
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Increasing men’s 
involvement in parental 
care 

Research report 
June 2021 

 

 

Leonie Nicks, Filip Gesiarz, Johannes Lohmann – The 
Behavioural Insights Team 

 



 

2 

Contents 

Acknowledgements 3 

Executive Summary 5 

Introduction 7 

Intervention development 8 

Research aims and trial methodology 13 

Participant journey 13 

Description of data and sample 14 

Outcome Measures 15 

Analytical strategy 16 

Trial results 18 

Discussion and conclusion 24 

Appendices 27 

Appendix 1: Intervention newsletter content 27 

Appendix 2: Example of email newsletter received by control group 33 

Appendix 3: Three tips for speaking to employers 36 

Appendix 4: Housework responsibilities wall chart 39 

Appendix 5: Baby-related responsibilities wall chart 41 

Appendix 6: Analytical strategy 43 

Appendix 7: Engagement data 45 

Appendix 8: Further descriptives 47 

Appendix 9: Outcome measures 48 

Appendix 10: Balance checks 53 

 

  



 

3 

Acknowledgements  

We wish to acknowledge the roles that the following individuals had in this report:  

● Philippa Ward at the National Childbirth Trust (NCT) for implementing the trial.  

● Abigail Wood and Sanjima De Zoysa at NCT for setting up the project. 

● Natalia Shakhina at the Behavioural Insights Team (BIT) for writing up the trial into this 

report.  

● Larisa Riedijk and Belle Derks at Utrecht University for supporting with the survey design. 

● Tiina Likki, Jessica Barnes, James Lawrence, Chloe Chambraud, Hannah Burd and Tom 

O’Keeffe at BIT for their quality assurance input.   



 

4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Executive summary 



 

5 

Executive Summary 

In the UK, gender inequality in pay increases dramatically after a woman has a child and the 
penalty in wages reaches 30% by the time the first child is 18 years old.1 Shared parental leave 
(SPL) was introduced in 2015 but its uptake remains very low at about 0.5% to 8% of eligible 
couples.2 Fathers’ low uptake of parental leave contributes to an unequal share of unpaid 
childcare and other household work, with the increased burden falling on women.3  

The Behavioural Insights Team (BIT) partnered with NCT, a charity for parents in the UK. NCT’s 
pregnancy newsletter reaches large numbers of first-time parents, and the vast majority of 
subscribers are women. We explored whether intervening on their newsletter would increase 
men’s (primarily the male partners of subscribers) intended uptake of parental leave and 
participation in childcare and housework. We ran a two-armed randomised controlled trial (n = 
1,500). Subscribers in the intervention group received behaviourally-informed content about 
parental leave, and sharing housework and childcare. The control group received the pre-existing 
newsletter.  

The intervention drew on a number of behavioural insights, but at its core it reframed decision-
making around unpaid care as a shared responsibility rather than primarily for women, which is 
often the implication of most pregnancy advice for parents. 

The intervention did not increase men’s intended parental leave in the overall sample. However, 
the intervention was designed primarily for women partnered with men, since most pregnancy 
content is written for women. Among women reporting their male partner’s leave (95% of the 
sample), the intervention marginally significantly increased men’s intended days of parental 
leave by around 10% from 32.0 days to 35.1 days. The intervention did not significantly change 
men’s intended share of childcare or housework, or how much couples discussed these issues.  

It is likely these intentions are optimistic. Couples in our sample said that they intended to share 
housework equally on average, and men intended to carry out only slightly less of the childcare, 
however, evidence shows that currently in society actual differences in housework and childcare 
are far greater. Similarly, 56% of the sample intended to take longer than two weeks’ leave 
compared to about 10%-16% on average in the UK. There may have been little room for more 
equal sharing intentions in this sample. 

Content to support parents in planning how they would share childcare tasks achieved the highest 
click-through rate (25%) in the trial, about four times higher than the first main hyperlink in the 
control newsletters. This suggests that content regarding childcare tasks may be more effective at 
engaging parents than housework and parental leave. 

The results are promising since engagement with newsletters is low. Other channels, such as in 
the workplace when discussing parental leave with HR, would be worth exploring to have greater 
impact.   

 
1 Costa Dias, M., Joyce, R., & Parodi, F. (2020). The gender pay gap in the UK: children and experience in work. 

Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 36(4), 855-881. 
2 Working Families (2017) Shared Parental Leave in the UK: is it working? Lessons from other countries; Department 

for Business Innovation & Skills (2013) Shared parental leave and pay administration consultation – impact 
assessment  
3 ONS (2016) Women shoulder the responsibility of ‘unpaid work’ 

https://workingfamilies.org.uk/workflex-blog/shared-parental-leave-in-the-uk-is-it-working-lessons-from-other-countries/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/110692/13-651-modern-workplaces-shared-parental-leave-and-pay-impact-assessment2.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/110692/13-651-modern-workplaces-shared-parental-leave-and-pay-impact-assessment2.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/110692/13-651-modern-workplaces-shared-parental-leave-and-pay-impact-assessment2.pdf
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/articles/womenshouldertheresponsibilityofunpaidwork/2016-11-10
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Introduction 

Women perform the majority of unpaid domestic work, including childcare and housework.4 
Women’s greater participation in unpaid domestic work contributes to the gender pay gap, which 
increases when men and women become parents.5 When men are more involved early on, they 
are much more likely to stay involved throughout their child’s life, making these early weeks an 
important window of time for setting the trajectory of men’s childcare.6 ONS research suggests 
that the gap in time spent on unpaid childcare and household work widened under the COVID-19 
lockdown measures in the UK, although the evidence is mixed.7  

Since the introduction of shared parental leave (SPL) in 2015, uptake has been disappointing. 
Estimates of uptake vary from 0.5% to 8% among eligible fathers.8 Men’s low uptake of parental 
leave beyond two weeks’ paternity leave leads to large gender differences in both domestic work 
and employment experience at the start of men and women’s parenting lives. There are a number 
of likely reasons for the low uptake of SPL, including the design of the policy, financial incentives, 
and social factors. 

The way SPL is designed makes men’s uptake of longer parental leave more likely to be 
experienced as a loss. Statutory maternity leave is one year, while SPL is one year to share 
between parents, so men’s uptake of SPL is perceived by couples as taking leave time away from 
women.9 We know from broader behavioural science that we feel losses more strongly than gains, 
known as ‘loss aversion’.10 In addition, the complexity of SPL creates friction costs even for 
couples highly motivated to use it. One survey found that 34% of parents do not understand how 
shared parental leave works and 49% do not know whether their employer enhances shared 
parental leave pay.11 Another important factor that prevents men from taking longer leave is 
financial: most employers do not enhance shared parental leave pay or paternity leave pay 
beyond two weeks.12 However, there are also other social and behavioural factors that create 
barriers for men taking longer leave and having greater early involvement in parenting.  

