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Abstract

Hong Kong has experienced profound social and demographic changes that
present challenges for child care. Changing family structures have weakened
extended family ties and reduced the support provided by the kinship network in
caring for dependent children. At the same time, increasing participation in education
and the labour market by women has resulted in an increased demand for social care
for children and families. The aim of this study is to obtain a holistic view of child
care patterns and the needs of families in Hong Kong in relation to child care to
inform policy debates aimed at improving the care of children and the welfare of their
carers.

In this study, we adopted both quantitative and qualitative methods composed of
four major stages: 1) documentation, 2) telephone survey, 3) focus group interviews
and 4) in-depth interviews. To understand the child care policies and measures in
other countries, we reviewed child care support policies of four different countries
including the UK, Australia, Japan and Korea. The telephone survey sought to obtain
an overview of child care patterns in families from different social backgrounds in
Hong Kong. The survey was based on a simple random sampling method to select
respondents in households with a residential telephone line. We interviewed 509
respondents who had children aged 12 years or below. We also conducted 10
focus-group interviews to explore carers’ perceptions of the different policies that
support child care. To understand the views on child care policy development,
inter-professional coordination and collaboration in providing care services in Hong
Kong, we conducted in-depth interviews with government officials from the Labour
and Welfare and Education Bureaus, and interviewed service providers from social
service agencies, women’s organisations, kindergarten and primary school.

The key findings of the current study are the following: (1) the family-based care
model is still prevalent among the interviewed families, but support from
grandparents is minimal. (2) Gender is still a significant factor affecting child care
patterns as well as the perceptions on the roles and responsibilities of fathers and
mothers in child care. (3) Affordable child care service provision is far from adequate.
(4) Working women are unlikely to escape from caring duties even when they worked
outside the family and these duties have an effect on their employment decision. (5)
The proportion of total household expenditure allocated to child care expenses is high
especially among low-income families. (6) Child care should not be regarded as the
sole responsibility of a family but as a collaborative effort of the state, family,
community and market. (7) The policy assumption of child care in Hong Kong is



based on the ‘breadwinner and ‘family care’ models, which are outdated and fail to
respond to the social needs and social development in modern society.

In view of the existing problems in child care, we recommend policy changes to
improve the situation: (1) revisit the policy assumption on child care; (2) review the
distribution of roles among different sectors in providing care; (3) strengthen family
friendly policies in Hong Kong; (4) introduce cash allowances and increase
subsidised services for child care; (5) improve coordination among different
government departments; (6) set up infrastructure to support child care and (7)
promote gender education to encourage men to share the responsibilities of child care.
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Introduction

In recent years, declining fertility rate, increasing number of women participating in
the labour market and changing values concerning welfare provisions have placed
enormous demands and pressures on child care in East Asian countries (Chan et al.,
2011; Wang, 2011; Chan, Takahashi & Wong, 2010). Similar to other East Asian
countries, the changes in Hong Kong have been alarming and have spawned
considerable public debates on child care policy, particularly on who should be
responsible for child care.

In Hong Kong, the government adopts the traditional male breadwinner care
model, in which women are regarded as natural carers in the family and caring duties
are viewed as the responsibility of individual families. In 2011, the number of
homemakers in Hong Kong was 673,300, among of which women comprised 97.8%
(Census and Statistics Department, 2012). The traditional gendered division of labour
in Hong Kong assumes that women are natural carers and thus, should take up the
major duties associated with child care. According to a study by the Hong Kong
Federation of Women’s Centres (2011), some full-time carers spend more than 72
hours a week on caring tasks, which may result in ill health and emotional problems
on the part of the carers. These caring duties also result in significant adverse
consequences for women’s personal development and their participation in society,
the labour market and public affairs. Moreover, full-time carers are likely to
experience economic dependency and be trapped in poverty because care work is
unpaid (Leung & Chan, 2000).

Labour force participation among women in Hong Kong has remained relatively
stable at around 48%. This figure is significantly lower than that for men. Women
aged between 25 and 29 years have the highest rate of labour force participation,
whereas the highest rate for men is between 30 and 39 years (Census and Statistics
Department, 2011). These data indicate that the rate of economic participation of
women is profoundly affected by the family life cycle. Official data reveal that
women outnumbered men in part-time employment. For example, among the total
number of part-time employees in 2005, 62.69% were female and 37.31% were male
(Ngo & Pun, 2009). Married women are more likely to engage in part-time or casual
work because these forms of employment enable them to combine work outside the
family with their household duties (Women’s Commission, 2011). Although the
double burden of carers should not be overlooked, to date, the Hong Kong SAR
government has done very little to ease their burden. Existing support for children is
far from adequate, and is neither affordable nor accessible for most low-income

1



families in Hong Kong. Without affordable, high-quality child care provision,
children are at risk of being neglected or living in poverty. The lack of adequate and
affordable child care often compels women in low-income families to quit their jobs
to care for their children. Research has shown that family friendly policies, such as
child or family allowances, family-related tax provisions and child care arrangements,
encourage parenthood (Keithley & Hattery, 2002). At the same time, evidence
suggests that family friendly policies have had a positive effect on women’s choices
in paid work, which can help increase labour participation of women, ease
work-family conflicts they experience and improve their work performance (Public
Policy Research Centre, 2008; Leung & Chan, 2012).

Chan et al. (2011) suggested that care provision in five East Asian countries
(Japan, Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong and China) has moved from being the sole
responsibility of the family to a responsibility shared by the four sectors. The concept
of the ‘care diamond’ relates to the different roles of four sectors, the state, family,
community and market, in providing care services. The ‘care diamond’ is a useful
analytical tool for understanding the boundaries between the different sectors and
their roles in providing and financing care (Zhang and Young, 2012). Zhang and
Yeung’s (2012) comparative study on child care policy also identified the rapid
expansion of social care in response to the social and demographic changes in some
Asian countries, such as Japan and South Korea. However, child care policy is a
relatively less studied topic in Hong Kong. Questions such as the following remain
unanswered and deserve further study: what is the distribution of roles among the
four sectors? How much financial responsibility should be shared by the different
sectors? What effect does child care have on women’s employment? What kinds of
resources are available to support families in caring for children? Do parents in Hong
Kong prefer home-based or social care? What kinds of support for child-rearing do
couples want? Do Chinese families of different social backgrounds differ with regard
to their child care practices and expectations of support?

Research objectives

The overall objective of this study is to obtain a holistic view of child care patterns
and the needs of families in Hong Kong in relation to child care and inform policy
debates aimed at improving the care of children and the welfare of their carers. The
specific objectives of the study are to:
1. document child care policies in European and East Asian countries and review
the effectiveness of such policies;
2. investigate the patterns and costs of child care for Hong Kong Chinese
families;



understand the needs and problems of families in providing child care;
identify the gaps in existing service provision and financial support for child
care; and

. explore stakeholders’ views of different measures for supporting child care in
Hong Kong.



Research methodology

This study adopted both quantitative and qualitative methods. We believe both
approaches have a significant role in understanding the complicated patterns of child
care, the problems and needs of carers, the gaps in social service provision and carers’
expectations for social support. The study is composed of four major methods: 1)
documentation of census data and review of child care policies in other countries; 2)
telephone survey of parents with children aged less than 12 years in Hong Kong; 3)
focus group interviews with primary carers; and 4) in-depth interviews with
government officials and service providers.

Documentation

With the intention of understanding the child care policies and measures in other
countries, we chose four different countries and reviewed their child care support
policies. These countries include the United Kingdom, Australia, Japan and Korea.
We reviewed the child care support policies and measures in the United Kingdom and
Australia because these two Western countries have long histories of providing carers’
allowances and implementing family friendly policies (Williams & Owen, 2009; Daly,
2012). We also reviewed the policies in two other East Asian countries, Japan and
Korea, because these countries share a Confucian heritage with Hong Kong and have
undertaken family policy reforms in recent years (Peng, 2012). The way that different
European countries have provided support for child care and the policy debates in

East Asian countries will inform the development of child care policy in Hong Kong.

We also obtained mapping fertility rates and women’s labour participation rates
in Hong Kong and the four countries for the past 30 years. Reviewing census data
will help depict the changing demographic structure, family structure, employment
patterns and child care services in Hong Kong over the past 30 years. The data will
also provide an important overview of the changing family situation in Hong Kong.

Telephone Survey

This study adopted a telephone survey to obtain an overview of child care patterns in
families from different social backgrounds in Hong Kong. The telephone survey was
contracted out to the Centre of Social Policy Study of the Hong Kong Polytechnic
University, which conducted the survey during the period from September to
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December 2015. The telephone survey was based on a simple random sampling
method to select respondents in households with a residential telephone line. The
research team formulated the research questions, closely monitored the training of
interviewers as well as the collection and analysis of the data. The survey data were
analysed using the computer software SPSS. The contents of the survey focused on
four main areas: (1) patterns of child care; (2) cost of child care; (3) child care support
they have received; and (4) their views on different child care support measures.

We interviewed 509 respondents who were parents of children aged 12 years or
below. Among the respondents, 63.1% were female while 36.9% were male. The ages
of the respondents ranged from 18 to 60 years. Among the respondents, 62.7% had
ages between 36 to 45 years. Most of them were worked (68%), and only 30.3% were
full-time carers. Among these respondents, 58% had one child, 36.3% had two
children, 5.3% had three children and only 0.4% had four children.

Focus group interviews

While the telephone survey provided an overview of families’ experiences of
providing child care, an in-depth understanding of the dynamic situations involved in
the processes through which social inequality is constructed is necessary. We also
aimed to explore carers’ perceptions of different policies to support child care.

The content of the focus group interviews focused mainly on four areas: (1)
The care patterns and dynamics involved in caring; (2) The experience of carers in
child care; (3) The types of help that participants received from different care sectors,
whether they have found the support helpful and what benefits or services are
available for carers, if any and (4) Carers’ opinions on different measures that support
child care.

Including stakeholders from different social backgrounds is important in
developing a holistic view of the issue. Therefore, we conducted ten focus group
interviews each comprising around two to six participants and lasting about one and a
half to two and a half hours. Each group was formed according to the social
backgrounds of the participants, namely class, ethnicity, marital status, employment
status and health/ability of their children. The ten groups included primary carers
from 1) full-time working females; 2) low-income full-time carers; 3) middle income
full-time carers; 4) new arrival carers; 5) carers with two-way permit; 6) lone parents;
7) parents on CSSA; 8) low-income full-time working mothers; 9) male carers and 10)
parents with children with chronic illnesses/disabilities.

The research target was selected through availability sampling. In total, 41 of
respondents participated in the focus group interviews, among whom, 7 were males
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and 34 were females. Three male respondents were identified from the preceding
telephone survey. In the last question for the telephone survey, they were asked about
their willingness to take part in the focus group interviews. The rest of the
respondents were recruited from social service agencies, women’s organisations and
personal contacts. The interviews were tape-recorded and transcribed for thematic
analysis. A coding system was used to identify themes from the transcripts.

In-depth interviews

We identify existing practices regarding inter-professional co-ordination and
collaboration in providing care services in Hong Kong by interviewing the service
providers from social service agencies, women’s organisations, kindergarten and
primary school. These interviews focused on the following aspects: (1) The
difficulties encountered in providing child care services; (2) the problems
encountered in collaborating with different professionals and organisations and (3)
the kinds of support they expected from the government.

Understanding the roles and attitudes of government officials in policy formation
and implementation processes is very important. Thus, we interviewed government
officials from the Labour and Welfare Bureau and the Education Bureau. The focus of
the interviews was on the following aspects: (1) The coordination between
government departments on child care; (2) the possibility to shift the boundary of care
from family-based to social care in Hong Kong; (3) the feasibility of various policies
and measures currently in operation in other countries and (4) future plans of the
government to improve child care policies.

The in-depth interviews were conducted according to systematic qualitative
research procedures using a semi-structured interview guideline. Most of the
interviews were tape recorded and transcribed for further analysis. We used a coding
system to identify themes from the transcripts.



Research findings and analysis

1.

Child care support measures in four different countries

Creating measures to support parents to raise children and reduce the conflict between
work and family is a global concern. Different countries have different conceptions of
their roles and responsibilities, which depend considerably on the type of welfare
regime of a country. This study chose four countries, namely, the United Kingdom,
Australia, Japan and Korea for comparison. The United Kingdom and Australia can
be classified as a liberalist welfare model while Japan and Korea can be classified as
an Asian welfare model influenced by Confucian culture. In some ways, the welfare
system in Hong Kong has been influenced by the two welfare models. In this study,
we look into the four areas of child care support in the four countries, including tax
benefits, financial support, social service and family friendly policy. The information
is summarised in the table below.

