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I ntroduction

Generally, the term family policy refers to thoselfare state measures that aim to support
families with children and to protect them fromfdient social and economic risks. In
Finland, family policy has a central role in seagrfamilies’ economic wellbeing and
supporting parents’ employment (Forssen 1998; mid&2002). The point of departure for
building up family policy system in Finland has heefamily of two parents living

together, and the contemporary family policy legfigin is still nuclear family centred
(Hiilamo 2002; 2009; Haataja 2007). According tesNava (2009), the interests twined in
social, population and family policies and the depment and strong position of
psychological sciences have promoted an understgrdithe family as a nuclear family
consisting of a mother and a father and their abildhildren. The centrality of the nuclear
family shows itself for example in the fact thatéoparents have not been given any special
financial support so far (Hiilamo 2002, 2009; Haktav2006; Rantalaiho 2009a).

Family policy rhetoric in Finland emphasises theai@f shared parenting and the
importance of supporting it both by family poliapmnsfers and services. In 21st century,
the importance of sharing parenthood has been esiggtbespecially in the context of
family leave reforms (Rantalaiho 2003; 2009b). lagbice, however, such measures do not
concern all parents, as only the parents sharimgdime household can share family policy
benefits. When parents are not living together bineefits are paid for the parent the child
is formally living with. Thus the sharing of finaatbenefits (as well as costs) is left to the
parents’ relative consideration and agreementoAanily leaves, even the mutual
agreement does not help, for only the parent liafigially with the child is entitled to
them, except for the nursing leave. During the yastrs, several studies have brought out
that family policy in Finland does not sufficienttpnsider different family forms and
family relations after parental break-up (Kuron®92; Kroger 2005; Hakovirta 2006;
Haataja 2007; Hakovirta & Broberg 2007; Hiilamo 20¥esilova 2009).

This article takes an interest in how the ideahafred parenting shows in Finnish family
policy when studying it from the point of view arhily life after parental break-up. We
examine how the Finnish family policy defines resqbility of the care and upbringing of
the child between the separated parents, and weaaskhe family policy supports shared
parenting in situations of parents not living tdget Do the parents have an opportunity,



for example, to share family policy benefits, ahthey have, on which premises and how
can it be realised?

In the study we also put Finland in the wider cahtd the Nordic countries and compare
the Finnish case with Norway and Sweden. The Nardimtries’ family policy has been
made to facilitate the reconciliation of work amdnily life and to share expenses for the
care and upbringing of the child, both betweendtdds households and households with
children and between women and men. A central radtas been to encourage mothers to
gainful employment and to improve their opportwestto participate fully and equally in
working life. Even if the Nordic countries’ familyolicy systems resemble closely each
other, there are also significant differences betwibem. In the development of child
benefits, parental benefits and public day careed®n has been going a step ahead of
Finland (see for example Gauthier 1996; Forssé®;19Blamo 2002). In Norway, the
development of family policy was slower than in S for a long time and partly even
slower than in Finland. In the beginning of the A®@owever, Norway started to pay more
attention to the questions of the reconciliationvofk and family, for example the parental
leaves were revised in purpose of sharing the respitities and rights of the parents more
equally than before. For example, the parentaldepiota for fathers is originally a
Norwegian innovation. By comparing the country-spedifferences in shared
parenthood, we aim at expanding the survey of Bmfamily policy and highlighting its
special characteristics. At the same time, we guttare of how the parenting after
separation is supported in other similar welfastdest. A closer examination of differences
between Norway, Sweden and Finland is importanékample when studying the
differences in wellbeing of families with childramd their possible relation to the
country’s family policy. Comparing the Nordic coties’ family policy on the basis of

child custody after divorce can help to highligbbg practices and patterns, which can be
applied and developed to improve the wellbeingaaiifies with children.

The connecting factor between Finland, Sweden aavaly is that divorces have become
common, and consequently more and more childreb@reand live in some other kind of
family than the traditional nuclear family. In eyerountry of comparison, about every fifth
family with children is officially a lone-parentialy (Nordic Statistical Yearbook 2008,
35). What comes to the number of reconstituted lfam{families with a stepfather or a

stepmother), there seems to be differences bettheerountries, but these may be due to



different compilations of statistitsin Sweden, about 15 percent of all families with
children are reconstituted families and half ofsthare so-called “official” reconstituted
families. According to the child-specific statistim Norway, approximately 8 percent of
children have a stepmother or a stepfather in taelily (SSB 2009). As to Finland, the
reconstituted families cover over 9 percent offmilies with children (Tilastokeskus
2008). Changes in family life have an effect onléggslation regulating family life and

also on the developing of special benefits forfamilies.

This article is structured in the following mannEirst, we examine the idea of shared
parenting, which at the same time offers a pointi@fv to our comparison concerning
family policy. Then we evaluate family policy frothe point of view of shared parenting.
We describe how the child benefit systems, thedthimhaintenance and the family policy
systems constructed to support the reconciliatfomork and family life take account of
family life after parental break-up and of sharedegmthood. The article ends with a chapter
of concluding remarks, where we compile the resutts evaluate their meaning from the

viewpoint of developing family policy.