The gender role stereotypes of women as caregivers and men as breadwinners influence, often 
unconsciously, the behaviours of men and women in parenting partnerships.13 These create 
different social and cultural pressures on men and women to be more involved at work or at 

 
4 ONS (2016) Women shoulder the responsibility of ‘unpaid work’ 
5 Dias, M. C., Joyce, R., & Parodi, F. (2018). Wage Progression and the Gender Wage Gap: The Causal Impact of 

Hours of Work. IFS Briefing Note, BN223, 1–21. 
6 Tamm, M. (2019). Fathers’ parental leave-taking, childcare involvement and labor market participation. Labour 

Economics, 59, 184-197. 
7 ONS. (2020). A “new normal”? How people spent their time after the March 2020 coronavirus lockdown. Other 

studies, for example Chung et al. (2020), found that differences reduced. However, ONS typically has a more 
representative sample than these other studies. 
8 Working Families (2017) Shared Parental Leave in the UK: is it working? Lessons from other countries; Department 

for Business Innovation & Skills (2013) Shared parental leave and pay administration consultation – impact 
assessment  
9 Twamley, K., & Schober, P. (2019). Shared parental leave: Exploring variations in attitudes, eligibility, knowledge 

and take-up intentions of expectant mothers in London. Journal of Social Policy, 48(2), 387–407. 
10 Kahneman, D., A. Tversky. 1979. Prospect theory - analysis of decision under risk. Econometrica 47(2) 263-291. 
11 Ndzi, E. (2018). Challenges of Shared Parental Leave: Reasons Why Mothers May/May Not Want to Share Their 

Maternity Leave. SSRN Electronic Journal.  
12 Employee benefits (2018) 9% of employers provide more than the two-week statutory paternity leave entitlement 
13 Heilman, M. E., & Caleo, S. (2018). Combatting gender discrimination: A lack of fit framework. Group Processes 
and Intergroup Relations, 21(5), 725–744. 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/articles/womenshouldertheresponsibilityofunpaidwork/2016-11-10
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/healthandsocialcare/conditionsanddiseases/articles/anewnormalhowpeoplespenttheirtimeafterthemarch2020coronaviruslockdown/2020-12-09
https://workingfamilies.org.uk/workflex-blog/shared-parental-leave-in-the-uk-is-it-working-lessons-from-other-countries/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/110692/13-651-modern-workplaces-shared-parental-leave-and-pay-impact-assessment2.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/110692/13-651-modern-workplaces-shared-parental-leave-and-pay-impact-assessment2.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/110692/13-651-modern-workplaces-shared-parental-leave-and-pay-impact-assessment2.pdf
https://employeebenefits.co.uk/issues/july-2018/9-statutory-paternity-leave-entitlement/
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home.14 These social norms can leave both parents frustrated, as women report carrying out more 
domestic labour than expected,15 and men feel trapped in long hours jobs,16 which constrain the 
time they are able to spend with their children. Even when parents care about having more 
egalitarian arrangements than gender role stereotypes would dictate, these do not seem to closely 
relate to the eventual division of labour in couples.17 

Qualitative evidence finds that parents often do not discuss in advance how they will share 
parental leave, childcare and housework before they have their first child.18 In particular, they are 
least likely to discuss how they will share housework.19 Couples that have these conversations are 
less likely to fall into a more traditional division of labour, although the causal role of conversations 
is unclear.20  

We partnered with the National Childbirth Trust (NCT) to test whether intervening on the NCT 
“pregnancy & baby” newsletter with behaviourally-informed content related to parental leave and 
division of domestic labour would increase men’s uptake of parental leave in the first year after 
birth and participation in baby-related and housework activities in the first six months after birth.  

This trial is part of the Gender and Behavioural Insights (GABI) programme, which is a three-year 
research programme funded by, and run in collaboration with, the Government Equalities Office 
(GEO). The purpose of the GABI programme is to support GEO’s strategic objectives by building a 
robust evidence base and applying behavioural insights to gender equality.  

Intervention development  

Pregnancy newsletters reach large numbers of expecting parents. The NCT pregnancy & baby 
weekly newsletter reaches over 5,000 subscribers every week from week 4 to 40 of pregnancy 
and 8 weeks after birth. Subscribers enter their due date when they sign up so that they receive 
newsletter content relevant to their week of pregnancy, for example, the likely size of their baby in 
that week of the pregnancy.  

Most subscribers are first-time expectant mothers. Our sample was 95% women, for 91% it was 
the father’s first child and 87% of the women were pregnant at the time of taking the survey (the 
rest had just given birth). The intervention was designed to target this primary audience of women 
who could influence the gender balance of care work within their partnership. 

For the intervention, we embedded articles in the NCT pregnancy & baby newsletter with 
hyperlinks to further content. Subscribers in the control group received the existing NCT 
newsletter. 

 
14 Beglaubter, J. (2017). Balancing the Scales: Negotiating Father’s Parental Leave Use. Canadian Review of 
Sociology, 54(4), 476–496.  
15 Biehle, S. N., & Mickelson, K. D. (2012). First-time parents’ expectations about the division of childcare and play. 
Journal of Family Psychology, 26(1), 36–45.  
16 Padavic, I., Ely, R. J., & Reid, E. M. (2020). Explaining the persistence of gender inequality: The work–family 
narrative as a social defense against the 24/7 work culture. Administrative Science Quarterly, 65(1), 61-111. 
17 Usdansky, M. L. (2011). The gender‐equality paradox: Class and incongruity between work‐family attitudes and 
behaviors. Journal of Family Theory & Review, 3(3), 163-178. 
18 Hacohen, R., Likki, T., Londakova, K., & Rossiter, J. (2018). Return to work: parental decision making. 
19 Poster presentation by Riedijk, Derks, Van Veelen, Dykstra & Kleingeld at a 2019 European Association for Social 
Psychology meeting 
20 Knudson‐Martin, C., & Mahoney, A. R. (2005). Moving beyond gender: Processes that create relationship equality. 
Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 31(2), 235-258. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/705898/Return_to_work-parental_decision_making.pdf
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The intervention newsletter articles covered three key topics: parental leave, housework and 
childcare. We wanted to prompt parents to discuss how they will share leave, childcare and 
housework and provide them with guidance for how to approach these conversations. In the 
newsletter each topic was included as the first main article, with one topic covered per the three 
weeks of the trial.  

The further hyperlinked content included an article with tips for speaking to employers about 
parental leave and wall charts for couples to plan and assign responsibilities for housework and 
baby-related tasks. The full intervention content is provided in the Appendices: newsletter content 
in Appendix 1, ‘three tips for speaking to your employers’21 in Appendix 3, the housework 
responsibilities wall chart22 in Appendix 4 and the baby-related responsibilities wall chart23 in 
Appendix 5.   

The intervention drew on a number of behavioural insights to increase men’s parental leave 
uptake, as well as men’s share of childcare and housework.  

• Leveraging loss aversion. To counterbalance the loss aversion experienced as a result of 
the design of SPL, the intervention highlighted the potential lost opportunity of family time with 
both parents at home with the new-born baby, e.g. “Don’t miss the opportunity to be together 
as a family after your baby is born”. 

