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Abstract

Parental Human Investments: Economic Stress and TimAllocations in Russia

Thesis submitted for the degree of Doctorate ofldBbphy
Zlata Bruckauf
St. Hilda’s College, University of Oxford
2013

A decade of growth and wealth generation in Russded in 2009 with the collapse in
GDP and rising unemployment. This Great Recesgide@dnew economic challenges
to the ‘old’ problems facing children and famili@sgluding widening income inequali-
ties and the phenomenon of social orphanage. Oestiqn is how the new and existing
material pressures affect parent—child relatiorshifis research contributes to the an-
swer by examining, in aggregate terms, the roleegg\plays in the allocation of paren-
tal time in this emerging economy. Utilising a natlly representative sample of chil-
dren, it explores how child interactions with pdseare affected by aggregate and idio-
syncratic shocks.

Drawing on the rational choice paradigm and itsque, we put forward the Parental
Time Equilibrium as an analytical guide to the stuthis theoretical approach presents
individual decisions concerning time spent withldten over the long term as the prod-
uct of a defined equilibrium betweeasourcesanddemanddor involvement. We test
this approach through pooled cross-sectional andl@malyses based on the Russian
Longitudinal Monitoring Survey dataset from 20072@09.

Children in low-income households face the douldadizantage of a lack of money
and time investments at home, with both persisiadttransient poverty being associ-
ated with lower than average parental time inputhé sample. Moreover, while on
average, we find that children do maintain the am@f time they spend with their par-
ents under conditions of severe financial straiw-income children lose out on play
time with the mother. Material resources cannotdrgsidered in isolation from struc-
tural disadvantages, of which rural location intjgatar is detrimental for parent—child
time together. The study demonstrates that the tativel stress of adverse macro-
economic conditions and depleted material resouradees it difficult for parents to
sustain their human investment in children.

The evidence this study provides on the assocti@tween economic stress and pa-
rental time allocations advances our knowledgdefdisparities of in the childhood
experience in modern Russian society. The findgtigmgly support the equal impor-
tance of availableesourcesand basidemandor involvement, thus drawing policy
attention to the need to address both in the bestasts of children.
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Chapter 1

The Russian Doll of Investments in Children

The Russian doll, which originated as a childreing has many symbolic meanings.
One of them is of a mother who symbolises the famwith children of different ages.
Another is the search for a truth which is hiddehibd the multiple hard shells or lay-
ers (Goncharov, 2008). In 1979, Bronfenbrennertevtibat individual experiences can
be considered as &€t of nested structures, each inside the nex,diket of Russian
dolls’ (1979, p. 22). According to his ecological apptgaparental behaviour cannot
be considered in isolation from the child, familpveonment, community influences
and the macro-level socio-economic conditions. Jtnely we are going to present deals
with one single phenomenon of parental behaviotme-quantity of parental human in-
vestments under conditions of economic stress wbuwill strive to analyse this aspect
in light of all the layers of our doll, from the ano level of the child and family all the

way out to the macro-economic environment.

Below we outline the objective, rationale and scop¢his research; we will point to
some potential contributions of the study, intraeltice theoretical framework and data

and, finally, provide guidance on the key contdritsoempirical structure.

1.1 Study Objective

Russia has a turbulent past and an evolving preseiihe last two decades, families
with children have been in an ongoing struggle veittd adaptation to crisis environ-
ments. Arguably, no other western nation has hagkperience such a ‘shock therapy’

of political, economic, social, and cultural tramshations in such a short period of time
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or in such a drastic fashion. Winners as well as1i® of this transition emerged as early
as 1990 when the equalisation of opportunitiesutinouniversalism of state provision
gave way to an aggressive new liberal agenda ({2tigi002). While some children en-
joyed the great advantages of diverse learning, smial opportunities and increased
parental investments, others were left far behintthé ‘the rug rat race’ — a race involv-
ing the cognitive stimulation of children from aryeearly age (Ramey & Ramey,

2010), disadvantaged by economic or non-matenialigistances.

The years of economic growth from 2000 to 2009 ghbueconomic prosperity but
benefited children to a much lesser extent thanrés¢ of the population (ISP &
UNICEF, 2011; Huby, et al., 2011). In 2009, th&krof poverty was 37% higher for
children than for the general population, accordingpfficial statistics (Pishnyak &
Popova, 2011). Children in low-income families hdimgited opportunities in terms of
access to public pre-school provision (Seliverst@®5; Taratukhina, et al., 2006) and
a quality education, with the disadvantage furtteenforced by rural — urban divide
(ISP & UNICEF, 2011). They also have higher heailsks (Monakhov & Tzibulskaya,
2009; Artemenko & Shabunova, 2009). Vandemooriealdais recent policy paper, ar-
gues thatchildren hold the key to breaking the poverty cyble strategy will be more
effective and efficient than to give each and evemjid a good start in life
(Vandemoortele, 2012, p. 4). A foundation for tigisod start’ is given in the family, by
the very people who remain the most caring and t@elvmvestors in the present and
future of their children. Their concern about creldl's human development and their
efforts in supporting it despite competing demaadd pressing material needs is cru-

cial, in our view, to achieving this goal.

The attention of this study is on parental effaagprovide a child with a good start in

life when the family faces some strain on matemslources. Parental efforts are con-
ceptualised as human investment and measured thtbegamount of time parents de-
vote to child-focused activities and their decisida be involved. So, the central objec-

tive of this study is to assess how persistent teguasitory economic stress measured
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through poverty experiences, idiosyncratic and wde&vel shocks to income affect pa-

rental time allocations and parental non-involvetmen

The underlying interest is in utilising time as iamportant social indicator (Gershuny,
2011) to understand the non-material aspects tdlubnd experiences. Learning about
this is a vital link in defining the role of theast in its support of children and families

in the modern, post-transition Russian society.

1.2 Rationale: Socially Responsible Parenting

Russian children ranked at the bottom of familatiehship index among 20 Central
and Eastern European Countries (CEE) and the Comveadth of Independent States
(CIS) (Richardson, et al., 2008). The same studicates that they also score worst in
terms of the proportion with good peer relationshifhis draws attention to the social,
non-material aspect of their life, which is oftemedooked in policy discussions and

interventions.

Children at risk of being taken into social cardueaime with their parents way above
their material needs. When a group of children freimn Russian regions were asked
what a happy family means to them they named oglshiips, rather than material ad-
vantages, as the most important dimension of fahidy(Orbova, 2011). Time spent in

communication, interaction, and play with parentswhe most often mentioned char-
acteristic of well-being in the family. Arguablyhitdren disadvantaged by the lack of
relationship with their parents can be more acud@gre of these aspects of their well-
being. And yet the prevalence of parental attensiod positive interaction mentioned
as the necessary condition for other dimensionkef life such as ‘education’, ‘subjec-

tive well-being’ and ‘behaviour and risks’ indicatthat time spent with parents is at the

core of childhood experiences.

In June 2012, Russia adopted the National Childr&trategy 2012—-2017 (Kremlin,
2012). One of the key directions specified by thegpamme is ‘Measures aimed at de-

veloping a safe and comfortable family environmehtincludes the popularisation of
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family values, priority on responsible parentingda commitment to protecting child-
hood. It also calls for the design of measureggponse to European recommendations
on policies in support of positive parenting (Caué Europe, 2006). It aims at in-
creasing the number of children with active sogasition in life and independence,
positive moral and cultural values. For the fiiste since the collapse of the Soviet
state, the government is once again making theastipp children’s social, moral, and

cultural upbringing an issue of national concern.

After two decades of seemingly irreversible pobcieading to a ‘privatisation of child-
hood’, which we discuss in Chapter 5 of this stutlg, state is swinging back to a new,
modified, paternalistic agenda. The extent ofnternference in the ‘private spheres’ of
parenting has resulted in a public debate (Kuznet®012), but few question its focus
on socially responsible parenting. The latter issponse to the acute problem of social
orphans (children whose biological parents wereateparental rights through court
procedures) and ‘street children’. These sociabl@rms came to light during the turbu-
lent 1990s, but remain unresolved at the presemd (FSC, 2009). Other acknowledged
social risks to child well-being and to the heatththe nation include a lower age at
which children start consuming cigarettes or al¢@mal widening use of drugs among
Russian youth (Skvortzova & Mironova, 2007; UNICEX®Q7). Indeed, international
comparative evidence indicates that Russian yoaghtle highest rates of engagement
in ‘risk behaviour among 20 countries in the reg(®ichardson, et al., 2008). This in-

cludes sexual health, alcohol and drug use, crimi&] labour, and suicide.

Empirical evidence on factors influencing generatemtal practices and specifically
parental human underinvestment is highly fragmemedussia. In 2007, the UNICEF
report ‘On the State of Russian Children’ noted tidakey reasorior limited preven-

tion programmes is the lack of reliable informaticegarding families in crisis. The
reasons why children are abandoned or leave home baen studied sporadically, and

many write off the causes to alcohol abus&NICEF, 2007, p. 78).

The contribution of this study to the policy debetén highlighting the role of material

disadvantage among other individual and structfaetors in explaining parental in-
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volvement in Russia today. Based on a nationajpyyasentative sample, we analyse the
disparities between children in the amount of natemal resources they receive at
home. We also reveal whether children receive cosguen in the form of extra atten-
tion and care when the family has to face sevecekshthat affect their material re-

sources.

1.3 Context and Scope

Equalities of Opportunities in Child Human Development

Equality of opportunity for a child’s human devetognt is the primary normative crite-
rion through which we analyse the extent of paldmtanan investment in Russia. This
study treats parental investments as a mechanisugh which children acquire and
develop their social, emotional, and cognitive cetepces and abilities. The interdisci-
plinary literature review presented in Chapter \Zeds the diversity of approaches and
interpretations of parental investments, from hurcapital defined as activities that in-
fluence the future income of individuals to thedabof family process investments
(Bradley & Corwyn, 2004) and social capital in themation of human capital
(Coleman, 1988). This study considers parental muimaestment as an input that aims
to enhance a child’s ongoing functioning withoutasring the monetary value at-
tached to it in the future. Therefore, we are comeé with the quality of childhood and
social and learning experiences at home, rather thagible future outcomes. In this
sense, it is about a child’s ‘being’ rather thaecbming’, although these are undoubt-

edly interconnected as present experiences inlglsiitape future opportunities.

While the focus of this study is on the input sadgparenting, an informed assumption
is made that parental human investment makes erelifte to child development. Since
the publication of the controversial Coleman Repothe US in 1966 (Coleman, 1966),
there have been a great number of studies examinéngple of parents, family, and the
home environment in the cognitive, developmentadl socio-behavioural outcomes of
children (Becher, 1985; Fan & Chen, 2001; Hoovempsey & Sandler, 1997;
O'Connor & Scott, 2007; Ho Sui-Chu & Willms, 1996grnan & Mensah, 2010he



6 Parental Human Investments

literature generally finds positive associationsagen the quality of parent—child rela-

tionships and child outcomes.

Literature on parental time supports its positiffects on the increased human capital
of children (Leibowitz, 1974; 1977; Cooksey & Folidd996) and on cognitive
competences in the present (Neidell, 2000; VillBmdan & Rios-Aguilar, 2012), but
also highlights the risks of insecure parent—chidiationships, such as possible
agression and non-compliance, emotional insecig@giability (Belsky, 1990; 1991) or
cognitive outcomes (Brooks-Gunn, et al., 2002; FHQ)5) when children are cared for

from an early age by someone other than their mothe

Research on the links between parental involvenaanlt child outcomes in Eastern
Europe and other countries which have experiencedcanomic transition is scarce.
Rare evidence comes from the investigation of changpsychological well-being of

Russian and Ukrainian adolescents from 1999 to 2§0Vartakovsky (2010). It found

that attention received from parents and friendeevmeajor contributors to adolescents’
well-being, school achievement and social compete@werall, the literature suggests
that the effects seem to vary along a number afovesuch as intensity of parental in-
put, quality and quantity of interaction, and thdtural conceptualisation of parent—

child relationships.

Economic Stress and Parenting

Economic stress experienced by the family is thaligiht under which we analyse pa-
rental time input in this study. One of the manfirdgons of stress is ‘the tension re-
sulting from factors that tend to alter an existaggilibrium’ (Merriam-Webster, 1994).
Limiting empirical focus to economic stress implaefining the scope to those aspects
within factors of an economic and material origifhis ecological approach
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979) allows us to conceptuahsestress through the individual ex-
periences of parents (involuntary unemployment,) etmusehold characteristics (loss

of income, poverty, etc.), and macro-level evenishsas the recent global recession.
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We further differentiate it by longevity (i.e. trgitory, recurring, or persistent poverty)

and by its potential sources (e.g. macro-econogauession and idiosyncratic events).

Scholarly debate on the relationship between pakéataviour and economic stress is
based on the premise that material disadvantagetafparents’ and consequently chil-
dren’s outcomes (Katz, et al., 2007). Accordingetmnomic theory, limited material
resources mean lower levels of private monetamsteas to children, which in turn in-
crease the risk of parental investment falling stwdrsocially optimal levels (Lord,
2002). Children in poor families show far worseammes in health and education than
children in wealthier families partly because tlneywe fewer resources that help them
develop (Huston, et al., 1994; Thomson, et al.,41™uncan & Brooks-Gunn, 1997;
Ermisch, et al., 2001; Yeung, et al., 2002; Bradsh2002; Gershoff, 2003; Michael,
2004) The evidence from the parental time allocatiorrditiere is scarce, as very few
papers examine the effects of economic stress wliagt measures of poverty or idio-

syncratic shocks such as the ones proposed bgttidy.

There is, however, sufficient evidence on the ierfices of some individual-level factors
on parental time allocation decisions. As furthiscdssed in Chapter 2, we account for

the significant influences of

e Child characteristics (Tzeng, et al.,, 1991; Burgel®79; Rogoff, et al., 2008;
Loefmark, 2007);

e Parents’ education (Leibowitz, 1974; Saxe, etE87; Sullivan, 2010; Ramey &
Ramey, 2010; Guryan, et al., 2008); and

* The extent of parental attachment to the labourketa(Gauthier, et al., 2004,
Bianchi, et al., 2006; Sandberg & Hofferth, 2001lendig & Bianchi, 2008;
Burchardt, 2008).

Meanwhile, the literature on the family stress mdtl, 1949; Conger & Elder, 1994;
McLoyd, 1990; Conger, et al., 2002), which examipasents’ and child’ outcomes un-

der material pressures, highlights the importanteubjective perceptions, parents’
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stress, and the level of self-efficacy as a megtole between economic hardship and

parental practices.

Based on our data, 29% of households live in ngdtierational households with at
least one grandparent. This is close to the findihgnother recent study (Sinyavskaya
& Gladkova, 2007), which recorded 26% respondentag with their parents. Thus,

the social support provided by other family membyessding in the household can be a
crucial resource for parents to draw on for thienetallocation decisions. We conceptu-
alise it as the part of the social capital (Colentd88) available to parents, and its in-
clusion in the analysis appears to be crucial e@Rlussian context. Our study is differ-
ent to the majority of time use papers in thattaunts for such inter-generational sup-

port by linking child-level data with all adult méers of the household.

1.4 Potential Contribution

Our review of scholarly knowledge showed, firstlyat there is a limited body of litera-
ture explaining the patterns of parental time atmns outside the range of developed
countries in the OECD group, which are distinciivéheir welfare and socio-economic
conditions. Secondly, even in western scholarshgwast majority is focused on ex-
plaining the influences of the socio-economic posibn time allocation through paren-
tal education, rather than direct measures of ppwerdisadvantage. We argue that in
countries with wide access to tertiary educationdmme hidden barriers to entry in re-
gard to the labour market, parental education doe$ully capture either parents’ aspi-
rations or their material position. Thus, the addaldie of this study is: a) in the expan-
sion of the evidence base to a new geographic meglich has experienced a unique
welfare discourse; and b) in the application ofeined measure of economic stress

within a dynamic framework.

Time use research is not a novelty for Russia. l@ncontrary, Russian sociologists
pioneered time diary methods as early as the 1920sever, the collection and analy-
sis of data on time use in recent decades hasddaus the trends and patterns of indi-

vidual time allocation rather than explaining itsedt or mediating driving forces.
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Meanwhile, the few scholars who have attempteddtiress this gap (Loefmark, 2007,
Gvozdeva & Gvozdeva, 2006; Gronau, 2006) eithed wssesmall dataset of a single
town (Loefmark, 2007), focused on gender divisiomgaid and unpaid work rather
than child well-being (Loefmark, 2007; Gvozdeva &dzdeva, 2006), or analysed
economic pressures (aggregate shocks) in a velereatit time period (Gronau, 2006).
Our study is not only an extension of all theseoaats, but differs in that it is based on
an interest in child experiences rather than homoelyction or gender inequalities.
Thus, this study draws attention to some previoaberved issues in the Russian con-
text (such as the rural-urban divide) but doesnsthé new light of childhood experi-

ences.

The recent global recession has stimulated sclalaerest on individual time alloca-

tion behaviour (Burda & Hamermesh, 2009; Gimenedall& Molina, 2009; Morrill,

et al., 2012; Bloemen & Stancenelli, 2008). Thenany focus so far has been on the
shift in time allocations between formal work, hopr@duction, and leisure. None of
the recent papers has focused on the effect ofsexeon child-focused time alloca-
tions. Those few that analysed it alongside othree tuse categories did so within a
very different macro-economic context, such asrdeent recession in the US, UK or

Spain, and with no examination of the related adlpoverty.

Russia’s recession was very different in that is whort lasting but dramatic in ampli-
tude. To understand its effect on parental prastisea vital and timely empirical task
not only for Russia but for a wider Eastern Eurapeantext. So, the contribution of
this study is not only in bringing the analysis pdrental time allocation to a new
macro-economic context but also in identifying treup of children who might lose
disproportionately in terms of interactions witteithparents. It is also different from
recent studies in that it seeks to draw attentiothé potential positive effects of direct

policy measures such as a widening of access lkdcainé provision.

The least researched area of parental time altotaglates to it as a response or ad-
justment to idiosyncratic shocks. Limited availdlilof longitudinal time use data is

one reason for this concomitant lack of attenti@Gmofiau, 2006). While a substantial
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body of literature in the field of development hasestigated the risks of income
shocks on household vulnerability (Skoufias, 200&shin, 2004; Dore, et al., 2003)
and on child outcomes (Duryea, et al., 2001; Chenatt al., 2005; Dehejia & Gatti,
2005; Guarcello, et al., 2010), it has rarely exaaditime allocation decisions. Our
study is among the very few that attempt to ingegé change using longitudinal panel
data. By developing and applying a theoretical madeParental Time Equilibrium
(PTE), we are able to integrate a time allocatiod a family stress model within a dy-
namic framework. Empirically selecting the measuésdiosyncratic shock, control-
ling for unobserved characteristics and placingfémeily stress model into a new socio-
economic context, we hope to contribute to thediige on transient economic stress

and parenting.

Finally, despite the high priority given to protect children in difficult life situations
in the policy agenda of the Russian Federatiorti(pdarly with accumulated disadvan-
tage and child neglect), research studying thedaml and families in such situations
has been predominantly of a qualitative nature authdrawing on a nationally repre-
sentative sample of children. While highly valuainléheir own right, they are not able
to provide a broad picture of risk factors for foparental withdrawal applicable to the
whole population of children. This study adds vabyeproviding empirical evidence on
the previously untested phenomenon of the lackavémtal involvement in childcare
and leisure activities with children. Although wee aareful not to equate the lack of
reported non-involvement in childcare with childyhext, we consider it as parental un-
derinvestment — a lower than socially desired l@fehvolvement in the interests of a
child.

1.5 Theoretical Framework and Data

Later in the thesis we demonstrate that there isingle theory that could guide our
analytical investigation. The Time Allocation andréntal Investment theories devel-
oped under New Home Economics (Becker, 1965; 188hrged 1991) do not provide

a clear answer on the influence of economic stoesparental time allocation. The ef-
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fect will depend not only on the opportunity coktime, but also counter forces such as
income and substitution effects. At the same titine primary applications of the family
stress model (Hill, 1949; McLoyd, 1990; Congerakt 2002) relate to studies of child
and parent outcomes rather than time use. Thisdaekalytical cohesion led us to de-
velop our own theoretical framework which stemgrfrthe above mentioned theories
but has key differences. These are: a) it focugesifically on child-related time alloca-
tions; b) it integrates the theoretical extensiand some of the relevant critique of the
parental time investment and time allocation thesyrand c) it provides for the analysis
of economic stress at the micro as well as maarelde at one point in time as well as

from a dynamic perspective.

The PTE framework presented in our chapter on naetlogy forms the analytical
structure and key testable propositions of thisaesh. It proposes that, in the long run,
parents act at the point of efficient time equilibn, matching thelemanddor care and
involvement with a range of existimgsources|t utilises the ‘Russian doll" ecological
framework pioneered by Bronfenbrenner (1979) tangethe nested structures within
resourcesanddemandsThus, resources at the individual level includeepts’ subjec-
tive well-being, human capital and time availaljliat the household level, material
capital; at the meso- level, social capital; andhat macro level, the enabling socio-
economic environment and family- and child-relagablic provision. Demand is
shaped at the individual level by a child’s chagastics, parental aspirations, belief,
and ideas: those in turn are influenced by mesd-naacro-level cultural traditions and

social norms.

The efficient point (from an individual perspechve equilibrium time allocation can
in the extreme range from zero minutes to 24 hpargay on a Time Allocation Scale.
In the short run, however, the PTE is subject tockh to resources and/or demands.
Conceptually, the effects of economic stress oergal time input can be presented as
the effect of shocks to resources at the idiosyitces well as aggregate levels. Each
chapter tests the main analytical propositionshef RPTE model in light of our key re-

search questions:
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« Chapter 4: To what extent does economic stressciased with poverty experience,
contribute to disparities between children in tbeel of received parental care and
attention?

« Chapter 5: What is the relative role of poverty engnces in explaining the lack of
parental involvement in child-related activitiesha&V groups of children are likely
to be at risk of joint parental withdrawal from eand leisure?

» Chapter 6: Do drastic changes in macro-economiditons (associated with the
recent recession of 2008-2009) directly influenegeptal time allocation adjust-
ments?

* Chapter 7: How do parents respond to the idiosyieccetnocks in the household,
which result in significant contraction of financi@sources? (Chapter 7) To what
extent do parents’ subjective perceptions and gpptrategies facilitate this proc-

ess?

The study utilises the rich data set of the Russiangitudinal Monitoring Survey

(RLMS) for the years 2007, 2008 and 2009. The ates of using this data for our
empirical task include its multilevel structureloaling us to merge child-, adult-, and
household-level data, and its longitudinal natwvhich is crucial for the analysis of

shocks. Moreover, its national representativened@qes grounds for some generalisa-
tions to be made. The unit of observation for mwestigation is the child, and the key
measures of parental human investment are: a)dpast on care and leisure activities

with children; and b) complete parental non-invohent in these two activities.

1.6 Structure of the Thesis

Our empirical analysis is structured in the follogriway:

Chapter 2 highlights the interdisciplinary nature of this dguwhile critically exploring
its two principal concepts — parental human investivand economic stress. It defines
these notions within a broad theoretical context draws on supporting empirical evi-
dence from the developed as well as developingdv&itmly grounding our analytical

approach within the rational choice paradigm, wseass the need to examine parental
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time inputs through a dynamic perspective and tegirate the family stress model into

the empirical framework of this study.

Chapter 3 defines the scope of this study and key definitidhgormulates the PTE
framework as grounded on the micro-economic assomgbf utility-maximising be-
haviour under constraints. The chapter also prestet RLMS dataset and outlines its
advantages and some possible limitations. Findllgiscusses the choices we have to

make regarding the methods for time use and paradysis.

Chapter 4 sets the analytical stage of our study by invasitig what motivations and
constraints drive the time allocation decision®Roksian parents today. It points to the
old, entrenched risks of gender and territoriaburaities in individual time allocations
observed over recent decades and the ambiguityeafrielationship to the new risks of
growing income inequalities. The key focus herensthe contribution of poverty ex-
periences to the disparities between children énlélvel of attention and care they re-
ceive from parents. We consider this in the contdxdther factors forming the groups
of resourcesand demandsdiscussed in relation to our analytical framewdfke use

Tobit marginal effects to estimate the effects @igrty on parental time allocations.

Chapter 5 examines the effects of the poverty experiencpamental non-involvement

through the prism of the welfare discourse in Rashidiscusses a major shift in re-
sponsibility for the child’s upbringing from theast to the family over the transitional
period. It argues that some parents failed to adheir parental input in response to
state withdrawal from crucial services. We point ttee trends in parental non-
involvement in our data and estimate the riskshiifdcen having non-involved parents
based on the hypotheses of time availability, disedstitution, child effects, and struc-

tural failure.

Chapter 6 engages with the ‘enabling’ macro-economic envirent, in particular test-
ing the theoretical proposition that aggregate matrocks can have a direct effect on
parental time allocation decisions. We relax theuagptions made in the preceding

chapters where we held the macro-economic condgitésrd policy environments con-
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stant and analyse the parental response to thetrecenomic recession using fixed ef-
fect modelling. We hypothesise that the effectdamilies and parental time allocation
will be highly heterogeneous due to the multitufiéransfer channels, the nature of the

recession in Russia, and regional socio-econorsjadities.

Chapter 7 analysesparents’ ability to mitigate income risks alongsitheir parental
responsibilities. We hypothesise based on thealiiee and our own study in Chapter 6
that children in low-income households can be walbke to changes in parental atten-
tion and care due to material strain caused bysydioratic shocks. We contrast differ-
ent measures of idiosyncratic shocks including tdraacome and expenditure falls,
unemployment and hidden unemployment, and subgegtidicators. We extend the
panel data analysis of the previous chapter byntgshe mediating influences of sub-

jective well-being and the coping strategies emgtby parental response to shocks.

Chapter 8 summarises the key findings through the underlyprapositions of the PTE
framework, reflects on what has been achieved aniihes limitations as well as op-

portunities for future research.