Table 1.1 Child care support in the UK, Australia, Japan and Korea

Country | Tax benefits/ Financial support Social service and health Family-friendly policy
deduction Universal Mean-tested care provisions
UK V V V V v
(1) Child (1) Child (1) Mean-test | (1) Sure Start (1) Maternity leave
Tax Benefit ed income | (2) Free child care and (2) Paternity leave
Credit (2) Carer’s support education in nursery (3) Parental leave
(CTO) Allowanc school (4) Flexible working
(2) Working e (3) Out-of-school hours care hours
Tax (OSH-care)
Credit (4) Sure Start programme
(WTC)
Australia | v \ V V
(1) Family (1) Parenting (1) Child (1) Long Day care (1) Maternity leave
Tax Payment Care (2) Family Day Care (2) Paternity leave
Benefit (2) Carer Benefit (3) InHome Care (3) Parental leave and
(two-part Allowance | (2) Child (4) Occasional Care home care leave
payment) Care (5) Child care waiting lists (4) Flexible working
(@) PartAis Rebate (6) Raising children hours
paid for (3) Stillborn Network (5) Breastfeeding in the
each Baby (7) KidsMatter workplace
child Payment (8) Cybersmart
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(b) PartBis

(9) Safe Schools Hub

extra aid (10) Healthy Kids Check
to single (11) Healthy Active
parents (12) Healthdirect
and (13) Kidsafe
families (14) Australian Hearing
with one (15) Immunisation Australia
main
income
Japan X X \ \ \
(1) Child (1) Creation of Certified (1) Maternity leave
Allowance Child care Centre (2) Paternity leave
System System (3) Parental leave
(2) Child (2) Maternal and Child (4) Obligation to shorten
Rearing Health Services working hours
Allowance (5) Flexible working
(6) Limitation on
overtime
(7) Exemption on
overtime work
(8) Limited late-night
work
Korea X v J V V
(1) Childcare | (1) Social 1) E&?&f:;'gg‘gg%iozr all (1) Maternity leave
Costs Service (2) i-Dolbom (one-to-one (2) Paternity leave
(2) Child-reari Voucher in-home child care (3) Parental leave
ng system) (4) Working hour
Allowance (3) Mother/Infant reduction
Healthcare Support (5) Flexible work time
Program system
(6) Child care leave
benefits
(7) Reduction of

working hours

reduction benefits

Source of reference:

UK:

OECD. (2005). Babies and Bosses: Reconciling Work and Family Life - Canada,
Finland, Sweden and the United Kingdom (Vol. 4).
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Paris: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. nidirect
government services. (2014). Sure Start Services. Retrieved August 12, 2015 from
http://www.nidirect.gov.uk/sure-start-services

Roberts, H.(2000). What is Sure Start? Archives of Disease in Childhood. Retrieved
August 11, 2015 from http://adc.bmj.com/content/82/6/435.full

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. (2015). Carer 5 Allowance.
Retrieved August 12, 2015 from https://www.gov.uk/carers-allowance/overview
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. (2015). Care to Learn.
Retrieved August 12, 2015 from https://www.gov.uk/care-to-learn/overview

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. (2015). Child Benefit.
Retrieved August 12, 2015 from https://www.gov.uk/child-benefit/overview

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. (2015). Child Tax Credit.
Retrieved August 12, 2015 from https://www.gov.uk/child-tax-credit/overview
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. (2015). Help paying for child
care. Retrieved August 12, 2015 from
https://www.gov.uk/help-with-childcare-costs/overview

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. (2015). Housing Benefit.
Retrieved August 12, 2015 from https://www.gov.uk/housing-benefit/overview
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. (2015). Income Support.
Retrieved August 12, 2015 from https://www.gov.uk/income-support/overview
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. (2015). Working Tax Credit.
Retrieved August 12, 2015 from https://www.gov.uk/working-tax-credit/overview

Australia:

Australian Government. (2015). Changes to JET Child Care Fee Assistance from 6
July 2015. Retrieved August 12, 2015 from
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/enablers/centrelink/jobs-education-and-tr
aining-child-care-fee-assistance/changes-to-jet-child-care-fee-assistance-from-6-july-
2015

Australian Government. (2015). Child Care Benefit. Retrieved August 12, 2015 from
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/services/centrelink/child-care-benefit
Australian Government. (2015). Child Care Rebate. Retrieved August 12, 2015 from
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/services/centrelink/child-care-rebate
Australian Government. (2015). Family Tax Benefit. Retrieved August 12, 2015 from
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/services/centrelink/family-tax-benefit-par
t-a-part-b

Australian Government. (2015). Jobs, Education and Training Child Care Fee
Assistance. Retrieved August 12, 2015 from
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/services/centrelink/jobs-education-and-tr
aining-child-care-fee-assistance

Australian Government. (2015). Newborn Upfront Payment and Newborn Supplement.
Retrieved August 12, 2015 from
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/services/centrelink/newborn-upfront-pay
ment-and-newborn-supplement

Australian Government. (2015). Stillborn Baby Payment. Retrieved August 12, 2015
from



http://www.nidirect.gov.uk/sure-
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/enablers/centrelink/jobs-education-and-training-child-care-fee-
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/enablers/centrelink/jobs-education-and-training-child-care-fee-
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/services/centrelink/newborn-upfront-pay
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/services/centrelink/jobs-education-and-tr
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/services/centrelink/family-tax-benefit-par
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/services/centrelink/child-care-rebate
http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/services/centrelink/child-care-benefit
https://www.gov.uk/working-tax-credit/overview
https://www.gov.uk/income-support/overview
https://www.gov.uk/housing-benefit/overview
https://www.gov.uk/help-with-childcare-costs/overview
https://www.gov.uk/child-tax-credit/overview
https://www.gov.uk/child-benefit/overview
https://www.gov.uk/care-to-learn/overview
https://www.gov.uk/carers-allowance/overview
http://adc.bmj.com/content/82/6/435.full

http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/services/centrelink/stillborn-baby-payme
nt

Shine Wing Australia. (2015). 2015 Federal Budget: Child care and health care
insights Changes to the Child care System. Retrieved August 13, 2015 from
http://www.shinewing.com.au/news-and-publications/2015-federal-budget-childcare-
and-health-care-insights/

Australian Government. (2016). What are my child care and early learning options?
Retrieved August 16, 2016 from https://www.mychild.gov.au/child
care-information/options

Australian Government. (2016). Promoting health and wellbeing. Retrieved August
16, 2016 from https://www.mychild.gov.au/families-carers/health-wellbeing

Japan:
Statistics and Information Department. (2010). Equal Employment and Child Welfare.
The Government of Japan: Statistics and Information Department. p. 184, 188,190.

The Government of Japan. (2015). Children and Childrearing. Retrieved August 13,
2015 from
http://www.mhlw.go.jp/english/policy/children/children-childrearing/index.html

Korea:
https://idolbom.go.kr/www/svcinfo/webUrl.do?urlCd=dolServicelnfo

https://www.angloinfo.com/south-korea/how-to/page/south-korea-healthcare-pregnan

cy-birth-maternity-rights

1.1  Tax deduction/benefits

Table 1.1 shows that among the four countries, the United Kingdom and
Australia have introduced tax benefits to ease the financial burden of parents.
For example, in the United Kingdom, parents are entitled to Child Tax Credit
regardless of employment status if the family has at least one child under the
age of 16, while the Working Tax Credit provides in-work support for
low-paid working adults and families with children. Australia has similar
measures; they offer Family Tax Benefits to help with the cost of raising
children based on each family’s individual circumstances. However, the two
East Asian countries, namely Japan and Korea, do not provide any tax-related
benefits for parents.

1.2 Financial support
Financial support for parents can be classified into two types, universal and
mean-tested benefits. Among the four countries, Australia provided more child
care benefits than the other three countries. The Australian government
provides universal benefits, such as Parenting Payment (ranging from A$

486.8 to 725.4 per year) to help cover the cost of raising children, while
10
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1.3

1.4

full-time carers are allotted a Carer Allowance of A$121.7 per fortnight if they
provide care for a child under 16 years old. The Australian government also
provides three other kinds of mean-tested benefits, including Child Care
Benefit, Child Care Rebate and Stillborn Baby Payment for low-income
families. In the UK, the government provides universal financial support to
parents, such as Child Benefit to all children under the age 16 years old and
Carer’s Allowance to carers who have given up their paid jobs to care for a
family member. Income Support is also provided to families with financial
difficulties.

Financial support for child care in Korea has improved significantly in
recent years. For example, the Korean government has introduced two
non-mean tested child care benefits, namely, Child Care Costs to support child
care expenses for children aged 0-5 who use day care centres. Those who do
not attend child care centres are provided with Child-rearing Allowances. A
comparison of the financial support provided in the four chosen countries
shows that Japan provides the most minimal financial benefits to support child
rearing. The Japanese government provides two mean-tested benefits, namely
Child Allowance System and Child Rearing Allowance to parents whose
income is less than the limit.

Social service provision

In addition to tax benefits and financial support, social service support is
another important support for parents in child care. Table 1.1 shows that
among the four countries, the Australian government has taken the most active
role in providing comprehensive and subsidised child care services and health
care support to young children. Although the social service provision in Korea
is not as considerable as that provided by Australia, Korea provides free child
care services to all children aged 0-2 years old.

Family friendly policy

As mentioned earlier, the United Kingdom and Australia have long history of
implementing family friendly policies in their own countries. The policy
orientations of these two countries are geared toward gender equality in
employment and the work-life balance of the parents, and therefore, both
countries have legal protection on working hours, encourage flexible working
hours and provide maternity leave, paternity leave and parental leave. For
example, in the United Kingdom, the total paid maternity leave is 39 weeks
and paid paternity leave is 2 weeks. In Australia, the paid maternity leave is 6
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1.5

weeks plus 12 paid parental and home care leave for mothers, and paid
paternity leave is 2 weeks.

Even in countries that have adopted the Asian welfare model, paid
leave for parents is still much higher than that in Hong Kong. In Japan, the
paid maternity leave is 14 weeks, whereas paid parental and home care leave
available to mothers is 44 weeks. Although Japan does not provide paid
paternity leave for fathers, the country provides 55 weeks of paid parental
leave for fathers. In Korea, mothers are entitled to 12.9 weeks of maternity
leave, 52 weeks of paid parental leave for mothers, 0.6 weeks paid paternity
leave, and 52 paid parental leave for fathers (OECD,
http://lwww.oecd.org/els/family/database.htm).

Lesson from the experiences of the four countries

Certain lessons can be gained from the experiences of the four countries in
developing child care policy. First, child care policies and degree of support
vary among different countries. Child care support in the UK and Australia are
noticeably better than that of in Japan and Korea. The reason for this disparity
is largely related to the dominant welfare regime of these countries. The UK
and Australia have a tradition of providing social care to support family in
caring for children; hence, the governments of these two countries are willing
to take more responsibilities to support parents in taking care of their children
by implementing four kinds of measures. The removal of one of these types of
support would make it difficult to meet the changing child care needs and
family demands.

Second, government intervention has led to positive changes in terms
of women’s employment and fertility rate. For example, Japan and Korea
adopt the Asian welfare model, which means these countries emphasise family
care rather than social care. However, with reference to the recent
development of the child care policy in these countries, we find that Japan and
Korea have made some changes in their respective child care policies and
have increased child care support in recent years. The changes may be because
of the employment policy of encouraging women’s participation in the labour
force and the population policy geared at encouraging fertility rate of the
country. Women’s labour force participation rate in Korea in 2005 was 54.5%,
but this number has increased to 57% in 2014. Japan underwent similar
changes. The labour force participation rate in Japan in 2005 was 60.8% but
increased to 66% in 2014 (OECD, 2016).
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Compared with these four countries, Hong Kong lags behind in terms
of child care support. Learning from the experiences of these four countries,
the following changes need to be considered to improve child care policy in
Hong Kong. First, the orientation of the child care policy should be reviewed.
Second, the responsibility of government in child care should be increased.
Third, more supportive measures such as child care benefits and social service
provision should be provided to parents. Four, family-friendly employment
should be strengthened to create a non-discriminatory working environment
for parents in Hong Kong.
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2. Findings on telephone survey

2.1 Caring patterns

2.1.1 Physical care

A total of 509 respondents were interviewed for this study. Among the respondents,
17.9% stated that the mother bore all the responsibility of providing physical care for
the children while 35.7% answered that the mother bore most of the responsibility. A
smaller number of respondents said that the mother bore a very small part of the
responsibility (11.6%) or did not bear any responsibility at all (2.0%). The figures
show that mothers continue to play the role of main caregivers in providing physical
care for children.

As expected, the responsibility borne by fathers in providing physical care for
children was less than that borne by mothers. A very small number of respondents
stated that the father bore all the responsibility (1%) or most of the responsibilities
(5.6%). In fact, 10% of the respondents stated that the father did not provide any
physical care for children at all.

Grandparents, either paternal or maternal, helping in taking care of the children
is not common. Among the respondents, 47.9% stated that the grandparents did not
help at all, whereas 27.2% and 18.3% answered that the workload shared by
grandparents was very little and fifty-fifty, respectively. Only 6.3% of the respondents
stated that the grandparents shared most of the workload and 0.4% said that the
grandparents bore all the workload of providing physical care for children.