• Making it easy. To address the friction costs associated with SPL and its complexity, we 
included multiple elements that would make the process of planning longer parental leave and 
dividing childcare and housework easier. The intervention article outlined three tips for 
speaking to employers about parental leave and these were further broken down into 
actionable steps. Previous BIT experimental research found that framing SPL as a legal right 
increased men’s interest in taking it potentially because it made the conversation with their 
employer seem easier,24 so the intervention article highlighted that SPL is a legal right. The 
wall charts to divide housework and baby care broke down these complex high-level domains 
of responsibility into specific tasks in a visual format that highlighted domestic tasks that may 
otherwise be invisible. By encouraging parents to use them to identify who is responsible for 
which task, we hoped that this would encourage constructive and actionable conversations 
between parents.  

• Making it timely. Intervening through a pregnancy newsletter allowed us to capture parents 
before and while they were making key decisions about parental leave and home life. Timely 
communication is effective at encouraging people to take action.25 

• Encouraging action today. People are fairly poor at predicting the future and may not follow 
through with a behaviour even if they intend to, known as the intention-action gap.26 Evidence 
finds that both first-time mothers and fathers expect fathers to be more involved than they 

 
21 BIT (2021) Three tips for speaking to your employers 
22  BIT (2021) Housework responsibilities wall chart 
23 BIT (2021) Baby-related responsibilities wall chart 
24 Hacohen, R., Likki, T., Londakova, K., & Rossiter, J. (2018). Return to work: parental decision making. 
25 For example, Hoff, G., & Bretthauer, M. (2008). Appointments timed in proximity to annual milestones and 
compliance with screening: randomised controlled trial. Bmj, 337. 
26 Ajzen, I. (1985). From intentions to actions: A theory of planned behavior. In Action control (pp. 11-39). Springer, 
Berlin, Heidelberg. 

https://www.bi.team/three-tips-for-speaking-to-your-employers/
https://www.bi.team/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Housework-wallchart-1.pdf
https://www.bi.team/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Baby-wallchart-1.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/705898/Return_to_work-parental_decision_making.pdf
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are.27 By encouraging parents to make an early concrete plan, they would be more likely to 
stick to their preferred behaviours in the face of disruption.28 

• Challenging social norms. Gendered expectations and identities also play a key role.29 
Some of these expectations may not align with how individuals feel privately. Letting parents 
know that more people than they might think approve of men taking longer parental leave 
could be effective here. For example, 72% of managers approve of men and women sharing 
leave equally.30  

• Creating a new status quo. Language in much pregnancy and parental leave content is 
written with the implicit assumption that women are the primary caregiver and that 
responsibility for decisions related to parental leave and sharing household work lie primarily 
with women rather than as a shared decision within a couple. The intervention content was 
written in a way that positions these as shared decisions. 

We user-tested the intervention content with parents across BIT, GEO and the Cabinet Office. 
User-testing of the intervention content highlighted that first-time parents are much more likely 
to have a romanticised view of early parenthood and that most content targeting this group 
reflects this. For example, highlighting how much work is involved with looking after a new-
born is unlikely to be fully grasped by first-time parents, while existing parents would 
understand this better. Since most NCT pregnancy & baby newsletter subscribers are first-
time mothers, we framed the content to have a more sentimental outlook.  

Figure 1 below provides an example of a newsletter intervention article about paternity leave. 
Note that for the parental leave newsletter content, the content slightly differed depending on 
the week of pregnancy, given the different deadlines for informing employers that are relevant 
to expecting parents at different stages of pregnancy. However, the housework and childcare 
intervention content was the same for all subscribers. 

 
27 Biehle, S. N., & Mickelson, K. D. (2012). First-time parents' expectations about the division of childcare and play. 
Journal of Family Psychology, 26(1), 36. 
28 Hacohen, R., Likki, T., Londakova, K., & Rossiter, J. (2018). Return to work: parental decision making. 
29 Birkett, H., & Forbes, S. (2019). Where’s dad? Exploring the low take-up of inclusive parenting policies in the UK. 
Policy Studies. 
30 Institute of Leadership & Management. (2014). Shared opportunity: Parental leave in UK business. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/705898/Return_to_work-parental_decision_making.pdf
https://www.institutelm.com/static/uploaded/13fdc2f3-ca79-4911-b3ba9bfe0005ddc2.pdf
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Figure 1: Example of parental leave information for Weeks 27-33 of pregnancy as 
displayed in the newsletter
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Research aims and trial methodology 

We ran a two-armed randomised controlled trial (RCT) to test whether providing expecting parents 
subscribed to a pregnancy newsletter with behaviourally-informed content related to parental leave 
and division of domestic labour would increase men’s parental involvement in the early months of 
their new-born child’s life. 

We hypothesised the intervention would: 

• Increase the length of time men intend to take for parental leave in the first year after 
birth.  

• Increase men’s intended share in housework tasks in the first six months after birth.  

• Increase men’s intended share in childcare tasks in the first six months after birth.  

Participant journey 

When individuals sign up for the NCT pregnancy & baby newsletter they enter their due date. The 
system then calibrates which week of the newsletter they receive to align with their week of 
pregnancy, assuming their due date falls in Week 40 of their pregnancy. Thus, an individual in 
Week 20 of their pregnancy would receive the Week 20 newsletter. The pregnancy & baby 
newsletter is sent every week to subscribers in Week 4 to Week 40 of their pregnancy and then 
Week 1 to Week 8 postnatally.  

The trial structure is summarised in Table 1 below. Subscribers to the newsletter were randomly 
allocated into the intervention or control group. Random allocation was automated by the 
newsletter software. Newsletter subscribers in the intervention group received the intervention 
newsletter and those in the control group received the existing version of the newsletter. The full 
intervention newsletter content is available in Appendix 1 and an example of the existing 
newsletter in Appendix 2. 

The intervention took place over three weeks with the intervention group receiving the content as 
the first article of the newsletter. The first week, subscribers received an article about parental 
leave (tailored to the pregnancy week), the second week they received an article about sharing 
housework and the third week they received content about sharing childcare.  

From the fourth week of the trial, newsletter subscribers in both control and intervention were 
invited to take part in a survey. The survey contained questions about their intended behaviour in 
the first 12 months for parental leave and first 6 months for childcare and housework after the 
child’s birth as well as a number of questions about relevant covariates (Appendix 9). 
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Table 1: Trial summary 

Trial timelines  Control Intervention  

Trial first week Existing newsletter content Parental leave (tailored to 
the pregnancy week) 

Trial second week Housework 

Trial third week Childcare 

Trial fourth week onwards Survey (intentional behaviour) 

 

Description of data and sample 

We sent the newsletter with the survey link to all 5,766 newsletter subscribers involved in the trial 
(2,867 in control and 2,899 in intervention). To increase the response rate, we offered newsletter 
subscribers the chance to win a £500 shopping voucher for completing the survey.  