Concluding Remarks

Russia is a complex case for a study of parengditiges. Its huge geographical spread
and economic disparities, as well as the decesatadn of important child-related poli-
cies to the regional and municipal levels, mean ¢femeralisations and analytical ex-
trapolations should be taken with some caution.th&tsame time, the Soviet welfare
regime and uniform ideology shaped a common culttwee, which has been trans-
ferred to the current generation of parents. Rissiniqueness as an emerging eco-
nomic power with a market-based distribution of d¢féa and a redefined role of the
state makes it an interesting case. For Brofenleremwho was born in Russia, a Rus-
sian doll was probably a very natural metaphordscdbe the complexity of the rela-
tionships between a child, its parents and therenment. So it is for us, in our analyti-

cal journey guided by the rational choice paradigmi the image of a Russian doll is
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more intriguing and revealing about the country aadamilies than a treatment of the

households as a ‘black box’ (Pollak, 1985).
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Chapter 2

Critical Review of Theories and Evidence

Over decades the process and outcomes of paremtdtment in children’s develop-
ment have been examined by a wide range of acad#istiplines, including develop-
mental psychology, economics, sociology and squidicy, anthropology and educa-
tion. Each field has accumulated rich evidence luld€parent dynamics, the effects of
home and family factors on child outcomes and tioegsses that enhance them. The
last decade, however, has seen a noticeable tfemdier interdisciplinary exchange of
ideas and concepts either in the form of collalhgatvork, recognition of evidence
from other fields or ‘shared perspectives’ on thecudssion of parental choices, deci-
sions, and actions (Kalil & DelLeire, 2004). Thisapker reviews the theoretical ap-
proaches and accumulated evidence from a numbacaifemic fields. The focus is
placed on understanding the role of time input witthe parental investment frame-

work, as well as the linkages between economisst@ad parenting.

Investment might appear to be an awkward word vapgiied to such a complex, sen-
sitive, and multi-dimensional process as child—parelationships since it implies an
expectation of some tangible return in the futute the society, family or the child. In
our view, however, it is the term that best desgilthe ongoing transmission of re-
sources, knowledge and skills from parents to ohildVarious definitions of parental
investment have been provided by scholars over @i from different disciplines.
The meaning very much depends on the purpose aridxtoFor example, early papers
by Leibowitz (1974) analyse home investment throtighquantity and quality of time
and goods devoted to the child as determined hy pheents’ genetic endowment, their
education, and associated family income. Becke8X1@nlarged 1991) generally con-
siders parental investments within the *human edipitamework, in terms of parents’

attempts at maximising the lifetime earnings ofldi@n and their chances for success.
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Hertwig et al. (2002) attempt to integrate an ecoicgoerspective with views from bi-
ology and psychology by presenting multiple investinstrategies that parents use
when facing trade-offs between competing goalsttieir children, social norms, and
resources at any given point in time. Developmepggithologists Bradley and Corwyn
(2004) offer a model of ‘family process investmeimschild well-being, identifying a
broader set of parental actions which aim at puasgror enhancing child development
in a particular social, cultural, and educationahtext. Our approach here is to find
common themes among these different perspectivéde vetaining the rational choice

paradigm at the core of our approach.

This critical review defines the role of parentaté¢ as one of the key non-material in-
puts during a childhood. It also explains the ratfreconomic stress and its influence
on parenting and childhood experiences. We magdbpe for our analytical investiga-

tion and highlight unexplored lines of enquiry Iletcontext of a non-western society.

This chapter is structured in the following waysftj we discuss the parental investment
framework developed within New Home Economics. WWghiight the limitations of
Becker’'s theories of time allocation (1965) andepdal investments (1981, enlarged
1991) as discussed by other scholars and suppoytedhpirical evidence. Second, we
critically examine empirical evidence on the ramjdactors affecting parental input.
Third, we focus on economic stress as an underlyiage of this research and its role
in shaping and influencing parental human investmaNe define economic stress in a
broad context as including persistent material tslg@s (poverty), transitory income
shocks and macro-level economic pressures. Bas#dsnwe also review the evidence
on its links to parental practices. We concludedterating the knowledge gaps identi-

fied in the literature and restating our reseansbstjons.
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2.1 What Are Parental Investments?

Economic Framework of Parental Investments and Time Allocation

The most prominent model of family investments idren was developed within the
New Home Economics framework, which is an econaiake on family choices, deci-
sions and behaviour. Becker stressed the importainieenily as a social institution and
saw parents and mothers in particular as the pyisaurce of children’s adaptation to
society and learning (1993, p. 23). Two intercone@ctheoretical developments formu-
lated within New Home Economics are relevant far analysis: the theory of the allo-
cation of time (Becker, 1965) and the theory ofep&al investments. The latter was
summarised in Beckerdluman Capital and the Rise and Fall of Famili@secker &

Tomes, 1986).

The theory of the allocation of time was a pionegninodel in which time is treated in
the same way as market goods. One of the main pitapts of the theory is that time
has an indirect cost. Becker (1965) argued that teans we have to systematically
account for it when analysing non-market activibeshome production such as clean-
ing, cooking or childcare. He also argued that &heall factory’ of the household com-
bines capital goods, raw materials and labour énstime way as formal work. Thus, the
theory emphasised the higher importance of homdyatmn to economic welfare in

comparison to formal work time (Gronau, 1977).

According to this framework, households combineetiamd market goods via the ‘pro-
duction function’ to produce N amount of basic coodities. They choose the best
combinations of these commodities by maximisingirtheility function subject to
budgetary constraints. Families are said to cotigtéace allocation choices, between
work and child rearing, between home production lemsiire, etc. Families with young
children constantly have to deal with resourcecallon trade-offs because children, as
the most valuable commodity of the home productaemand both greater resources

and greater care.
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Raising a child in the family implies incurring éat and indirect costs, in the form of
the monetary input of market goods and allocatibtiroe, the value of which is re-
flected in forgone earnings. The higher the forgeamings are (i.e. the wages that par-
ents can command in the labour market), the hitteecost of one hour of the parents’
time. The final effect will depend on the relatsteength of the substitution and income
effects leading to ambiguity in predictions. Of cs® while this theory is the founda-
tional step in our understanding of parental timgut, its intentionally simplistic as-
sumption of a dual constraint of time and money msethe theory has little room for

other important influences on parental time allmsatecisions.

Further interest on the part of New Home Econonmcghe varied degrees of inter-
generational mobility and associated inequality aghfamilies led to the model of pa-
rental investments (Becker & Tomes, 1986). Accaydim this model, the accumulated
wealth of children (including future earninggquals the sum of their wealth from the
capital invested in them; from their endowed cdpitand from capital gain due to luck
in the market for incomdéBecker & Tomes, 1979, p. 1156). Endowment is sthrimg
that a child naturally inherits from parents thrbugjological, cultural or social trans-
mission at the time of birth (Becker & Tomes, 199B)e model recognised the life-
course dimension, indicating that parental investmebeing just one of the compo-
nents of a child’s human assets — is likely to eeaver the course of the childhood and
be adjusted or modified by parents. Empirical asialpresented by Becker supports the

idea that the wealth effect on investments in childdominates the endowment effect.

Our analytical investigation is primarily concernedth ongoing investments rather
than biological endowments or luck. Therefore, aftex we will refer to the parental

investment theory as an independent approach.strt@sthat parental investment in
children is a transfer of money and time shapeduxgetary constraints, which in turn
is determined by available resources: family wedithe available to parents, and the
cost of investments in children (Fulingni & Yoshika, 2004). Monetary inputs reflect

parents’ socio-economic standing, parents’ educa@nd available information about

educational opportunities. Parental time inputnsglerstood to include not only direct
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interaction with a child (such as a parent holdinlgaby, reading to a toddler, helping
with homework), but also transaction costs — tipens driving a child to after-school
activities, time spent arranging the child’s scHedatc. (Fulingni & Yoshikawa, 2004).
For the purposes of our study, we will hereaftestidguish monetary or material in-

vestments and human (time) parental investments.

As parents act under constraints of time and moiméng-family allocation of these re-
sources has been an important aspect of the aralytamework. Becker argues that
parents are concerned with the welfare of theildolin, yet they aim to maximise the
total well-being of the family by pooling their msces: Since parents must reduce
their own consumption (including leisure) to ratbe time and resources they spent on
child care and children’s education, training andafth, even altruistic parents have to
consider the trade off between their consumptiod #re human capital of childrén
(Becker, 1981, enlarged 1991, p. 5). Moreover,noelel stipulates that the family has
one ‘altruistic’ member whose preferences reflentaerns over the preferences of the
others. Individual differences in preferences (mdoahg among children) can become
submerged when a family is treated as a single dwaious unit reflecting the consistent
preferences of the altruist. This is generally knaweconomics as the unitary model of

household behaviour.

Much of the criticism of Becker’s theory was dimtttowards this particular assump-
tion of unitary behaviour, addressing its appamgeak empirical foundations and un-
derlying assumptions (Berk & Berk, 1983; Pollak8%9Folbre, 1996; Pollak, 2003),
etc. The main argument of Becker’s opponents isttha model is not suited to the per-
formance of intra-household distribution analysiater theories of bargaining behav-
iour within households developed by Manser and Br¢®©80) and by McElroy and
Horney (1981) recognise the individual and possdawflicting preferences of family
members. They suggest that decisions are madeea®ghlt of a bargaining process
among them. There is a large body of empirical @wog from both the developed

(Lundberg, et al., 1997) and developing countri@sligumbing & Maluccio, 2000)
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showing that household decisions do in fact degedtly on the identity of the indi-

vidual in possession of the resources. For a resesvHaddad, (1998).

Scholarly disputes on the models of parental/honlseresource allocation behaviour
have been indirectly concerned with children as ulienate recipients of resources.
From a child’s perspective, the human resourcesived from a mother or father (if
they reach a child) might be equally valuable. \Wgia then that for the purpose of our
study it is not the relative bargaining power oukehold members that matters most
but the extent to which a child or children in thenily benefit from any particular form
of distribution. Therefore, while it is importard tecognise the bargaining power that
exists between parents (for example, by controliorgelative wages in the model) it is

not a focus of our analysis.

Folbre’s criticism of Becker’s time allocation thgas highly relevant to our study. She
states that the rational choice approamverstates the role of individual decisions and
exaggerates the efficiency of social outcon{eslbre, 2004, p. 7). Folbre stressed the
importance of social institutions (including socgidd cultural norms), which influence
the available options in regard to time allocatd®tisions, pointing out thamotives
for children are mediated by values, norms, andigyences (Folbre, 1996, p. 676).
Folbre also indicated the need to explore subjeatidividual data to better understand
the nature of parental time allocation preferenedsch is in harmony with the family

stress model (Conger & Elder, 1994) reviewed instietion three of this chapter.

Applying the household production approach to chpecific time allocations is com-
plicated by the nature of these activities. Sclsothsagree whether child care and other
child-related time inputs should be classified amé production or leisure. Some stud-
ies from Russia indicate that recreational or etlocal activities with children are seen
as satisfying or enjoyable activities for parertargkhanova, 2003; Matjushechkin,
2007). This level of satisfaction is clearly di#at from other home production activi-
ties, for example doing laundry or cleaning. Yetdig, changing, bathing and other
parental routine chores at the early stages ofld'sldevelopment clearly have charac-

teristics of home production as services that cardibectly purchased in the market.
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Thus, some scholars place it within the ‘home potida’ category (Aguiar & Hurst,
2007) while others choose to treat it as a comiyleteparate category (Guryan, et al.,
2008). Guryan et al. (2008), based on US data,thatlparents view market-purchased
child care as a poor substitute for parental timemared to other items in home pro-
duction, but the effect varies by parental educatkimmel and Connelly (2007) also
strongly argue that childcare is quite distinctireither individual leisure or home pro-
duction allocations. This debate indicates the derity of applying the time allocation

theory framework in its classical form to child-tesed time allocation decisions.

The strength of the economic model of parental Wielia is in its simplicity and con-

ceptual clarity. However, simplicity in the assuimops comes at a price in the form of
inevitable omissions: it is gender neutral dueh® assumption of collective decision
making in the family and does not account for ahthe social and cultural norms pre-
vailing in the family. Moreover, the model does motlude the contributions of the
family and close community, which we will furtheisduss below. The latter is vital in
the Russian context as inter-family exchanges hawmeimportant role to play

(Gladnikova, 2009). These limitations in the paaéitvestment model call for explora-
tion of its later extensions and other conceptygir@aches offered within economics

and other disciplines.

Other Perspectives on Parental Investments

The human capital model of parental investmentidated a lot of research and theo-
retical discussions on the forms and means of parémmnsfers to their children. An
important contribution was made by Coleman in h&uassion on the role of social
capital in the formation of human capital (Colem&888). He defined the concept of
social capital as a resource for action within ridwgonal choice paradigm. He observed
the close ties that a family has through extendedily, community and affiliations
with local organisations or unions, which creatmsaort of insurance or safety net for
those involved. Coleman distinguishes between koaftal within the family and out-
side the family. The former is the relationshipsa@en children and parents and other

extended family members. The latter are — fromcthiéd’s perspective — a number of
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‘study circles’, relationships and ties that fdetie the child’s development and learn-

ing.

Furstenberg and Hughes (1995) highlight the vafutis concept as a link between the
characteristics of individual actors and their intiiage social surroundings, such as
schools, neighbourhoods, etc. However, it was aigorously criticised asrather
nebulous ... not adequately conceptualised in secamomic history ... gender blind
and without due attention to cross- and inter-cidtudifferences (Morrow, 1999, p.
749). The evidence on the influence of social emh time allocation decisions is
scarce but generally supportive of social capisabdactor influencing parental deci-
sions on care. Loefmarks’ (2007) study, which isdshon a time diary survey in Tagan-
rog in Russia, finds that the childcare contribasiof the older generation in a multi-
generational household directly influence the tpaeents devote to children. From our
view, Coleman’s concept of social capital addsmpdrtant dimension of resources as
providing opportunities as well as constraintss ktrucial for our investigation from the
child’s perspective to show that parents draw fiaomd often depend on their extended

family and social support network.

We also highlight a more recent theoretical develept by Burchardt (2008), who at-
tempts to connect income poverty and time allocatiecisions within a single frame-
work. This framework highlights a fundamental ecmio problem, i.e. the scarcity of
time and money resources resulting in the needakenoften conflicting choices, with
particular attention being drawn to time allocatiaand their interaction with low in-
come. Incorporating Becker’s time allocation thedBurchardt's model of time and
income capability specifies resources and respoitisi, which shape time allocation
decision making in regard to personal care, padl @mpaid work (the latter including
childcare). Responsibilities represent various ®wh care obligation, maintenance of
capital (for example, time for keeping healthy opggorting social connections) and the
fulfilment of duties to sustain entitlements. Theprical testing of this model generally
demonstrates the positive association between haane and low residual free time,

mostly due to the burden of home production. Froohild’s perspective, it shows that
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about one in 15 children in the UK live in incomaep households where at least one

adult is also time poor.

The importance of this framework for our analysign its original attempt to define
minimum childcare responsibilities within the fayndnd the inclusion of social capital
as a resource available to parents and, through,tte children. Moreover, the study
also underlines the role of wide-ranging socialnm®rbut stresses the difficulty they
pose for empirical testing using quantitative datiaey are the kind of restriction on a
person’s capability set that can be detected inlitatave data but which are much
harder to reflect in quantitative analysi@urchardt, 2008, p. 49At the same time, it
does not specifically deal with a temporal elen@ndiscuss the time allocations under
adverse macro-economic conditions, which are faabbrinterest to our investigation.
Our empirical strategy and conceptual framework eriaw substantially on this model
while adapting it to the narrower topics of chitstéised time allocations and a dynamic

response to economic stress.

Overall, different perspectives seem to convergheunderstanding that parents en-
gage directly (i.e. through time or efforts) orimedtly (i.e. through purchases of child-
related goods, services and transfers) in shagieg thildren’s experiences during
childhood and in regard to opportunities in thaufat The scarcity of these resources
implies that parents face certain trade-offs whiah lead under specific circumstances
to the optimum allocation from an individual wekapoint of view. However, what is
considered optimal for an individual parent or mifg might not always be in the best
interests of the child, at least unless we accepiuah criticised collective decision-

making model.

Becker’s theory and its extensions provide limiggglanations when it comes to a pos-
sible parental response to economic stress. Wihdertodel acknowledges that invest-
ments evolve over the life of the family under alp@h demands, in the short run it
treats them as the ‘stock’ rather than the ‘flo@ur research interest is in the economic
stress as a force, which in itself might affecthbibte stock and the flow of investments.

This suggests a need to further examine those dtiealr perspectives that deal with
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economic stress and parenting and which are coveregction 2.3 of this chapter.
However, before this we explore the key forces #ratfound to shape parental invest-

ment decisions at one point in time.

2.2  Why Parents Invest: Factors That Shape Parental Decisions

The level and extent of parental investments oétand money can vary widely across
families from different socio-economic backgrouradgl neighbourhoods (Mauldin, et
al., 2001; Mclanahan, 2004, Ziol-Guest, et al.,£0@s well as between nations (Sayer,
et al., 2004b; Bratberg, et al., 2007; Guryan,| ¢t2808; Gauthier & DeGuesti, 2012).
Various hypotheses have been offered in the lilegabut empirical evidence is primar-
ily concerned with individual-level factors such @erental beliefs, aspirations, educa-
tion, socio-economic backgrounds, etc. We reviemes®f the influences most fre-
quently identified in the literature, starting bsnghasising the role of children them-

selves and their characteristics in guiding patdyghaviour.

Child Effects

New Home Economics appears to oversimplify a childile in the decision-making
process and his/her influence over parents’ prate® or aspirations in relation to edu-
cation, health, and other issues connected to dele&lopment. Depending on the uni-
tary or bargaining models of household behaviochitdoen are treated either as ‘goods’
in the consumption vector of their parents (Lundb@009) or as agents with autono-
mous preferences, thus ignoring their interdepecelevith adults. Human capital the-
ory neither could nor was intended to capture iledral and interdependent nature of
child endowment linked to the micro and macro cbads of families, neighbourhoods
and the larger community. Nevertheless, it was BE&68) who first pointed the over-
simplification of unidirectional models out, whiglssume that the influence runs in one
direction, from parent to child. However, the foaurs this limitation stimulated schol-
arly investigations of ‘child effects’ almost toettpoint of an equally unidirectional

view of children as the main driving force in pareshild interactions (Maccoby, 2003).
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Child effects are commonly defined as theactions of parents or adults to child char-
acteristics (Bell & Chapman, 1986, p. 595) or as the influertbat children have on
parents. On the one hand, it recognises a chiéghasdividual with his or her own pref-
erences, expectations and interests within thelyamit. However, on the other hand it
also acknowledges the child’s dependence on patestiaviour, resources and actions.
The child’s influence can stimulate positive resggsias well as producing stresses for
parents and creating situations which require imatedactions on their part. The latter
aspect was analysed within a social interaction ehodl child neglect (Tzeng, et al.,
1991; Burgess, 1979). Along with individual paremtsaracteristics and the influences
of social environment, this approach considersldetelated factors’ including his/her
demands, behaviour, and disposition within the nahtstages of development. The in-
teraction between those three groups of factocemsidered as contributing to parents’

neglectful behaviour.

Developmental psychologists typically measure ifferént domains of children’s lives
through a life-course perspective based on the’shaige. As children go through major
developmental stages they experience a growingceafidence in taking action in rela-
tion to the range and scope of activities in whicly choose to engage. A baby re-
guires constant supervision and care, with paemgsged in stimulating play. The care
needs of toddlers and pre-schoolers are also sutadtand perhaps not less demanding
than the ones for a baby but the role of parentéves into more interactive support of
the child’s growing self-awareness, critical thimsiand communication (Bee & Boyd,
2007). Growing independence with age graduallyced the demand for basic care
and the focus shifts more towards a different tgp@arental input: teaching through
play and day-to day activities (Piaget, 1960). $atsosuggest that there is a change in
children’s thoughts and behaviour at the age otidofive to seven (Piaget, 1960;
Vygotsky, 1962; White, 1970; Rogoff, et al., 2008he demand for parental care is
still substantial during this period, but childrgradually go through a transition from
play activity to learning and more conscious decisinaking. According to other re-
search, further involvement of children in familgaision making increases between the

ages of nine and 13 (Yee & Flanagan, 1985). Préeadent age is a time of more inde-
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pendence, the development of social relationsmpgsaasubstantial reduction in demand
for basic care from parents. At the same time & isne of increased children’s vulner-
ability to various problems such as eating dis@déepression and risk behaviour (Bee
& Boyd, 2007). Developmental progression into ipeledence and maturity implies
very different levels of demand for parental inmesnt or intensity of interaction be-
tween adults and children at different stages fan Empirical evidence confirms the
influence of a child’s age on parental behaviowt gpecifically on time input with the
majority of time use papers controlling for havittgldren in the household of a certain

age (Gustafsson & Kjulin, 1994; Loefmark, 2007; iKiel & Connelly, 2007).

Economists explain age related variations in patanivestments by higher effective-
ness of investments at an earlier age: the gragaliction in productivities or lower
child’s responsiveness to parents’ efforts (Boraw012). Thus, Cunha & Heckman
(2008) extended Becker’'s and Tomes’ model (19786)1%0 include different periods
of parental investment depending on the family ¢ifele. They argue that parental in-
vestments during a child’s early years are diffefeam those that happen in later peri-
ods, primarily due to the differences in ‘returnBhe economic assumption is that in-
vestment in period ‘A’ will produce outputs at thext stage and skills acquired by a
child at one stage are transferred to the nextl lfweugh the mechanism of ‘self-
reinforcement’. Based on evidence from neuros@g@einha and Heckman argue that
there are sensitivity periods for parental investtae- a child’s early years for cognitive
skills and later years for non-cognitive skillshely also point out that parental invest-
ments tend to be lower at the later stages of cwidelopment due to the gradual reduc-
tion in how different forms of parental investmenth as time and money complement
each other. Evidence from other studies also sigdleat age related variations in pa-
rental time allocations can be facilitated by tHexibility of the labour market
(Gimenez-Nadal & Molina, 2013) and the prices oilddare provision (Kimmel &
Connely, 2007).

Gender is another important attribute that is assed with a differentiated parental re-

sponse. The role of child gender in individual dmisehold behaviour is one of the
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most researched areas due to its relevance tesbes of economic and social inequal-
ity of women and economic growth. Many studies erpl issues of sex bias in re-
source allocation between girls and boys genefally strong parental preferences for
boys in Middle Eastern and African countries, wharke reflected in schooling, nutri-
tion, and health expenditures (Rosenzweig & Schal®82; Ahmad & Morduch, 1993;
Sahn & Stifel, 2002; Quisumbing & Maluccio, 2000here is, however, no universal

trend either across regions or continents.

While gender is undoubtedly an important ‘childeetff, the particular country context
determines its scale and significance. For exaniplessia is a country with relatively
low levels of inequality between girls and boygemrms of schooling and health cover-
age (ISP & UNICEF, 2011). That said, there iddigvidence on any ‘boys’ or ‘girls’

effects at home, which could reflect gender prefees in parents’ transfers.

Overall, the evidence suggests the importance id chmaracteristics for parental in-
vestment behaviour. The process of child—paremtration is complex and bilateral,
but as Lytton puts itthe questions of “who came first” or “how much” vance is ex-

plained by the child or by the parent run contraoythe realities of family relation-

ships. Rather, attitudes, behaviours and relatigmsire part of an ongoing process
(Lytton, 1990, pp. 683-697). What is clear cuthattchild effects are clearly important
‘shapers’ of parental behaviour. Thus, controlliagthe most important child’s charac-

teristics is a priority for our empirical analysis.

Altruism, Reciprocity and Parental Aspirations

Economic theory explains parental motives basetherassumptions of altruism or re-
ciprocal exchange. The altruism assumption (Beck@&r4) implies that parents’ utility
(satisfaction) is raised when their children argdyeoff or, simply, when they see them
as being happy. The altruist expects no compemsatioeturn. Bernheim et al. (1985)
followed Becker’s ideas but articulated them agxarhange assumption. Here, the core
notion is that even the most altruistic parentsalvetrationally in expecting some form

of ‘return’ on their investments, in the form otettion, engaged communication, or
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support. They might expect, for example, that awgroip son or daughter will make the

effort to pay them a visit.

Empirical evidence on such matters is mixed, agaditating that culture, traditions of
inter-family and inter-generational transfers adl W generosity of the national social
security system play some part. For example, antestedy based on Chinese house-
hold data (Cai, et al., 2006) confirmed that irfemily transfers in low-income house-
holds are driven by altruistic motives. At the saiin@e, a study in the Russian context
demonstrated that private transfers were made change of reciprocity rather than

being guided by altruistic behaviour (Clement, 2002

The economic benefits of children to parents aso#iva for parental transfers have
been emphasised in many scholarly works (Schu#iz31Folbre, 1996). For many cen-
turies, children were expected to contribute torded household income by the work
they did in the household or on the farm, or bymhmg support to parents when they
became old.Children are in a very important sense the poor mmamapital’ argues
Schultz (1973, p. 5). A significant body of litane¢ examines the role of children as an
important source of retirement income (Laitner, Z;99hakrabatrti, et al., 1993; Kabeer,
2000; Browning & Lechene, 2001; Cai, et al., 200B)e general theme in many of
these studies is that an expansion of market andrgment pension provision decrease
older parents’ dependency on their children. Thesemomic assumptions have been
criticised not least by economists themselves @trcapturing the complexity of child—
parent interaction and motives (Lord, 2002). Theofemic benefits’ perspective alone
appears to miss important cultural motives andasacfluences, which play a real role

in shaping parental beliefs, ideas, and aspirations

The educational psychology literature suggestsphegntal actions depend strongly on
three aspects: a) a family’s own construct of theeptal role; b) parents’ sense of effi-
cacy in helping their children succeed in schookl &) the general demand for in-
volvement from children and school (Hoover-Demp&eSandler, 1997). According to

this approach, parents’ construction of their ret¢ablishes a range of activities that

parents consider important for them to do. Seiaffy is described as the extent to
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which parents believe in their capacity to helddren to reach positive outcomes. Fi-
nally, demand for involvement implies parents’ ggitoons in regard to the extent to

which a child or a school wants or requires th@molvement.

