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Abstract

Despite continuing progress, men remain underrepresented in childcare, domestic labor, and other
care work. Because parental leave is discussed as a gateway to increasing men’s childcare
engagement, we aimed to gain insights into predictors of men’s parental leave-taking intentions
during the transition to parenthood. Using outcomes on a continuum from behavioral preferences to
more behavior-oriented measures, we examine how masculinity and fatherhood beliefs as well as
social support become relevant during men’s formation of their leave-taking intentions. Planned
analyses of data collected from 143 expectant fathers in Belgium and Germany revealed that the
support men perceive from their partners for taking leave predicts their parental leave-taking desire,
intention, and planned length of leave. Moreover, men’s conception of a prototypical man, especially
in terms of agency, was linked to their desire to take leave. Against expectations, father role attitudes
and workplace support did not emerge as relevant predictors of men’s intended leave-taking. Results
of exploratory analyses suggest that care engagement of peers, expected backlash, and self-efficacy
beliefs additionally play a role in men’s intended leave-taking. We discuss parental leave as a
negotiation process within couples and review the role of men’s normative environment for their
intended leave-taking.

1. Introduction

Involved, caring, and new — these are some of the terms that are frequently used when talking about
fatherhood today. In fact, the shift towards a fatherhood ideal that expects fathers to be more
involved in childcare and to develop closer emotional bonds with their children is not exactly new
anymore but was already observed in Western cultures since the 1980s (Wall and Arnold, 2007,
Dermott and Miller, 2015). Indeed, fathers have increased their engagement in childcare and
household labor and continue to do so (Altintas and Sullivan, 2016, 2017). For example, more and
more fathers across Europe are making use of their parental leave entitlement (Eurofound, 2019), and
roughly a third of fathers in Belgium and Germany takes parental leave (Samtleben et al., 2019b;
Koslowski et al., 2022). Nevertheless, women continue to be more affected by the transition to
parenthood and after becoming a parent often reduce their work hours while increasing time spent on
childcare and household tasks (Abele and Spurk, 2011; Baxter et al., 2015). Women across cultural
contexts also at a young age already have higher intentions than men to take parental leave (Olsson et
al., 2023) and continue to be overrepresented relative to men in actual leave uptake (Koslowski et al.,
2022). A more equal share of parental leave among women and men has been discussed as a way to
promote gender equality (Castro-Garcia and Pazos-Moran, 2016; Meeussen et al., 2020), especially
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during the transition to parenthood when gender-role attitudes and the gendered division of labor tend
to become more traditional (Baxter et al., 2015). In addition, men’s increased care engagement can
have benefits on various levels, for example, for their own well-being, their partners’ career
advancement, and their children’s developmental outcomes (for an overview, see Croft et al., 2015;
Meeussen et al., 2020). Men’s parental leave-taking specifically can lead to fathers being more
involved in childcare later on (Meil, 2013; Almqvist and Duvander, 2014; Bunning, 2015; Petts and
Knoester, 2018).

Various reasons for men’s comparatively low interest in and uptake of parental leave have been
discussed in the literature. Whereas external barriers such as the lack of sufficient income
replacement during leave are often emphasized (e.g., Castro-Garcia & Pazos-Moran, 2016; Karu &
Tremblay, 2018; Kaufman, 2018), a recent examination of young men’s (and women’s) intentions to
take parental leave across 37 nations suggests that individual-level factors such as men’s gender role
attitudes outweigh country-level factors such as specific leave policies (Olsson et al., 2023). The goal
of the current study is to have a closer look at such psychological contributors to men’s parental
leave-taking intentions before birth. By examining leave-taking intentions, we learn more about
precursors of men’s leave-taking and possible pathways for interventions. Moreover, we examine the
different layers of men’s intended leave-taking, namely whether they desire to take leave, whether
they intend and plan to do so, and if so, for how long. We assume that these dependent variables form
a continuum from behavioral preferences to behavioral intentions (Bagozzi, 1992; Perugini and
Bagozzi, 2001) and thus provide more insights into predictors of men’s intended leave-taking at
various stages in their decision-making process. In addition, examining the hypothesized relations
cross-sectionally will provide suggestive evidence as to whether the relations can also be expected
longitudinally. Furthermore, we contribute to the current literature by simultaneously considering
men’s gender beliefs regarding what constitutes a prototypical, ideal man and gender role beliefs
regarding men’s role as a father for their intended leave-taking. Accounting for the normative
environment men find themselves in, we additionally focus on how active support or discouragement
from relevant others is related to men’s intended leave-taking.

A starting point for understanding men’s interest in care roles generally and parental leave
specifically are gender norms and stereotypes (see Croft et al., 2015; Meeussen et al., 2020).
According to social role theory (Eagly, 1987; Eagly and Wood, 2012), such gendered beliefs develop
from observing a gendered division of labor and deriving expectations about male and female traits
and behaviors. Gender stereotypes can be divided into two fundamental content dimensions: agency
and communion (Bakan, 1966; Abele and Wojciszke, 2014). Traditionally, gender stereotypes
ascribe agentic traits and behaviors to men (e.g., being independent, assertive, or competent) and
communal traits and behaviors to women (e.g., being warm, caring, or helpful; Bakan, 1966; Burgess
and Borgida, 1999; Prentice and Carranza, 2002). However, recent examinations of change in gender
stereotypes found that men’s self-descriptions are becoming less stereotypic and that men do
associate themselves with communion (Hentschel et al., 2019). Other findings suggest that women
and men do not ascribe communion more to men now than in the past and that women’s higher
scores on communion persist or have even increased (Hentschel et al., 2019; Eagly et al., 2020).
Given the ambiguity in change of gender stereotypes, an important source of men’s interest in
communal, care-oriented engagement is what they perceive as desirable and normative for their
gender group. We, therefore, examine men’s conception of a prototypical man, the ideal-type
member of their gender group (Oakes et al., 1998; Wenzel et al., 2007). Prototypes, as described in
self-categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987), have conceptual similarity to constructs such as
stereotypes or norms but better capture an individual’s perception of a prototypical member of their
gender group (see Hogg et al., 2012). Such notions of what it means to be a man have already been
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examined from a sociological and qualitative perspective with regard to men’s parental leave-taking
(Brandth and Kvande, 1998; Almqvist, 2008; Johansson, 2011; Schmidt et al., 2015). For example, in
a study conducted in Austria, fathers’ parental leave-taking decisions were made within work-
focused masculinity ideals and depended on fathers’ personal wishes and whether external
circumstances allowed for leave (Schmidt et al., 2015). Moreover, Norwegian fathers who felt like
they did not have to prove their masculinity were more content during leave but also kept strong ties
to their breadwinning role (Brandth and Kvande, 1998). Thus, first evidence of how masculinity is
constructed in relation to men’s parental leave-taking exists, but we know less about how male
gender stereotypes and gender norms contribute to whether men intend to take leave. From research
on father involvement more generally, we know that less traditional masculinity norms are related to
more care-oriented father involvement, such as showing more warmth and using less harsh discipline
(Petts et al., 2018; Shafer et al., 2020). In the present research, we aim to shed light on whether less
traditional (i.e., more communal and less agentic) notions of masculinity are also related to an
important precursor of father involvement, namely men’s intended leave-taking. Thus, we examine
the link between intended leave-taking and the degree to which men associate a prototypical man
with the stereotypic dimensions of agency and communion (Bakan, 1966; Abele and Wojciszke,
2014).

When men become fathers, they not only face masculinity ideals but also ideals regarding
fatherhood. In fact, the father role could provide leeway for men to engage in caretaking as
stereotypes of fathers are less restrictive in terms of communal aspects than those of men (Park &
Banchefsky, 2018; Ciaccio et al., 2021). These differing perceptions of men and fathers are likely
based on the added social role of being a parent, a role that implies some degree of communion and
caretaking. Thus, in addition to examining men’s conception of their gender group and which
attributes constitute a prototypical man, we examine men’s gender role of being a father and their
attitudes towards this role. First evidence for the relevance of gender role attitudes for men’s leave-
taking exists across national contexts such as Sweden, the US, and Germany. Generally, less
traditional gender role attitudes were related to higher intentions to take leave, higher chances to do
so, and longer leave length (Hyde et al., 1993; Vogt and Pull, 2010; Duvander, 2014; Olsson et al.,
2023). However, in more recent research men’s leave length was neither predicted by their own nor
by their partners’ gender role attitudes (in a US context and German-speaking countries; Stertz et al.,
2017; Berrigan et al., 2021). An explanation could be the ambiguous measurement of gender role
attitudes in some of these studies, which mostly included attitudes towards women’s gender roles
(Hyde et al., 1993; Stertz et al., 2017; for an exception, see Vogt and Pull, 2010). Yet, how men see
their own role as a father could be more closely related to their parental leave-taking intentions. In
addition, fatherhood does not have to be defined on a continuum from breadwinning to caregiving,
but men could see their responsibility in and identify with both. Thus, in the current study we
examine father role attitudes towards breadwinning and childcare separately (as suggested by Hyde et
al., 1993).