Among the respondents in this study, 237 employed domestic workers/part-time
helpers/babysitters but only 235 answered the question. Domestic workers/part-time
helpers/babysitters did not play the most important role in providing physical care for
the children. Among respondents who answered this question, 41.7% said that the
workload shared by the domestic worker/part-time helper/babysitter was fifty-fifty,
while 32.8% said that they shared most of the workload. Moreover, 18.7% of the
respondents stated that they shared very little workload and 4.7% of the respondents
said that they did not share any of the workload in providing physical care for
children. (Table 2.1)
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Table 2.1: Share of Workload in providing physical care for children

Share of the workload
None Very little Fifty-fifty Most All
No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of Total no. of
respondents | respondents | respondents | respondents | respondents | respondents
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Mother* 10 (2.0%) 59 (11.6%) | 166 (32.7%) | 181 (35.7%) | 91 (17.9%) | 507 (100%)
Father* 50 (10.0%) | 229 (45.6%) | 190 (37.8%) 28 (5.6%) 5 (1.0%) 502 (100%0)
Paternal/
Maternal 236 (47.9%) | 134 (27.2%) | 90 (18.3%) 31(6.3%) 2 (0.4%) 493 (100%)
grandparent(s)*
Domestic worker/
part-time helper/ 11(4.7%) 44 (18.7%) 98 (41.7%) 77 (32.8%) 5 (2.1%) 235 (100%)
babysitter*
Notes: *

Mother: Two respondents answered “T don’t know/ it’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question.
Father: Seven respondents said “I don’t know/ it’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question.
Grandparent: 16 respondents said “I don’t know/ it’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question.
Domestic worker/part-time helper/babysitter: 272 respondents did not employ any domestic
worker/part-time helper/babysitter; 2 respondents who employed domestic workers/part-time

helpers/babysitters said “I don’t know/ it’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question.

2.1.2 Homework supervision

Among the respondents, 27.1% stated that the mother handled all the workload in
supervising children’s homework, 40% stated that the mother shared most of the
workload and 24.8% said that mother shared half of the workload. A very small
percentage of the respondents stated that the mother shared very little or none of the
workload (5.9% and 2.2% respectively). These numbers indicate that mothers
continue to assume the main role in the supervision of children’s homework.

Fathers’ share of workload in supervising children’s homework is still relatively
small. Among the respondents, 13.4% said that the father did not share in the
workload at all, 33.7% stated that the workload shared by the father was very small,
and 34.8% said that the father shared half of the workload. Although fathers
contributed less than mothers in supervising their children’s homework, they had a

larger contribution in this respect than in providing physical care for children.
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Grandparents did not share much of the workload in supervising children in their
homework. Among the respondents, 76% stated that the grandparents did not share
any of the workload, while 19.7% said that the workload shared by the grandparents
was very little. Only 4.1% of the respondents stated that grandparents shared half of
the workload and only 0.2% said that the grandparents borne most of the workload.
These numbers show that grandparents helping to supervise children’s homework
were highly uncommon.

A total of 237 respondents employed domestic workers/part-time
helpers/babysitters, but only 229 respondents answered this question. According to
their response, domestic workers/part-time helpers/babysitters played a very small
part in supervising children in their homework. Among those who responded to this
question, 79% said that the domestic worker did not share in the workload at all while
17.9% said that the share of the workload of the worker was very small. Among those
who answered this question, 2.6% said that the workload shared by the worker was
fifty-fifty and 0.4% said that the worker shared most of the workload. These results
show that in most cases, domestic workers/part-time helpers/babysitters rarely assume

the role of supervising children’s homework. (Table 2.2)
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Table 2.2: Share of Workload in Supervising Children’s homework

Share of Workload
None Very little Fifty-fifty Most All
N N N N N Total N
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
11 29 123 198 134 495
Mother*
(2.2%) (5.9%) (24.8%) (40.0%) | (27.1%) | (100%)
66 166 171 71 18 492
Father*
(13.4%) (33.7%) (34.8%) (14.4%) (3.7%) | (100%)
Paternal/
367 95 20 1 0 483
Maternal
(76.0%) (19.7%) (4.1%) (0.2%) (0.0%) | (100%)
Grandparent(s)*
Domestic worker/
part-time 181 41 6 1 0 229
helper/baby (79.0%) (17.9%) (2.6%) (0.4%) (0.0%) | (100%)
sitter *
Notes: *

Mother: 14 respondents said “I don’t know/it’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question.
Father: 17 respondents said “I don’t know/it’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question.
Grandparent(s): 26 respondents said “I don’t know/it’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question.

Domestic worker/part-time helper/babysitter: 272 respondents did not employ any domestic
worker/part-time helpers/babysitter. The question was therefore irrelevant. Among those who
employed domestic workers/part-time helpers/babysitters, 8 respondents said “I don’t know/it’s

hard to say” or refused to answer the question.

2.1.3 Keeping Children Company
Among the respondents, 16.2% stated that all responsibility of keeping the children
company was borne by the mother, 41.6% said that most of the responsibility was
borne by the mother and 36.7% said that the responsibility borne by the mother was
fifty-fifty. The percentage of respondents who answered that the responsibility borne
by the mother was very small or none at all was 4.1% and 1.2%, respectively. These
results indicate that mothers still bear the main responsibility in terms of keeping
children company.

With regard to the role of the father, 4.9% of the respondents answered that the

father did not share any responsibility in keeping children company. The percentage
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of the respondents who stated that the father shared a very small part or none at all is
30.2% and 44.9%, respectively. Only 15.6% stated that the father shared most of the
responsibility and 4.3% said that the father bore all the responsibility. These results
indicate that in terms of keeping children company, the responsibility shared by
fathers is smaller than that shared by mothers. However, a comparison with their role
in providing physical care for children indicated that fathers shared more in the
responsibility of keeping children company.

In the case of grandparents, 52.9% of the respondents said that the grandparents
did not share in the responsibility of keeping children company while 29.1% of the
respondents said the grandparents shared only a very small part. However, 14.1% of
the respondents said that the responsibility shared by the grandparents was fifty-fifty,
3.2% said the grandparents shared most of the responsibility and 0.6% said the
grandparents bore all the responsibility. These figures indicate that sharing the
responsibility of keeping children company was uncommon for grandparents.

Among the 237 respondents who employed domestic workers/part-time
helpers/babysitters, 235 answered this question. Among those who answered the
question on whether the domestic worker/part-time helper/babysitter shared the
responsibility of keeping their children company, 31.9% said that they did not share
the responsibility, 37% said they shared a very small part of the responsibility and
26% said the responsibility borne by the domestic worker/part-time helper/babysitter
was fifty-fifty. Only 4.7% said that they bore most of the responsibility and 0.4%
stated that they borne all the responsibility. The figures show domestic
workers/part-time helpers/babysitters rarely shouldered the responsibility of keeping
children company. (Table 2.3)
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Table 2.3: Share of Workload in Keeping Children Company

Share of Workload
None Very little | Fifty-fifty Most Full
N N N N N Total N
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
6 21 187 211 82 507
Mother
(1.2%) (4.1%) (36.9%) (41.6%) (16.2%) (100%0)
25 153 227 79 22 506
Father
(4.9%) (30.2%) (44.9%) (15.6%) (4.3%) (100%)
Paternal/Maternal 262 144 70 16 3 495
Grandparent(s) (52.9%) (29.1%) (14.1%) (3.2%) (0.6%) (100%)
Domestic
worker/ 75 87 61 11 1 235
part-time worker/ | (31.9%) (37.0%) (26.0%) (4.7%) (0.4%) (100%)
babysitter*
Notes: *

Mother: 2 respondents said “I don’t know/it’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question.

Father: 3 respondents said “I don’t know/it’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question.

Grandparents: 14 respondents said “I don’t know/it’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question.

Domestic worker/part-time helper/babysitter: 272 respondents did not employ any domestic
worker/part-time helper/babysitter, and so the question was irrelevant; 2 respondents refused to

answer the question.

2.2 Double burden of working mothers

We found that the employment status of respondents had a significant effect on their
assessment value of their burden. Among the male respondents, only five were not
working. Because the number was too small for analysis, we focused on analysing the
response of the working and non-working female respondents.

With regard to providing physical care for children, the average assessment
value of the non-working female respondents on the role played by the mother is
higher than that of the working female respondents (4.00 vs. 3.39), indicating that
when a mother does not have a paid job, she is usually the one to provide physical
care for the children. With regard to the role played by grandparents, the average

assessment value of working female respondents is higher than that of non-working
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female respondents (2.06 vs. 1.77). As to the role played by domestic
workers/part-time helpers/babysitters, the average assessment value of working
female respondents is also higher than that of non-working female respondents (2.71
vs. 2.19). These values indicate that working mothers have a greater need for help
from grandparents or domestic workers/part-time helpers/babysitters in sharing the
burden of providing physical care for children. Notably, not much difference was
observed between the two groups of respondents in terms of their assessment of
fathers’ contribution to the physical care of children. This absence of significant
difference indicates that the husband’s contribution to the physical care of their
children was not affected by whether or not a mother is working. Hence, no
significant change has occurred in the gender division of labour in the family, and
many working mothers face the pressure of a double burden.

With regard to supervising children’s homework, a significant difference was
observed between working and non-working female respondents in their assessment
of their husbands’ contribution (2.72 vs. 2.23). These results show that when a woman
has a paid job, her husband would contribute more to supervising children’s
homework. In the case of grandparents and domestic workers/part-time
helpers/babysitters, no significant difference was observed in the two groups of
female respondents in terms of their assessment values of their share of the workload
of supervising children’s homework. As mentioned earlier, generally speaking,
grandparents and domestic workers/part-time helpers/babysitters assume a relatively
small role in supervising children’s homework, which is why the workload of
supervising children’s homework is similar for working and non-working mothers.

With regard to the burden of keeping children company, the assessment value of
their share of the burden by working mothers is lower than that of non-working
mothers (3.66 vs. 3.94). A difference was also observed in their assessment of the
contribution of their husbands (2:91 vs. 2:52). These results show that when a woman
has a paid job, her husband would have to contribute more to the responsibility of
keeping their children company. The contribution of grandparents and domestic
workers/part-time helpers/babysitters in this respect is relatively small. Not much
difference was observed in their assessment of the contribution of grandparents and
domestic workers/part-time helpers/babysitters regardless of whether or not the

female respondents had a paid job. (Table 2.4).
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Table 2.4: Comparison of the mean assessment values of working female
respondents and non-working female respondents

Female respondents

Female respondents

helper/ babysitter

(working)# (non-working) #
No. of No. of Mean
Mean
respondents respondents
Share of workload by the following persons in providing physical care for children
Mother 166 3.39* 155 4.00*
Father 166 2.43 153 2.28
Paternal/Maternal Grandparent(s) 165 2.06* 150 1.77*
Domestic worker/ part-time
. 142 2.71* 95 2.19*
helper/ babysitter
Share of workload by the following persons in supervising children’s homework
Mother 165 3.98 154 412
Father 165 2.73* 152 2.23*
Paternal/Maternal Grandparent(s) 164 1.39 149 1.43
Domestic worker/ part-time
. 142 1.33 94 1.41
helper/ babysitter
Share of workload by the following persons in keeping children company
Mother 166 3.66* 155 3.94*
Father 166 2.91* 153 2.52*
Paternal/Maternal Grandparent(s) 165 1.88 150 1.66
Domestic worker/ part-time
142 1.83 95 1.77

Notes: # Employed and self-employed are included in the category of “working

respondents” while home carers, retirees and unemployed persons are included in

the category of “non-working respondents”

* significance < 0.05, please refer to Table 2.5
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Table 2.5: Independent samples t-test statistics

) Significance
t Mean difference .
(two-tailed)
Share of workload by the following persons in providing physical care for children
Mother -5.732 -.608 .000
Father 1.517 153 130
Paternal/Maternal
2.337 287 .020
Grandparent(s)

Domestic worker/
2.967 522 .003

part-time helper/

Share of workload by the following persons in supervising children’s homework

Mother -1.219 -.135 224
Father 4.149 497 .000
Paternal/Maternal

-.388 -390 699
Grandparent(s)

Domestic worker/

part-time helper/ -596 -.084 552

Share of workload by the following persons in keeping children company

Mother -3.000 -.279 .003
Father 3.906 .393 .000
Paternal/Maternal

1.945 219 .053
Grandparent(s)
Domestic worker/

412 .063 .681

part-time helper/

2.3 Gender perception on workloads shared by mothers and fathers

A huge difference between male and female respondents could be observed in their
assessment of who shared more workload in taking care of the children. To analyse
the difference, a numeric value between 1 and 5 was assigned to each answer choice,
which ranged from “none” to “all” with regard to the workload shared by different
persons. For example, the answer choice of “none” was coded as 1, “very little” was
coded as 2 and so forth, and ““all” was coded as 5. A value for the share of workload
was computed based on the respondents’ answer choices. The average value of the

workload of different groups of people was computed. Using the T-test, the average
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values of different groups of people were compared and analysed to determine if any
difference could be observed in their share of workload.

Not much difference was observed between male and female respondents in their
assessment of the workload shared by grandparents and domestic workers/part-time
helpers/babysitters. The mean values of respondents’ assessment of the workload of
grandparents and domestic workers/part-time helpers/babysitters in different types of
child caring tasks were all lower than the share of workload of mothers and fathers in
these tasks. These results indicate that even though grandparents and domestic
workers/part-time helpers/babysitters share in some caring tasks, they cannot replace
the parents, particularly mothers, in terms of the workload that the latter bear. (Table
2.6)

From a gender perspective, the assessment of female respondents of their share
of the workload in providing physical care for their children is obviously relatively
high (mean value is 3.69), while their assessment of the share of the workload of the
fathers is relatively low (mean value is 2.36). Male respondents believed that mothers
shared more workload than fathers in providing physical care for children. The mean
value of their assessment of mothers” workload is 3.36, which is higher than their
assessment of fathers’ workload (2.62). However, compared with the assessment of
female respondents, male respondents tended to underestimate the mothers’ workload
(3.36 vs. 3.69) and overestimate fathers’ workload (2.62 vs. 2.36).

