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Executive summary

The Social Policy Research Centre (SPRC) has been commissioned by the Attorney
General 6s Department to undertake ree2806ar ch
Family Law Reforms on Shared Care Parenting, and the circumstances under which shared
care arrangements work, and do not work, in the best interests of the child. This research has
been undertaken in consortium with the Australian Institute of ka8tildies (AIFS), and

the University of Sydney Law School, and led by the SPRC.

Sources of information

The study was conducted using a range of different datasets, surveys and interviews. The
findings presented in this report come from the following seairc

Growing up in Australiathe Longitudinal Study of Australian Children (LSAC)
TheHousehold, Income and Labour Dynamic®ustralia (HILDA) Survey.

The Caring for Children After Parental Separatgindy(CFC) (2003)

The ABS Family CharacterisgcSurveys (FCS) (1997 and 200&@pd theFamily
Characteristics and Transitions Survey 2006 (FCTS) with some additional
information as supplied from the Australian Bureau of Statistics and the Australian
Institute of Family Studies.

T
T
T
T

1 A survey of moreghan 1000 parents, which included both parents who had shared care
arrangements and those who did not. These parents were recruited by various means
including mailouts to a stratifiecandom sample of CSA clients, and a sample of
parents recruited via soltors, legal aid centres and other family support centres.

A survey of 136 children, conducted online.
Interviews with parents.

Case studies of children.

= =/ = =4

Data from emails sent to the National Ch
who had questionsr concerns about parenting arrangements.

Each dataset had strengths and limitations. In some, the sample sizes were small, or gave
information about the circumstances of young children only. While no one dataset provides a
complete picture, and the fimdjs from each needs to be interpreted with an awareness of its
limitations, together, they provide a quite comprehensive andraglided picture of the
experience of shared care in Australia in comparison to other kinds of parenting
arrangements. They alprovide some indications of how that experience may have changed
since the 2006 reforms to the Family Law Act 1975.

Findings
The prevalence of shared care

Shared care arrangements remain unusual in Australia. Nearly 8% of parents who do not live
togethe have a shared care arrangement involving 35% or more nights with each parent, with
just over half of these (4%) having an equal time arrangement. As many as a quarter of



recently separated parents may try shared care for a period of time. Howeveely is v
uncommon for there to be a shared care arrangement if the parents have never lived together.

There has been a steady increase in the proportion of parents who have a shared care
arrangement since the late 1990s, and this is consistent with the exp@f@ther countries.

Shared care is more likely to be adopted, at least for a period of time, by parents who have
quite recently separated, and this is one reason why the incidence of shared care among those
who separated since 2006 may be greater atiné population as a whole.

For a substantial proportion of the population of parents who live apart, shared care is not an
option because they live too far apart to make it work. Shared care necessitates that parents
are in reasonable proximity to eacther at least once a child starts school, since the child
needs to be able to travel to school from
arrangements is thus highly dependent on par

The duration of shared care

Many shared care amgements do not last. Over time, the pattern of care often reverts to the
more common situation of primary care by one parent, usually the mother. While shared care
arrangements may not be as likely to last as long as other patterns of care, equal time
arrangements appear to be more stable than unequal shared care arrangements.

It is not surprising that some families try shared care soon after separation but change to
another care arrangement in the course of time. In the aftermath of separation, payents m
well live in reasonable proximity to one another. However, if the family home has to be sold,

or it is not posible for the parents to afford two homes in the area where once they had only
one, one or both parents will have to move to an area wherénboigscheaper. Such
economic factors are one reason why a shared care arrangement may not last. Repartnering
and other life changes are other reasons why some form of shared care, which was practicable
in the immediate aftermath of separation, ceases &olas time goes on.

How shared care arrangements were made

The great majority of shared caoe near shared cam@rangements are made without the
intervention of the courts and adjustments appear to be made through negotiation between the
parents. Brents with shared arrangements or where the children were mostly with their
mother were less likely to have come to those agreements via litigation than those in other
arrangements.

Characteristics of shared care families

Shared care is slightly more commamong children of primargchool or early teen ages
than among children of younger or older ages.

Parents in shared or near shared care have different demographic aneceocimic
characteristics from parents in othpgrstseparation care arrangemer@gildrenin shared or
near shared care are more likely to have pamsiits higher levels of educatioand higher
incomesthan children in other types of arrangements

Fathers in shared care arrangements are more likely than fathers in other care amangem
provide additional, ikkind child support such as buying clothes and toys, or helping out with
child-care, preschool or school expenses in addition to the formal child support payments.

X



Fathers in shared care arrangements are more likely tharsfattether care arrangements to
help the mother out in other ways such as looking after the children if the mother is called in
to work or has an appointment she needs to attend.

A great majority of both fathers and mothers with shared care or near stened
arrangements reported that they were flexible. Fathers in shared care arrangements reported a
greater level of flexibility than those who were not in shared care arrangements.

According to childrends account dan datherssth ar e d
organise and take them to medical or dental appointments and to buy their clothes, or for
these responsibilities to be shared reasonably equally. If they were sick, and a parent needed
to stay home to look after them, it was usually the itargth whom they were staying at the

time who did so. This was also the case in relation to taking the child to extracurricular
activities such as sports.

The wellbeing of children in shared care

The research indicated many positive aspects of sharedcaeass har ed care for
wellbeing. @mpared to those with other care arrangements, the sbaredamilies tended

to have higher levels of operationbetweenthe parents and more joint decisioraking.

However, in a significant proportion fothese families disharmony in relationships and

parenting was apparerfbharing the parenting time makes it more likely that parents will

share decisioimaking, but it does not guarantee this.

The Parentsd Survey showed arg Iparents in sharpdacare d t o
have lower levels of conflicThe only significant differences, however, werefaiherswho

reported less conflict when they had shared care arrangements than when their children spent
more time with thehierr dmaoatnhde r1 0O(0&®mowveittlly momtther
significant differences for mothers.

There was less likely to be a history of violence among the group who had equal time
arrangements than any other group. Parents in shared care in this research also had fewer
safety concerns than in other patterns of care.

Violence, conflict and concerns about the safety of the children were highly correlated with

one another, in terms of reported effects on the wellbeing of children. Mothers of children in
shared care arrangeents who reported safety concewsre not significantly more negative

than mothers with the children mostly in their care-9866 of the time) except where they

hel d serious concerns about the safety of t
reports of conflict. The proportion of mothers who reported that shared care arrangements
were working badly was not significantly di
arrangements where there was low or even medium levels of conflict. Howevdcttine i3

quite different, when they report high levels of conflict. Thus where mothers have serious
concerns about the safety of their children or there is high conflict, they are more likely to
report negative outcomes for children than when the chilgrem primarily their own care.

Mothers who had concerns about the safety of the children or who reported high conflict
were more likely to report negative outcomes than those mothers who had concerns about
their own safety. However, lwere mothers heldome concerns about their own safety (but

did not report serious concerns), those in shared care arrangements were twice as likely to
report negatively compared with those where the children were with them most of the time.

Xi



Where mothers held serious levelf concern for their own safety, there was little difference
between mothers in shared care and when the children lived primarily with them.

Parents in shared or near shared care arrangements in general held favouraddauew

their arrangements, witthe greatmajority indicating that their arrangements worked for
father, mother and children. These patterns were apparent for both fathers and mothers.
Living closer together, and close to school was a positive aspect of the arrangements, and one
that anumber of parents put some effort into, trying to stay within the same suburb if
possible.However, ot all those parents or children who were in shared care arrangements
were happy with it.About 10% of fathers and mothens shared or near shared care
considered their arrangements did not work for their children.

Many children who were in shared care arrangements reported positive benefits from shared
care. Indeed, a number of the children who were not in shared care wanted more time with
their nonresicent parent (mainly fathers) and some specifically wanted a shared care
arrangement. However, just as there were some children who would have liked to be in an
equal time arrangement, so there were children who were in such arrangements who wanted
to live primarily with one parent.

Children in shared care indicated that they felt closer to their mother than to their father, but
they were no less close to their mothers than children living with their mothers most of the
time. They reported that the main beneff shared care was maintaining a relationship with
both parents. Having equal time was also seen to beHaiiing some respite from one
parent in the move to the other was also a perceived benefit for some children. The costs or
disadvantages of sharecare for children were the moves back and forth, the lack of one
place to call home, especially with the demands of the senior years of high school, and the
risk of leaving things behind. Some children perceived these to be issues for them, while
othersdid not.

There are practical problems involved in shared care, such as children leaving clothes, school
items or homework at the other parentds hou:
shared care. Nonetheles$ierte were clear differences bew®wn shared care and other
arrangements in relation to problems for c¢ch
Mothers with shared care reported that it was more frequently a problem than fath€redid.

issues raised by practical problems welienprily related to the conflict between the parents

which was associated with practical problems, rather than the fact that things had been left
behind per se.

Fathers with shared care arrangements overall report that children are faring better than in
other forms of care after controlling for a r
not differ significantly between shared care and moderate levels of care by thesia@mt

parent. Children who spend all their nights with one parent app&éavéthe lowest levels

of wellbeing.

Does shared care benefit children?

It is clear that children are perceived to be doing well in shared care and there are few
difficulties associated with this arrangemdrowever, it does not work well for all parents
or all children.

Furthermore, while the outcomes were positive in shared care families, when other factors
such as the demographics of the parent, the family smooomic status and the level of
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conflict between the parents are taken into account,dthef f er ences bet ween
wellbeing in different care arrangements do not appear to be significantly different. This
indicates that i1t is not the care arrangemen
reported wellbeing. Rather, factors u ¢ h as t he parentos rel a
arrangement was imposed by a court, equitable sharing of financial resources through child
support, angharents sharing decisions (rather than the other parent solely, or the seems)

to be more significat | y associated with childrends wel
children spend with each parent.

While the care arrangement in itself may not be the differentiating factor, this research
indicates that children fare better when they have the inr@wé of both parents in their

|l ives than when they are in one parentos cal
more time with the nonesident parent does not per se, equate to more beneficial outcomes

for children, because there are so mahyhoer f act or s t hat af fect c
explanation for the relatively high wellbeing of children in shared care may therefore lie to a
considerable extent in the greater degree of cooperation and shared etaaisiog in these
arrangements.

These results should not be interpreted to mean that it does not matter what care
arrangements are chosen for particular children. In the circumstances of a particular child or
family, one parenting arrangement may well be much more appropriate than another

The benefits to children from parental satisfaction

There is one advantage that shared care clearly has over any other form of care arrangement:
it is that both parents are generally happy with it. While each parent might well be just as
happy to hav@rimary care of the child, shared care does offer a means for both parents to be
involved in childrearing. This research indicated that parents were satisfied with the
arrangements if they had the care of their children. They were unhappy if they didhaot.
diminished time with the children involved in a shared care arrangement compared to

primary maternal care did not di mini sh moth
greater proportion of mothers in shared care arrangements were satisfigisniittan those
with primary care of their children. The o6f

children, who saw it as an advantageous form of care arrangement for this reason.

It is possible that one reason for the higher levels of cooperatishared care families and
lower levels of conflict, is that both parents are happy with the arrangement. This satisfaction
may well create an environment that is more conducive to the wellbeing of children than
other patterns of care. In this sendered care may have positive benefits for children that
derive from the pattern of care itself, and not just from other factors associated with families
who choose shared care.

What factors most benefit children after separation?

This research confirm&tat chi |l drends well being is opti mi

1 Parents are able to cooperate about the arrangements for the children
1 Parents have a say in making decisions about the child

1 There is relatively little conflict between the parents
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1 Parentdelieve that each parent is paying their fair share of the costs associated with
raising children.

Care arrangements which are negotiated between parents, as opposed to those which are
imposed by court, appear to be associatgith higher levels of wellbeg for children.
However it is unclear whether this is a result of the fact that most parents who go to court
have high levels of conflictt is likely that parental conflict rather than involvement with the

court is the main cause of difficulties foetkhildren.

It is also important for children to have some say in the arrangements and to feel that the
arrangements meet their needss well as those of their paren&hildren and young people

do not necessarily want to impose their own will on thiaation, but itis very important to

them that their voices heard and their viewae taken into account.

Conclusions

Overall, this research paints a positive picture of shared care in terms both of parental
satisfaction and c hjitlranairsmoidys relate/ély simadl minagity of Ho we v
parents who can share the care of the children and fewer still manage to sustain it for a
substantial period of time. Much of the success of shared care derives from factors other than
the care arrangemenself, and in particular, higher levels of cooperation and joint deeision
making and a lower incidence of reported violence or safety concerns. There are nonetheless,
some parents who share care who do not have a cooperative relationship, and some children
whose experience of shared care is not positive. There is no reason to suggest that shared care
is intrinsically better or worse than the more common pattern of primary maternal care,
except for the fact that it is one form of care with which both pametsatisfied, and this

may be a factor in reducing conflict over pesparation parenting arrangements.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

In the last ten years or so in Australia, there has been considerable discussion and debate
about the merits of shared ca®a form of parenting arrangement after separation.

Ten or fifteen years ago, shared care was a comparatively rare phenomenon. In 1997, for
example, the Australian Bureau of Statistics recorded that 978,000 children under 18 in
Australia were living wit one of their biological parents while their other parent lived
elsewhere. Only 3% of these children lived in a shared care arrangement in which each parent
cared for the child at least 30% of the time (ABS, 1998). The proportion of children in shared
care has nonetheless been rising significantly since that time. By 2003, the ABS was
reporting that 6% of children were in shared care (ABS, 2004). A study of the first wave of
the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) Survey found even
higher figures of shared care when including -tleye contact. 16% of children who saw

their fathers did so on at least 30% of the days of the year but only 7% stayed overnight at
least 30% of the time (Parkinson & Smyth, 2003. p. 15).

In June 2003the the Prime Minister, John Howard establishe®aliamentary Committee

to explore the option of a rebuttable presumption that children will spend equal time with
each parent. This inquiry generated substantial interest. The Family and Community Affairs
Commitee of the House of Representatives received more than 1700 submissions and took
evidence all over the country. The issue of a presumption of equal time also generated a great
deal of discussion in the media.

One of the major concerns of the Committee waget away from what they saw as the
standard pattern of contact for nmsident parents of every other weekend and half the
school holidays. This, they dubbed the-ZBDrule, on the basis that it gave Aasident
parents approximately 20% of the tinvdth their children. In its report (Family and
Community Affairs Committee, 2003, p. 21), the Committee wrote:

AiOut of court negotiated outcomes have
they have been influenced by community perceptions, by experience of

women as primary carers and by perceptions and outcomes in court
decisions. This has been illustrated by suggestions in evidence to the
committee that there is an’i&D rule in the courts. This is the perception of

a common outcome of, usually, the mother wstile residence and the

father with alternate weekends and halff

The Committee recommended against a presumption of equal time in its report. Instead, it
recommended in favour of equal parental responsibility. However, it dié mhalear that it

felt the system should move away from any assumption that the normal pattern of contact
should be every other weekend and half the
the majority of families should be one of equality ofecand responsibility along with
substantially shared parenting timeodo (Fami/l
30). The Committee gave the following explanation of its reasons for rejecting a presumption

of equal time (Family and Community AffaiCommittee, 2003, p. 31):

ATwo aspects of an equal ti me template h
are dangers in a one size fits all approach to the diversity of family

situations and the changing needs of children. Secondly, there are many
practicalhurdles for the majority of families to have to overcome if they are

to equally share residence of children. Many have pointed to the increased

1



risk of exposure of children to ongoing conflicted parental relationships and
the instability that constant chging would create for children. Family
friendly workplaces are rare, as are the financial resources necessary to
support two comparable households. Some parents lack the necessary child
caring capabilities. Distance between households creates problems for
transport and for schooling. Second families can also bring complications.

Il ndi genous familiesbo approach t o par en

expectations of equal time. o0

Af t er extensive further consideratioay of
committee reports (Chisholm, 2007) the Federal Parliament enactedrathdy Law
Amendment (Shared Parental Responsibility)28€16.

1.2 The 2006 amendments

The concerns of the Committee found expression in a revised statement of the objects of Part
VII of the Family Law Act on parenting arrangements. Section 60B(1) of the Act now
provides:

(1) The objects of this Part are to ensure that theibesestof childrenare met by:

(a) ensuring thathildrenhave the benefit of botlf their parentshaving a meaningful
involvement in their lives, to the maximum extent consistent with thariesgsts
of thechild; and

(b) protectingchildrenfrom physical or psychological harm from being subjected to,
or exposed toabuse neglect ofamily violence and

(c) ensuring thathildrenreceive adequate and propearentingto help them achieve
their full potential; and

(d) ensuring thaparentdfulfil their duties, and meet their responsibilities, concerning
the care, welfare and development of tlohitdren

When determining the best interests of the childreth@re two primary considerations
(s.60CC(2)). These are:

(a) the benefit to thehild of having a meaningful relationship with both of ttteld's
parentsand

(b) the need to protect thehild from physical or psychological harm from being
subjected to, or exposed ahuse neglect ofamily violence

Ther e ar e t hen a | ar ge number of ot her
considerations (s.60CC(3)). It is the additional consideratia@iship to determine how it is

that the objects of the legislation, and the primary considerations, are to be achieved
(Parkinson, 2004).

The emphasis on the meaningful involvement of both parents in the absence of violence or
abuse does not translatéara presumption of shared parenting, and still less, equal time. The
most that the legislation imposes by way of presumed outcome is a presumption in favour of
equal shared parentasponsibility This can be rebutted in cases where there is a history of
violence or abuse (s.61DA). If there is equal shared parental responsibility, parents have a
duty to consult, and to try to reach agreement, on major decisions such as education, health,
religion and changes i n c¢hi |lndthaehaseassighificanti n g
impact upon the ability of the other parent to spend time with the child- (@efinition of

"major longterm issues"s.65DAC).

h

f
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While there is no presumption of equiahe, the option must at least be considered positively
in cases where there is to be equal shared parental responsibility. Section 65DAA of the Act
provides:

If a parenting order provides (or is to provide) that a child's parents are to have equal shared
parental responsibility for the child, the court must:

(a) constder whether the child spending equal time with each of the parents would be in
the best interests of the child; and

(b) consider whether the child spending equal time with each of the parents is
reasonably practicable; and

(c) if it is, consider making an ordéo provide (or including a provision in the order)
for the child to spend equal time with each of the parents.

t giv
n

If equal timeiscontra ndi cated, then the court mus €
s defined i t h

and significant t ifolevingway-hat i
a child will be taken to spend substantial and significant time with a parent only if:

@) the time the child spends with the parent includes both:
(i) days that fall on weekends and holidays; and
(i) days that do not fall on weekends or holidays; and

(b) the time the child spends with the parent allows the parent to be involved in:
the childdéds daily routine; and
(i) occasions and events that are of particular significance to the child; and

(© the time the child spends with the parent allows the child to be irtvatve
occasions and events that are of special significance to the parent.

Before the court can order equal time or substantial and significant time, it must be satisfied
that such an arrangement i s O6reasonteldiny pr ac
MRR v GR2010] HCA 4 that unless the court makes a finding of fact that the arrangement

for equal time or substantial and significant time is reasonably practicable, the court has no
power to make such an order. Reasonable practicability is gieaning by s.65DAA(5):

iin determining ... wh et h echild to spend squal tene,o0 na bl y
substantial and significant time, with eadhhe child's parentsthecourtmust have regard to:

(a) how far apart thearentdive from each other; and

(b) the parents current and future capacity to implement an arrangement fochtite:
spendingequal time, or substantial and significant time, with each opéinents and

(c) the parentscurrent and future capacity to communicate with each other and resolve
difficulties that might arise in implementing an arrangement of that kind; and

(d) the impact that an arrangement of that kind would have ochildg and
(e) such other matters as tbeurtconsiders relevant.

The obligation taconsider shared parenting was not only placed upon the courts. It was also
pl aced upon ¢6éadvisersd which means | egal p
3

ra
courtsé own family consultants. Section 63DA

If an adviser gives adviceo tpeople in connection with the making by those people of a
parenting plan in relation to a child, the adviser must:
(a) inform them that, if the child spending equal time with each of them is:

) reasonably practicable; and
3
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(i) in the best interests of the child;
(b) they could consider the option of an arrangement of that kind; and

(c) inform them that, if the child spending equal time with each of them is not reasonably
practicable or is not in the best interests of the child but the child spending substantial
and significant time with each of them is:

(1) reasonably practicable; and

(ii) in the best interests of the child;

(iii) they could consider the option of an arrangement of that kind.
There is no similar requirement for a@dviser
protect thechild from physical or psychological harm from being subjected to, or exposed to,
abuse neglect orfamily violence (s. 60CC(2) (b)). The | egi sl e

heavily weighted towards consideaat of shared care, with less emphasis being placed on
family violence or other such concerns (Chisholm, 2009).

The rationale for the obligations on advisers was that the Family and Community Affairs
Committee (2003) wanted to reach those people who ia¢gqarenting arrangements with

the assistance of lawyers, mediators, and other professionals but who resolve matters without
the need for a judicial determination. The Committee wrote:

ALegislation can have an educative &effe
outside the context of court decisions, if its messages are clear, it is

accessible to the general public and well understood by those who offer
assistance under it.o (Family and Commun
39-40)

The 2006 legislation certainlgncouraged both advisers and the courts to give serious
consideration to shared parenting arrangements. The Full Court of the Family Court of
Australia has summarized the legislative intent of the 2006 amendments as fQmvae (&
Goode(2006) FLC 93286 at para 72)

Aln our vVview, it can be fairly said the
favour of substanti al i nvol vement of bot
both as to parental responsibility and as to time spent with the children,

subject to e need to protect children from harm, from abuse and family

violence and provided it is in their best interests and reasonably
practicabl e. 0o

There is little question that the 2006 amendments td=#mily Law Act1975 represented
major changes to the lawhey were accompanied by major changes to the service system,
and in particular the establishment of 65 Family Relationship Centres around the country.

The Howard government commissioned a comprehensive evaluation program for the first
time in the histry of Australian family law. The evaluation, conducted by the Australian
Institute of Family Studies, was a very large scale study indeed and has already yielded much
information about many aspects of the 2006 reforms (Kaspiew et al, 2009), including much
information about shared care.

1.3 Shared care: international trends

In evaluating the 2006 reforms, and in considering shared care generally, it is important to
see the growth in shared care in comparative perspective. Australia is not alone in
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emphasising he i mportance of both parents remaini |
reflects trends in legislation around the western world (Parkinson, 2006b).

Furthermore, even after the 2006 reforms, the prevalence of shared care in Australia is rather
lower than in other parts of the western world where statistics are available. This may be
illustrated by the AIFS findings concerning equal time arrangements. The AIFS study
showed that amongst people who had separated since 2006, 7% had an equal time
arrangment (482% of time with each parent). These are people who have recently
separated. Across the population of separated parents, including those who separated many
years ago, one might expect that the levels of shared care would be lower.