Men’s parental leave-taking decision is, furthermore, shaped within a normative environment in
which social support (or lack thereof) can signal whether others approve or disapprove of their
communal engagement. As communal engagement is traditionally counter-stereotypic for men, men
can fear backlash and negative consequences, such as experiencing stigma or career disadvantages
for wanting to take leave (see role congruity theory, Eagly and Karau, 2002; Rudman and Mescher,
2013; Miyajima and Yamaguchi, 2017). However, when others signal that they support men’s leave-
taking, this challenges what is perceived as normative and can alleviate such threat (for first evidence
on social support and men’s communal orientation, see Schreiber et al., 2023).
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For parental leave-taking decisions, especially the interactions and support between partners plays a
crucial role. In fact, negotiations are often focused on the partner’s wishes (McKay and Doucet,
2010; Beglaubter, 2017; Kaufman and Almgvist, 2017; for an exception, see Schmidt et al., 2015),
especially when there is no earmarked leave available for fathers (McKay and Doucet, 2010; Castro-
Garcia and Pazos-Moran, 2016). Nevertheless, mothers have been found to encourage fathers to take
longer leaves to achieve a more equal division of childcare and foster the bonding between father and
child (Kaufman and Almagvist, 2017). More generally, when mothers encouraged childcare efforts,
fathers’ relative involvement as reported by both parents was higher, and fathers perceived that they
had a greater say in decisions regarding the child’s health (Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2008; Zvara et al.,
2013). Besides their partners and others around them, men’s normative environment and leave-taking
decisions are additionally shaped by their workplace. As a general trend, organizations are becoming
more supportive of men’s leave-taking (Haas and Hwang, 2009; Brandth and Kvande, 2019).
Moreover, colleagues can be a facilitator of men’s leave-taking as men are more likely to take longer
leave if colleagues have done so before them (Bygren and Duvander, 2006). However, in
organizations that emphasize ideal worker norms (i.e., prioritizing work over family and aiming for
high workload and output), men are less likely to take (longer) leave and report more negative career
consequences if they still do so (Haas et al., 2002; Haas and Hwang, 2019; Samtleben et al., 2019a).

Taken together, we investigate predictors of men’s intended parental leave-taking before birth, with a
focus on men’s conception of a prototypical man, father role attitudes, and social support. As
outcomes, we look at expecting fathers’ general intentions to take leave, their desire to do so, as well
as for how long they expect to take leave (summarized as intended parental leave-taking in the
following). Looking at men’s conception of a prototypical man, we expect communal prototypes of
men to be positively related to men’s intended parental leave-taking (H1.1), whereas agentic
prototypes of men should be negatively related to men’s intended parental leave-taking (H1.2).
Likewise, we expect father role attitudes regarding childcare to be positively related to men’s
intended parental leave-taking (H2.1), whereas father role attitudes regarding breadwinning should be
negatively related to men’s intended parental leave-taking (H2.2). Lastly, we investigate the role of
men’s personal environment in their intended leave-taking. We expect partner support (H3.1) and
workplace support (H3.2) for leave-taking to be positively related to men’s intended parental leave-
taking.

2. Materials and methods

The study was preregistered on Aspredicted (https://aspredicted.org/3HY_17Q) and received ethical
approval from the Social and Societal Ethics Committee of the University of Leuven. We describe
deviations from the preregistration and further included measures in the supplementary materials.

2.1. Procedure and context of data collection

We collected data from men in Belgium and Germany who were expecting their first child.
Participants were asked to complete an online survey around three months before birth®. Importantly,
different national policies for protected paid leave apply in Belgium and Germany. In Belgium, men
can take parental leave (“ouderschapsverlof”) for four months, and this leave cannot be transferred
between partners. Part-time leave regulations are available, but income replacement (provided
through government funding) is comparatively low, with roughly 800€ per month for full-time leave

1 Data are part of an ongoing longitudinal study on men’s parental leave-taking with data having been collected at
roughly three months before birth, and planned measurement points at four months after birth and twelve months
after birth. As the current study focuses on men’s leave-taking intentions before birth and data collection for later
measurement points is ongoing, we only present analyses on the data collected before birth.
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(Koslowski et al., 2022; RVA, 2022)2. In 2021, 34% of leave-takers in Belgium were fathers (vs.
mothers) who predominantly used it as a flexibility measure to combine work and family. Sixty-three
percent of fathers took one day of leave per week, and 20% took half a day per week or one day
every two weeks (Koslowski et al., 2022). In Germany, parents can divide paid parental leave
(“Elterngeld”) of up to twelve months between each other, with an additional period of two months
not transferrable to the other parent. Regulations for part-time leave also exist, and combining work
and childcare is encouraged by an additional four months of part-time leave if both parents work
part-time. Income replacement is higher than in Belgium, with parents receiving 65% of the average
Net income of the last 12 months before the birth (capped at 1800€, provided through government
funding; BMFSFJ, 2022; Koslowski et al., 2022). In 2016, 37% of fathers took parental leave in
Germany. However, in 2018, 72% of those took parental leave at most for the duration of the non-
transferable period of two months (Samtleben et al., 2019b).

We recruited participants through people and places that we expected to be in touch with expectant
parents (e.g., prenatal classes, hospitals, gynecology practices, midwives, shops for baby equipment,
parenting and baby fairs, professional organizations for midwives or gynecologists, companies in
male-dominated industries etc.). Furthermore, we used social media (Facebook, Instagram, and
Twitter) and encouraged snowball sampling. We invited participants to take part in a study on how
the birth of the first child affects the work and family situation of men (and their partners). At the
beginning of the online survey, participants received a detailed information letter on the procedure of
the study and gave informed consent online. Afterwards, we assessed and implemented the exclusion
criteria specified above. Eligible participants then read a short summary of the current leave policies
in their respective countries before completing the main survey measures, suspicion and quality
checks, and demographic information. At the end, participants could indicate special circumstances
of, for example, their work or family situation. Lastly, we thanked participants and asked them for
help with recruiting additional participants. For each referred participant who filled in the first
survey, participants (and others) could receive a 10€ gift card. Moreover, participants themselves
received a 10€ gift card for each completed survey and had the chance to win a family weekend trip
at the end of the study.

2.2. Sample and sensitivity analysis

In total, 171 participants completed the survey who met the preregistered criteria of identifying as
male, being at least 18 years old, expecting their first child, and being eligible to receive parental or
paternity leave. We excluded the data of eight participants from the analyses because they failed
attention or quality checks. We also excluded 20 multivariate outliers based on the MCD75
(Minimum Covariance Determinant with a breakdown point of 0.25), with a chi-square at p =.001
(Leys et al., 2019; see supplementary materials for results including outliers). Among the final 143
participants, 115 resided in Belgium and 28 in Germany. Participants were, on average, 31 years old
(SD = 3.60; range: 25 — 42). Most were married (69%) or in a committed relationship (26%) and
identified as heterosexual (98%; 2% identifying as bisexual). Participants were, on average, highly
educated, with 43% having a university degree, 27% higher professional education, and 17%
secondary education. In terms of relative income, 18% had a much higher income than their partner,
35% a higher income, 23% more or less equal income, and 15% a lower income than their partner.
They worked, on average, 41 hours per week (SD = 7.32), and the majority did not have any
leadership responsibility (66%). Their political orientation was moderate to slightly left (M = 4.56 on

2 A paternity leave of an additional 20 days (15 days until 2022) is available for fathers only (FOD, 2023). As no
equivalent exists for Germany and because of ceiling effects in our data for the intended uptake (almost all fathers
intend to take the full amount), we do not present results for paternity leave.



233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281

a 9-point scale, SD = 1.65), and they were not religious on average (M = 2.48 on a 9-point scale, SD
=2.07).

We conducted a sensitivity analysis with G*Power 3 (Faul et al., 2007) to learn which effect sizes we
were able to detect given a sample size of N =143 (a=.05, 1 - f =.95). In analyses with up to 11
predictors, we were able to detect effect sizes for regression coefficients of 2 =.09 (i.e., small- to
medium-sized effects).

2.3. Measures

Unless otherwise indicated, we used 7-point scales ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 =
“strongly agree”. For measures we suspected to be prone to ceiling effects (and, for consistency, for
those situated in close proximity to them within the survey), we implemented 9-point scales to ensure
adequate differentiation at the higher end of the scale.

2.3.1. Prototypes of men

We assessed participants’ idea of a prototypical man by asking what it means to them to be a man
and to what extent four agentic (e.g., assertive, o = .64) and six communal (e.g., compassionate, o =
.77) traits describe an ideal man in their opinion (adapted from Van Grootel et al., 2018; Hentschel et
al., 2019; see supplementary materials for results excluding items for which no gender differences
were found in past research). We used a 7-point scale from 1 = “not at all” to 7 = “very much”.

2.3.2.Father role attitudes

We asked participants what it means to them to be a father and how they see the responsibility of a
father for his child, adapted from the Caregiving and Breadwinning Identity and Reflected-Appraisal
Inventory (CBIRAI; Maurer et al., 2001; using a 9-point scale from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 9 =
“strongly agree”). Five items focused on physical and social caregiving, with only two items
sufficiently correlated to form a scale (r = .66; e.g., “A father should NOT be very involved in the
day-to-day matters of caring for his child.”; recoded). Four items formed a scale focusing on
breadwinning (o = .65; e.g., “A father has a strong responsibility as a parent to be the financial
provider for his family.”). The results of factor analyses can be found in the supplementary materials.

2.3.3.Social support for leave-taking

We measured the social support men perceived with one item pertaining to the support from their
partner and one from people at work (e.g., their boss or colleagues). Participants indicated how much
support or discouragement they experienced from their partner [people at work] to take up parental
leave (adapted from Schreiber et al., 2023) on a 9-point scale (1 = “lots of discouragement”, 5 =
“neither much discouragement nor support”, 9 = “lots of support™).