With regard to the supervision of children’s homework, a similar difference
between the assessments of female and male respondents could be observed. The
mean value of female respondents’ assessment of mothers’ workload is 4.05, whereas
that of the fathers’ workload is 2.49. The workload of mothers was considered to be
much higher than that of fathers. However, the mean value of male respondents’
assessment of mothers’ workload is only 3.58, whereas that of the fathers’ workload is
3.02. A considerable difference can be observed in the assessment of the male
respondents and that of the female respondents.

Their assessment of the share of workload in keeping children company has
similar results. The mean value of female respondents’ assessment of mothers’
workload is 3.80, which is much higher than the mean value of their assessment of
fathers’ workload at 2.72. The mean value of male respondents’ assessment of

mothers’ workload is only 3.48, whereas that of fathers’ workload is 3.06.

23



Mothers undeniably have the larger share of workload in all three types of child
care tasks (providing physical care for children, supervising children’s homework,
and keeping children company). These results indicate that the traditional gender
division of labour continues to prevail. Fathers shared more in the task of supervising
children’s homework and keeping children company than providing physical care for
children. These results also highlight the gender division of labour in the types of
child care tasks that women and men handle. Men are more ready to supervise
children’s homework and keep them company, and are less willing to provide

physical care for children.

Table 2.6: Workload of different groups of persons in different types of child
care tasks: a comparison of the mean values of the assessment of male and
female respondents

Male respondents Female respondents

No. of Mean value of No. of Mean value
respondents workload respondents | of workload

Share of workload by the following persons in providing physical care for children

Mother 187 3.36* 321 3.69*
Father 188 2.62* 319 2.36%
Paternal/ Maternal

184 1.84 315 1.92
grandparent(s)
Domestic worker/part

145 2.57 237 2.50

time helper/ babysitter

Share of workload by the following persons in supervising children’s homework

Mother 185 3.58* 319 4.05*
Father 186 3.02* 317 2.49*
Paternal/ Maternal

182 1.38 313 1.41
grandparent(s)
Domestic worker/part

144 1.51 236 1.36

time helper/ babysitter
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Share of workload by the following persons in keeping children company

Mother 187 3.48* 321 3.80*
Father 188 3.06* 319 2.72*
Paternal/ Maternal

184 1.65 315 1.77
grandparent(s)
Domestic worker/part

145 1.95 237 1.81

time helper/ babysitter

Notes: * significance<0.05, refer to Table 2.7

25



http:significance<0.05

Table 2.7: Independent samples t-test statistics

] Significance
t Mean difference ]
(2-tailed)
Share of workload by the following persons in providing physical care for children
Mother -3.657 -.327 .000
Father 3.438 257 .001
Paternal/ Maternal
-.884 -.087 377
grandparent(s)
Domestic worker/part
. . 494 .070 622
time helper/ babysitter
Share of workload by the following persons in supervising children’s homework
Mother -5.152 -.463 .000
Father 5.317 533 .000
Paternal/ Maternal
-.288 -.024 773
grandparent(s)
Domestic worker/part
] ] 1.189 149 236
time helper/ babysitter
Share of workload by the following persons in keeping children company
Mother -4.224 -.322 .000
Father 4.255 .343 .000
Paternal/ Maternal
-1.389 -122 .166
grandparent(s)
Domestic worker/part
] ] 1.199 146 231
time helper/ babysitter

2.4 Cost of caring

2.4.1 Child care expenditure as a percentage of total household expenditure

When estimating expenditure on child care for children aged 12 years or below, 44%
of the respondents said that 20% or less of the total household expenditure was spent
on child care, 38.9% of the respondents said the figure was 21%-40% and 13% of the
respondents said the figure was 41%-60%. Only 4.1% of the respondents said that
61% or more of the total household expenditure was spent on child care. (Table 2.8)
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Table 2.8: Proportion of Total Household Expenditure Spent on Children Aged

12 or Below
As a percentage of total No. of respondents Valid Percentage
household expenditure
20% or below 367 44.0
21% — 40% 95 38.9
41% — 60% 20 13.0
61% or above 1 4.1
Total 491 100.0
Note: 18 respondents said “I don’t know/It’s hard to say”, or refused to answer the
question.

2.4.2 Relationship between child care expenditure and average monthly household
income
The lower the household income, the higher the proportion of total household income
allocated to expenditure on children. Among respondents whose total monthly
household income was $0-$19,999, 32.9% said that 41% of the total monthly
household income was spent on their children aged 12 years or below. Among
respondents whose total monthly household income was $60,000 or above, only 8.6%
said that 41% or more of the total household income was spent on the children. (Table
2.9)
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Table 2.9:

Relationship between the expenditure on children aged 12 or below
and average monthly household income

Average total

Percentage of total household income

monthly spent on children aged 12 or below
household
) 20% or less | 21%-40% |40% or more
income Total
$0- 19,999 |No. of respondents 21 30 25 76
As a percentage of this
. 27.6% 39.5% 32.9% 100.0%
income group
As a percentage of ‘total
expenditure on children aged| 10.7% 17.3% 32.1% 17.0%
12 years or below’
As a percentage of total
4.7% 6.7% 5.6% 17.0%
number of respondents
$20,000— No. of respondents 20 30 16 66
29,999 As a percentage of this
. 30.3% 45.5% 24.2% 100.0%
income group
As a percentage of ‘total
expenditure on children aged| 10.2% 17.3% 20.5% 14.8%
12 years or below’
As a percentage of total
4.5% 6.7% 3.6% 14.8%
number of respondents
$30,000- No. of respondents 68 62 24 154
59,999 As a percentage of this
. 44.2% 40.3% 15.6% 100.0%
income group
As a percentage of ‘total
expenditure on children aged| 34.7% 35.8% 30.8% 34.5%
12 years or below’
As a percentage of total
15.2% 13.9% 5.4% 34.5%

number of respondents
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$60,000 or  |No. of respondents 87 51 13 151
more As a percentage of this
. 57.6% 33.8% 8.6% 100.0%
income group
As a percentage of ‘total
expenditure on children aged|  44.4% 29.5% 16.7% 33.8%
12 years or below’
As a percentage of total
19.5% 11.4% 2.9% 33.8%
number of respondents
Total No. of respondents 196 173 78 447
As a percentage of this
. 43.8% 38.7% 17.4% |100.0%
income group
As a percentage of ‘total
expenditure on children aged| 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% |100.0%
12 years or below’
As a percentage of total
43.8% 38.7% 17.4% |100.0%

number of respondents

Pearson Chi-Square = 34.889; Significance = .000

2.4.3 Monthly expenditure on children aged 12 or below

The findings indicate that for the monthly expenditure of the respondents on children

aged 12 years or below, the most expensive item is tuition fee and other school fees,

which averages $4,630. The second most expensive item

is learning and

extracurricular activities, which averages $3,446. Expenditure on food and clothing is

$2,175 and that on health care is $840. From the median, standard deviation,

minimum value and maximum of each expenditure item, we can observe that their

differences are quite significant. For example, the median of tuition fee and other

school fees is $3,000, but the standard deviation is $6,363 and the maximum value is
$50,000. (Table 2.10)
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Table 2.10: Monthly expenditures of all children aged 12 or below

Tuition and Learning and Medical Food/
other school  extracurricular expenses Clothing
fees activities
Average $4,630 $3,446 $840 $2,175
Standard deviation $6,363 $3,844 $1,349 $1,923
Median $3,000 $2,000 $500 $2,000
Minimum value $0 $0 $0 $0
Maximum value $50,000 $40,000 $20,000 $15,000
Total number of
466 479 422 441

families interviewed

2.4.4 Relation between monthly family income and expenditure on children

We also compared the expenditures of the four income groups of respondents on their
children by comparing their spending on each child in various expenditure items. The
difference between the expenditure of the four income groups was analysed by
ANOVA. A huge gap between different income groups was observed in their total
spending on each child. The average spending on each child in the lowest income
group ($0-$19,999) is $3,754, whereas that of the highest income group ($60,000 or
more) is $10,366. A huge gap between different income groups could also be
observed in terms of their spending on each child as a percentage of the total income
of the family. With regard to other expenditure items, such as tuition fee, other school
fees, extracurricular activities, food and clothing, children in the high income group
obviously enjoyed more favourable conditions. (Table 2.11)

The average health care expenditure of the four income groups (from the lowest
to the highest income group) are $434, $507, $594 and $694 respectively. The
difference is not significant statistically, indicating that parents in all income groups
attach significance to the health care needs of their children. Even low income
families are generous in spending money on children’s health care. Hence, their
spending on health care of their children is close to the amount spent by families in
the high income group. However, these results also indicate that children’s health care

is a heavy burden for low income families. (Table 2.12)
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Table 2.11: Monthly expenditure on each child of respondents aged 12 or below
and monthly household income

Monthly Tuition and Learning and .
] Total i Medical Food and
household income ) other extra-curricular )
expenditure o expenses clothing
school fees activities
$0- $19,999 $3,754* $1,375* $1,218* $434 $1,158#
$20,000- $29,999 $5,098* $1,636* $1,940* $507 $1,453#
$30,000-$59,999 $6,242* $2,530* $2,108* $594 $1,419#
$60,000 or above $10,366* $4,890* $3,533* $694 $1,778#

Note: *  significance = .000

#  significance = .001
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Table 2.12:

Monthly expenditure on each child of respondents aged 12 or
below and monthly household income

N Mean Significance
Total $0-19,999 83 3754.2972
expenditure $20,000- 29,999 67 5098.2090
$30,000- 59,999 155 6242.4301 .000
$60,000 or more 151 10365.6071
Total 456 6986.7763
Tuition and $0-19,999 75 1374.5556
other school | $20,000-29,999 61 1636.3934
fees $30,000-59,999 148 2530.0225 .000
$60,000 or more 146 4890.2968
Total 430 3003.1124
Learning or $0-19,999 79 1217.6160
extracurricular| $20,000- 29,999 65 1940.3077
activities $30,000-59,999 150 2108.0000 .000
$60,000 or more 145 3532.8736
Total 439 2393.5725
Medical $0-19,999 64 433.8281
expenses $20,000- 29,999 59 507.1186
$30,000- 59,999 134 594.2786 237
$60,000 or more 135 693.6296
Total 392 589.1794
Food and $0-19,999 73 1158.3333
clothing $20,000- 29,999 59 1452.8814
$30,000- 59,999 139 1419.4245 .001
$60,000 or more 138 1777.6570
Total 409 1498.5208

2.5 Effect of child care on parents

When asked on the extent of the effect of their role in child care, a larger number of
respondents stated that their personal development was most affected, with an
average value of 3.52. The next is choice of jobs with an average value of 3.10. The

effects of economic pressure and familial conflicts were comparatively small, with

average values at 2.96 and 2.52, respectively. (Table 2.13)
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Table 2.13: Indicators of the effects of child care burden on respondents

Least Not Very
Moderate Strong
strong strong strong
N N N N N Average
Total N
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) value

Economic 74 88 194 88 63 206 507
pressure (14.6%) (17.4%) (38.3%) (17.4%) (12.4%) '
Choice of 95 71 121 113 99 3.10 499
Job (19%) (14.2%) (24.2%) (22.6%) (19.8%) '
Personal 36 65 134 144 128 350 507
development (7.1%) (12.8%) (26.4%) (28.4%) (25.2%) '
conflict (20.2%) (30.8%) (31.4%) (12.3%) (5.3%) '

2.5.1 Relationship between income groups and the effect of child care burden on

choice of jobs

Table 35 shows that respondents in different income groups have different views on

the effects of child care on their choice of jobs. In the low income group ($0-19,999),

54.5% of the respondents stated that child care had a strong or very strong effect on
their choice of jobs. In the lower middle income group ($20,000-299,999), 55.2% of

the respondents stated that child care had a very strong or strong effect. In the high

income group ($60,000 or above), only 33.8% of the respondents said that the effect

was strong and very strong. These results indicate that the low income and lower

middle income groups are the most constrained in their choice of jobs. (Table 2.14)
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Table 2.14: Relationship between income groups and the effect of child care
burden on choice of jobs

Effect on choice of jobs

Least strong and Strong and very | Total
Moderate
Income group not strong strong
$0- No. of respondents 16 19 42 77
19,999 |As a percentage of this
. 20.8% 24.7% 54.5% 100.0%
income group
As a percentage of ‘effect
. ] 10.7% 17.4% 22.1% 17.1%
on choice of jobs’
As a percentage of total
3.6% 4.2% 9.4% 17.1%
no. of respondents
$20,000—|No. of respondents 19 11 37 67
29,999 |As a percentage of this
) 28.4% 16.4% 55.2% 100.0%
income group
As a percentage of “effect
. ) 12.7% 10.1% 19.5% 14.9%
on choice of jobs’
As a percentage of total
4.2% 2.4% 8.2% 14.9%
no. of respondents
$30,000 |No. of respondents 53 41 60 154
—59,999 |As a percentage of this
. 34.4% 26.6% 39.0% 100.0%
income group
As a percentage of “effect
. ) 35.3% 37.6% 31.6% 34.3%
on choice of jobs’
As a percentage of total
11.8% 9.1% 13.4% 34.3%
no. of respondents
$60,000 |No. of respondents 62 38 51 151
or above |As a percentage of this
) 41.1% 25.2% 33.8% 100.0%
income group
As a percentage of
. ) 41.3% 34.9% 26.8% 33.6%
‘effects on job choice’
As a percentage of total
13.8% 8.5% 11.4% 33.6%

no. of respondents
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Total No. of respondents 150 109 190 449