This theoretical perspective gives an insight jpdoents’ motives and beliefs, with the
latter being reflected in their confidence in thehildren’s abilities, their own ability to

teach, the nature of the child’s intelligence andgible achievements. The literature on
parental beliefs and ideas from the field of depeiental and social psychology is vast
and it is beyond the scope of this review to givv@mprehensive overview. However, it
is important to recognise that empirical eviderscganerally supportive of the effects of
positive parental beliefs on parental involvemdtdr example, a study based on US
Panel Study of Income Dynamics, with a sample 603,children (Stafford & Yeung,

2004), found that parents with a high interesthildcdevelopment (one of the proxies
for parental beliefs) seek to increase a wholeeasfgnputs to child development, from

time contributions by each parent to social capital

Another powerful factor influencing not only parahinvolvement but also the percep-
tions, educational goals and achievements of @mnldhemselves are parental aspira-
tions. These can be described as aspirations detata child’'s educational achieve-
ments (Wentzel, 1998) or future professional succ#xarental aspirations’ is a term
which can be contested since the expectations renmamight be reflected in various
forms of parental behaviour, from intrusive monitgrof school attendance to creating
a positive environment for learning and self-exatmm. Many authors attribute aspira-
tions to a set of goals or standards in differeetia of a child’'s human development
(Bandura, 1989). A study by Grubb (2008) based &nddta shows that high parental
aspirations positively affect a child’s own aspwas and a young adult’s decisions to
complete education to a diploma or degree levetofding to this study, the combina-
tion of parents’ low aspirations and low educatasnwell as high aspirations and high

education levels are particularly powerful.

Finally, the premise that at any point in timeprents contribute some amount of time

and efforts to children can be challenged by ewdent child neglect. Described as an
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act of omission by Erickson and Egeland (2001)areptal responsibility it may or may
not be intentional on the parents’ part. The aegjglof child neglect as an acute form of
parental non-involvement is based on the premisieflack of nurturing with a spe-
cific focus on mothers as key carers (Daniel & ©ayR006). The literature on child
neglect has focused on individual-level charadiesf parents (mostly mothers), such
as certain psychological characteristics influenlbgdheir own upbringing (Polansky,
et al., 1983), relationships with partners, acdessocial support (Gaudin, 1996), at-
tachment relationships with children and mentallthegerickson & Egeland, 2001).
The role of socio-economic factors in child neglecictices is studied to a much lesser
extent, but there is still an understanding thatribks of neglect are greater when there
iIs a combination of factors reflecting low sociaeomic status. These are principally
low income, low levels of parental education, tegnparenthood, lack of support or an

unstable family environment.

There is little empirical testing on these issuethe Russian context and in connection
to time use, not least because such a study wadessarily depend on access to meas-

urable data which would reflect these complex issue

Education, Class and Disadvantage

Parents’ education has perhaps received the mbestasly attention as a factor influ-
encing parental investments. It is indeed ofteruidgegconsistent predictor of parental
input and subsequently of a child’s academic outrit can be explained by common
genetics as well as ‘cultural transmission’ (Ermis2003). However, the genetic roots
of transmission have been questioned by the stwdmsh found differences in the ef-
fect of parental education between mothers andefsthFor example, Leibowitz’s
(1974) study found that mothers’ education was nmohne important in predicting the
IQ of the child than fathers’ education which, #énghor argued, showed that the rela-
tionship aspect is more important than the gersstpect. Cultural transmission implies
that more educated parents have higher levels mBhucapital and are better informed
in regard to the benefits of cognitive stimulatitvealthy nutrition, and social interac-

tion appropriate to age. Therefore, they will makare effort to provide increased intel-
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lectual stimulation, motivation, and a better eamment, which involves books, educa-

tional trips, etc. (Mayer, 1997).

The study by Saxe et al. (1987) found that bettieicated middle-class mothers moti-
vated their children by providing more challengiggals and more difficult tasks in
mathematics compared to working-class mothers. Aligtive study on mothers’

strategies for children’s school achievement (Baketevenson, 1986) found that al-
most all mothers in the sample (over 83%) were \ayely involved in managing

their children’s schooling. They helped their childh homework during the year and
had a range of strategies to boost learning. Howyéle extent of input varied noticea-
bly depending on the mother’s level of educatioyenhighly educated mothers were
11 times more likely than other mothers to premduilren academically for the transi-

tion to high school.

There is sufficient evidence not only from US tiome data but also from comparative
analysis of parental time in Canada, Italy and Northat parental education, especially
that of mothers’, is a key determinant in paretitae allocation in relation to childcare
(Sayer, et al., 2004a; Sayer, et al., 2004b). Guetaal. (2008), in the cross national
study of time use, find a positive influence ofguaal education only in primary child-
related activities and not in relation to the tdiade parents spend with children. Moth-
ers with a university degree spend roughly 4.5 sionore per week in childcare situa-
tions than mothers with a high school degree orelowhe increase in father's time
contribution in childcare over time in the UK an& Was found to be differentiated by
educational attainment in Sullivan’s study (201Rpmey and Ramey (2010) find a
higher rate of increase in time spent on child@r®ng university-educated mothers
compared to those without a university educatiamcesithe mid-1990s in the US.
Malathy (1994), in the context of urban India, Brithat better educated women reallo-
cate their time from household duties to teachimiddoen, perhaps because they see it

as an investment in their future.

Evidence based on US data often relates educatitiretclass structure, suggesting that

highly educated middle-class parents apply an gitenform of childrearing which re-
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quires high levels of parental involvement (Bian@@10). Scholars note that numerous
extracurricular activities demanding parental timesetting them up, managing sched-
ules and children’s transportation are driven bydig-class aspirations for better uni-

versity places for their children (Ramey & Ramey1@).

Such intensive coaching, which can also be seeanasverinvestment that Lareau
(2003) calls ‘concerted cultivation’, reflects theneral trend in relation to the pressures
involved in skill formation in western society. kat990s Russia, with its rapid transi-
tion to the market economy, was characterised Wgriged inequalities and an absent
‘middle’ (ISR, 2008). This is currently changingtivithe slow formation of households
with distinctive consumer preferences and setsetiets (Maleva, 2003; ISP, 2010).
The emerging middle class of highly educated, waglprofessional families is likely to
behave differently to those parents disadvantagetthdir material position, regional or
territorial setting. For example, we know that pe&san Moscow or St. Petersburg today
spend three times more on children than parentsther regions (Roshina, 2011).
Meanwhile research testing differences in relatimon-material inputs is lacking in

the Russian context.

At the lower end of the social strata the lack adf@ssional education can be closely
associated with low social standing or disadvantagbe family. Socio-economic dis-
advantage is likely to determine a certain pattdrparental investment behaviour as a
result of its link to parental beliefs and aspoat. Evidence from qualitative research
indicates that parents in poverty are likely to énarery different aspirations for their
children to middle-class parents. A five-year stoflyamilies in the poorest neighbour-
hoods in Philadelphia in the US found that poorhea placed most importance on
keeping a child housed, fed, clothed and safe, ikgepdolescents away from drugs,
crime and school failure, and considered theseosmmorthy accomplishments (Edin &
and Kefalas, 2005). The authors contrasted thegeAmerican middle-class parenting
behaviour, emphasising that although everyday hgdsproduce modest parenting
goals, parents recognise and celebrate every soatinomplishment and consider their

parental investments to be of high value to thieildcen.
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Overall, empirical evidence from western countdesfirms that parental education is a
strong determinant of the level of parental humarestment. Its effects are often in-
separable from the socio-economic status of thelyeand accumulated human capital.
The pressures of the competitive labour marketrimrie to parents’ awareness of the
benefits of the human investments in children. Hevein emerging economies such
as Russia education might not be a very informatieasure. For example, using Rus-
sian data Gronau (2006) did not find any differatidins in childcare time by the level

of parents’ education.

Russia’s case can be different due to the gendralty levels of education supported by
high public subsidies alongside distorted oppottesifor labour market entry (OECD,
2011b). The level of attainment in Russia mightectf neither family wealth nor the
true market returns to education. Over 55% of 25y&aF olds attain tertiary education
in the Russian Federation, which corresponds tddpeplace among OECD countries
along with Japan, South Korea, and Canada (OECIR)2(Yet these statistics do not
reveal the persistent institutional barriers affegthe labour market such as inflexible
and non-transparent employment practices (OECD1@01So, while parental educa-
tion is to be incorporated in the framework of analysis, we need to find the most ef-
ficient measure distinguishing between differenels of education and also separate its
effects from the influence of the labour markettipgration and the socio-economic

(i.e. income-related) position of the family.

Parents’ Labour Market Engagement

A substantial body of scholarly work deals with #féects of parents’ labour market
attachment on childcare responsibilities. Increatsubur market participation of

women in the west in the last two decades hastegbsinl a great deal of academic inter-
est in the subject with a special focus on the gesdidivision of labour and on relevant
child outcomes. The provision of unpaid labourhe tamily in western countries has
altered as more and more children live with mothene combine full-time work with

full responsibility for children (Bianchi, 2010).h€ literature consistently shows some

reduction in mother’s time with children (Gauthiet,al., 2004; Bianchi, et al., 2006;
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Sandberg & Hofferth, 2001; Kendig & Bianchi, 2008t this reduction is perhaps less
significant than otherwise would have been expegigdn the structural changes in
women'’s labour force participation over time (Bian@2000). Empirical evidence from
European countries provides some confirmation tinathers have to reconcile increas-
ing financial pressures — which are primarily raspble for their re-entry to the labour
market — with high normative expectations in regtrdtheir caring responsibilities

(Meulders & Gustafsson, 2004).

The time allocation theory stipulates that mothéaibour force participation increases
the cost of childrearing, constraining the time sha spend with her children. It also
indicates that mothers accept forgone earningedo children because parents special-
ise according to their comparative advantage. Thpircal evidence is mixed. Hall-
berg and Klevmarken (2003) find that the direceet$ of market work on time spent
with children is weak and only fathers’ market rowrere shown to have some statisti-
cally significant influence. Kalenkoski et al. (Z)#ind some evidence that parents who
spend more time on childcare as the main actiwtytrtbute significantly less time in
paid work, which according to the authors suggestirect substitution. Malathy’s
(1994) study based on Indian data supports thedtieal propositions as an increase in
an individual's own wage leads to a reduction meispent on non-market activities,

specifically on teaching children.

It is unclear to what extent trends in reconciliugrk and childcare found in western
countries are relevant for empirical investigatiorihe Russian context since its labour
market trends do not follow western patterns. Russ®conomic transition in the early
1990s resulted in fluctuating rates of labour manarticipation and tough demo-
graphic choices (Karakhanova, 2006). The downwamaldtin Russian women'’s labour
participation is primarily explained by structurfalctors rather than personal choice,
principally a reduction in paid work hours due taply worsening economic condi-
tions and high unemployment levels in the late E9%@rakhanova’s study (2006) also

shows that in the early 2000s the number of workatigers who participate in activities
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with children decreased, but it also showed thagehwvho are involved now spend more

time with their children.

While the share of Russian women'’s paid and unpaid declined by a quarter over a
period of 40 years, this did not directly bendiig ichildren. The relative share of work-
ing women involved in childcare remained stableaaund 48%) and the time devoted
to this activity actually decreased by more thahim@: from 5.5 hours per week in 1965
to 3.2 hours per week in 2003/2004 (Karakhanov@6p0The ‘time reserve’ that re-

sulted from the significant decline in formal worli hours was thus not used to in-
crease activities with children, but rather to expp@hysiological activities (sleep, self-

care, medical care, etc.). This implies that direbtrence to or extrapolation from pa-
rental time allocation behaviour and the effectsvofk observed in western studies to
the Russian context could be problematic or unptider The welfare regime as well

the labour market transitions which formed the elgmees of Russian parents today

were quite unique.

Meanwhile, Russian scholars examining time useesdwave focused on trends and
composition of time allocation decisions rathemtliaeir explanations (Artemov, 1990,
Patrushev, 2003; 2005, Karakhanova, 2003). Thetteuis limited empirical support on
the effects of parents’ labour market participatbonchildcare activities in recent years,

especially under conditions of material stress.

The evaluation of evidence on the factors affecpagental time investment strongly
points towards two groups of influences: resoustes demands. Resources come in the
form of household wealth, parents’ human and samagital, and time availability de-
fined by labour market engagement. Demands areeshby a child’s characteristics,
including ongoing need for care and parental bgliefeas, understanding of their role
and aspirations — all of which are based on semains and prevailing cultural percep-
tions. While welfare provisions or the macro-ecorm®nvironment can also be in-
cluded in the group of resources, there is littlielence to date on their direct effect on

individual parental behaviour.
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Our next step is to examine economic stress irbtbad context of persistent and tran-
sitory material pressures and discuss prior caminbs to the analysis of links between

economic stress and parenting.

2.3 Economic Stress and Parental Behaviour

What is Economic Stress?

There are many different definitions of stressha popular dictionaries. For example,
the Oxford English Dictionary (Oxford English Diatiary, 2010) identifies it as ‘state

of mental or emotional strain or tension resultimgm adverse or demanding circum-
stances’ Similarly, theMerriam Webster Dictionary states among other dtéfims that

it is a stateof bodily or mental tension resulting from factdngt tend to alter an exist-
ing equilibrium’ (Merriam-Webster, 1994). Generically, it can bersas a permanent
or temporary force disturbing the normatively dedirequilibrium’. When combined
with the word ‘economic’, the meaning specificalgfers to tension resulting from fac-
tors of an economic nature. Family researcherg tefé as economic strain, economic
hardship, economic distress, economic pressurignamcial strain, which all imply: a)
an inability to meet financial obligations; b) untaénty in regard to income sources; c)
instability in terms of employment; and d) inadecyuaf earnings to meet the needs and
desires (Fox & Bartholomae, 2000). Factors contiiguto economic stress can be a
product of macro as well as micro events, canftastn extended period of time or can
be transitory, can have a normative meaning (as#ict between what is expected and
what is achievable) and can be situational. Themsomfeature among them all is a

contraction of material resources and the needaptsor cope with the change.

Economic stress can have many ‘faces’. Povertpésad them. In order to understand
the connection between economic stress and powetityg context of this study it is
important to disentangle the different meaningtheflatter. Poverty is a universal but
socially constructed concept, the meaning of wiiepends on who uses it and in what
context. Since the distribution of limited matéresources is at the core of chosen pol-

icy actions to relieve poverty, its definition halsvays been a part of politically driven
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debate (Lister, 2004). Historically, some alteme&toncepts of poverty based on the
ideas of subsistence, basic need, and relativeva#ipn gained support (Townsend,
2006). At the core of the notion of subsistencasoextension of “basic need” is the
fulfilment of basic physical necessity or unaccefaardship, with hunger as an ex-
treme example. Physical needs can change undetireyeconomic conditions as the
cost of food or other necessary material input glkarover time. The breadth of this
conceptual idea is not fixed and could include gdrom basic shelter, food, and cloth-

ing to local services or cultural facilities.

In 1979, Peter Townsend offered the concept ofivelaeprivation (Townsend, 1979),
which became a dominant concept in the countrigeeoEuropean Union including the
UK. Criticising the subsistence approach, Townsangdied that individuals are ex-
pected to perform certain social functions in siycand therefore we have to account
for social needs. With material resources sigaiftty below those who enjoy an aver-
age material well-being in that society individuate unable to perform these social
functions. This leads to exclusion in the form ofirparticipation in ordinary living pat-

terns and activities.

Another influential approach to the meaning of poyeknown as the capability ap-
proach, was formulated by Amartya Sen (1989) a affunctions reflecting what in-
dividuals can and cannot do. It stimulated a fumelatal shift in understanding human
welfare, but has not been widely accepted as aunea$ poverty due to difficulties in
operationalisation of its terms (Saith, 2001). WMatvariety of contextual interpreta-
tions, the general trend has been towards a bragiitaimensional view of poverty
with income being an integral core. Moreover, ¢hisrwide recognition of the impor-
tance of subjective meanings of poverty, namelyettigeriences and perceptions of

those very people who are described as deprivédteisociety.

Whichever meaning of poverty is used, it is weldlerstood that poverty experience can
be characterised by accumulative risk exposure |&tter is also found to be associated
with psychological and mental health problems sagbktress or depression (McLoyd,

1990; Evans, et al., 2011). Moreover, when we icengoverty within the dynamic
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framework (Smith & Middleton, 2007), ‘stress’ im@gd movement in and out of poverty
(departure from normative equilibrium) or departtrcen a desired level of material
well-being (falling into poverty). As economic séeedoes not necessarily entail a fall in
the household income below the poverty line as dtefined within a specific policy

context, they have to be considered as overlagpimgot identical notions.

Failures on the part of families to cope with in@ftuctuations and income shocks not
only affect households’ ability to pay bills, prde adequate nutrition and attend to
health needs, but can also lead to a lower thailgodesired level of parental invest-

ment and unequal intra-household allocations aduees (Dercon, 2002). We consider
economic stress in a broad framework includingditany income fluctuations caused
by external and internal (i.e. within the househd#ttors. The literature distinguishes
between aggregate and idiosyncratic economic shdtiesaggregate shocks often refer
to the effects of the macro-economic cycle — exjgang¢booms’) and contractions

(‘busts’) — or to natural disasters like draughthamricane. Idiosyncratic shocks are
those that affect a household or an individualhsag the death of the breadwinner, ill-

ness, loss of employment, etc.

An unexpected income loss can make parents reasasshild’s ongoing and future
human development needs. The change in the batdrio@e and money can modify
their investment choices. Becker and Tome sugdé&3; p. 267) thatparents must
finance investments in children by selling asd®tseducing their own consumption, by
reducing the consumption of children, or by raisthg labour-force activities of chil-
dren’. In an environment with limited capital or insuranoarkets, parents have to fi-
nance their child’s education from current ongoingome. This could lead to a sub-
stantial redistribution of resources between familgmbers or some reduction in child-
related expenditures or both (Pasqua, 2005; Je2€8®; Jacoby & Skoufias, 1997).
Whether similar adjustments affect child-relataddiallocations in the family is less
clear due to ambiguous outcomes in terms of codatees and limited empirical evi-
dence. Therefore, we have to consider theoretipptaaches which link economic

stress and parenting.
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Theoretical Approaches

Our understanding of parental investments undem@oe stress begins with one of the
most influential theories connecting material hamdsparenting and its outcomes. It is
the perspective on coping and social adaptatioawetr offered by the ‘stress theory’
and its extension — the ‘family economic stress efiddConger & Elder, 1994;

McLoyd, 1990; Conger, et al., 2002; Conger, 2005).

Stress theory originated in Hill’s (1949) reseanchpost-war American families exam-
ining war-imposed separation and reunion. This worknulated an adjustment process
within an ABC-X (crisis) framework. According to HiA is a stressor or stressful
event (related hardship), which interacts with Bnfflies’ crises in terms of meeting
resources), which in turn interacts with C (whadamily makes of the event, its subjec-
tive perception of the seriousness of the event),@oduces X (the crisis or recovery).
The key insight of this model is that a stressftérg, such as income loss or reduced
resources, can cause changes in family interadaonily goals, roles of family mem-
bers, and values (together or independently froolm ether). The direction and extent
of adjustment will depend on the economic as welsychological resources of family

members and their perceptions of stressful evafaar(g & Hofferth, 1998).

The theory emphasises that subjective perceptiadheoktressful event is important in
determining the household response. A family, wigelceives income loss (or another
stressful event) as a crisis and has no resouncespe with it, will be much harder hit
in the short run than a family which does not seguwation as so dramatic or does not
expect it to last long. The difficulty, however,tedistinguish the individual character-
istics contributing to a family’s recovery (such pasitive attitude, support network,

level of education, etc.) from the effect of themwitself.

During the 1960s and 1970s, the family stress the@s influential in drawing aca-

demic attention to the conditions, resources ampingomechanisms that families use in

! The terminology used somewhat varies in the liteea The earlier papers presented this as theststr
model” or “stress theory”, later referring to it ‘damily stress theory” and less frequently as “fgneco-
nomic stress theory”. This has to be distinguisfredn parental stress, which means a transmission
mechanism within this model.
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order to overcome hardship and the stress assooith it? It states that economic
hardship can lead to economic pressures due totunaterial needs, which in turn can
cause parental emotional and psychological disti@epending on the availability of
other resources this can lead to negative pareanthiconsequently negative child out-
comes. For example, parental stress caused by ialgbeessures is featured promi-

nently in studies related to child neglect and abus

The family stress theme can also be found in ssudiechild neglect. For example, the
‘personality view’ of child neglect (Polansky, dt,d983), which is based on parents’
deficiency (including infantilism) as a source @ghectful behaviour, also incorporates
undesirable social conditions such as poverty anthtion as stressful factors, which
contribute to both stress overload and parentgacher disorder. Importantly, it recog-
nises the role of socially defined factors andjrie with the family stress model, high-
lights its interaction with parents’ individual alaateristics (resources), including sub-

jective well-being.

It is important to contrast the family stress modéh a cultural perspective, which fo-
cuses on long-term or inherited disadvantage ina@xpg the causes of the ‘poverty
cycle’. Contrary to the family stress model, thisw examines not the deviation from
the status quo — ‘economic stress’ — but rather this/status quo (specifically parental
practices) in materially deprived families is diffat from the rest of the population.
The notion of a ‘culture of poverty’ first offerday Lewis (1966) has been one of the
most prominent as well as widely criticised theioadt hypotheses (Leacock, 1971)
connecting poverty (economic disadvantage) andnpiage It stressed the fatalistic na-
ture of certain subcultures that are prevalentame materially deprived underclass

groups.

This perspective explained the existence of cegianental behaviours by the culture of
attitudes, norms, values and beliefs developed rutigeexperiences of persistent pov-

erty transmitted across generations. It has recgmen way to a more narrowly de-

2 For a review seMcCubbin, et al., 1980).
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fined paradigm which is careful to distinguish \vedurom perceptions and behaviours
from attitudes (Small, et al., 2010). A new wavecaftural studies (Ermisch, et al.,
2001; Yaqub, 2002) highlights the role of instiluts in shaping specific cultural be-
liefs. These studies point to the possibility dfetient parental practices and approaches
among disadvantaged families as opposed to thecésted cultivation’” among more

affluent parents (Lareau, 2003).

A number of qualitative studies examining pareptaictices and processes under mul-
tiple disadvantages consistently highlight the adtarian or harsh disciplinary meth-
ods of mothers who are in a situation of cumulathigadvantage (Arditti, et al., 2010).
They also stress that such practices do not exdtrdag advocacy on a child’s behalf
or the support of children to meet their basic makt@eeds. A comprehensive review of
the literature on poverty and parenting undertakgiatz and colleagues (Katz, et al.,
2007) come to the conclusion that, given the migtgpmplex pathways from poverty

to parenting, the majority of parents in povertggess adequate parenting skills.

The applicability of the cultural perspective te tRussian context in its original form is
debatable. In Russia, poverty as a social problamecto light in the early 1990s, as a
direct result of ‘shock therapy’ reforms. The pmg of full employment with sup-

pressed wage differentials meant that welfareidigion aimed to be egalitarian (Sachs
& Woo, 1994), but was based on a unique systeniffgrentiation through the system

of rewards and in-kind benefits. It is likely thie inter-generational transmission of
specific perceptions and values across generatiassmore driven by common ideo-
logical values than by poverty per se. At the séime, it is undeniable that Russia in-
herited territorial — chiefly urban—rural — and i@l inequalities from the Soviet past.
Indeed, the ‘ruralisation of poverty’ in Russia (Ge et al., 2008; Klugman &

Braithwaite, 1998) is a well-studied phenomenont Bhile territorial socio-economic

inequalities have received a great deal of attantoRussia, knowledge about dispari-
ties between children in regard to non-materiabueses come from occasional, small-
scale qualitative studies focused on one localigKseeva, 2012). Using a nationally

representative sample of children, our study aionadcount for a territorial divide in
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the examination of children’s time with parentsrgawvith their poverty experiences.

This, to our knowledge, has not been done befotledrRussian context.

Finally, we look at the permanent income hypothestsch was developed within the
field of economics. Since parental investmentsodten about finding the right balance
between available material resources and timeg¢baomic perspective on how house-
holds respond to a change in the pool of mateesburces might prove useful in ex-

plaining time allocation decisions.

General micro-economic theory utilises the permaimaome hypothesis introduced by
Friedman inA Theory of the Consumption Functi@friedman, 1957) and developed by
Hall and Flavin among others (Hall, 1978,; Flavi®81; Carrol, 1997) to explain the
household’s adjustment behaviour during incometdilaitons. The central idea of this
hypothesis is that people make their spending decsbased on what they consider
their normal or ‘permanent’ income and their expgon of the duration of the income
change. Any income fluctuations from month to moothyear to year might not have
any effect on households’ spending because itlveladjusted in accordance with the
expected ‘permanent’ income. In other words, thmilfatries to save in time of pros-
perity and borrow at leaner times. Overall, a fgiaiconsumption or spending at any
moment in time depends on longer-term income egpects rather than on their cur-
rent income situation. When income is expectedoianbe back quickly or be higher in
the longer term, a household will maintain its 4sfeck’ income level of consumption.
This might affect time spent with children indidgcthrough decisions about changes in

labour supply or extra efforts in income-generaaagvities.

Closely related to this theory is the notion of smmption smoothing occurring at the
time of aggregate or individual income shocks. Sachdea suggests that household
consumption follows a smoother pattern than inctseause households employ a va-
riety of risk sharing or risk-management strategiesmes of crisis (Townsend, 1994).
When a family has no savings, assets, or accesapital markets, as is often the case
for low-income households, it is likely to employnamber of strategies to protect, re-

store or redistribute their aggregate consumpfidns in turn might demand parents’
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time resources and take them away from child-rdlatdivities, especially in areas such

as spending leisure time together.

Although being primarily guiding principles for slying the consumption behaviour of
households and individuals, these two perspectiadiss us to understand the condi-
tions under which parents will seek to compleméeirtincome (i.e. to smooth con-
sumption), which in turn will affect time allocatiolts emphasis on the subjective per-
ception of events, which can be determined byekellof parents’ education (Yeung &

Hofferth, 1998), is also in tune with the familyests theory.

Overall, the theories we have reviewed indicatd ffaental response to economic
stress seems to depend on the individual and holtsedsources available at times of
crisis. Adjustments in time allocation decisiondl Vikely be mediated by parents’ sub-
jective perceptions of events but can also be tHtedy the coping or income-
generating strategies induced by the loss of incOMieat is not very clear from the
models is how a crisis or shock to material resesir@cts in regard to the current re-
sponsibilities for child-focused activities (Buredg 2008) and whether child related
time input is adjusted under changed prioritieghim family. Thus, the inclusion of ap-

propriate indicators of coping strategies is impeeafor our empirical analysis.