2.3.4.Others’ leave-taking, others’ childcare engagement, expected backlash for leave-taking,
expected parental self-efficacy
We included additional predictors in the analyses that have been linked to men’s parental leave-
taking before. Focusing on men’s personal environment, we asked participants how many men in
their surroundings who became fathers during the past years took parental leave (9-point scale from 1
= “very few” to 9 = “almost all”’) and how much these fathers engage in childcare (9-point scale, 1 =
“very little as compared to their partner”, 5 = “as much as their partner”, 9 = “much more than their
partner”). For expected backlash effects, participants answered the item “I worry about being labeled
negatively for putting my career on hold to care for my young child.” (adapted from VVogt and Pull,
2010; Rudman and Fairchild, 2004), omitting a second item due to low correlation (for links to men’s
leave-taking, see Samtleben et al., 2019a). Lastly, we measured expected self-efficacy for childcare
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with two items (r = .82; e.g., “I feel like I will be capable of taking care of my child.”; adapted from
Crnéec et al., 2008). Although general self-efficacy beliefs were not related to men’s leave-taking
(Horvath et al., 2018), evidence exists for the relation between parental self-efficacy and father
involvement as well as parental competence (Jones and Prinz, 2005; Trahan, 2018).

2.3.5. Intended parental leave-taking

We measured men’s intended leave-taking via three operationalizations: desired parental leave-
taking, parental leave-taking intentions, and expected length of parental leave. We assessed desired
parental leave-taking with one item (“I would like to take leave.”), adding two items on parental
leave-taking intentions (r = .88; e.g., “I intend to take leave.”; adapted from Yzer, 2012; Miyajima
and Yamaguchi, 2017). For the expected length of parental leave, participants indicated how long
they expected to take parental leave in full-time weeks (Belgium) or months (Germany). Those
planning to take leave part-time thus recalculated their intended length into full-time weeks or
months. We then calculated a percentage measure, indicating how much of the available leave
participants expected to take (see supplementary materials for results using absolute expected leave
lengths).

3. Results

3.1. Descriptive statistics

Table 1 shows means, standard deviations, and correlations for all predictors and dependent
variables. Notable here are the high means for father role attitudes regarding childcare and support
from the partner for taking leave, suggesting a comparatively egalitarian sample. Moreover,
participants had a relatively strong wish to take parental leave, whereas average leave-taking
intentions were slightly lower. On average, participants expected to take roughly 58% of the
available leave length. Descriptive statistics per country of data collection can be found in Table S1
in the supplementary materials.

3.2. Analytical approach

We first screened the data and checked the statistical assumptions, followed by hierarchical
regression analyses conducted separately for the three dependent variables desired parental leave-
taking (Table 2), parental leave-taking intentions (Table 3), and expected length of parental leave
(Table 4). We used the R package lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) for the regression analyses because robust
estimation methods are available given assumption violations as well as full information maximum
likelihood estimation for treating missing data. Missing data were mainly present for the dependent
variables and for predictors related to men’s normative environment (i.e., social support from
partners and workplaces and other men’s leave-taking and childcare engagement; 9-13% of
missings). Participants with and without missing data did not differ significantly in terms of
demographic characteristics (all ps >.078). Due to the sample size, we do not present more complex
models such as multivariate regression or structural equation models. For regression models,
interpreting fit indices in lavaan is not informative due to the presence of saturated models. In the
supplementary materials (Table S2), we present F-tests (which are not available in lavaan) for
regression models using the R package Im (however, accordingly without treatment of missing data
and assumption violations).

In the first set of models (Models 1), we included the covariates age, country of residence (dummy-
coded with 1 = Germany and 0 = Belgium), educational level (dummy-coded with 1 = university
education or higher and 0 = below university education to reduce number of predictors), relative
income, and weekly work hours. We decided on these covariates before data analyses due to prior
evidence for relations to men’s parental leave-taking (e.g., Trappe, 2013a, 2013b; Stertz et al., 2017;
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Geisler and Kreyenfeld, 2019; Marynissen et al., 2019). In the second set of models (Models 2), we
added beliefs regarding masculinity and fatherhood, namely communal and agentic prototypes of
men, and father role attitudes regarding childcare and breadwinning. In the third set of models
(Models 3), we added the social support men received from their partners and their workplace for
taking parental leave, and in a fourth step (Models 4), additional predictors related to men’s intended
leave-taking for which we did not generate hypotheses (others’ leave-taking, others’ childcare
engagement, expected backlash for leave-taking, expected parental self-efficacy). Lastly, we present
parsimonious models (Models 5) with only those predictors included that were significant (or tended
to be) in Models 4.

3.3. Covariates

The covariates explained 12% of variance in desired parental leave-taking, 14% in parental leave-
taking intentions, and 13% in the expected length of parental leave (Models 1). Age only emerged as
a significant predictor of intended leave-taking in some models, but if so, older age was associated
with higher intended leave-taking. Residing in Germany was associated with a higher desire and
intention to take leave (but these relations did not hold in later models). In contrast, Belgian residence
was related to planning to take a higher percentage of available leave, possibly because the available
leave is shorter than in Germany (average expected absolute leave lengths were ten out of 16 weeks
in Belgium, M = 10.09, SD = 6.63, and four and a half out of 12 months in Germany, M = 4.48, SD =
4.45). A higher educational level was negatively related to men’s desired parental leave-taking and
parental leave-taking intentions. Men’s income relative to their partners was not significantly related
to their intended leave-taking. Lastly, longer weekly work hours were related to men expecting to
take shorter percentages of parental leave (and in Models 1 and 2 also to lower intentions to take
leave).

3.4. Hypothesis tests

We found partial support for Hypothesis 1.1, that men’s beliefs that an ideal man has communal
attributes would be related to higher intended leave-taking (operationalized in the present research as
desired parental leave-taking, parental leave-taking intentions, and expected length of parental leave).
Communal prototypes of men were positively related to men’s desired parental leave-taking but not
to any other dependent variable. Also, relations were weaker with increasing numbers of predictors,
possibly due to correlations amongst predictors (see Table 1). Hypothesis 1.2 postulated that men’s
beliefs that an ideal man should have agentic attributes would be related to lower intended leave-
taking. We again found support for desired parental leave-taking but none of the other
operationalizations of intended leave-taking. Thus, the degree to which men think an ideal man
should have agentic attributes was negatively related to their wish to take parental leave. In contrast
to communal prototypes of men, relations were stronger in later models.

We did not find support for Hypothesis 2.1, that father role attitudes regarding childcare would be
positively related to men’s intended leave-taking. For father role attitudes regarding breadwinning
(H2.2), we found significant negative relations in Models 2 between father role attitudes regarding
breadwinning on the one side and parental leave-taking intentions as well as the expected length of
parental leave on the other, indicating that the more men think it is a father’s role to be involved in
breadwinning, the lower their intentions and expected length of parental leave. These relations did
not hold when additional, partly correlated (see Table 1) predictors such as social support were
added. Yet, only perceived support was measured, and men could perceive more or less support from
their partner or people at work depending on their father role attitudes. Hence, we possibly did not
find support for Hypothesis 2.2 in later models due to correlated measures or even mediation effects.
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Lastly, we examined whether the support men perceive to receive from their partners and people at
work for taking parental leave was related to their intended leave-taking (H3.1 and 3.2). Across
dependent variables and models, support from the partner was a significant predictor, supporting
Hypothesis 3.1. The more support for their leave-taking men perceived receiving from their partners,
the more they desired to take leave, the more they intended to take leave, and the longer they
expected to take leave. In contrast and contradicting Hypothesis 3.2, the support men perceived from
people at work was not significantly related to their intended leave-taking. Yet, examining bivariate
correlations revealed that partner support and workplace support were significantly correlated (see
Table 1). Apparently, perceiving much support from the partner was positively related to perceiving
much support from people at work for the expectant fathers in our sample. This could, on the one
hand, suggest a selection effect (i.e., one also selects the places where one works and continues to
work as fitting) or, on the other hand, wishful thinking of the care-oriented fathers to receive support,
generalized to the social environment.

3.5. Robustness checks and exploratory analyses

As a robustness check for the partner support findings, we ran additional analyses in which we
controlled for men’s perception of their partner’s prototypes of men and father role attitudes (see
Table S3 in supplementary materials). Including these measures did not affect the results for partner
support on men’s intended leave-taking (Bs = .26 - .40), suggesting that active support or
discouragement from partners plays a role for men’s intended leave-taking beyond the partner’s
general gender egalitarianism. Moreover, we repeated the analyses for the expected length of parental
leave, now also controlling for whether participants intended to take leave part-time or full-time (see
Table S4 in supplementary materials). For that, we excluded participants from the analyses who did
not intend to take any leave and added a dummy variable for part-time versus full-time leave-takers.
This exclusion reduced the sample size to 107, but the results of hypotheses tests were not affected.
Still, the support men perceived from their partners for taking leave was the main robust predictor of
their expected length of parental leave (f =.29, p = .007).

As exploratory analyses, we examined further predictors that could be related to men’s intended
leave-taking based on past research: other men’s leave-taking in their personal environment, other
men’s childcare engagement, expected backlash for leave-taking, and expected parental self-efficacy
(see Tables 2-4, Models 4). For all dependent variables, we found small positive relations with men’s
expected parental self-efficacy: The more men expected to be capable of taking care of their child in
the future, the more they wished and intended to take leave and the longer they expected to take
leave. Counterintuitively, how much other men engaged in childcare was negatively related to men’s
parental leave-taking intentions and expected length of parental leave. Thus, the less men perceived
other men to be engaged in childcare, the more and the longer they intended to take leave (or
perhaps: the more and the longer the participants intended to take leave, the less they perceived other
men to be engaged in childcare — suggesting a contrast effect). Others’ leave-taking and expected
backlash for leave-taking were additionally related to men’s parental leave-taking intentions: The
more other men took leave before them, and the less they expected backlash for leave-taking, the
higher were men’s intentions to take parental leave.