By way of contast with the AIFS findings in Australia, a Canadian surve30@1 found that
according t o m.&% lofeahikl@n were pro appreximatey equal time
arrangements (Swiss & Le Bourdais, 2008)survey of 559 parents in Britain found that

12% repoted that they shared the care of the child more or less equally (Peacey & Hunt
2008, p19). This study was not confined to those who had recently separate@hiltieen

Act1989 in England and Wales gives noegui danc
should be allocated. In Arizona, 15% of court orders for child supportlved
approximately equal parenting time (Venohr & Kaunelis, 2008).

In Sweden, the growth in equal time arrangements has been particularly dramatic.-f 1984
1% of Swedish p@nts who were living apart had equal time arrangements. By 2@dtad
increased to 28% (Lundstrom, 2009). Almost half of tHey&ar old children whose parents

do not live together live in approximately equal time arrangements. This growth in the
incidence of equal time arrangements has risen substantially over the last 20 years without a
legislative environment that specifically encourages it.

International comparisons are also instructive in relation to what the Australian legislation
call s iAaslubabnhdnsignificant ti meo. I n other c
minimum of 30% of nights with each parent. The AIFS study showed that amongst people
who had separated since 2006, 16% had a shared care arrangement involving 35% of nights
or more with each parent (Kaspiew et al, 2009). In Wisconsin, where a shared parenting
arrangement is defined as involving at least 30% oftitine with each parent, 32%f
divorced couples had a shared care arrangement in court orders {B@I0Melli, ok &

Brown, 2006; Melli & Brown, 2008). In Washington Sta#&% of parenting plans filed in
dissolution cases gave at least 35% of the time with the child to the father 020DV

cases where there were no risk factors present (George, 2008). fdtestaom Wisconsin

and Washington State are not entirely comparable with Australia because they only reflect
the levels of shared care amongst couples who have divorced, whereas the Australian
statistics include those who cohabited outside marriagettaogk who have never lived
together. Levels of neresident parent involvement with children is typically lower in these
groups, and in particular where the parents did not live together prior to separation (Amato,
Meyers & Emery, 2009). Even still, thédjustrate that the levels of shared care after the 2006
reforms are not particularly high in comparison with other jurisdictions where research is
available.

1.4  Controversies about shared parenting

The 2006 reforms, flowing from the unanimous recommendatdrhie bipartisan Hull
Committee, enjoyed ajparty support when going through the Parliament. Nonetheless, the
legislation has not been without controversy. As elsewhere, there have been four main
objections to the encouragement of shared care. Thesfirst view that while chosen shared

care - that is, an arrangement mutually agreed by both paremight not to be regarded as
problematic, imposed shared care is. The second is that the encouragement of shared care
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exposes women and children to &ager risk of domestic violence. The third is that shared
car e i s i nappropriate for young chil dren.
willingness to comply with such arrangements.

Imposed shared care

Criticism has been expressed of the legista@ncouragement given to courts to consider
shared care when deciding disputes between parents that cannot be resolved without
adjudication. For example, McIntosh (2009) observes:

AThe attributes that increase the I|ikeld.:
smoothly..are not typically characteristic of parents who litigate or who

otherwise require significant support to determine and administer their post
separation parenting plans.o(p. 393)

This suggests that while shared care which is chosen by parentwariayvell, there are
significant issues involved in the imposition of shared care. There is, of course, not a clear
divide between one and the other. Rather, there are, gradations of agreement that might be
reached about shared care, or any other pareatraggement. On the one hand, there will be
cases where both parents fully agree on shared care (both want it). In the middle will be cases
where one wants it and one does not, but they end up agreeing on shared care because the
parent who is not keen dhis prepared (reluctantly) to give it a go. There will be other
parents who do not think it is the best option but are willing to agree to substantially shared
care because they want to avoid litigation. At the other end of the spectrum are cases where
neither wants shared care because both want primary care. However, they agree on shared
care as a compromise. This spectrum is not easily captured by a binary categorization into
those who agree on shared care and those who do not. A further compléhatytigere is a
spectrum of shared care from 3@%% of nights (depending on the definition in each
jurisdiction) through to equal time, and compromises could be struck at many places along
that continuum as well.

While it is likely that few imposed pargéng arrangements work better than arrangements

that the parties have agreed to themselves, there may be particular issues about imposed
shared care because of the level ofoperation required to make it work. McIntosh and
Chisholm (2008) expressed pattiar caution about shared care arrangements in high conflict
families, based upon findings concerning chi
that indicated children are at risk of poor mental health where there is high, ongoing conflict
betwea their parents. Conversely, children seemed most likely to benefit from shared care
arrangements where there was low hostility between the parents.

There is extensive evidence of the harm caused to children who are exposed to continuing
conflict between Heir parents after parental separation (Ayoub, Deutch, & Maraganore,
1999), and given the greater degree of interaction between parents that is typically involved

in shared care, it is to be expected that a shared care arrangement may add to the burdens
these children suffer. The legislation requires the court, in considering whether a shared care
arrangement i s Or e as o npmtedtscurrgntraadcfuture ccaphcityetd |, t o
communicate with each other and resolve difficulties that might arise in implementing an
arrangement of that kindd (s.65DAA(5)(c)).

The AIFS evaluation (Kaspiew et al, 2009, p.1338) indicates there has been a substantial
increse in shared care in judicially determined ca&dsared care (35%5% with each
parent), rose from 4% to 33.9% of cases in the cases where contact arrangements were
specified. Prior to the 2006 reforms, 65.2% of the mothers had primary care. After the
reforms it was 47.8%, a 26.7% decrease as a proportion of the previous levels of maternal
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primary care. Fathers in 30.8% of cases had primary care prior to the reforms, and this
dropped to 18.3% afterwards, a 40.6% decrease as a proportion of the previdsiofev
paternal primary care. It is clear then that the reforms have had a major impact on the
outcomes of judicially determined cases, with many more shared care arrangements being
made, at the expense of both maternal and paternal primary care, bgtetdea extent, at

the expense of paternal primary care.

This suggests also that shared care may be emerging as a compromise between parents both
of whom seek primary care awards in their favour. It may be that where shared care is
imposed as a comproneisn cases that are litigated through to trial, children are exposed to
higher levels of conflict than would have been the case if a clearer choice between maternal
and paternal care had been made.

Safety concerns in shared care cases

A second concern th&as often been expressed (eg Rathus, 2007) is that the encouragement
of shared care exposes mothers and children to a greater risk of violence, abuse and
continuing control by former partners than if there was no such encouragement towards
shared care.fis does not necessarily arise from the legislation itself, which makes clear that
the presumption of equal shared parental responsibility does not apply if there are reasonable
grounds to believe that a parent of the child (or a person who lives witerst pathe child)

has engaged in abuse of the child or family violence (s.61DA(2)). However, the issue is that
women in particular will feel pressured into accepting a shared care arrangement when they
have significant safety concerns for themselves @r tthildren because they feel the system

is weighted in favour of shared care.

The AIFS evaluation certainly indicates grounds for concern. It found that families where

there was a reported history of physical violence or emotional abuse were asolikalyet

shared caréime arrangements as those where there were no such reports (Kaspiew et al,
2009, pp. 16465). However, it is not only mothers in shared care arrangements who have
safety concerns. Indeed while 16% of mothers who reported equal tinmgeamants had
concerns about t heir own safety or the safe
percentage of fathers expressing such concerns was higher (17.9%). In the shared care cases
where the mother had care of the child or children for thgnity of the time (535% of

nights), 19.4% of mothers and 16.2% of fathers expressed concerns about their own safety or
the safety of the child in the other parent i
where the father had care of the dhor children for the majority of the time, 20% of fathers

and no mothers expressed such safety concerns (Kaspiew et al, 2009, p. 166).

Not all these concerns relate to family violence or child abuse perpetrated by the other parent.
As the researchers imbed out, the safety concerns could also be about Indticted by

someone other than the other parent, such as a new partner or a relative. Nonetheless, the vast
majority of parents with safety concerns indicated that they had experienced physical
violence or emotional abug&aspiew et al, 2009, p.166).

Shared care with young children

A third level of concern is about shared care arrangements witecpo®l children. In
particular, there has been considerable debate among researchers about whetsearidf
toddlers should stay overnight with nogsident parents (Kelly & Lamb, 2000; Warshak,
2000; Lamb & Kelly, 2001; Solomon & Biringen, 2001; Gould & Stahl, 2001; Biringen et al,
2002; Warshak, 2002). If there is doubt about the circumstances a@h whernight stays

with nonresident parents are appropriate for very young children, it is not surprising that
there should be huge concerns about shared care arrangement involving infants and toddlers.
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In the Australian context, particular concern hasrbexpressed about shared parenting
arrangements when mothers are bréastling (Sweet & Power, 2009).

Attachment theory (Bowlby, 1997) suggests that the healthy emotional development of
children is strongly associated with having a continuous, warntrasiing relationship with

a caregiver during the first three years of life. While young children develop different
attachments to each parent, Mcintosh and Chisholm (2008) point out that the development of
any attachment security may be jeopardised byesh&@are arrangements that involve
frequent moves between households, and that where a very young child has developed a
secure attachment with only one of the two parents, this security of that attachment may be
compromised by reduction of time spent whis parent.

Whatever the differences of view among experts, there seems to be some community support
for the idea that a shared care arrangement can be appropriate, even with children under
three. The AIFS evaluation indicated that a substantial minofityoth fathers (32%) and
mothers (23%) in the general population thought an equal time arrangement for a child under
three was o6totally appropriated, while only
totally inappropriate (Kaspiew et al, 20¢9,116).

There is, however, some difference between what parents say and what those with children of
this age do in relation to their arrangements for children under three. Twergef children

under 3, whose parents were living apart, were in etjord arrangements in 2008. The
corresponding figure for-8 year olds was 9% (Kaspiew et al, 2009, p. 119). Thus mdre 3
year olds were in equal time arrangements than for the population of children across the age
range, where 7% were in equal time aremgnts.

The AIFS data on recent separations contrasts with the position in relation to all children
whose parents live apart. According to the ABS (2008), among children aged under 18 years
who have a parent living elsewhere, those ag@d/&ars or 1614 years are more likely than
younger and older children to spend at least 30% ad tiith their other parent {80% vs

7% of children aged under 5 and only 3% of teenage children).

The imposition of shared care arrangements on children

A further concern aut shared parenting, is that it may be an arrangement that is adopted
because of adult agendas and interests and
are the ones required to do the switching from one home to another, not parents, and their
views need to be taken into account.

Norwegian researchers who surveyed 527 parents with equal time arrangements found that
25% of the children participated to a significant degree in the decision; 21% reported that the
child had some influence in the deors, and 55% said that the child had no influence at all.

Age was of course a significant factor 1 n w
(Skjgrten & Barlindhaug, 2007).

We still, however, know relatively little about the views of children, aspecially
Australian children who experience shared ca
of the AIFS evaluation. The most extensive research is that conducted in Britain by Carol
Smart and colleagues (Smart, Neale and Wade, 2001; Smart, 2002erviews with 30

children and young people in shared care ar-t
reactions to shared care arrangements were quite varied. For some, where the arrangement
was inflexible and t kestediwiheheavyadeologicalgpuemobtionali me 6

significance by a parent, it could be very oppressive. For others, the arrangement worked
very well and provided benefits not only in having the regular involvement of both parents,
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but also in giving chancesfar br i ef HfAsabbatical o in the rele
child moved from one household to the other.

In a follow-up of these children,-8 years later, Smart (2004) identified three factors which

made the difference between successful and uassfid shared care arrangemeriisese

were: a) whether the arrangement was based oneids and wishes of the parents or those

of the children; b) whether the arrangements were flexible enough to accommodate changing
needs and circumstances; ¢) whethehe chi |l dren fel't equally 0
parentsd homes.

A Swedish study involving responses from Bung people in shared care arrangements
also found a range of reactions to shared care, with interviewees valuing the opportunity to
spend agreat deal of time with both parents but some at least, finding the constant transition
between homes was a problem. Some would have preferred to have one primary abode.
(Carlberg et al, 2004).

1.5 Durability of shared care arrangements

Parenting arrangemenafter separation may well vary over tiingith some patterns being

more likely than others to change. The most durable pattern of care is where mothers are
primary or sole carers. Shared care arrangements are less likely to last over a substantial time
period. According to Wave 1 and Wave 4 of the HILDA Survey (conducted in 2001 and
2004), only half the children who spent-89% of time with each parent in 2001 were still in

this arrangement three years later, while aroundtloing of these children litamoved to a
weekly, fortnightly or monthly arrangement. A similar pattern of results emerged in a smaller
scale study undertaken by the AIFS from 2003 to 2006 (Smyth et al., 2008). These results do
not take into account the possible changes that occye@dby year across this thrgear

period, nor the length of time that the arrangement recorded in the Wave 1 had been
operating prior to this initial survey. Factors distinguishing between care arrangements that
were durable and those that changed wetddentified. The circumstances in which shared

care is considered by families, and in which shared care arrangements are taken up and
sustained or abandoned are of considerable policy significance.

The AIFS evaluation (Kaspiew et al, 2009) found thaiaédime arrangements are more
durable, 45 yrs on, than unequal shared care-43% of nights with father, or arrangements
where father is the primary carer). Sixty per cent of the focus children with equal care time at
separation had the same arrangemaétite time of the survey.

It is not surprising that shared care should prove less durable than care arrangements in which
children live primarily with one parent. This is because there are so many different factors
that could affect shared care arramgats. For a schoalge child to be in a shared care
arrangement either involving equal time or overnight stays with the parent who is not the
primary carer during the school week, both parents have to live within a reasonable travelling
distance of theehl d6s school

There are a variety of reasons why that proximity may not be able to be maintained. In the
immediate aftermath of separation, one parent may stay in the home while the other one finds
a place to rent nearby, as a temporary arrangemerg thiey negotiate a property settlement.

When that property settlement is finalised, one or both parents find that they have to move to

a cheaper housing area with the consequence that a shared care arrangement becomes
impracticable. Changes of employmefot, either parent, or the consequences of repartnering

may also necessitate moves that impact upon the viability of a shared care arrangement even
if the relocation is to a place that is not very far away, such as moving within the same city.



Further rasons why a shared care arrangement may not be sustainableoisetioat other

parent finds their work schedule can no longer accommodate the arrangement and it makes
more sense to concentrate time with the children on days off; the child does noeésg ib

cope moving between the two homes; or the child forms a much stronger attachment with one
home or family than the other and expresses a preference in favour of spending the majority
of time with one parent.

While it is also possible, of courséat circumstances will change such that parents adopt a
shared care arrangement instead of having weekend and holiday time with ttesident

parent, the circumstances necessary to sustain a shared care arrangement are such that the
pattern of change imore likely to be away from shared care than towards it.

1.6 Research questions on shared care arrangements

Someti mes the question is asked whether &ésh
care arrangements in which children live primarily wittegarent. Such evidence as there is
comparing childrenés wellbeing in different

and unequivocal answers (Gilmore, 2006). The question presupposes firstly that one could
conduct a randomised trial in whiclanents and children who were in all other respects
similar, and where there were no differences in levels of interparental conflict or risk of
violence, could have the option of either a shared care arrangement or a more traditional
resident/nofresident prent arrangement. Then if sufficient numbers could be found in each
group to compare them, the different care arrangements could be analysed to determine
which is Obetterod.

Of course, reality is different. Shared care is only an option for some fariiiesparents

need to be able to afford two viable homes sufficiently well furnished to allow children to
stay comfortably in each home. They need to live reasonably close to one another. They also
need to have sufficient flexibility in their working argements (or sufficient support in
terms of child care through before and after school care services, relatives or friends) to make
the arrangement practicable.

Differences between shared care families and other parents and children may also reflect
differences in the level of involvement that each parent has with the children. Not all children
whose parents live apart have both parents playing an active role in their lives, or wanting to

do so. In 20087, of the children aged 0 to 17 years with a natuae¢mqt living elsewhere,

28% saw their other natural parent less than once per year or never (ABS, 2008). There are

al so many other factors, beyond the structur
wellbeing, in particular the closeness of tparentchild relationship, parental capacity,
interparental conflict, safety issues, adjustments to new partners or stepfamilies and other
such factors.

There are also issues about whether shared care is likely to be more appropriate at some ages
than ohers. There are not only questions about young children. There are also issues about
shared care for older teenagers. Time with peers becomes progressively important as children
mature. Teenagers spend less time at home than when younger and tenthtoeatyngly

on their friends (and to argue more frequently with their parents, with typical arguments
including issues surrounding the teenagerso
independence and greater reliance on friends, along with imeresive needs for study to
progress well in their schooling, teenagers of separated parents may not find it easy to be in a
shared care arrangement especially if there is frequent and considerable travelling time
involved in fulfilling this arrangement.
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Thus the question ought not to be whether, in the abstract, shared care is better or worse than
other patterns of parenting after separation, but when it works well, and when it works less

well, for those families for whom it is at least a logisticalgdoiity. This is the focus of the
research presented in this report.
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2 Methodology

The definition of shared care is quite broad and has changed slightly over the years. Children
who spend 3070% of nights with each parent were traditionally seen as\gavshared care
arrangement (see Smyth 2009). Consistent with this definition, the ABS has included this
range of nights in its reports on the different patterns of care (e.g. ABS 2008). However, since
the implementation of the new Child Support Schemauly 2008, children who spendi35

65% of nights (or 128 to 237 nights each year) with each parent have been classified by the
CSA as having a shared care arrangement.

The study utilised both quantitative and qualitative methodologies. It involved anafyai

range of existing datasets as well as a survey of parents and of children devised for the
purposes of this study. Each dataset and survey instrument had its strengths and limitations,
and no one part of the study gives a comprehensive picture stisret care. By analysing a
range of different sources of information, a more comprehensive picture could be obtained.

2.1  Existing datasets
The Australian Institute of Family Studies conducted an analysis of existing datasets on the
prevalence of, and chatadstics associated with, shared care in Australia. These included:

1. Growing up in Australia: the Longitudinal Study of Australian Children (LSAC)
Wave 1 (2004) and Wave 2 (2006)

2. The Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) Survey
3. Caring for Children After Parental Separation survey (CFC) (2003)

4. The ABS Family Characteristics Survey$§FCS) (1997 and 2003) anBamily
Characteristics and Transitions Survey 2006 (FCTS). The analysis also uses
customised tables based on the FCS and F@T&ahd generated by the ABS.

Most of the LSAC analysis is based on Wave 2 data for the elder of the two cohorts of
children (when these children werg7byears old). To boost the sample size in the assessment
of the relationship between care arrangements$ the developmental progress of children,
supplementary analysis was undertaken, in which Wave 1 data for the elder cohort were
combined with Wave 3 data for the younger cohort. These two cohorts veyedrs old at

the time of these surveys.

These dtasets are referred to in this report asdleeondargydatasets.

2.2 Parent Survey

This componeninvolved developing postalsurvey of parents concerning their experience
of parenting arrangements, with a particular focus on shared care.

Sampling

The paent surveys were distributed to several different target groups of parents. These
included parents who used the services of a private family law solicitor or who used legal aid

This approach was not relied upon for the entire L$%Sed analysis because information about care
time and the father was not derived in Wave 3 for a substantial minority of children.
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or a family support service. The other large target group were parents eshigién the
Child Support Agency.

The distribution via solicitordéds offices wa
from a database of family law solicitors covering all states with the exception of Tasmania.
Letters were written to solicitors,qeesting that they contact the research team if they were
willing to contact their clients to ask them whether they would be willing to participate in the
research. An 1800 number was provided for families and solicitors to contact should they

have any geries. 1500 surveys were sent out in late 2009 to solicitors, legal aid centres and
other family support centres, and these centres in turn sent the surveys on to parents who
either had had a shared care arrangement prior to 2006 or to those who wertdydaree

shared care situation. The surveys were sent out with a reply paid envelope, and surveys were
returned directly to the Social Policy Research Centre.

In January 2010, a further 10,000 rmauit surveys were posted to parents via the Child
Suppat Agency, with the aim of providing better coverage nationally. In particular, the CSA
survey was designed provideaccess to more low income groups which are only minimally
represented in those surveyed via solicitors, and to build a more adequale sathpse
previously and presently involved in shared care, as well to recruit a group not in shared care
for purposes of comparison.

It was determined that the CSA would recruit a sample stratified into three groups:
1. Those who were in actively involvex shared care from July 1 2007 to June 30 2008
2. Those who used to be in shared before July 1 2007
3. Those not in shared care at the time of selection for the survey

These groups were determined on the basis of establishing a sample of persons who were
involved in shared care post the 2006 family law reforms (Group 1), a sample from before the
reforms (Group 2), and a sample not in shared care for comparison purposes (Group 3). It
was originally intended that Group 1 would be recruited only from people adhodyistered

with the CSA subsequent to the 2006 family law reforms, but the resulting number of clients
wastoo small to enable effective recruiting and analysis. As a consequence, the sample frame
was expanded to include anyone actively involved ineshaare for the whole of the 2007

2008 period, to ensure that there was a reasonable chance for the reforms to filter through and
have a visible effect upon shared care arrangements. Clientele who requested to be excluded
from CSA surveys were excluded frothis survey as well. Of the 10,000 persons targeted in

the sampling frame, 5,000 were from group 1, and 2,500 were from each of groups 2 and 3.

The surveys were also sentfasas possible to matched couples. That is, half the sample in
each strata ewisted of a randomly selected CSA client, and the other half of the strata
sample consisted of the artners of these selected individuals. However, due to the low
response rate overall, chances were much reduced that both partners in a matchinggair wo
respond to the survey, and only 67 matches, or 134 persons (13 % of the sample) met these
criteria. This number was deemed too small to conduct any viably representative or
statistically significant analysis on, and approaches looking at matchedvea@sset aside

for the analysis.

Content

The survey covered a range of issues around how parents perceive shared care to be working
for their children, what the issues were, and how the shared care arrangements were working
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for them as parents. Issues cemed with how parents perceive shared care to be working
for their children included:

1 How well the children are doing with the arrangements

1 How happy the children are

1 Child safety

1 Parent satisfaction with the arrangements

1 The kind ofpracticaldifficulties do parents face in shared care arrangements
Issues concerned with how parents perceive shared care to be working for them as parents
included:

1 Issues around parental conflict

1 Tasks each parent undertake on behalf of the child

1 Costs each parent bears ahalf of the child

1 Whether costs are shared fairly.

Survey Response

Of the 10,000 surveys sent out, a total of 1,047 were returned, resulting in a response rate of
10.5%. This rate is consistent with other surveys to specialised groups of respondeais, such
CSA clientele in shared care arrangements. The sample was cleaned for missing data, and a
further 19 records were dropped on the basis of insufficient information about shared care
arrangements.