Idea of Shared Parenting

The term shared parenting is used to describ@agsparticipation and commitment to
parenthood from both the mother and the father.prhetice of shared parenting requires

from both parents, for example, balancing of warkl éamily life and sharing of

! The countries have different ways to compile stias, so the numbers representing the numbemuaifiées
are not directly comparable (Hakovirta 2006, 26-28)inland and in Sweden, only the parents liatmne
with a child are registered as lone parents, wiseiredlorway the concept of lone parent covers tilese
parents who have a cohabiting partner without comofdldren (SSB 2000). Because of the countries’
population register systems, compilation of compkratatistics is especially challenging regarding
reconstituted families. In Sweden, only the redtutsid families where parents have also commord il
are included in the family statistics (SCB 2007). 1i@ Norway, the reconstituted families are nadfied in
family-specific statistics, but the information dag@ found in child-specific statistics (SSB 20jact
numbers of reconstituted families are found bakicaily in Finnish family statistics (Tilastokesk@608).
Despite the incommensurability of the statistitsan be noted that the situation where the chpdients are

not living together concerns a significantly laaged growing group of children and their parents.



housework and childcare. (Huttunen 2001; Kaariak@pB.) Shared parenting can be
thought, for example, to prevent the overchargihgn@ parent, and to give the child a
model of a working cooperation within the familyhdideology of shared parenting also
gains its meaning as part of a larger discussiontatatherhood and its changes, where the
importance of an emotional relation between paaedtchild comes up (Huttunen 2001;
Rantalaiho 2003).

Shared parenting also often refers to the paredthfter parental break-up, where the care
of children is shared equally between both par@fisonen 2003; Kaariainen 2008). After
break-up, shared parenting develops a special degistic of sharing parenthood between
the parents living in different households, an@at@al framework of preserving the
relationship of the child with both parents. Acdogdto Kuronen (2003, 114), parents’
separation or divorce makes visible the differgltls of parenting, such as emotional
relations, care work, upbringing and economic rasgmlity. In the context of separation

or divorce, the parent’s role and the spouse’saoteclearly distinguished from each other.

In principle, the reorganising of parental relai@iter separation or divorce leans to the
right of child to build up and maintain a relatiand to get maintenance also from the
parent with whom the child is not sharing his/hegrgday life, or who he/she cannot meet
without special arrangements. From the parentaitmdiview, it is a legal responsibility of
both parents to take charge of the child’s carbringing and maintenance. Thus the
parenting after break-up can be divided in sogisychological and economic parenting
(Amato & Gilbreth 1999; Bradshaw, Stimson, Skin&ewilliams 1999, 85). Social and
psychological parenting include everyday care aodimity, and one of their concrete
indicators is having regular appointments with¢héd. When it comes to economic
parenting, it practically means taking care of¢héd’s material needs or maintenance.
Both parents are responsible for the child’s maatee in accordance to their abilities,
regardless if the child is taken care of by bottepts or by one of them (Gottberg 1995;
Millar & Warman 1996).

Finland took an ideological turn towards sharecptang in 1984, when a law concerning
child custody and visiting rights (HTL 361/1983nhwainto operation. The new law
provided for joint custody, that is, the guardiapstf the child remaining with both
parents, also after separation. With the law madiifon, ensuring the contact between the



child and the non-resident parent was given mopomance than before. (Kuronen 2003,
110; Kurki-Suonio 1999; Gottberg 2008.) In Sweded & Norway, corresponding law
reforms pointing out the importance of and providiar joint custody were introduced
earlier than in Finland. The new laws came intorafen in 1977 in Sweden and five years
later (1982) in Norway (Kurki-Suonio 1999). Accandito Kurki-Suonio (1999, 547) who
has compared the development in legal regulatiahidd custody solutions between
several different countries, the way of thinkingpabparental roles changed when the ideal
of joint custody strengthened, and the roles dladdée seen as complementary to each

other?

Most of the separating parents today settle ont faistody of the child. Joint custody was
established as the most popular solution in Finlartde 1990s (Litmala 2002, 21), and
today over 90 percent of the contracts validate&bgial Affairs Boards are made for joint
custody (Stakes 2008)Also in Sweden, an average of 90 percent of therps settle on
the solution of joint custody (SOU 2005, 485). Jaumstody has become common in
Norway too, but it is still more rare than in Finthand in Sweden. In Norway, about 75
percent of the married parents getting a divoraksdightly over 40 percent of the
cohabiting parents breaking-up settle on joint@igtKitterad 2005, 33).

The legislation regulating parent-child relatiofieaseparation is made first of all to secure
the continuation of the parental relationship aegparation, and in every country of
comparison the central aim of the legislation & the relationship between child and
parent would not end when the relationship betwsaents ends. The law is also made to
support the forming of parental relation when dccls born to parents who live separated.
Child’s right to (biological) parents is seen ashdd’s human right, and because of that it
has been wanted to ensure the child’s right to ralsetthe parent with whom the child is
not living (Smart 2003). In our countries of compan, child visitation rights are not

bound to custody solution.

2 The countries of comparison diverge from eachrithpossibility to order parents to joint custdaly
judicial authority. In Finland, this possibility wancluded in the law that came into operation984L. In
Sweden, a similar practice was taken into law i88L&80U 2005, 109), but in Norway the joint custatil}
cannot be imposed if one parent goes against it.[I2008).

3 Kurki-Suonio (1999, 547) estimates that parentehiheir choices to the pictures the joint custedykes,
for the juridical base of joint custody does negif provide means for analysing the good and #tkdspects
of the joint custody solution.



When parents are not living together, the non-esgigarent’s parenting will practically be
realised much in the way of arranged meetings. Riemegal viewpoint, the number of
meetings and the ways of realising them are framtohosen by parents, but their point of
departure is that child has the right to form aeleelationship with both parents and to get
care and attention from both parents. In Finlatehrty the most general form of visitation
agreement is the one where child meets the othhenpavery other weekend from Friday
to Sunday and about half of the holidays. An exéehcbntract typically includes extended

weekend meetings and also weekday meetings. (Ra2@05, 11.)