Empirical Evidence on the Effects of Economic Stress

The empirical evidence generally attests to thie@mice of economic/material pressures
on parental stress and corresponding outcomesinipreect of parental coping strategies
on adolescents’ health and family functioning were focus of a number of earlier
studies (Elder, et al., 1985; McCubbin, 1988) whagplied the family stress model. In
recent decades, more scholars have applied thdyfainess model to analyse family
adjustments to income instability and outcomesaiolescent children. The series of
studies on the same targeted population shows #ugating role of social support and
strong family relationships, as those parents wénelthem were less likely to be af-
fected. Based on US data, Yeung (1998) demonstthtgedch job-related income shock

induces substantial changes in family behaviourtevas well as black families often
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adopted strategies that ‘disturb’ family procesaed that therefore could negatively
affect the well-being of family members. Also, aatiog to the study, a major eco-
nomic shock significantly increased the likelihaafca marital dissolution, applying fur-

ther emotional or physiological distress to fanmigmbers.

The links between socio-economic disadvantage aedsbcio-emotional well-being

and cognitive functioning of children and adults leen confirmed in a number of re-
cent studies (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; Conger, 200(8ung et al. (2002) found that
the level and stability of family income has areeffon a child’s cognitive scores. Spe-
cifically, the researchers found that income inditghwas consistently associated with
a mother’s emotional distress, which in turn wasoamted with her more punitive be-

haviour and affected cognitive outcomes.

So, overall the family stress model finds some eicgdisupport. But some studies indi-
cate that the association between material pressamd parental outcomes does not
have to be negative. Thus, Gershoff et al. (2005i))g the Early Childhood Longitudi-
nal Study (US), show that indirect measures of natdisadvantage (food insecurity,
residential instability, inadequate medical carel dhe family’s financial troubles)
rather than income per se almost entirely pretiieti¢vel of stress experienced by par-
ents. However, contrary to previous research, thdysfinds an association between
stress and positive parental behaviour, whichiin éxplains increases in child’s cogni-
tive skills and socio-emotional competence respelsti The authors explain the unex-
pected effect of stress on positive parenting psssible effort to compensate for mate-
rial loss by extra warmth, cognitive stimulatiomdaless physical punishment. This
finding opens door for further research on the cemsatory strategies of parents who
can or want to protect children with extra non-mateesources (i.e. extra time and at-

tention).

Most of the evidence on the effects of income shamkmes from the field of interna-
tional development. This is perhaps due to thednigixposure of developing countries
to socio-economic shocks and their weaker soc@alrgg systems. The primary focus

in this body of literature has been on child edwceand labour. The latter is often seen
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in developing countries as a family coping strateaggmooth consumption (Duryea, et
al., 2001). Empirical evidence suggests that slhatt income shocks can force parents
in extreme cases to take their children out of sthoorder to either reduce the cost of
schooling to the family or gain extra income bytiget help in household production,
etc. (Jensen, 2000; Beegle, et al., 2003; Dehejza&i, 2005; Guarcello, et al., 2010).
The studies indicate that parents facing a trafl&etiveen current family needs and a
child’s current experiences and welfare can chdbseformer. Putting children into
work helps reduce the family hardship but also cammpses not only the quality of

childhood but the child’s chances of human capitalumulation.

Meanwhile, the evidence from the UK on childrergsd intake points to the protective
nature of parents’ behaviour in times of crisis ¢ileton, et al., 2007). Study by Still-
man and Duncan (2008) based on Russia data exatmeeaohpact of short- and long-
term variations in household resources on a chidisitional status. Their analysis un-
ambiguously shows that whereas diet quality felewincome collapsed, energy intake
remained unchanged during the crises. It is likbigt parents value food and their
child’s diet as a basic need, thus giving it higiofity even when times are tough
(Mistry, et al., 2008). We do not really know whet the protective nature of parents
works the same way for the social needs of theddnild whether parents adjust their

time with children due to changed household piiesit

Various scholarly works employing Russian data hassted the consumption-
smoothing framework by examining the extent to Whmash income fluctuations
and/or changed macro-economic conditions affectséoolds and individual behav-
ioural choices (Skoufias, 2003; Lokshin, 2004; Daeal., 2003; Clarke, 2002). It is
generally found that the presence of children redube ability of households to cope
with economic shocks in Russia (Denisova, 2007YhAtsame time, families with more
than one child are more likely to use more activatsgies to cope with crises than to
rely entirely on cutting spending (Lokshin, 200%his is consistent with the argument
put forward by Gerry (2007): larger and younger seholds can be more adaptive to

economic setbacks but only to a certain point wtigidren become ‘costly’. Overall,
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this body of literature demonstrates the high wahaity of Russian families with chil-
dren to income shocks despite their high levelad#ptability. However, there is little
evidence on whether Russian children lose out @mkmteractions at home or are

compensated by extra attention or care at the pianents cope with income shortages.

The evidence on the effects of income shocks ddrem’'s human development in post-
industrial economies and transitional countriesaarce. A wider availability of credit

and well developed social security systems are rsiwlwd to be a reliable safety net
against income shocks for families with childremeQare recent study — a collaborative
work between German and British researchers usiedgJK Labour Force Survey — in-

vestigated the extent to which early school lea\iaigthe age of 16) may depend on
variations in permanent income, parents’ educa#ind transitory shocks to income
(Chevalier, et al., 2005). It finds that the effecf shocks to a family’s income were
important factors in young people’s decision notdmain in post-compulsory school-
ing. Shocks to income at the age of 16 were algoifgiant for GCSE performance,

which might potentially indicate the psychologipaéssure experienced by young peo-

ple.

Whether idiosyncratic shocks alter parental time usthe family has a very limited
empirical base to enable us to recognise a speoifitl® There are works examining
the effect of sickness (proxying for idiosyncrattwocks) on adult time use (llahi, 2001)
or the effects of unemployment on a combinatiocafsumption and time use (Ahn, et
al., 2003). The latter study, carried out utilisioigss-sectional data, finds that unem-
ployed men use their increased time budget on galockes while unemployed women
use more time for personal needs. Thus, fillingdigaificant literature gap in regard to
the effects of income shocks on parental time mpsitof academic as well as policy
interest, and will teach us more about the non-risdteesources children receive at

times of material crises.

3 Some examination of income shocks and time allocatecisions were undertaken within labour eco-
nomics, such as Burdett et al. (1984).
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A little more has been done very recently on thHecotfof aggregate shocks on parental
human investments as measured through time inpgutiew recent studies mostly
looked at this through the prism of aggregate ureympent and the effect of ‘unem-
ployment of others’ on individual time use (BurdaRamermesh, 2009; Gimenez-
Nadal & Molina, 2009; Morrill, et al., 2012; Bloeme& Stancenelli, 2008). The recent
global recession of 2008—2009 seems to have stietukcholarly interest in the effects
of aggregate shocks on time allocation decisiorge fact that the situation is of a
global nature and threatens to become entrenchétkieconomic life of many coun-
tries seems to pose new puzzles and questions Himuoature of the processes affect-

ing individuals, families and children.

We are not aware of any work that has specifidatysed on child-related time alloca-
tions during the recent recession. Morrill, Sandéerd Wulff (2012) consider this as-
pect, but only in parallel with their main interegthich is in spouses’ time together.
Ginja (2010) incorporates child-focused time inwemtt into the micro-economic
framework of human capital investment under incahecks, but the data used fall

short of the years of the current recession (190062

The existing studies indicate that childcare timighhincrease during a recession: for
example, Aguiar et al (2011) find that roughly 253% of the foregone market work
hours are allocated to increased home productighagproximately 5% to increased
childcare. Edwards (2011) finds that when unemplayims high young men increase
their time playing with children in the househotdit decrease most of the other time
allocations with children, especially reading. EBBnde from Russia’'s 1998 crisis
(Gronau, 2006) points towards fluctuating but netlshing parental childcare time over

the pre-recession and recession period.

The empirical evidence on the effects of cycliagdr@gate shocks on child-focused ac-
tivities is limited as the research here is innfancy primarily due to the limited num-
ber of long panel data sets that can be used dy stacro-level fluctuations (Aguiar, et

al., 2012; Gronau, 2006; Gimenez-Nadal & MolinaD20 Another reason is perhaps
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the complexity of the possible paths from macreleactors to individual responses

and the presence of a significant number of uneeskecharacteristics.

The identified knowledge gaps regarding the eff@tsnacro-level and idiosyncratic

shocks prompt us to formulate our research questsrfollows:

* To what extent does economic stress, associatéddpwiterty experience, con-
tribute to the disparities in the level of receiyaatental care and attention be-

tween children? (Chapter 4)

* What is the relative role of poverty experiencesiplaining lack of parental
involvement in child-related activities? What grsugf children are likely to be

at risk of joint parental withdrawal from care detsure interaction? (Chapter 5)

* Do drastic changes in macro-economic conditionso@ated with the recent re-
cession of 2008-2009) directly influence parenimlet allocation adjustments?

(Chapter 6)

* How do parents respond to the idiosyncratic shatkke household, which re-
sult in significant contraction of financial resoas? To what extent do parents’

subjective perceptions and coping strategies fatglithis process? (Chapter 7)

Our study will be among the first examining theedir effect of idiosyncratic shocks
and the recent economic crises on ongoing paréotabn investments. Thus, we will
be among the first to present evidence on childrerperiences during a recession on a

nationally representative sample of children.

Summary and Conclusion

This chapter critically explored the concept of guaal investment through a broad
cross-disciplinary examination of parental conttitms to children’s human develop-
ment. It discussed Becker’'s parental investmenttand allocation theories as com-
plementary theoretical foundations for our analy®¥¥& highlighted the most relevant

critiques and extensions of these theories, pdatiguthe role of social capital as de-
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fined by Coleman (1988), the influence of sociatm® and institutions as pointed by
Folbre (1996), the importance of accounting folctleffects (Bell & Richards, 1968),

and the conceptual merger of time and income pgyBurchardt, 2008). We argue that
despite the comprehensive analytical proposititiese theoretical approaches still do

not fully account for the dynamics of parental w@sge to economic shocks.

We defined the phenomenon of ‘economic stress’ibyndjuishing several of its over-
lapping dimensions: material strain related to mgvin and out of poverty, income
shocks and macro-economic pressures. We examieddethpropositions of the family
stress model (Hill, 1949), contrasting it with thdtural perspective (Lewis, 1966) and
permanent income hypothesis (Friedman, 1957), whithattempted to explain the
mechanisms and possible outcomes of economic siregwdividual (including paren-

tal) behaviour.

Overall, the review of these relevant theoretiqggiraaches has shown that neither of
the theories can provide a comprehensive framewarkur analytical task independ-
ently of each other. Moreover, the merger of paeinizestment theory with the family
stress model has not been applied to time allatatexrisions before and under a dy-
namic framework. This means our empirical invesitgahas to draw on these theories
by incorporating them into a new analytical framekvappropriate for our empirical

task.

The analysis of empirical evidence on the factoativating and guiding parental be-
haviour in general pointed towards two groups atds. We identified them a®-
sourcesanddemanddor child-related involvement. The latter is a guot of both need
for and desire to contribute time for interactioithna child. Both groups of factors
seem to have some influence over parental processeme allocation decisions, with
the effects of parents’ education most promineatignowledged by the literature. The
empirical evidence also showed us that the efi@igbersistent disadvantage on parents’
behaviour and children are likely to disrupt paa¢practices in various ways (Katz, et
al., 2007). We underlined the importance of paleptaceptions and psychological

well-being in facilitating their adjustment to e@onic pressures.
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Growing inequalities within Russian society entagpecial emphasis on understanding
and explaining the gap in human resources thatiremilreceive today in their families.
There has been no study of parental time allocatiorRussia which would identify its
linkages with material disadvantage in the post8l88isis environment or from a
child’s well-being perspective. The critical revidwas shown that there is little empiri-
cal evidence outside the US testing the economésstheory in regard to the level of
parental time input or within a dynamic frameworkpersistent as well as transitory
material stress. Extrapolating the evidence frommwiestern world or from developing
countries to emerging economies which have a vifgrent political, social and eco-
nomic context seems to be not appropriate. Theeds a distinct lack of analysis of
parental time inputs in families experiencing p&Eesit poverty as opposed to transient
poverty. Understanding how material stress affpatenting and whether the fall in ma-
terial resources is compensated by extra attemaimohcare provided by parents seem to
be a timely and important empirical task for Russ@ost- transition society, and in-

deed for the wider East European context.
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Chapter 3
Research Data and Methodology

3.1 Study Scope and Key Concepts

In the previous chapter we defined the role of p@ehuman input within the broad
framework of parental investments in children’s lmmadevelopment. We conceptualise
human investment as a parent’s decision to be wedoin a particular child-focused ac-
tivity and the extent of this involvement. We make assumption that such parental
involvement implies direct communicative interantiwith a child or children in the
family, which aims at supporting the child’s phyicsocial, and learning opportunities
within the family environment or local communityhd inclusion of the local commu-
nity is intended to recognise that interaction watlthild and his/her supervision can
take place outside the formal physical structuréhefhousehold dwelling unit, such as

in the local park, in the community playgroundeoen at another relative’s home.

We recognise a child as the main beneficiary oépi@ human investments but also as
an important ‘shaper’ of parents’ resource allawratiecisions over the family life cy-
cle. Choosing a child as the unit of our analysisansistent with our research perspec-
tive and enables us to account for the child’s @aracteristics, existing family con-

nections such as siblings and grandparents, amespanding external childcare input.

The broad goals of our research are: a) to ideatify explain the disparities or polarisa-
tion between Russian children in the level of ptakimvestments; b) establish the rela-
tionship between parental decisions of non-engagemechild-related activities with

children and economic stress; and c) investigatethndr and how parents adjust to
macro-economic changes and idiosyncratic events. drifapter is going to explain and
discuss the methodological path chosen to achiegerésearch objective, as well as

present the data which provides us with the fouaddor our analysis.
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Measurements of Parental Investment

According to our research focus and to the themakfoundations discussed in the pre-

vious chapter, the most direct measures of parbotabn investment are as follows:

» Parentalinvolvemenimeasured through participation in leisure intecsicand care
for a child at any point in time over a month. Wadiéwve that parental involvement
at any point in time is a function of severe ingtdnal- or individual-level con-
straints for such involvement, but it can alsoeaefflparents’ willingness to be in-
volved according to social and cultural norms. @keision of whether to play with
a child (for instance, over the course of a weslg different one from the question
of how much to play. One can argue that the assompif a rational decision on
the matter is a debatable proposition, since tmerpg in question might not neces-
sarily have much choice over the issue due to doonesrk burden or long work-
ing hours, which both entail there is limited timeailability for children. Yet it is
not unreasonable to suggest that unless parenphgsecally separated from a child
by distance, divorce, or other institutional basjethey always have a choice to
spend some time in interaction with a child no evdtiow difficult it is.

« Theamount of timenothers, fathers, and possibly other family membéoxate to
child-centred activities. Here we focus on the dinamather than quality of time.
The rationale for such an approach is twofoldtlfrsve treat the quantity of paren-
tal time as a measurable non-material input whitlects ‘the flow’ of resources to
the child, thus matching our concept of parentah&n investment. This does not
imply that quantity of time input is more importahan quality, but just as the total
hours/years of formal schooling received by a chilatter in terms of development
(as opposed to the quality of received educatiortps do the total hours of parental
input matter for the accumulated social, emotioaal] psychological competency
of a child, especially in the early years. Seconttlg rationale is also in the possible
applicability of this measure for policy purposAs.one of the key social indicators,
time is the most straightforward marker of the gngs disparities between children

in terms of care and attention within a family. &h, it can be useful in monitor-
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ing policy interventions and/or serve as complemgnindicator of a child’s wel-

fare in addition to income-related measures.

3.2 Theoretical Framework

Distribution of Child-Related Time Input

The discussion of theories presented in Chapteqpdsed the need for us to develop a
theoretical framework which can integrate econopecspectives on parental human
investment with theories on economic stress, atigwor analysis of ‘stock’ as well as

of ‘flow’ of time inputs over time.

Figure 3.1 shows an outline of our theoretical nhoahich we call Parental Time Equi-
librium framework (PTE) The model reflects individual decision making eatlthan
joint parental or collective family time allocati@nwWhile some resources can be pooled,
the model has to recognise bargaining and gendferafices as they relate to parental
behaviour. It specifies the individual allocatiar & child or children in the family (one

single dot on the time allocation scale).

Resources

Parental Time Allocation Scale
- o o o o o

Demand

Figure 3.1: Resources and Demand in Equilibrium



56 Parental Human Investments

Parental time allocation is shaped by two groupfactors:demanddor child-related
activities on the one hand and availatdsourceson the other. We will present a more
detailed specification for each group beld®esourcesnddemandneet at the point of
equilibrium — a point with a hypothetical strategyygoal which parents find within the
defined need and constraints. Each point on thenpartime allocation scale can be a
different equilibrium, thus reflecting a differedemand and corresponding set of re-
sources. We make an assumption that this poingafikrium is efficient or optimum
from the parents’ perspective. The parental tinhecation scale can also reflect varia-
tions between children from different families, frdhe extreme lower end (zero time)
to the highest possible levels (24 hours). In otherds, some parents choose to spend a
lot of time with children and some significantlyste but each parent acts at a point

where his/her demand meets existing resources.

Macroeconomic Conditions

& Labour Market ] { Welfare Provision /

Social Capital

&Support in the FamilyJ L Community Support/
Material Available Time
Resources 24 hours

\ Human Capital /

Subjective
Wellbeing

Figure 3.2: Resources

Figure 3.2 explains in more detail the compositibthe group ‘Resources’. It generally
follows an ecological approach (Bronfenbrenner,998howing the levels of ihf-

ences from micro- to macro-level factors.
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Subjective well-being is the individual-level rescel described as parents’ mental, psy-
chological and emotional capacity. It is a resowbéch shapes individual perceptions.
It can include self-efficacy or parents’ confidennoetheir abilities as parents, profes-

sionals and individuals.

Key family resources are represented by the contibmaf money and time. According
to Becker’'s framework, this block includes the ogipoity cost of time determined by
labour market wages. Parents’ human capital iga kesource which can include the

realised market return on education, health anentsirwork experience.

The next outer level is social capital, which is flee purposes of this study defined as
the support received from family members, friendd axtended family. Generally, it
can reflect either inclusion in or isolation frohretcommunity through participation and

barriers of access to information exchange channels

We define the outer layer as the macro-economiditons in which parents live and
work. Among the factors which might affect themmé allocation behaviour, we high-
light local labour market conditions and policiesveell as existing public provision of
childcare. The latter can include public subsidsdirect provision of childcare,
schooling and the child-related system of beneTikés constitutes a resource because it
can directly influence opportunities as well asstoaints in terms of the parental time

contribution.

Figure 3.3 presents the composition of demandpdoental time input. We start with
the inner layer of child characteristics as theedase of demand for parental involve-
ment. The children’s age, the number of childrerth@ family, children’s health and
their disposition and other unobserved charactesistre likely to define the scope of
responsibilities and opportunities for parentsemttion. As highlighted in the litera-
ture review, the principle of reciprocity in theildkparent relationship is important.
Parents’ aspirations are sensitive to the childjsabilities and to developmental stages,

so they constantly evolve within a formed framewoflspecific parental beliefs.
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Child Effects

Aspirations for Child Human
Development
/Ideas H Beliefs HExpectaiions \

Cultural Traditions Social Norms

Intergenerational Ideological -
é}ender RolesJ [ Support ] [ I Political Agenda

Figure 3.3: Demand

Thus, the next outer layer is the beliefs, expawntatand ideas about their parental con-
tribution and expected outcomes. This is how paremderstand their role and how
they perceive the benefits of their interactionhwihe children. As Chapter 2 has
shown, these perceptions and beliefs are extremmgdgrtant in feeding in parental as-
pirations. Although parental beliefs, values anebslcan evolve and change over time,
they are generally shaped by what we describe lasrautraditions and by the social

norms accepted in the society.

These cultural traditions include entrenched peroep in terms of inter-generational
support and the specific gender roles assignedttefs and mothers. We understand
social norms as the accepted society and commbaligfs and expectations in regard
to the role of parents, influenced by a politicalideological agenda. For example, in
the Russian context the soviet ideology shapedp#itental role as collaborators and
partners of the state in bringing up future proohectitizens. Cultural and social norms
are difficult to separate or consider in isolatipom each other as some ideological

agendas can try to reinforce particular culturainmoor shape new ones through poli-
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cies and information campaigns. We can also inchete public norms (legally defined

or socially accepted) on the minimum levels of ptakresponsibility.

The model is intentionally simplified to retain gty within the vital core. The linkages
and influences between the blocks in this groupratenecessarily unidirectional or
passing through one another, but they are inteeckla=or example, parents’ human
capital is a resource which is crucial in secuniog only material resources but in terms
of its influence on time availability as a resultparents’ attachment to the labour mar-

ket.

This model is similar to the one offered by Burctgf008), in which individual time
allocation decisions are determined by resources rasponsibilities. However, our
model is different in that it focuses on child-telhtime allocations only and, therefore,
based on the literature, stipulates a more dethiedcrchy of external and internal de-
mands for child-related activities. Our model adstends the group of resources to in-
clude subjective well-being in accordance with ¢ékenomic stress model. Another im-
portant difference is that we later remove the aggion of a constant macro-economic
environment since our intention is to test its clir@fluence on child-related time allo-

cation decisions.

The Response to Economic Stress: Lost Equilibrium

As discussed in the previous chapter, economissttan come in the form of persistent
material pressures and aggregate and idiosynatadicks. We indicated that the general
definition of stress implies an external force ttenhporarily distorts the desired equi-

librium. Figure 3.4 depicts a shock to materiabrgses in the family.

For illustrative purposes, we show the possibleatfbf a shock to material resources
(household income), but according to the modehacls event can affect resources at
different levels and/or to different extents. Fostance, the closure of the plant in the
mono-industry city will have an adverse effect e tocal labour market (aggregate-
level event). In all cases, this will negativelyeat the pool of material resources in the

household but it is likely to increase the avaligpiof individual time. However, the



60 Parental Human Investments

increase in time resource is not necessarily aacéo children. Based on the family
stress model, parental stress caused by subjgmticeptions of an event can act as a
counterforce and disrupt parental involvement. ¢ same time, the consumption-
smoothing framework and supporting empirical evadeimdicate that time resources
can be redirected to income-supporting activitiesluding additional home production
or extra hours of work. The final effects will degleon the availability of other types of

resources and the timeframe of the adjustment psoce

Resources

Income Shock | = —
§ e N <_Demand forincome
| Increase in = N )

/ time resource

Parental Stress

: Parental Time
= e e e

Allocation Scale
..'\

Demand

Figure 3.4: Effect of Economic Stress

The key theoretical proposition here is that ecopostress distorts the established
equilibrium in parental time allocation by creatiagliscrepancy between available re-
sources and the desired/required level of paremialvement. We suggest that in the
short run this creates a tension and inefficiemempil time input (lost equilibrium). In

the long run, however, parents will strive to ratto the optimum point by either ad-

justing their demands to meet the changed resdaase or by returning their resources
to the initial equilibrium level. Which of the twadjustments will happen depends on
the level of shock. If the welfare system drastjcehanges childcare provision, as hap-
pened in Russia in the late 1990s, parents peteages to reconsider their parental role

and expectations as well as redirect resourcesislfan individual-level shock (such as
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lost employment), they are most likely try to recim their resources with the estab-
lished demands. It could be suggested that adjustmidl occur in terms of both re-

sources and demands given the evolving naturechfld's demand for care. For exam-
ple, a material crisis can coincide with a childrshg pre-school, which reduces the
demand for care in the family. An important poiithat the tension created by shifted
resources has to be reconciled in the medium @ term so as to return to the most

efficient allocation of parental resources.

With many factors contributing to the adjustmerdgass, the key question from a so-
cial point of view is whether children from disadvaged backgrounds retain their non-

material resources in the family.

Empirical Testing

We are going to empirically test the following posjtions of this model:

Proposition 1. Both resourcesanddemandsontribute to parental time allocation deci-
sions in Russia and explain the disparities betvaldren in the quantity of attention

and care they receive from pare(@hapter 4).

Proposition 2: Low levels of material resources (experience ofegpty and other fac-
tors of disadvantage) are associated with lowesgngal input(Chapter 4, research ques-

tion 1).

Proposition 3: The lack of parental involvement in care and lesactivity with chil-
dren (zero time allocations on the parental tink@cation scale) is the result of a failure

in resourceqChapter 5, research question 2).

Proposition 4: Economic stress at the macro level (aggregatek¥inas a direct influ-
ence on parental time allocation decisions in #Hrailfy and leads to a loss of equilib-

rium (Chapter 6, research question 3).

Proposition 5: Economic stress measured through an individualtisiveck to family

finances also distorts the established parenta @itocation balance. The effect is me-
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diated by subjective resources and competing deséordtime (Chapter 7, research

questions 4 and 5).

3.3 Data and Sample

Data for this investigation comes from the RLMS jathis a comprehensive, nationally
representative survey of Russian households (dwgelinits). It contains a wide range
of individual-, household- and community-level icatiors and is generally considered
by scholars and researchers as a high-qualitysgat@radbury, et al., 2001; Stillman &
Thomas, 2008).

It was designed and implemented by the CarolinaiRtipn Center at the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill (US) in partnershighwthe Russian Academy of Science
and Demoscop under a grant from the World Bank @8AID. In 2012, the project
formally joined a collaborative partnership heattgadhe National Research University
Higher School of Economics (Russia) and is nowecaRLMS-HSE. From the outset,
the goal of the survey was to assess the effecpoldfcal and economic changes on
health, socio-demographics, economic charactesisiicl behaviour of Russian house-

holds and individuals.

RLMS was conducted in two phases: Phase | (1992)1&% phase 1l (1994—present).
Each phase employs different sampling methods.ePhased a probability proportion-
ate to size (PPS) procedure to select primary sagphits (PSU) from the eight re-
gions of Russia. Phase Il employed a multi-stagdadility sample. Over 2,000 con-
solidated localities (‘rayons’) were selected toveeas PSUs. These were allocated to
38 strata based on geographical location and l@vetbanisation. They closely follow
the federal divisions of the Russian Federatiorm®&e locations and Chechnya were
excluded from the sample due to cost and safetyesséncluding the armed conflict in
Chechnya at that time). Moscow, Moscow oblast ahdPetersburg formed self-
representing strata due to their very large popuriat The rest of non-self-representing
rayons were allocated to 35 equally sized straaahBPSU population was further strati-

fied into urban and rural and allocated proportiyni@ the substrata. Initially the sam-
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ple was not designed to be regionally represemtdiiut this was corrected in the latest
rounds (RLMS-HSE, 2012). The rounds were conduictedgular intervals at the same
time of the year with the exception of Round VI89B), which happened at a two-year

interval compared to one year.