We received data from 1,563 people (27.1% response rate) and applied the following eligibility 
criteria for inclusion in our analysis: 

• They had a partner 

• Their partner identified as a man if they identified as a woman or a woman if they 
identified as a man31 

• One of them was pregnant or had given birth within the last 4 months32 

This left 1,518 eligible respondents. We excluded a further 18 people in the control group due to 
unlikely survey completion times.33 This resulted in a final sample size of 1,500.34  

Table 2: Sample summary  

Final sample Women Men Total 

Control 707 (94.5%) 41 (5.5%) 748 

Intervention 715 (95.1%) 37 (4.9%) 752 

 

The intervention and control group were balanced across age, education, household income, 
contracted hours, employment status, and ethnicity (see Appendix 10). Further descriptives 

 
31 This and the partner requirement were included to measure gender equality in unpaid care work from a within-
couple perspective. We exclude anyone whose data we will not analyse in line with data ethics. 
32 To exclude any friends or family who might be receiving the newsletter. 
33 Defined as responding faster than ⅓ of median response time, calculated separately for control and intervention 
groups due to a different number of questions.  
34 After analysis, we discovered that 34 out of 1,500 responses belonged to participants who had responded to the 
survey more than once on the basis of their email addresses. This meant there were 1,483 unique participants. 
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relating to the sample regarding whether it is the father’s first child, employment status, average 
contracted hours, housework division before birth, pregnancy stage, if they are still pregnant, 
ethnicity, education and household income are available in Appendix 8. There was no difference in 
response rates between conditions. 

Outcome Measures 

Table 3 summarises the outcome measures in the trial. Further information on the questions, 
response options and control variables are available in Appendix 9. 

Table 3. Summary of outcome measures. 

Outcome 
measure 

Details 

Primary: Men’s 
intended parental 
leave 

If the male partner was in employment (including self-employed 
and on furlough), respondents were asked to provide the man’s 
intended weeks of parental leave in the first year after birth.  
If responses were four weeks or less, respondents were then 
asked how to provide the man’s intended days of parental leave. 

Secondary: 
Intended 
housework share 

Respondents were asked about the intended division of 
household activities between the partners including food 
shopping, cooking and baking, washing dishes and (un)loading 
the dishwasher, cleaning, dusting and vacuuming, laundry and 
ironing, and tidying up.  

Secondary: 
Intended 
childcare share 

Respondents were asked about the intended division of childcare 
activities between the partners including: feeding the baby, 
changing nappies, getting up for the baby in the night or early 
morning, settling the baby to sleep in the day or at night, playing 
with and entertaining the baby, and bathtime 

Exploratory: 
Conversations 

Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they had 
talked about the division of parental leave, housework and 
childcare as a couple.  

Exploratory: 
Engagement with 
the intervention 

Respondents in the intervention group were asked to rate the 
extent to which they remembered and engaged with the 
intervention newsletter content for parental leave, housework and 
childcare, and the additional content including the ‘top tips for 
speaking to employers about parental leave’ article and the wall 
charts for planning housework and baby care tasks. 

Exploratory: 
Ideal parental 
leave  

For partners who were both in employment, respondents were 
asked about the man’s ideal parental leave length if their employer 
provided full pay for men taking shared parental leave.  
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Analytical strategy 

The analytical strategy is explained in Appendix 6. Covariates include age, education, household 
income, whether it is the father’s first child, relative income between parents, employment status, 
contracted hours, housework division before birth, pregnancy stage, whether they are still 
pregnant or just given birth and mother’s ethnicity.
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Trial results  

Primary outcome: Parental leave length 

We did not observe a significant effect (at the 10% level) on the intended length of parental leave 
(Figure 2). 

Figure 2: Men’s intended days of parental leave

 
Note: Controls for all covariates.35  
 

Only participants where the man’s employment status was not ‘unemployed’ or ‘not in work’ were 
asked about men’s intended parental leave: 730 people in the control group, and 729 people in the 
intervention group came under this category. 

Women only 

We repeated the same analysis only with women respondents (who responded on behalf of their 
male partners), who comprised 95% of the sample. The intervention increased men’s intended 
length of parental leave by 10% to 35.1 days from 32.0 days in the control group. The increase 
was significant at the 10% level.  

 
35 Relative income could not be imputed for 6 people that indicated ‘prefer not to say’ and these individuals have been 
excluded from the analysis. 
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Figure 3: Men’s intended days of parental leave (women only) 

 
Note: Controls for all covariates.36  
 

The distribution of men’s intended parental leave by condition is available in Figure 4.  

Figure 4. Distribution of men’s intended length of parental leave 

 
Proportion of the sample intending to take between the previous length up to and including the labelled length by 

condition. 

 
36 Relative income could not be imputed for 5 people that indicated ‘prefer not to say’ and these individuals have been 

excluded from the analysis. 
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Secondary outcome: Housework share 
The intervention did not have a significant effect at the 10% level on men’s intended share of 
housework. The result did not change for the women-only subsample. 

Figure 5: Men’s intended housework share

 
Note: Intended housework share is expressed on a Likert scale 1-7 where 1 = female partner will do everything, 7 = 

male partner will do everything, and 4 = housework will be split equally. Controls for all covariates.37  

  

 
37 Relative income could not be imputed for 6 people that indicated ‘prefer not to say’ and these individuals have been 

excluded from the analysis. 
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Secondary outcome: Childcare share 
The intervention did not have a significant effect at the 10% level on the intended split of childcare. 
The result did not change for the women-only subsample. 

Figure 6: Men’s intended childcare share

 
Note: Intended childcare share is expressed on a Likert scale 1-7 where 1 = female partner will do everything, 7 = 
male partner will do everything, and 4 = childcare will be split equally. Controls for all covariates.38  
 

Exploratory analysis 
The intervention did not have a significant effect at the 10% level on the extent of conversations 
about parental leave, housework share and childcare share. The result did not change for the 
women-only subsample. 

There was also no significant effect (at the 10% level) on the ideal length of parental leave for the 
full sample and the women-only subsample. 

Engagement 
The click-through rate (percentage of people who clicked on the link to further content out of the 
total recipients) for the parental leave article and parental pay calculator was around 4% and 
housework responsibilities wall chart was 6%. The click-through rate for the baby-related 

 
38 Relative income could not be imputed for 6 people that indicated ‘prefer not to say’ and these individuals have been 

excluded from the analysis. 
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responsibilities wall chart was much higher at around 25%. By comparison, the click-through rate 
for the hyperlink in the first main article in the control newsletters was about 6-7% (Table 4). 

Table 4. Summary of open and click-through rates among the whole sample per topic and 
condition. 

Trial week & topic Opens and open rate Clicks and click-through rate 

Control Intervention Control Intervention 

Trial week 1 
(parental leave) 

1950  
(75.41%) 

1897  
(73.73%) 

180 
(6.96%) 

103 
(4.00%) 

Trial week 2 
(housework) 

2067  
(75.95%) 

2093 
(75.26%) 

178 
(6.45%) 

153 
(5.50%) 

Trial week 3 
(childcare) 

2103 
(73.58%) 

2101 
(72.7%) 

181 
(6.33%) 

722 
(24.98%) 

 

Engagement with the content was questionably high among those that replied to the survey 
considering the click-through rates. About 45% of intervention respondents reported they had 
clicked on the parental leave article, 51% on the housework responsibilities wall chart and 50% on 
the baby-related responsibilities wall chart. While it is plausible that those who are more engaged 
with the newsletter are more likely to respond to the survey, these figures are still impossible.  