Also child’s dual residence, that is, the systerwlimch the child is living in turns and as
much with both parents, has started to become caomind it is still relatively rare in
Finland. It has been estimated that in Finlanduabe6 percent of the children whose
parents are separated, live with both of their p@ren turns. (Panttila 2005, 11; Valkama &
Litmala 2006, 35.) Instead in Sweden, dual residdras quickly become general, and in
the end of the year 2008, almost 30 percent otliiidren whose parents are not living
together, spent as much time with both parents (3T@M). In Sweden, dual residence
(vaxelvis boende) is also a child residence satuticknowledged by the authorities, for a
judicial authority can validate a dual residendeitson even when the other parent opposes
it (Socialstyrelsen 2004, 7)Also in Norway, dual residence (delt bosted) hesome
increasingly common during the last ten years,takiohg dual residence solution as a
common model for organising the family relationeageparation has been plenty
discussed also by the legislator. The presentl&igia in Norway does not make it
possible to order parents to the dual residenagisnl(Skjgrten & Barlindhaug 2007, 376).
The committee working out the matter (NOU 2008)estdhat dual residence performs
poorly as a general solution for custody disputexerning child’s residence, but at the
same time it emphasised the duty of the sociesypport dual residence equally with other
custody and residence solutions. Also the Finrashilly legislation enables to validate
wide visitation rights corresponding with dual cesice, and during the last years dual
residence seems to have become common (Gottbe8y 200). In cases of dispute, parents
may also be ordered to wide visitation rights. Nehwaess, the child law working group of
The Helsinki Court of Appeal (Helsingin hovioikeR807, 14), for instance, states that a

* However, parents cannot be ordered to joint cystibthoth go against it (Socialstyrelsen 2004,, 1@ich
may let us conclude that nor can shared residemogdered when the other parent goes against it.



child cannot be ordered to live “equally” with bagihrents, for a child can only have one
official residencé.

The ideal of shared parenting and its conceptualning has been and is interpreted
variously in different contexts, but it does notanechild’s dual residence or percentual
distribution of parenting. The research literattglating to dual residence is unanimous that
dual residence can be a good solution for the chitlit cannot serve as a general solution
for parenting after break-up (Socialstyrelsen 20@dintosh & Chisholm 2008). Besides,
the core meaning of shared parenting is not taldithe child’s time equally between
parents, but to preserve the child’s close relatigrs despite of the ending of the parents’
relationship, and to give the child the chancexgegience care and common activities with
both parents. However, this core meaning of shpagenting does not always come true in
practice. In Finland, about a third of the childtimmg in a lone-parent family or in a
reconstituted family hardly had any contact witl tton-resident parent (Hakovirta &
Broberg 2007). In Sweden, the corresponding nunsbEB percent, and added to that, 36
percent of the children have only a little contaith their non-resident parent (Ahlberg,
Duman & Duncan 2008). As to Norway, the situatioare is much like in Sweden
(Kittergd 2008).

Family Policy Benefits and Shared Parenting

The importance of shared parenting as an ideanofly life has shown some situations
where the parents’ responsibilities and rightsdavaled unequally and which are often
experienced as problematic. Now we go into discigskow the family policy in the
countries of comparison supports sharing parentindoeh parents are not living together.
We will compare the three central family benefsgteyns that are child benefit, child
support and maintenance allowance, and the leigislabncerning family leaves. In
addition, we examine shortly the day care systeun.eé3timates of how the systems enable
realising shared parenthood also after divorceepasation, are based simply on examining

if sharing of benefits between parents is possibleot. For readability of the text, we

® There is a reason to point out that also in Sweaiehin Norway, child can only have one officiatiaess,
which is registered in population register. YeSiweden this has not been considered to prevent from
imposing a dual residence arrangement, if the qgibhegnt wishes for it and it is to the child’s adtzmge.



discuss mainly the parenthood after break-up, bustudy may as well concern other
parents living separated.

Child Benefit

Child benefit is a compensation system as partaytild family policy, in which the
amount of benefit does not depend on family’s inesrfHiilamo 2002). The structure of
the child benefit system has all the time beendasechild-specificity of the allowance,
and it has been aimed at sharing out the expemselsildren between households with
children and households without children. The cbitefit systems of different countries
resemble each other on their basic principles &mdtsires, but there are also divergences
between the countries (NOSOSCO 2006, Bradshaw &F2002). In the case of the
countries of comparison in this article, the clsabfference relates to the ending age of
child benefit. In Norway, child benefit is paid tepthe age of 18 (Lov om barnetrygd
2003), in Finland until the child is 17 years dlépsilisalaki 1992). In Sweden, paying of
child benefit ends already when the child is 16ryedd, but after this, the child is still
entitled to so-called continued child benefit. Gonéd child benefit is paid until the child
is 20 years old. Anyway, the prerequisite for reicg it is that the child lives at home, is
unmarried and goes to comprehensive school, uggensdary school or special school.
(Lag om almé&nna barnbidrag 1947.)

In Norway and in Finland, lone-parent families angitled to child benefit increase. In
Norway, the lone parents receive the child berasfithe other families with children, but
the benefit is increased with one additional cbisefit (so-called extended child benefit).
Thus a lone parent of one child receives child befor two children, a lone parent of two
children gets child benefit for three children ét¢he lone parent has a child under three
years old, s/he can also be allocated a so-cathadl shild allowance. Small child
allowance is paid only for one child and it is meassted. In Norway, lone-parent’s stable
relationship (marriage / cohabitation of over 12nths) abridges both the right to the
additional child benefit and the right to the snadtlild allowance. In Finland, a child-
specific supplement to the child benefit is paiddach child of a lone parent. As in
Norway, also in Finland the prerequisite for reaggvthe supplement to the child benefit is
that the lone parent is not living in cohabitatmmmarriage. In Sweden, the child benefit



system does not include a separate addition oeaserto support the living of a lone parent
family (Bradshaw & Finch 2002).