As a percentage of this
. 33.4% 24.3% 42.3% 100.0%
income group

As a percentage of ‘effect
. . 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
on choice of jobs’

As a percentage of total
33.4% 24.3% 42.3% 100.0%

no. of respondents

Pearson Chi-Square=17.361; significance=.008

2.5.2 Relationship between gender of respondents and the effect of child care on
choice of jobs

The study highlights the obviously strong connection between the gender of the
respondents and the effect of child care on their job choice. Among female
respondents, 50.8% said that the effect on their job choice was strong or very strong.
Only 26.8% of the female respondents answered that the effect was not strong or least
strong. In contrast, 44.1% of the male respondents said the effect was not strong or
least strong, while28.5% said that the effect was strong or very strong. These results
show that child care burden has a stronger effect the job choice of women than men.
(Table 2.15)
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Table 2.15: Relationship between gender of respondents and the effect of child
care burden on job choice

Gender of respondents

Total
Level of effect Male Female
Not strong or | No. of respondents 82 84 166
least strong As a percentage of respondents
49.4% 50.6% 100.0%
grouped under level of effect
As a percentage of male/female
44.1% 26.8% 33.3%
respondents
As a percentage of total number of
16.4% 16.8% 33.3%
respondents
Moderate No. of respondents 51 70 121
As a percentage of respondents
42.1% 57.9% 100.0%
grouped under level of effect
As a percentage of male/female
27.4% 22.4% 24.2%
respondents
As a percentage of total number of
10.2% 14.0% 24.2%
respondents
Strong and No. of respondents 53 159 212
very strong As a percentage of respondents
25.0% 75.0% 100.0%
grouped under level of effect
As a percentage of male/female
28.5% 50.8% 42.5%
respondents
As a percentage of total number of
10.6% 31.9% 42.5%
respondents
Total No. of respondents 186 313 499
As a percentage of respondents
37.3% 62.7% 100.0%
grouped under level of effect
As a percentage of male/female
100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
respondents
As a percentage of total number of
37.3% 62.7% 100.0%

respondents

Pearson Chi-Square=25.325; significance=.000

2.5.3 Relationship between gender of respondents and the effect of child care on

personal development

The indicators’ average value of the effect of child care burden on the personal
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development of the respondents is 3.52 (Table 2.13) and is the item with the most
effect. However, although the value is high for both male and female respondents, the
gender difference is also obvious. Among female respondents, 59.6% said that the
effect was strong or very strong while a lower percentage of the male respondents
(43.6%) gave similar answers. Hence, child care burden has a clearly larger effect on

women than on men because women take on more child care responsibilities.

37



Table 2.16: Relationship between gender of respondents and effect of child care

burden on personal development

Gender of respondents

Total
Level of effect Male Female
Not strong [No. of respondents 51 50 101
or least As a percentage of respondents grouped
0, 0, 0,
strong under level of effect 50.5% 49.5% 100.0%
As a percentage of male/female
27.1% 15.7% 19.9%
respondents
As a percentage of total no. of
10.1% 9.9% 19.9%
respondents
Moderate |No. of respondents 55 79 134
As a percentage of respondents grouped
41.0% 59.0% 100.0%
under level of effect
As a percentage of male/female
29.3% 24.8% 26.4%
respondents
As a percentage of total no. of
10.8% 15.6% 26.4%
respondents
Strong or  |No. of respondents 82 190 272
very strong [As a percentage of respondents grouped
P J P Jroup 30.1% 69.9% 100.0%
under level of effect
As a percentage of male/female
43.6% 59.6% 53.6%
respondents
As a percentage of total no. of
16.2% 37.5% 53.6%
respondents
Total No. of respondents 188 319 507
As a percentage of respondents grouped
37.1% 62.9% 100.0%
under level of effect
As a percentage of male/female
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
respondents
As a percentage of total no. of
37.1% 62.9% 100.0%

respondents

Pearson Chi-Square=14.297; significance=.001
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2.6 Child care support

26.1 Child allowance in income tax

Among respondents who answered the questions, 71.9% received child allowance in
their income tax, whereas 28.1% did not. (Table 2.17)

Table 2.17: Whether respondents received child allowance in their income tax

No. of respondents Valid percent
Yes 350 719
No 137 28.1
Total 487 100.0
Note: 22 respondents said “I don’t know/It’s hard to say” or refused to answer the
question.
2.4.2 Cash allowance or assistance

Among respondents who answered the question, 35.9% received cash allowance or
assistance for child care while 64.1% did not. (Table 2.18)

Table 2.18: Whether respondents received cash allowance or assistance

No. of respondents Valid percent
Yes 182 35.9
No 325 64.1
Total 507 100.0
Note: 2 respondents said “I don’t know/It’s hard to say” or refused to answer the

question.

2.6.2 Amount of cash allowance or assistance

Among respondents who received cash allowance or assistance, 8.6% stated that the
amount they currently receive was $4,001 or higher. Moreover, 5.7% received
$3,000-$4,000, 20% received $2,001-$3,000, 32.1% received $1,001-$2,000, 14.3%
received $501-$1,000 and 19.3% received $500 or less. (Table 2.19)
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Table 2.19: Amount of cash allowance or assistance received by respondents

No. of respondents Valid percent

$500 or less 27 19.3
$501- $1,000 20 14.3
$1,001- $2,000 45 32.1
$2,001- $3,000 28 20.0
$3,001- $4,000 8 5.7

$4,001 or more 12 8.6

Total 140 100.0

Note: Among 182 respondents who received cash allowance/assistance, 42 said “I don’t

know/It’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question.

2.6.3 Service used

Most respondents tackled the problem of child care by using services provided in the
private market or resorted to personal means. Among the respondents, 46.6%
employed foreign or local domestic workers, part-time helpers and babysitters while
35.8% used private child care services (such as after school tutorial class and play
groups). Only 35.2% of the respondents had never used any service and shouldered
the burden of child care by themselves or with the help of other family members. A
very small number of respondents used government service or services offered by
voluntary agencies, such as child care centres (4.3%), neighbourhood support child
care projects (0.4%), and after school care programmes (1.8%). These results show
that the respondents rarely used child care services provided by the government and

voluntary agencies. (Table 2.20)
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Table 2.20: Services that respondents had used

No. of respondents Valid percent

Child care centres run by government or
voluntary agencies

Neighbourhood support child care projects
(Nanny Buddy) run by government or 2 0.4
voluntary agencies

After school care programmes run by

22 4.3

government or voluntary agencies 9 18
Employment of foreign or local domestic 937 16.6
workers, part-time helpers, babysitters '
Private child care service (after school tutorial

class, play groups) 182 338
None of the above 179 35.2
Do not know/ hard to say/ refuse to answer 1 0.2

2.6.4 Relationship between family income and employment of foreign or local
domestic helpers, part-time helpers, babysitters

In this study, 46.7% of the respondents employed foreign or local domestic helpers,
part-time helpers and babysitters to take care of their children. Most of these
respondents belonged to the high income group. For example, 78.9% of the
respondents in the high income group (average monthly income of $60,000 or above)
employed domestic workers or babysitters while only 3.6% of the families in the low
income group (average monthly income of $0-$19,999) did. The results show that
few low income families can afford to employ someone to take care of their children.
(Table 2.21)
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Table 2.21: Relationship between income group and employment of foreign or
local domestic workers, part-time helpers and babysitters

Whether respondents

employed foreign or

local domestic

Average workers, part-time Total
monthly helpers and
family babysitters
income No Yes
$0- No. of respondents 80 3 83
$19,999 As a percentage of this income group 96.4% 3.6% 100%
As a percentage of ‘respondents who
. 32.8% 1.4% | 18.1%
employed /did not employ helpers’
As a percentage of total no. of respondents 17.5% 0.7% | 18.1%
$20,000- | No. of respondents 52 15 67
$29,999 As a percentage of this income group 77.6% 22.4% | 100%
As a percentage of ‘respondents who
i 21.3% 7.0% | 14.6%
employed /did not employ helpers’
As a percentage of total no. of respondents 11.4% 3.3% | 14.6%
$30,000- | No. of respondents 80 76 156
$59,999 As a percentage of this income group 51.3% 48.7% | 100%
As a percentage of ‘respondents who
. , 32.8% 35.5% | 34.1%
employed /did not employ helpers
As a percentage of total no. of respondents 17.5% 16.6% | 34.1%
$60,000 or | No. of respondents 32 120 152
more As a percentage of this income group 21.1% 78.9% | 100%
As a percentage of ‘respondents who
. , 13.1% 56.1% | 33.2%
employed /did not employ helpers
As a percentage of total no. of respondents 7.0% 26.2% | 33.2%
Total No. of respondents 244 214 458
As a percentage of this income group 53.3% 46.7% | 100.0%
As a percentage of ‘respondents who
. , 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
employed /did not employ helpers
As a percentage of total no. of respondents 53.3% 46.7% | 100.0%

Pearson Chi-Square=141.559; significance=.000
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2.6.5 Relationship between income group and use of private child care service

The study shows that 36.7% of the respondents use private child care service (after
school tutorial class, play groups). These results indicate that families in the higher
income group (average monthly income of $60,000 or above) use private child care
service (44.7%) more than respondents in other income groups. However, only 13.3%
of families in the low income group (average monthly income of $0-$19,999) use

private child care service. (Table 2.22)

Table 2.22: Relationship between income groups and use of private child care

service

Average Whether currently using
monthly private child care

. . Total
family service or not
income No Yes
$0-19,999| No. of respondents 72 11 83

As a percentage of this income group 86.7% 13.3% 100%

As a percentage of respondents who
] ) ) ) 24.8% 6.5% 18.1%
used/did not use private child care service

As a percentage of total respondents 15.7% 2.4% 18.1%
$20,000- | No. of respondents 36 31 67
29,999 As a percentage of this income group 53.7% 46.3% 100%

As a percentage of respondents who
) ] ) ) 12.4% 18.5% 14.6%
used/did not use private child care service

As a percentage of the total respondents 7.9% 6.8% 14.6%
$30,000- | No. of respondents 98 58 156
59,999 As a percentage of this income group 62.8% 37.2% 100%

As a percentage of respondents who
. . ) ) 33.8% 34.5% 34.1%
used/did not use private child care service

As a percentage of the total respondents 21.4% 12.7% 34.1%
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$60,000 | No. of respondents 84 68 152

ormore | Asa percentage of this income group 55.3% 44.7% 100%

As a percentage of respondents who
i ) . ) 29.0% 40.5% 33.2%
used/did not use private child care service

As a percentage of the total respondents 18.3% 14.8% 33.2%

Total No. of respondents 290 168 458

As a percentage of respondents in this 63.3% 36.7% 100%

income aroup

As a percentage of respondents who
i ) . ) 100.0% 100.09% | 100.0%
used/did not use private child care service

As a percentage of the total number of
63.3% 36.7% 100.0%

respondents

Pearson Chi-Square=26.530; significance=.000

2.6.6 Paternity leave

Among the respondents, only 22.3% answered that fathers had taken paternity leave.
Most respondents (77.7%) stated that fathers had never taken any paternity leave. In
Hong Kong, room for improvement in family friendly policies, such as the

implementation of paternity leave still exist. (Table 2.23)

Table 2.23: Whether the fathers had ever taken paternity leave

No. of respondents Valid percent

Yes 110 22.3
No 384 77.7
Total 494 100.0

Note: 15 respondents said “I don’t know/ It’s hard to say” or refused to answer the
question.

2.6.7 Current work schedule and child care obligations

When the 384 respondents who answered this question were asked whether their
work schedule could accommodate their child care obligations, 18.5% said that it
could while 15.1% said it could very well accommodate their child care obligations.
Moroever,.8% and 9.6%, answered that it could or could not all, respectively whereas

35.9% of the respondents said that it was average. (Table 2.24)
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Table 2.24: Whether the work schedule of respondents could accommodate their
child care obligations

No. of respondents Valid percent
Accommodate very well 58 15.1
Accommodate 71 185
Average 138 35.9
Could not accommodate 80 20.8
Could not accommodate at all 37 9.6
Total 384 100.0

Note: 3 respondents said “I don’t know/ It’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question;
122 respondents said that it was not a relevant question because they did not have a
job, etc.