The final working sample size was 1,028. Of these, dlmdwlf (43%) were from the CSA
target group Obei ng8dn asahgquadtemar werf e omr @M
persons who used to be in shared care before the middle of 2007, and 14 and 16%
respectively were from the CSA nshared care andtteo | i ci t or s sampl es.
can be seen below Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Parents Survey Sample, by source, solicitors and CSA

Sample Size %
Solicitords mail out sampl e 169 16.4
CSA-Was in shared camid 20078 440 42.8
CSA- Used to be in shared care ymed 2007 271 26.4
CSA- Not in shared care at time of selection 148 14.4
Total 1,028 100.0

2.3 Survey of children and young people

A team from the University of Sydney had responsibility for thast pf the projectAn
online survey for children and young people was hosted by a number of different websites
whose target audience is children and young peopleese include Kids Helpline, the

Thesurvey was located on the KidsZone areas of these websites to provide access for children and young
people and to be less likely to be used by adults. The cdimpesad assistance of these organisations is
much appreciated.
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National Children's and Youth Law Centre, and the Comomssfor Children and Young

People in New South Wales, Western Australia, Queensland and Tasmania. These agencies
host their own websites with specific fAKids.
information and advice so it is likely that the resdents on these sites and patrticularly on

Kids Helpline may have concerns about their circumstances though not necessarily related to
shared care or peparental separation issues. The sample is not necessarily representative of
children and young peopin shared care or in other pssiparation arrangements but may be

a bellwether for concerns about such arrangements when they are not working well and
where there are issues about the quality of the relationship between children and their parents,
andbetween the parents.

The survey included questions asking about: the practical aspects of the parenting
arrangement s; the division of parenting tas
how well their arrangements were working for them; what@spéey liked and did not like;

and what they would change if they could.

The children and young people who responded to the survey did so anonymously, providing
some de3mographic information such as their age and gender, and who they live with most of
the time:

2.4  Interviews with parents and children

Parents who completed the written survey were invited to participate in an interview to
explore their experience of care. Forty interviews were conducted, mainly by telephone.

We also interviewed four childre@is case studies of shared care in practice. Permission to
interview children proved difficult to obtain. While many parents were keen to partiaipate

an interview to communicate their views about ggegtaration parenting and shared care
arrangementshey were much less keen for their children to participate in an intefviés.

is a common problem in research in relation to family law and issues relating to the privacy

of the family. It was mostly parents who believed their children were happy hath t
arrangements who consented to their chil dre
important, however, and provide an insight to what makes shared care work well from their
perspective.

2.5 Nati onal Childrenbés and Youth Law Centre

The National@i | dren's and Youth Law Centr e, based
Children and young people can write in on an anonymous basis to ask questions about issues
which are troubling them, and on which they were seeking legal advice. The National
Children's and Youth Law Centre extracted a sample of emails which had been sent in the
years 2004 and 2007 relating to parenting after separation and these were analysed to
suppl ement the materi al avail able from the ¢

Ethics approval was obtained from the Human Ethics Committee at the University of New South Wales
and cesigned by the University of Sydney to allow children and young people to prdwiteawn
consent following advice from Dr Merle Spriggs concerning the requirements for informed consent
without parental consent (See Spriggs, 2009). Their confidentiality should be protected by their
anonymity.

The experience from other research iatls that the main reasons that parents are not happy for their

children to participate are that they do not want them to have to relive any of the upset or difficulties
associated with the separation and subsequent arrangements or that they are appeb=umtsivhat

their children might say aboptoblems within the family o an O6outsi der & (Smart & |
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3 Analysis of HILDA, LSAC and ABS Data on shared care

This chapter, which is based on {@esting datasets, provides detailed information about the
incidence of shared care arrangements, along with a general description of characteristics of
parents and children in different caraamgements. Particular attention is also given to
aspects of shared care (or near shared care) arrangements in place, for example: the way such
arrangements wer e reached, their l evel of
arrangements. The finaéstion compares the developmental progress of children with shared
care and other arrangements.

While estimates of the proportion or number of children in shared care vary with definitions
and data sources, it has already been note@hapter 1that shaed care isrelatively
uncommonin Australia As a consequencéie number of parents or children identified as
having a shared care arrangement in general surveys is quite small. To overcome this
difficulty, a range of survey datasetmsused. If similatrends are suggested by the different
surveys, then we can place greater confidence in these trends. The surveys Gsediae

up in Australia the Longitudinal Study of Australian ChildrébSAC) Wave 1 (2004) and
Wave 2 (20065,the Household, Incomand Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) Suryey
and Caring for Children After Parental Separatiosurvey (CFC) (2003), and the ABS
Family Characteristics Survey$FCS) (1997 and 2003)Family Characteristics and
Transitions Survey 20067 (FCTS). The angbis also uses customised tables based on the
FCS and FCTS data and generated by the ABS.

This CSA definition of shared care (35% or more nights with each parent) is used in this
discussion of the incidence of shared care. In addition, the prevalenqeraXiapately equal

shared care is discussed (here defined 85288 of nights, or 176189 nights each year).

However, because of the small sample sizes in the HILDA and LSAC datasets, most of the
analysis in this chapter focuses on a larger group, heredall 6 s har ed care or
cared0 (where the chil d i74% of nights,lorel04258& mights, o f e a «
per year).

3.1 The incidence of shared care

The term fAshared careo iIimplies that chil dr
amouns of time with each parent. In LSAC, when parents with ylear old children were

asked a direct question about whether their children were in shared care, around one in ten
reported that this was the case. However, more objective measures are usudtlyasseds

the incidence of shared care, as different parents may apply different criterial@deimg

on whether their children are in shared care.

The present analysis focuses on the incidence of shared care, definé®%% 36 nights

with each peent, and equal care (where the child speii28o of nights with each parent).

These results are based on the customised tables of results from thenainbeeed ABS

surveys FCS 1997, FCS 2003 and FCTS 2006nformation was collected about each child
under the age of 18 years who had a parent living elsewhere. The respondents in each survey
were parents who reported that they had at least one child living with them at least half of the

Most of the LSAC analysis is based on Wave 2 data for the elder of the two cohorts of children (when
these children werei@ years olll To boost the sample size in the assessment of the relationship
between care arrangements and the developmental progress of children, supplementary analysis was
undertaken, in which Wave 1 data for the elder cohort were combined with Wave 3 dataytamther

cohort. These two cohorts wergsyears old at the time of these surveys. This approach was not relied
upon for the entire LSAMased analysis because information about care time and the father was not
derived in Wave 3 for a substantial minoritiychildren.
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time. Therefore, the results are based on the reports of thé&é childmai n car er (o
reports of one parent where the care time is equal). Most respondents were mothers.

Table 3.1 shows the proportion of all children, and the proportions of children of different

ages, withshared care arrangements and the proportion with equal care, as reported by these
main carers. According to the ABS surveyisnast 8%of children aged under 18 years old

were in shared care in 200/, compared with 6% in 2003, apdt under3% in 1997.In

200607, 4% of children were in equal shared care, compared with almost 2% in 2003 and
almost 1% in 1997. Smyth (2009) has also observed the increased prevalence of shared care
arrangements, using Child Support Agency registration data. In additenam post
reform samples of court files concerning c¢h
children who are allocated shared care has increased since the reforms were inirauced

trend that is especially apparent in judicially determineds@saspiew et al. 2009).

Table 3.1: Children aged under 18 years who had a natural parent living elsewhere:
Percentage in shared care by children's age, 1997, 2003 and 20076

Age of children (years)
0-4 5-11 12-14 1517 All

Shared care (3565% of nights per year with each parent)

1997 2.7 3.0 1.9 *1.9 2.6
2003 4.9 6.7 7.3 4.0 6.0
2006 07 7.3 10.3 7.5 *3.2 7.7
Equal shared care (4852% of nights per year with each parent)

1997 *0.7 0.9 *0.5 *0.2 0.7
2003 **0.3 25 *2.7 *1.5 1.9
2006 07 *3.7 5.4 *3.7 **1.8 4.0

Note: Children were excluded from the analysis if they lived with grandparents or a guardian, or,-0i72006

their length of overnight stays was not stated (3% of children).

* Estimateswith a relative standard error of 25% to 50% should be used with caution.

* Estimates with a relative standard error greater than 50% are considered too unreliable for general use.
Source: ABS 1997 and 2003 FCS and the 2@6FCTS, customised Tables.

Table 3.1 also shows thathe increasing prevalence of shared and equal shared care from
1997 to 200807 is evident across all age groups of children, although the proportions of
children in shared care or equabstd care varies according to the age of the child. While
patterns across the three surveys vary to some extent, in general, children of primary school
age (i.e., b11 years) or early teens were more likely than preschoolers or older teenagers to
be in a bared care arrangement. In other words, both very young children and older
teenagers appear to be less likely than children whose ages lie between these extremes to
experience shared care arrangements. This trend has alsoldssgmedby Smyth et al.

(2004) and Kaspiew et a02009)°

The lower incidence of shared care among very young children may well be related to a
strong preference among parents for maternal care when children are young, although a
confounding factor is that for the youngest childr@migher proportion of single parents will

have never had a r el at (Gmay& Baxter, 200B)Sharedtcéree ¢ h i |
would be very unlikely for such childrehe increasingndependence of children during

their teenage years maeduce the likelihood of shared care arrangement

® It is also worth noting thatrelysis of LSAC and CFC suggests that the incidence of shared care does not

vary according to the childds sex.
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The LSAC, CFC and HILDAsurveys also suggest that shared care arrangements apply to a
small minority of children. In LSAC in 2004, less than 5% of children aged 4 to 5 years who
had a parent living elsdvere were classified as having a shared care arrangement, using the
above definition. In CFC 2003, 10% of separated parents indicated that their study child
experienced shared care. In HILDA, 6% of fresident parents and 4% of resident parents in
2001 (Wave 1) reported that their children were in shared care. In 2007 (Wave 7) the
percentages were 7% and 9% respectively for-nesident parents and resident parents.
While these results for HILDA support the notion that the incidence of shared arrangements
is increasingsample attrition issues may explain some of the change.

While theincidenceof shared care at any one point in time is Idable 3.1 suggests, the
percentage of parents who engage in sharedatanmge time or anotheis somewhat higher.
Analysis of seven waves of the HILDA (covering the years 2Z8W7) shows that in this

time, 10% of mothers with a resident child whose other parent lived elsewhere reported a
shared care arrangement at some timthis period, as did 13% of fathers who were -non
resident parents during this period. Again, these estimates, while they are consistent with the
results from other surveys reported above, should be treated with caution, since sample
attrition in HILDA maybias results upwards. (For a discussion of separation of partners and
sample attrition in the HILDA survey, see Redmond, 2008.) Moreover, it appears that most
parents did not persist with a shared care arrangement foteardes period of time

3.2 Characteristics of parents in shared care and other care arrangements

In this section we examine how child and parental characteristics vary across different care
arrangements. The analysis focuses first on certain demographic characteristics reported by
parents wit shard care and parents with other care arrangements. This is followed by a
comparison across the care groups of characteristics that are clearhesmoionic in

nature’ This analysis is based on the CFC, LSAC and HILDA, each of which has rich
demograpic information and sufficient detail on care arrangeménts.

Each survey contributes in different ways to this analysis. The CFC is particularly valuable
because it provides very detailed information about children in separated families and
circumstances focare arrangements, and covers children up to 17 years old. LSAC covers
young children only. In this analysis, we focus on the older cohort in LSAC, using data from
Wave 1 (conducted in 2004), when the children were agbBdydars, and in Wave 2
(conducte in 2006), when these children wer€’ §ears old. A range of relevant details
about parents and children was collected in LSAC, making it particularly useful for analysis
of shared care among young children. HILDA has less information on the chatiasteris

Some of the measures here cl as-edoromie idpliatons,ifate mogr a |
example, the current partnership status of mothers with different care arrangements.

It was not possible to conduct this analysis with the data dhtbe ABS surveys, for the children with a
parent living elsewhere were not linked, in the dataséth,the parent with whom they lived for at least

half of the time.

While it was possible to follow these children to ag® $ears, using Wave 3, the care arrangements
were missing for a significant proportion (21%) of single parents in this wave,ngadaalysis
problematic. Wave 1 data for the infant cohort were not used because at Wave 1, a smaller number of
infants had a father living elsewhere (N=465, 9% of the sample), and of these, a very small proportion
were in shared or near shared care (N=2%5%). At age 23 years (wave 2), 479 had a father living
elsewhere (10.5%), of which 10.2% (N=49) were in shared or near shared care. (However, as already
not ed, t he suppl ementary anal ysi s t hat explores
developmental progress combined data from Wave 1 for the elder cohort with Wave 3 for the infant
cohort, despite the lack of information on care arrangements in Wave 3 for a substantial minority of
parents.
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children than is the case for LSAC, but has detailed data on the social and economic
characteristics of their parents. Furthermore, as is the case for CFC, information about care
arrangements in HILDA covers children up the age of 17 years.

Although both LSAC and HILDA surveys have large sample sittes low prevalence of

shared care means that very small numbers of children or parents in each of these surveys fit
the definition of shared care ([35% of nights with each parent). This is also theecfor

CFC. The analysis presented in this chapter
near shared careo, that is, on families who:
two nights per week (i.e., R91% of nights with each parent#\s very few children are

reported to live with their father for more than half of the tithe,focus is on children who

were either in shared or near shared care and those who live predominantly with their mother.
The cl assi fi cat iramgements adopted ih tthis analySisis cuthnebeble a r

3.2. The labels attached to the care groups have been adopfadilitate discussion and

should not be interpreted as value judgements. It should alsmtdzbthat each of the surveys

(LSAC, HILDA, CFC) focused on the care arrangements of only one child per family. In
both HILDA and CFC, this child was the res
relationship.

Table 3.2: Classification of care groups

No contact No contact between father and child

Limited time Father had up to 51 nights per yedrl3% or less than one night per
week) or had daytimenly contact

Moderate time Father had 52103 nights per yar (14 28% or less than 2 nights per
week)

Shared or near shared care Father had at least 10258 nights per year (291% of nghts or at least :

nights per week)

I n order to assess the extent to which the
shared careo rather than narr owel7l%fnigldsr ed c a
versus 3565% of nights), the 2003 CFC data were also used to compare selected
demographic characteristics of parents with shared care arrangementsi(@&% 3bnights

per year) to those with other care arrangemertie patterns emerged in these results are

similar to those based on near shared care, although it needs to be pointed out that the number

of parents with shared care arrangements was quite smétie4s and 37 mothers).

The sample size and distribution of the four types of care arrangements in the three surveys
are shown inTable 3.3. The numbers of fathers or mothers reporting shared or near shared
carearestill small, with sample sizes ranging from 60 to 84. Although these surveys are very
different in their scope, there is a considerable level of agreement among them concerning the
proportions ofchildren experiencing each care arrangement. Whereefatbports were
available (in the CFC and HILDA) reported contact is higher, with one in five fathers in both
surveys reporting a shared or near shared care arrangement. By contrast, only one in eight
mothers in all three surveys reported a shared orsteaed care arrangement. Although a
slightly higher proportion of mothers than fathers in the CFC indicated that their child never
saw his or her father, no such sex difference was apparent in the HILDA dataset.
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Table 3.3: Care groups across surveys

Time with father

Shared or
No Limited Moderate near
. . Total
contact time time shared
care
CFC Fathersd reports 18.8 33.7 27.4 20.1 100.0
Number of fathers 59 106 86 63 314
CFC Mothersoé reports 24.3 44.7 18.7 123 100.0
Number of mothers 118 217 91 60 486
LSACi Mot her sd r epor-byars 23.6 40.7 24.3 115 100.0
Number of observations 173 298 178 84 733
HI LDA Fatheroés report 118 37.5 29.1 21.7 100.0
Number of observations 40 122 102 67 331
HI LDA Mot hersd report 116 51.1 24.7 12.6 100.0
Number of observations 56 237 121 62 476

Source: CFC 2003, LSAC 2004, HILDA 2001 and 2007.

The characteristics of the parents themselves are likely to influence the nature-of post

separatin care arrangementBable 3.6and Table 3.8 present demographic characteristics of
mothers in the CFC, HILDA and LSAC, while CFC and HILDA data on the characteristics of

fathers are presented Trable 3.5 and Table 3.7. Information about fathers is not derived

from LSAC, as such details were only provided for a small andreyaresentative ub-

sample of fathers.

Broadly, the three survey datasets provided consistent results concerning demographic
characteristics of separated mothers and fathers. In all three surveys, the ages of mothers did

not vary significantly according to care groupsislivas also true for the fathers in the CFC

and HILDA. Mothers with shared or near shared care arrangements (along with other mothers
whose child spent some time with the father) were less likely to live with a partner than were

mothers whose child neveaw the father. According to the CFC, 20% of mothers with

shared or near shared care arrangements and 31% of thosdildten who hado contact

with father lived with a partner. The figures were similar in the HILDA sample, but
somewhat lower in the LS& sample. A lower proportion of fathers in the CFC with shared

or near shared care arrangements were living with a partner, compared with other fathers who
had either moderate, limited, or no time with the child. However, the difference between
those withshared or near shared care arrangements and those whose child never saw the

father did not reach statistical significance (24% and 33% respectively were living with a
partner, compared with 430% whose child had limited or moderate time with the father).

The HILDA data provided a generally similar overall pattern: fathers who entered shared care
or near shared care arrangements were more likely to be single compared with those with less
care time or no care time (20% vsi 38%).*°

The duration of separatio i s a Kkey

there are likely to be fewapportunities to find a new partner for many parents soon after

factor

nfl

uenc.i

ng

separatiorthan later on when they have settled down into neeumstancesFor example,

10

In the LSSF W1 2008 study which focused on perevho had been separated relatively recently (up to
26 months prior to interview) (Kaspiew et al. 2009), fathers who never saw their child were the most
likely to have repartnered (21%), followed by fathers with equal care arrangements (17%), although

differences across the caime arrangements were quite small during this early stage of separation.
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anmong separated LSAC parents, 95% of those who had separated within two years prior to
their Wave 1 interview were single compared to 82% of those who had been separated for
more than two years.

Duration of separation was significantly related to segiaréion care arrangements. The
reports of both mothers and fathers in the CFC and of mothers in LSAC suggest that parents
with shared or near shared care have been separated for a shorter period, on average, than
those with other care arrangements. Indeeé 404 5 year old children in shared or near
shared care had experienced parental separation in the previous two years, compared with 6%
of those children with no contact with their father and 27% of those children with limited
time with their fathef! These trends may suggest that shared or near shared care is
particularly likely to occur early in the separation. Howeueis important to point out that,

for some of these young LSAC children in sha
did notoccur in the recent past. For instance, for 20% of children with these arrangements,
parental separation occurred more than three years prior to interview. In addition, 7% of
children with shared or near shared care had never lived with both parentsitogeth

Shared or near shared care is likely to be facilitated if parents live reasonably close together.

It is therefore not surprising to find that the both fathers and mothers in all three surveys with
shared or near shared care arrangements were mucHiketydhan other parents to report
living close to t'% dround terdeiqliadedssof tieetparents inpfhase e n t .
samples with shared care or near shared care reported living fewer than 20km from their
chil dés ot hertogande fifth of paccwiswhase it had no contact with

the father, less than half of parents whose child had limited time with the father, and around

half the parents whose child had moderate time with the father.

Another characteristic examined here is tature of the parental relationship at separation.

The LSAC data show that parents with shared or near shared care were the least likely of all
groups to have lived together for fewer than two years (or not at all). Much the same
proportion of motherswith shared or near shared care and those whose child spent a
moderate time with the father indicated that
or more (6264%), compared with 45% of those whose children had with limited time with

the father and8% of those who never saw the father.

Overall, 42% of LSAC mot her s .Bgcdomgagsennthemar r i
proportion who had been married to the other parent was higher among thosbarth or

near shared care (52%Mhd even higheamong those whose child spent a moderate time with

the father (62%). However, virtually all the mothers in these two groups indicated that they
had been | iving with their childbds other par
shared group tmathe other group indicating that they had been cohabiting (45% vs 35%).

The relationship history picture for mothers whose child never saw their father is, not
surprisingly, very differentless than one in five of these mothét8%) had been legally
maried to their childbdés other parent, 44% h:
the other parent

" The proportonof &4 year old children in LSAC Wave 1 with

experienced parental separation no more than two yemnstp the interview was similar to that for
children with shared or near share care arrangements (39% and 41% respectively).

2. This trend was also apparent in the LSSF W1 2008 study (Kaspiew et al. 2009).

13 Again, these trends are consistent withsthoeported by Kaspiew et al. (2009), based on the LSSF W1
2008. The parents of children with equal care time were the most likely to have been married to each
other, while the parents of children who never saw their father or who saw the father dudagtime
only were the least likely to have been married to each other.
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Table 3.4: Separated mothers: Demographic characteristics by care group, 2003 (CFC
W1)

Amount oftime between father and study child Total
No contact  Limited time Moderate Shared or
time nearshared
care

Age
Mean 37.1 37.1 38.3 37.4 37.4
SD 7.9 7.8 7.1 7.2 7.6
Whether living with a partner
Yes 30.5 19.4 23.3 20.0 22.9
No 69.5 80.7 76.7 80.0 77.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Time since separation
Mean 7.5% 552 5.2 4.2 5.7
SD 4.6 4.4 4.2 3.4 4.4
Distance from former partner
(km) a a
0-19 22.5 43.0 62.6 78.3 47.6
20-49 6.7 19.2 24.2 13.3 20.0
50-99 6.7 5.1 5.5 1.7 5.1
100+ & overseas 64.0 32.7 7.7 6.7 30.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of mothers 118 217 91 60 486
Notes: SeeTable3.2 for the classifications of far care groups.

a

Difference between the group and shared care was statistically significant (p<=0.05)
based on-test for age of study child, age of fathers and personal income and on chi
square test for other variables.

Source:  CFC 2003
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Table 3.5: Separated fathers: Demographic characteristics by care group, 2003 (CFC
W1)

Amount of time between father and study child

Moderate Shared or Total
No contact Limited time time near shared
care
Age
Mean 41.0 42.4 39.7 41.4 41.2
SD 9.0 7.2 8.1 9.5 8.3
Whether living with a partner a a
Yes 32.8 42.9 50.0 23.8 39.1
No 67.2 57.1 50.0 76.2 60.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Time since separation (years)
Mean 6.22 6.22 6.1 4.8 5.9
SD 3.7 4.4 4.1 4.1 4.2
Distance from former partner
(km) a a a
0-19 26.0 44.8 47.7 73.0 48.4
20-49 10.0 10.5 25.6 11.1 14.8
50-99 2.0 9.5 9.3 9.5 8.2
100+ & oversas 62.0 35.2 17.4 6.4 28.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of fathers 59 106 86 63 314

Notes: SeeTable3.2 for the classifications of four care groups.

a Difference between the group and shared va statistically significant (p<=0.05) based dndt for
age of study child, age of fathers and personal income and-@qudie test for other variables.