However, the models including exploratory predictors were rather complex given the sample size and
could be prone to overfitting and lack of generalizability to other datasets. Therefore, we aimed to
check whether the predictors that appeared relevant for intended leave-taking in the larger models
also hold in more parsimonious models (Models 5) including only predictors that were significant in
Models 4 or showed trends. For desired parental leave-taking, especially the support men receive
from their partners for leave-taking seemed to be related to their wish to take leave. In addition, we
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found a small relation between agentic prototypes of men and desired parental leave-taking,
suggesting that the less men saw an ideal man as agentic, the more they wished to take parental leave.
Communal prototypes of men and the expected parental self-efficacy were not significantly related to
desired parental leave-taking in the parsimonious model. Overall, these predictors, including
covariates, explained 35% of variance in desired parental leave-taking. For parental leave-taking
intentions, again, partner support emerged as an important predictor with a medium-sized relation,
besides small relations for others’ leave-taking, others’ childcare engagement, expected backlash for
leave-taking, and expected parental self-efficacy beliefs. We were able to explain the largest amount
of variance in parental leave-taking intentions (47% of variance explained). Lastly, the support men
perceived receiving from their partners for taking leave, how much other men in their personal
environment engaged in childcare, and their expected parental self-efficacy were also predictive of
the percentage of parental leave men expected to take. For this more behavior-oriented dependent
variable, we were able to explain 25% of variance in the parsimonious model.

4. Discussion

Parental leave has been discussed as a tool to foster men’s engagement in communal roles with
benefits for men themselves as well as their personal environment. However, men continue to take
less parental leave than their partners, raising the question of how their intentions to take parental
leave are shaped. In the current paper, we investigated predictors of men’s intended parental leave-
taking before birth, using data from soon-to-be fathers in Belgium and Germany. To gain a deeper
understanding of men’s intended leave-taking, we examined different operationalizations on a
continuum of behavioral preferences to more concrete behavioral intentions.

The findings provide support for the hypothesized positive relation between partner support and
men’s intended leave-taking (H3.1). The more support men perceived from their partners to take
parental leave, the more they desired to take leave, intended to do so, and aimed to take a higher
percentage of available leave. We additionally found partial support for the expected negative
relation of agentic prototypes of men and men’s intended leave-taking (H1.2) and, to a lesser degree,
for the expected positive relation of communal prototypes of men and men’s intended leave-taking
(H1.1). That is, the more men thought an ideal man has agentic attributes (e.g., being independent or
assertive) the less they wished to take parental leave. Seeing an ideal man as communal (e.g.,
communicative or emotional) tended to be related to a stronger wish to take parental leave. Yet, we
did not find any significant relations of prototypes with other operationalizations of men’s intended
leave-taking besides their wish to take leave. Moreover, the results provided partial support for the
hypothesized relation of father role attitudes regarding breadwinning and intended leave-taking
(H2.2). Men with more breadwinning-oriented father role attitudes partially intended less to take
leave and a lower percentage of the available leave. Father role attitudes regarding childcare and
perceived workplace support for leave-taking were not related to men’s intended leave-taking,
providing no support for Hypotheses 2.1 and 3.2.

However, exploratory analyses suggested that men’s parental leave-taking intentions were also
predicted by other men’s engagement in childcare and their take-up of parental leave, the backlash
participants expected to receive for taking parental leave, and participants’ expected self-efficacy as a
parent and caregiver. Moreover, how much other men engaged in childcare was also negatively
related to how long men expected to take leave. Lastly, the more capable men felt of taking care of
their child in the future (i.e., their expected parental self-efficacy), the longer they expected to take
leave.

The perceived support men receive from their partners for taking parental leave played a crucial role
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in their intended leave-taking in the current study. This finding suggests that parental leave decisions
are shaped through negotiations in partnerships. As the transition to parenthood is often experienced
as a couple, the new life tasks have to be negotiated and distributed interpersonally. Qualitative
research on men’s leave-taking has focused on the decision-making process of couples who shared
parental leave before, concluding that often only limited negotiations were taking place (Beglaubter,
2017). Even when men desired to take leave, decisions were often based on a strong sense of
mothers’ entitlement for leave-taking, which placed fathers’ leave-taking as a “bonus” to the
mothers’ share. Nevertheless, within these boundaries, the female partners’ point of view remained
an important driver for determining parental leave shares, for example, when partners wanted to
return to work soon or were not eligible to take leave. Brandt (2017) also discussed men’s leave-
taking as a matter of negotiation in partnerships. However, there the negotiation process was
examined implicitly by looking at distributions of economic resources in partnerships, working
conditions of partners, and gendered values, suggesting, for example, that partners’ family orientation
hinders, whereas fathers’ family orientation helps their take-up of leave. While the role of economic
considerations or gender ideologies has thus been discussed before, the current paper goes one step
further in showing that partners’ active support or discouragement can contribute to men’s intended
leave-taking beyond relative income shares or gender role attitudes. Even though this provides a
tangible parameter for influencing men’s leave-taking (i.e., partners’ active encouragement), the
conclusion of the current findings should not solely be that the responsibility for men’s leave-taking
lies with their partners. This would make women responsible for yet another aspect and add to the
pressures on women when combining family and career and facing intensive motherhood norms
(e.g., Meeussen and Van Laar, 2018). Nevertheless, mothers can play a key role, functioning as
gatekeepers for men’s leave-taking, especially in the case of transferable leave periods between
partners (Allen and Hawkins, 1999; Cannito, 2020). Thus, the perceived role of partners for men’s
leave-taking is crucial given specific policy designs, but decision-making processes remain a joint
task for couples in which women and men carry responsibility.

Besides partner support for leave-taking, no other variable was consistently related to all
operationalizations of men’s intended leave-taking. This suggests that different predictors may be
relevant for men’s leave-taking the more concrete their intentions become. Men’s conception of an
ideal, prototypical man (especially in terms of agency) was related to their desire to take parental
leave but not to the more behavior-oriented operationalizations of intended leave-taking, such as their
expected length of leave. It is intuitive that prototypes of men as more abstract masculinity ideals are
relevant for shaping behavioral preferences because they prescribe what is desirable for group
members (Oakes et al., 1998; Wenzel et al., 2007; Hogg et al., 2012). Yet, when looking at more
behavior-oriented outcomes, reality constraints are introduced, which require going beyond
behavioral preferences based on ideal circumstances. As found in the current paper, outside
influences and men’s broader normative environment (e.g., how much other men before them
engaged in leave-taking and childcare, or the negative consequences men expect to face for wanting
to take leave) additionally contribute to their concrete intentions for taking parental leave. Also,
men’s expected parental self-efficacy, as the degree to which they perceived themselves as able to
take care of their child independently, provides a reality check and was found to be related to how
long men planned to take leave in the current study. Still, explaining correlates of more concrete
leave-taking plans remained more difficult, and we were able to explain the smallest amount of
variance in men’s expected length of parental leave (R%qj = .25 compared to .35 for desired leave-
taking and .47 for leave-taking intentions), in line with general models of attitudes, behavioral
intentions, and behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Likely, the specific length of the planned leave depends more
strongly on individual circumstances within the relationship and external reality constraints than
behavioral preferences or intentions do.
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Besides masculinity ideals, we also included father role attitudes, but results were mixed and only
significant in a few models in line with hypotheses. An explanation for that could be a self-selection
process within our sample: Highly identified expectant fathers, who may relate to current norms of
involved fatherhood, could have been more motivated to participate in the study than traditional,
work-focused expectant fathers. The general high orientation towards care (i.e., high ratings on
childcare-related father role attitudes and intended leave-taking) underline this assumption, making it
more difficult to find significant relations due to restricted variance. In a more diverse sample,
internal contributors such as attitudes towards fatherhood likely are more relevant next to external
influences like social support. Moreover, in a similar study on predictors of men’s leave-taking in the
US, only maternal essentialism emerged as a correlate of men’s leave-taking in contrast to parenting
role beliefs (a similar measure to our father role attitudes; Berrigan et al., 2021). Thus, whether men
think women are naturally better caregivers could be more closely related to childcare decisions
regarding newborns than more general parenting beliefs. This is in line with evidence on the
relevance of breastfeeding for parental leave-taking decisions (Beglaubter, 2017; Bueno and Grau-
Grau, 2021). A strong endorsement of breastfeeding puts mothers in the role of primary caregivers
and reduces men’s claim for taking parental leave because of biological differences. Hence, future
research should examine more closely how essentialist, compared to general beliefs toward parenting
roles, are related to men’s leave-taking, using more representative samples.