Had everyone who clicked on the further content responded to the survey, at a maximum only 
14% could have clicked on the parental leave article and parental pay calculator, 20% on the 
housework responsibilities wall chart and 96% on the baby-related responsibilities wall chart.  

Two factors call into question the validity of the responses to the engagement scales. There was 
little variation in engagement rates among survey respondents between the wall charts, despite 
large differences in click-through rates. The reported clicks were much higher for the parental 
leave article and housework wall chart than would have been possible even if everyone who 
clicked on them also responded to the survey, which is unlikely (full results in Appendix 7).   
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Discussion and conclusion 

We ran a two-armed RCT to test whether providing expecting parents subscribed to a pregnancy 
newsletter with behaviourally-informed content about parental leave and division of domestic 
labour would increase men’s uptake of parental leave and participation in domestic activities.  

The intervention did not increase men’s intended parental leave in the overall sample. However, 
for women responding to the survey, the intervention marginally significantly increased the number 
of days of parental leave their male partner intended to take by 10% from 32.0 days to 35.1 days. 
We designed the intervention primarily with women in mind, so it is not too surprising that it 
worked for this group. It is likely that the small number of men in the sample only served to add 
statistical ‘noise’ making the overall result non-significant. Since the majority of pregnancy 
newsletter subscribers are women, we wanted to design the intervention to work for them. It was 
also important to design the intervention for women since they are more likely to take on the role 
of primary caregiver and it is often an unspoken assumption that they will take on responsibility for 
any major decisions around childcare.39 Most existing pregnancy content reinforces this world 
view. Reframing the decision-making responsibility as shared relieves some of this burden and 
gives women permission to expect greater responsibility and involvement from men. 

The intervention did not significantly change men’s intended share of housework and childcare. 
Interestingly, men’s intended share of childcare was lower than housework. For housework, 
respondents in both control and intervention indicated their intended division of tasks was close to 
equal on average, while for childcare the female partner ‘would do slightly more’ on average. This 
suggests that there was little room for men to increase their share of housework. As for childcare 
activities, this is likely due to women taking greater parental leave in the first six months than men. 
However, there is room for greater equality here even if it could mean men increase their share of 
housework to counterbalance their lower share in childcare. Future research should consider 
drawing attention to both aspects of domestic labour at the same time, although we chose not to 
out of concern that it could be overwhelming. 

We find promise in the marginally significant effect, given that it is likely all reported intentional 
behaviours are optimistic. Men tend to overestimate and women underestimate their share of 
domestic work in typical survey measures compared with time use data.40 We know that intentions 
often do not translate into actual behaviour. Especially since their existing division of labour was 
not equal: men’s existing average share of housework before birth was less than equal, closer to 
their female partner doing ‘slightly more’. Research finds that in practice housework is rarely split 
equally: on average, women spend more than twice as much time on housework than men.41 
Among first-time parents, mothers tend to do more childcare and fathers less childcare than 
expected before the child was born.42 However, these optimistic intentions may lead parents to 
underestimate the importance of planning in advance. It is important to conduct a follow-up survey 
to see whether the intervention impacted the actual division. 

The click-through rates on the parental leave article and housework wall chart were low, which 
means that the newsletter content was more important for changing behaviour. This part of the 
intervention activated loss aversion by emphasising the potential lost opportunity of family time 

 
39 ONS (2013) The gender gap in unpaid care provision 
40 Yavorsky, J. E., Kamp Dush, C. M., & Schoppe-Sullivan, S. J. (2015). The Production of Inequality: The Gender 
Division of Labor Across the Transition to Parenthood. Journal of Marriage and Family, 77(3), 662–679.  
41 ONS. (2016) Women shoulder the responsibility of 'unpaid work'.  
42 Biehle, S. N., & Mickelson, K. D. (2012). First-time parents' expectations about the division of childcare and play. 
Journal of Family Psychology, 26(1), 36. 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/healthandsocialcare/healthandwellbeing/articles/fullstorythegendergapinunpaidcareprovisionisthereanimpactonhealthandeconomicposition/2013-05-16
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/articles/womenshouldertheresponsibilityofunpaidwork/2016-11-10
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with both parents and highlighted the social norm that most managers support longer leave. Given 
the purpose of the newsletter, we were able to target expecting parents at a time when these kinds 
of decisions are live. The baby-related responsibilities wall chart achieved the highest click-
through rate (25%), which was nearly four times higher than the main article in the control 
newsletter. It is possible that seeing the key childcare responsibilities laid out concretely 
encouraged parents to consider the tasks ahead more thoroughly and think more carefully about 
men taking longer parental leave. This also suggests that content around baby care may be more 
effective and engaging for new parents for interventions that target parental leave. 

The intervention did not significantly change how much parents discussed parental leave or the 
division of childcare and housework. Couples talked least about housework (‘a little’), slightly more 
about childcare (between ‘a little’ and ‘a fair amount’), but interestingly, mostly about parental 
leave (between ‘a fair amount’ and ‘quite a lot’). This supports other research that finds that 
couples talk about housework the least in advance of having their first child.43 Couples may also 
have talked less about housework if they assumed they would be sharing it equally. However, as 
already established, this is likely to be an illusion and result in unmet expectations given the 
evidence that women usually undertake the majority of household responsibilities.44 In this way, 
the illusion of equality may ironically prevent parents from taking steps to ensure equality. 

The small effect size may be due to some of the characteristics of the sample, in particular that 
there may have been a ceiling effect. We know that financial security is a major positive factor in 
men taking longer leave and 35% of the sample had a household income above £85K compared 
with about 19% of taxpayers in the UK earning above £42.5K.45 The sample also had much higher 
rates of higher education (91%) than the UK average in the employed population (44%).46 Men in 
the sample reported a much higher number of intended days of leave (46) than the women 
reporting their male partner’s leave (34). Only 5% of the sample were men and it is highly likely 
that they may not be representative of men more generally. The intended parental leave length in 
this sample far exceeds that of the UK average. Estimates vary, but only around 10-16% of men 
take parental leave longer than two weeks, yet 56% of our sample intended to.47 All of these 
factors suggest that there may have been a ceiling effect for the impact on the intervention due to 
the kind of people who are subscribed to NCT’s pregnancy newsletter. 

Finally, it is important to acknowledge that interventions via newsletters are always limited in terms 
of their potential impact given that a relatively small portion of readers are highly engaged with 
them. We recommend exploring a wider range of channels and touchpoints that could have 
greater engagement, such as through the organisation’s HR department at the point of employees 
asking them about parental leave.  

Future research should look at responses to a follow-up survey that measures actual behaviours 
once subscribers become parents. 