Source: CFC W1 2003
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Table 3.6: Separated mothes: Demographic characteristics by care group, 2007
(HILDA WT7)

Amount of time between father and study child Total
No contact  Limited time Moderate Shared or
time nearshared
care
Age
Mean 37.2 39.2 37.2 37.3 37.6
SD 10.3 8.6 7.5 8.3 9.0
Whether living with a partner
Yes 26.0 38.9 20.8 15.2 30.8
No 74.0 61.1 79.2 84.8 69.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Distance from former partner
(km)
0-19 29.1 34.5 49.3 82.3 38.6
20-49 15.6 9.8 17.3 6.6 11.8
50-99 7.8 9.6 12.1 6.1 8.8
100+ & overseas 47.5 46.1 21.3 4.5 40.8
Total 49 227 119 60 606

Number of mothers

Notes: SeeTable 3.2 for the classifications of four care groups. Total columns include cases where data on
amount of tme spent with father is missing.
Source: HILDA Wave 7

Table 3.7: Separated Fathers: Demographic characteristics by care group, 2007
(HILDA W7)

Amount of time between father and study child

Moderate Shared or Total
No contect Limited time time near shared
care
Age
Mean 40.8 45.2 41.7 38.3 42.5
SD 7.8 7.7 6.1 8.8 7.7
Whether living with a partner
Yes 39.0 38.2 39.5 19.7 36.6
No 61.0 61.8 60.5 80.3 63.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Distance from former partner
(km)
0-19 21.8 37.9 50.4 77.4 43.6
20-49 11.3 16.2 13.9 18.7 14.0
50-99 10.8 7.5 6.4 2.7 6.5
100+ & overseas 56.1 384 294 1.3 35.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of fathers 40 121 102 67 381

Notes: See Table 3.2 for the classifications of four care groupotal columns include cases where data on
amount of time spent with father are missing.
Source: HILDA Wave 7
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Table 3.8: Separated mothers:Demographic characteristics by care group, 2004 (LSAC
W1)

Amount of time between father and study child Total
No contact Limited time  Moderate Shared or
time near shared
care

Age
Mean 30.9 32.6 32.1 323 32.0
SD 6.1 6.3 55 6.0 6.1
Whether living with a
partner
Partnered 20.8 9.1 14.6 11.9 135
Single 79.2 90.9 85.4 88.1 86.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Time since separation
Up to 12 months 2.9 12.5 14.6 155 11.1
13 to 24 months 35 14.6 24.7 25.0 15.6
25 to 36 months 9.9 19.3 19.1 32.1 18.5
Over 36 months 27.9 30.5 275 20.2 28.0
Child never lived with PLE 55.8 23.1 14.0 7.1 26.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Distance from former
partner (km)
Less than 5km 5.2 21.1 23.6 42.9 20.5
5-19km 8.7 19.1 315 321 21.2
20-99km 13.9 21.8 30.3 22.6 22.1
100-499km 8.1 14.8 8.4 1.2 10.1
500 or more km or overseas

37.0 19.1 4.5 1.2 17.7
Don't know 27.2 4.0 1.7 - 8.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Time lived with other
parent prior to
separation(a)
Never or less than 2 years 57.6 30.1 17.0 8.3 30.9
2-5 years 25.0 25.0 215 27.4 24.4
5-10 years 12.8 274 44.6 42.9 29.9
More than 10 years 4.7 175 17.0 21.4 14.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Whether was legdly
married to other parent
Yes, was married 18.0 41.7 61.8 52.4 42.3
Not married but lived togethe 44.2 43.7 34.8 45.2 41.8
Did not live together 37.8 14.6 3.4 2.4 15.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of mothers 172 295 178 84 729
Notes: SeeTable3.2 for the classifications of four care groups.

Source: LSAC 45 year cohort (wave 1, 2004)

The following tables provide information about the educational attainment, employment
status, financialcircumstances and housing tenure of parents with the different care
arrangements. The CH@ased trends for separated mothers and fathers (with a child under 18
years old) are presented Trable 3.9 and Table 3.10 respectively, and the HILDMdased
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trends for such parents are shownTeble 3.11 and Table 3.12. The trends for separated
mothes of young children in the LSAC study are presentethinle3.13

There is broad agreement across the three surveys on thesecwwmic characteristics of
mothers. That is, mothers with shared or near stamerlarrangements were the most likely,

or among the most likely of the four groups, to have a degree and to be in paid work, and to
have relatively high personaincome. However, while the CFC and LSAC showed that
mothers with shared care or near sham@e @rrangements had significantly higher median
incomes than mothers whose child had no contact with the father, the HILDA data suggested
that mothers whose child spent a moderate time with the father had the highest incomes.

There is also some disagreemh between the CFC and HILDA on the seeanomic
characteristics of fathers according to the amount of time they spent with their children.
Fathers with shared or near shared care arrangements had the highest education levels in both
surveys. Howeverhe CFC shows that employment and median income among fathers, and
the probability that they owned or were buying their home, tended to increase with the
amount of time that they spent with their child. In HILDA on the other hand, there was little
significant difference between the employment rates, incomes and home ownership rates of
fathers according to their care arrangeméhts.

LSAC data show that mothers with shared or near shared care were the most likely of all
groups to indicate that wages, salarybusiness proceeds formed their main source of
income (rather than government benefits or Child Support) (45% V87%2d) and these
mothers, along with those whose child spent a moderate amount of time with the father, were
the least likely of the fourgrogp t o i ndi cate that they were ei
getti ng i3200un5861%)( FHLDA data, however, suggest that mothers in shared
care or near shared care arrangements were slightly more likely than other mothers to report
instances bfinancial hardship. In addition, the proportion of fathers in HILDA who reported
financial hardship did not vary significantly according to the amount of time that they spent
with their child. It is important to note that these differences between theysuespecially
between the HILDA and the CFC) may be due to a number of technical factors, including
sampling variation (associated with small sample sizes), and information used to derive the
amount of time fathers spent with their children.

14 The LSSF W1 2008 suggested that parents with equal care time arrangements had the highest median

incomes of all groups, while those whose child never saw the father had lowesin nrezbmes.
Mothers with shared or equal care time were the most likely to have paid work, while the proportions of
fathers with paid work did not vary across the care time groups to the same extent. Nevertheless, fathers
with 1i 34% of nights, along witthose who had 3%7% of nights (a variant of shared care), were the
most likely to have fultime paid work (8182%, compared with 75% with equal care time, and only
64% who never saw their child). The fathers who were least likely to havenfallpaidwork were

those who cared for their child for most or all nights per year (Kaspiew et al. 2009)
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Table 3.9: Separated mothers: Socieconomic characteristics by care group, 2003 (CFC
W1)

Amount of time between father and study child

Total
No contact Limited time  Moderate time Shared or ear
shared care
Education
Degree or higher 18.6 17.5 231 28.3 20.2
Other postschool
gualification 31.9 25.4 30.8 21.7 27.4
Yearl2 or lower (no
qualification) 49.6 57.1 46.2 50.0 52.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employment a
Full-time 20.7 18.4 24.2 28.3 21.3
Parttime 32.8 32.6 31.9 43.3 33.8
Not employed 46.6 49.1 44.0 28.3 44.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Annual personal
income
Median $20,856 $21,358 $23,463 $23,453 $21,990
Mean $24,582 $25,450° $35,279 $32,149 $27,804
SD $14,461 $14,281 $48,045 $22,840 $24,914
Housing tenure a
Own outright or
purchasing 314 42.4 50.6 53.3 42.6
Renting 61.9 53.5 46.2 43.3 52.9
Other 6.8 4.2 3.3 3.3 4.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000
Number of mothers 118 217 91 60 486

Notes: SeeTable3.2 for the classifications of four care groups.

a Difference between the group and shared care was statistically significant (p<=0.05) batest for t
age of study child, age of fathers and personal income and-@quhie test for other variables.

Source: CFC 2003
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Table 3.10: Separated fathers:Socioeconomic characteristics by care group, 2003 (CFC
W1)

Amount of time between father and study child

Shared or
No contact Limited time Moderate time near shared  Total
care
Education
Degree or higher 8.6 20.2 16.3 22.9 17.5
Other postschool
qualification. 37.9 29.8 36.1 36.1 34.3
Yearl2 or lessno
qualification) 53.5 50.0 47.7 41.0 48.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employment a
Full-time 60.3 72.4 73.3 70.0 69.9
Parttime 6.9 10.5 11.6 16.7 11.3
Not employed 32.8 17.1 15.1 13.3 18.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Annual personal
income
Median $26,743 $35,000 $40,000 $45,000 $37,000
Mean $35,562 $35,930 $44,789 $56,863 $42,310
SD $34,500 $23,104 $35,840 $53,827 $36,944
Housing tenure a
Own outright or
purchasing 30.5 44.3 54.7 58.1 47.3
Renting 52.5 41.5 33.7 32.3 39.6
Other 17.0 14.2 11.6 9.7 13.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of fathers 59 106 86 63 314

Notes: SeeTable3.2 for the classifications of four care groups.

a Difference between the group and shared care was statistically significant (p<=0.05) batest for t
age of study child, age of fathers and personal income and-@qudie test for other variables.

Source: CFC W1 2003
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Table 3.11: Socieeconomic characteristics of separated mothers by care group, 2003
(HILDA WT7)

Amount of time between father and study child

Total
No contact Limited time Moderate time Shared or rear
shared care
Education
Degree or higher 12.3 14.6 20.2 27.6 16.5
Postschool diploma 9.1 15.0 15.8 5.3 12.3
Postschool certificate 19.2 22.8 23.8 18.4 23.9
Finished Year12 19.1 13.2 20.7 17.2 14.8
Did not finish Year 12 40.2 34.3 19.6 315 325
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employment
Full-time 23.8 34.4 33.9 37.9 30.7
Parttime 25.0 30.7 36.4 31.2 29.0
Not employed 51.2 34.9 29.8 31.0 40.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Annual personal income
Median 44205 54130 56805 45393 50748
Mean 48443 63330 60873 58613 58914
SD 24648 38768 31788 42376 38603
Financial hardship
Does not experience 445 55.8 56.8 69.2 534
Experiences one instance 20.6 19.3 10.7 15.9 15.8
Expereinces 2+ instances 34.9 24.9 325 15.0 30.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Housing tenure
Own outright or
purchasing 41.8 53.1 52.3 51.2 47.7
Other 58.2 46.9 47.7 48.8 52.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of mothers 55 237 121 62 661

Notes: SeeTable 3.2 for the classifications of four care groups. Total column includes cases where data on
amount of time spent with father are missing.
Source: HILDA Wave 7
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Table 3.12 Socieeconomic characteristics of separated fathis by care group, 2003
(HILDA WT7)

Amount of time between father and study child

Total
No contact Limited time Moderate time Shared or rear
shared care

Education
Degree or higher 13.3 13.9 125 185 131
Postschool diploma 3.8 7.7 5.0 0.8 7.3
Postschool certificate 37.6 43.3 41.8 31.3 37.8
Finished Year12 15.5 4.9 14.5 18.6 11.1
Did not finish Year 12 29.8 30.2 26.2 30.8 30.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employment
Full-time 75.8 77.2 80.7 69.3 75.0
Parttime 11.9 6.2 11.3 7.3 9.2
Not employed 12.2 16.6 8.0 234 15.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Annual personal income
Median 62793 51865 63711 58380 55197
Mean 61893 64023 69662 75156 67021
SD 40489 39491 41847 59966 45066
Financial hardship
Does not gperience 66.8 59.0 61.6 55.2 56.5
Experiences one instance 6.2 15.9 11.0 17.6 15.0
Expereinces 2+ instances 27.1 25.0 27.8 27.2 28.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Housing tenure
Own outright or
purchasing 36.3 42.0 48.9 38.3 42.7
Other 63.7 58.1 51.1 61.7 57.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of fathers 40 121 102 67 384

Notes: SeeTable 3.2 for the classifications of four care groups. Total column includes cases where data on
amount dtime spent with father are missing.
Source: HILDA Wave 7
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Table 3.13: Separated mothers: Socieeconomic characteristics by care group, LSAC

Amount of time between father and child

Shared or ear

No contact Limited time Moderate time
shared care

Total
Education
Degree or higher 8.1 12.8 15.7 22.6 135
Other or no qualifications 91.9 87.3 84.3 77.4 86.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employment
Full-time 12.9 10.1 13.6 15.7 12.2
Parttime 23.4 25.6 29.4 47.0 28.4
Not employed 63.7 64.3 57.1 37.4 59.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Usual weekly personal
income
Median 407.5 476.3 499.0 510.0 466.5
Mean 454.0 514.0 582.0 610.3 527.8
SD 225.1 247.0 389.4 398.9 307.0
Housing tenure
Own outright or purchasinc  22.0 31.5 33.7 33.3 30.0
Renting 66.5 60.1 62.4 61.9 62.4
Other 11.6 8.4 3.9 4.8 7.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Main source of Income
Wages, salary or business 24.4 23.7 26.6 45.2 27.1
Government payments 74.4 72.9 65.0 47.6 68.4
Child support 1.2 3.1 8.5 6.0 4.3
Other - 0.3 - 1.2 0.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
How family is getting
along with respect to
needs
Prosperous/ very
comfortable 9.8 10.4 8.5 10.7 9.9
Reasonably comfortable 28.9 31.7 39.6 38.1 33.7
Just gtting along, poor or
very poor 61.3 57.9 52.0 51.2 56.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of mothers 173 298 178 84 733

Notes: SeeTable3.2 for the classifications of fawcare groups.
Source: LSAC 45 year cohort (Wave 1, 2004)

3.3  The inter-parental relationship and shared care

An important aspect of peseparation parenting involves the ways in which parents manage

their relationship with each other. This section, whghased on Wave 1 of LSAC (2004),
briefly explores mothersod6 reports of the qu:
the extent to which they consult with him on major decisions that are relevant to the child, his

32



contributions to the chifal s financi al or materi al wel |l bei n
when the mother has other commitments.

HafF of the separated mothers said that they
father, with just one quarter indicating that theygat A poor | y o, Avery poc
(Table3.14). The quality of the inteparental relationship was considerably more likely to be
described in negative terms by those whose child never saw the father thathleysnio

each of the three other groups. Most probably, a poor qualitypatental relationship often
contributes to a loss of fade-face contact between father and child, while loss of such
contact may also contribute to the deterioration in therparental relationship. Other

factors, of course, may contribute to both outcomes (e.g., problems relating to mental health

or substance misuse). Mothers with moderate or shared or near shared care were the least
likely to provide unfavourable assessnseif the quality of their relationship with their

chil dés father.

A relatively high level of cooperative parenting wasparent among parents with shared or
near shared care, in the sense that mothers with these care arrangements were the most likely

ofd | groups to say they Aofteno, Afal wayso or
his views when making major deci sions that
parent al responsibilityo). Thi s waasshareelport e
car e, 40% of those who child spent fAmoder at
show child spent a #dAlimited timeo with the

rare among those whose child never saw the father. Neverthgt8sspf mothers with
shared or near shared care said that they 0
the other parent.

Not surprisingly, when asked about how often they disagreed with the other parent about
basic childrearing issues, nearlyob-thirds of the mothers whose child never saw the father
indicated that they did not discuss chihring issues at all. Of the three groups of mothers
whose child saw the father, much the same pr
or fAmdawalyys 0 di sagreed wit h 733%)eHoWwewdr,ladower on t h
proportion of mothers with shared or near shared care stated that such disagreements
occurred Ararelyo, fal most never o, or fAnevel
father for moderate or limited periods (29% vg 34%). Such trends suggest that there is
considerable variation among parents with shared or near shared care regarding the nature of
the interparental relationship, with some being considerably more coléiberthan others.

The same is true for other parents whose child spends limited or moderate time with the
father.

Just under one in five of the separated mo
Aal most al wayso anger e@srandhhe othar parentyAgdinegthew e e n
reports of mothers whose child never saw the father diften those of other mothers
because many of former group had no contact
answers of mothers in the three other geo(where the child spent time with the father) were
fairly similar, with 1822 % r eporting that the relationsh

alwayso entailed anger. Neverthel ess, comp
amount of time with theather, mothers with shared or near shared care and those whose
child spent a Amoderated amount of ti me wit

such feelings occurred nAr aib08l vg 42%)irable a16s t nev
summari ses mot her s &er & pnati@ ®rsniaterial cseppont ifon e

child. Threequarters of mothers indicated that they had a child support agreement with the
other parent, with this being least likely whée thild never saw the father (55% had a child
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support agreement), followed by those with shared or near shared care (72% had a child
support agreement).

Apart from meeting child support obligations, the father can contribute through providing
occasional raney, helping with bills, or buying various items for the childble3.15 shows

that, according to mothers, such contributions were most likely to be experienced among
families with shared or near shared caresTrend was most apparent in relation to: (a) the

buying of clothes, toys or presents for the child (38% of mothers with shared or near shared
care said that the father did this nAofteno,
moderate time with # father and 18% of those whose child spent a limited time with the
father) and (b) the provision of,preskhbdl@ mone
school expenses (where such support was seer
shar@ or near shared care, and only 9% of those whose child saw the father for a moderate

and limited time ).

Fathers can provide further assistance by looking after the child while the mother works,
studies or attends appointments. This also appeared todidikely to occur in families with

shared or near shared care families: 33% of mothers with these arrangements reported that the
fat her Aoftenod helped out i n this way, C 0 My
moderate time with the father, and 1I#6those whose child spent a limited time with the

father).

Together, these data suggest that that there is considerable diversity in the ways families
function within and across the care groups. While parents with shared care or near shared
care seemed one likely than other groups to have a collaborative parental relationship on
some dimensions, there was also evidence that some parents with shared or near shared care
arrangements were not getting along at all well. Similarly, while fathers with stiareshr

shared care appeared to be the most likely of all groups to contribute in tangible ways to the
upbringing of the child, a significant proportion of fathers with these arrangements were not
contributing in these ways.

Table3.16s hows both fathersé and mothersd report
Wave 7 of the HILDA. The large discrepancy in father and mother reports of child support
payments is notable. However, both groups are in agreemenththancidence of child

support payment/receipt was lowest where the father had no contact with the child, and
highest where the father had moderate time with the child. Average payments among those
paying were also | owest ahlmogqige stth ei nb ntoh ec odhma
group. When viewed as a percentage of household income, there was little variation in
fathersodé reports of child support payments
O6moderate timed gr oup itwdualedraauaeder of @at hoashholl d s u
income. Among mothers in the Oshared or near
of net household income.
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Table 3.14: The nature of the inter-parental relationship by care group, LSAC

Amount of time between father and child

Moderate Shared or
No contact  Limited time time near shared
care Total
How well gets alon
parent
Very well or well 19.0 55.8 59.0 52.4 49.9
Neither well nor poorly 27.6 19.7 23.0 28.6 23.1
Poorly, very poorly or badly 53.5 245 18.0 191 27.1
How often ask other parent their views
about major decisions relevant to the
child
Often, always or almost always 5.2 25.8 39.9 53.6 28.2
Sometimes 2.0 10.1 15.2 11.9 9.8
Rarely, almost never or never 92.9 64.1 449 34.5 62.0
How often disagree with other parent
about basic childrearing issues
Often, always or almost always 13.6 31.2 28.7 33.3 27.0
Sometimes 3.9 215 28.1 36.9 211
Rarely, almost never or never 18.7 34.2 36.5 28.6 30.8
Donét discuss 63.9 13.1 6.7 1.2 21.1
How often is there anger or hostility
between respondent anather parent
Often, always or almost always 12.3 22.0 19.7 17.9 18.8
Sometimes 9.0 33.1 30.3 321 27.1
Rarely, almost never or never 23.2 41.9 48.3 50.0 40.4
No contact 55.5 3.0 1.7 - 13.7
Number of motlrs 173 298 178 84 733

Notes: SeeTable3.2 for the classifications of four care groups
Source: LSAC 4-5 year cohort (Wave 1, 2004)
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Table 3.15. Contributions madeby chi | dés ot her parent by <car

Amount of time between father and child

No Limited Moderate Shared or
contact time time near shared

care Total
Whether has child support agreement
Yes 54.7 78.6 88.6 72.0 75.2
No 45.3 215 11.4 28.1 24.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Child support received last month ($)
(includes those who received no child
support) Mean $72 $168 $271 $239 $184

SD 169 266 312 344 282
How oftenothe par ent é
Buys clothes, toys or presents for child
Often 1.9 17.9 25.9 375 18.5
Sometimes 7.1 29.7 40.6 425 28.8
Rarely or never 91.0 52.4 33.5 20.0 52.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Pays fa child's medical or dental bills,
health insurance or medicines
Often 0.7 5.2 7.6 13.9 5.8
Sometimes 2.0 10.4 12.9 19.0 10.1
Rarely or never 97.4 84.4 79.5 67.1 84.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Gives extra money for child's
childcare, preschool or school expense
Often 0.7 8.7 9.4 20.7 8.5
Sometimes 2.6 9.7 9.4 15.9 8.8
Rarely or never 96.7 81.7 81.2 63.4 82.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Gives extra money to help out, like pay
the rent, household bills or car repairs
Often 0.7 6.5 5.1 7.3 5.0
Sometimes 1.3 11.0 10.3 7.3 8.3
Rarely or never 98.1 82.5 84.6 85.4 86.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Looks after the child while you work,
study or attend appointments
Often - 11.0 16.6 32.9 12,5
Sometimes 2.0 15.8 22.9 215 15.2
Rarely or never 98.0 73.3 60.6 45.6 72.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of mothers 173 298 178 84 733
Notes: SeeTable3.2 for the classifications of four care groups. Frequency counts differ slightly across items
due to small number sneefd ed®dt loar i droend rr tkinrogvofin ot t he qu

Source: LSAC 45 year cohort (Wave 1, 2004)
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Table 3.16: Fat her and mother reports of child cal

group, HILDA Wave 7

Amourt of time between father and child

No Limited Moderate Shared or
contact time time near shared
care Total
Father report - child support paid
Yes 63.9 85.7 92.6 66.7 81.0
No 36.1 14.3 7.5 33.3 10.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Mean monthly payment (all 307 557 688 406 480
SD 447 645 550 608 591
Mean monthly payment (among tho:

paying) 481 650 743 608 631
SD 479 652 535 657 603
Per cent income (among those payir 9.3 12.1 13.8 12.4 12.1
SD 8.1 104 9.3 12.4 10.6

Mother report - child support received
Yes 28.5 51.1 67.1 42.9 51.4
No 715 48.9 32.9 57.1 48.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Mean monthly receipt (all) 130 256 451 308 228
SD 355 440 603 536 448
Mean (among those receiving 459 500 672 719 275
SD 549 506 627 615 306
Per cent income (among those receivir 124 115 18.7 16.2 134
SD 20.3 13.2 25.1 17.1 18.0
Number of fathers 40 121 102 67 384
Number of mothers 55 237 121 62 661

Notes: SeeTable3.2 for the classifications of four care groups.
Source: HILDA Wave 7

3.4  Transitions into and out of shared care

Table 3.1 showed that shared care was most likely to take place for ehildho were in

their primary school or early teen years. Waves 1 and 2 of LSAC provide the opportunity to
examine changes in care patterns for children who are entering their primary wedusol
These children were-8 years old in Wave 1 angi 7 years m Wave 2. A simple cross
sectional analysis shows that 11% &54year olds whose father lived elsewhere were in
shared or near shared care. A7 6/ears old, 15% of children were in this situatidable

3.17 shaws the transitions into and out of the four different care arrangements for all children
whose father lived elsewhere across the two year periods, alongheiithre arrangements

for children who were living with both parents at agi® #ears and had expenced parental

15 Some of this apparent difference could be because of selective attrition, as Wave 2 response rates were
relatively low forsingle mothers who had no contagth the parent living elsewhere. However, even if
the sample at age-3 years is restricted to those who went on to respond at-dgeas, there is an
apparent increase in the proportion in near shared care, with a recalculated estimate of 12% in near
shared care for the-8 year olds.
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separation by agei 8 years. Omitted from this analysis are children whose families did not
participate in Wave 2 and those whose parents were separated in Wave 1 but had apparently
reconciled by Wave 2.