Furthermore, we did not find evidence for the relation between workplace support and men’s
intended leave-taking. This contrasts with past research that stresses the importance of the workplace
for men’s leave-taking decisions (Bygren and Duvander, 2006; Kaufman and Almqvist, 2017;
Brandth and Kvande, 2019; Haas and Hwang, 2019). However, other studies also failed to find
consistent relations for men’s higher workplace support as compared to their partner (Brandt, 2017)
or for supervisor support with men’s leave-taking (whereas workgroup support and workplace norms
were related to men’s leave-taking; Haas et al., 2002; Samtleben et al., 2019a). The latter finding
suggests that, in future research, workplace support should be measured separately for colleagues and
supervisors instead of using a combined measure like in the current study. Moreover, participants
could have selected their workplace partly based on correspondence with their personal values, such
as family orientation, reducing the relevance of workplace support for predicting men’s intended
leave-taking. In addition, workplace support was correlated with other predictors in the models,
namely others’ leave-taking and expected backlash effects. When asking expecting fathers how much
other men in their personal environment took leave, colleagues are likely an important reference
group. Moreover, being encouraged or discouraged by people at work signals whether men could
expect negative consequences and backlash for taking leave. Future longitudinal research could
therefore shed light on the interplay and temporal order of these constructs and how they contribute
to men’s leave-taking decisions. In addition, some participants commented that they filled in the
survey earlier than three months before birth and had not made concrete plans regarding parental
leave yet. Possibly, conversations with people at work take place at later stages in men’s decision-
making process, and there had not been much room for receiving support from the workplace yet.

In addition to hypotheses tests, we explored further predictors of men’s intended leave-taking.
Results confirmed the relevance of fearing backlash (e.g., Vogt and Pull, 2010; Samtleben et al.,
2019a): The more men expected negative consequences when taking leave, the less they intended to
take leave. Furthermore, these explorations yielded additional evidence for how men’s leave-taking
decision appears to be shaped within a normative environment and how others’ behavior is related to
their own intentions. Here, other men can function as role models who show the feasibility of taking
leave as a man, for example, by reducing the perception of external barriers (Morgenroth et al.,
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2015). In fact, backlash effects and career consequences following men’s leave-taking are often less
negative than expected (Fleischmann and Sieverding, 2015; Samtleben et al., 2019a; see also mixed
evidence in the review by Steffens et al., 2019). Moreover, seeing other men take leave can reduce
self-stereotyping and facilitate the consideration of counter-stereotypic engagement — which parental
leave-taking traditionally is for men (Morgenroth et al., 2015; also see Asgari et al., 2010). Lastly,
role modeling is especially effective in the case of similarity and shared group membership, speaking
again to the inspirational role of male colleagues’ leave-taking (Bygren & Duvander, 2006). Whereas
we found this motivational relation of other men’s leave-taking with participants’ leave-taking
intentions, other men’s childcare engagement was negatively related to participants’ leave-taking
intentions and expected length of parental leave. It is possible that other men who engage less in
childcare than their partners function as negative role models (see Lockwood et al., 2002), showing
men what they would miss out on. Alternatively, given the correlational data and unclear causal
order, men with stronger leave-taking intentions could perceive other men as engaging comparatively
little in childcare. Lastly, the negative relation could also be interpreted inversely as perceiving other
men to be highly engaged in childcare being related to lower leave-taking intentions. In fact, men
who do more childcare than their partners, like in the case of stay-at-home dads, indeed often
experience backlash (Steffens et al., 2019), which could deflate men’s leave-taking intentions.

4.1. Strengths and limitations

The current results should be viewed in light of the following limitations. Most importantly, we
report on cross-sectional correlational data and are therefore not able to draw causal conclusions
about precursors of men’s intended leave-taking. Although experimental designs allow for such
conclusions, they can be ethically questionable and difficult to implement for life decisions such as
parenthood and parental leave-taking (for experimental evidence for hypothetical leave-taking, see
Rudman and Mescher, 2013; Scheifele et al., 2021). The current study adds to existing research by
examining intentions of men who are actually becoming parents and are facing parental leave-taking
decisions. Naturally, an interesting avenue for future research is to gain more insight into predictors
of men’s actual leave-taking instead of mere intentions. Still, by zooming in on men’s intended
leave-taking and different nuances from preferences to more concrete plans, we gain a deeper
understanding of which factors are related to men’s leave-taking decisions before birth. In addition,
analyzing cross-sectional data on men’s leave-taking intentions enables us to make better predictions
for a longitudinal assessment of men’s leave-taking decisions across the transition to parenthood.

Although the current study goes beyond student samples, we still rely on a convenience sample with
limited representativeness in terms of socio-economic status or gender and parenting attitudes.
Therefore, the current findings cannot easily be generalized to the population of expectant fathers in
Belgium and Germany. Nevertheless, one could argue that it is particularly interesting and a more
conservative test to look at how, for this sample, leave-taking intentions are shaped through attitudes
and normative environments because external factors such as whether parents can financially afford
men’s leave-taking play a minor role here. Also, if there is limited variance in our sample, the
correlations we found likely are lower boundaries of true correlations in more diverse samples,
including more traditional fathers.

Another limitation can be found in the start of the data collection at the end of 2021 when the global
COVID-19 pandemic was ongoing. However, only few participants completed the surveys when
measures such as mandatory teleworking were still implemented. In addition, although the pandemic
had consequences for parents’ division of labor, with men increasing their time spent at home,
mothers continued to shoulder the majority of childcare and housework (Hipp and Bunning, 2021;
Kreyenfeld and Zinn, 2021; Petts et al., 2023; VVan Tienoven et al., 2023; Yerkes et al., 2020;
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research conducted in Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands, the UK, Canada, and the US).
Researchers in Belgium concluded that changes in the division of household labor were rather
temporal and that the inertia of gender roles is still evident (Van Tienoven et al., 2023). Thus, while
the unique period in which parts of the data were collected should be considered, we do not think that
the current findings are caused by this period but likely generalize to other periods as well.

Methodologically, we used several non-validated measures due to a lack of validated alternatives,
resulting in issues with internal consistencies and ceiling effects. Lastly, we did not reach the
required sample size based on an a-priori power analysis. As a result, we were not able to detect
small effects and, at times, only found trends in the data. Moreover, sample sizes varied across
countries of data collection which could lead to biased estimates and impeded cross-national
comparisons. Such examinations would have been interesting though based on the differing results of
country of residence across dependent variables, speaking to the role of policy design for men’s
intended leave-taking. We, therefore, encourage future longitudinal studies on the relations between
men’s parental leave-taking intentions and actual leave-taking, including larger, more representative
samples and validated measures.

4.2. Conclusion

We see the contribution of the present research in gaining first insight into the parental leave-taking
intentions of expectant fathers while addressing different facets of the studied constructs and carving
out the role that men’s social setting plays in their orientation towards care. Across analyses, higher
levels of partner support were accompanied by a higher desire and intention of expectant fathers to
take (longer) leave, illustrating the role of partners as gatekeepers for men’s leave-taking. Other
predictors were more relevant for different facets of intended leave-taking, speaking to a nuanced
assessment of such. Notions of what it means to be a man tended to be linked to whether expectant
fathers wished to take parental leave, whereas men’s broader normative environment was especially
predictive of their behavioral intentions to take leave. Taken together, these findings advance current
knowledge on predictors of men’s intended parental leave uptake but also of men’s involvement in
childcare more generally, as parental leave can represent a gateway for continuous father
involvement.

5. Contribution to the field

Research on changing gender roles predominantly studied women’s engagement in traditionally
male-dominated fields such as leadership or occupations in STEM (science, technology, engineering,
and mathematics). Only recently, attention shifted to men’s underrepresentation in traditionally
female HEED domains (health care, elementary education, and the domestic domain). This also
concerns men’s engagement in childcare and their take-up of parental leave, which can be a gateway
for continuous father involvement. In the present research, we collected data from men expecting
their first child and examined predictors of their intended parental leave-taking, namely masculinity
and fatherhood beliefs and the social support men receive from their partners and the workplace. By
this, we simultaneously examine beliefs about men’s gender group and their gender role as fathers
and gain insights into the role of men’s normative environment for their intended leave-taking. We
further zoom in on different facets of intended leave uptake to gain a clearer picture of which
predictors are relevant at which stage in men’s decision-making process. The findings can represent
potential starting points for interventions to increase men’s engagement in care to reap the associated
benefits for men themselves, their partners, children, and society as a whole.

6. Conflict of interest
The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial



674
675
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
688
689
690
691
692
693
694
695
696
697
698
699
700
701
702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712
713
714
715
716
717
718
719
720
721
722

relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

7. Funding

This work was supported by a fellowship grant from the Research Foundation Flanders (FWO) to
Carolin Scheifele (grant number 11H3420N) and an Odysseus grant from the Research Foundation
Flanders (FWO) to Colette VVan Laar (grant number G.O.E66.14N).

8. Data availability statement
Filtered raw data omitting demographic information are available on the Open Science Framework
(https://ost.io/f7jeh/).

9. Author contribution

CS, CVL, and MCS contributed to the conception and design of the study. CS spearheaded data
collection, performed the statistical analyses, and wrote the first draft of the manuscript. All authors
contributed to manuscript revision, read, and approved the submitted version.

10. Acknowledgements

We thank Ayse Nur Asyali, Donia Babuder, Keti Bakiu, Flore Debruyne, Catherine Golden, Michelle
Janssens, Figen Kirkgoz, Ella Maes, Zo€ Sarono, Silvia Scheil, Dominique Troost, Simon Weis, and
Iske Zandbergen for their help in data collection. Moreover, we thank George Chatzikosmas for help
in formatting the manuscript.