Sharing of Child Benefit After Separation

When it comes to the right to share child bendtdraseparation, the countries vary from
each other. In Sweden, child benefit can be gplvio and paid to both parents by the
authorities. Prerequisite for the splitting, howe\ve that the parents have joint custody, the
child spends equal time with both parents, ang#rents have agreed on the sharing of
child benefit (Forsakringskassan 2009c). Also imM&y it is possible to split the child
allowance between parents. Precondition for thersipés that the parents have made an
official shared custody agreement and they canegtioat they share the care of their child
equally, that is, the child spends at least 40 ¥hefime with the other parent. Also the
extended child benefit for lone parents appligsaents who have dual residence. Both
parents have right to a half of the full allowantke conditions for receiving allowance are
controlled separately for each parent, so oneeptrents can receive half of the full
allowance, while the other parent can be left withib (NOU 2008, 93.) In Finland, the
sharing of child benefit by the authorities is possible, but on parents’ agreement the
child benefit can be paid to the child’s custogiatents in turns every year (Hiilamo 2009).

Child Support and M aintenance Allowance

Child’s maintenance means, generally speaking,ingeef the material and mental needs
in accordance with the child’s level of developmemoviding for the care and upbringing
of the child needs, and accounting for the experessdting from these. Child’s
maintenance forms the economic base of child’s aadeupbringing. Maintenance systems
of different countries diverge from each otherhia way they define the responsibility of
child’s maintenance between family members andherother hand, between state and
family. Also the organisation, aims and groundiiggsophies of the systems relating to
child’s maintenance diverge from each other (Corti@é90). In the Nordic countries, the

basis for the child support is not the compensdtiopossible loss of income to the lone
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parent, but the duty of the non-resident parepiiticipate in the maintenance of their
child (Millar 1996). Child support is meant for s&ying the needs of thehild entitled to

maintenance, whereas the parents are supposedkéothear living themselves.

In the countries at issue, both parents are redmerfsr the child’s maintenance according
to their abilities, regardless if the child is takeare of by both parents or by one of tHem.
Either parent can be ordered to pay child suppainei child is not living permanently with
that parent. The amount of child support is defiaecbrding to the child’s needs, the
visitation agreement and the paying capacity ofpdwents. The child’s needs depend on
his or her age and housing, among other things p§eng capacity of the parents depends,
besides on their income and property, also on attentenance obligations. Additionally,
the time the child spends with the non-residen¢iais taken into account when
determining the child support amount. Parents ¢geeaon the amount of child support
themselves in all our comparison countries, butane of them a parent can resign from

his or her obligation to provide maintenanthe task of the authorities is to make sure that
the given sum is not exorbitant and that, in caselspute, the judicial authority can

confirm the amount of child support. (Corden 1999.)

In Finland, the Ministry of Justice has recentlpjshed guidelines on determining the
amount of child support (OM 2007). Similar guidelinhave been included in family law in
Sweden, where the social security authority alsegvery detailed instructions to count
the child support (Forsakringskassan 2009 d). mk&uctions include examples of the
living costs for children of different ages, andyhaim to facilitate the making of a child
support agreement. In Norway, the first officialeditions for counting the child support
were introduced in 1989. Nevertheless, the direstiwere considered to be contradictory,
and their reform started already in the mid-19%0shows the complication of the matter
that the new directions were determined in 2001they did not come into operation as a
whole until in 2003 (Skevik & Hatland 2008, 93).el'hew directions are grounded on
child’s actual expenses, which are based on a atdrdlculation of the domestic expenses
by SIFO (Statens Institutt for Forbruksforskning§kévik & Hatland 2008, 93). The
maintenance capacity of each parent is taken mtsideration in the calculations, and the

expenses for the child are shared as fairly asidesaccording to the paying capacity of

® In the condition that the child’s paternity is omed. The responsibility of a biological parestabolished
in adoption.
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each parent. If the income and expense levelsegbéinents are nearly similar, both are
responsible for the child’s maintenance in equalat, and either of them have obligation
to pay child support. Skevik and Hatland (2008, ®dte that the reform of the year 2001
was clearly driven by the assumption of a two-eaamel two-guardian family model, and
the starting point assumption for the law was Hwh parents are in gainful employment
and the non-resident parent (usually the fathemjicoes to take care of his/her child,

normally within a rather wide visitation arrangernen

The average child support in Finland was aboutet#6s per month, per child, in 2005
(Valkama & Litmala 2006). In Norway, the averagdalsupport in 2005 was about 200
eurog per month, per child. Only two years earlier, whiem effects of the new child
support law did not yet show on the amounts oftchilpport, the average child support

was about 240 euros per child. (Lyngstad 2007.)

Every comparison country has a maintenance allogvagstem by which the state
guarantees that a lone parent receives a minimmandial support for his or her child also
when the parent obliged to pay child support ndglexpay it, or the support payment is
too low due to his or her low paying capacity, lwere is no person liable to provide
maintenance (Millar 1996; Corden 1999). In Finlaméjintenance allowance can be paid
up till the child is 18 years old. Furthermore Sweden, a child going to school or studying
has the right to get maintenance allowance evkthdélage of 21. (Hiilamo 2009.) Unlike

in Finland and Sweden, the maintenance allowanceans-tested in Norway, when it is
applied because of neglect of child support. Tleenme of the parent applying for
maintenance allowance and the extent of maintenasp®nsibility in the family have an
influence on whether he or she has the right tatteevance and what amount of
maintenance allowance can be paid to him or heA(I2809; NOSOSCO 2006, 57).
Instead when the paternity is not confirmed orgheent has adopted the child alone, she or

he can receive the full maintenance allowance ial®rway (NAV 2009).