Most of the children who experierecg@arental separation between a@é 4ears and 6/

years (and who were not in the care of their father for most or all of the time), were either in
the care of their father for a limited or moderate amount of time whéryé&ars old (35%

and 30% respectaly). Nevertheless, a relatively high proportiorone-quarteri were in
shared or near shared care during this period. Only 9% never saw their father.

There was considerable apparent stability in the care arrangements experienced by children
whose parets were separated during both periods, although the extent to which the same
arrangements atpplied in both waves varied inversely with the amount of time the child spent
with the father!® That is, children who had no fateface contact with their fathavhen

aged 45 years were the most likely of all the groups to be in the same situation when aged
61 7 years (79%), while the following proportions of children with other care arrangements in
Wave 1 had the same arrangements in Wave 2: 70% of those wiikdlitime with their

father, 61% of those who spent a moderate time with their father, and 55% of those in shared
or near shared care. In other words, the shared or near shared care arrangement appeared to
be the least stable. However, it needs to batpdiout that no information was available
about the overall length of time that children had been in the different care arrangements by
the time they werei4 years old. This finding is borne out by analysis of the first seven
waves of the HILDA data, wbh shows that most periods of shared care or near shared care
appeared to last for just one wave of the data (that is, a year or less), with relatively few
lasting through two or more waves.

Changes in care arrangement acteemndedrtra@anigrwmel
is, arrangements that involved the least change. For exaniptee ahildren who were
experiencing shared or near shared care when ddegledérs, 34% were seeing their father

for a moderate amount of time when agéd §ears, 9%were spending a limited amount of

time with him and another 2% were not seeing him at all. There was some movement into the
shared or near shared care, primarily involving children who were previously spending a
moderate amount of time with their fath&he net increase in the overall incidence of shared

or near shared care arrangements for all children agégiegars whose father lived elsewhere
(including those with shared or near shared care) appears to be because of the inflow of
children with more reently separated parents, rather than any tendency for others to increase
childrendés time with their father.

16 Some <childrenés arrangement syeampeyiod, hat \bye Wageh2a hage d dur

reverted to those that were apparent in Wave 1. Thus, the level of apparent stability may represent an
over-estimate of actal stability, although it seems reasonable to suggest that thestmate would be

small. For succinctness, the discussion assumes that arrangements that were identical during the two
waves of data collection did not change at all over theyt®ar inteval between waves.
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Table 3.17 Changes in care arrangements of children in two years between agé&4ears
and age 67 years

Child has a parent living elsewhere at ageygears contact groups
Moderate Shared or  Total with
No contact Limited ime time near shared PLE

Child lives with both parents at3l

but does not at-8 years 9.4 34.9 30.2 25.5 100.0
Child has a parent living elsewhere

at both waves- care group at age 4

5 years 19.8 38.9 29.1 12.3 100.0
No contact 79.2 15.6 4.2 1.0 100.0
Limited time 10.1 70.1 17.9 1.9 100.0
Moderate time 15 225 60.9 15.2 100.0
Shared or near shared 15 9.2 33.9 55.4 100.0
Total has PLE at age Byears 17.4 38.0 29.3 15.3 100.0

Notes: SeeTable3.2 for the classifications of four care groups.
Source: LSAC 4-5 year cohort, Wave 1 (2004) and Wave 2 (2006)

Whil e a range of factors would influence pa
difficult to identify a common set of variables that predicts changes in these care
arrangements, given the small nwembof responding families with the different care
arrangement$ especially shared or near shared care (N = 84). An examination of several
factors in the LSAC data led to no clear identifying characteristics relating to the family,
mother or child that cdd predict those children with each of the four different ¢ame
arrangements (taken separately) whose time with their father either increased, decreased or
remained apparently stable over the two year period. Of course, any change for children who
were not seeing their father at all in Wave 1 could only occur in one direction. In this
analysis, a small number of children who were in shared or near shared care in Wave 1 were
in the care of their father for most or all of the time in Wave 2. The chasliceiof these
children and their families were not examined in this analysis.

The analysis focused on the arrangement outcomes that were apparent in Wave 2 (i.e., when
the children were i&@ years old). The interval between separation and Wave 2 intervie
appears to be one important predictor of care arrangeniaiitie 3.18 shows the extent and

nature of any change that occurred in relation to each care arrangement experienced by
children whose parents had be@parated for 2 to nearly 4 years (i.e., when the child was
approximately P4 years old), 4 to nearly 5 years (i.e., when the child was approximately 1
years old) and more than 5 years (i.e., before or only a very short period after the child was
born). The children whose arrangements were most likely to be stable over thgeedwo
period were those whose parents had been separated for more than 5 years or since the child
was born. Overall 82% were in the same care arrangement ai agears and it/ yeas,
compared with 6465% of those whose parents separated more recently.

For nearly twethirds of the children whose parents had been separated for the longest period
of time (before or soon after the child was born), time with father remained eithedlianit

did not occur at all, compared with only 39% of children whose parents had been separated
for 4 to nearly 5 years (when the child was around Ylears old), and only 26% of those
whose parents had separated for 2 to nearly 4 years (when the chitdowad 24 years

old).

Another 15% of children whose parents had separated for more than 5 years or since the child
was born apparentlgontinued to experienamoderate levels of contact. This situation was
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experienced by much the same proportion afdebn whose parents had been separated for 4

to nearly 5 years (16%) and by a slightly higher proportion of children whose parents had
been separated more recently (23%). The latter children (who were the oldest of the three
groups of children when parehtseparation occurred) were also the most likely of these
groups to have apparently continued to experience shared or near shared care over the period
investigated (16%), while those whose parents had been separated for more than five years or
since the citd was born were the least likely to experience apparently stable shared or near
shared care arrangements (3%).

It seems reasonable to suggest that this pattern of trends relates to age of the child when
parental separation took place and the assodetetiof investment that the father had in the

childdéds | ife by the time separation took pl
the mother when the child was born may have never lived with the mother and may have
developed little attachmenttoh e chi | d . I n addition, infant

be limited for practical reasons, especially where the infant is being breastfed. Where
separation occurs when the child is at least two years old, shared or near shared care is likely
to be more practical and an arrangement that fathers may be more likely to seek, given their
increased opportunity to have already developed a strong bond with the child.

Table 3.18: Increases and decreases in @by time since separation, LSAC Wave 2

Interval between separation and Wave 2 interview

More than 5
4upto5 years or since

2upto4years years birth Total
Total with no apparent change in arrangement: 64.4 64.6 81.7 74.5
Total with changed arrgements 35.6 354 18.3 24.5
Continued to have no or limited time 26.1 38.5 64.4 50.8
Decreased to no or limited time 12.2 13.5 4.4 7.9
Increased to moderate time 7.0 11.5 7.5 8.1
Continued to have moderate time 22.6 15.6 14.6 16.6
Decreased to oderate time 6.1 7.3 2.7 4.4
Increased to shared or near shared care 104 3.1 3.7 5.1
Continued to have shared or near shared care 15.7 10.4 2.7 7.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of observations 115 96 295 506

Source: LSAC 4-5 year cohort, Wa 1 (2004) and Wave 2 (2006)

3.5 How contact arrangements were developed

There are a number of different ways in which care arrangements are likely to be developed
by parents. For example, decisions for the child to experience shared or near shared care are
likely to be made by both (rather than one) parent, whereas this may be less the case where
fathers spend little if any time with their child. This issue is explored in this section with the
use of data from CFC. Respondents were asked to indicate whkietheare arrangements
were made mainly by themselves, by the chil
chil d, or whether the arrangement was the r
about in the absence of any apparent decigiaking process). This question was not asked

of parents whose child never saw the fathiable 3.19 shows that patterns of answers
provided by fathers and mothers whose child saw the father for a limited orateodmount

of time and by those who were experiencing shared or near shared care.

d
e

A fairly similar pattern of answers was provided by mothers and fathers. Around half the
mothers and fathers in the total sample indicated that the arrangements fohitteiece
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mainly developed between themselves, and nearly one quarter indicated that they were made

by one parent only, with fathers being more likely than mothers to state that the mother made

the decision. Only 15% of fathers and 8% of mothers saidttibaarrangements occurred

through a court order,i B% indicated that the decision was mainly made by the child, and

6% of fathers and 14% of mothers said that t
without in the absence of any apparent decismaking process.

Most parents with shared or near shared care reported that their arrangements resulted from
joint decisionmaking (60% of fathers and 67% of mothers), and these parents were more
likely than their counterparts whose child saw the fatheraftimited amount of time to
indicate that their care arrangements were developed between themselves. In relation to the
other main pathways leading to the arrangements that were in place, there were no consistent
patterns between fathers and mothers whidred or near shared care and those whose child
spenddimited or moderate time with the father.

Table 3.19: The main ways that contact arrangements were developed for study child,
separated fathers and mothes, 2003 (CFC W1)

Amount of time between father and child

Shared or near All

Limited Moderate
shared care

Fathers' reports
One parent 25.5 233 17.5 22.8

The father (or self) 1.9 3.5 3.2 2.8

The mother 23.6 19.8 14.3 20.0
Both o you 38.72 50.0 60.3 47.8
The children 12.3 1.2 11.1 8.2
Court order 13.2 23.3% 6.4 14.9
No real decision, just happened 104 2.3 4.8 6.3
Total 100.1 100.1 100.1 100.0
Number of fathers 106 86 63 255
Mothers' reports
One parent 33.0% 21.0 16.2 23.9

The father 12.9 55 8.3 10.3

The mother (or self) 16.1 121 6.7 13.6
Both of you 41.9° 54.9 66.7 49.2
The children 4.6 2.2 8.3 4.6
Court order 6.0 14.3 6.7 8.2
No real decision, just happened 18.4% 11.0 3.3 141
Total 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of mothers 217 91 60 368

Notes: SeeTable3.2for the classifications of four care groups.

Parents whose study child had no contact with the parent living elsewhere were not asked of the
guestion.
a The difference in the proportion of parents with this time arrangement differed significantly from the
proportion of parents with shared or near shared care (p<=0.05). This analysis was basestoarehest,
when all other main ways wererobined.
Source: CFC 2003.

36 Parentsd views about their care arrangeme

This section, which is based on CFC data, examines views of parents about the flexibility and
workability of their care arrangements for each party (mother, father and child). tsParen
whose child had no contact with the father were not asked about the flexibility of their
arrangements.
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Most fathers and mothers (71% and 88% respectively) whose child spent at least some time
with father considered their arrangements to be flexibke .(i, Avery fl exible
flexi'FigweBlshows parentsoé6 views about the fI
according to care group. A great majority of fathers and mothers (81% and 88%) in shared or
near shared care reported that their arrangements were flexible. For mothers, views about the
flexibility of their care arrangements did not vary significantly with the amount of time that

their child spent with the father. However, fathers with sharedarsteared care were more

likely than fathers with limited or moderate time with their study child to indicate that their
arrangements were flexible (81% compared 06886)®

Figure 3.1: Proportion of non-resident fathers and resident mothers who reported the
arrangement as dAvery flexibleo or dAfairly fI

80

60 -

40

20 A

Limited time (n=100, 190) Moderate time (n=85, 91) Shared or near shared care (n=63, 60)

Amount of time between father and study ¢

[ B Fathers' reports 0 Mothers' reports

Notes: SeeTable 3.2 for the classifications of the care groups. The number of fattretamothers for each

group who answered the questions are shown in parentheses. Parents whose study child never saw the other
parent were not asked this question. In total, 3% ofmasident fathers and 9% of resident mothers did not
respond to the queash or expressed uncertainty about the issue. These parents were excluded from the analysis.

* Indicates that the difference between the group in question and those with the shared or near shared care group
is statistically significant based on edguardgest (p¢ .05).

Parents in the CFC W1 2003 were also asked to indicate whether they believed that their care
arrangements were working for themselves, the other parent, and their study bokt.

fathers and mothers considered that their arrangementse wor ki ng wel | (1 . ¢
or Afairly well o) for the mother (92% and 8;
study child (65% and 75%). Compared with mothers, fathers were more likely to consider

that their arrangements were workinglhvfer the mother, but less likely to believe that these
arrangements were working well for themselves and for their study child.

1 Parents whose child spent at least some time with the father were asked whether their current

arrangements for their study child to see the parent living elsewhere were flexible or inflexible. Further
probing was then initiated tsas e s s whet her parents viewed the a
fi

ra
flexibleo, ineither flexible nor inflexibleo, i

r
f a

18 In the LSSF W1 2009, most mothers and fathers reported that their arrangements wdee Raxénts
with the majority of care time were more likely to view the arrangements as flexible than those with the
minority of care time, and of those with shared care, fathers were more likely than mothers to describe
the arrangements as flexible (82% vs 71 75%) (Kaspiew 2009).

19 Parents were asked to indicate whether their contact arrangements or shared parenting arrangements were

working Areally well o, Afairly welloo, inot so wel
parent, and thir study child (taken separately).
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Figure3.2 aFigure3.2c s h o w pasroéthet wor&abilityi oetheir care arrangements

for mother, father and child, according to the amount of time that the child saw the father.
Fathers and mothers with shared or near shared care tended to express positive views about
such matters (8®7% reported that the arrangements were working for mother, father and
study child (taken separately)).

Mothers with shared or near shared care, along with mothers whose child had moderate time
with the father, were more likely than their counterparts whosd btladl limited or no time

with the father to believe that their arrangements were working well for themselveg¥91

VS 717 8 %) . However, fatherso6é views about wheth
mother varied little according to the amountioid that the fathers spent with their children

(891 94% maintained that the arrangements were working well for the mother).

Mot hersé and fathersd views about the workat
child varied to a greater extent accoglto the care arrangements in place than was the case

for views about the workability of these arrangements for the mother. Furthermore, the views

of fathers on these matters varied to a greater extent according to care arrangements than was
apparent fothe views of mothers.

Regarding workability for the father, the more time that fathers spent with their children, the
more likely were these men to report that their arrangements were working well for
themselves. Such views were expressed by 91% of $attién shared or near shared care,

70% of those with moderate time, 62% of those with limited time, and only 8% of those who
never saw their child. The same direction
the workability of care arrangements fitve father, although most mothers in all groups
provided favourable assessments, and mothers in each group were more likely than their male
counterparts to indicate such views. Specifically, favourable views were expressed by 97% of
mothers with shared orear shared care, 90% of those whose child had moderate time with
the father, 85% of those whose child had limited contact, and 66% of those whose child never
saw the father.

The general direction of trends in assessments of the workability of careesnemtg for the

study child was similar to that regarding the workability of care arrangements for thei father
especially from the fathersd perspective. St
were the most likely to believe that their arramgnts were working well for their child

(91%), followed by fathers with moderate or limited time with their child (70% and 66%
respectively), while only a minority of fathers with no contact with their child held this view
(22%). Among mothers, such fawable views were expressed by similar proportions of
those who had shared or near shared care and those whose child spent a moderate time with
the father and by similar proportions of those whose child spent a limited time or no time
with the father. Howeer, the former two groups (where the father had moderate, shared or
near shared care) were more likely than the latter two groups (where the father had limited or
no time with the child) to believe that the arrangements were working well for their child
(881 91% vs 6871%)2°

® The LSSF W1 2008 tapped the perceived workability
child. Compared with parents with the minority of care time, those with the majority of care time were
more likely b believe that the arrangements worked well for themselves and less likely to believe that

they worked wel |l for their childds other parent. |
than mothers to believe that the arrangements were workihdgoveghem and for their child, with the
former of these two trends (regarding fApersonal wo
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Figure3.2.Per cent age reporting current parenting
orofairly wello for each party, by care arrar

(a) For mother

100

80 1 1

60 1 —

401 -

No contact (n=35, 107) Limited contact (n=82, Moderate contact (n=63Shared or near shared care
185) 81) (n=46, 43)

Amount of time between father and study

@ Fathers' reporfs Mothers' report

(b) For father
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(c) For study child
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Notes: SeeTable3.2 for the classifications of four care groups. The number of fathers and mothers for each

group who answered the questions are shown in bradRatents who did not respd to the question or

expressed uncertainty were excluded from the analysis. The following percentages of parents were excluded:
workability for motheri 28% of fathers and 14% of mothers; workability for fath&% of fathers and 34% of

mothers; workalbity for study childi 17% of fathers and 17% of mother. Higher proportions of fathers and
mothers whose child never saw father were excluded due teesponse or expressions of uncertainty.

* Indicates that the difference between the group and thoBeFrat her nmighttoth gr ®@4$ i s st ati
significant based on clsiquare test (p .05).

In summary, fathers and mothers with shared or near shared care tended to hold favourable
views about their care arrangements for their study child. Therityajeported that the
arrangements were flexible and were working for each party (mother, father and study child,
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taken separately). Fathers with shared or near shared care were more likely than fathers who
had less time with their study child to hold/éarable views about the workability of their

care arrangements for themselves and for their study child. The vast majority of fathers in all
care groups believed that the arrangements were working well for the mother. The views of
mothers with shared arear shared care tended to be similar to those of mothers whose child
spent a moderate amount of time with the father. In general, these two groups were more
likely to provide favourable assessments of the workability of their care arrangements for
each pay, compared with mothers whose child spent no or limited time with the father.

37 Childrends care arrangements and developn

The analysis in this section, which examines the relationship between care arrangements and
chil drends ograsg Is bgsed®mdata frompVave 2 of LSAC concerning the
el der of the two cohort s i7od¢arstnWave @)r Amngé df he 0t

devel opment al progress measures was availabl
ownrepors of t he c¢ hGiverdthessmall aumbdr ef icaseas in some of the care
groups, much of the analysis in this sectio

repeated when Wave 1 data for thisibyeatsort of
ol d) and Wave 3 data for the yoDwyeageld)waeo hort
combined (see AppendiRk). This supplementary analysis was undertaken to assess the
robustness of the findings outlined in this section.

Attentionislargelydi r ect ed t o two aspects of chil drent
emotional progress, as measured tbg Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ)
(Goodman, 2001) compl eted by mot her s, and chil dr eni¢
measured by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PRNUHNN & Dunn, 1997) In
addition, results of analysis of teothdrer sé r
aspects of their childbdbs progress are brief]l

It is important to note that the focus in this section is amsociationsbetween care
arrangements and childrends devel opment al [
arrangements on thehildren. More sophisticated methods would be required to examine
causation, and the small number of children in each of the care groups examined makes such
analysis problematic.

Figure3.3 shows the extenttowhc h chi |l drends mean SDQ scores
vary (a) according to whether or not they he
two sets of bars on the right hand side) and (b) according the care arrangements they
experienced if thir parents had separated (shown in the four sets of bars on the left hand
side). A higher score on the SDQ scale suggests a greater number eémsotumnal

difficulties.

The mean score for children with a parent living elsewhere was considerablythayhdnat

for children in intact families. Although the mean scores for children with separated parents
tended to decrease with increasing time with their father (to the point at which the child spent
a moderate amount of time with him), there was a gteak of variation in total SDQ scores
within each care group. As a result, the mean scores did not vary significantly across the care
groups.

Any developmental differences between the children in the different care arrangements may
be largely explainedoy systematic differences in the circumstances (other than care
arrangements) of families in which these children are raised. For example, S2tion
showed that children with shared or near shared care had mothers and fathers with relatively
high socieeconomic status and some of the experiences linked with high-socimmic
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circumstances may contribute to better developmental outcomes for these children.
Therefore, mul tivariate anal ysi s tdeanoemict akes
and oher demographic characteristics was conducted. Specifically, the analysis controlled for

the age and educational level of the mother, along with an indicator of her mental health, as
wel | as their childbdés age and eegofthefétlers,accou
even though the strength of the relationshig
developmental Progress may increase with increases in the amount of time that fathers spend
with their child?

It is also likely that a rang®ef family process variables, including the quality of the
relationships between the parents and between the child and each parent, will be important
factors contributing to how well children fare in different pssparation care arrangements.

A few quite simplistic measures were available concerning the -paeental relationship.

The analysis here focuses on three indicatorsgf@or ent i ng based on mot |
whether there is often, always or almost always anger or hostility between pdienats |

called Ahostile relationshipo] (2) whether 1
[ here called a fAibad relationshipo] and (3)
[ call ed ino contact between parentso]

Three multivariate modsel were introduced. The first examined the effects of the care
arrangements net of the childbés age and s
of the interpar ent al relationship, and the thir
economic ad other demographic measures.

e X .
d F

Table3.20 shows that no significant differences in the SDQ scores of children in the different

care arrangements were apparent in any of these three models. When all the factors were
taken into account (i.e., the third model), differences in SDQ scores were apparent according

to the <childds sex, mot hersdé rating of t he
educational level. Relatively poor progress, as measured by the SDQpaasre for boys;

for children whose mothers were no more than 30 years old; for those whose mothers had left
school prematurel y; and for those whose mot
getting byo financiall y. térparentah relaticship avasd mo d
associated with relatively high SDQ scores (suggesting poorer progress) for the children.
However, this effect was no longer significant when the various characteristics of the mother
were introduced.