2.6.8 Work schedules of spouses and child care obligations

Many respondents stated that the work schedule of their spouses could not
accommodate their child care obligations. In particular, 24.1% of the respondents said
that it could not accommodate their child care obligations; whereas 13.3% said that it
could not accommodate them at all. When compared with their assessment of whether
their own work schedule could accommodate their child care obligations, a larger
number of respondents were displeased with the work schedules of their spouses and
wished their spouses could have more time to take care of their children. (Table 2.25)

Table 2.25: Whether the work schedules of spouses could accommodate their child
care obligations

No. of respondents Valid percent
Accommodate very well 47 10.4
Accommodate 64 14.2
Average 172 38.1
Could not accommodate 109 24.1
Could not accommodate at all 60 13.3
Total 452 100.0

Note: 12 respondents said “I don’t know/ It’s hard to say” or refuse to answer the question. 45

respondents said that it was not a relevant question because their spouses did not have a job.
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2.6.9 Relationship between the genders of the respondents and whether the work
schedules of their spouses could accommodate their child care obligations

When asked whether the work schedules of their spouses could accommodate their
child care obligations, a higher percentage of female respondents replied that the
work schedules of their spouses could not accommodate in part or could not
accommodate at all their child care obligations (43.7%). Only 19.9% of the female
respondents said that the work schedule of their spouses could accommodate or
accommodate very well their child care obligations. In contrast, only 24.7% of the
male respondents said that the work schedules of their spouses could not
accommodate in part or could not accommodate at all their child care obligations;
whereas 34% said that the work schedule of their spouses could accommodate or
accommodate very well their child care obligations. The results indicate that female
respondents were more dissatisfied than male respondents in the work schedule of
their spouses. The higher rate of dissatisfaction can be attributed to the difference
between men and women in their expectations of how much their spouses should
share in child care, but could also be because of the difference between men and

women in their share of child care burden in reality. (Table 2.26)
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Table 2.26: Relationship between the gender of the respondents and whether the
work schedule of their spouses could accommodate their child care obligations

Gender of respondents
Total
Male Female
Accommodate very No. of respondents 51 60 111
well / Accommodate  |As a percentage of
‘accommodate child care | 45.9% 54.1% 100.0%
obligations’
As a percentage of
34.0% 19.9% 24.6%
gender of respondents
As a percentage of total
11.3% 13.3% 24.6%
no. of respondents
Average No. of respondents 62 110 172
As a percentage of
‘accommodate child care | 36.0% 64.0% 100.0%
obligations’
As a percentage of
41.3% 36.4% 38.1%
gender of respondents
As a percentage of total
13.7% 24.3% 38.1%
no. of respondents
Could not No. of respondents 37 132 169
accommodate in part  |As a percentage of
/Could not ‘accommodate child care | 21.9% 78.1% 100.0%
accommodate at all obligations’
As a percentage of
24.7% 43.7% 37.4%
gender of respondents
As a percentage of total
8.2% 29.2% 37.4%
no. of respondents
Total No. of respondents 150 302 452
As a percentage of
‘accommodate child care | 33.2% 66.8% 100.0%
obligations’
As a percentage of
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
gender of respondents
As a percentage of total
33.2% 66.8% 100.0%
no. of respondents

Pearson Chi-Square=18.505; significance=.000

47




2.6.10 Relationship between the employment statuses of women and whether the
work schedules of their spouses could accommaodate their child care obligations

A further analysis of the perspective of female respondents of their husbands’ work
schedules shows a significant difference between the views of women who have a
paid job and those who do not have one. Among employed female respondents,
41.9% said that the work schedules of their husbands could not accommodate in part
or could not accommodate at all their child care obligations. Only 15.1% of employed
female respondents said that the work schedule of their husbands could accommodate
or could accommodate very well their child care obligations. Among female
respondents who were not employed, 37.8% said that the work schedule of their
husbands could not accommodate in part or could not accommodate their child care
obligations at all, while 25.1% said that the work schedule of their husbands could
accommodate or could accommodate very well their child care obligations. The
results shows that compared with the non-working female respondents, female
respondents who had a job had higher expectations of their husbands in sharing child
care. (Table 2.27)

Table 2.27: Relationship between the employment status of women and whether
the work schedule of their spouses could accommodate their child care

obligations
Female respondents
Not Total
Employed
employed

1 Accommodate | No. of respondents 24 36 60
very well/ As a percentage of ‘accommodate

40.0% 60.0% | 100.0%
Accommodate child care obligations’

As a percentage of ‘employed/not
15.1% 25.2% 19.9%
employed’

As a percentage of total number of
7.9% 11.9% 19.9%

female respondents
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2 Average No. of respondents 57 53 110
As a percentage of ‘accommodate
_ T 51.8% 48.2% | 100.0%
child care obligations’
As a percentage of ‘employed/not
35.8% 37.1% 36.4%
employed’
As a percentage of total number of
18.9% 17.5% 36.4%
female respondents
3 Could not No. of respondents 78 54 132
accommodate in | As a percentage of ‘accommodate
. T 59.1% 40.9% | 100.0%
part /Could not child care obligations’
accommodate at | As a percentage of ‘employed/not
49.1% 37.8% 43.7%
all employed’
As a percentage of total number of
25.8% 17.9% 43.7%
female respondents
Total No. of respondents 159 143 302
As a percentage of ‘accommodate
. T 52.6% 47.4% | 100.0%
child care obligations’
As a percentage of ‘employed/not
100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
employed’
As a percentage of total number of
52.6% 47.4% | 100.0%

female respondents

Pearson Chi-Square=6.078; significance=.048

2.7 Support measures

2.7.1 Support measures that could best alleviate the burden of child care

Among the four types of support measures, the highest percentage of respondents said

that cash allowance could best alleviate their burden of child care (41%).

second highest percentage of respondents said that tax deductions were most helpful

(26.2%). The third was family friendly policies, such as flexible working hours,

maternity and paternity leave (24.9%). Only 7.9% of the respondents mentioned

non-profit making child care service. (Table 2.28)
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Table 2.28: Support measures that respondents thought could best alleviate their
burden of child care

No. of respondents Valid percent
Tax deductions 129 26.2
Cash allowance 202 41.0
Non-profit making child care service 39 7.9
Family-friendly policies (such as flexible
Worki)r:g hours,yr:aternit;/paternity leave) 123 249
Total 493 100.0

Note: 16 respondents said “I don’t know/ It’s hard to say” or refused to answer the question.

2.7.2 Relationship between income groups and support measures to alleviate the
burden of child care

Further analysis of the relationship between income groups and measures to alleviate
the burden of child care indicate that respondents from different income groups
prefer different measures. Table 33 shows that most respondents in the high income
group ($60,000 or more) thought that tax deductions could best alleviate the burden
of child care (62.4%). Family friendly policies were the second most popular
measure among respondents in the high income group (37.4%). In the lower-middle
income group ($20,000-$29,999), most respondents chose non-profit making child
care services (20.6%). The second most popular measure was cash allowance
(16.9%). In the low income group, most respondents chose cash allowance (30.3%),
while the second most popular measure was non-profit making child care service
(29.4%).

To sum up, tax deductions are considered the most important measure among
respondents in the high income group ($60,000 or more). The answer accounts for
49.75% of the total number of respondents in the high income group. In contrast,
only 6.2% of the respondents in the low income groups ($0-19,999) thought that tax
deduction was the most important measure. In contrast, cash allowance was
considered the most important measure by respondents in the low income group
(66.7%) while only 17.7% of respondents in the high income group had the same
answer. With regard to family friendly policies, 29.3% of the respondents in the high
income group stated it was the most important measure while only 14.8% of
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respondents in the low income group agreed. With regard to non-profit making child

care services, a higher percentage of respondents in the low income group than

respondents in the high income group considered it to be the most important measure.

The percentage was 12.3% and 3.4%, respectively.

(Table 2.29)

Table 2.29: Relationship between income group and four support services

Which support service could best alleviate your child

care burden?

Non-profit ) ) Total
Tax Cash . _ |Family-friendly
] making child
deductions | allowance ) measures
Income group care service
$0- No. of
5 54 10 12 81

19,999  |respondents

As a percentage

of this income 6.2% 66.7% 12.3% 14.8% 100.0%

group

As a percentage

of this support 4.3% 30.3% 29.4% 10.4% 18.2%

service

As percentage

of total 1.1% 12.2% 2.3% 2.7% 18.2%

respondents
$20,000- |No. of

7 30 7 17 61

29,999 respondents

As a percentage

of this income 11.5% 49.2% 11.5% 27.9% 100.0%

group

As a percentage

of this support 6.0% 16.9% 20.6% 14.8% 13.7%

service

As percentage

of total 1.6% 6.8% 1.6% 3.8% 13.7%

respondents
$30,000- |No. of

32 68 12 43 155

59,999 respondents

As a percentage

o 20.6% 43.9% 7.7% 27.7% 100.0%
of this income
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group

As a percentage

of this support 27.4% 38.2% 35.3% 37.4% 34.9%
service

As percentage

of total 7.2% 15.3% 2.7% 9.7% 34.9%
respondents
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$60,000 |No. of
or more |respondents

73 26 5 43 147

As a percentage
of this income 49.7% 17.7% 3.4% 29.3% 100.0%
group

As a percentage
of this support 62.4% 14.6% 14.7% 37.4% 33.1%
service

As percentage
of total 16.4% 5.9% 1.1% 9.7% 33.1%
respondents

Total No. of
respondents

117 178 34 115 444

As a percentage
of this income 26.4% 40.1% 7.7% 25.9% 100.0%

group

As a percentage
of this support 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
service

As percentage
of total 26.4% 40.1% 7.7% 25.9% 100.0%
respondents

Pearson Chi-Square=96.084; significance=.000

2.7.3 Importance of different stakeholders in terms of their responsibility in child
care
A numeric value between 1 and 5 was assigned to the answer of each respondent to
determine their views respect to the importance of different stakeholders in terms of
their responsibility in child care. For example, the answer choice of “least important”
was coded as 1, “important” was coded as 2, and so forth. The answer choice of “most
important” was coded as 5. In this way, the value of each stakeholder in the
assessment of each respondent was calculated, and an average value subsequently
computed. The result shows that the respondents view family as the most important in
terms of its responsibility in child care, with an average value is 4.72. The
government/or government subsidised service is considered the second most

important, with an average value of 3.67. The private market, such as employing
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foreign domestic workers or buying private child care service, and mutual help in the
neighbourhood are considered less important. Their average values are 3.37 and 3.01,

respectively. (Table 2.30)

Table 2.30: Indicators of importance of different stakeholders in terms of child care
responsibility

Least Not o Very
. . Fifty-fifty Important
important  important important
N N N N N Average
Total N
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) value
. 8 0 15 82 403
Family (1.6%) (0%) G0%)  (161%)  (719.3%) 72 508
Government/
Government 12 46 149 186 109 367 502
subsidised (2.4%) (9.2%) (29.7%) (37.1%) (21.7%) '
service
Mutual help in 25 123 210 115 32 301 505
neighbourhood (5.0%) (24.4%) (41.6%) (22.8%) (6.3%) '
Private market
(e.g. foreign
domestic 20 81 165 147 77 337 490
workers or (4.1%) (6.5%) (33.7%) (30%) (15.7%) '
private child

care service)
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3. Findings on focus group interviews

We conducted ten focus group interviews with primary carers from different
socio-economic backgrounds. The ten groups include 1) full-time working mothers, 2)
low-income full-time carers, 3) middle income full-time carers, 4) new arrival carers,
5) carers with two-way permit, 6) lone parents, 7) parents on CSSA, 8) low income
full-time working mothers, 9) male carers and 10) parents of children with chronic
ilinesses/disabilities. The aim of the focus group interviews was to explore the
dynamic situations involved in child care and carers’ perceptions of the different
policies that support child care. The following section is a thematic analysis of the
findings.

3.1 Caring practice

Child care involves considerable work load, including physical care, homework
supervision and accompanying children. All these tasks are time consuming and
require considerable energy. The workload varies according to the developmental
stage of children. For example, parents have to expend considerable effort in the
physical care of infants. As reported by Mr. Ku, a father with a new born baby:

| need to help out in feeding the baby, almost non-stop in a
day.....breast feeding is very time consuming, need much energy....
| have to take a bath [for the baby], changing napkins, comforting
him to sleep.... (Mr. Ku, male carer)

Parents with children in primary school have to spend more time on homework
supervision and accompanying children to tutorial class or extra-curricular activities.
In the focus group interviews, Ms. Fung and Ms. Chin gave the following statements:

They [children] have too many homework, from Monday to
Thursday, they may not be able to finish all the
homework ...... therefore they can only join extra curriculum
activities on Friday and Saturday.....I have to take them out [for
those activities], and Sunday is a family day. (Ms. Fung, middle
income full-time carer)

| woke up at six in the morning, because my son is too young, |
need to feed him [for breakfast]. After that, | go to market to buy
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food and cook. Then pick up my elder son from school, supervise
his homework...... and I have to prepare dinner. After dinner, I will
take the kids to a park. They go to bed around 9:30pm, it is time for
storytelling..... Not enough time really. I said: “too late, next time”,
they won’t let me go. After they have slept, I start to clean the
house, to do some washing...... no time for myself. (Ms. Chin, low
income full-time carer)

The findings of this study indicate that mothers were the key persons who
shoulder most of the caring tasks in the family. For the low-income group, the reason
for mothers taking most of the caring tasks is largely because of the long working
hours of fathers, or because they were the lone parents at home. Ms. Zen’s husband is
one of the examples. He is a driver and needs to work for very long hours.