Both in Finland and in Sweden, the amount of maiatee allowance is about 130 euros
per month, per child (in the year 2007). In gendla maintenance allowance is paid as

full, but the payment can also be lower if the nemance allowance is paid as a

" When the rate of Norwegian Krone against eurf,k25.
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complement to the child supp8rin Norway, the maintenance allowance is about 160
euro$ per month, per child. Following the logic of meaesting, the maintenance
allowance can also be paid as reduced, in which ttesamount is either 75 or 50 percent
of the full allowance. (NAV 2009.)

Child Support and Maintenance Allowance After Separation

The practices where parents living separated tetreety part of the everyday life of their
child and take equally care of the ordinary thiagd needs of the child, cause pressure for
change in the organising of child maintenance. dtikl’s dual residence or very wide
visitation rights lead to the question if the payevith whom the child spends a lot of time,
must be obliged to pay child support? In Finnigialditerature it has been considered that
the wide child visitation rights do not necessardgult in not having to pay child support.
The obligation of a parent to pay child support barbased on the fact that a child causes
constant expenses to the other parent, which ddepend on the extent of the visitation
rights (Gottberg 1997, 58). Legal usages also Jarg.certain case, the Supreme Court has
considered that when the child spends half ofithe tith the other parent, who also
accounts for the child’s daily living costs withime wide visitation rights, there is no
requirement to pay child support. Then again, meseases, financial child support has
been ordered even if the visitation rights are gtewvthat the children have spent almost
half of their time with the other parent. (Litm&a02, 190-191.)

In Sweden, child support is not required if thda@kpends equal time with each of the
parents (Hiilamo 2009). In Norway, on the contrahg child’s need for maintenance and
the maintenance capacity of both parents deterthmehild support. In addition, the
amount of time the child spends with each of thepis is taken into account when
determining the maintenance responsibility of theepts. Thus in Norway, the dual
residence solution does not automatically leadsuation where a parent is not ordered to
pay child support, on the contrary, a better-paicept may be ordered to pay child support
anyway. However, it should be noted that in allhaf comparison countries, the parents

may agree upon the child support matter themselugsinciple, the authorities do not

8 payment and possible collection of maintenanaalhce is organised differently in the comparison
countries. However, a detailed analysis of theedéffices is not relevant for the central issue.
° 1320 Norwegian Krone.
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interfere with the child support matter on theirroinitiative, unless it is justified from a
wider social perspective — for example, when amgaapplies for child maintenance
allowance while the child support matter is notledtwith the other parent or the fixed

child support payment is too low without reason.

Also the maintenance allowance paying practiceegdoetween the comparison countries,
when studied from the perspective of shared pargniihe most substantive difference
relates to the fact that in Sweden and in Norwayntfaintenance allowance can be paid to
both parents in certain situations, whereas indfigithere is no corresponding
arrangement. In Sweden, the paying of maintenallme@ance to both parents is possible
when the child spends equal time with each of Hremts and the parents share equal
responsibilities of the child’s care and upbring{R§rsakringskassan 2009e). Then the
maintenance allowance is means-tested. Each @iatests is individually entitled to the
allowance, and it can also be paid only to the roplagent. However, the amount of child
maintenance allowance cannot be more than a h#tiedull allowance for each parent.
Maintenance allowance does not involve claim faoxery when dual residence is in
question. About eight percent of the children reicg maintenance allowance are entitled
to it on the grounds of dual residence with parefitilamo 2009.3° Also in Norway, the
parents practising dual residence have the righppdy for and receive means-tested

maintenance allowance (NAV 2009).

In Norway and in Sweden, the maintenance allowagstem is meant for supporting
parents’ opportunities to arrange child’s care bodsing solution in the best possible way.
In Norway, a committee which examined the legiskattoncerning child custody and
housing solutions (NOU 2008, 70) highlighted rebetitat "as a general starting point, the
law itself should not restrict the opportunitiedital a concrete solution that benefits the
child.” Both in Norway and in Sweden, the reasoregifor the opportunity to share family
policy benefits has been that the benefit systemldvoot lead parents to make an
agreement where the child lives almost only with @ther parent. In Finland, only one of

the child’s parents can receive maintenance allo@a8o, in this respect, the Finnish

19 sweden’s maintenance allowance system, when @ khd two juridical parents, is split in three paft)

full maintenance allowance that the state recofrera the person liable to provide maintenance; (ii)
complementing maintenance allowance that is natve®d (iii) means-tested maintenance allowandeisha
applied when child has dual residence. Both pamansndividually apply for means-tested allowangkich
is at most half of the full maintenance allowarad it does not involve recovering.
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family policy does not recognise dual residenca aslution that should be particularly
considered when it comes to family policy benefits.

Supporting the Reconciliation of Work and Family Life

The Finnish parental leave system is, generallgldpg, less flexible than other Nordic
systems. This is also true as to what extent amdthe family policy supports shared
parenting when parents do not live together. Inafid, the childcare leave rights concern
parents living in the same household with theitcchihe only exception from this rule is a
temporary childcare leave, which enables the pdcebé absent from work for nursing a
sick child. From the beginning of 2007, the righthe temporary childcare leave applies
also to the child’s parent who lives elsewhere. Bwsv, in Norway and in Sweden, also the
parents living separated who share child custodyatso share parental leave benefits — so
the determinant is not whether the parents livetiogy but that they have joint child

custody.