In many cases, information about the father was not available.
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Figure 3.3: Sociocemotional difficulties at age 67 years children with a parent living
elsewhere (LSAC Wave 2, 2006)

111
101
8-
?_

Mean score SDQ total difficulties
w

. hared or
limited moderate > total
no contact ..o time Egsg-shared has ple no ple

Notes: A higher score equates to more seeinotional difficulties. This is as derived from responses of the
chidds primary carer. 95% confidence intervals are sho
Source: LSAC 6-7 years cohort, Wave 2 (2006)
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Table 3.20: Multivariate analysis of SDQ Total Difficulties at age 67 years, children
with a parent living elsewhere (LSAC Wave 2, 2006)

Simple 95% ClI Plus 95% ClI Plus other 95% CI
relationship family

Care group=no 0.7 (-0.8,2.2) 01 (-1.8,1.9) -0.2 (-2.1,1.6)
contact
Care 0.6 (-0.7,1.9) 0.6 (-0.7,29) 0.3 (-0.9,1.6)
group==limited
time
Care 0.1 (-1.2,12.5) 01 (-1.2,2.5) 0.0 (-1.3,1.3)
group==moderate
time
(reference=shared
or near shared care)
Bad quality -0.9 (-2.0,0.2) -0.7 (-1.8,0.4)
relationship
Hostile relationship 1.5* (0.2,2.9) 1.2 (-0.1,2.5)
No contact between 1.3 (-0.2,29) 1.0 (-0.5,2.6)
parents
Boy (relative to girl) 1.4** (0.5,2.2) 1.3* (0.4,2.2) 1.3* (0.5,2.1)
Childdéds ac¢00 (-0.1,0.2) 0.0 (-0.1,0.2) 0.0 (-0.1,0.1)
Financially: Just 2.0%** (1.2,2.9)
getting
along/poor/very poor
(relative to
reasonably
comfortable or
better)
Mother low mental 1.4 (-0.3,3.3)
health (K6)
Mother aged < =30 1.9%** (0.9,2.9)
years
(Maternal education
reference=incomplets
secondary)
Complete secondary -1.2* (-2.2;0.2)
with/without post
school
diploma/certificate
Bachelor degree or -0.7 (-2.,0.6)
higher
Constant 8.5%** (7.3,9.7)  8.4% (7.2,9.6)  8.0*** (6.6,9.5)
Number of 638 638 638
observations
R-square 0.02 0.03 0.09
Notes: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001

Source: LSAC 6-7 years cohort, Wav2 (2006)

Figure 3.4 provides mean scores on one aspgot hi | drenés <cognitive
receptive language ability, as measured by the PPVhigher score suggests superior
performance. The pair ofabs on the right hand side suggest that the average progress of the
children without a parent living elsewhere was considerably greater than that of children with
a parent living elsewhere. While the four bars on the left hand side suggest that cliildren o
separated parents who had more contact with their father had higher average PPVT scores,
there was a great deal of variation in the scores of children within each group. As a result,
differences across the care groups were not statistically significant

However, the multivariate results show significant variation in the PPVT scores of children in
some care groups. Specifically, the children who never saw their father had slightly lower
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scores than those with shared or near shared care when the dffecsbe chi | dds se
were controlled, but this difference was no longer significant when the family background
factors were introduced (in the second and third models). There was also a small but
significant difference between the scores of childvgth limited contact and those of
children with shared or near shared care, a
indicators of the inteparental relationship (the first and second models). However, this

difference was no longer significamthen the other background variables were taken into
account.

Figure 3.4: PPVT by care group at age 67 years

el o

limited moderate shared or total

" . near-shared
time time care has ple

757

-~J
I
1

731

Mean score PPVT

72

no contact no ple

Notes: A higher score equates better language abilities. 95% confidence intervals are shown.
Saurce: LSAC 6-7 years cohort, Wave 2 (2006)
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Table 3.21: Multivariate analysis of PPVT at age 67 years

Simple 95% ClI Plus 95% ClI Plus other 95% ClI
relationship family
Care group=no contact -1.7* (-3.1;0.3 -0.9 (-2.6,0.9) -0.6 (-2.4,1.1)
Care group==limited time -1.5* (-2.7:0.2) -1.4*  (-2.7;0.2) -1.2 (-2.4,0.5)
Care group==moderate time -11 (-2.3,0.2) -1.0 (-2.3,0.3) -0.9 (-2.1,0.4)
(reference=shared or near
shared care)
Bad quality relationship -0.7 (-1.8,0.4) -0.8 (-1.8,0.3)
Hostile relationship -0.3 (-1.5,1.0) -0.3 (-1.6,1.0)
No contact between parents -0.9 (-2.3,0.6) -0.8 (-2.3,0.7)
Boy (relative to girl) 0.4 (-0.4,1.2) 0.4 (-0.5,1.2) 0.3 (-0.5,1.1)
Childds age, 0.1 (0.00.2) 0.1 (0.0,0.2) 0.1 (0.0,0.2)
Financially: Just getting -0.3 (-1.1,0.6)
along/poor/very poor (relative
to reasonably comfortable or
better)
Mother: low mental health 1.0 (-0.7,2.8)
(K6)
Mother aged < =30 years -0.1 (-1.1,0.9)
(Education:
reference=incomplete
secondary)
Complete secondary 1.1* (0.2,2.1)
with/without postschool
diploma/certificate
Bachelor degree or higher 2.0** (0.7,3.3)
Constant 74.2%**  (73.1,75.4 74.5***  (73.3,75.6 73.4***  (72.0,74.8
) ) )
Number of obsevations 649 649 648
R-Square 0.015 0.022 0.042

Notes: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001
Source: LSAC 6-7 years cohort, Wave 2 (2006)

So far, only two possi bl e measures of c hi
examined. When a larger set pfeasures was considered, none provided evidence that
children with shared or near shared care differed greatly in their developmental progress
relative to those with other care arrangements. This was especially the case when other
characteristics of the dtren or families were taken into account. A summary of findings
relating to a larger set of outcome measures is giadhe3.22
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Table 3.22 Summary of multivariate anal ysi s of childrends out «
children age 67 years (LSAC Wave 2, 2006)

Relative to shared or near shared care
No contact Limited Moderate

Parentreport SDQ Total difficulties
Hyperactivity
Emotional symptoms Worse
Peer problems
Conduct problems
Prosocial behaviour

Teacher report Total difficulties Worse (a)
Hyperactivity Worse (a)
Emotional symptoms
Peer problems Worse (b)

Conduct problems
Prosocial behaviour

Approach to larning Worse (a)
Child-assessed PPVT Worse (a)
Child-reported emotional symptorr
Note: (a) Nonsignificant if parental relationship quality measures are included in the models.

(b) Only significant once relationship quality variables arevided.

Each outcome was analysed using ordinary least squares, including care groups as explanatory
variables along with other child and family characteristics as shoWwalite3.21

These results show that outces were worse for either no contact or limited contact, compared to
shared or near shared care. Where cells are blank, the difference was not significantly different
from the shared or near shared care mean.

SDQ items include total difficulties as wels the relevant subscales, along with a measure of
prosocial behaviour.

Approach to learning is a teackessessed measure of engagement in learning. This measure
assesses qualities such as eagerness to learn new things and working independentlg. Wae sca
used in the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study (Kindergarten Class) and adapted from the
Gresham and Elliott Academic Competence S@@tesham & Elliott, 1990)

Child-r eport emotional symptoms is a scale created
(1) sad; (2) angry or mad; (3) scared or worried; and (4) happy. For each of the first three of these
measures, 1 = fAhardly ewever q. 2T hre Awvaolmed 9 meeroe a

measure of happiness.
Source: LSAC 6-7 years cohort, Wave 2 (2006)

Appendix A provides the supplementary analysis based on the combined data for the two
LSAC cohorts when they werdé 8 years old. When the effeatsf t he chi |l dds ac
were controlled, children with shared or near shared care arrangements appeared to have
superior socieemotional development (as perceived by mothers) compared with children

with limited or no time with their father, and the fangroup also appeared to have superior
receptive language skills compared with the other three groups of children. While size of
these effects diminished considerably when all the measures of family characteristics were
introduced, children with shared near shared care appeared to be progressing significantly

better in these two areas than children who never saw their father.

Such differences between the analysis of the combined and single samples may have resulted
from differences in the size of thamaples (given that larger samples are more likely to yield
significant results) and/or from differences in the impact of care arrangements on these
aspects of developmental progress for children a@&dydars compared with children aged

6i 7 years. Botlsets of analysis suggest, however, that: (a) children with shared or near
shared care tend to be progressing as well as, if not better than, children with other care
arrangements, and (b) some of the differences in developmental progress in these two areas
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that may be apparent in children with the different care arrangements can be explained in
terms of maternal characteristics. It is likely that the link between care arrangements and
these two aspects of developmental progress would be further weakeotberiffamily
characteristics (including paternal characteristics) were also included in the models.

These results are broadly consistent with those that emerged in the evaluation of the 2006
family law reform undertaken by AIFS (Kaspiew et al., 2009). t NE other factors
controll ed, fathersod report stime argupensentseathd t h at
those with shared catene involving more nights with the mother than fatheri @6 with

the mother and 3%7% with the father) were faring bettthan those who were with their

fat her for a minority of ni ght s, whil e mot
children with these two types of care arrangements did not differ signifi¢antly.

3.8  Summary

Shared care arrangements are fairly uncomarmong children after parental separation, but
appear to have become more prevalent in the last decade. Analysis of the HILDA data
suggests that a tenth or more separated parents and their children had a shared care or near
shared care arrangement at ¢inge or another between 2001 and 2007. Shared care is more
commonly experienced by children of primaghool or early teen ages than by very young
children and older teenagers.

Much of the analysis in this chapter was based on the Caring for ChilileenParental
Separation survey (CFC) (2003), the Household Income and Labour Dynamics Australia
(HILDA) Survey (20012007) and the Growing Up in Australia: Longitudinal Study of
Australia Children (2004 and 2006). Due to the small number of cases inyshamed care
(entailing the child spending B65% of nights with each parent), attention was directed to
parents whose child had shared or near shared care (where the child s@é&ft 29 nights

with each parent) and those whose child spent most aghatisrwith the mother.

The results suggest that the parents of children with shared or near shared care are more
inclined than other parents to live fairly close to each other. The demographic and socio
economic characteristics of these parents alscerdiff from parents in other caring
configurations in a number of ways. In particular, parents of children in shared or near shared
care tended to have higher educational attainment and higher incomes than the other parents.

The comparison of demographichosved that, compared with parents whose child had
limited or no time with the father{@ 3 % of ni ght s) , those whose
time with their father (1428% of nights per year) and those whose child had shared or near

= These results are based on the LSSF W1 2008. Child wellpe#agures included: ratings of health;
learning skills, peer relationships, and overall progress compared withelatgd peers; conduct
problems; and emotional problems. There was an insufficient number of cases with shared care involving
more nights with he f at her than mother to assess the relat.
type of arrangement, net of other factors in the model. The other factors that were taken into account
wer e: the childds age and catonalattatniment, empleymentnsthtusn g par
relationship status at separation; Indigenous status; whether born overseas, whether living with a partner,
and whether, according to this parent, there had been any mental health problems or substance misuse
issuesprior to separationAcross all care arrangements, children appeared to fare less well where there
had been a history of family violence, where parents expressed ongoing safety concerns for themselves
or their child relating to contact with the other pdareand where they reported a highly conflictual or
fearful interpar ent al relationship. However, where mother
shared care arrangements appeared to fare ) ess wel
than those who spent most nights with their mothers.
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shared care arrangemenwvere more likely to have been previously been married to each

other and to have lived together for a relatively long time. These results may reflect the
i mpact of -sepaatidn eppatanitigs foe bonding with the child: the greater these

opportuwnities, the more likely the fathers may have been to care for their child for a

substantial number of nights.

An important factor in explaining the likelihood of shared care or near shared care appears to
be the recency of the parental separation. Theysisabf transitions in care arrangements
showed that children of recently separated parents were more likely to be in shared or near
shared care, compared with children whose parents had separated some time ago. Over a
period of two years, some children wea into and some out of shared care. However, no
clear picture emerged regarding the nature of factors that might lead to such transitions.

Most shared or near shared care arrangements appeared to be the result of negotiation
between parents themselvesdaa small minority indicated that their arrangement was
imposed by a court order. Parents with shared or near shared care were more likely than those
whose child had limited or moderate time with the father to have developed their
arrangements between thgelves.

Compared to those with other care arrangements, the parents with shared care or near shared
care appeared to engage in higher levels of cooperative parenting, although in a substantial
proportion of these families, disharmony in inparental elationships and in chilcelated
decisionmaking was apparent.

Most fathers and mothers with shared or near shared care arrangements indicated that their
care arrangements were flexible, and most believed that their arrangements worked well for
father, nother and child (taken separately). Neverthelassinority of parents with shared or

near shared care (about 10% of fathers and mothers) considered their arrangements did not
work well for their child.

At age 6 7 years, there was considerable variatohaw well children in LSAC were faring

within the different care groups in terms their seeiaotional development and cognitive
development (as measured by a test of language skills). Their developmental progress in
these areas held only a weak relasioip with their care arrangements. Whether this was
viewed as a simple comparison of outcomes across the groups, or entailed multivariate
anal ysis to take account of other differenc
rarely varied significatty according to their care arrangements. In particular, there was no
evidence that being in shared or near shared care, as opposed to having slightly lower levels
of contact (moderate contact), resulted in poorer outcomes for children. However, when the
data for the children in the two LSAC cohorts when agésl years were combined, those

with shared or near shared care appeared to be progressing as well as, if not better than, those
who stayed with their father less often or not at all.

The bulk of evidace based on these results and those of the-s@aje study of separated

families conducted by AIFS (Kaspiew et al., 2009) suggest that children with shared care are
faring at least as well as, if not better than, children with other care arrangerdentsver,

it is worth noting that the Kaspiew et al. (2009) study suggests that children with shared care
fare | ess well than those with other care a
for themselves or their child relating to ongoing contattwvi t he chi |l ddéds f at he
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4 Analysis of the Parentsd Survey

This section outlines the r esupintrgews\vith40he Pat
parents. It examines the incidence of shared care arrangements among the parents who
responded to the srey, the demographic characteristics of parents and children by the type

of child care arrangement that they are currently involved in, and information about how
parenting arrangement s ar e reached. It al
arrangementand the factors that predict how well parents believe these arrangements work

for their children and how satisfied they are with them. Outcomes such as how well parents
perceive their child to be doing within those arrangements may be a feature of the
arrangement itself, the degree of conflict they have with their former partner and/or the
practical ease of the arrangements. It may
including their educational and occupational background and their gender.

As oulined earlier in the methodology section (2.1), the parents came from several target
groups: those who used private family law solicitors or legal aid, and parents registered with
the Child Support Agency (CSA).

The majority of the total sample of 1,028 rpnts (859, 84%) was recruited through the Child

Support Agency. Just under half of these parents (440, 43%) were in shared care through the
period of mid 2007 o mid 2008 and about a quarter (271, 26%) had children who had been in
shared care priortoai2 007 (fAused to be in shared care
registered parents were not in shared care at the time of the sample selection. In addition to

the CSA samples, almost a fifth of the parent respondents (169, 16%) were recruited through
solicitors.

The 40 parents who were interviewed were selected from those who indicated on the survey
that they were willing to be interviewed. The aim was to have a mix of mothers and fathers
mostly in shared care or previously with shared care arrangementsafrange of socio
economic and location backgrounds and who were satisfied or dissatisfied with their
arrangements.

4.1  Overall sample characteristics and demographics

Table 41 provides the basic demographic characteristics of tHent&®hers and 429 fathers

who responded to the survey. Where possible, this information has been contrasted against
available data on the CSA clientele population, for the purposes of identifying any large
sample biases. It is an important precaution teeraber that this samplenst representative

of all separated parents. It is at most representative of only those parents registered with CSA,
and within the constraints of the strata and convenience sampling methods used. It is also
likely to be subjecto biases of representation due to the small response rate (10.5%), though
there is little that can be done about this issue.
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Table 41: Basic Demographic characteristics of sample

Mothers Fathers Total
Characteristics n % n % N %
Age 20-34 55 9% 14 3% 69 7%
3549 468 79% 260 61% 728 71%
50+ 72 12% 155 36% 227 22%
Location Urban 289 50% 235 55% 524 52%
Regional/remote 294 50% 189 45% 483 48%
E tion L than ndar
ducatio ess than secondary 101 17.% 74 17% 175 17%
Secondary 145 24% 84 20% 229 23%
Postsecondary (Non ;45 gy 148 35% 313 31%
university)
Post Secondary . . .
(university) 181 31% 119 28% 300 29%
Main activity Full time
employment 187 32% 235 55% 422 42%
Part time
employment 163 28% 32 8% 195 19%
Disability or
unemplogd 60 10% 43 10% 103 10%
ploy
Not in labour force
127 21% 33 8% 160 16%
Self employed
54 9% 81 19% 135 13%
Family Income Less than $800 268 46% 139 34% 407 41%
$80071 1749 219 38% 146 35% 365 37%
$1750+ 95 16% 127 31% 222 22%
Totals 597 58% 429 42% 1026 100%

* There are two missing cases on gender of parent.

Overall, the sample is made up of respondents who are older than typical CSA clients, with
71% aged 3819 and a further 22% aged 50 and above, compared to CSA population where
almost 30% are lssthan 35 years of age. Just under half of the parents live in regional/rural

areas, with more fathers (55%) living in urban locations than in regional/rural areas. In

contrast, mothers were roughly evenly distributed between urban and rural/regional areas

This sample is relatively highly educated, with 60% having completed post secondary
education. While fathers and mothers have comparable levels of post secondary education,
mothers are more likely to have a university degree and fathers are moredikelye a

trade certificate or diploma.

Over three quarters of the sample is engaged in some form of employment. Compared with
fathers, mothers are substantially more likely to be employed part time (rather than full time)
or not in the labour force. Thmattern broadly follows thegttern in the general population.

Household incomes vary considerably, as would be expected with the range of different
methods of recruiting the sample. 41% of respondents have a household income of less than
$800 per week, wke 23% have an income above $1750. This is explained by the inclusion

of both single and dual income households in the sample. Regardless of household status,
fathers report higher incomes, with 31% of fathers falling into the highest bracket compared
with just 16% of mothers. While the proportion of respondents with household incomes of
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less than $800 per week is well below the national average, this is to be expected given the
sociaeconomic profile of divorced and separated mothers and fathers.

Table42pr ovi des details of the parentso6é relatio
relationships.

Table 42: Parentsdéd for mer and current rel ati onsh

Mothers Fathers Total

Characteristics n % N % N %
Time since Up to 5 years 112 19% 74 17% 186 18%
separation 5 to 10 years 112 19% 93 22% 205 20%

10+ years 372 62% 261 61% 633 62%
Length of Up to 5 years 108 20% 68 17% 176 19%
relationship 5 to 10 years 185 33% 122 31% 307 32%

10+ years 260 47% 207 52% 467 49%
Repartnering  Yes 246 43% 189 49% 435 46%
respondent No 320 57% 197 51% 517 54%
Repartnering  Yes 305 58% 212 57% 517 58%
former partner

No 219 42% 157 43% 376 42%

Most participants have been sepadafor a relatively long period of time, with over 60%
having been separated for 10 years or longer. Similarly, most former relationships were long
term in nature, with just under half having lasted at least 10 years and a further third spanning
five to ten years. These factors together largely explain both the high proportion of
respondents in the oldest age group and the preponderance of adolescent children involved in
the present study. About half of the respondents repepantaering since their indi
separation. This rate is slightly higher for fathers. Both mothers and fathers were also more
likely to report that their former partner hadpartnered than had done so themselves.

Table 43 shows the age and gender of thddren as reported by the parent respondents. The
average of the children was 14 years, reflecting the age of the parents and the relatively long
period of time since separation.

Table 43: Mean age of the children (years) fomothers and fathers

Fathers Mothers Total

N Mean age n Mean age N Mean age
Child 1 480 16.0 499 16.0 979 16.0
Child 2 331 13.7 386 13.8 717 13.7
Child 3 166 11.4 179 11.6 345 11.5
Child 4 51 10.4 52 10.1 103 10.2
Total 1028 1116 2144

# Gerder missing for 77 records where ages present (35 child 1, 22 child 2, 13 child 3, 7 child 4)

4.2  Parenting arrangements

The overall sample was selected to include parents with current shared care arrangements and
those not currently in shared care, as oatliearlier. A combination of questions from the
survey was used to categorise parents according to the living arrangements for their children
from their former relationship. These measures included the number of nights per year the
children lived with themwhether parents indicated that a child was in shared care or not, and
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an extensive review of the qualitative information in response to questions about shared care
arrangements and other arrangemé&hts.

Figure4.1 shows the fregency of living arrangements in these families. In just over half of

the sample, the mother was responsible for most or all care for the child, with the child
spending at least 66% of nights with her, and in 18% of cases spending no nights with the
father.Over a third of all respondents reported a shared care arrangement for at least one of
their children. Of those in a shared care arrangement, the majority (66%) were in an equal
shared care arrangement {#8%), commonly referred to as 50:50 arrangementshe

unequal shared care arrangements most of the children spent the greater proportion of nights
with their mother; unequal shared care arrangements where children spent the greater
proportion of nights with fathers comprised only 5% of shared caaagaments.

Figure 4.1: Frequency of care arrangements (%)

35

30

25

20
%
15
10
m N
0 _J T T - T T T T T - T . T -_‘

Nonights 1-34% 35-47% 48-52% 53-65% 66-99% Nonights No  Splitsibs Child's
mother Mother Unequal Equal Unequal Mostly father contact (n=25) choice

(n=30) (n=53) FaSC Shared MoSC mother (n=174) with (n=13)
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lived.

Figure4.2 presents the same breakdown of reported living arrangements by the gender of the
parent respondent. It suggestseapected response bias in the present sample. While fathers
and mothers are equally likely to report a shared care arrangement, the number of mother
respondents increases as the proportion of their time with the children increases. The same
pattern is ewdent for fathers.

23 parents were asked for example:
Please describe the current arrangements for the children in your own words:

(For example, 'they spend half their time with me and half with their father/moth&heprspend every
other weekend and half the school holidays with their father and the rest with m@g@éx.PROVIDED)
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Figure 4.2: Percentage of time with mother by parent gender
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For the purposes of most of the more complex analyses to follow, wedkéimed shared

care as 35 to 65% of nights (128 to 237nights each year) with each parent. This is
consistent with the definition used by the Australian Institute of Family Studies in their major
evaluation report (Kaspiew et al., 2010) and with the classification used by the Child Support
Agency; it also oveomes some of the difficulties of small sample sizes for some care
arrangements (see Figure 4.3).

Figure 4.3: Frequency of living arrangements using 3%5% shared care (AIFS
categories)
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As Figure4.3 shows, the most common arrangement was shared care define®%% 25
time with each parent. This is to be expected from the method for recruitment of this cohort.
The next most common was children having the greater proportiom@fith their mother.
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When this is broken down by parent gender, the same distribution is evident, as expected
(Figure4.4).

Figure 4.4: Care arrangement (AIFS Categories) by parengender
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The foll owing figures provide a breakdown
shared care and other living arrangements where there were significant differences by care

arrangement?

Figure 4.5 shows the edwational background for both father and mother respondents in the

different care arrangements. Both mothers and fathers with shared care arrangements were

the most likelyto have a tertiary education.

24

Further analyses indicated few differences between parents with shared care arrangements and those with
other arrangementa relation to whether one or both parents haghaetnered. The main difference was

that mothers where the children lived with them 100% of the time were more likely than other groups to
report that the father had-partnered but they themselves had not. r&hgere no other significant
differences.
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Figure 4.5a: Education by care arrangement, father respondents

80%

70%
60%
50%
40%
30% W non tertiary
| tertiary
20%
10%
0% . .

100% nights Most nights Shared care Most nights 100% nights
with mother with mother time(35-  withfather withfather
65%)

Figure 4.5b: Education by care arrangement, mother respondents
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Figure4.6 shows that parents with shared care arrangements and fathers whose children live
with them most ights, but not exclusively, are more likely to live in urban areas than those in
other arrangements. Parents reporting that their children live with them 100% of the time
were more likely to live in regional/rural areas.
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Figure 4.6: Location by care arrangement
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Not surprisingly, parents in shared care arrangements were more likely to live within 10 kms
of the other parent, d5gure4.7 shows. Living close to the other parent mskt easier for
children to travel between each home and their school as well as reducing the travel time
between both homes. It also makes it easier to sort out practical problems that arise when
children leave their homework or sports uniform attheath par ent 6 s house.