He [husband] got to wake up at 5 o’clock, then leave home. He
came back at 12am sometimes. But normally came back at 9 or 10
pm, very long hours.... Work on Saturday as well (Ms. Zen,
two-way permit carer)

However, the gendered practice in child care is not only performed in
low-income families, but also performed in middle income families. In the focus
group interviews, we found that middle income respondents who received high
education also took on more caring tasks than their husbands. Even working mothers
were unlikely to escape from caring duties after work. As explained by the
respondents, Ms. Au and Ms. But, they need to take care of their children after work
or during the weekends.

I will take care of my baby after work, and at the time | am on
leave. (Ms. Au, middle income working mother)

On Saturday and Sunday, | have to take care of children on my
own. (Ms. But, working mother)

Low-income group mothers have to work odd hours to manage both paid work
and unpaid caring duties. For example, Ms. Mei had to work night shift from 9pm to
6am the next day morning.

I sent them (children) to school at 7am, then I return home at
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8am, and wake up at 2:30pm. After that, go to pick up my
daughter at school.....sometime, get up early and go to market
to buy vegetables. (Ms. Mei, low-income full-time working
mother)

Were the female carers satisfied with the division of labour in child care?
Apparently, they were not, because of the respondents expressed their wishes that
their husbands shared more in the caring duties. One of the respondents, Gigi, shared
the following:

If my husband in Hong Kong, the workload distribution is
much better. For example, he can take up more on homework
supervision, more balance. (Gigi, middle income full-time
carer)

[My husband] seldom help out to do washing. On Sunday, he
only looked at his mobile phone and would not go out with us.
(Ms. Yu, two-way permit carer)

In the study, we interviewed a group of male carers who identified themselves as
the primary carer in the family. Observing the differences between the attitudes and
caring patterns of male carers and female carers was interesting. These differences
include the following: (1) Male carers are more focused on the academic performance
of children than physical need. (2) Male carers are more likely to have support from
other family members or domestic helpers than female carers.

We had hired domestic helper [for a long time], | take more
caring work than my wife. The helper responsible for cooking
and cleaning, pick up service, and | responsible for homework
supervision and accompanying them to join extra-curricular
activities. (Mr. Ip, male carer)

3.2 Support in caring

The findings of the study show that low-income groups, such as low-income full-time
working mothers, low-income full-time carers, new arrival women, two-way permit
women and parents on CSSA were unlikely to have family support in child care. The
reason is that most of these carers were not locally born, and their parents are living
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in mainland China. Hence, it would rather be difficult for their parents to support
them in child care, even if their parents were willing to do so, because their parents
can only stay in Hong Kong for the short term.

However, middle income full-time carers and working mothers were likely to get
support in child care. For middle income families, most of them can afford to hire
foreign domestic helpers.

| have hired domestic helper. She is mainly responsible for
doing household chores. (Daisy, middle income full-time carer)

When | go to work, the maid will take care of my child. (Ms.
Au, working mother)

Grandmother is mainly responsible for taking care of my
children, the maid is the assistance. Our maid is helpful, for
example, cleaning, she is mainly to do this so far. (Ms. But,
working mother)

In addition to hiring a foreign domestic helper, middle income working mothers
also have support in child care from grandparents. Some respondents even prefer to
live near their parents to get support from the grandparents.

We deliberately choose to live near my mom. More support.
She arrived to my home at around seven o’clock, and I left
home at eight o’clock. .....then | arrived home at around seven
to eight o’clock. She cooked for us [before she left], she just
like a superwoman. (Ms. Chau, working mother)

Grandmother will help [pick up service to tutorial class]
sometimes. If she is not free, | will ask the help from my father.
(Ms. But, working mother)
From the discussion above, we noticed that middle income working mothers
were more likely to get more support from grandparents and domestic helpers

compared to low-income group carers.

3.3 Social service support
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From the focus group interviews, we found that most parents regardless of their
socio-economic background were less likely to use child care services provided by
the social service agencies. Their reasons for not using the services are not because
they do not have the need or trust the services but rather are because of the reasons
listed in the table below.

Table 3.1 Reasons of respondents for not using the child care services

Service nature

Reasons for not using the services

Standalone Child
Care Centre

Has sufficient support from the family

No vacancy

Inaccessible location of the child care centre

Service charge is relatively expensive than getting the
services of a domestic helper

Limited resources for low-income families

Not able to fit the schedule of parents

Complicated application procedure in mean-test assessment
No service on Saturday and Sunday or even public holiday
No service for emergency cases

Inflexible service/time limit of the service

Not sure about the service quality

Enough support from domestic worker

Worries the children will have difficulties getting used to
the environment/service

Occasional Child
Care Service

Limited resources

Restriction in application procedures

Long waiting time

Applied but failed to match the time schedule
Not accessible to the service

Residential Child
Care Centre

No pick up service for schooling

Neighbourhood
Support Child
Care Project

Complicated application procedures

Unable to deal with emergency cases
Selection of case (exclude naughty children)
Not accessible to social resources

Can handle by her own

Not very clear about the service nature

Not sure about the quality of service
Limited quota
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- Expensive

After School Care - Inaccessible service
Programme

Among the respondents, only a handful of them had ever used child care services.
The most commonly used services were Neighbourhood Support Child Care Project,
After School Care Programme and Special Child Care Centre. Their views on the
existing services are summarised in the following table.

Table 3.2 Comments on the existing child care services

Social service nature Comments on the existing services
Neighbourhood Support - Secured and good experience, affordable
Child Care Project price

- Public health issue, she had used the
services but she gave up because of the
public health issue

- Helpful but limited quota

- Helpful but he gave up. Service did not
match long working hours

- Helpful but long waiting time

- Positive comments on the service providers

- Children have difficulty getting used to the
service/ environment

After School Care - Helpful for parent to balance work and
Programme family
Special Child Care Centre - Useful

- Mismatch service arrangement

- Need to expand the service scope

- More therapists are needed

- Limited quota

- long waiting time

- No supportive information/ service
provided

3.4 Work-family conflict
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A family friendly working environment is one of the factors that affect the work
decision of a mother. As reported by Ms. But, a social worker working in a social
service agency, she found that the agency and her colleagues were sympathetic and
helpful to her.

Not much pressure from work, colleagues were sympathetic.
(Ms. But, middle income working mother)

However, not all working women have been fortunate to work in a supportive
working environment. Some women who had experienced pressure from work had to
quit their jobs eventually. Ms. Hui is one of these examples.

Sometimes I would receive a call from school: “your daughter
has fever” Then I have to go to school and take her back
home....I would like to work as part-time, but they [children]
have long holidays, such as Easter, examination, they
[employers] will not let you go early. (Ms. Hui, middle income
full-time carer)

3.5 Cost of caring

Raising a child can be very costly because Hong Kong has very high living standards;
for example, the cost of other expenses, such as extra-curricular activities and tutorial
class are still a big concern for most low-income families.

My daughter has joined church activities, sometimes they go to
day camp, it costs about 500 dollars. I have four kids. How can
| afford to pay for this? (Ms. Sham, lone mother)

| have applied 1500 from the Social Welfare Department for
my son’s Kudo class, but just enough for the costume. The
teacher asked him to attend the assessment test, but I could not
afford to pay for the examination fee....he was very
disappointed. (Ms. Xie, two-way permit carer)

No money, it is very expensive to join tutorial class. Very
expensive, one thousand something. (Ms. Mei, low-income
full-time working mother)
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3.6 Expectation on child care support

In general, child care support can be in four different forms: (1) cash allowances,
(2) tax allowances, (3) social services and (4) family friendly policy. In this study,
most respondents preferred financial assistance to other forms of support. For
example, low-income carers suggested child or study allowances, lone parents
suggested lone-parent allowances while middle income carers suggested child
medical allowance.

[I prefer] child allowance at a reasonable level, for example,
besides spending on study, we can use it for extra-curriculum
activities.....We need support in buying school uniform.
Uniform is a big problem for me. School dress and shoes
should follow the instruction of school. We have to buy one
whole set in a year.... The jacket costs about two hundred
something, and the shoe is about one hundred something, really
a huge money. (Ms. Tan, single mother)

It is very expensive to see a doctor.... Will be helpful if we
have child medical allowance, infants are weak and need to see
doctor very often (Ms. But, middle income working mother)

As for low-income group respondents, they also welcomed affordable social
service provision such as day care centres, temporary care services and after school
care services. Ms. Mei, a low-income full-time working mother who works the night
shift, expressed the need for after-school service in the interview:

I think that it will be helpful if my child can stay longer at
school. Then I can work in daytime. (Ms. Mei, low-income
full-time working mother)

In this study, parental leave and flexible working hours appear to be policies that
would be most welcomed by working parents and parents with a disabled child. Ms.
Kate and Ms. Lo shared their views in the interviews:
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Flexible working hours, my husband will have more time to
help out. (Kate, carer with disabled child)

If mother sick and father can work in flexible hours, | will feel
less pressurised. (Ms. Lo, carer with disabled child)

However, tax reduction is not a priority concern for most parents, particularly
those from low-income families. In the interview, Mr. Kwong stated:

| think that the tax reduction would not help much, too
little....it cannot benefit low-income families because they
have financial difficulties, earning not enough to pay tax. Tax
reduction is meaningless for them. (Mr. Kwong, male carer)

3.7 Views on child care policy

What should be done to improve the child care policy in Hong Kong? The child care
policy in Hong Kong has long been criticised for being piecemeal, fragmented and for
lacking long term strategies. In this study, some respondents raised insightful
suggestions in the interviews. The suggestions are summarised as follows: (1) Do not
put the blame on the family, but support the family to take care of children. (2)
Review the education system and reduce the competitiveness in the learning
environment. (3) Encourage self-support child care services in the community and
provide financial support instead of imposing too many restrictive rules. (4) Address
the housing problem so that children can have more space for development. At the
same time, respondents also suggested concrete child care support measures, as listed
in the following table.

Table 3.3 Suggestions on child care support by respondents

Child care support Suggestions

Financial allowances - Medical allowance

- Subsidy for tutorial class

- Carer allowance

- Increase subsidy for the School Textbook
Assistance Scheme

- Subsidy on school uniform
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To cover special education training

Tax allowances

Increase tax deduction rate
Extend the tax allowance
tax deduction

Family friendly policy

Parental leave to take children to see doctor
Flexible working hours
Extend maternity leave

Social service provision

District-based service provision

Extended hours

Increase temporary care service

Increase the quota of créche and child care
services

Quality improvement
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4, Findings on in-depth interviews

The in-depth interviews sought to identify existing practices regarding
inter-professional coordination and collaboration in providing care services in Hong
Kong, as well as the role and attitudes of government officials in policy formation
and implementation processes. We interviewed three high ranking government
officials from the Labour and Welfare Bureau (LWB) and three high ranking
government officials from the Education Bureau (EDB), four representatives from
social service agencies, day care service centres, child care service for special need
children, women’s organisations and kindergarten-cum-child care centre, and three
representatives a primary school. The following is the summary of the different views
of service providers and government officials on the four aspects: (1) policy
orientation, (2) service planning, (3) service coordination and (4) support for child
care.

4.1  Policy orientation

Views of service providers:

e Child care services in Hong Kong should focus on improving the
welfare of children, and should not have the hidden agenda of pushing
the parents to take up paid work.

e The welfare of children can be considered a ‘public good’. That is, this
is a social investment for the future development of our society. The
government, the family and society as a whole should share in the
responsibilities in children’s development.

e Child care does not only refer to physical care. We need a family
friendly community that can enhance the development and protection
of children in every aspect. If we have a good supportive community
network, unlimited possibilities for child development abound.

e Child care policy should include many aspects, such as physical care,
education and social investment in manpower development. However,
we do not have a clear child care policy in Hong Kong at the moment.
A comprehensive child care policy should be formed as soon as
possible.

Response from the LWB:
e The existing orientation of the child care policy was laid down in the
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white paper in 1981, which stipulated that family is the best place for
child care and hence, the family should take up the major
responsibility. This policy orientation may no longer be applicable, and
we need to review and revise this policy.

Because of the demographic changes in Hong Kong, an increasing
number of women are joining the labour force. However, the rate of
participation of women in the labour force is still lower than that of
men. The fertility rate is also low. Most families nowadays only have
one or at most two children, indicating that the motivation to have
children is lower.

When we talk of the social needs of child care services, we need to put
this into context, and not merely pursue the ideal. We need to consider
child development while encouraging the family to take care of the
children.

The LWB will commission a consultant to conduct a study to
understand the needs of parents, determine the right proportion of
public services and private responsibility and design the proper
informal support for child care.

4.2  Service planning

Views of service providers:

Three criteria to determine whether child care services are adequate
include (1) accessibility, (2) affordability and (3) quality.

Social service agencies should have a unified position in developing
child care services. Second, the government should implement the
planning promised, and the promise is to provide 10 more child care
centres within 10 years.

NGOs have a mission to provide the ‘first centre’ for child caring,
meaning that they have to play the role of community building and
community support. This is better than depending on the private
market to provide services. However, we need to think very carefully
on the service model and resource allocation.

I think the most important thing is to increase the provision of
subsidised nursery. Of course, these would lead a number of questions,
all those old questions, such as whether we have enough land to
develop these services.

Many parents hope that more subsided child care services will be
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provided. Without these services, it is really very difficult for them.

Response from the LWB:

Because many parents are working full time, they have difficulties in
child care and they need these services.

If we have a correct direction for child care policy, and improve the
services for children to support the family, we could also encourage
women to give birth to children, and help them to return to the labour
market. We could also encourage men to take more active role in child
caring through family life education.