11. References

Abele, A. E., and Spurk, D. (2011). The dual impact of gender and the influence of timing of
parenthood on men’s and women’s career development: Longitudinal findings. Int. J. Behav. Dev.
35, 225-232. doi: 10.1177/0165025411398181

Abele, A. E., and Wojciszke, B. (2014). Communal and agentic content in social cognition: A dual
perspective model. Adv. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 50, 195-255. doi: 10.1016/B978-0-12-800284-1.00004-7

Ajzen, 1. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 50, 179-211.
doi: 10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T

Allen, S. M., and Hawkins, A. J. (1999). Maternal gatekeeping: Mothers’ beliefs and behaviors that
inhibit greater father involvement in family work. J. Marriage Fam. 61, 199-212. doi:
10.2307/353894

Almaqvist, A.-L. (2008). Why most Swedish fathers and few French fathers use paid parental leave:
An exploratory qualitative study of parents. Fathering 6, 192-200. doi: 10.3149/fth.0602.192

Almgvist, A.-L., and Duvander, A.-Z. (2014). Changes in gender equality? Swedish fathers’ parental
leave, division of childcare and housework. J. Fam. Stud. 20, 19-27. doi: 10.5172/jfs.2014.20.1.19

Altintas, E., and Sullivan, O. (2016). Fifty years of change updated: Cross-national gender
convergence in housework. Demogr. Res. 35, 455-470. doi: 10.4054/DemRes.2016.35.16

Altintas, E., and Sullivan, O. (2017). Trends in fathers’ contribution to housework and childcare
under different welfare policy regimes. Soc. Polit. 24, 81-108. doi: 10.1093/sp/jxw007.


https://osf.io/f7jeh/

723
724
725
726
727
728
729
730
731
732
733
734
735
736
737
738
739
740
741
742
743
744
745
746
747
748
749
750
751
752
753
754
755
756
757
758
759
760
761
762
763
764
765
766
767
768
769
770
771

Asgari, S., Dasgupta, N., and Cote, N. G. (2010). When does contact with successful ingroup
members change self-stereotypes? A longitudinal study comparing the effect of quantity vs. quality
of contact with successful individuals. Soc. Psychol. 41, 203-211. doi: 10.1027/1864-9335/a000028

Bagozzi, R. P. (1992). The self-regulation of attitudes, intentions, and behavior. Soc. Psychol. Q. 55,
178-204. doi: https://doi.org/10.2307/2786945

Bakan, D. (1966). The duality of human existence: An essay on psychology and religion. Oxford:
Rand McNally.

Baxter, J., Buchler, S., Perales, F., and Western, M. (2015). A life-changing event: First births and
men’s and women’s attitudes to mothering and gender divisions of labor. Soc. Forces 93, 989-1014.
doi: 10.1093/sf/sou103

Beglaubter, J. (2017). Balancing the scales: Negotiating father’s parental leave use. Can. Rev. Sociol.
54, 476-496. doi: 10.1111/cars.12173

Berrigan, M. N., Schoppe-Sullivan, S. J., and Kamp Dush, C. M. (2021). Moving beyond access:
Predictors of maternity and paternity leave duration in the United States. Sex Roles 84, 271-284. doi:
10.1007/s11199-020-01165-7

BMFSFJ (2022). Elterngeld und Elternzeit: Das Bundeselterngeld- und Elternzeitgesetz [Parental
allowance and parental leave: The federal parental allowance and parental leave act]. Available at:
https://www.bmfsfj.de/resource/blob/185424/5b90c242725e545669b2e7536503c75b/elterngeld-und-
elternzeit-data.pdf [Accessed January 9, 2023].

Brandt, G. (2017). Elternzeit von Vitern als Verhandlungssache in Partnerschaften [Fathers’ parental
leave as a matter of negotiation in partnerships]. Kélner Z. Soz. Sozpsychol. 69, 593-622. doi:
10.1007/s11577-017-0486-6

Brandth, B., and Kvande, E. (1998). Masculinity and child care: the reconstruction of fathering.
Sociol. Rev. 46, 293-313. doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-954X.00120

Brandth, B., and Kvande, E. (2019). Workplace support of fathers’ parental leave use in Norway.
Community Work Fam. 22, 43-57. doi: 10.1080/13668803.2018.1472067

Bueno, X., and Grau-Grau, M. (2021). Why is part-time unpaid parental leave (still) gendered?
Narratives and strategies of couples in Spain. J. Fam. Issues 42, 503-526. doi:
10.1177/0192513X20918286

Biinning, M. (2015). What happens after the “daddy months”? Fathers’ involvement in paid work,
childcare, and housework after taking parental leave in Germany. Eur. Sociol. Rev. 31, 738-748. doi:
10.1093/esr/jcv072

Burgess, D., and Borgida, E. (1999). Who women are, who women should be: Descriptive and
prescriptive gender stereotyping in sex discrimination. Psychol. Public Policy Law 5, 665-692. doi:
10.1037/1076-8971.5.3.665

Bygren, M., and Duvander, A.-Z. (2006). Parents’ workplace situation and fathers’ parental leave



772
773
774
775
776
777
778
779
780
781
782
783
784
785
786
787
788
789
790
791
792
793
794
795
796
797
798
799
800
801
802
803
804
805
806
807
808
809
810
811
812
813
814
815
816
817
818
819
820

use. J.Marriage Fam. 68, 363-372. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-3737.2006.00258.x

Cannito, M. (2020). The influence of partners on fathers’ decision-making about parental leave in
Italy: Rethinking maternal gatekeeping. Curr. Sociol. 68, 832—849. doi: 10.1177/0011392120902231

Castro-Garcia, C., and Pazos-Moran, M. (2016). Parental leave policy and gender equality in Europe.
Fem. Econ. 22, 51-73. doi: 10.1080/13545701.2015.1082033

Ciaccio, V., Bronson, C. A., and Contrada, R. J. (2021). Gender stereotypes and parental status: A
comparison of fathers, mothers, and the childless-by-choice. Psychol. Men Masc. 22, 7-15. doi:
10.1037/men0000311

Crnéec, R., Barnett, B., and Matthey, S. (2008). Development of an instrument to assess perceived
self-efficacy in the parents of infants. Res. Nurs. Health 31, 442—453. doi: 10.1002/nur.20271

Croft, A., Schmader, T., and Block, K. (2015). An underexamined inequality: Cultural and
psychological barriers to men’s engagement with communal roles. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Rev. 19, 343—
370. doi: 10.1177/1088868314564789

Dermott, E., and Miller, T. (2015). More than the sum of its parts? Contemporary fatherhood policy,
practice and discourse. Fam. Relatsh. Soc. 4, 185-195. doi: 10.1332/204674315X14212269138324

Duvander, A. Z. (2014). How long should parental leave be? Attitudes to gender equality, family,

and work as determinants of women’s and men’s parental leave in Sweden. J. Fam. Issues 35, 909—
926. doi: 10.1177/0192513X14522242

Eagly, A. H. (1987). Sex differences in social behavior: A social-role interpretation. Hillsdale:
Erlbaum.

Eagly, A. H., and Karau, S. J. (2002). Role congruity theory of prejudice toward female leaders.
Psychol. Rev. 109, 573-598. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.109.3.573

Eagly, A. H., Nater, C., Miller, D. I., Kaufmann, M., and Sczesny, S. (2020). Gender stereotypes
have changed: A cross-temporal meta-analysis of U.S. public opinion polls from 1946 to 2018. Am.
Psychol. 75, 301-315. doi: 10.1037/amp0000494

Eagly, A. H., and Wood, W. (2012). “Social role theory” in Handbook of theories of social
psychology, eds. P. A. M. Van Lange, A. W. Kruglanski, and E. T. Higgins (London: Sage
Publications Ltd), 458-476. doi:10.4135/9781446249222

Eurofound (2019). Parental and paternity leave — Uptake by fathers. Luxembourg: Publications
Office of the European Union.

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., and Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power
analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behav. Res. Methods 39, 175—
191. doi: https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146

Fleischmann, A., and Sieverding, M. (2015). Reactions toward men who have taken parental leave:
Does the length of parental leave matter? Sex Roles 72, 462-476. doi: 10.1007/s11199-015-0469-x



821
822
823
824
825
826
827
828
829
830
831
832
833
834
835
836
837
838
839
840
841
842
843
844
845
846
847
848
849
850
851
852
853
854
855
856
857
858
859
860
861
862
863
864
865
866
867
868
869

FOD (2023). Geboorteverlof [birth leave]. Available at: https://werk.belgie.be/nl/themas/feestdagen-
en-verloven/geboorteverlof [Accessed March 31, 2023].