At first, this data set was designed based on €sesg8on repeated sampling. Repeated
interviews at each round are conducted at a staticber of dwelling units. Such a de-
sign has large disadvantages when it comes to singlynicro-level changes and the
sample size shrinks due to attrition. ThereforeuriRbVII of Phase Il (1998) saw a de-
parture from the original protocol in that houselsolwere followed where possible
within a local population unit. The net effect amresponse attrition and change in
dwelling occupancy during the first three roundsPdfase Il was considered modest
(Heeringa, 2007, March): for example, only 6.3%hotiseholds from Round V (1995)
were lost due to their having moved for Round \@9@). Gradually, the attrition in-
creased with each consecutive round. The biggsestdb respondents was in Moscow
and St. Petersburg from rounds V to IX. As a resh# cross-sectional sample in these
two cities was 100% replaced with a new sample dasethe same sample design. In
Round XV, another aspect of sample restoration wadertaken. Post-stratification
weighting initially used the 1998 census (1994 micensus) but, starting from Round
XIIl, post-stratification weights were calculatedded on the 2002 census. No major
replacement of the sample has been undertaken Bioged XV (2006). This means

that all recent rounds, which form the base ofanalysis, have a stable sample intake.
The database in the latest rounds contains obgamgain more than 11,000 individuals
and over 5,000 households. Within the survey, hoolss were defined as ‘a group of
people who live together in a given domicile, andbvshare common income and ex-
penditures’ (RLMS-HSE, 2012). Households includenarried children of 18 years or

younger when they temporarily resided outside thraidile at the time of the interview.

The advantages of using RLMS for our research afellows:
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e There ischild-level datawhich includes the child’s characteristics, foraeple
health conditions and level of physical activiti&#se availability of data on all sib-
lings can help to control for unobserved within-fgnfactors, the importance of
which was pointed out by Jenkins and Siedler (2@0®). The data also provides
information on individual childcare choices (nusgekindergarten or informal ar-
rangements) and its cost.

* Our research questions underpin the dynamic natuparental time input: it is not
static over time or over the course of a familytgustment to economic stress cir-
cumstances. The RLMS is the only publicly availdblegitudinal datasebn the
Russian Federation and, crucially, the only ondndee a time use section in the
guestionnaire. The longitudinal nature of the RLNEa thus enables us to analyse
changes in parental time along the above mentidimednsions.

* The dimensions of economic stress within our ar@lfocus reflect complex indi-
vidual- and household-level material circumstanagch require further explora-
tion. The RLMS enables us to conduct just such #ilewel, multi-dimensional
analysis. It contains detailed current and retrope information on families’ in-
come and expenditures, as well as on individuatskvstatus and job search, socio-
economic background, subjective well-being and mgpstrategies. Indeed, the
RLMS interviews were conducted witdil members of the household umithich
means it is possible to link time use and otheividdal-level data from all family
members to children in the same household;

e Being a large-scale household survey, RLMS ddi&aby to be of high validity and
high quality (Jenkins & Siedler, 2007). This ensunational representativeness due

to the comprehensive sampling procedures employed.

Among the apparent limitations of the RLMS for amalysis is the inconsistency in
questionnaire content across different rounds. iBpaity, child and adult question-
naires were modified in Round 1X (2000), where fleetion on time use data was re-
moved and new questions appeared that were nouimds V to X. A new time diary
section was introduced in individual questionnaireRound XV (2006), but this was

administered only to mothers and no other familymniers. Lastly, in Round XIX
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(2010) this section of the individual questionnauas again withdrawn. There are some
other minor inconsistencies involving other varegbbf interest across the rounds. This
fact affected our selection of the timeframe fas timvestigation: our key analysis is
based on the panel for the years 2007-2009 butenyp@ssible and deemed necessary
we included data from years 2006 and 2010 (for gento track poverty status, in-

come and expenditure history over time).

Sample

The sample of the study includes children aged DAtavho participated in rounds XVI
(2007), XVII (2008) and XVIII (2009). The samplezsiwas stable over these years:
there were 2,012 children in 2007, 2,164 in 2008 2,032 in 2009, making a total of
6,268 observations in the pooled sample. Thereia thbr 1,370 children in all three
rounds, for 668 in two consecutive rounds and &% &hildren in only one round. This
is partially explained by demographics: 152 chitdfieom the 2008 round were not yet
born in 2007, and 121 children had not reached first birthday at the time of the
survey in 2009. Appendix 1 to Chapter 3 presenits sample’s key characteristics,
which are highly comparable with official natiorsthtistics. This indicates the repre-

sentativeness of our sample for the total populatiochildren of a corresponding age.

It is generally accepted that parental involvemgmhost crucial in the early stages of a
child’s life. Correspondingly, we include childr&om birth onwards in our study. Re-
garding the upper bound, Russian law defines amldas those who have not yet
reached their 8 birthday. At the same time, Family Law defines #ye of 14 as a
stage at which a child gains a certain level oejsehdencé.The RLMS requires the
child questionnaire to be filled in only up to ayg¢ While parental time input spent on
leisure and especially care activities declinethaschild’s age advances, we do still see
substantial parental involvement for secondary scbbildren (aged 11-14) in terms of
childcare as we well as leisure. The observed traniaexplains our decision to keep

them in our sample.

* For example, this is the age when a child canyafopla national passport or represent himselféléns
court.
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The child-level data is based on an interview \aithadult member of the family. Based
on the fact that all respondents are women in tiéities and the fact that the inter-
viewers were asked to interview the person withrtiast knowledge of the child, we

can assume this to be the mother for all our olagnvs.

3.4 Methodological Considerations in Time Use Analysis

Time diary surveys, which record the respondertts/igies in a sequential way cover-
ing one or more days, are arguably the preferrethodeof measuring people’s daily
activities and life practices (Robinson & Gershut994; Robinson, 1985; Harvey,
1993; Bianchi, 2000). While time diaries are highdyiable, they are also a rather ex-
pensive way to conduct time allocation surveyssTsiperhaps one of the main reasons
why they are conducted relatively rarely in Russidgay® The alternative method is to
collect time allocation data through a time usetisacof the questionnaire, usually
called a ‘stylised questionnaire’ approach. Ithis fatter approach which is used in the

RLMS database.

The RLMS adult questionnaire in 2007 to 2009 inellih section on a range of time
use activities, including child-related time alldoas. The respondents were asked: ‘Let
us talk about things for which you usually spendrytme... tell me, which of them
have you usually done in the last 30 days. Forelyosl have done, please tell me how
much time you spent on then®In the last 30 days you... a) played, occupigsent
your leisure time with children or grandchildren avlive with you; b) cared, looked
after children or grandchildren who live with youbathed them, fed them, and took
them to lessons’. The respondent is asked to gpetiéther he or she engaged in such
an activity and, if they did, to record the timesdied to it on an ordinary working and

non-working day.

® Exceptions are small-scale time use studies caeduuy the Russian Academy of Science which are
not representative of the whole population. We asltheir findings where they are relevant to eur r
search in Chapter 5.

® Taken from original RLMS questionnaire, Englishisien.
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We treat play/leisure time with children and chédde as two distinct categories. As was
highlighted in Chapter 2, there are conceptualtardretical reasons for their disaggre-
gation. We argue that each of these time categoeibscts different parental prefer-
ences: leisure involves people gaining maximum yengnt and satisfaction (utility)
from a joint activity, whereas care entails meetmogmatively defined personal expec-
tations of care. This implies that time allocatiomshese two activities can be driven by

a different set of factors.

The RLMS questionnaire records an individual’s iggo&tion in specific activity and
measures the average duration of time in this ictigther than sequence of events or
its share in the total daily routine or unpaid wdtkalso provides only generalised in-
formation on the dimensions of parental activitgr Example, we cannot know the lo-
cation (home or outside), the type or nature avagt(reading to a child, watching TV,
playing football together, etc.). There are alsmsmther methodological issues which
generically arise with this type of time use daddlection and which it is important to

be aware of at this stage of the analysis.

Many methodological studies have demonstrated dtydised questions suffer from a
number of pitfalls. Gershuny (2011) points to fepecific problems: a) recall issues —
when the respondents have difficulty rememberirggabtivity or its longevity; b) un-

clear meaning in terms of time use categories amdhaspecific actions are included in
the time use category and which are excluded; cgmiainties about the specified pe-
riod (i.e. where someone is not sure whether tieateaccurred during period A or not);

and d) the social desirability effect, i.e. a highlkelihood compared to other methods
of indicating or overestimating the time categonedo its perceived positive value.
Niemi (1993) argues that some of the measuremsuaésscould be sources of random
or systematic errors, with the latter dependingr@npopulation group. Random errors
resulting from, for example, unclear questions etedoration of motivation cancel

each other out in large-scale surveys so do nat pdsig problem here. Systematic er-

rors, on the other hand, do affect the mean anghoae analytical challenges.
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Some methodological studies comparing two methodksthat direct questions on lei-
sure and household work time in survey questioesgiroduce somewhat different es-
timates compared to time diaries. For example,issubased on US time use data
(Bianchi, 2000; Juster, et al., 2003) find that sh@ised questionnaire format produces
an overestimation of time use compared to timeaiail he recent study by Kan (2008)
based on the Home On-Line Study (UK) is generallline with these findings, point-
ing to the systematic errors produced by survestiprenaires. Specifically, Kan finds
that the gap in reporting housework hours is venglsfor women (5%) but substantial
for men (30%). This can lead to underestimatiomhef gender gap in their housework
contribution. The study also indicates that thespnee of dependent children appears to
inflate both men’s and women’s stylised housewarkire. The suggested explanation
of gender-related differences in estimations reflatide social desirability of housework

within a specific context.

These studies can be contrasted with methodologtcalies from Denmark and Nor-
way which support neither over-reporting trends Ioigrgender differences. For exam-
ple, Bonke using Danish data (2005) finds that &/lformation on paid work does not
depend on the instrument applied, data on unpaidsghold work) generally underes-
timates the time spent on this activity, with paseanderestimating more than non-
parents. At the same time, Kittergd and Lyngstd@D%? assess Norwegian time use
data with a particular focus on parents. Contraryntany studies, they do not find a
consistent pattern of overestimation in the stygligeiestionnaire format for all adults.
They do, however, find that for parents with cheldithe questionnaire generates some-
what higher time estimates than time diaries, aigfiothe discrepancies are rather small
according to their account. In the multivariate lgsia of this study, the mother’'s
housework time showed similar patterns of variatmiween the sub-groups. Two
methods also produced quite similar differencesvbéen mothers’ and fathers’ contri-
butions. Overall, it seems that the scale of dis@mneies between time diary and stylised
questionnaires depends not only on the generaltgudlthe household survey design

and collection procedures (Niemi, 1993) but alsotlmn national context and the pre-
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vailing social norms and values in terms of isduesparenting and gender division of

roles. We will address these issues in referenoeitaata below.

Comparative methodological studies suggest thkgast for some demographic groups
questionnaires generate reasonable results and beulised to evaluate generic pat-
terns (Kitteragd & Lyngstad, 2005) as well as tisatuctural analyses on questionnaire-
based data on time use are feasible and reliafBenke, 2005, p. 366). The studies
also showed that questionnaires provide a usetlihal scaling of individual’s time on

housework and generally have a higher responsegiatn that they are less demand-
ing (in terms of time to participate) for respontéethan the diary method (Kan, 2008).
No methodological comparison has been conducteeldbas Russian time use data, so
direct critical extrapolation of earlier finding tbe RLMS time use dataset would not be
appropriate. Yet we have to be aware of some plessystematic errors in our time use
data, especially because we deal not with the wpofaulation but only with parents.

Meanwhile, we emphasise that our interest is nthéngender relationships or absolute
levels of leisure and care contributed by parenmattier, our interest lies in the relative
change in the time input under material stress digparities between children in the
pool of resources they receive not only from pardnit also from other family mem-

bers. We believe that for our research purposebehefits of panel data and the oppor-
tunity to conduct a longitudinal analysis, in thays noted by Sullivan and Gershuny

(2011), outweigh the limitations of using stylisgalestions.

In order to get a sense of potential measurementsem the RLMS questions, we
tested them through an independent survey in Gealities of the Russian Federation in
the frame of the qualitative study (see Appendito ZZhapter 3). Fifty-three parents
(predominantly mothers) were given exactly the sdame use questions as in the
RLMS survey strictly following the RLMS format. Adt answering the questions they
were asked to evaluate or comment on the clarisgipte ambiguity of the questions
and explain how they understand the meaning okélyewvords ‘leisure’ with and ‘care’

for children. The vast majority of the interviewedid not have problems answering the

questions. Only a couple of interviewees pointetithat they had a slight difficulty
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recollecting the exact time spent on one or anahgvity, which is consistent with the
problems highlighted in the literature. A number‘sty at home’ mothers were ini-
tially quite generic in their responses, sayingt ey spend ‘the whole day except
household work’ with children. After the intervieris probing, however, most offered
a more specific indication of time, although in oases the time seemed a rough ap-
proximation. It is likely that mothers on maternigave with very young children per-
ceive childcare as their full-time job and that foem leisure and care are not always
separable notions. Working parents were often nmugte specific in their time calcula-
tions, often listing and counting the activitiegdlahen giving their estimate of the time

they spend on those on average and in total.

Coded analysis of the prevailing themes based omaurction approach showed that
the majority of parents understand leisure withidtkn as interactive activities and
strongly connect it with entertainment. Although mnaaffluent parents more often
named types of leisure which are conditional on eenonetary input (such as going
out or going to the cinema), on the whole, all plagents perceived leisure as an activity

which brings some sort of enjoyment to the childvadi as to parents:

‘Leisure- cultural time use. Sport, movies, theatGoing to cafe, restaurant’
(R.O)

‘It is time free from studying, working, when we stonething interesting togeth-
er (D.B)

‘Leisure in our family means watching TV togethatks and discussions over a
cup of tea about the day, playing the children\giarite board games’ (L.L)
‘Leisure is the time which a child spends with plaa’ (M.R")

‘Under leisure we understand only entertainmentildtken are very busy over the
school week, therefore when everyone is free <theemweekend> my wife and |
are trying to entertain them’ (D.T)

‘Leisure is what our family is doing together. \0ften go to the theatre, into en-
tertainment centres, get out to dacha’ (V.C)

‘Leisure is when we play together, read, build stimmg)’ (K.S)
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The definition of care for children, somewhat sigimgly, was more inclusive as it was
not limited to what is often perceived as immedtee responsibilities or duties. Many
interviewees understand it in a broader sense &fngahe child comfortable and pro-
viding for his/her welfare. This included treatiagsick child as well as teaching social
norms — what is usually meant by the notion of npding’. On the whole, one of the
most common themes throughout was not the fulfilmenmaterial or basic welfare

needs but giving a child attention:

‘Care for children — attention first and foremo#t. some sense it is spoiling her
<daughter>. It is a moral upbringing’ (R.O.)
‘Feeding them, giving them attention, helping tbvedheir problems, providing
them with material needs’ (D.B)
‘Care for children for us... this is help in prepagitmomework, timely purchase of
seasonal clothing and all that sort of thing’ (M.F)
‘Looking after a child means constant control ottee child’s welfare; this is at-
tention, feeding, ensuring neatness’ (Y.L)
‘Care is caring about a child’s health, physicaltiady, correct <healthy> feed-
ing. Teaching the right behaviour in the socialcta; so that in the future they
don’t have problems with communication, businegsyraction with people’ (S.B)
‘Care ...<pause>... it is probably increased attemtj patronage’ (V.S)
‘Care is more intimate <than leisure>. Care for ragn at his difficult age is lim-
ited to the question: “How are you? Have you dooneryhomework? Have you
eaten?” He is not very eager to open his soul to amel | am already happy if he
is home by 10pm. But with a daughter | need todmemy toes’ constantly’ (the
son is 14 and the daughter is two) (H.B)
‘Care for a child, creating the right atmosphereeN\. in fact this is not an easy
question, a philosophical question...”(N.A)
A broader definition of care might be partially éadped by the fact that interviewees
were limited in their explanations to only thosetierms (‘leisure’ and ‘care’), so some
inclusiveness is inevitable. Yet the fact that thisss observed with care but not leisure

could indicate the truthfulness of respondentstuates. The broader definitions of care
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might also indicate that it has the ‘social deslitgb connotation highlighted by a
number of studies discussed earlier, which theeetan lead to some overestimation in
the RLMS data. On the whole, both notions are \@oge to what we expected the
RLMS questions to capture conceptually. This presidufficient ground to claim that
the RLMS data on child-related time use is a vaistrument for our analytical pur-
poses and indeed reflects the notions of playfeisuth children and care for children

in their broader sense. As such, it is a good nreasiparental human input.

Lastly, it needs to be said that the RLMS time da& is collected at the individual
adult level rather than at the child level. Thigplias that time input specified by moth-
ers, fathers or other family members relate talal children in the household. How-
ever, our unit of analysis is a child with everyldtconstituting a separate case. In re-
sponse, we deal with clustered data, i.e. siblinghe same family. This means that in
the multivariate model the estimate might be biasedards children with siblings. The
variance of all the variables can also be undened¢éd due to the fact that the family
characteristics of siblings are similar. In otherds, the residuals will not be independ-
ent. Therefore, we have to account for estimati@asds in big families arising from
likely positive correlations between different sedip within the cluster (in our case

families).

Our research objective is not concerned with digstronal issues between children
within the family (by gender or birth order), meagiwe do not consider the above
mentioned limitation as a threat to the substaricaip analysis. Nevertheless, we take
the necessary steps to ensure the methodologidahmaytical validity of the results.

We will follow a standard procedure as outlinedBonke (2010) to control for this by

partitioning children into clusters (children wigmy number of siblings) at the house-
hold level. With the cluster option, the estimadéshe coefficients will be the same as
with the standard OLS, but the standard errors take into account that observations
(children) within family are not independent. Robsisndard errors produced under the
cluster option are computed based on the aggregates for families rather than at the

child level. Moreover, in our descriptive explooatiwe also examine the trends based
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on the number of children in the family. This albws to distinguish the time devoted

to a single child compared to a child with oneisiplor more.

3.5 Measures of Economic Stress

In the last chapter, we defined economic stresg bevadly as the tensions resulting
from factors of an economic nature that alter aist@yg normative or situational equi-

librium. We also highlighted different dimensionsexonomic stress, such as poverty
experience, idiosyncratic shocks to income, or m@&wonomic pressures (shocks)
within a dynamic framework. Our proposed measufdébase three dimensions are dis-

cussed below.

Poverty Experience and Disadvantage

The western debate on the dichotomy of absolute@ative definitions of poverty and
attempts to reconcile these two approaches (S&3; 19ster, 2004) has been restricted
in Russia to the research domain (Davidova, 200k is due to the fact that the pre-
vailing national approach in measuring poverty sitiee early 1920s was a subsistence
minimum, with a conventional need-based approaoptad in the early 1980s
(Lokshin, 2008). In the early 1990s definitiongpoierty were not openly debated in
political circles as the social and economic refemmich were highly influenced by
international institutions such as the World Bank #MF called for continuation with
the existing absolute poverty definition. Todayi@#l documents define households or
individuals as poor if their income (disposableoteses) is lower than the subsistence

level (FSSS, 2011).

The national statistics of the Russian Federatgmaupoverty threshold based on the
official subsistence level calculated separatetyaftults of working age, children, and
pensioners. For each group the threshold is aledilas the cost of a minimum con-
sumption basket which covers basic food as wellasfood expenditures (inclusive
services) ‘sufficient for the normal functioningtbie bodily organs and the preservation
of health and required for the satisfaction ofrten social and cultural necessities’

(Denisova, 2012). The subsistence level is detexchat the regional levels which ac-
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counts for local prices but is also calculated asuntry average. It is adjusted each
quarter by the Russian National Statistical offi@me of the problems of the existing
official measurements are difficulties in comparpuayerty across regions and its disre-
gard for the economy of scale due to the use dadldargoods in the household and

housing costs (Soboleva, 2013).

RLMS-HSE data reports national and regional absgbatverty levels calculated based
on the methodology developed by Popkin et.al (199l)sing income rather than con-
sumption for the estimation process. Poverty lima® are based on diets meeting sub-
sistence needs, taking into account regional paces contrary to official measures,
equivalence scales for family size. All our poyatynamic measures will be based on

this generic measure of poverty in RLMS.

The importance of a dynamic perspective on povamty especially child poverty analy-
sis has been conveyed in a number of works (Duneal., 1994; Walker, R. with
Ashworth, K., 1994; Walker, 2005; Smith & Middleta2007). Material deprivation of
the family might have wide-ranging effects on cheld depending on the specific pov-
erty pattern. Whether it is, for example, a sinigleg spell of moderate poverty or a
short spell of extreme poverty (Bradbury, et a00P) might determine the extent of
psychological, physical and cognitive changes aaogirto children given all other
things being constant. The literature distinguishesveen transient or short-term pov-
erty, recurrent poverty, persistent poverty, anawit poverty (Walker, with Ashworth,
1994). The extent of poverty is usually identif@sl the ‘severity’ or ‘depth’ of income
deprivation and is usually measured through thiemdihce between the official bench-
mark (usually the absolute or relative poverty Jiaad the actual level of household
income. The frequency of material hardship anddinection of the income trend are
also essential for adequate analysis. All theseedgions of income poverty have a role

to play in a child’s experiences at the time ofenial hardship and later in life.

We focus on the frequency of poverty spells andt fbagevity as measures of persis-
tent economic stress experiences without measthmgepth of poverty. Acknowledg-

ing the complex nature of material disadvantageaesunt for other factors of associ-
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ated disadvantage in Russia — i.e. a rural locatlon density of living conditions and

the self-evaluated ability to pay for a child’s extlasses. The latter is just one of the
subjective indicators of perceived hardship spegilly related to the monetary side of
investments in children. The focus on disadvantdge means that we chose to control
for parents’ basic educational level (the lack grafessional degree) rather than ge-
neric levels of education. As the education grad@ptures parental preferences, we
expect that this measure will reflect the fundarakdifferences between parents’ be-
liefs and aspirations, which serve to shape thesiell of involvement and interaction

with children.

Macro-economic Shocks

For the purposes of our study we understand mamwnesnic shocks as an aggregate
change in macro-economic indicators which alteicseconomic conditions for fami-
lies and households. The most appropriate contexduch an examination is the recent
‘great recession’. Examination of its effects omiiges with children in general and pa-
rental behaviour in particular is of great schglahd policy interest. Russia has been
one of the countries which had one of the deepdistih GDP growth rate in 2009, and
therefore offers an interesting case for analytinakstigation. We will measure this
aggregate shock through macro-economic indicatsegydregated at the regional level.
Specifically, we chose Russia’s regional gross pcodRGP) and regional unemploy-
ment rates as indicators of economic change oeepté-recessionary and recessionary
period. Such disaggregation is required in ordesatrol for any small fluctuations in
work hours over time (Morrill, et al., 2012). Econists treat the unemployment rate as
a better measure of macro labour market conditibaa wages (Edwards, 2011) and
this is the measure predominantly used in recémalure examining the effects of ag-
gregate shocks on time allocation decisions. BardhHammersmith (2009), Gimenez-
Nadal and Molina (2009), Aguiar et al. (2011), adrrill and Pabilonia (2012) all
used macro or meta unemployment figures to exammeaesffects of cyclical fluctua-
tions or shocks to the labour market on time useRuissia, however, official unem-

ployment figures can merely be the tip of the icghes firms and companies adapt in
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an effort to retain their labour force by reducthg working week or sending employ-
ees on unpaid leave. This creates ‘hidden unemmaynthat is not represented in the

official figures.

Idiosyncratic Shocks (Income Shocks)

For the purposes of our study, we define an idiostic shock as a substantial financial
strain caused by an individual level event. Presistudies have used a range of defini-
tions and strategies to measure income shocks.c@laret al. (2010) categorise in-
come shocks as collective and individual, which famther defined as those brought
about by external forces (earthquakes, floodss firrassive lay-offs, public protests,
business closing, etc.) and those caused by ungmpld, death, lowered income of
any member, etc. According to that study, a houselas defined as experiencing a
shock if it reported one of the above mentionednesteBeegle et al. (2003) use the
value of crop loss due to weather and natural kigzas a proxy for transitory income
shocks in agricultural households. Some studied gsestions from the household and
individual questionnaires to construct variablesalhdentify income shocks. For ex-
ample, Scoufias (2003), in a study of households'samption-smoothing strategies in
Russian households, used a number of survey qosdioidentify temporary income
setbacks, including questions on whether an indalids owed a salary from their pri-
mary job, whether an individual is either at workam unpaid leave, etc. On its own,
the loss of a job might not necessarily be assediatith the loss in total household
welfare since, as Scoufias (2003) shows, Russiasdimlds use a variety of strategies
to smooth their consumption. Therefore, unemployrbgrtself not necessarily reflects
financial strain. Lokshin and Ravallion (2000) ggigse all households experiencing
income shocks based on the size of the shock: lméen real income from less than
10% to more than 30% compared to the previous ydair definition of a transient
income shock as aruhexpected but short lived drop in incon2000, p. 2) more
closely reflects our own conceptualisation of anome shock within the economic

stress framework.
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Rather than simply accept any of the earlier apphieasures of income shocks, how-
ever, our intention is to empirically test a numbgpossible indicators and arrive at the
most appropriate one in the sense of actual matess Specifically, we will compare
the fall in household real income, the fall in helusld real expenditure, involuntary un-
employment, and the subjective evaluation of tiharfcial situation relative to a year
ago. These indirect measures of shock are basedramg assumptions of associated
loss in total material welfare, which might not essarily be the case due to substitution

from private transfers, savings or other complegnncome.