All the comparison countries have introduced a ipatdeave earmarked to child’s father,
which is meant to encourage men to take a childeange and therefore improve equality
between women and men both in the family and madelywin society. In Norway and in
Sweden, part of the parental leave is reservethtber, and he cannot pass his right to the
child’s mother. If the father does not use his qutte family’s parental leave time is
shorter than if he would use his quota. In Norwag en Sweden, the father quota can be
applied even if the parents live separated. $tilboth countries, a lone-parent has been
guaranteed the right to have the maximum leng{haoéntal leave. In Finland, the parental
leave earmarked to fathers is not introduced viiéhgquota model as in Norway and
Sweden, but a father can "earn” himself more patdaave by using a certain period of
paternal leave (which was previously called fath&onus leave). Yet lone-mothers have
not been "compensated” for this opportunity of tlve-parent families to lengthen the
parental leave — like they have been compensattiekinase of father's quota in Norway
and Sweden — and their parental leave periodss&lyy always shorter than the period
that the two-parent families can take (if they Wdsee also Haataja 2004; 2007).
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In all the comparison countries, the parental legxgtem has recently been developed by
increasing its flexibility, the meaning of whichshbeen, besides the importance of
reconciliation of family and work, also the freedofirchoice for family (Haataja 2004;
Rantalaiho 2009b). At the same time, the aim has b@ improve its compatibility with
various needs of the families. One example ofkimd of flexibility is the opportunity to
part-time parental leave. In Norway, for instare@arent can choose 100 percent or 80
percent parental benefit, the latter of which é&gito a longer parental benefit period.
Added to that, a parent can make use of partialidgaof parental benefit and combine
partial parental benefit to a part-time jotThe staggered parental leave has not been used
a lot and in practice, the arrangement servestbegiarents who can take care of their
child in turns. The essential point for our exartiorais that the benefit system itself
should not impede using part-time leave, when Hrents live separately, or when the
other parent alone takes the responsibility ofrtbleild’s custody and upbringing. Also in
Sweden, the parental leave system includes thetaoglombine partial parental leave with
a part-time job, and the right applies to eacthefdustodial parents equally. However, in
Finland, the parent’s right to combine part-timegodal leave with part-time work differs
from the corresponding arrangement in Norway andd&n. In Finland, the precondition
for the part-time parental leave is that both ef parents use it and thus share the care of
the child. Lone-parents are thus excluded fronstrstem, as well as the parents who,
despite living separately, share the custody aedi#ily care of their child practically

equally.

In addition to the parental leaves, in all of oamparison countries the parents of children
under 3 years old have the right to (a non-comped¥ahildcare leave and to an allowance
for arranging private day care. In all of the coig#, a prerequisite for receiving allowance
is that the child is not in publicly supported daye at the same tinféIn Finland, both
parents have basically the same right to childtsaee, up until the child turns three years
old. Wages are not paid during the childcare lgaereod, but the income loss can be
compensated with home care allowance. Home caeatice is paid to one parent at a

time, and its receiver is supposed to live permiypamthe same household with the child.

1 At the same time, the parental benefit periodridaqmged. Parental benefit can be used until tliel ¢lrns
three years old.

2|1n Norway, the allowance can be received partiéibhild is in part-time day care. By virtue oftianal
regulations, this ipossible in Sweden too, but municipality can always makéndependent decision on the
matter.
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Accordingly, the Finnish childcare leave and hormaee@llowance system recognises only
the parents registered permanently in the samessldvith the child, and therefore it does
not bend to support shared parenting after sepatadilso in Norway, the leading principle
of the care allowance (kontantsgtte) corresponttirignnish home care allowance is that it
is paid to the parent with whom the child is pergraty living. Anyway, if parents show a
written agreement concerning dual residence anekagn sharing the allowance, it can be
halved and paid to both parefitsThe present government of Sweden has renewed the
country’s child care policy, and during 2008 it jmtb operation, besides a gender equality
bonus of the parental leave system, also an allogvaarresponding to the Finnish home
care allowanc¥. The parents living separately can share homeattaneance if they want
to, in which case both apply for a half of the aiémce (Forsakringskassan 2009b, SFS
2008, 307).

In the family policy supporting the reconciliatiohwork and family, Finland differs

clearly from Norway and Sweden, as in those coesitiie arrangements supporting shared
parenting concern all the custodial parents irstrae way. Parents’ separated living, in
Norway and in Sweden, does not forbid the paragota Sharing family policy benefits and
rights, on the contrary, parents are encouragstidoe them in every situation. In Sweden,
the present government introduced recently (20@8)parental leave system’s gender-
equality bonus that is a tax benefit to encouragens to share parental leave as equally as
possible. Separately living parents have equat tmyheceive equality bonus
(Forsakringskassan 2009b).

In Finland, family leave rules recognise in prioifyothe parents who live in the same
address with the child, in a permanent way. Thg erteption to this rule is the above-
mentioned temporary childcare leave for nursinigka shild.*> Comparing of Finnish
family policy with Norway and Sweden shows cledHgt its basis is on the traditional
two-parent nuclear family. This may also be refteldby the fact that the discriminating

effect on lone-parents has not been removed, évehas been remarked in many contexts

3 1n case of dispute, home care allowance is pattiggarent with whom the child has the same addres
population register. Sharing of home care allowanecpiires that the child is not in a public dayecahile
living with one or the other (Rundskriv 2009).