  

 
43 Poster presentation by Riedijk, Derks, Van Veelen, Dykstra & Kleingeld at a 2019 European Association for Social 
Psychology meeting 
44 ONS. (2016) Women shoulder the responsibility of 'unpaid work'.  
45 HMRC (2020) Percentile points from 1 to 99 for total income before and after tax.  
46 ONS (2018) UK employment with higher education or post-graduate qualifications, UK, 2017 
47 ILM (2014) found 10% and DWP (2010) found 16% 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/articles/womenshouldertheresponsibilityofunpaidwork/2016-11-10
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/percentile-points-from-1-to-99-for-total-income-before-and-after-tax
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/adhocs/008626ukemploymentwithhighereducationorpostgraduatequalificationsuk2017
https://www.institutelm.com/asset/04FA33A7-33E6-41E6-B3A65FFAD542F6F7/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/214367/rrep777.pdf
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Appendices 
Appendix 1: Intervention newsletter content  

The intervention content was sent across all weekly editions of the NCT pregnancy & baby 
newsletter as the first main article. Note that the parental leave content was tailored to the 
pregnancy week, whereas the housework and childcare content was the same across all 
pregnancy weeks. Each topic was delivered in a one-week period to subscribers across all 
pregnancy weeks. 

4.1 Parental leave (pregnancy weeks 4-11)

 
Hyperlinked to the government’s parental pay calculator.48 This content did not hyperlink to the 
article ‘Three tips for speaking to your employers’ as parents typically do not speak publicly about 
their pregnancy before 12 weeks.  

All parental leave content referenced a statistic from a study by the Institute for Leadership and 
Management that found 72% of the managers they surveyed would support partners who want to 
share leave equally.49 

 
48 GOV.UK Check if you can get leave or pay when you have a child 
49 Institute of Leadership & Management. (2014). Shared opportunity: Parental leave in UK business. 

https://www.gov.uk/pay-leave-for-parents
https://www.institutelm.com/asset/04FA33A7-33E6-41E6-B3A65FFAD542F6F7/
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4.2 Parental Leave (pregnancy weeks 12-18)

 
Hyperlinked to the ‘Three tips for speaking to your employers’ article.50 Parents can speak publicly 
about their pregnancy at this point, but it is still relatively far away from the deadline to notify 
employers about maternity and paternity leave (week 26).  

4.3 Parental Leave (pregnancy weeks 19-25)

 
Hyperlinked to the ‘Three tips for speaking to your employers’ article. In this period, building up to 
the deadline on Week 26 to inform employers about maternity and paternity leave.  

 
50 BIT (2021) Three tips for speaking to your employers 

https://www.bi.team/three-tips-for-speaking-to-your-employers/
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4.5 Parental leave (pregnancy week 26) 

 
Hyperlinked to the ‘Three tips for speaking to your employers’ article. This week is the deadline to 
inform employers about maternity and paternity leave (week 26).  

4.4 Parental Leave (pregnancy weeks 27-33)

 
Hyperlinked to the ‘Three tips for speaking to your employers’ article. The deadline for informing 
employers about maternity and paternity leave has passed, but shared parental leave can start at 
any time from two weeks after birth. If parents want to do this, they need to inform employers by 
week 34.  
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4.5 Parental Leave (pregnancy week 34)

 
Hyperlinked to the ‘Three tips for speaking to your employers’ article. This is the deadline week to 
inform employers about plans for shared parental leave if taking it straight after paternity leave.  

4.6 Parental Leave (pregnancy weeks 35-40)

 
Hyperlinked to the ‘Three tips for speaking to your employers’ article. The deadline to tell 
employers about shared parental leave if wanting to start straight after paternity leave has passed. 
However, a reminder here that parents can initiate shared parental leave at any time with only 8 
weeks’ notice to their employer.  
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4.7 Parental Leave (post-birth weeks 1-5)

 
Hyperlinked to the ‘Three tips for speaking to your employers’ article. Compulsory maternity and 
paternity leave take place in the first two weeks after birth, but shared parental leave can start at 
any time with 8 weeks’ notice. 

4.8 Housework (all pregnancy weeks)

 

Hyperlinked to the housework responsibilities wall chart.51 

 
51 BIT (2021) Housework responsibilities wall chart 

https://www.bi.team/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Housework-wallchart-1.pdf
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4.9 Childcare (all pregnancy weeks)

 
Hyperlinked to the baby-related responsibilities wall chart.52  

 
52 BIT (2021) Baby-related responsibilities wall chart 

https://www.bi.team/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Baby-wallchart-1.pdf
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Appendix 2: Example of email newsletter received by control group  
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Appendix 3: Three tips for speaking to employers 

Alongside the parental leave content in the newsletter, the following article was hyperlinked to as a 
button.53 

 

 
53 BIT (2021) Three tips for speaking to your employers 

https://www.bi.team/three-tips-for-speaking-to-your-employers/
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Appendix 4: Housework responsibilities wall chart 

Alongside the housework content in the newsletter, the following wall chart was hyperlinked to as 
a button.54 

 

 
54 BIT (2021) Housework responsibilities wall chart 

https://www.bi.team/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Housework-wallchart-1.pdf
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Appendix 5: Baby-related responsibilities wall chart 

Alongside the childcare content in the newsletter, the following wall chart was hyperlinked to as a 
button.55 

 

 
55 BIT (2021) Baby-related responsibilities wall chart 

https://www.bi.team/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Baby-wallchart-1.pdf
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Appendix 6: Analytical strategy 

Primary outcome: Men’s parental leave uptake 
We used the following OLS regression model, with heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors: 

𝑙𝑜𝑔(𝑌𝑖 + 1)  = 𝛼 + 𝛽𝑇𝑖 + 𝛹𝛤𝑖 + 𝜖  

Where 𝑌 is the intended number of days of parental leave a father takes, 𝛼 is the intercept, 𝑇 the 

treatment indicator variable, where 0 = control and 1 = treatment, 𝛽 is a corresponding regression 

coefficient, 𝛤is the matrix of control variables from the table earlier in this AR, 𝛹is a vector of 

corresponding regression coefficients, and 𝜖 is a vector of residual errors. 

Secondary outcome1: Childcare share and Secondary outcome 2: Housework share.  
We used the following OLS regression model, with heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors: 

𝑌𝑖  = 𝛼 + 𝛽𝑇𝑖 + 𝛹𝛤𝑖 + 𝜖  

Where 𝑌 is either an index of childcare share or index of housework share, 𝛼 is the intercept, 

𝑇 the treatment indicator variable, where 0 = control and 1 = treatment, 𝛽 is a corresponding 

regression coefficients, 𝛤is a vector of control variables, 𝛹is a vector of corresponding regression 

coefficients, and 𝜖 is a vector of residual errors. 

For the primary and secondary analysis, we performed an additional robustness check, including 

only a sample of people who had internally consistent answers. Consistency of answers was 

judged based on the question about the intended weeks of parental leave and intended days of 

parental leave (the latter question was asked whenever a person responded 4 weeks or less). As 

an example, if a person indicated that the father intended to take 3 weeks, but more than 21 days 

or less than 15 days, then this answer would be counted as internally inconsistent.  