3.6 Panel Data Analysis

Panel data sets have both cross-section and tines skmensions that provide repeated
observations over an interval of time on the sames:sectional sample (Wooldridge,
2002). Therefore, there are two types of infornmafwovided by the panel data: the
cross-sectional information reflected in the difeces between subjects, and the time
series on changes ‘within’. There are substantalefits to the use of panel data: they
are more informative (less collinearity, more vhility, more degrees of freedom and
smaller recall error), ensuring that estimates raoee efficient (Briidel, 2005). They
also allow for the study of individual dynamics aodcontrol for unobserved heteroge-
neity (i.e. the omitted variables bias). The laigeespecially important in examining
complex behavioural patterns in regard to parantastments, not the least due to the
unobserved influences of the child’s abilities, pemament and physical disposition.
Most importantly, depending on the method, panéh @dlows one to study the data-

based inferences of the causal relationships betieevariables of interest.

There are in principle two main approaches in thaysis of panel data depending on
the objectives of the research: pooled—OLS regvasswvhich relies on a ‘between’
comparison, and models that control for unobsehetdrogeneity by applying ‘within’
estimators. It is possible to pool data acrosshallavailable time periods of our data
and run a standard least squared regression geatinhe observations for all of the

time periods as a single sample. Granted, the asiproduced might be biased be-
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cause it is still subject to unobserved heterodgnieut in relative terms it will be more
efficient than a cross-sectional estimation becgumsded OLS also takes into account
the within variation over the time period (Brid2005). Moreover, when an appropriate
comprehensive set of controls are used, which caghe main characteristics of the
individual, the omitted variable bias will be minsad (Dougherty, 2006). The key is
that the pooled OLS approach enables changes betseljects retaining time-

invariant characteristics such as parental edutatide incorporated into the model.

The problems of panel data such as heteroskedgstmross units and non-
independence of observations are addressed by asirgdividual fixed effecfsesti-
mator. This is a model which allows for each uriibbservation to have its own inter-
cept. Here, time-invariant heterogeneity is no Emg problem since we deal only with
variations within a unit of observation, in our eahanges for a single child over time.
Thus, this approach enables us to identify undeglgiausal effects. The trade-off, how-
ever, is that we have to exclude all time-invariamracteristics from the model, which
would otherwise be automatically dropped sincentioelel cannot estimate them unless
there is some variation over time. As a result, ‘tiéin’ logic is only applicable for

time-variant covariates.

The solution to this problem could be a randomaf@stimator. This method is gener-
ally considered more efficient, but only if it meetertain assumptions. The selection of
a fixed or random effects estimator is usually ddmeugh further statistical tests. In
our preliminary testing we applied the Hausman (€seene, 2008p our data. It re-
vealed significant systematic differences betwéenfixed and random effects estima-
tors, which proves that the random effect estimetdyiased or inflated and cannot be
used. We consider the selected fixed effects regness the most appropriate method

for examining variations ‘within’ our unit of anais.

Our aim is to identify and explain both the chanigethe level of parental time contri-

bution within one family under economic stress over time (th@wvf as well as the

" A variety of more complex panel data models ebigtare not directly applicable for our investigati
For a general review of methods in poverty resgaseh Jenkins (2007). For a focus on graphicainchai
models (SEN) on panel data, see Berrington e2@0§g).
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disparitiesbetweenRussian children in the level of non-material ingine ‘stock’).
Moreover, time-invariant factors such as parenthkication, perceptions or value of
children etc. could be crucial in our understanddhgarental strategies and choices in
childcare and other child-focused activities. Tiene our empirical strategy calls for
using both: a) a pooled OLS / Tobit regressionxXplan disparities or polarisation of
children at the level of parental human investmang b) a fixed effects model in ana-
lysing the effects of aggregate and idiosyncraliocks on changes in parental input
over the course of the adverse events. Referrinthdadestable propositions presented
earlier in this chapter, we apply these two methodbe following order: propositions
1, 2 and 3 are tested in chapters 4 and 5 andbsilbased on pooled data To-
bit/OLS/Logit estimates; propositions 4 and 5 astdd in chapters 6 and 7 and will be

based on panel analysis and fixed effects regnessio

Choice of Method for Confronting the ‘Zeros’

There is separate debate among scholars on thef tise appropriate method to tackle
the ‘problem of zeros’ in time use research. Thebjf@m stems from the nature of the
data collected using either time diaries or stdisgiestionnaires. Individuals differ in
the way they decide to spend their time, so theraniinevitable number of ‘zeros’ in
the data. Put simply, some people choose not tdedming or ironing, some do not go
to church or do it on an irregular basis. One ef¢bmmon approaches has been to treat
the problem as a limited-dependent (censored) Mariproblem, thus calling for the
most typical method applied in such cases: Tolditnegion. This method assumes a
latent propensity to participate in childcare ardypthat can take negative values
(Amemiya, 1984). There is, however, a growing ustierding that zeros in time use
data arise from a mismatch between the referentedp@.e. a diary day or a week or a
month in a survey) and the period of interest. &teW(2009), for example, argues that
Tobit regression in some cases can generate bestietiates while OLS provides unbi-
ased estimates in all cases, securing more consyst&ome researchers have recently
tested both estimations on their data (Bonke, 2@ifhenez-Nadal & Molina, 2013)

and concluded that both estimates give similaritaiade results.



80 Parental Human Investments

Other more rarely used alternatives include the amodel and Heckman two-step
estimation. The Gamma model was proposed on thefiggeremise that values in time

use cannot take negative values as otherwise adsbyn€obit estimate (Andersen, et
al., 2006). However, the interpretation of the hssunder this method poses certain dif-
ficulties as coefficients are not intuitively inpeetable. This led to a very limited use of

Gamma models in time use studies.

Other time use studies use the Tobit type Il model,Heckman two-step regressions
(Loefmark, 2007). The Heckman model makes estimalip projecting possible time

allocations assuming zero observations (truncastal) dhs observed. It is generally used
to compensate for selection bias. If all of theewbations that we have in the data set
are not randomly selected from the population, dnat selected based on a different
property (unobserved sub-sample), then this watldduce a selection bias that can be

compensated for by a Heckman regression.

Our sample is randomly selected from the populadiot the zeros we observe are true
zeros — they are observed and do represent nocipation by choice, given that the
recall period is just one month. Moreover, our aesk is not concerned with projecting
potential time allocations from those who do natently contribute to it, but rather we
are interested in the meaning of ‘zeros’ and ttiecefon the nationally representative
sample of the population. Thus, applying Heckmam@hevould not be appropriate in

our case.

Our final selection of the statistical method viaé# done through the testing and com-
parison of the main alternatives, in the form of tbLS and Tobit estimates. We will
also consider a seemingly unrelated regressiomastiaod used recently in a number of

papers to evaluate parental time.

Conclusions

This chapter presented and discussed the propbsedetical framework and its test-

able hypothesis. We specified the core definitiohthis research and approaches to its
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measurements using the RLMS. This data set is gedvby a comprehensive house-
hold survey designed to monitor socio-economic gkanin the Russian population
since the early years of transition. We highlighted methodological issues related to
time use research, particularly drawing attentmthe challenges and options in the use
of methods and measurements. We believe thatithetwted survey design of time use
data included in the RLMS is appropriate for owsedch task of examining typical
childcare patterns among Russian parents andtthedvides rich background informa-
tion on the child, parents and family. This chaptghlighted the peculiarities of work-
ing with panel data and discussed our choice ohau, specifically the analytical ap-

plications of cross-sectional Tobit/OLS estimated fixed effects panel modelling.
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Chapter 4
A Level Playing Field? Poverty and Disparities in

Parental Time Input

Playing is a privilege of childhood. It is the mes$tective way for children to learn and
socialise. The distinguished Soviet child psych@bgev Vygotsky noted thaPlay —

is the best preparation for a future life, in playchild tests and develops those talents,
which he will need latérn(Vygotsky, 1984, p. 38). Playing starts at homemultiple
precious interactions with parents: stacking a towfeblocks together, engaging in a
chess battle or even, much to a mother’s dismakirkg a ball around the living room
with the father. These experiences, along withdéwe received from the parents, are

the foundation for many of the future opportunitiésghe child.

However, every family is different. Some childrexperience excessive attention and
overprotection, others grow up with much fewer appaties for shared communica-
tion and play experiences. What influences thefferdnces will be our focus in this
chapter as it opens up our investigation into pateractices in Russia. We will be ex-
amining the range of factors that motivate parémiavest their time in children, with a

key focus on the relationship between attentioncard and child poverty experiences.

The profile of child income poverty is well understl in Russia today (Ovcharova &
Popova, 2005; IISP & UNICEF, 2011). There is alscuanulated knowledge about
disparities in time allocation decisions among Rarssdividuals over the course of the
most recent four decades (Karakhanova, 2003; Gwezdg Gvozdeva, 2006;

Patrushev, 2003; Patrushev, 2005). However, theseaspects have not yet been
brought together in the Russian context to undedskew, if at all, risks of poverty and

disadvantage correspond to the disparities in theuat of non-material resources chil-
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dren receive in the family. To investigate thiklwe define our research question for

this chapter as:
To what extent does economic stress, associatdd poierty experience,
contribute to the disparities in the level of rama parental care and atten-

tion between children?

Utilising the theoretical framework of PTE presehie the previous chapter, we exam-
ine the distribution of children along the Parertahe Allocation scale (Figure 4.1). In
other words, this chapter looks at the variatiopanental time allocation when it is at

equilibrium and aims to understand its driving &sc

Resources
Resources

Parental Time Allocation Scale
= o o o o v o=

Demand

Demand

Figure 4.1: Variation in the Point of Equilibrium b etween Families

We evaluate the relative weight of various facterkich shape the composition of the
groups ofresourcesanddemandswithin our model. Yet our primary interest is imet

role of economic stress as it is measured throuyleny experiences. We intend to an-
swer this research puzzle through a pooled cradsgeeanalysis of mothers’ and fa-
thers’ time allocations. We estimate parental taisaggregated into working and non-

working days, as well as a weighted average fomtbek, using Tobit models.

Verifying the composition of factors influencinget?TE will provide an important em-
pirical test of our model and a basis for more gjwegquestions in the following chap-
ters. Understanding the role of poverty in shagmagental time allocations can shed
light on important choices and constraints facedoasents in their efforts to mitigate

economic stress. Most importantly, however, thelstwill contribute to our under-
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standing of how Russian children experiencing pigyveompare to their peers in terms

of their experiences with parents in aggregate serm

The chapter is structured as follows: Part 4.1aewsithe evidence on existing inequali-
ties among Russian children in access to non-naagamd material resources in the fam-
ily. Here we present findings from individual tinuse studies on gender and the ru-
ral/urban divide collected over a few decades &edcharacteristics of child poverty in

Russia. We discuss our theoretical approaches ygpathesis in part 4.2. Part 4.3 pre-
sents data, the empirical model and key measuramiatt 4.4 provides some descrip-
tive analysis on child-related time inputs amongifg members and the results of a

multivariate analysis. We finish the chapter wihile thain conclusions.

4.1 Russian Children: Disparities in Home Resources

Child Poverty

According to many experts, poverty in Russia hasriany years had a ‘child’s face’.
Children show the highest risk and the greatesthrdeppoverty. According to official
statistics, the risks of income poverty among c¢kiidin 2007 were 29% higher than
among the general population. In 2009, at the pédike economic crisis, the difference
reached 31% (FSSS, 2010). This is not a new phemamleut rather an indirect result
of the structural reforms of the early 1990s arel ébonomic crisis of 1998. In 1995,
soon after the start of the economic reforms, Russgiped the table of child poverty
levels among the 25 most industrialised nationsthat time, and based on a relative
measure of 50% of the median national income, Rissshild poverty rate was 26.6%
(Bradbury, et al., 2001). The deterioration of realisehold incomes, as well as emerg-
ing disparities in the sources of income, are uguakntioned among the structural

triggers of this problem during those turbulentdgr{Ovcharova & Popova, 2005).

During the years of economic growth (2000-2007)rtklkes of poverty declined but at
unequal rates among different groups of childrdre fMighest risks remain among chil-

dren aged 1-2, children from families with multiglaldren (‘mnogodetniy semja’) and
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single-parent households (IISP & UNICEF, 2011). Tepth of poverty is the most
acute for children aged 3-7. This is explainedhsy ihability of the family to recover
the level of per capita income that existed betbeechild’s birth. The birth of the sec-
ond child increases the risk of poverty up to aditamhal 50% (ISP, 2010). Therefore,
public perceptions firmly associate families witlona than one child with material dis-

advantage (Rotkirch, 2012).

The majority of risk factors for child poverty iruBsia are labour market related and are
similar to those found in other countries (Ovchar@& Popova, 2005): a) a high de-
pendency ratio in the household; b) joblessnegbefadults in the household; and c)
low income for the working adults. Generally, faesl with children are 2.2 times more
likely to have an unemployed adult in the househaltl 2.8 times more likely to in-
clude an economically inactive adult (which is likéo be a mother). The struggle to
get and retain work is likely to be a parent's magtupation and primary worry in
these families. A recent IISP & UNICEF report oe thosition of children in the Rus-
sian Federation (2011) has not identified any tienal differences in the risks of child
income poverty. At the same time, the analysis alsva factor 3.4 difference for a
combined deprivation measure of child poverty betwerural and urban locations. This
indicates that focusing on income as a single atdicof child disadvantage, measured
only at one point in time, risks overlooking th@lplems related to the other dimensions

of a child’s life.

First attempts have been made to complement ingoeesures with a set of various
material and non-material factors of disadvanta@echarova, 2001; Burdjak &

Popova, 2007). Relevant to our study and actuallieca rare empirical analysis of the
Russian case, ISP (2010) tested some non-magtsjects of a child’s life, including

levels of family conflict and parental cohesionyétation to issues of upbringing along
with indicators of low income and poor living cotidns. The study found that 41% of
the sampled Russian families with children haveiligdparental conflicts of some sort
and 8% live under permanent conflict in the famiifie most common type of conflict

between partners reflected the high level of steass$ tension present when material
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resources are tight. So, while some first evidemcehe links between material pres-
sures and the subjective well-being of parentsmerging in Russia, there is surpris-
ingly little known of the effects of these factans parental practices and children’s ex-

periences.

Parental Time Allocations over Recent Decades

Some experts claim that parenting in Russia is gingnas a result of trends toward
more child-centred relationships built on the valwé trust (Kukulin, 2010). Parental
time allocation is a tangible measure that reflectsial decisions and true preferences
rather than desired or valued parental practicessuch, it offers a possibility to ob-
serve general changes in parental input over thesydo understand the current dis-
parities between children in the level of attentibay receive from their parents, it is
therefore important that we see what the actudiepraces of Russian parents were
over the years or recent decades. The main foctiseafime use studies conducted in
the last decades in Russia has been on the obatatice of paid/unpaid work, exam-
ined through the lens of gender divisions of labf@vozdeva & Gvozdeva, 2002;
Karakhanova, 2003; Gvozdeva & Gvozdeva, 2006; Laefn2007). A number of stud-
ies also examined the disparities in time allocatiecisions between urban and rural
populations (Artemov, 1990; Patrushev, 2003; Phtus 2005). While parental
investments were not their primary interest, theligts included data on childcare time
allocations. This enables us to see the histotrealds and persistent disparities in pa-

rental time allocations in Russia over time.

The period of economic and social transition of 1880s seems to have reinforced al-
ready existing gender and urban-rural inequalities parental time allocations
(Patrushev, 2005). The urban—rural gap in the éxtériormal employment has nar-
rowed compared to previous decades, but the rogilption was still heavily engaged
in supporting their livelihood by maintaining penst plots, spending up to 19-20 hours
per week on these. As subsistence-oriented agrreuttecame one of the main survival
strategies of households, the pressures on runaenancreased (Wehrheim & Wobst,

2005). Gvozdeva, in her analysis of RLMS data fro®®6 and 1998, finds that low-
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income and especially rural women have to work niordne house and on the family
allotment (Gvozdeva & Gvozdeva, 2006). Accordingthds study, employed rural
women worked 23 hours a week longer than their &nudd, eight hours longer than
women in urban areas and 26 hours longer than uriEm The data suggests that at
times of economic difficulties women, especiallyaluwomen, carry a disproportional
burden of household work, including childcare. Tisgparticularly important for our
study as it suggests that women’s child-focusee tinput could be more sensitive to

changes in the economic welfare of the family.

A general trend over four decades observed inreiffiewaves of Pskétime use data
(1965, 1986, 1997/1998 and 2003/2004) showed ¢imagverage, a mother’s contribu-
tion to childcare as a share of unpaid work dedlioger time (Karakhanova, 2006).
This is at odds with the observed high normatiMee/ar social desirability of children,
especially among working mothers. The same studtisfthat working women of Pskov
ranked family and children as their first and setpnorities among 17 different value
options. Yet the high value of children that thepressed verbally contrasted sharply
with the allocation of women’s time. On averagmetiwith children occupied only"7

or 9" place (depending on her age) as a share of wonuepaid work time (2.3%).
Women aged 30 and under, who could be expected tadve child-oriented, devoted
the least time to activities with children (onl\8%) compared to older age groups. For
women aged 30-50 activities with children occuptld highest share among all
women (2.7%), yet this remained i Blace among other non-working activities, scor-
ing less than household work, watching TV, shoppimgreading. So parents’ actual
preferences did not match the personal desirallitgxpectation of child-related time

commitments.

Karakhanova’s analysis is a relevant illustratidroor PTE framework. The financial
crises of the late 1990s in Russia not only chartgecgconomic landscape of the coun-

try but also affected the resources available termia. Despite declarations of child-

8 Pskov is a town in Central Russia that was sedeatea typical mid-size town in a comparative inder
tional survey of time use in 1965. The samples fd@86 and the subsequent years used the same sam-
pling methodology.
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oriented values, mothers in the early 2000s wetémna position to invest more of their
time in their children. The lost equilibrium betwedesired and actual time allocations
apparently takes longer to restore when macroecmndransitions force adverse

changes on an individual level.

While direct international comparisons of Russiametallocation data are not possible
on methodological as well as socio-economic grouitds still useful to have a rough
indication of its relative standing compared toguaal time allocations in other coun-
tries. A comparative study by Guryan et al. (209Bpwed that there are huge differ-
ences in child-related time allocations betweemuuwes. For example, while mothers in
Palestine, Austria, and Norway spend on averageés122.27 and 11.7 hours respec-
tively per week on child care, mothers in Southigsfrand France contribute half of that
with 5.88 and 6.83 hours respectively. Mothers ierf@any, Italy and the UK are
somewhere in between with 10.4, 9.8, and 9.9 hpersveek devoted to childcare. The
least involved fathers are those living in Southigsf and France, who spend 0.6 and
1.82 hours per week on childcare respectively. Eastounting for significant meth-
odological differences between the data, the 3ihper week that mothers from the
Russian city of Pskov contributed to childcare i@02/2004 is strikingly small
(Karakhanova, 2006; Patrushev, 2005). On the dthed, Russian fathers who decide
to contribute their time to childcare compare ity well to fathers from other coun-

tries.

The reviewed research indicates that years of en@ntransition affected the desired
equilibrium of parents. Contrary to trends in thestern world (Bianchi, 2010), Russian
women, on average, have decreased their time lagih ¢hildren in the last decades de-
spite spending fewer hours in the formal labourketrGender inequalities in the fam-
ily rooted in the ‘male breadwinner’ culture of Rign families (Teplova, 2007) only
slowly gave way to the modern family with more itwed fathers. In other words, we
can expect differences between mothers’ and fdthiers allocations to persist in the
2000s as they did in the late 1990s, which makesgdiregated analysis of our data the

only rational option.
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The persistence of the urban—rural divide in palecttildcare input over many decades
is an indication of entrenched socio-economic difipa in the Russian Federation,
which have not disappeared during the years of@oangrowth. At the same time cau-
tion is required when making generalisations, agreiting economic development in
rural settlements can mask significant variationwmg parents’ time resources and
preferences for spending time with children. AsziRakovskiy, a recognised expert in

rural development, points out (2012) many Russidages have moved from the sur-
vival strategies of the early 1990s to a more susbde household economy. But the
success of adaptation to the new market economgsvénom one household, village

and region to another. In these conditions, usiatpnally representative data rather
than a small sub-sample of the population of omality is the only way to ensure the

validity of the results.

4.2 Analytical Framework and Hypotheses

In Chapter 3 we presented PTE — a theoretical miodedur investigation. It is rooted
in the economic theory of time allocation (Beck&®65; Gronau, 1977) and parental
investment (Becker & Tomes, 1986), but incorporatasain later critiques and exten-
sions (Folbre, 1996; Coleman, 1988) as well asfainaly stress model (Hill, 1949;
Conger & Elder, 1994; McLoyd, 1990; Conger, et 2002; Conger, 2005). PTE stipu-
lates that parents allocate their time under thestcaints of their existing resources and
formed (but not static) demands. Moreover, in thglrun the allocation decisions have
to be at the point of equilibrium, where resouroe=et demand. This will be the most
efficient (from their point of view) allocation dfime for child-related activities. This

chapter tests the first two propositions of the etodhe first is as follows:

Factors included in the groups of ‘resources’ addrmand’ contribute to parental
time allocation decisions and explain the dispastibetween children in the
quantity of the time they receive from parents.

The PTE framework stipulates thasourcesnclude parents’ subjective or psychologi-

cal well-being, monetary, human and social capéat] the enabling macro-economic
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and policy environment. The analysis in this anel $hbsequent chapter makes the as-
sumption that the macro-economic environment igl lsehstantDemandis driven by
child effects, parental aspirations, ideas, belafd expectations, which are more di-
rectly influenced by parents’ education and indiseshaped by cultural and social

norms. The evidence on those was presented iténatlire review.

In order to elaborate on this proposition, we hiveevisit the classic home production
framework (Becker, 1965). Generally, Becker's mosigfjgests that individuals com-
bine market-purchased goods and time to producsucoable commodities that are in-
cluded in their utility function. The assumptiontigt individuals maximise their utility

by finding the best combination of market-purchagedds combined with time alloca-
tion under a given market wage. Thus, the totag tisnsplit into working, home produc-
tion and leisure, based on the elasticity of stii#dn between time and goods in their
production and a given opportunity cost per timé. urhe theory, as we pointed out in
Chapter 2, stresses the scarcity of time as the maator driving the reallocation be-

tween goods-intensive and time-intensive commaslitie

The time allocation theory also specifies that labmarket productivity and the com-
parative advantages of parents are of primary itapoe in determining time allocation
in the household. This is generally measured throolgserved or predicted wages,
work status and income. Wages and employment kistor determined by parents’
human capital, so they are in themselves the ptaafukey resources available to par-
ents. Our model also specifies that parents wileha rely on their subjective resources

and social capital.

The equilibrium point on the time allocation scaldl differ from one family to the

next. For example, working parents with a singlédch being constrained by the avail-
able time and social support from family membees@urce$ — might choose to sup-
plement their own time with their child by purchagiformal care in accordance with
their preferences for the quality of care and chiteeeds demangl. We test whether the

factors we include in the model indeed have anljénice on parental time allocation
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decisions and whether resources and demand bothbede to the variability between

children.

The second proposition tested is the following:
Low levels of material resources (experience ofepgvand other factors of dis-

advantage) are associated with lower parental tinpit.

This suggests that individuals (parents) who exmee economic stress through persis-
tently lower levels of material resources wouldyie a lower than average time input.
We use the notion of ‘low equilibrium’ under thesasption that, in the long term, low
availability of resources will also affect the egtmions (demand) of what is possible
and/or appropriate. Resources and demand will fimereneet at a lower level than the

sample mean.

Generally, economic intuition would suggest that fiw opportunity cost of time faced
by these parents and the higher availability ofetiptovide an incentive to substitute
market-purchased goods with home production. Thisldvimply more time than aver-
age is spent on meeting responsibilities at homauding childcare or other activities
with children. More time with children would traagt into an equilibrium position
skewed to the right (towards higher values) onpmanrental time allocation scale. This
economic logic, however, is based on strong assomptThese include: a) that parents
gain a personal utility from interaction with a Ichior have high aspirations for their
child’s development; b) that there are no competiammands for available time; and c)
that the parent is indifferent between reallocatimgye time to child-related activities or
the labour market. In other words, there is anragsion that they would rather be play-

ing with a child than spending the time searchimrgaf new or higher paying job.

Of course, there will be many circumstances whesdrassumptions do not hold. If we
utilise our theoretical framework, which emphasiseisjective perceptions of the events
based on the family stress model (Hill, 1949; Conge al., 2000), we will be able to
account for some conditions facilitating certaispenses to material pressures. For ex-

ample, parents who are emotionally and mentallyatidssed by their material circum-
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stances might have no desire to interact with &gcbr will not receive any personal
utility from it. This would push the time input ithe opposite (negative) direction.
Moreover, according to other perspectives sucthagiie and income poverty frame-
work (Burchardt, 2008), income-poor parents migho de time poor, with limited re-
sidual free time. The demand for competing houskhasks is also greater in poor
households due to insufficient resources to puehasrket-produced substitution
and/or they can be less productive due to the ¢hakpensive household tools, which
save time. This in turn means that time might weadéd towards more pressing house-
hold needs, or that parents perhaps engage incanddis a secondary activity in paral-

lel to performing other tasks.

The third assumption might also not hold becausglwér conflicting demands. Parents
might prefer to spend time on improving their fiogh position and career prospects by
doing extra work, searching for a job, or engagimgther income-generating activities.

The risk of poverty increases with the loss ofla go unstable employment. Therefore,
parents who have recently become poor but havgatdost touch with the labour mar-

ket might prioritise their job search over childated activities at home. For some low-
income parents, the level of subjective well-beimght directly depend on the extent of

their labour market engagement and career progressi

The ability of poor families to manage conflictidgmands and needs can depend on
the availability of additional resources such asiaccapital. This could, for example,
consist of childcare assistance offered by otherilfamembers or extended family. As
a safety net or a direct time substitution this alhow poor parents to spend more time
in the labour market or on income-generating aii¢isi The size of the substitution ef-
fect will depend on the general level of enjoymgriility) parents receive from the in-
teraction with a child and/or the extent to whiclclald-centred activity meets their

normative assumptions regarding their role as paren

Our theoretical framework allows a scenario wherepis experiencing poverty might
retain their time with children at the equilibriulevels in the medium or long run if

they strongly believe in the benefits it providesthe child. In other words, normative
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preferences will motivate them to adjust or bettglise their resources without com-
promising their time with their children. We sawvorin the collected qualitative evi-
dencé that Russian parents are likely to include eleseftupbringing in the defini-
tions of care, such as providing a child with a&esafid comfortable environment. This is
self-evidently something that cannot easily be buig the market. Thus, thdemand
for childcare defines a base line for parental inpuits desired level. For example,
based on the literature discussed in Chapter 2cameexpect parental education as a
driving force of parental preferences and aspinatito influence the extent of time

spent with children.