Geisler, E., and Kreyenfeld, M. (2019). Policy reform and fathers’ use of parental leave in Germany:
The role of education and workplace characteristics. J. Eur. Soc. Policy 29, 273-291. doi:
10.1177/0958928718765638

Haas, L., Allard, K., and Hwang, P. (2002). The impact of organizational culture on men’s use of
parental leave in Sweden. Community Work Fam. 5, 319-342. doi: 10.1080/1366880022000041801

Haas, L., and Hwang, C. P. (2009). Is fatherhood becoming more visible at work? Trends in
corporate support for fathers taking parental leave in Sweden. Fathering 7, 303-321. doi:
10.3149/fth.0703.303

Haas, L., and Hwang, C. P. (2019). Policy is not enough—the influence of the gendered workplace on
fathers’ use of parental leave in Sweden. Community Work Fam. 22, 58-76. doi:
10.1080/13668803.2018.1495616

Hentschel, T., Heilman, M. E., and Peus, C. V. (2019). The multiple dimensions of gender

stereotypes: A current look at men’s and women’s characterizations of others and themselves. Front.
Psychol. 10, 1-19. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00011

Hipp, L., and Blinning, M. (2021). Parenthood as a driver of increased gender inequality during
COVID-19? Exploratory evidence from Germany. Eur. Soc. 23, S658-S673. doi:
10.1080/14616696.2020.1833229

Hogg, M. A, Rast, D. E., and Van Knippenberg, D. (2012). The social identity theory of leadership:
Theoretical origins, research findings, and conceptual developments. Eur. Rev. Soc. Psychol. 23,
258-304. doi: 10.1080/10463283.2012.741134

Horvath, L. K., Grether, T., and Wiese, B. S. (2018). Fathers’ realizations of parental leave plans:
Leadership responsibility as help or hindrance? Sex Roles 79, 163-175. doi: 10.1007/s11199-017-
0861-9

Hyde, J. S., Essex, M. J., and Horton, F. (1993). Fathers and parental leave: Attitudes and
experiences. J. Fam. Issues 14, 616-638. doi: 10.1177/019251393014004008

Johansson, T. (2011). Fatherhood in transition: Paternity leave and changing masculinities. J. Fam.
Commun. 11, 165-180. doi: 10.1080/15267431.2011.561137

Jones, T. L., and Prinz, R. J. (2005). Potential roles of parental self-efficacy in parent and child
adjustment: A review. Clin. Psychol. Rev. 25, 341-363. doi: 10.1016/j.cpr.2004.12.004

Kaufman, G. (2018). Barriers to equality: Why British fathers do not use parental leave. Community
Work Fam. 21, 310-325. doi: 10.1080/13668803.2017.1307806

Kaufman, G., and Almgvist, A. L. (2017). The role of partners and workplaces in British and
Swedish men’s parental leave decisions. Men. Masc. 20, 533-551. doi: 10.1177/1097184X17727570



870
871
872
873
874
875
876
877
878
879
880
881
882
883
884
885
886
887
888
889
890
891
892
893
894
895
896
897
898
899
900
901
902
903
904
905
906
907
908
909
910
911
912
913
914
915
916
917
918

Koslowski, A., Blum, S., Dobroti¢, 1., Kaufman, G., and Moss, P. (2022). International Review of
Leave Policies and Research 2022. Hagen: International Network on Leave Policies and Research
doi: 10.18445/20220909-122329-0

Kreyenfeld, M., and Zinn, S. (2021). Coronavirus and care: How the coronavirus crisis affected
fathers’ involvement in Germany. Demogr. Res. 44, 99-124. doi: 10.4054/DEMRES.2021.44.4

Leys, C., Delacre, M., Mora, Y. L., Lakens, D., and Ley, C. (2019). How to classify, detect, and
manage univariate and multivariate outliers, with emphasis on pre-registration. Int. Rev. Soc.
Psychol. 32, 1-10. doi: 10.5334/irsp.289

Lockwood, P., Jordan, C. H., and Kunda, Z. (2002). Motivation by positive or negative role models:
Regulatory focus determines who will best inspire us. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 83, 854-864. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.83.4.854

Marynissen, L., Mussino, E., Wood, J., and Duvander, A. Z. (2019). Fathers’ parental leave uptake in
Belgium and Sweden: Self-evident or subject to employment characteristics? Soc. Sci. 8, 1-21. doi:
10.3390/s0csci8110312

Maurer, T. W., Pleck, J. H., and Rane, T. R. (2001). Parental identity and reflected-appraisals:
Measurement and gender dynamics. J. Marriage Fam. 63, 309-321. doi: 10.1111/}.1741-
3737.2001.00309.x

McKay, L., and Doucet, A. (2010). “Without taking away her leave”: A Canadian case study of
couples’ decisions on fathers’ use of paid parental leave. Fathering 8, 300—320. doi:
10.3149/fth.0803.300

Meeussen, L., and Van Laar, C. (2018). Feeling pressure to be a perfect mother relates to parental
burnout and career ambitions. Front. Psychol. 9, 1-13. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02113

Meeussen, L., Van Laar, C., and Van Grootel, S. (2020). How to foster male engagement in
traditionally female communal roles and occupations: Insights from research on gender norms and
precarious manhood. Soc. Issues. Policy Rev. 14, 297-328. doi: 10.1111/sipr.12060

Meil, G. (2013). European men’s use of parental leave and their involvement in child care and
housework. J. Comp. Fam. Stud. 44, 557-570. doi: 10.3138/jcfs.44.5.557

Miyajima, T., and Yamaguchi, H. (2017). I want to but I won’t: Pluralistic ignorance inhibits
intentions to take paternity leave in Japan. Front. Psychol. 8, 1-12. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01508

Morgenroth, T., Ryan, M. K., and Peters, K. (2015). The motivational theory of role modeling: How
role models influence role aspirants’ goals. Rev. Gen. Psychol. 19, 465-483. doi:
10.1037/gpr0000059

Oakes, P. J., Haslam, S. A., and Turner, J. C. (1998). “The role of prototypicality in group influence
and cohesion: Contextual variation in the graded structure of social categories.,” in Social identity:
International perspectives, eds. S. Worchel, J. F. Morales, D. Péez, and J.-C. Deschamps (Thousand
Oaks: SAGE), 75-92. doi: 10.4135/9781446279205.n6



919
920
921
922
923
924
925
926
927
928
929
930
931
932
933
934
935
936
937
938
939
940
941
942
943
944
945
946
947
948
949
950
951
952
953
954
955
956
957
958
959
960
961
962
963
964
965
966
967

Olsson, M. I. T., Van Grootel, S., Block, K., Schuster, C., Meeussen, L., Van Laar, C., et al. (2023).
Gender gap in parental leave intentions: Evidence from 37 countries. Polit. Psychol., 1-30. doi:
10.1111/pops.12880

Park, B., and Banchefsky, S. (2018). Leveraging the social role of dad to change gender stereotypes
of men. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 44, 1380-1394. doi: 10.1177/0146167218768794

Perugini, M., and Bagozzi, R. P. (2001). The role of desires and anticipated emotions in goal-directed
behaviours: Broadening and deepening the theory of planned behaviour. Br. J. Soc. Psychol. 40, 79—
98. doi: 10.1348/014466601164704

Petts, R. J., André, S., Carlson, D. L., Chung, H., Milkie, M. A., Remery, C., et al. (2023). Fathers
stepping up? A cross-national comparison of fathers’ domestic labour and parents’ satisfaction with
the division of domestic labour during the COVID-19 pandemic. J. Fam. Stud., 1-30. doi:
10.1080/13229400.2023.2181849

Petts, R. J., and Knoester, C. (2018). Paternity leave-taking and father engagement. J. Marriage Fam.
80, 1144-1162. doi: 10.1111/jomf.12494

Petts, R. J., Shafer, K. M., and Essig, L. (2018). Does adherence to masculine norms shape fathering
behavior? J. Marriage Fam. 80, 704-720. doi: 10.1111/jomf.12476

Prentice, D. A., and Carranza, E. (2002). What women and men should be, shouldn’t be, are allowed
to be, and don’t have to be: The contents of prescriptive gender stereotypes. Psychol. Women Q. 26,
269-281. doi: 10.1111/1471-6402.t01-1-00066

Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling. J. Stat. Softw. 48, 1-36.
doi: 10.18637/jss.v048.i02

Rudman, L. A., and Fairchild, K. (2004). Reactions to counterstereotypic behavior: The role of
backlash in cultural stereotype maintenance. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 87, 157-176. doi: 10.1037/0022-
3514.87.2.157

Rudman, L. A., and Mescher, K. (2013). Penalizing men who request a family leave: Is flexibility
stigma a femininity stigma? J. Soc. Issues 69, 322—340. doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12017

RVA (2022). Ouderschapsverlof [parental leave]. Infoblad T19. Available at:
https://www.lIfa.be/de/dokumentatie/infoblatt/t19 [Accessed January 9, 2023].

Samtleben, C., Bringmann, J., Biinning, M., and Hipp, L. (2019a). What helps and what hinders?
Exploring the role of workplace characteristics for parental leave use and its career consequences.
Soc. Sci. 8, 270. doi: 10.3390/s0csci8100270

Samtleben, C., Schaper, C., and Wrohlich, K. (2019b). Elterngeld und Elterngeld Plus: Nutzung
durch Véter gestiegen, Aufteilung zwischen Mittern und Véatern aber noch sehr ungleich [Elterngeld
and Elterngeld Plus: Usage by fathers increased, division between mothers and fathers still very
uneven]. DIW Wochenbericht 86, 607—613. doi: 10.18723/diw_wb:2019-35-1



968
969
970
971
972
973
974
975
976
977
978
979
980
981
982
983
984
985
986
987
988
989
990
991
992
993
994
995
996
997
998
999
1000
1001
1002
1003
1004
1005
1006
1007
1008
1009
1010
1011
1012
1013
1014
1015
1016

Scheifele, C., Steffens, M. C., and Van Laar, C. (2021). Which representations of their gender group
affect men’s orientation towards care? The case of parental leave-taking intentions. PLoS One 16, 1-
35. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0260950

Schmidt, E. M., Rieder, 1., Zartler, U., Schadler, C., and Richter, R. (2015). Parental constructions of
masculinity at the transition to parenthood: The division of parental leave among Austrian couples.
Int. Rev. Sociol. 25, 373-386. doi: 10.1080/03906701.2015.1078532

Schoppe-Sullivan, S. J., Brown, G. L., Cannon, E. A., Mangelsdorf, S. C., and Sokolowski, M. S.
(2008). Maternal gatekeeping, coparenting quality, and fathering behavior in families with infants. J.
Fam. Psychol. 22, 389-398. doi: 10.1037/0893-3200.22.3.389

Schreiber, J., Van Grootel, S., and Van Laar, C. (2023). The difficult road to gender social change for
men: Support buffers some, but not all, negative effects of masculinity threat. Manuscript in
progress.