Figure 4.7: Distance between parents by care arrangement
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As Figure4.8 shows, those in shared care were more likely to have separated within the past
four yearsthan those whose children were living mostly with their mother. This may be
related to changes in family law legislation in 2006 which encouraged consideration of
shared care arrangements, although the growth in popularity of shared care lolagepre
2006 and has parallels in other jurisdictions.
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Figure 4.8: Time since separation by care arrangement
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Figure 4.9 shows the proportion of mothers and fathers who came to the arramgbgn
agreement (with or without professional help) and those who proceeded to litigation. It

indicates that parents with shared arrangements or where the children were mostly with their
mother were less likely to have come to those agreements viaidtightin those in other
arrangement$ The most likelyarrangemento have been achieved via litigation was where
children were in the care of their fathers 100% of the time, and thisftemsassociated with

safety concerns.

25

An analysis of the interviews with parents in shared care indicates that some fathers commenced

litigation some time after the separation. The fathers in some cases were reportedly incrementally
increasingthei 6 demand6é for extra nights
|l egi sl ative refor ms; in others

relocation by the mother.
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Figure 4.9: Means of resolution of care arrangements by parent
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4.3  Perceived practical difficulties with the arrangements

Parents were asked a series of questions about some pfatttecal aspects of parenting
between two households. Thevere asked to rate @hlevel or frequency of difficulty for
children for each of the following practical tasks:

9 Getting from one home to the other

Getting to or from school

Child leaves things at other home, e.g. clothes, toys, school or sporting gear

Chhl dés ability to see/contact friends
Not having one place to call home

Attending after school and weekend activities (e.g. music lessons, sports).

= =4 —a -—a -

Problems associated with distance between pa

As Figure4.10 shows, bbpth mothers and fathers with shared care arrangements reported the
least problems for children getting from one home to the other. As outlined eBitjere(

4.7), parents in shared care are more likely than those with othegamants to be living

close together, so this is not surprising. Parents whose children are 100% of the time with the
other parent report more problems but in a number of cases, this was because they were
reporting on previously shared care.

% Parentsd r espon seescombmedinto arsirelexdfp e 8 € it ® © srangingifrénf6itcc ul t y o
30 points; it was used in Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression.
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Figure 4.10: Problems for children getting between
arrangement

a) father respondents
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b) mother respondents
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Parentsd comments i-ended questionsnis the durgey and én the p e n

interviewsalso confirm the positive association between parents living closer together and
parents being more likely to say the arrangements work well and that children are happy with
them?’ For parents with shared care arrangements in particular, living claghén, and

% The correlations were low but highly significant: between distance and how well parents rated the
arrangements asaosking, r (n = 940) = .15,p =. 0001; between distance and how happy parents rated their
children to be with the arrangements(n = 982) = .12,p =. 0001; and between distance and how satisfied
parents were with the arrangement§) = 980) = .11p =. 0001.
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close to school was a positive aspect of the arrangements, and one that a number of parents
put some effort into, trying to stay within the same suburb if possible.

The children were always put first and that we lived within walking
distance o6their father. (651, Mother whose childramsed to béin shared
care)

And so how far apart in distance were you back then and how much has
that changed?Not much because obviously with shared care the children
have to go to a central school so we némdtay close. (Interview 17,
mother of 12 and 9 yeaids)

So, how far apart do you live from each othei?ive in (N suburb in

Sydney) and he lives in (C suburb, about 6 kms aw&/h , thatos real |l

cl os e, Yeahnodthatimas?kind of, lookhad it in my head that

that was stipulated in oureé in our sett]l
10 kil ometre radius apart. But | donodt a
what | mean? | think thatds just somet hi
Bu t I dondt know i f it was actually writ

12 and 9 yeaolds)

Well, up until recently it was probably about 25 kilometres away from each

ot her . And now heos moved in with his
about6or7kib metres away. ltés not far away f
kids |like it much better because itbés cl

the car all over the place. And where he used to live was quite isolated, so
even though it had a beach there and whathavas just a really small
town so they never went anywhere else. (Interview 05, mother of 11 and 9
yearolds)

Both children and parents did not likeefpracticaldifficulties which were encountereghen

parents were living some distance apestardess of the type of care arrangement. When
asked what their children did not like about the current arrangements, distance was mentioned
by parents both with shared care and other arrangements. It was a problem in some cases as
childrengrewolder, especidy in regional areas:

Other parent lives 30km out of town and child is at an age where he wants a
part time job. There may come a day when he has to decide what he wants,
job or seeing other parent every other wedks not easy to pick up child
when living so far away. (885, mother with 15 ye&t son in shared care)

What aspects of the arrangements is your child most unhappy with
Distance from old friends at his dad's. He likes the inner city (my house)
and feels isolated at his dad's. (108®ther whose 14 yeald son used to

be in shared care, but now lives with father)

How far away | live and that we are unable to see each other every day.
(332, mother with shared care arrangements for 14ojgataughter)

The travel time 2 hrs per trip sacén't go to all school things. (341, father
with shared care of 12 yeald living in rural NSW)

Distance between homes 100 km and 1%z hour drive (617, father whose 12
and 7yearold daughters were with their mother 80% of the time)
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Where parentshad made | ong di stances apart, t

unhappiness and discomfort with the arrangements increased.

What aspects of the arrangements is your child most unhappy witme
distancefrom father and paternal family following mother relocatingriro
Brisbane to Melbourne. No male family or male input in Melbourne.
(347, father of 14 year old boy living interstate with his mother)

The child does not see the father very often, the father chose to live very far
away and in a very isolated place feom any towns. The father also works

a lot and is not always available for any child care. (277, mother of 12 year
old girl)

What aspects of the arrangements is your child most happy witlyihg

on the planesiVhat aspects of the arrangements is ybuid most unhappy
with? The distance (986, father of 8 year old living with mother, father in
rural area of WA)

he pr

Similarly shared care was also associated with fewer problems for parents getting children to
and from school Rigure 4.11), with parents in shared care arrangements indicating that

distance and travel to school from both homes was a priority and an area where they tried to
cooperate.

So (being close) ... and walk to school is ... has always been a priority for us
ard we knew the second child would be going to that same schoal. So
and, you know, we like the area and it was obviously going to be good for
them and it was sheer luck that we got the places as close as they are, |

mean theyor e | i nueswadkihgydistaneeo (In@rviewtdd, r e e

mother with shared care for children 15 and 12 at separation)

How did they find travelling to the different schools from the different
home® That és not a problem, wasnodét a
of 21year old and 16 year old still at school)

mi

prob

Il n some cases, however, parentsd comments i

regard.

What aspects of the arrangements is your child most unhappy with
Feeling unsettled and (shiexsto catch 2 buseand a train to school from
father's house, very different. (111, mother with shared care arrangements
for 15 yearld daughter)

And getting to school from both hofles Oh vy e s, wel | see she

distance from school to herethereshe lives with meand out at (small
rural town) she has to catch a bus and | think it takes, you know,
40 minutes. (Interview 22, father of 15 year old girl)
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Figure 4.11: Problems for children getting to and from school by cee arrangement

a) father respondents
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While children were seen to be significantly happier and the arrangements to be working
better wherthey hadfewer problems attending after school and weekend actifftithere

were no significant ifferences between the different types of care arrangement in this
regard® (r (n = 905) =-.035,p =. 23).

3 The correlation between how happy children were perceived to be by their parent was significantly
correlated with the frequency of problems for childa¢tending after school and weekend activitieg¢n
=911) =-.295,p <.0001); the correlatiofor how well the arrangements were seen to be workingmwas:
(n=915) =-.298,p <.0001).

2 The correlation was nesignificant: r (n = 905) =-.0352,p =. 228).
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Problems for children leaving things at other home

There were, however, clear differences between shared care and other arrangements in
relationtopr obl ems for chil dren | eavkigugdl®hi ngs at

Figure 4.12: Problems for children leaving things at other home (eg. clothes, toys, school
or sporting gear) by care arrangement

a) father respondents
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b) mother respondents
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Mothers with shared care reported that it was more frequently a problem than fathers did
(35% 6o0ftendé or O6always6 for mothers compar ¢
living mostly with their mother, however, there was no significant difference between

mot hers and fathers (18.5% 6o0oftend6é or Oal wa)
Indeed, whether children were in shared care or living mostly with their mother itikde |
difference to fathers. Importantly, too, the extent to which parents disagreed about child
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rearing matters was significantly associated with the extent to which leaving things behind
was a problem for both mothers and fattérs.

Parents c athmthree survey and m interview confirm the differences between
mot her s and fathersdé6 reactions to children
shared care and other arrangeméhts.

0
0

What aspects of the arrangements is your child most ughapp? To and
fro of clothes shoes, school stuff. Always living out of a bag. (349, mother
of 18 and 16 year olds in equsllareccare <5 kms apart)

Leaving toys, etc behind. Having an irritated mother that is irritated by
things being left behinar any conflict. (1, mother of 8hildrenaged
between 5 and 11 years in shared care)

The logistical arrangements, moving between 2 homes every week. Having
to be the "meat in the sandwich" in relaying messages from their father.
(285, mother of adolesat children aged 19 and 15 who used to be in
shared care)

distance and inconvenience of leaving things at alternative home, eg
clothes, homework, shoes etc. (949, mothers of two girls, 17 and 14 in
sharectare)

Parentso comme nt s ggesh mothdrse tend totcarry voI assuse rsowe
[

responsibility for childrenés clothes and b
l i kely than fathers *tespeagi ahleyrigamkea/r and s
also may be (or believetheyr e) mor e realistic about childr
and irritated by fathersdé | ack of attention

Basically she's still quite young and she lives out of a bag, she goes with
me, she goes with him. He doesn't have any clothes fohédras limited

toys for her, so everything comes back to my house. | no longer do her
washing when he's with her, his mother does all of her washing, but
basically | do pretty much everything for her because | determine what
clothes to send there, whatysoto take there. (Interview, 02, mother of 8
yearold in shared care)

u know itds e us ual stuff wi t |

Wel | | y o t h
about undies and things so |06ve

WO me n

% The correlation between was disagreement over chédng issues and leaving thingehind was
significant for both mothers and fathers:(n = 503) =.34,p <.0001 for mothers, and (n = 353) =.32p
<.0001 for fathers. The association between leaving things behind and the time that children spent with their
mother and father was, hewer, significant only for mothers:(n = 513) = .34, p <.0001 for mothers, and
(n=358) =.02p <.0001 for fathers.

3 The practicaldifficulties associated with distance and leaving thimgse the most frequently mentioned

aspect that parents thditgchildren were unhappy about in relation to the care arrangeme2f(8o of
mot hers and 27% of fathers, but references to | ea
comments in this regard.

32 Mothers were much more likely than fatherstosalg e y b o

u
6al waysd (91% compared with 6
time: G2 = 18.3, &df, p =.003 for shared care.

ght the childrenés cl c
3%) in both shared car
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things just not coming back or eventyatlnning out of socks and undies
because they just build up there.

And their father never polices things. F
has al most the whole ti me, Aitdéds your re
even when they were really a boip young. And that was always a bit of a
grievance for me 6écause | 6d someti mes ha
or 1 6d have to get him to drop things ov
with him. This was sort aodftothweikids, t he ki ds
Awel | if daddyds not going to help you p
back and get it, he can drop it overo.

probably kind of either said it to him or organised it so that they were a

little bit more vigilant when they were coming back to my place. Because

they knew that he wasnot guite as organ
(Interview 39, mother with shared care)

And the only problem was clothes. So, you know, of course, in the first few

years itwa s , iOh, you didndédt send over a pai
sort of rubbish, so you had to make sure that all the clothes were packed

and ready to go and washed and cleaned and ironed and all that sort of

thing, and then generally | would drop thlethes over. Just say the girls

have been with me for a week. Il woul d dr
place on a Monday night. (Interview 37, father)

Not really (much of a problem now). Initially we were sharing clothas

bag between housetohowwsend t hen my ex decided that s
do that anymore. And | know the reason she was being diffihdtause

her parents are actually quite extravagant with buying presents for the

children, clothes, she made a point of anything her parenghbastay at

her house and anything my parents bought
probably been a good thing because trying to move a whole bunch of

clothes from house to house presents its own problems

The other factors tdias to chifdfereleavirey dhings behindpaparte nt s ¢
from the age of the children, were the level of inconvenience associated with the distance
between the homes, the capacity to replace them, and the quality of the relationship and ease

of communication betweethe parents. Parents who were vedflor lived close by had few

problems:

[When we lived in different suburbs (opposite side of the Bridge)] | used to

find | 6d rar el we b dforguenths vaithouttsdeingregch a n d

other I think, back then. & now, because we live so close, | mean literally

she lives on one side of O Street and | live on the other. You tend to you

know see a | ot more of each other Ocause
hard about the swimmers or the soccer boots or thekiyow all that stuff.

(Interview 20 father of 9 yeaold boy in shared care)

We said to them at the beginning, we sai
duplicate everything so youbve got | ess
weoOve doubl edformg soceaally they havetd take very little

and . .. and the ol der one who couldndét b

clothes in one house, discovered through time that it was great fun to have
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two sets of clothes. (Interview 40, mother of two adoémt children in
shared care)

Consistent with the overall quantitative analyses, parents who had an easier and trusting
relationship said they had few problems:

Il s there anything theyodve said that they
if, for example they leave things at the other housé®ah, not really but

| € Jacqueline has keys to my house, and
need something, wedll go and get it. An
a week. You know, so with the childrenanthe dog, i1 tds not an i
Yeah, so leaving things behind, homework, just bits and pieces, if he wants

to take something then it doesndt come [
here either. Those sorts of things can
dondét have that great a relationship, It
and pick that wup again, that just doesno

yearold son in shared care)
Problems for children not having one place to call home

A common concer for some parents is that children in shared care may have more difficulty
feeling settled in both homes than children who live primarily with one parenEigAse

4.13 shows, this was a greater concern for mothers with childrehared care arrangements.
Mothers with shared care were three times more likely than fathers with shared care (23.4%
compared with 7%) to say their children often or always had problems with not having one
pl ace to call h o me . ativEhaundifferensiabed aceoslipgto theecare ar e
arrangement they have, suggesting that they are not alert to the problem or have a vested
interest in believing that this is not a problem. Only 12.7% of fathers whose children were
living all or most of theitme with theirmother however, had such concerns. The figure for
mothers whose children were primarily living with them was understandably not high at
9.6%.
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Figure 4.13: Problems for children not having ore place to call home by care
arrangement:

a) father respondents
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Parents responses to the survey and in the interviews also suggest that fathers think their
children are relatively unconcerned about this issue. Whereas not havinteahetab was

the second most frequent comment by mothers in response to the question about what aspects
they thought their children were most and least happy, it did not rate in the top four for
fathers. The typical responses referred to stability and gavihome, and a number came

73



from parents (including one father) whose children used to be in shared care. In several
cases, these were parents with younger children who had been in sharéocaexample:

That my youngest is with me most of the timie is very bonded to me.
That both children are more stable not doing a &% split. (55, mother
of 5 and 3 yeaold children previously in shared care)

In some cases, these were parents whose children were now older adolescents.

(Happy with) Seeing botparents equally but (unhappy with) stability is
lost (496, mother with 3 children now 20, 18 and 16 who were in shared
care).

Some form of stability now not swapping homes regularly. (623, mother,
mother of 3 older children, youngest 17 still in shared)ca

our daughter has a positive approach to life but has also been profoundly
affected by each family where is 'home’ an element of anguish. (703,
father of 3 children 22, 19 and 15 in shared care)

He has a very stable home life. Not travelling betws@mes. But he does
not see his father enough. (997, mother of 17 giehnow living with her)

Stability - knowing where home is. (721, mother of 14 and 11 yéds,
living most of the time with her)

have 1 place to identify as home, stability, emotiagdport (733, mother
of 14 yearld, now living mostly with her)

Several mothers and one father during their interviews commented specifically on the
division of time with each parent across the week and were in favour of patterns that provided
for more d a routine especially for younger children. For example:

When we separated it was totally 50:&til he went to school?Yeah.

And it justé |t got t earecentra fthirk,ian g . He v
few days a week. Three days a week or somethingnh he was with Tony

on the weekends and then for one night through the week or something like

that. But when he started school, it was just really confusing for- Himm

couldndt remember who he wasé who was pi
happening. And so evdecided to scrap that. (Interview 26, mother of boy

now 14 and no longer in shared care)

Initially we tried doing a 2-3 split with the kids and that was just dreadful,

it was just dreadful . I mean | didndét kn
wouldrnd t have known i f they were coming or
and to me they were presenting with signs that it was just too much

happening, they couldnét get any . .. i nt

like a tennis ball being bounced from one eidthe court to the other.
(Interview 6, mother of 2 children in shared care)

There were significant negative correlatiortvizeen the age of the child and the concerns about children
not having one place to call horméndicating that there were more concerns for younger children.
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Partly the issue was just the disruption of being a school aged kid, swapped
households all the time and maintained two household, partly significant
unhappiness with some dfa emotional things my ex wife went through at
that time and how it played out on her, the kid in the house. (Interview 9,
father of 3 children aged 5 to 12 years whose children used to be in shared
care)

Not feeling at home was also for some childrercoating to their parent, associated with
their difficulty with the presence of a new partner or sigtings so that they did not feel
welcome there. These comments were, however, as common among children living primarily
with one parent (mostly their nfadr) as with those in shared care arrangements.

(What aspects of the current arrangement is the child most unhap@®) with
the step mother. recieves (sic) no freedom at her father's house. It's doesn't
feel like home. Gets no pocket money. Other peopleisrhouse use her
things e.g. her computer, her bathroom (leave their underwear lying around)
(304, mother of 14 year old living mostly with her mother)

He does not want to live with his father, de facto and step family. He is
fearful, feels that he iseated differently and unfairly and has a lot of anger
issues towards them. (506, mother of 14 year old living mostly with her)

Their mother has renarried and they have difficulty with her new husband
and their new brother who is 2 years old. Financiati$tsip and drinking
make for a volatile household. (699, father of 15 and 16 glelarinequal
shared care)

Ex husbands partner's attitude towards him when dad not present. (98,
mother of 11 yeaold boy inequalshared care)

On the other hand, stegiblings and steyparents that children were able to get along with
were seen as positives.

(What aspects of the current arrangement is the child most happy with? )
Able to see both parents. Also has a new-sister. (23, father,

She gets to see her siblfstep) when she's with her father. (117, mother)

Overall, then there are some differences in the perceived practical difficulties of shared care
compared with other arrangements, especially among mothers. There is some evidence that
parents in shared @armake an effort to live closer together to reduce the logistical
difficulties for children getting to and from each home, and from each home to school.
Shared care was, however, associated with more difficulties for children leaving things
behind, unlessheir parents lived close together and were cooperative. Some parents also
duplicated some items of clothing and toys. These difficulties were reported more often by
mothers than by fathers. The other aspect that was seen as more problematic by mothers tha
by fathers was children not having one stable home base.

4.4  Aspects of the parental relationship

A consistently important factor in the literature dealing with outcomes for children after
parental separation is the level of conflict between the parerttsutenly in relation to the
children (Amato & Gilbreth, 1999; Kaspiew et al., 2010). Parents were asked a series of
guestions in the survey related to the level of conflict and cooperation between them and their
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former partner as well as whether they @y concerns about the safety of the children
when they were with the other parent and whether they had any concerns about violence
toward themselves. The three main questions about parental conflict in relation to the
children concerned the reported frggncy of tension between them over money for the
children, disagreement over basic chid@ring issues, and whether or not they were able to
talk to the other parent about chielated issues. A number of parents also provided
comments about their levelf communication and their concerns for the physical and
emotional safety of their children in response to the @eted questions, asking them what
aspects of the arrangement their children were most happy and most unhappy with. These
issues were also ifowed up in some depth with parents in the interviews.

Conflict and cooperation over money and chilerearing

Several indices were constructed from the ratings that parents provided in relation to both
money and childearing issues: tension and percdivenfairness of cost sharing (ranging
from 2 to 7) and disagreement and inability to communicate overidalihg (ranging from

2 to 12). FigureFigure 4.14 shows the means for the conflict index related to et@lting
issuesfor both mothers and fathers in the different care arrangements and indicates that
conflict over childrearing tends to be lower for fathers with shared care arrangements than in
the other arrangement$. For mothers, the reported conflict over chihring is lower for
mothggrs in shared care than for those whose children are with their fathers all or most of the
time.

Figure 4.14: Mean scores on conflict over childrearing, by care arrangement by gender
of parent

M Father

W Mother

L T e ¥ 1 = e A == B U

100% nights Most nights Shared care  All/most nights
with mother withmother  time(35-65%]) with father

Figure 4.15 shows the mean level of conflict over money issues related to the children for

both mothers and fathers by care arrangemen:

higher for those in shared care thantfiose who had their children with them all or most of

34

F (4, 379) = 6.69p < .001 and all poshoc planned comparisons between shared care anothbe
arrangements were significant.

® F (4, 534) = 4.58p < .001 and only the one pesbc planned comparisons between shared care and
children with their father all or most of the time was significant.
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the time® For fathers, the lowest level of conflict over money was for those who had the
children with them all or most of the time, and that was significantly lower than when
mothers had the childnefor 100% of the tim&’ There was no significant difference between
those with shared care and other arrangements

Figure 4.15: Mean scores on conflict over money, by care arrangement by gender of
parent

M Father

W Mother

100% nights Most nights Shared care  All/most nights
with mother withmother  time(35-65%]) with father

A combined measure of conflict was also constructed from these two indices. Using this
index, Figure 4.16 shows that the parents shared care arrangements reported lower mean
scores on the index, indicating they have lower Ewe¢lconflict than parents with other care
arrangements. The only significant differences, however, werattoerswho reported less
conflict when they had shared care arrangements than when their children spent more time
with their motrhéerandmbeo %y Wierhwaremotsigniicadt) .
differences for mothers.

3 F (4, 511) = 5.23p = .001; the poshoc planed comparisons between shared care and children with

their mother all or most of the time were significant.

87 F (4, 370) = 4.15p = .003 and the only significant pelsbc comparison was between those whose

children were with them all or most of the tiraed those whose children were with their mothers 100%
of the time.

8 F (4, 364) = 4.99p = .001, with the only significant pesioc comparisons between fathersiared care

arrangements and fathers whose chistdryemogshentd manrde
with mothero6).
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Figure 4.16: Mean scores on conflict index, by care arrangement by gender of parent

19
17
15
13
11

M Father

W Mother

= = W o~ W

100% nights Most nights Shared care All / most
with mother with mother time(35-65%) nights with
father

Note T Conflict index is on a scale fno 4 to 19 points, constructed by adding the two indices on the conflict
over childrearing and conflict over money indices.

Parentsdé6 comments in both the surveys and
conflict are concerns about the parentityge of the other parent (which can range from mild
concerns differences in style to serious co

safety) and disputes over money and suspici ¢
or resisting sharedare. Some parents were also quite explicit about the difficulties in relation
to communication between them.