Another important angle is from the interplay oftfarls. One qualitative study among
low-income families in rural locations of the Legmad Oblast investigated parental
practices among parents with a basic level of dtutand those with any professional
degree (Alekseeva, 2012). The study, which wastasejualitative interviews, reports
that the instability of their working life signifantly affects rural parents in poverty who
are educated to lower levels. They were found tonkse constant state of searching for
jobs or other temporary income. These adults hadomérol over their financial situa-
tion in the coming month, or over what working sihie they would have. This can,
according to the study, be exacerbated by alcobpéndency on the part of either par-
ent. Alekseeva notes that children in such famitiese only one structured thing in
their life, which is pre-school or school hourstfiey attend): parents cannot organise
children’s life or establish stable conditions fibkeir development. Such parents hardly
imagine the future of their children and their higih aspirations for them is to at least
finish schodl (Alekseeva, 2012, p. 2). Thus, the cumulativeset of parents’ lower
education, rural location, poverty and other stitadt and individual disadvantage can
cause a low point of equilibrium on the parentaletiallocation scale. Employment of
parents and their labour market trajectories seehind these factors together, at least

in the rural Russian context.

° See Chapter 3.
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4.3 Data, Empirical Strategy and Measurements

Our multivariate analysis is based on a pooled $amp children aged 0-14 from

rounds 16-18 of the RLMS covering the years frof@72@ 2009. There were 2,072
children in the sample in 2007, 2,164 in 2008, 2j8¥2 in 2009. The questions on time
use which are at the centre of our analysis welg iatroduced in 2007 and were then
removed in 2010. The individual-level data from years before 2007 and after 2009
therefore does not contain usable time use dathwanuse it only to complement our
exploratory analysis or for construction of our pdy dynamics variables and cannot

use these years in the pooled sample.

The evidence on time use from Russia reviewedezarlearly shows the importance of
conducting the analysis disaggregated into mottaerd’'fathers’ time contributions. We
estimate a Tobit regression on the full samplehilleen but report only marginal (ob-
served) effects. In the previous chapter, we dsmdi®xtensively the debate concerning
the use of Tobit or OLS regressions in time useoun case, the choice of Tobit is
driven by our interest in the observed effects, nparents spend any non-zero time
with their child, since we separately examine tkieegne lack of parental involvement
in the next chapter. As a check of robustness wsiedealternative models, specifically
seemingly unrelated regression (SUR) based on Gti&tion, and found consistent

results.

Mothers’ and fathers’ time inputs as well as déf@rtypes of child-related activities are
interrelated: a father’s childcare can substitatethe mother’'s and vice versa. Deci-
sions about play and leisure activities with clgldrcannot be done in isolation from
each other. This implies that their error terms@meelated and we should account for
joint and interdependent decisions in our modeln&aecent studies (Bloemen &
Stancenelli, 2008; Bonke, 2010; Gimenez-Nadal & il 2013) have used SUR to
account for this interdependency. SUR estimateshenst and fathers’ time inputs in
each of the time categories in context by assufjaimg error terms. The main difficulty
in applying this approach to our data is tacklingsimg values. Since all regressions are

applied to every observation, the model requiremdépendent variables to be present.



96 Parental Human Investments

In our sample, this leads to significant attritidne to non-participating and missing
parents. To counter the attrition and at leastea@hsome rough estimates for compari-
son we estimated SUR based on OLS by splittingséimeple for children living in full

families and those who live with a single mothene Tesults are largely consistent with
the Tobit estimates on our key predictors, althowghsee some differences in the size
of coefficients, in line with the findings of Gimen and Molina (2013). The results of

the SUR estimation are included in Appendix 1 is thapter.

Dependent Variables

The questionnaire asked all adults in the houseifithety spent any time in the last 30

days on the following activities:

* ‘Played, occupied, spent your leisure time withldii@n or grandchildren who live
with you’; and
» ‘Looked after children or grandchildren who livetiviyou — bathed them, fed them,

took them to lessons’.

If respondents answered positively, they were tsted to report how much time this
activity took in minutes on a ‘typical (working/sty) day’ and on a ‘typical non-
working/non-study day’. For brevity, we will reféo these as weekday and weekend-
day respectively even if this is not entirely aatarfor the minority of parents working

part time.

We applied the same logic when we then construtiedverage combined measure of
working mothers’ and fathers’ time per day by weigdp this information, using the
sum of time on working days multiplied by five awgéekends multiplied by two, then
dividing the result by seven. For non-working pasemve kept the given answer for a
typical non-working day as the answer for a workilay would not apply. The resulting

average time spent on play and care activitie®arenain dependent variables.

One piece of research (Booth, et al., 2011) unueslithe importance of considering

weekday and weekend time separately. In recognatidhis, we also use disaggregated
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data to investigate the time variations based erddy of the week. One has to remem-
ber, however, that the disaggregated measuresdiking days will be censored by the
working status of the respondent. In our casegthestionnaire specifically asks the re-
spondent to record the time of those who do notkigstrdy under a ‘typical non-
working day’. This means that the effects obserfeedweekends’ are skewed towards
non-working parents. Similarly, effects observedtfe® working week will only be rep-
resentative for working parents. Overall, we dmlkhthat presenting disaggregated
measures could give a more accurate account ohfgargrategies in managing their

work—life balance and therefore proceed in that.vei

Predictors in the Model

As our focus is on the role of poverty, we stant presentation of predictors with the

different measures of poverty experience used iranalysis.

Poverty Experiences

Within our theoretical boundaries the experiencegoVerty can be a ‘stressor’ or a
‘shock’ but can also mean limited resources. Tlséirtition is difficult to make without
looking at poverty from a dynamic perspective. Gmgle spell of poverty for a young
family could be a stressor, forcing a necessarysajent in resources or demands.
Poverty over a sustained period of time can bewated for as accumulated material
stress, but can also be considered as a depletediahaesource under our PTE frame-
work. The availability of longitudinal data enables to distinguish the effects of a sin-
gle spells of poverty as a stress-imposing circants either in the present or in the
near past. This would contrast with persistent ggyavhich is likely to define stable

allocation choices.

Using the typology of poverty first suggested bylk#aand Ashworth (1994), we con-
struct a categorical variable of poverty which eefs child’s poverty status over the
years. It is based on a RLMS-HSE constructed blriaf households below a subsis-
tence level, the specification of which are disedsm the previous chapter. The fol-

lowing four categories are used:
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Transient poverty  Being poor once at any one point in time. Childvémo
live in households with income below the all-Russiso-
lute poverty line in any one of the relevant suryegrs.

Recurrent poverty  More than one spell of poverty but none lastingertban
one year. This includes children in poverty mom@ntbnce
within a five-year period but not in consecutivese

Persistent poverty A single spell of poverty lasting two or more ceastive
years. Children who were poor in two or more contee
survey years within a five-year period,;

Never in poverty Our reference category.

In order to better account for poverty history wearporate the data on poverty status
from the years 2006 to 2010 into our model. Thiabées us to record more than two
years of occasional poverty or more than threesyefpersistent poverty, thus making
the predictions more accurate. RLMS —HSE has wsitucted poverty variables — all

Russia average and regional poverty variables basedgional poverty lines (adjusted

by the local price index). We chose to base oursmmeaon the former. The reason for
that is that regional poverty is a more consereatgtimate; it produces very small

sample sizes of families in poverty. Therefore, categorical variable of poverty ex-

perience is based on the federal absolute poveryrheasure. The generic RLMS-

constructed variable ‘poverty’, which captures rehad income below the absolute

poverty line in the current year, is also testefdasately in alternative models. The

model excludes those observations which were nawetpanel in 2010 and had a pov-
erty status in that year as there was not enoufgliniation for us to justify placing

them in either category.

Table 4.1 shows that about 16% of children in @amgle have been in poverty once at
any point in time over the three-year period. Reddy few children (around 3%) had

repeated but not consecutive spells of povertyadoalit 6% experienced persistent pov-
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erty. Even if our sample shows somewhat consemwastimates, the distribution of in-
come among children accurately reflects the gertierall of increasing risks of poverty
with the number of children in the family (Ovchasow Popova, 2005; ISP &
UNICEF, 2011)*°

Table 4.1: Summary Statistics on Poverty Experience

Types of poverty experience Number of siblings
0 1 2 Total

Never N 2960 1525 215 4700
% 81% 71% 49% 75%

Once N 488 384 117 989
% 13% 18% 27% 16%

Occasional N 61 92 26 179
% 2% 4% 6% 3%

Persistent N 165 153 82 400
% 4% 7% 19% 6%

Total 3674 2154 440 6268
100% 100% 100% 100%

Apart from poverty we will consider the followingfluences presented based on the

level of their observation:

Child’s Characteristics:

Child age  Four age categories (0-2, 3—6, 7-10, 11-14) refitecstages of a
child’s development. This captures not just thedinprogression
of age but also the distinct milestones in a chilidfe, such as the
age at which kindergarten or school is startedsé&lwategories are
more suitable for our analytical needs than thepkncontrols of
age and age squared, since they are more intdsfgeta

Gender A category variable with boys as the reference.

1% Dye to methodological difference between FSSSReueral Statistical Service of the Russian Federa-
tion) and the RLMS, the whole sample of the RLM8/ey produces different compositional estimates of
poverty to FSSS (Heeringa, 2007, March). Accordothe FSSS office, the share of children aged 0-16
living below the subsistence level for Russia aghale was 18% for 2008 (FSSS & UNICEF, 2009).
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Number of siblings aunts the number of siblings aged 0-14. Older rgysli
where present, are included in the family sizermitin this varia-
ble. The questions in the RLMS regarding time spétit children
are asked only for children up to 14 years of dgeluding older
siblings into this variable without associated tiose data would
skew the aggregate numbers for the family.

Total hours of external cardotal time a child received over the week through

formal and informal care and relatives living odési

Parents’ Individual Characteristics:

Age at the birth:Mothers’ and fathers’ age at the birth of the yaestigchild is
calculated based on the difference between the geminchild’s
and the parent’s birth year. Missing values forep& not present
in the household have been replaced with the aeeagg per gen-
der.

Low education:The education gradient or the level of parents’cation is a
standard measure in the majority of time use reke&ince our in-
terest is in the effects of disadvantage, we cagteeducational var-
iable as low education with 1 assigned to parentls mo profes-
sional degrees beyond high school and 0 to pavemtsh hold any
professional degree. Education is likely to captuséh the human
capital of parents, which is usually reflected xpesure to better
job market opportunities, and labour market progtgtresulting
in higher wages, as well as a set of aspirationspanental beliefs.

In this sense it influences the demand as wekssurces for child-



A Level Playing Field? Poverty and Disparities in Parental Time Input 101

related activities. Our key assumption is thatitfiilence happens
along the same vector, for example that the higteeeducation the
more human resources the parent has and the highieraspira-
tions in regard to their child’s development. Wgoahttempt to dis-
tinguish between the two by controlling for the lamrcapital com-
ponent fesource} through reported market log wages. Therefore,
we expect low education to capture preferences aspirations
(demand).

Work status Parents’ formal work hours are endogenous to the tllocations
for childcare and play. The decisions in regarddes much time to
spend with a child or how much to work are inteetegent. Par-
ents’ work status is a suitable alternative measdirparents’ at-
tachment to the labour market (Jenkins & Leary,5)9®ur data
indicates that 60% of mothers and 86% of fatheesimarfull em-
ployment at any point in time (Table 4.2). It isryeclear that
mothers’ employment varies significantly with thgeaof the child
and the level of parental responsibility attachedt.tOnly 22% of
mothers with a child of 0-2 work full time, whild% are on ma-
ternity leave. Those who indicated ‘not workingedikely to be
self-employed, study, or possibly be unemployedrpio the birth
of the child. Fathers’ employment varies verydittvith the age of
the child, but we see a distinctive trend towarighér unemploy-
ment with older children. Mothers’ and fathers’ watatus is a

simple dichotomy of non-working/working parents aetdjess of
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the type and reasons for unemployment (maternitydepart time,

etc.)!* Missing parents are considered as not working.

Table 4.2: Mother's and Father's Labour Market Participation based on Child's

Age
Mothers Fathers

Working  Paid Not Total |Working Paid Not Total
Age Group leave working leave working
0-2 (Baby) 22% 41% 37% 100% 88% 0% 11% 100%
3-6 (Kindergarden) 71% 6% 22% 100% 89% 1% 10% 100%
7-10 (Primary School) 68% 6% 26% 100% 85% 1% 14% 100%
11+ (Secondary School | 74% 4% 21% 100% 83% 1% 16% 100%
Average 60% 14% 26% 100% 87% 1% 13% 100%

Log wages The model includes a proxy for parents’ producyiviit the form of
observed as well as predicted log wages. The RLMS imhcludes
a wage variable of all working individuals. Firste identify all
parents for whom we have data on reported wagayroathe pan-
el years (2006—2010). If a parent is missing waaea th one of the
years, we extrapolate the wage value from the stogear. For ex-
ample, mothers on maternity leave in 2008 wouldehaveported
wage in 2007. We use this reported data insteadnoising value.
For parents who have no wage data over the paaes yee esti-
mate the predicted value based on the regressiopoged by
Mincer (Lokshin, 2004; Burchardt, 2008). The moiheludes par-
ents’ age, category of education, type of settlapregion, and al-
cohol consumption. We then predict the missing esltor non-

working parents. This set of variables was chosatighly follow-

H variables with more categories on the level of edion (five levels for education) and work statasd been also
created and tested. The model fit and significama® noticeably better with dummy variables incogped, therefore
they are presented in the final madel
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ing Mincer’s suggestions (age and education) antatig based
on the results of exploratory regressions on reglovtages. Using
predicted coefficients, we generate log wage usidfiple impu-
tation. Since imputations are applied only to ptresmho did not
work in any of the recorded years, this is a reddyi small number.

Mother’s and Father’s concern about necessitgea proxy for subjective percep-
tions of economic stress in the family. The questasked was
‘how concerned are you about the possibility tr@ait ynight not be
able to provide yourself with the bare essentialghe next 12
months?’ It is a dummy variable with 1 assignedrtothers re-
sponding with either ‘very concerned’ or ‘somewltaincerned’
and 0 assigned to ‘both yes and no’, ‘not too camad, and ‘not
at all concerned’. In alternative models, we alssted mothers’
and fathers’ generic satisfaction with economicdibons of the
family at present time.

Satisfaction with economic conditiama dummy variable which records 1 for the
responses ‘not very satisfied’ and ‘not at all fa&d’ to the ques-
tion: “To what extent are you satisfied with youaterial situation
at present?’ and O for all other responses.

Mother’s self-ranked respect from othefsis is an interval variable with a scale
from 1 to 9. Respondents are asked to place thgaseh a nine-
step ladder where on the lowest step stand pedmpbeane absolute-
ly not respected, and on the highest step starsktiwo are highly

respected. Missing values were replaced by averalges.
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Fathers’ self-ranked power ranking also an interval variable with a scale from 1
to 9. Respondents are asked to place themselvasime-step lad-
der where on the lowest rung are people ‘completeithout
rights’ and on the highest are those who ‘have aflpower’. This
variable is intended to be a proxy for father’sfpssional and per-
sonal self-efficacy.

Heavy drinking:This is a dummy variable which assigns 1 to motheus fathers
who consume above a specified dose of ethanol gerTthe con-
struction of the variable was conducted in two stepe first being
a calculation of the sum on all reported gramslajteol (including
beer, vodka and homemade ‘samagon’). Then, we fbrcagego-
ries according to WHO guidelines on risky drinkiigender-
adjusted ethanol levels per day) (WHO, 2000). Tindajines con-
sider alcohol consumption heavy if more than 60rgraf ethanol
for men or 40 grams of ethanol for women are corglionce a
week or more. Lesser amounts of alcohol or lesgifrrt consump-

tion are considered moderate.

Household Level:

Cannot afford to pay for classes a dummy variable with 1 recorded for those
adults who answered ‘no’ to the question: ‘Is isgible for you or
your family to pay for additional classes for yaildren, e.g. mu-
sic classes, foreign languages, athletics clubd,habby groups?’
This variable reflects some perceived level of maltedisad-

vantage: 40% of children in our sample living inp&tent poverty
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are reported to miss out on extra classes bechadarnily cannot
afford them, compared to only 14% in the group wkger experi-
enced poverty. At the same time, it is based osquel evaluation
by the parents and is likely to reflect two factddse is the actual
lack of money that triggers the notion. The sec@nthe priority

given by the parents to spending money on chilateel activities
as opposed to other needs. The connection betweevdriable

and time spent with the children can therefore wibrough both
the resource as well as the demand side of ourythEor example,
parents who report that they cannot afford extraowlar classes
but who place a high priority on child’'s non-acadedevelopment
would try to compensate for the lack of opportwstiwith their

own efforts at home. In other words, the priorityes to a child’s

non-academic development will be reflected in tbeia time in-

put parents devote to children, all other factoesndy constant.
Since we control for poverty in the model, we cdesithe ‘priori-

tising of child development’ as the main influerafethis variable
and consider it under demands.

Presence of grandparents and elder siblings initbesehold It is reasonable to
suggest that the presence of grandparents in tne $@usehold
could be endogenous to the extent of their invoklmimfamilies
who decide to live together must have a good ig&rerational
understanding and matching willingness to suppextheother.
However, we argue that, in Russia, despite a sto@uttion of in-

ter-generational support, there can be many ottemons for multi-
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generational households, e.g. as a way to optithisecost of liv-
ing, provide accommodation to a newly formed famallysupport a
single mother to cope with material difficultiesoftshin, et al.,
1999). Accordingly, we treat this variable as exumges in our
model.

Living space m? per headhis is a continuous variable of available livislgace
in square meters per person in the householdditates the densi-
ty of living accommodatiolf and is weighted by dividing the re-
ported size of living accommodation by the numbepeople in
the household.

Rural A dummy variable which assigns 1 to those livingrural loca-
tions. We use the definition applied by the Rusdational Statis-
tical Office in which ‘rural’ is a settlement wiflewer than or equal
to 10,000 people. Rural locations in Russia ardeseénts with di-
verse economic and social level of developmentr¢8téorovskaya
& Mironova, 2010). However, experts point to a f@nof pre-
vailing problems associated with the rural locagiorlimited and
sporadic economic opportunities, thus unstable vpodspects and
low wages; deterioration of human capital due tgration, dilapi-
dated road and transport infrastructure; extrenlietyted infor-
mation and communication channels including basiephone
networks. (Patziorkovskiy, 2009; Starodubrovskayavi&onova,

2010; Bondarenko, 2009; Kopilov, 2012).

12 The questionnaire has two questions on the siaea@immodation: a) on the total general usableespac
including kitchen and bathroom; and b) on living@mmodation (bedrooms only). The latter was used in
the construction of our variable.
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At the same time, pedagogical and sociologicatdiiure points out
distinctive characteristics of community life anarfily norms in
rural Russia: underdevelopment of social infrastmec including
limited cultural or leisure opportunities (Kalgano¥999), slow
pace of life, conservatism and traditionalism, jptence of heavy
drinking particularly among male population, cotlee upbringing
influenced by specific community norms regardingep#al prac-
tices, extensive involvement of children in homeduction from
as early as at age 5-6, limited opportunities afdckocialisation
outside the school and family (Polezhaeva, 200&i®Y&ovskiy &
Patziorkovskaya, 2010), high influence of publgnioon on par-
ents’ pedagogical views (Bukreeva, 2010). So, ritezally rural
location can represent bothsourcesas well asdemandsAs we
control for parents’ work status, low educationges and poverty,
which capture individual socio-economic disadvaatagour mod-
el, we expect the rural location to capture morecstiral, commu-
nity-specific conditions and corresponding sociad acultural
norms. Although these are difficult to separateunh an aggregate
variable, we believe they are captured under oudehspecifica-
tion. We measure it as a dummy variable on rurehtion with O
assigned to all other types of settlements.

Local cost of child cares a constructed variable that represents an attegon-
trol for the effect of childcare prices on parerdshaviour. The ge-
neric assumption is that the price reflects quaity we mentioned

earlier, most pre-school institutions are still ded from local
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budgets and on the basis of cost-sharing with pardine system
of subsidies to families varies by locality and ¢aclude criteria
such as low income or children with disability. TREMS child
guestionnaire asks the respondent to report th&lywegpenditure
on childcare and the time a child spends in then&brinstitution

(our formal care variable).

Similar to Lokshin’s approach (2004) we assumedhality of formal care to be uni-
versally distributed within a locality. Thus, wedli estimate the cost per hour of care
per individual child, and then weigh it by using thverage per hour price of care in the

corresponding locality (average among childrerhat tocality).

Table 4.3 presents mean values and standard amwgaitn the pooled sample of chil-

dren.

Table 4.3 Summary Statistics for Selected Dependewtriables

Variable Mean SD N

Child Age 6.46 4.07 6268
Gender 0.50 0.50 6268
Any illness in the last 30 days 0.37 0.48 6262
Mother's age at birth 25.36 5.24 5998
Mother with low education 0.20 0.40 5998
Mother's work status 0.60 0.49 5998
Mother's bad health 0.03 0.18 5998
Mother's heavy drinking 0.12 0.33 5998
Father with low education 0.19 0.40 4855
Father's work status 0.87 0.34 4855
Father's heavy drinking 0.29 0.46 4855
Can't pay for classes 0.15 0.36 6268
Grandparent in the household 0.29 0.45 6268
Older sibling in the household 0.11 0.32 6268
Hours of external care per day 7.68 7.15 1422
Local cost of child care per child 37.52 3241 5209
Living space m? per head 12.29 7.59 6268
Rural 0.26 0.44 6268
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Based on our theoretical model, we formalise thecepts ofresourcesanddemands

using the RLMS data as the following:

Resources:

subjective well-being — mother’'s self-ranked res$piom others, father’'s self-

ranked power, concern about getting necessities;

» time availability — parents’ work status, returnshuman capital, external childcare
per day;

* labour market productivity — log wages;

e social capital — presence of grandparents, eldgings, presence of father in the
household, total hours of childcare received oetsiek family; and

* material resources — poverty, density of living ditions, cost of childcare in the

locality.

Demands:

child characteristics — age group, gender, numbsibtings:

* parent characteristics — the age of the parentrtit of the youngest child, heavy
drinking;

» aspirations, beliefs and ideas — parents’ low etifutainability to pay for classes;

and

e community structural characteristics, social ankiucal norms — rural location.

4.4 Descriptive Exploration of Data from Child’s Perspective

To gain a first feel for our dependent variables,will examine the general distribution

of reported time and how this time is split betweéferent household members.

13 1n exploratory diagnostic regressions, we alsteteshild’s health status (illness in the last sedays),
the level of his/her physical activity, and repdrtdronic illnesses. They were consistently natificant
when we controlled for other child’s characteristic other individual- or household-level factors.
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Variations in the Sample of Children

A first glance at the parental time input in oumgde (including the observed or non-
zero time allocation) reveals a wide variation kesgw children in the level of received
attention and care from parents (Figure 4.2). Whiieaverage time for mother’s leisure
activity with a single child is 2 hour 50 minutesrmlay, the maximum reported contri-
bution is 4.3 standard deviations from this mealne Bisparity between children in
mothers’ input in childcare is even bigger: 7.7ndt&d deviations from the reported
mean of 1 hour and 58 minutes. Variations betwdeldren in the level of received
care from fathers are similarly large, with the maxm reported value being seven
standard deviations from the average of 1 hour qutes. Although the extremes are
further away in care than in play activities, cemgut is much more ‘tightly’ distributed
around the mean in the mother's as well as theefatttime allocations. This might
suggest that there is some perceived normativeafqrarental responsibilities that par-
ents have to engage in. Meanwhile, leisure can dre sensitive to parental preferences

or other factors.
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Figure 4.2: Play and Care Time Distribution for Mothers and Fathers of a Single
Child (observed)
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Table 4.4 presents the distribution of parentaktimthree sub-groups of children: (1)
without any siblings; (2) with one sibling up toea4; and (3) with two or more sib-
lings up to age 14, based on the observed datdu(kmg zeros). Our data shows that,
on average, a mother’'s and father’'s time inputaase only incrementally with each

additional child.

A father’s time input in care and play is generalightly over 50% of a mother’s con-
tribution. This is different in big families, whenecrease in the demand for care is en-
tirely covered by mothers while the father’s invatvent remains unchanged for care
and even reduced for play with children. With ahhigte of working fathers in our
sample (86.5%), this points to limited time availi&p and inflexibility in the father’s

time.

Table 4.4: Play and Care Time for Mothers and Fathes by Number of Children

(observed)
Number of children Mother Father

Play Care Play Care

Single child Mean 2.81 1.97 1.68 1.12
SD 2.28 1.82 1.27 0.97

Min 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Max 12.67 15.00 10.00 8.00

N 2748 2438 2013 1131

Two children Mean 2.92 2.23 1.70 1.11
SD 2.26 191 1.28 0.83

Min 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Max 12.00 12.00 12.00 6.00

N 1696 1561 1465 855

Three or more children  Mean 3.39 2.60 1.50 1.09
SD 2.61 191 1.00 1.13

Min 0.33 0.17 0.00 0.00

Max 12.00 10.00 5.57 6.43

N 338 320 290 205

Total Mean 2.89 2.11 1.67 111
SD 2.30 1.87 1.26 0.93

Min 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Max 12.67 15.00 12.00 8.00

N 4782 4319 3768 2191
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Distribution of Time in Families with Multiple Children

Average reported mother’s play and care time asaains practically unchanged with
the addition of the second child in the family matticeably increases when the child
has more than two siblings. The increase is ngbgniamnal to the number of siblings.
Parents either reallocate the available time batved#alings or maximise the efficiency
of their time input by making children share paa¢time. Economies of scale as found
by Gustaffson and Kjulin in Swedish families seembe a reasonable explanation
(Gustafsson & Kjulin, 1994). However, without dat@r child in households with mul-
tiple children and without more information on tlggality’ of interaction, we cannot
say with confidence if there is any ‘time inputieincy’ or how it is achieved. Never-
theless, we can reasonably assume based on ouhdathildren with multiple siblings

do not receive the same individual attention asgles child.