Shafer, K., Petts, R. J., and Scheibling, C. (2020). Variation in masculinities and fathering behaviors:
A cross-national comparison of the United States and Canada. Sex Roles 84, 439-453. doi:
10.1007/s11199-020-01177-3

Steffens, M. C., PreuB3, S., and Scheifele, C. (2019). Work-related impression formation: Reviewing
parenthood penalties and investigating a “fatherhood penalty” for single fathers. Basic Appl. Soc.
Psych. 41, 287-304. doi: 10.1080/01973533.2019.1652177

Stertz, A. M., Grether, T., and Wiese, B. S. (2017). Gender-role attitudes and parental work decisions
after childbirth: A longitudinal dyadic perspective with dual-earner couples. J. Vocat. Behav. 101,
104-118. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2017.05.005

Trahan, M. H. (2018). Paternal self-efficacy and father involvement: A bi-directional relationship.
Psychol. Men Masc. 19, 624-634. doi: 10.1037/men0000130

Trappe, H. (2013a). Vater mit Elterngeldbezug: Nichts als 6konomisches Kalkul? [Fathers who claim
parental leave benefits: Only a matter of economic considerations?]. Z. Soziol. 42, 28-51. doi:
10.1515/zfs0z-2013-0104

Trappe, H. (2013b). Vaterzeit — das Elterngeld als Beschleuniger von Gleichstellung? [Paternity
leave — parental allowance as an accelerator of equality?]. Journal of Family Research 25, 238-265.
doi: 10.20377/jfr-155.

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., and Wetherell, M. S. (1987). Rediscovering
the social group: A self-categorization theory. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Van Grootel, S., Van Laar, C., Meeussen, L., Schmader, T., and Sczesny, S. (2018). Uncovering
pluralistic ignorance to change men’s communal self-descriptions, attitudes, and behavioral
intentions. Front. Psychol. 9, 1-12. doi: 10.3389/FPSYG.2018.01344

Van Tienoven, T. P., Minnen, J., Glorieux, A., Laurijssen, I., te Braak, P., and Glorieux, I. (2023).
Locking down gender roles? A time-use perspective on gender division of household labour during
the COVID-19 pandemic lockdown in Belgium. J. Fam. Issues 44, 654-680. doi:



1017
1018
1019
1020
1021
1022
1023
1024
1025
1026
1027
1028
1029
1030
1031
1032
1033
1034
1035
1036
1037
1038
1039
1040
1041
1042
1043

10.1177/0192513X211054463

Vogt, A.-C., and Pull, K. (2010). Warum Vater ihre Erwerbstatigkeit (nicht) unterbrechen.
Mikrookonomische versus in der Persdnlichkeit des Vaters begriindete Determinanten der
Inanspruchnahme von Elternzeit durch Viater [Why fathers (don’t) interrupt their employment.
Microeconomic versus personality-based determinants of fathers’ use of parental leave]. Zeitschrift
flr Personalforschung 24, 48-68. doi: 10.1688/1862-0000_ZfP_2010 01 Vogt.

Wall, G., and Arnold, S. (2007). How involved is involved fathering?: An exploration of the
contemporary culture of fatherhood. Gend. Soc. 21, 508-527. doi: 10.1177/0891243207304973

Wenzel, M., Mummendey, A., and Waldzus, S. (2007). Superordinate identities and intergroup
conflict: The ingroup projection model. Eur. Rev. Soc. Psychol. 18, 331-372. doi:
10.1080/10463280701728302

Yerkes, M. A., André, S. C. H., Besamusca, J. W., Kruyen, P. M., Remery, C. L. H. S., Van der
Zwan, R., et al. (2020). ‘Intelligent’ lockdown, intelligent effects? Results from a survey on gender
(in)equality in paid work, the division of childcare and household work, and quality of life among
parents in the Netherlands during the Covid-19 lockdown. PLoS One 15. doi:
10.1371/journal.pone.0242249

Yzer, M. (2012). Perceived behavioral control in reasoned action theory. Ann. Am. Acad. Pol. Soc.
Sci. 640, 101-117. doi: 10.1177/0002716211423500

Zvara, B. J., Schoppe-Sullivan, S. J., and Dush, C. K. (2013). Fathers’ involvement in child health
care: Associations with prenatal involvement, parents’ beliefs, and maternal gatekeeping. Fam. Relat.
62, 649-661. doi: 10.1111/fare.12023



}' frontiers

1044 12. Tables

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations of study variables

M (SD) Correlations (N = 124 — 143)
2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13.
1. Prototypesof 5.10 .22** 13 .07 10 A7* A1 .07 -.09 .20* 26%* 157 A0
men — (0.79)
Communion?
2. Prototypes of 5.21 -.03 22%* 11 .05 -.05 .05 10 .07 -.04 -.03 -.167
men — (0.82)
Agency?
3. Father role 8.22 -.10 29%** 08 -.03 -.05 -.09 13 15f 157 .08
attitudes — (0.95)
Childcare®
4. Father role 4.46 -31*** - 01 -19* 23** .05 -17%  -157 -22% - 27**
attitudes — (1.53)
Breadwin-
ning®
5. Partner 7.89 35**F* 23** -.10 -.08 177 ABFF* AGF*x Phx*
support® (1.50)
6. Workplace 6.36 36***  -.04 -37%** 12 24**  31*** (8
support® (1.76)
7. Others’ leave- 5.44 .02 -.10 -.05 26%** 32*** 07
taking® (3.01)
8. Others’ 4.56 11 .02 -.10 -20% -7t
childcare (1.24)
engagement®

23
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Expected
backlash?

Expected
parental
self-efficacy?

Desired
parental
leave-taking?

Parental
leave-taking
intentions?

Expected
length of
parental leave
(%)

257
(1.82)

5.81
(0.90)

6.14
(1.56)

5.58
(1.92)

57.67
(41.77)

13 -20% 42w
25%% 31wk
76

-.20*

18*

40

4G

Notes. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p <.05, T p < .10 (all two-tailed). 2 7-point scale, ® 9-point scale.
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Table 2. Hierarchical regression models (with standardized regression coefficients) for desired

parental leave-taking

Model1  Model2  Model3  Model4  Model 5
Step 1: Covariates
Age .07 .02 -.00 -.05
Country of residence 23* 26%** 21%* 13f 13
Education level - 27** -.26%* -.26** -.22%* -.26**
Relative income .07 .04 .08 .08
Work hours -.22f -.15 -.13 -.10
Step 2: Masculinity and
fatherhood beliefs
Communal prototypes of men 26** 21* A7t 197
Agentic prototypes of men -.08 -.157 -.16* -.19*
Father role attitudes — Childcare A1° -.01 -.02
Father role attitudes — -13 .01 .08
Breadwinning
Step 3: Social support
Partner support A1** A2FF* 38**
Workplace support .02 -.06
Step 4: Additional predictors
Others’ leave-taking 147 A13f
Others’ childcare engagement -.09
Expected backlash -13
Expected parental self-efficacy 15* 137
Adjusted R? 12 19 .30 .35 .35
R? change .07 A1 .05

Notes. *** p <.001, ** p< .01, * p<.05, T p<.10.
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Table 3. Hierarchical regression models (with standardized regression coefficients) for parental

leave-taking intentions

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 5
Step 1: Covariates
Age A7* 137 107 .05
Country of residence 26%* 27 21%* .08
Educational level -.26%* -.26** - 24%* -.16* -.14*
Relative income .09 .05 .10 10
Work hours -.19* -.16* -13 -.08
Step 2: Masculinity and
fatherhood beliefs
Communal prototypes of men 14 .09 .02
Agentic prototypes of men -.01 -.06 -.06
Father role attitudes —
Childcare 147 .05 .03
Father role attitudes —
Breadwinning i ~H 03
Step 3: Social support
Partner support 32%* 31** 30***
Workplace support A1 -.03
Step 4: Additional predictors
Others’ leave-taking 24%* 2Tx**
Others’ childcare engagement =21 -.20%*
Expected backlash -.25%* - 28***
Expected parental self-efficacy 21%* 22%*
Adjusted R? 14 21 .30 46 47
R? change .07 .09 16

Notes. *** p <.001, ** p< .01, * p<.05, T p<.10.
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Table 4. Hierarchical regression models (with standardized regression coefficients) for expected

length of parental leave in percent of available leave

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Step 1: Covariates
Age 18* 13 13 .09
Country of residence -.23%* - 23%* -.28** - 37FFF - 33FF*
Educational level -.09 -.10 -.09 -.06
Relative income .09 .04 .07 .08
Work hours -.21** -17* -.15* -.147 -.22%*
Step 2: Masculinity and
fatherhood beliefs
Communal prototypes of men .06 .03 -.00
Agentic prototypes of men -.07 -.10 -12
Father role attitudes — .09 .02 .01
Childcare
Father role attitudes — - 24%* -15 -.05
Breadwinning
Step 3: Social support
Partner support 25** 25%* 28***
Workplace support .02 -.03
Step 4: Additional predictors
Others’ leave-taking 14
Others’ childcare engagement -.18* -.22%*
Expected backlash -.07
Expected parental self-efficacy 147 14*
Adjusted R? 13 18 22 27 25
R? change .05 .04 .05

Notes. *** p <.001, ** p< .01, * p<.05, T p<.10.