14 Sweden’s child care allowance (vardnadsbidragptsa nationwide arrangement, but a municipality ca
decide itself whether it pays home care allowanaeob.

151t can also be easily deduced from the phrasintpiefsection of law The same right applies to a parent
who does not live in the same household with the child — that the other family leaves do not apply to eepa
living in another household.
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(e.g. Rantalaiho 2003; Haataja 2064panyway, more flexibility has been brought also in
the Finnish parental leave system in the 2000s wmest of all, the fathers have been
encouraged into childcare. However, the increasfritexibility has been started by

catering only for nuclear family’s different siti@ts and parents’ possible wishes, whereas
lone parents’ and separated parents’ family siaatand questions of reconciliation of

work and family have been ignored.

Child Day Care and Its Sgnificance After Separation

In every country of our examination, the significarof the day care policy to family life
with children is important, and day care servicky ja central role in family policy.

Child’s rights relating to day care are arrangetemsimilarly in the comparison countries,
but there are also some interesting differencesdsat the countries, the meaning of which

should be examined from the viewpoint of shareepi@mg after separation.

From the viewpoint of individual rights, the Finhiday care policy guarantees parents the
most extensive rights to childcare. In Finland,rg\family has the right to have a
municipal day care place for a child under schgel, @and the parents do not have to give
any reasons at all. Also in Sweden, the parerghtto a publicly supported day care is
strong!’ Anyway, the right to full-time day care appliedyto the children of working and
studying parents. In other cases, the law entitiespart-time day care place (municipality
has the duty to arrange a day care place at lea&bfhours a week / three hours a day). In
Norway, a new day care law came into operatioménteginning of the year 2009, which
guarantees to children under school age (1-5 y#dys| subjective right to municipal day
care, according to the Finnish model. In Norwaynropalities were liable to arrange for
day care according to the needs occurring in theicmal area already before the reform,
but in many municipalities the demand for servicas exceeded the offer, and the working

parents have had to turn to private day care swisti

16 Anyway, the Ministry of Labour working group (TM)@5), for example, while paying attention to the
matter, did not propose, for instance, extensiahécfamily leave rights for lone mothers that am@re
limited for them than for other custodial paremtspossibility of sharing parental leave rights wiparents
are living separately.

" swedish do not speak of day care but of pre-sctiordkola). Then again, the arrangement that
corresponds to Finnish pre-school is called pregktblass (forskolaklass).
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None of the comparison countries’ day care poli®spntly includes regulations that

would give priority to a lone parent as an appltdanday care place, in comparison with
other families. Historically speaking, every compan country’s early offer of day care
services was directed especially towards lone paré&he strengthening of the rights to day
care has basically made the prioritising princijgd@ecessary — when everyone has the right
to day care, there is no need to prioritise. E¥lerge countries regulate for maximum client
payment for day care. Added to this, in every coutite municipalities have been given
obligating orders or directions, trying to influenan the staggering of client payment
according to family’s income. In Finland, the rufes client payment have been specified
most clearly after the size and the income of alfarand practically all the families pay

for day care according to the same directions. Algomunicipalities in Sweden use the
staggering of client payment following to the naabguidelines. In Norway as well, the
municipalities are directed to take family incom#&iaccount when determining the day
care fees and to stagger the fees. In practicenaay municipalities follow the staggering
rule; in the end of the year 2008, about 70 peroéntunicipalities used only one payment

category (Rognerud 2008).

From the viewpoint of shared parenting after separaactually the client fee emerges as
an interesting matter in the day care policy. Whaseme affect it and how, and is it
possible to share it between parents by the atigmss®iln this respect anyway, the collation
of the information concerning day care is espegciatallenging, because the practices of
the municipalities differ in Sweden and in Norwayquick flick of the municipalities’ own
directions concerning day care shows that the idsidlence arrangement is taken into
account also in day care, but there are majorreiffees in practices. In Stockholm for
example, the fee is always addressed to the castoaient with whom the child is
registered, so the sharing of the fee is to beeabbetween the parents (Stockholm 2009).
On the contrary, in the municipality of Hallsbeng situations of dual residence both
parents account for their own half of the day daeesand the extent of the fee is determined
individually for each parent (Hallsberg 2009). liml&nd, the day care fee is determined by
the income of the parent living officially in tharae address with the child, by the income
of his or her possible spouse, and by the sizheofamily. The day care fee cannot be

shared between the judicial parents of the child.
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Norwegian Particularity: Transitional Allowance for Lone Parents

In contrast to Finland and Sweden, Norway usesalguecial financial support, a so-called
transitional allowance (overgangstgnad), directgmkeially on lone parents. It is a means
tested support directed especially on lone pam@gmall children and aimed at supporting
the living of a lone parent family and also encgar¢ghe parent to participate in working
life. The support can be paid for about three yemrd parents of a child under 3 years old
have a subjective right to the support (that iseréng of it does not involve any
obligations). Also a lone parent of a 3—7 yearasidd may receive support, but then the
aim is to support parent’s entering to working,léad the prerequisite for receiving it is
either participation in labour market or studyihgaddition, a lone parent can receive
special support to studies and also, for a justifesason, to child care costs. (Skevik 2006;
Skevik & Hatland 2008 In all of the cases, the lone parent must livealwith the child,
and a stable relationship (marriage or cohabitaticat least 12 months) declines the right

to the allowance.

