italy and Spain. south european society and Politics 19 (3): 353–69.

Leopold, Thomas, Jan Skopek, and Florian Schulz. 2018. Gender convergence in 
housework time: A life course and cohort perspective. sociological science 
5:281–303.

Lewis, helen. 2020. The coronavirus is a disaster for feminism: Pandemics affect 
men and women differently. the atlantic, March 19. https://www.theatlantic.
com/international/archive/2020/03/feminism-womens-rights-coronavirus-
covid19/608302/.

Lightman, Naomi. 2020. Comparing care regimes: Worker characteristics and 
wage penalties in the global care chain. social Politics. doi:10.1093/sp/
jxaa008.

Lightman, Naomi, and Anthony Kevins. 2019. Bonus or burden? Care work, 
inequality, and job satisfaction in eighteen European countries. european 
sociological Review 35 (6): 825–44.

Michel, Sonya, and Ito Peng, eds. 2017. gender, migration, and the work of care: 
a multi-scalar approach to the Pacific Rim. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.

Nakazato, hideki. 2019. Japan: Leave policy and attempts to increase fathers’ take-
up. In Parental leave and beyond: Recent international developments, current 
issues and future directions, edited by Peter Moss, Ann-Zofie Duvander, and 
Alison Koslowski. Bristol: Policy Press.

Nelson, Margaret K. 2010. Parenting out of control: anxious parents in uncertain 
times. New York: New York university Press.

Oleschuk, Merin. 2020. Gender equity considerations for tenure and promotion 
during COVID-19. Canadian Review of sociology 57 (3): 502–15.

Pailhé, Ariane, Anne Solaz, and Maria Stanfors. 2021. The great convergence? 
Gender and unpaid work in Europe and the united States. Population and 
Development Review 47: 181–217. doi:10.1111/padr.12385.

Pfeffer, Carla A. 2012. Normative resistance and inventive pragmatism: Negoti-
ating structure and agency in transgender families. gender & society 26 (4): 
574–602.

https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/
https://www.oxfam.org/en/research/time-care
https://www.oxfam.org/en/research/time-care
https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2020/03/feminism-womens-rights-coronavirus-covid19/608302/
https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2020/03/feminism-womens-rights-coronavirus-covid19/608302/
https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2020/03/feminism-womens-rights-coronavirus-covid19/608302/


Lightman and Kevins / Gender, Class, Social Policy and Unpaid Care Work 27

Quadlin, Natasha, and Long Doan. 2018. Sex-typed chores and the city: Gender, 
urbanicity, and housework. gender & society 32 (6): 789–813.

Razavi, Shahra. 2007. The return to social policy and the persistent neglect of 
unpaid care. Development and Change 38 (3): 377–400.

Salin, Milla, Minna Ylikännö, and Mia hakovirta. 2018. how to divide paid work 
and unpaid care between parents? Comparison of attitudes in 22 Western 
countries. social sciences 7 (10): 188.

Schmidt-Catran, Alexander W., and Malcolm Fairbrother. 2016. The random 
effects in multilevel models: Getting them wrong and getting them right. 
european sociological Review 32 (1): 23–38.

Schneider, Daniel, and Orestes P. hastings. 2017. Income inequality and house-
hold labor. social Forces 96 (2): 481–506.

Schneider, Daniel, Orestes P. hastings, and Joe LaBriola. 2018. Income inequality 
and class divides in parental investments. american sociological Review 83 
(3): 475–507.

Shu, Xiaoling, and Kelsey D. Meagher. 2018. Beyond the stalled gender revolu-
tion: historical and cohort dynamics in gender attitudes from 1977 to 2016. 
social Forces 96 (3): 1243–74.

Stanfors, Maria, Josephine C. Jacobs, and Jeffrey Neilson. 2019. Caregiving time 
costs and trade-offs: Gender differences in Sweden, the uK, and Canada. 
ssm-Population health 9:100501.

Sullivan, Oriel. 2000. The division of domestic labour: Twenty years of change? 
sociology 34 (3): 437–56.

Sullivan, Oriel. 2013. What do we learn about gender by analyzing housework 
separately from child care? Some considerations from time-use evidence. 
Journal of Family theory & Review 5 (2): 72–84.

Timonen, Virpi, Janet Convery, and Suzanne Cahill. 2006. Care revolutions in the 
making? A comparison of cash-for-care programmes in four European coun-
tries. ageing & society 26 (3): 455–74.

Vagni, Giacomo. 2020. The social stratification of time use patterns. British Jour-
nal of sociology 71 (4): 658–79.

Van hooren, Franca J. 2012. Varieties of migrant care work: Comparing patterns 
of migrant labour in social care. Journal of european social Policy 22 (2): 
133–47.

Williams, Joan C. 2001. Unbending gender: Why family and work conflict and 
what to do about it. New York: Oxford university Press.

Naomi Lightman is assistant Professor of sociology at the University of 
Calgary. her research examines the intersections between gender, inequal-
ity, care work (paid and unpaid), and social policy. her academic work has 
been published in variety of scholarly journals including European 
Sociological Review, Journal of European Social Policy, International 
Migration Review, and Social Politics. in addition, she actively collabo-
rates with a variety of social agencies and government bodies. you can 
follow her on twitter @naomilightman.



28  GENDER & SOCIETY/Month XXXX

anthony Kevins is Lecturer in Politics and international studies at 
Loughborough University’s school of social sciences and humanities. his 
research centers on the relationship between public policy and public opin-
ion, often with a focus on labor market vulnerability, inequality, and the 
welfare state. you can read more about his research on his website—which 
also includes non-paywalled, open-access copies of his published studies—
and you can follow him on twitter @avkevins.