Children of different ages have different needs. For ‘education vs. care’,
children below the age of 3 need more ‘care’; while older children need
half-half, care plus education.

Response from the Education Bureau:

The Social Welfare Department encourages parents to take care of their
children aged between 0-3 years. The Kindergarten com Child Care
Centre aims to support parents to work.

Most of the kindergartens and child care centres in Hong Kong are run
by private agencies. The service planning is therefore depending on
market demand. The role of EDB is to monitor the quality of service.

In 2005/06, the EDB started to implement School-based After-school
Learning and Support Programmes (SALSP), public sectors schools and
NGOs are provided with the School-based Grant and Community-based
Grant respectively to organize after school activities for students who are
CSSA recipients.

The EDB has increased the subsidies to the SALSP from 10% to 25 %
starting from 2014/15. More flexibility in using the subsidies such as
crafting out 5% of the subsidies in purchasing necessary equipment and
travelling allowances.

4.3 Service coordination

Views of service providers:

The ‘Harmonisation Unit’ only served as a registration unit and has no
other functions.

The ‘Harmonisation Unit’ created a joint office under the Education
Bureau. We have classes for children of different ages, class for
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children aged 2 and for aged 3. The Kindergarten Policy is not
applicable to child care centres and they do not know anything about
the nursery. No integration was done after the establishment of the
Harmonisation Unit and the services remain separated and fragmented.
The joint office is useless and the government has wasted 8 million
dollars in starting this office.

e The existing policy on subsidising kindergarten has many problems
and many grievances from service providers. However, the
government appear to not consult or listen to service providers and
professionals.

Response from the LWB:

e The government need to be very clear on the role it plays in different
child care services. The contribution of the services provided in the
private market should not be underestimated. In reviewing child care
service policy, the government needs to consider the division of labour
between the government and the private market. The government
continues to support the NGOs to provide subsidised services, monitor
the private services systematically and establish channels for
complaints and suggestions to ensure that these services meet the
expectations of the public.

Response from the EDB:

e The coordination between the EDB and LWB is very smooth, no major
problem has been identified. In fact, our work is blinded by law. The
EDB is taking charge of education of children aged three or above
while the Social Welfare Department is responsible for providing
services for children aged below 3 years. The Joint Office is mainly for
monitoring the KG cum CCC service.

4.4  Support for child care
Views of service providers:
e The government needs to introduce carer allowances, increase child

care service provision, increase the level of subsidies to service users
and relax the assessment of means-tested benefits.

68



Increasing tax incentives may not be helpful for low-income families
because they do not need to pay tax, and this step will only benefit the
middle income group.

Response from the LWB:

The government needs to consider the supply and demand in the
private market as well as the amount of resources that should be placed
in different services to balance the demand in different sectors. In the
near future, the government will conduct research to understand the
present situation and project the demand and supply in the future.
Another problem is searching for land to use in the services.

The government has reservations in promoting family friendly policies.
For example, in crafting labour policies, the government needs to
balance the interest of employers and employees, particularly in Hong
Kong, where the majority of the employers are small and medium
enterprises. They thought that they have to be very careful in policy
planning, and need to consider the economic environment. Some
social policy may lead to the closing down of business firms, for
example, employees will get higher pay after the implementation of
the minimum wage policy, but at the same time this has pushed up the
inflation.

Response from the EDB:

The EDB focuses more on the school curriculum and after-school care
support. It is out of their capacity to work on the long-term child care

policy.
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Conclusion

1. Family-based care model

Child care involves three major tasks, including physical care, homework supervision
and accompanying for leisure activities. Findings of this study show that all these
tasks were mainly taken up by parents, specifically by mothers. As expected,
grandparents do not commonly share in caring responsibilities, particularly in
low-income families. Although some grandparents would help out in taking care of
the grandchildren, they are only responsible for physical care but their involvement in
homework supervision and accompanying is very limited. This study suggests that the
family-based care model is still prevalent among families interviewed in this study.
However, such child care model has been challenged by the changing family structure
and employment situations of women.

2. Gender division of labour in child care

Gender remains a significant factor that affects child care patterns as well as the
perceptions of the role and responsibility of fathers and mothers in child care.
Findings of this study show that mothers were likely to take more caring duties than
fathers. More than half of the respondents in telephone survey reported that mothers
took all or most of the physical care, homework supervision and accompanying for
leisure activities. Compared with mothers, fathers had limited responsibilities in
caring particularly for the physical care of children. One of the reasons for fathers not
being involved in child care is because of their own long working hours. The findings
suggest that the traditional gender division of labour in the family is still common in
Hong Kong, which means that the father takes the role as breadwinner while the
mother is the primary carer. Family care is actually women care. The breadwinner
model of care is reinforced by the lack of social service support and employment
policy in Hong Kong.

3. Inadequate affordable child care service provision

This study shows that the utility rate of social services including child care centres,
neighbourhood support services and after school care services were very low. The
reasons for the low utility rate can be attributed to problems in service provision, such
as limited quota and long queues, unaffordable fee charging, inaccessibility of the
service, complicated procedures in application, inflexible service etc. As a result,
families who can afford to do so opt to pay for private child care services or hire
foreign domestic helpers to solve their problems in child care. Women from low
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income families are unlikely to work outside the family, and they have to quit their
jobs or work part-time because of the lack of support in child care.

4. Double burden of working mothers

Working women were unlikely to escape from caring duties even if they worked
outside the family. Findings of the study indicate the limited differences in the child
care responsibilities of full-time carers and working mothers, particularly in
homework supervision and accompanying. The physical care duties of middle income
mothers are often shared by domestic helpers or grandparents. Working mothers have
to shoulder a double burden in the family and in work; therefore, the government
should provide more support to working parents and balance the needs of paid and
unpaid work.

5. Child care expenses are high

Child care expenses are one of the common concerns for parents in this study. The
findings of this study show that child care expenses in low-income families were very
high, higher than the respondents who spend more than 20% of the total family
income on their children aged below 12 years. The larger amount of expenses was for
school fees and study-related expenses, the rest were for extra-curricular activities,
food and medical expenses. The findings show that education in Hong Kong is a
problem. Although the Hong Kong government introduced 12 years of free education,
parents still have to spend a considerable amount to support their children in
education and extra-curricular activities under the highly competitive education
system. Hence, the government has to review the education system and the subsiding
policy in pre-school education and child care services.

6. Collaborative effort in child care

Caring is laborious work; it is very time consuming and requires expending
considerable energy to complete the tasks. This study shows that caring duties has a
significant effect on parents including the personal development and career choice
and development. Many studies have pointed out that child caring responsibilities in
modern society should not be limited to the individual family, but rather should
involve collaboration between four sectors: the state, family, community and market.
The government needs to provide support and facilitate the development of all four
sectors, and not over rely on a single sector. These four sectors are inextricably linked
and supplement each other.

7. Outdated child care policy assumption
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The existing child care policy hinges on the assumption that child care is the sole
responsibility of the family. Coupled with the dominant welfare principle of ‘helping
those less able to help them’, government-run or subsidised child care services are
limited to those with very low income or are the most vulnerable. This policy
assumes a ‘male-breadwinner model’ in which the family has a carer (usually a
woman) and a breadwinner (usually a man), and that family care (caring by the
mother) is the best form of caring. The policy assumption of child care in Hong Kong
is based on the ‘breadwinner’ and ‘family care’ models, which are both outdated and
failed to respond to the social needs and social development in modern society.
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Policy implications and recommendations

1. Revisit the policy assumptions on child care

Hong Kong is an international city facing the ever increasing challenge of
globalisation and rapid social development. The city is facing a rapidly changing
demographic structure, family structure, cultural practice and economy. The city
needs more pro-active family and child care policies to help families face this age of
austerity. In fact, investments in child care and family support services can be
regarded as a long term social investment geared toward enhancing healthy and
balanced social development. Many countries have already implemented family
friendly and child-friendly policies that have yielded positive results. Under
international standards, Hong Kong is relatively left behind. Hence, the child care,
family, welfare and population policies of the city need to be reviewed to develop
long term strategies to promote positive child development.

2. Review the distribution of roles among different sectors in providing care

The government should review their role in providing care for children. Various
options are available for the government to consider. For example, to strengthen the
role of the state, the government needs to improve legislation on pre-primary
education and provision of subsidised child care services.

However, to support the family, child care service should not be limited to the
most ‘vulnerable’ or families with very low income. Collective child care service
should be considered an integral part and essential supplement to individual family
care. The government needs to provide more financial support, such as carer
allowance and parental leave, as well as review the availability and accessibility of
child care service.

To support the community, the government needs to encourage the development
of social enterprises, community support groups and NGO services. Mutual support
between neighbours is an essential element of child care and an integral part of a
happy childhood. Community support cannot be developed without proper facilities
and resources. In fact, social service policy in recent decades has neglect community
support and networking, which has had a negative effect on family care.

Child care service in the market is facing considerable difficulties, such as rising
rent and lack of child caring workers. The government needs to support private child
care services by providing venues with cheaper rent, which is especially important for
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non-profit making child care services. Monitoring of service quality and training of
related professional and workers are also issues important to the survival of private or
non-profit making child care services.

3. Strengthen the family-friendly policy

Learning from the experiences of other countries, this study showed that family
friendly policies are essential to support the family in providing care. Although Hong
Kong has started to implement several family friendly policies in recent years, most
of these policies are piecemeal, fragmented, ineffective and lack statutory status. We
suggest that the SAR government take a step forward by reviewing and implementing
the following measures:

Paternity leave — Hong Kong began to implement paternity leave in 2015.
However, the leave is limited to three days, with four-fifths of the average daily wage.
This change is far from adequate. The government needs to extend the paternity leave
to improve support for families with newborns.

Parental leave — many countries have implemented parental leave for parents
who need to care for their young children. This leave could range from a short leave
such as one day per month, or an extended period of leave after child birth. Hong
Kong does not have this leave at present. However, this leave is an important measure
to support family care and its inclusion into current child care policies.

Standard working hours/Maximum working hours — Hong Kong is notorious for
long working hours, which could have a serious effect on child care. In fact, many
studies have shown that long working hours have a significant effect on family
relations, child care and health of employees. Hong Kong needs to implement
standard/maximum working hour policy as soon as possible.

Flexible working hours — Flexible working hours is beneficial to family care.
The government needs to provide more encouragement for employers to implement
the flexible working hours policy. However, ‘flexible working hours’ is not equal to
casualisation of work. Therefore, when flexible working hours are promoted, full
protection should also be provided to flexible workers.

4, Introduce cash allowances and increase subsidised service for child care

Findings of this study also show that child allowance is important to release part of
the burden of the carer. Children of different ages require different expenses. In our
study, children with ages below 3 years require relatively higher expenditure on
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medical and health. This burden is especially heavy for lower income families.
Parents of children aged 3 to 12 years need to spend more on school and
extra-curricular activities. Children in lower income families are relatively deprived
in this area. Therefore, providing adequate child care support and child development
subsidies is essential in preventing poor children from lagging behind as well as to
reduce the problem of intergenerational poverty. Carer allowance will help reduce the
burden of the carer, and will serve as recognition of their contribution to the family.
At the same time, affordable and accessible child care services should be increased
drastically to meet the enormous demands in the community.

5. Improve coordination among different government departments

Child care services and policy in Hong Kong have long been criticised as lacking an
effective mechanism to implement services and policies. For example, the Education
Department and the Social Welfare Department currently implement different
services without much coordination. Although a ‘Harmonisation Unit’ to coordinate
the services of these two departments exists, the unit is ineffective and no obvious
improvement of the service can be observed. Hence, the city needs to establish a more
powerful and functional coordinating system capable of developing long tern child
care policy and coordinating various government departments to implement this

policy.

6. Set up infrastructure for child care

Good child care service need to build on a favourable infrastructure. One of the
difficulties for child care services providers is the exorbitant rental rates for nursery
and kindergarten in Hong Kong. Even NGOs providing services often have to pay
expensive rent, making it difficult for them to maintain high quality and low cost
services. Hence, the government needs to play a more active role in providing venues
for child care services. For example, the government could compel private and public
housing developers to provide venues for child care services (or other social services).
Incentives should be provided for developers providing social service venues. The
availability of premises with lower rental rates can assist NGOs and the private sector
in providing more low cost and high quality services.

The government should legislate for compulsory child care facilities in large
corporation as well as in government and quasi-government institutions. Corporation
and institutions employing a certain number of workers should provide child care
facilities for their employees. For small and medium scale employers, the government
could consider providing child care facilities near the workplace when appropriate.
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One difficulty in developing child care services is the recruitment of proper child
care workers and kindergarten teachers. This difficulty is related to the lack of
prospects and professional development in this field. Hence, the government needs to
restructure the field of child care professionals and workers. With better prospects,
social status and job security, child care manpower could be stabilised.

7. Promote gender education

A fundamental and long term improvement of child care is the promotion of gender
equality and foster change in the gender division of labour in the family and
workplace. Research in the Western countries found that encouraging men to
participate in child care duties could help to improve family relations and the quality
of child caring. The current study also shows that families who share caring duties
between the two parents more equally could reduce the stress of carers significantly.
Hence, the government needs to encourage men to become more involved in child
care and family affairs.
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