A committee that recently examined the Norwegiaitddagislation (NOU 2008, 93-94)
criticised the family policy for staring blindly atistody sharing solutions and thinking that
parents will share the responsibility like befonel avithout new consequences. Another
example raised was the transitional allowance,hhvone cannot presently have right
when dual residence is applied. The committee resriaiat, from a child’s viewpoint, the
reconciliation of parents’ work and family life attteir employment are important matters
that need to be supported regardless of the mdadlasing custody. Thus the committee
proposed that the equal sharing model of custodyhanising would not decline the right
to the full lone parent benefits, and as a reasothis they suggested ensuring that the
child’s advantage will be realised in every sitaatiThis is interesting because, on the
grounds of the committee’s criticism, the curreietwpoint of the family policy in Norway
seems to emphasize the way of thinking where pasdraring the responsibilities
cooperatively after separation are supposed talgag themselves like before — as a

nuclear family.

18 f there is a child under ten years old when paréreak up, the lone parent has a subjective tight
support during one year right after the separatidsn, in some special cases the length of the atieriod
can be bent (for instance, when it is necessarthfoparent to continue his or her studies to nth&diving)
(Skevik & Hatland 2008, 105).
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Conclusions and Final Discussion

Since the turn of the 1990s, Nordic family polioyluding Finnish family policy, has
focused vigorously on the questions of the recatmh of work and family. The model
family of the conversations about reconciliatingrkvand family and of the political
negotiations and arm-wrestlings has been the toadit nuclear family with two parents. In
this article, we have critically examined the Fainfamily policy and asked how does the
family policy, that aims at supporting shared p&rgy take into consideration the
situations where parents are not living togethediRhe same point of view, we also

compared the Finnish family policy to the Norwegéard the Swedish family policies.

According to the results, the comparison countnege different ways of supporting the
family life after separation. Swedish family polibgs, as a starting point, an idea of
congruent family policy for all families, in whiatase, different family types are not
presented with special supports. In Norway, fampdlicy has aimed at supporting the
special childcare needs of lone parents and theatgr need for support with the expenses
resulting from the care of a child. In Finland, #im of family policy has been to support
the expenses due to the care of a child, but oikerthe needs of different family types

have not been taken into consideration in familycyo

The state’s viewpoint in controlling family life sdbe brought out also by comparing the
child support and maintenance allowance systenesveny three countries, the child
support paid by parent and the compensatory mantenallowance paid from public
funds are child’s rights, i.e. they are meant maficially ensure the well-being of the child.
In Sweden, the maintenance allowance is paid alemwhe child spends equal time with
each of the parents (dual residence) and the gahent a low income. This means-tested
maintenance allowance can be paid to both of tiid’slparents. This is meant to ensure
the realising of child’s advantage in every sitoafiso the state is not guiding parents but
supporting shared parenting as far as possiblEomway, the low-income parents have
both the right to apply for and receive maintenaatmvance. In addition, in Norway it has
been discussed that also the special supportsraeisfgr lone parents should be extended
to concern both of the parents when child in fastdes as much with both parents. The
centermost reason for reform is to work to chilalvantage. Finland differs remarkably
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from Norway and Sweden. In Finland, the dual reseeds still taken with a grain (Panttila
2005). In Sweden, a dual residence solution can beeordered by a judicial authority.
When widely shared parenting is supported in famany definitions, it has also
consequences on sharing of family policy beneRtsservation of benefits as only the other
parent’s right is not justifiable, if the societgrcorder the parents to apply dual residence
arrangement. On the other hand, the Norway’s exastpdws that the possibility to order

parents to widely shared parenting responsibilise®t a precondition for sharing benefits.

The comparative examination of family policy frohetviewpoint of shared parenting
shows that the family relationships after separaliave been taken better into
consideration in Norwegian and Swedish family polio Norway and in Sweden, the
active role and rights of the fathers have beaubgest of visible and vigorous discussion
since the 1980s, and there the active fatherhoaldassupported right after the birth of the
child. This has brought visibility, for its pargrfthe primary nature of the shared parenting
ideal, also when the parents are not living togetharthermore, the highlighting of
fathers’ active role can contribute to both parématging a central role in the child’s life
also after separation. In Norway, the importanceanitinuing parenting after separation
has been emphasized also by an obligatory familyiatien forall divorcing and

separating couples with an under 16-year-old cHite: primary purpose of the family
mediation is to avoid quarrelsome separation, isutentral motive is to make parents
notice the child’s best interest, needs and wisimelsthe importance of preserving parental
relation, also when the family relations are rearged (Haugen & Rantalaiho 2009).

A solution for arranging the child’s housing andim@nance, on which parents have
agreed and which takes the child’s individual ndattsaccount, is important for the well-
being of the child. There has also been progreistat, and children’s security and well-
being have got notably better from the times whehikla of a lone-parent family was
depending on one parent and the non-resident gapodsibilities to participate in their
child’s life were limited primarily to providing fdfinancial support and at the most to short
weekend meetings. With this article, we have wamddke notice of how the today’s
common practise, where two separately living pareatticipate actively in their child’s
everyday life, taking more and more harmonioushe cd the child’s ordinary things and

needs, causes pressure for change also in fanliticpoln Finland, this matter hasn’t been
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paid enough attention, and in this respect, theldging of families’ social security is

unaccomplished.

Finally, there is a reason to emphasize that exagihe realisation of the idea of shared
parenting on the level of family policy system gweason to critical questions, part of
which focus also on the idea of shared parentselfitWhen parents have the right to share
family policy benefits rather freely between thefuss, does that support the continuation
of the parental relation between parents or thet fj both parents to independent
parenting? This is a central issue that is conthineghe relation between the idea and
ideals of family policy and shared parenting. Thé/degitimate perspective to the

guestion is a viewpoint that emphasizes child’atsgand wellbeing.
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