Exploratory analysis 1: First time child 

We estimated the following heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors): 

𝑙𝑜𝑔(𝑌𝑖 + 1)  = 𝛼 + 𝛽1𝑇𝑖 + 𝛽2𝑇𝑖𝐹𝑖 + 𝛹𝛤𝑖 + 𝜖  

Where 𝑌 is  intended number of days of parental leave a father takes or index of childcare share or 

index of housework share, 𝐹is a dummy variable indicating if it’s a person’s first child, 𝛼 is the 

intercept, 𝑇 the treatment indicator variable, where 0 = control and 1 = treatment, 𝛽 is a 

corresponding regression coefficients, 𝛤is a vector of control variables, 𝛹is a vector of 

corresponding regression coefficients, and 𝜖 is a vector of residual errors. 

Exploratory analysis 2: Conversations 
We used the following OLS regression model, with heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors: 

𝑌𝑖  = 𝛼 + 𝛽𝑇𝑖 + 𝛹𝛤𝑖 + 𝜖  

Where 𝑌 is either the extent of conversations about childcare share, housework share or parental 

leave expressed on a 7-point Likert scale, 𝛼 is the intercept, 𝑇 the treatment indicator variable, 

where 0 = control and 1 = treatment, 𝛽 is a corresponding regression coefficients, 𝛤is a vector of 
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control variables, 𝛹is a vector of corresponding regression coefficients, and 𝜖 is a vector of 

residual errors.  
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Appendix 7: Engagement data 

Engagement with the article about parental leave 

Response Proportion of the intervention sample 

My partner and I both spoke to our 
employers using tips from this article  

0.020 

I spoke to my employer using tips from this 
article  

0.043 

My partner spoke to their employer using 
tips from this article  

0.024 

I read and shared the article with my 
partner  

0.085 

I read the article, but did not share further  0.188 

I opened the article, but did not read it  0.086 

Never seen it  0.553 

Engagement with housework wall chart 

Completed it and have used it or still use it  0.015 

Completed it, but did not use it  0.008 

Started to fill it in, but did not complete it  0.027 

Looked at it, but did not start to fill in 0.458 

Never seen it  0.492 

Engagement with childcare wall chart 

Completed it and have used it or still use it 0.012 

Completed it, but did not use it  0.013 

Started to fill it in, but did not complete it  0.031 

Looked at it, but did not start to fill in 0.444 

Never seen it  0.500 
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In the table below, all variables are expressed on a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 indicates parents 
did not talk at all about the division, and 7 parents talked about the division in extensive detail.   

Other exploratory 
outcomes 

Control Treatment 

Talked about parental leave 4.44 
(1.54) 

4.55 
(1.50) 

Talked about housework 
share 

3.15 
(1.44) 

3.27 
(1.48) 

Talked about childcare 
share 

3.56 
(1.33) 

3.60 
(1.38) 
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Appendix 8: Further descriptives 

Covariate Control Treatment Overall 

Gender: woman 95% 95% 95% 

Father’s first child 90% 92% 91% 

Men in employment (employed, self-
employed or on furlough) 

98% 97% 98% 

Women in employment 95% 94% 95% 

Men’s average contracted hours 35.83 36.68 36.26 

Women’s average contracted hours 33.66 33.76 33.71 

Housework division before birth  
(1-7, where 7 means man does all) 

3.50 3.54 3.52 

Pregnancy stage56 Early 52% 
Mid 29% 
Late 10% 
Post 8% 

Early 52% 
Mid 31% 
Late 10% 
Post 6% 

Early 52% 
Mid 30% 
Late 10% 
Post 7% 

One partner is pregnant  
(vs. given birth) 

85% 88% 87% 

Ethnicity: Asian57 5% 6% 6% 

Ethnicity: Black 1% 1% 1% 

Ethnicity: Mixed/Multiple 2% 3% 3% 

Ethnicity: White 90% 86% 88% 

Ethnicity: Other 1% 2% 1% 

Education: higher education 91% 90% 91% 

Household income above £85K 34% 36% 35% 

Household income between £40K 
and £85K 

45% 42% 44% 

  

 
56 Early pregnancy is up to week 25; Mid pregnancy is week 26 to 34; Late pregnancy is week 35 to 40 and post-natal 
is week 1 to 8. This refers to the week of pregnancy respondents were in in the first week of the trial. 
57 Note that 1% in control, 3% in intervention and 2% overall indicated ‘prefer not to say’ for ethnicity 
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Appendix 9: Outcome measures

Outcome 
measures 

Data to be collected Variable transformation 

Primary 1: Men’s 
intended parental 
leave 
 
 

Intended length of parental leave in the 
first year after birth.  
Responses: number of weeks (for those 
intending to take less than 4 weeks, 
additional question about the number of 
days) 

Continuous variable (weeks 
converted to days) 

Secondary 1: 
Intended childcare 
share 
 

Intended division of: 
- feeding the baby 
- changing nappies 
- getting up for the baby 
- settling the baby to sleep 
- playing with and entertaining the baby 
- bathtime 
  
Responses: 
1)    My partner will do it all 
2)    My partner will do the majority 
3)    My partner will do slightly more 
4)    Equally 
5)    I will do slightly more 
6)    I will do the majority 
7)    I will do it all 

Responses will be treated as a 
continuous variable on a 7-point 
Likert scale. We will create an 
index of childcare share based on 
an average response to all items. 
If a respondent is a man, the 
responses will be reverse coded. 
 

Secondary 2: 
Intended 
housework share 
 

Division of: 
- Food shopping 
- Cooking and/or baking 
- Washing dishes/(un)loading the 
dishwasher 
-  Cleaning, dusting and vacuuming 
- Laundry and ironing 
- Tidying up 
 
Responses: 
1)    My partner will do it all 
2)    My partner will do the majority 
3)    My partner will do slightly more 
4)    Equally 
5)    I will do slightly more 
6)    I will do the majority 
7)    I will do it all 

Responses will be treated as a 
continuous variable on a 7-point 
Likert scale. We will create an 
index of housework share based 
on an average response to all 
items. 
If a respondent is a man, the 
responses will be reverse coded. 