Differences in parenting style

Comments about basic differences in parenting styles were not necessarily negative; nor were
they unique to sharechre arrangements. Clearly though there were some families in which
the parents had very different expectations and this was a cause of some tension between the
parents and was seen to be making the child unhappy. For example:

(What aspects of the arrangents is the child most unhappy withPwo
families - two different sets of rules (788, mother with shared care of 15
yearold)

Weekdays at his dads usually means no homework gets done so he gets
stressed. Also forgets things that he needs for schooljlEary books etc,

note from school get lost usually, have to treat him extremely gentle the
following day as usually goes to bed really late. (105, mother, with shared
care 14 and 7 yealds)

Some parents with shared care also indicated that theyirhddr parenting styles and had
maintained them since the separation, with or without much discussion.

I'm there to bring them up and when they're with her... .... the problem is

you never really get, probably 100% on the way to bring them up because
therelationship' s not the best. There's been times where we haven't spoken

about things with the kids |just because
discipline thing, in both households we've needed to do it, otherwise she

can't really discipline them. (letview 3, father with shared care)
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So all of last year we were meeting for coffee or whatever and signing
documents or trying to work out, renegotiate stuff. So yeah, so we, you
know, | talked to him about her behaviour and he was horrified to hear, you
know, what was going on, and so then we had to have the two of us talk to
Sarah and say under no circumstances are you allowed to have a boy in the
house alone, and when she sees both of us reinforcing the same message,
it 0s reakhegolglo oeh doait. I(Ipterviewi 32t mother of
adolescent girl in shared care)

Concerns for childrends safety

Another critical aspect of the relationship between the parents and one which both reflects
and affects the relationship between the parents and their wakisgto allow their children

to go to the other parentdés home is their t
when they are with the other parent.

Figure4.17 indicates that parents in shared care were the leabt tikeeport concerns for

the safety of their children in the care of the other parent with nearly 60% of both mothers
and fathers in this regard reporting no concerns. The strongest concerns were reported by
fathers when the children were primarily inithewn care and by mothers when the children
were living 100% of the time with their fathers. These results need to be treated with caution,
however, because when these fathers were reporting on safety concerns while with the other
parent, they were typitlg reporting on previous shared care arrangements in which there had
been a change to 100% care by the father.

All the mothers whose children were living with their fathers 100% of therépmarted some

or serious concer ns whdeomodt fatherseepartedsdmee brderi@isn 6 s S
concerns when the child was in the mother s
concerns with this arrangement).

Figure4l17.Concer ns aboutybgdare drrdmgemeri s saf et

a) reported by fathers

70%

60%

50% B
40% B

B Noconcerns
30% B

B Some concerns
20% [ Serious concerns
10% - B

0% T T T T T

100% nights Most nights Shared care Most nights 100% nights
with mother with mother  time(35- with father  with father
65%)
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b) reported by mothers

70%

60%

50%
40% |
30% - ~ ENoconcerns

B Some concerns
20% — .

Serious concerns

10% - —
OL:I/L‘I 1 T T T T

100% nights Most nights Shared care Most nights 100% nights
with mother withmother time(35- withfather withfather
65%)

The lower level of concern among parents in shared care is not surprising since parents who
hold these concerns are less likely to agree to shared care and to resist the other parent having
(more) time. The interviews with several mothers indicate, however, that mothers who hold
concerns about the chil dbeisgwérs stilpilvglved icshdreda nd e
care arrangements, albeit very reluctantly when their concerns weéracoepted. For

example:

You said that the arrangement that you ¢
you woul déve I|iked to have had more ti me
that youdbve got serious concerns about t

Yeah. Can you tell me a binore about what you would prefer to have?

Because of the increase, | guess, in psychological abuse and emotional
abuse of the children and the instability in general, that like he sees a lot of
different people and they come home and feel really confabedt you

know relationships and so forth, | feel that it would be a lot more stable for
them if they were with me most of the time and had, you know, maybe
weekend every fortnight with him and shared holidays or something like
that, yeah. (Interview 17)

The kids told me of a situation where they were having a shower with
daddy - which is something we never did with the children, we never
showered with the children, the kids were bathed in a bath tub. And it
evolved that daddy had no clothes on either &edckids had no clothes on

and daddy sai d, Acl ean daddydéds willyo.
Department of Child Safety and the kids were interviewed by the police.
But because the children aged three and

surprises they, | had to return the children to that man, otherwise | would

have been in breach of the parenting orders.... and the kids a few weeks

later said it was still happening, the showers are still happening and there

was, yeah an undertone there that the athdf was still happening and |

went through the same process again but
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y disclosures. € But he is inflicting
il dren and I 6m very worried about the

Bu youdre unable to get that care, you Kk
modified as a result of that?

We | | the children didndot make a discl ost
charge the father. The problem I d6dve got
very much in line with both parents sharing the care of the children and in a

worl d outside of the one 1 6m in, I think
looking at a situation like mine, where the father in this case, he has a

history of domestic violencend heds subjected me to it
subjecting the children to it. | spoke to my solicitor yesterday with my

recent concerns, she said we could go back to court, but the problem with

going to court is you may as well put a $20,000 pricetagoh i, v er vy,
very expensive and when you consider tha
$50, 000 éand I still have to fork out $0

It is also clear that matters are significantly more likely to be litigated when a parent has
safety concerns fotheir children when they are in the care of the other parent, especially
mothers with serious concerri@dure4.18).°

Figure 4.18: Safety concerns for children by means of resotion

a) reported by mothers

Mother

Means of
resolution

100.0%

.Agreed - no other help

(] Agreed with
professional help

[ Litigated

80.0%

60.0%"

Percent

40.0%"

20.0%

0.0%

T T T
No concerns Some concerns Serious concerns

SAFETY CONCERNS re CHILDREN

39

G2 = 66.0, 4df, p <.001 for mothers, an@2 = 25.9, 4df, p <.001 for fathers. Regression analysis also
indicated that &ving the court mandate care arrangements is associated with i@2#se in the
probabilty of a parenhaving safety concerns
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b) reported by fathers

Father

100.0%

80.0%

60.0%"]

Percent

40.0%"

20.0%

Means of
resolution

.Agreed - no other help
(] Agreed with

professional help
OLitigated

0.0% T
No concerns

T
Some concerns

T
Serious concerns

SAFETY CONCERNS re CHILDREN

Concerns about violence

Similarly, Figure4.19 indicates that parents in shared care were less likely than those in other
care arrangements to report concerns for their safety. The highest levels of concern were

reported by mothers whose children were living with them 100% of the time. There were also
relatively high level of concern among both mothers and fathers whose children were living

with the father 100% ohte t

me

but

t he number s

n

t hese

small. Again, however, several mothers in the interview group told of violence and abuse and
denigration by their former partners involved in shared care with them. Several mothers
reportel that they had an AVO or orders that dictate that the children are dropped off and
picked up from school or a contact centre to prevent the parents coming into direct contact

with each other.

Figure 4.19: Percentage of parents reporting concerns about violence against them by

care arrangement:

a) reported by mothers
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70%
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B Noconcerns
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mother  mother (N=180)
(N=130) (N=205)

Most 100%
nights nights
with with
father  father (7)
(N=24)

| mSomeconcerns

— Serious concerns
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b) reported by fathers

90%

80%

B Noconcerns

70%
60%

B Some concerns

Serious concerns

50% -

40%

30% -

20% —
10% - —
0% - T T T T

100% Most Shared Most
nights nights caretime nights
with with (35-65%) with
mother  mother (N=172) father
(N=51) (N=116) (N=28)

100%
nights

with
father
(N=23)

Significantly, concerns about the safety of the children and conflict between the parents over
child-rearing issas were highly correlated (523) = .48 for mothers and(378) = .45 for
fathers); conflict over money was not correlated at all with safety for childrg&®2) = .04
for mothers and (371) = .12 for fathers. The same pattern was evident for conaeons
violence to themselves, and concerns about safety and violence were highly correlated: (
(540) = .63 for mothers arrd370) = .55 for fathers).

4.5

Perceived child outcomes and parental satisfaction

Parents were asked several questions about hovtheglthought their current arrangements

o6wor ked for

t he

chil

dr en 6,

how happy

t hey th

and how satisfied they were with the arrangem&itéie responses of parents in shared care
arrangements were then comphreith those from parents in other care arrangements, with
particular attention to the comparison with parents when children were living mostly with

t heir mot her

, because

this has

been

t he ntr a

of analysesincluding regression analyses, were carried out, controlling for the influence of
other factors such as age, gender, the perceived level of conflict between the parents, and how
the particular parenting arrangement was determined.

The main independent kables were the shared care categories6antdo s t
was set as the reference category in each instafde demographic variables which were

used as

i ndependent

40

vari abl es

(or

ti me with

covariat es

These variables were initially-point scales, but it was decided to collapse them into binary variables

containing the lowest two points (Y) and the top three points (N), for ease or interpretation of tdsults. |
not appropriate to conduct OLS regression in limited ordinal scales such as these, and other methods such
as ordered probit or logit regression produce complex results inaccessiblesiatistical audiences.

4 i Mo st ti me

arrangement

wi t h

miomhetr 6 ama

of

so it

provides

6 th e a dpise¢eadamonaparénting o r m

a useful

compdhei son po

numbers of parents in

t his

study

wi t h

arthepgément

arrangements are also considerably smaller resulting in small cell sizes when a number of variables are

taken into account.
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Gender (mother/father)

Age

Education

Income

Employment status

Time since separation

Time in previous relationship

Re-partnering status

= =4 4 4 -4 -4 -4 -5 -

For mer p-parthering staddé r e

In addition to these controls, a second set of independent control factors was created to
capture the dege of cooperation and conflict between thepaxrtners:® These included
were:

Whether the couple went to court to decide on care arrangements

An index of tasks associated with caring for the child ¢egihg after the child when
s/he is sick, taking thehild to birthday parties, sport, other activitegs)

1 Anindex of issues over which there is conflict in relation to the child, including
tension over money issues, disagreement over basierehilohg issues, and being
able to talk about childelatedissues

Whether the respondent or their partner makes decisions about the child
Whether the respondent pays or receives maintenance

Whether they think their former partner bears a fair proportion of the costs of caring
for the child.

In addition to thes demographic and cooperation/conflict controls, interaction effects
between each of the care arrangement categories and the gender of the respondent were also
tested, owing to the likely effect of parental gender on their responses. As the findings
repored earlier show, the reported effect of shared care is likely to be different for mother
and father respondents.

4.6  How well does the current arrangement work for the child?

Parents were asked to rate on a -fpant scale how well they thought the current
arrangements were working for their childréngure 4.20 a, b indicates that parents with
shared care arrangements were generally positive about these arrangements, with fathers
being somewhat more positive than mothers (77%athfefs and 66% of mothers). In fact,
fathers with shared care arrangements (77%) reported that the arrangements were working

42 Categories were omitted to create a reference category (base comparison group) of a person who did not

go to court, has s responsibility for childearing tasks, pays for less, experiences less conflict, makes
joint decisions, neither pays nor receives maintenance, and thinks the other partner does not bear their
fair share of the costs.
a3 An index of costs associated twitaring for the child (eg school uniforms, holidays for the children,
child care or out of school care, eteds excluded from the analydiecause afoo much missing data.
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significantly better for their children than those whose children were spending most of their

time with their mother (47%)Y Mothes 6 r eports on how well t h
working did not differ significantly between those whose children were in shared care (66%
working well) or spent most of their time with them (60.5%)th mothers and fathers who

spend little no or no time Wi their children, however, were the most likely to report that the
parenting arrangements were working badly for their children.

We | | I think i1tdés been better for them.
parent sort of thing, or become distanced froormthe and i n fact t he\
become, you know closer. So you know we do everything to ... together and

you Kknow, and theyobéve stildl got access |
want so i1 tdos ... yeah, I think 1 to0os bee
(Father of 14and 12year olds in shared care)

Works welli good things? Time with the kids. Yeah, definitely, and

having all the family, our family, sort of togeth&feah.But the time is the

thing. Andé you know, I think the boys have
T h evg Gust changed and, you know, Zach has gone from being

introverted, unhappy... He was a very, you know, shy and unhappy boy who

woul dndét make a decision and heds bl osso

know, an easier, happi enterested ththindsut heds ¢
that he wasndét interested in before.

year in school and he used to mock people who tried and things like that,

and now hedés having a go and hedbds inter

wants to, he wats to prove himself. (Father of 14 and J€ar olds in
shared caréy

Figure 4.20: How well current arrangements work for children by care arrangement
a) reported by fathers

90%
80%

70% —
60% —
50% -
40% -

W neutral
30% - —
20% well/very well
- |
. - H o
0% I T T T T 1

100% nights  Most nights  Shared care  Most nights  100% nights
withmother with mother time(35-65%) withfather  withfather

M very badly/badly

a4 G2 = df9p<.60]1 forGathers

5 All names have been replaced by pseudonyms to protect confidentiality.

85



b) reported by mothers

80%

70%

60%

50%

40% M very badly/badly

M neutral
30%
well/very well

20%

N _:. 1 i

O% 1 T T T T

100% nights  Most nights  Shared care  Most nights  100% nights
with mother with mother time(35-65%) withfather with father

Asagies of anal yses, including regression an
perceptions ofhow well the current arrangements, including shared care, work for the
children, taking into account the influence of a range of other variables that naght b
expected to vary between parents who have shared care arrangements and those who have
other arrangemenf§ These analyses indicate that much of the difference between the
various care arrangements in how well those arrangements were perceived toibg wask

associated with their concerns about safety for their children, violence towards themselves,

and how they came to that arrangem&he demographic factors had little influente.

Figure4.21 shows, for example, the propion of mothers and fathers who reported that the
care arrangements were working badly, according to whether they had safety concerns for
their children in the care of the other parent. When there were no safety concerns, there were
very few parents who ghthe arrangements were working badgpart from a slight increase
where the children were living all the time with their mother. As safety concerns increase,
however, mothers were motkan twice adikely to report that shared care arrangements
were working badly than fathers werat serious levels of concern for the safety of the
children, for example, the relative proportions of mottzerd fathers saying shared care was
working badly were .73 and .3Mothers with shared cangere, however, not sificantly

more negative than mothers with the children mostly in their car®@4866 of the time)
except where they held serious concerns about the safety of the chiffeompared with

.36). Both mothers and fathers were also significantly more negats the level of safety
concerns increased when the child was in the care of the other parent for more of the time.
The most predominantly negative group were mothers when children were with their father
100% of the time (over 80% of mothers).

“ A final series of models used variables denoting
codes provided from the CSAfortkee | ect i on of the sample (6énot i n sh
20076, and 6in shared care between 2007 and 2008d)
variables, and interactions combining them with respondent gender, wereseegmas the three
dependent variables. None of the categories, past or present, or in interaction, significantly predicted any
of the outcomes, and this factor was consequently dropped from the analysis.

4 There was no significant effect associated withdemographic variables.
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Figure 4.21: Proportion of mothers and fathers reporting care arrangements working
badly by level of safety concerns for children
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Somewhat similar patterns in relation to the interaction effects were evidentticzdierns
about violence and level of conflict between the pardntpi(e4.22 andFigure4.23).

As with safety concerns for their children, when there were no concerns about violence to
themselves, f@ parents said the arrangements were working badly for their chidrpart

from a marked increase in this case for fathers where the children were living all the time
with their mother (Figure 4.22). As concerns about violence increase, howaverkal
increased proportion of mothers in shared care arrangements (from lesd ttearb)
reported that these arrangements were working badly for the children. Where mothers held
some concerns, those in shared care arrangements were twice as likely ttoagptively
compared with those where the children were with them most of the time (approximdtely
compared with18); at serious levels of concerns there was little difference between mothers
with these two sets of arrangements, #ma&l proportion whavere negativedropped off to

about one in ten when the children were with them 100% of the time. About one in five of the
fathers with shared care arrangements indicated that this was not working well for children
when there had concerns about violencentbelves, but the highest proportion was for
fathers who reported serious concerns and whose children were with their mothers most of
the time (all fathers in this group). When children were with their mother 100% of the time,
fathers were negative aboubvia the arrangements were working regardless of the level of
concern about violence to themsel{&s.

8 The number of fathers who had concerns about violence to themselves was, however, very low.
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Figure 4.22: Proportion of mothers and fathers reporting care arrangements working
badly for children by concerns about violence
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As Figure4.23 shows, the proportion of mothers who reported that shared care arrangements
were working badly was | ow and not significa
arrangements where tigewas low or even medium levels of conflict. The picture is quite
different, however, when they report high levels of conflict. In this case, mothers with shared

care arrangements are just as negative as those whose children are with the faitreginost

of the time®® For fathers, the highest proportion reporting that the arrangements are working
badly had children who were with their mother all or most of the time in circumstances where

there was medium or high level of conflict.

9 The two groups (fathers 100% of the time and fathers most of the time) were combined because of the small
number of fathers in theggoups (se&igure4.3)
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Figure 4.23: Proportion of mothers and fathers reporting care arrangements working
badly for children by conflict
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As outlined earlier, litigation was more common when there were concerns about safety and
violence. This was atsthe case where conflict was higher but this might well be both a
reflection of and a cause of the litigation. It is not surprising then that as the degree of
intervention in coming to an arrangement increases, the proportion of both mothers and
fathers vino see the arrangement as not working incredsgaré 4.24). This was especially

so for fathers where the children are primarily in the care of their mother, and again this is
hardly surprising because they have clearly lost#se for care of their children. The pattern

for mothers in relation to mothers and shared care is also instructive. Where shared care was
the outcome of litigation, about 40% of mothers saw it as not working for their children
whereas the figure for fagihs was only about 5%. This is consistent with a pattern that the
parent who did not get his or her preferred outcome in the litigation is more likely to report
that the arrangement is not working well for the child than the parent who was successful.
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Figure 4.24: Proportion of mothers and fathers reporting care arrangement working
badly for children by means of resolution
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4.7  How happy are children with the arrangement?

Similar analyses based on parental pptions of how happy their children are with the
arrangements yield quite similar findingé/hile the majority of parents report that their
children are happy or very happy with the arrangement, the highest proportion is for those in
a shared care arrangent with minor differences between mothers and fathggufe4.25).

Fathers reported that children are happier with shared care and in their own care than in
arrangements in which most of their time is spent with their mothdaothers reported that

the children are equally happy in shared care and when they spend all (or nearly all) their
time with them. As with the ratings of how well the arrangements are working, there is some
evidence of reporting bias, with both mothersldathers saying the children are least likely

to be happy when they have little time with them and spend most of their time with the other
parent.
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Figure425:Chi |l drends happiness with current arralt

a) reported by fathers
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As with parentsdé perceptions of how well t h
further analyses, including regression analyses, to take into account the influence of other
factors indicated that deographic factors made little differente.Once agai n, pat

perceptions of how happy their children were with their arrangements were affected by their
level of concern for the safety of their children, violence towards themselves, the conflict
betwea the parents, and the means by which they came to those arrangemehiguigee

%0 These analysesxaminglt he effect of shared care upon the chan

child is unhappy or ver ycontrallihgafqr thg influeinde lof mary ethea r r a n g e
variables
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4.26, Figure 4.27 and Figure 28).Though there is some similarity in patterns, there were
some differences between parentsdé perception
they thought the arrangements were working for the children.

Both mothers and fathers reported that most children were happy in shared care arrangements

at rates thawer e si mil ar to those in Omostly moth
concerns for their childrenbés safety in the
happiness decreased, however, as their level of safety concerns increased, e$pecially
mothers. Over half the mothers who had serious safety concerns said their children were
unhappy in shared care, compared with about 25% of the fathers. There was little difference
between mothers and fathers, however, at any level of concern wheérmrchin wer e 0 mo s
with their mothersd. Again, both mothers anc
childrenbés happiness when they were in the c
of mothers said their children were unhappy livivith their father all or most of the time.

Figure 4.26: Proportion of mothers and fathers reporting children are unhappy by
safety concerns for children
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The pattern i s s omewh atfortsemseivds about Viotence gnéfore nt s ¢
conflict (Figure 4.27). Perhaps the most significant finding frdangure 4.27 (concerning

levels of conflict)is that there is little difference between mothers fatlders in either shared

care or Omost | y imetms efrhéw happy @& nirdhappyethey gerceive

children to be except where there were high levels of conflict. In this case, mothers reported
children being unhappier in shared care than livimagtly with them
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Figure 4.27: Proportion of mothers and fathers saying children are unhappy by conflict
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Figure 4.28: Proportion of mothers and fathers sayng children are unhappy by means
of resolution
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Not surprisingly, childrends perceived happi

their parents came to their care arrangements. It is very similar to the pattern of parents
reporting that the car arrangements are not working well. Again, as the degree of
intervention in coming to an arrangement increases, the proportion of both mothers and
fathers who see the children as unhappyeases Kigure 2§, exceptfor mothers whose

children are with tam 100% of the time. The difference between the perceptions of mothers
and fathers with shared care arrangements also increased. When shared care was the outcome
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of litigation, about 40% of mothers said their children were unhappy whereas the figure for
fathers was only about 10%. The proportion of mothers who said their children were unhappy
doubled from agreed arrangements to those arranged with professional help, and again to
litigated matters.

4.8 How satisfied are parents with the arrangements?

Parents wer asked to indicate on a fipmint scale how satisfied they were overall with the
parenting arrangements for their children. Both mothers and fathers reported high levels of
satisfaction in shared care, and when their children were mostly in their oerf-agure

4.29). The least satisfied parents were those whose children were primarily in the care of the
other parent.

Figure 4.29: Parental satisfaction with current care arrangemen
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b) reported by mothers
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Again, demographic variables made little difference to the above pattern of satisfaction but
safety and violence concerns, and the level of conflict between parents and the means of

resolution did make a défence The patterns were again quite similar, with safety concerns

for the children again associated with higher levels of dissatisfaction than for concerns about

violence. The pattern for conflict is presented below.

In relation to shared care and peveei conflict with their former partner, the most
significant finding is that both mothers and fathers are significantly more dissatisfied with
shared care as the level of conflict increases. For mothers, in low conflict4%niyere
dissatisfied comparedith about 5% for medium conflict and 57% in high conflict. For
fathers the figures are abd®h, 13% and 8% respectively. Mothers in shared care reporting

hi gh
mothe ©

conflict also said they were more
ar r a(#gor Overalltfa parents in high conflict, there is a linear trend with

increasing dissatisfaction as the proportion of time children are with them decreases.

Figure 4.31 shows parental dissatisfaction with the arrangements by the oheasslution

and indicates that the level of dissatisfaction, not surprisingly, increases as the level of
external intervention increases. There was, however, little difference between mothers with

shared care and those whose children with them mosedinte regardless of the means of
resolution. Those with couinposed shared care arrangements were not significantly more
dissatisfied than those who had their children with them most of the fhathers, havever,
weresignificanty more likely to be atisfied when they had shared care

95

di

S S



Figure 4.30: Proportion of mothers and fathers reporting dissatisfaction bylevel of
conflict
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Figure 4.31: Proportion of mothers and fathers reporting dissatisfaction byneans of
resolution
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