Exploratory 1: 
Conversations 
about parental 
leave share 
 

Responses: 
1) Not at all  
2) Very little 
3) A little 
4) Moderately 
5) A lot 
6) Very much so 
7) In great detail 

Responses will be treated as a 
continuous variable on a 7-point 
Likert scale 
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Exploratory 2: 
Conversations 
about childcare 
share 
 

Responses: 
1) Not at all  
2) Very little 
3) A little 
4) Moderately 
5) A lot 
6) Very much so 
7) In great detail 

Responses will be treated as a 
continuous variable on a 7-point 
Likert scale 

Exploratory 3: 
Conversations 
about housework 
share 
 

Responses: 
1) Not at all  
2) Very little 
3) A little 
4) Moderately 
5) A lot 
6) Very much so 
7) In great detail 

Responses will be treated as a 
continuous variable on a 7-point 
Likert scale 

Exploratory 4: 
Engagement with 
the intervention 
newsletter content 

Responses: 
1) Strongly remember 
2) Remember 
3) Moderately remember 
4) Slightly remember 
5) Do not remember 

Responses will be treated as a 
continuous variable on a 5-point 
Likert scale 
 
Note that only intervention 
participants will be asked this 
question 

Exploratory 5: 
Engagement with 
the tips for 
speaking to 
employers about 
parental leave 
article 

Responses:  
1) My partner and I both spoke to our 

employers using tips from this article 

2) I spoke to my employer using tips 

from this article 

3) My partner spoke to their employer 

using tips from this article 

4) I read and shared the article with my 

partner 

5) I read the article, but did not share 

further  

6) I opened the article, but did not read 

it  

7) Never seen it   

Responses will be treated as a 
continuous variable on a 7-point 
Likert scale 
 
Note that only intervention 
participants will be asked this 
question 

Exploratory 6: 
Engagement with 
the wall charts 
(both baby-related 
and housework 
responsibilities) 

Responses: 
1) Completed it and have used it or still 

use it  

2) Completed it, but did not use it  

3) Started to fill it in, but did not 

complete it 

4) Looked at it, but did not start to fill in 

5) Never seen it  

Responses will be treated as a 
continuous variable on a 5-point 
Likert scale 
 
Note that only intervention 
participants will be asked this 
question 

Exploratory 7: Ideal 
parental leave 

Ideal parental leave length if employer 
provided full pay for men taking shared 
parental leave  
Responses: number of weeks  

Continuous variable 
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CONTROL VARIABLES 

Father’s first child 
 

Responses: 
1) 0/1 - This will be/is my/their first child 
2) I/he have/has other child(ren) 
3) Don’t know (if partner) 

Categorical, recoded to 0 if first 
child, 2 if ‘don’t know’ and 3 if he 
has children.  

Mother’s age 
 

Responses: 
● Under 20 

● 20 to 24 

● 25 to 29 

● 30 to 34 

● 35 to 39 

● 40 to 44 

● 45 and over  

● Prefer not to say  

Categorical 

Father’s age 
 

Responses: 
● Under 20 

● 20 to 24 

● 25 to 29 

● 30 to 34 

● 35 to 39 

● 40 to 44 

● 45 and over 

● Prefer not to say  

Categorical 

Mother’s education 
 

Responses: 
1)   No qualifications 
2) GCSEs or equivalent (at school until 
aged 16) 
3)    A Levels or equivalent (at school 
until aged 18) 
4)    Undergraduate degree or 
professional qualification 
5)    Postgraduate degree 
6)    Prefer not to say 

Responses will be recoded to a 
categorical response: 
1)    If has higher education 
(undergraduate, professional, 
postgraduate) 
2)    If doesn’t have higher 
education 
3)    Prefer not to say 
  

Father’s education 
 

Responses: 
1)   No qualifications 
2) GCSEs or equivalent (at school until 
aged 16) 
3)    A Levels or equivalent (at school 
until aged 18) 
4)    Undergraduate degree or 
professional qualification 
5)    Postgraduate degree 
6)    Prefer not to say 

Responses will be recoded to a 
categorical response: 
1)    If has higher education 
(undergraduate, professional, 
postgraduate) 
2)    If doesn’t have higher 
education 
3)    Prefer not to say 

Household income 
 

Responses: 
1) <£20K 

Responses will be recoded to a 
categorical response: 
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2) £20K - £24K 

3) £25K - £29K 

4) £30K - £34K 

5) £35K - £39K 

6) £40K - £54K 

7) £55K - £69K 

8) £70K - £84K 

9) £85K+  

10) Prefer not to say 

1)    If above median (determined 
based on the median response in 
the entire sample) 
2)    If below or equal to median 
3)    Prefer not to say 

Relative income 
 

Responses: 
1)    I earn all the household income 
2)    I earn more than my partner 
3)    We earn about the same 
4)    My partner earns more than me 
5)    My partner earns all the household 
income 
6)    Prefer not to say  

Responses will be treated as a 
continuous variable on a 5-point 
Likert scale. 
  
Prefer not to say responses will 
be treated as missing values, and 
imputed using a multiple 
imputation method, based on the 
following predictors: household 
income, education, partner’s 
education, age, partner’s age, 
number of children, first child 

Mother’s 
employment status 
 

Responses: 
1) On furlough 

2) Self-employed  

3) Employed  

4) Unemployed (and looking for work) 

5) Not in work  

Categorical 

Father’s 
employment status 
 

Responses: 
1) On furlough 

2) Self-employed  

3) Employed 

4) Unemployed (and looking for work) 

5) Not in work  

Categorical  

Mother’s 
contracted 
employment hours 

0 - 80 Continuous 

Father’s contracted 
employment hours 

0 - 80 Continuous 

Housework 
division prior to 
birth 
 

Division of: 
- Food shopping 
- Cooking and/or baking 

Responses will be treated as a 
continuous variable on a 7-point 
Likert scale; we will create an 
index of housework share based 
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- Washing dishes/(un)loading the 
dishwasher 
-  Cleaning, dusting and vacuuming 
- Laundry and ironing 
- Tidying up 
 
Responses: 
1)    My partner does/did it all 
2)    My partner does/did the majority 
3)    My partner does/did slightly more 
4)    Equally 
5)    I do/did slightly more 
6)    I do/did the majority 
7)    I do/did it all 

on an average response to all 
items. 
 

Respondent gender 1) Man 

2) Woman 

Categorical 
‘Prefer to self-describe another 
way’ and ‘Prefer not to say’ both 
ineligible 

Pregnancy stage Inferred from the newsletter week when 

receiving the parental leave content.  

Transformed into the following 
categories: 
Early pregnancy (Until week 25) 
Mid pregnancy (week 26 to 34) 
Late pregnancy (week 35 to 40) 
Post-natal (postnatal week 1 to 
week 8) 

Pregnant or given 
birth 

1) One of us is pregnant 
2) We have had a baby within the last 4 

months 

Categorical 
‘We have not had a baby in the 
last 4 months and neither of us is 
pregnant’ and ‘N/A - I don’t have a 
partner’ both ineligible  

Mother’s ethnicity 1) Asian 

2) Black 

3) Mixed/Multiple 

4) White 

5) Other 

6) Prefer not to say  

Categorical 

Father’s ethnicity 1) Asian 

2) Black 

3) Mixed/Multiple 

4) White 

5) Other 

6) Prefer not to say  

Categorical 
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Appendix 10: Balance checks 

We observe balance between treatment groups across age (Chi-squared(7) = 8.94, p = 0.26), 
education (Chi-squared(6) = 7.43, p = 0.28), household income (Chi-squared(9) = 9.08, p = 0.43), 
contracted hours (t-test(1497) = 0.16, p = 0.87), employment status (Chi-squared(4) = 2.68, p = 
0.61), and ethnicity (Chi-squared(5) = 7.83, p = 0.17), suggesting that the randomisation was 
balanced on these observable characteristics.  
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