In both types of activities we deal with the issdeutliers — reported time beyond the
reasonable limit. We excluded several reportedesiuhich exceeded 24 hours. At the
same time, there was not sufficient ground foraueXclude observations with reported
10-12 hours of childcare or leisure with childrg@mirarily by mothers). Firstly, they
are not technically outliers as we have multipjgoréed values anywhere between eight
and 12 hours, making it difficult to define a cuf-point. Secondly, our assumption is
that these are children with ‘stay at home’ mothen® take it as their job to care for
children. They are likely to spend time on childcail day long either as a primary or
secondary activity. Although this can be attribuiedhe aggregate nature of our data, it

might also reflect a general understanding of thede of a parent at this point in time.

Allocation of Responsibilities within the Family

About 29% of children in our sample live in mulesgerational households over all re-
ported years. This is significantly higher than tBECD average of 6.6% and even
higher than other East European countries like ebl@22%) or the Slovak Republic
(17%) (OECD, 2011b). Examining the role of granép&s and elder siblings is impor-
tant from a child’'s perspective as it helps usndarstand the pool of human resources

available to the child at home. Here, we want tghhght which share of ‘parental re-
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sponsibility’ is provided by parents themselves. Wesent the allocations from two
different perspectives: a) for the whole sampleltufdren adjusted for ‘zeros’ (family
members are not present or not participating) drfeigt.3; and b) for children with ob-
served time contributions from corresponding famitgmbers (excluding ‘zeros’) —
Figure 4.4. Attention is drawn to the relative adltions of care and play responsibility
among family members and parents rather than taltkelute numbers of their individ-
ual contributions. This is due to certain methodalal issues affecting our time use

data, as discussed in the previous chapter.

Figure 4.3 represents each family member’s timeitsn the full sample of children.
Our data strongly confirms the findings of othetemational and Russian studies that
mothers are the key contributors of human investsmném children in the family
(Patrushev, 2005; Karakhanova, 2006). They arenlytthe main ‘carers’ but also the

key ‘entertainers’ for children.
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Figure 4.3: Family Members' Play and Care Time Inpu by Number of Children in

Full Sample (including ‘zeros’)

Grandparents’ time contribution in childcare asevted for the whole sample of chil-
dren is quite marked but not comparable to the foora the mother. In the case of a
single child, grandparents’ contribution is equattie one from fathers, but is reduced
as the family gets bigger. As the mother is likielyeduce her labour market participa-
tion when she has more than one child, the deatirgrandparents’ contribution here

seems to be compensated for or caused by her higl@vement. Grandparents’ time
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Figure 4.4: Family Members’ Play and Care Time Inpu by Number of Children
(observed, excluding ‘zeros’)
input in leisure activities with children is notadady higher than in care. Older siblings’
time contribution is small relative to other famigembers for the whole sample of
children. This is primarily attributable to the dimaumber of households with a resid-
ing older sibling (15 years and older). Yet if vo®k closely at those children who actu-

ally have older siblings, the prominence of theinttibution is undeniable (Figure 4.4).

Figure 4.4 represents play and care time only tiosé children who have the corre-
sponding family member in the family who spendsetiplaying and caring for the
child.** Older siblings’ largest time input is observedpiay activities. Irrespective of
the number of siblings, children spend the sameuataf time or more with their older
sibling as they do with the fath&This can be explained by the greater availabifty
older siblings’ time compared to fathers’ and thetfthat young people might some-
times be better companions to children in leish@ntparents. In care time, however,
such an interpretation does not adequately capgaumdy roles. Here, older siblings’
time is utilised either in addition to or insteadparental care time and as such might

indicate a direct substitution in relation to pdaa¢mvolvement.

Overall, our exploration of the data confirms thaiman investment in children is a
‘family business’ and Russian families are likedyptool their time resources together to
meet childcare responsibilities or their expectatiin regard to their child’s develop-

ment. It is not unreasonable to suggest that @nldn multi-generational households

4 An extended analysis of non-participation by ptsavill be presented in Chapter 5.
'3 An exception is care activities in big families, where we do not have enough observations.
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are likely to benefit from social interaction witther family members through shared

experience and enriched communication.

4.5 Empirical Results

The results of the Tobit estimate on mothers’ cfolkclised leisure and care activities
are reported in Table 4.5. The corresponding mfmtdhthers’ time in both activities is
presented in Table 4.6. We present the resultsradiogpto our theoretical framework
under the generic groups ofsourcesand demands The presented Tobit estimates

control for clustering of children within a housého

Mother’s Time

Resources

Our findings show that a transitory (single) poyespell explains variations in a
mother’s time input in both activities. With a hitgvel of confidence we can say that
children who experience a single ‘dip’ into povehgve on average 0.35 hours (21
minutes) less leisure interaction with the mothed aeceive 0.21 hours (13 minutes)
less of her care input compared to those childrea were never in poverty. The total
negative effect in both activities is primarily el#n by what we observe on non-working
days. Further examination of the data revealedttietlifference in mothers’ time was
present for both groups — children with working arat working mothers — but was
largest among children with working mothers over tteekend. A suspected interac-
tion effect between poverty and work status testeal separate model was not statisti-
cally significant. Separate tests of a genericalde indicating current poverty strongly
confirms this result, which allows us to say tha effect of transient poverty is likely

to reflect a current poverty spell rather than eigmee of it in the past.



116 Parental Human Investments

Table 4.5: Mother’s Play and Care Time

Variables Play Care
Weighted Workday Non- Weighted Workday Non-
Average Workday | Average Workday
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.703%** 0.105* 0.739%** | 0.474***  0.0403 0.489%**
(0.0911) (0.0454) (0.110) (0.0646) (0.0312) (0.0773)
7-9 (primary school) -0.493***  .0.112*** -0.754%** |-0.336*** -0.120*** -0.455%**
(0.0712) (0.0335)  (0.0946) | (0.0545) (0.0244) (0.0701)
10-14 (secondary school) -0.907***  -0.321*** -1.257%*%* |-0.819%** -0.331%** -1.044%**
(0.0828) (0.0379) (0.108) (0.0669) (0.0301) (0.0837)
Gender -0.0755 -0.0422 -0.117 -0.0556 -0.0535**  -0.0848
(0.0586) (0.0262) (0.0739) | (0.0442) (0.0200) (0.0534)
Number of siblings 0.179** 0.0284 0.172* | 0.201***  0.0183 0.199%**
(0.0563) (0.0303) (0.0697) | (0.0385) (0.0245) (0.0451)
Parent's characteristics
Age at birth -0.0286*** -0.00521 -0.0394***|-0.0153** -0.00359 -0.0188**
(0.00713) (0.00330) (0.00912) |(0.00525) (0.00240) (0.00646)
Work status -0.982%**  1.489***  -0.477%*%* |-0.723*** (0.973*** .0.533%**
(0.0854) (0.0580) (0.0989) | (0.0633) (0.0412) (0.0725)
Wage 0.00736 0.0233 0.0809 0.0549 0.0100 0.0850*
(0.0460) (0.0257)  (0.0531) | (0.0327) (0.0196) (0.0380)
Low education -0.530***  -0.0651 -0.557*** | -0.191**  -0.0207 -0.180%*
(0.111) (0.0473) (0.136) (0.0729) (0.0323) (0.0863)
Heavy drinker 0.0640 0.0159 0.144 -0.0997 0.0242 -0.0847
(0.0937) (0.0419) (0.121) (0.0631) (0.0301) (0.0789)
Concern about getting 0.0677 0.0290 0.0277 -0.00523 -0.00204 -0.0140
necessities (0.0674) (0.0322) (0.0839) | (0.0494) (0.0234) (0.0603)
Mother's perceived respect 0.0429* 0.00701 0.0748** | 0.00772 0.000787 0.0166
(0.0213) (0.00999) (0.0265) | (0.0167) (0.00751) (0.0194)
Household characteristics
Poverty, Ref: Never in poverty
Once -0.346** -0.105 -0.414** | -0.207**  -0.0472 -0.211%*
(0.108) (0.0557) (0.128) (0.0788) (0.0416) (0.0936)
Recurring -0.153 -0.104 -0.0715 -0.274 -0.144 -0.275
(0.241) (0.0838) (0.304) (0.159) (0.0994) (0.204)
Persistent -0.342 -0.0484 -0.446 -0.338* -0.112* -0.334*
(0.189) (0.0777) (0.232) (0.131) (0.0552) (0.150)
Can't pay for classes -0.0485 -0.0379 0.00574 -0.132 -0.0509 -0.184*
(0.103) (0.0459) (0.124) (0.0692) (0.0353) (0.0804)
Father in the household 0.00780 0.0468 -0.0606 0.0645 0.0228 0.0261
(0.0857) (0.0414) (0.124) (0.0682) (0.0328) (0.0896)
Grandparent in the household -0.166 -0.0266 -0.248* -0.0653 -0.0474 -0.0907
(0.0867) (0.0433) (0.109) (0.0646) (0.0279) (0.0768)
Older sibling in the household -0.539%**  _0.180** -0.524*** |-0.461*** -0.0981* -0.502%**
(0.128) (0.0567) (0.159) (0.0947) (0.0450) (0.114)
Relative outside household cared| 0.0110 0.00401 0.0264* | 0.00489 0.00375 0.00802
for child (0.00807) (0.00363) (0.0105) |(0.00598) (0.00264) (0.00779)
Local cost of child care per child 0.00182 -0.000877 0.00332* | 0.00151 -0.000612 0.00254%*
(0.00129) (0.000601) (0.00157) |(0.00100) (0.000453) (0.00118)
Living conditions
Living space m? per head 0.00201 0.000758 -0.00278 |-0.0115** -0.00383* -0.0147***
(0.00468) (0.00197) (0.00617) |(0.00378) (0.00162) (0.00446)
Rural -0.505***  -0.186*** -0.693*** | -0.221** -0.148*** -0.285%**
(0.0934) (0.0431) (0.116) (0.0726) (0.0315) (0.0851)
Model Characteristics
Observations 5,558 5,558 5,558 5,558 5,558 5,558

Robust standard errors in parenthe;es, *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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We also find that persistent (including currenty@uay is negatively associated with the
mother’s care input: children who experience p&sispoverty are likely to receive
0.34 hours (20 minutes) less of their mother’'s @@ supervision. The effects of pov-
erty were quite stable in the block-wise regressibreacted to the introduction of den-
sity of the accommodation and rural location wittmg reduction of statistical signifi-

cance, meaning that those variables removed soitie @fssociations.

As anticipated, labour market engagement — as»ygoo time availability — has a very
big impact on a mother’s time with her children.eTéombined measure of time on an
average day supports consistent international ageldrom time diaries that working
mothers reduce their time with children (Bianchd0@). It has the highest coefficients
within our model for both play and care time inpiten holding other factors constant.
The magnitude is bigger for leisure activities withildren: children with a working
mother on average spend 1 hour less interactiny et through leisure/play activities

and receive 0.72 hours (43 minutes) less of her icquut.

However, the analysis disaggregated by averageimgpdnd non-working day shows a
somewhat different picture. Specifically, we firlght on a normal working day working
mothers are likely to spend more not less timelag ps well as childcare activities: by
1.4 hours (1 hours and 26 minutes) and 0.97 hd8sr(inutes) respectively. In play
activities, the observed effect is the biggest fiweht of the model. On a normal non-
working day (weekends), the effect is indeed negadind very similar: 40 and 38 min-
utes in play and care respectively. These resudtre wonfirmed by a test in alternative
OLS and SUR OLS models (see Appendix 1 to this tempprhey are also in line with

what was found in the recent study by Ferragired.€2012).

We find no statistically significant effects of @lr market productivity (log wages) on
mother’s time with children, which is consistenttiwithe findings of Bloemen and

Stancenelli (2008), Bonke (2010) and Gimenez antind@2013).

The influence of older siblings on a mother’s tim¢he only observed effect among the

tested factors of social capital. The negativetiaiahip between the presence of older
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siblings and a mother’s own contribution is hightgtistically significant and consistent
across types of activities and days of the weelk. dssociated with 0.53 hours (31 min-
utes) less time from a mother in play and 0.46 fidabout 28 minutes) less time in
care. This indicates that elder siblings are theatlisubstitute for the mother’s time and
a true social resource for her. The presence afdparents as well as the utilisation of

external care is only marginally significant onanrworking day and only in leisure.

We find that a mother’s self-efficacy measured tigio her self-ranked respect from
others showed a marginally significant positiveeeffon her leisure interaction with
children. The higher a mother’s ranking is, the enttme on average she spends playing
with children. Yet the magnitude of this effectredatively modest. A full swing from
the lowest ranking of ‘absolutely not respected’the highest ranking of ‘very re-
spected’ is associated with 19 minutes more ointléher’s leisure time input. The ef-
fect does not vary with poverty status (tested ply through inclusion of an interac-

tion effect).

Demands

A child’s age is strongly associated with paretitake allocation decisions. This is ex-
pected and also confirmed in the findings of ottedies (Gustafsson & Kjulin, 1994;
Sousa-Poza, et al., 2001; Kimmel & Connelly, 2007 yeflects the demand for atten-
tion and care which is gradually reduced with affe. also find that a mother’s time is
influenced by the number of siblings aged 0-14 il dtas, but the size of the effect is
small compared to other factors. This is consistetit the findings by Malathy (1994).

Older mothers are found to spend less time on-¢klated activities in both leisure and
care. The magnitude is also relatively small. Foaneple, a five-year increase in a
mother’s age reduces her contribution to play witiidren by 0.02 hours (6 minutes)

and by 0.01 hours (3 minutes) in childcare, cohitrglfor children’s characteristics.

As predicted by the literature on time use, we finat parents’ education is important
in determining parental demands. As a proxy forepta preferences and aspirations

(controlling for human capital through wages), leducation is found to be negatively
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associated with mother’s time in both activitiebleTmagnitude of this effect is much
stronger for leisure time: a mother’s lack of pesienal education is associated with
0.53 hours (32 minutes) less time being devotddisnire interaction with children and
0.19 hours (11 minutes) less time caring for okiog after the children. Once again,
the model disaggregated to working week and weekiemel shows that these effects
are primarily observed over the non-working dayswiver, contrary to poverty, here
the biggest difference in time allocations is amaog-working mothers. Mothers with
low education levels and non-working mothers allecalatively less time to children,

particularly on ‘non-core’ play activities.

A rural location is intended to capture the unaegylcommunity characteristics, includ-
ing social norms and cultural perceptions in aelosmmunity. The latter are insepara-
ble from the influences of structural factors obeemic disadvantage in Russia. This
category is found to be consistently influentiapredicting a mother’s lower time con-
tributions regardless of the type of activitiesdays of the week. Children living in ru-
ral locations, on average, receive 0.50 hoursl&sare interaction and 0.22 hours (13

minutes) less care or supervision time from thehmiot

Overall, controlling for children’s characteristidbe biggest negative influences on a
mother’s time input are on the side resSources:her work status, transitory poverty,
persistent poverty (care only), and the presenaddsr siblings, with those on the side

of demandseing low education (play only) and rural locason

Fathers’ Time

As expected, fathers show a distinctly differeritgra.

Resources

We find the influence of transitory or recurrenvpdy experience on father’s time with
children only on a working day (disaggregated mesgsidowever, the size of the effect
is small (about 6 minutes) but relative to the nitagle of other influences in father’s
model. We also find negative effects of persisfamterty on father’'s care time in the

aggregate measure.
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Table 4.6: Father's Play and Care Time

Variables Play Care
Weighted Non- Weighted Non-
Average Workday Workday Average Workday Workday
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.232%*%*  0.156***  0.283*** | 0.222%%** 0.122%*x* 0.289***
(0.0519) (0.0324) (0.0747) (0.0267) (0.0194) (0.0358)
7-9 (primary school) -0.305%**  -0.129*** -0.537*** | -0.181*** -0.0955*** -0.247***
(0.0526) (0.0331) (0.0761) (0.0319) (0.0211) (0.0420)
10-14 (secondary school) -0.543***  .0.260*** -0.836*** | -0.407***  -0.248***  -0.530***
(0.0602) (0.0386) (0.0885) (0.0409) (0.0265) (0.0533)
Gender -0.135*** -0.0934*** -0.230*** | -0.0192 -0.0212 -0.0491
(0.0393) (0.0256) (0.0554) (0.0243) (0.0167) (0.0308)
Number of siblings 0.0582 0.0359 0.0807 0.106***  0.0849***  (0.123***
(0.0348) (0.0212) (0.0524) (0.0221) (0.0210) (0.0249)
Parent's characteristics
Age at birth -0.00539 -0.00144 -0.0127* | -0.00120 -0.00141 -0.00248
(0.00396) (0.00269) (0.00573) | (0.00267) (0.00182) (0.00325)
Work status 0.0864 1.135%** 0.405*** 0.00820 0.550*** 0.0377
(0.0819) (0.0739) (0.100) (0.0497) (0.0533) (0.0591)
Wage 0.0972%** 0.0149 0.115* 0.0535* 0.0244 0.0662*
(0.0371) (0.0232) (0.0537) (0.0219) (0.0160) (0.0290)
Low education -0.299%**  -0.101**  -0.351%*** -0.0175 0.0287 -0.0195
(0.0606) (0.0387) (0.0893) (0.0401) (0.0312) (0.0515)
Heavy drinker -0.000213 -0.0276 0.0117 -0.0757* -0.0469* -0.0778*
(0.0522) (0.0334) (0.0760) (0.0296) (0.0203) (0.0390)
Concern about getting -0.0363 -0.0457 -0.115 0.0571 0.0215 0.0501
necessities (0.0477) (0.0318) (0.0663) (0.0295) (0.0217) (0.0378)
Father's perceived power -0.0539*** _-0.00938 -0.0590** |-0.0283*** -0.0140** -0.0332%*%*
ranking (0.0136) (0.00834) (0.0204) | (0.00786) (0.00544) (0.0106)
Household characteristics
Poverty, Ref: Never in poverty
Once -0.00268 -0.102* -0.0370 -0.0639 -0.0830* -0.102
(0.0781) (0.0489) (0.110) (0.0482) (0.0345) (0.0607)
Recurring 0.167 -0.0872 0.0704 -0.162 -0.108 -0.118
(0.186) (0.0990) (0.278) (0.0970) (0.0719) (0.143)
Persistent -0.102 0.0972 -0.158 -0.171* -0.0977 -0.206
(0.132) (0.0851) (0.191) (0.0806) (0.0598) (0.109)
Can't pay for classes -0.266***  -0.126*** -0.338*** | -0.0969** -0.0766** -0.104*
(0.0579) (0.0380) (0.0855) (0.0370) (0.0259) (0.0485)
Grandparent in the household -0.0799 0.00110 -0.103 -0.0667 -0.0173 -0.0710
(0.0597) (0.0398) (0.0841) (0.0351) (0.0241) (0.0451)
Older sibling in the household -0.338%** -0.143* -0.464*** | -0.316***  -0.220%**  -0.349%**
(0.0772) (0.0559) (0.113) (0.0513) (0.0378) (0.0654)
Relative outside household 0.00244 -0.00232 0.00386 0.000621 -0.00104 0.00115
cared for child (0.00587) (0.00369) (0.00801) | (0.00339) (0.00219) (0.00455)
Local cost of child care per child| 0.000983 -0.00166** 0.00383** | -0.000378 -0.000919** -0.000143
(0.000953) (0.000541) (0.00143) |(0.000517) (0.000347) (0.000683)
Living conditions
Living space m? per head -0.00539 -0.00223 -0.0151***| -0.00104 -0.000162 -0.00130
(0.00330) (0.00214) (0.00434) | (0.00218) (0.00142) (0.00269)
Rural -0.230%**  -0.221%*** -0.445*** | -0.113** -0.0649* -0.167**
(0.0643) (0.0426) (0.0922) (0.0408) (0.0299) (0.0526)
Model Characteristics
Observations 4,786 4,786 4,786 4,786 4,786 4,786

Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Children in persistent poverty are likely to re@®.17 hours (10 minutes) less care or
supervision from the father. The size of the effadhis model is still small but bigger

by comparison than the effect of father's wagesiaal location.

We find that fathers’ availability measured throudgs work status is highly statistically
significant for his contribution to leisure actieis and care on a working day. Similarly
to our finding for mothers, fathers’ employmentassociated on average with 1.13
hours (1 hour and 7 minutes) more time in leismteraction with children over the
working week and 0.4 hours (24 minutes) more playetover the weekends. This
means that, holding all other factors constantkmgyis associated with a father's more
devoted behaviour. The magnitude of these effsafgiite large, comparable only to the

child’s age coefficients in the model.

Unlike in the model for mothers, here we do findhgoassociation between labour mar-
ket productivity (log wages) and fathers’ time adnitions in both activities with chil-
dren. As an indicator of productive capacity, suggests that a father’s time devoted to
children is responsive to the opportunity cost ©f tme. However, contrary to what
time allocation theory would suggest, the directanthe effect is positive and rela-
tively small, amounting to only about 1 minute eéoha doubling in wages. Interest-
ingly, the block-wise regression conducted sepbrdteee Appendix 1 to Chapter 4)
indicates that the effect of market productivitysignificantly diminished after the in-
troduction of parents’ education and especiallalriocation, confirming our suggested

compounded influences between these variables.

Similarly to the relationship observed in relatiora mother’s time, we see a strong and
consistent negative association between the pres#frader siblings in the family and
father’s time in both activities. On average, cteld with an older sibling will receive
0.34 hours (20 minutes) less play interaction witfather and 0.31 hours (18 minutes)
less of his care contribution. The magnitude ofdffects is much stronger for play ac-
tivities on non-working days. This is surprising peesumably, fathers have more time
for leisure with children over the weekend. Sas iperhaps not simple time availability

but some competing priorities that call for oldidliags’ substitution of father’s time.
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The father's measure of self-efficacy — his seffked power — is strongly associated
with a lower contribution to leisure as well asecime input. This is the opposite direc-
tion compared to the effect observed for motherbigher perception of power is asso-
ciated with less time spent with children. The magte is relatively small for a single
step on the ranking ladder, but the move from atiposof ‘completely without rights’
to the top position ‘have a lot of power’ is assted with 24 minutes less leisure time
with children and 9 minutes less childcare. Exglamaprior analysis revealed that this
variable is negatively influenced by a father’'s antary unemploymenand bad
health and positively by income and age. Thus;aiteption of rights and ability to
influence things is very likely to be related téa¢gher’'s professional experience, history
of employment, redundancies, or career progresfiianight also reflect a general dis-
satisfaction with employment, including his earngapacity. The relative influence of
these effects is modest compared to, for examghghar’s low education or rural loca-

tion discussed below.

Our data indicates that an increase in the cosai purchased on the local market (in-
cluding publicly provided nursery and pre-schoagels) has a negative effect on fa-
thers’ play time but only in the disaggregated ni@d€&€he higher the cost of formal
childcare, the less time a father devotes to ptaiyiies on working days. The effect is
small: A 10 Rouble increase in the price of exteoaaie per hour decreases play time
by about 1 minute. With average prices for full¢iware varying from 5,000 to 18,000
Roubles per month depending on the region and aeymettlement, this is a relatively

small change.

Demands

The analysis shows that girls in our sample argyiko spend less time in leisure inter-
action with the father than boys. This is an intérg finding in terms of child effects,
which reflects gendered choices in play activitidewever, unlike other international
studies (Bonke & Esping-Andersen, 2011), our datavs no variation of this effect by

father’'s educational level. Boys can prefer to sphkaisure in active play outdoors or
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indoors, and fathers might be more responsivedt f course, the other way around

is also possible: fathers can take the initiativagtive play.

Children’s age is one of the strongest predictothe fathers’ models. A father’s reduc-
tion in time devoted to children is particularlyghbior 10-14 year olds: at this age, it
amounts to a 0.54-hour (32 minute) drop in fathet&y activities and a 0.4-hour (24
minute) reduction in care when compared to refexegroup of children aged 3-6 on an

average day.

Fathers with only basic education spend on avedaf® hours (17 minutes) less leisure
time with their children than their more educateens. The effect is consistent through
different days of the week but the magnitude ighgly bigger over the weekend (0.36

hours or 21 minutes).

The self-reported inability to pay for children’stea classes is one of the few variables
that have high predictive power and a negativectior across all models. However,
the magnitude is markedly larger for the fatheirsetinput in play with a coefficient

similar to the effect of education: it is assoaiawdth 0.26 hours (15 minutes) less time
with children on this activity. The consistentlygative influence of this indicator on

both activities indicates that low priorities beigiyen to non-academic development
are likely to be linked to a father's general thimkon the necessity of his own contri-

bution.

Similarly to the observed effects in the mothers'dal, rural location is associated with
lower than average time investments in childreraréigss of the activity, controlling
for all other factors. The magnitude of the relasibip in leisure activities with children
is larger than in care, especially over the nonkivgy day: rural children are likely to
spend 0.44 hours (26 minutes) less time playindp wieir father over a non-working

day compared to 0.16 hours (9 minutes) less tioeved in care.

Meanwhile, heavy drinking shows a marginally sigraht (at 5%) negative effect in a
father’s care input across all days of the wedkpalgh the size of this influence is rela-

tively small with a difference of only 0.07 hou rhinutes). Although the result indi-
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cates that, on its own, alcohol consumption iskehi to dramatically change a father’s
behaviour, we are conscious of a possible downwéas as the data might not reflect
true consumption levels due to the stigma attactWézldid not observe any association

with alcohol consumption in the mothers’ models.

Overall, the strongest negative associations veither’s time with children, controlling
for child’s characteristics, are on the sidere$ources persistent poverty (care only)
and the presence of older siblings and, on the didemandslow education (play ac-

tivities), inability to pay for classes, and rulatation.

4.6 Discussion

Returning to the theoretical assumptions discusselier in this chapter we relate our
findings to some of the proposed influences. OVelpalsed on our data we see that the
resourceggroup does not explain all of the variations bemvéhe children or lower pa-
rental contributions to child-related activitieszor example, while unpaid maternity
leave secures time availability of mothers in tingt fyears of a child’s life (‘resources’),
the underlying needs in care and development (‘aefpaall for a certain minimum
level of involvement. Our data confirms that bothk bkely to contribute to higher time
input in care as well as play from mothers for bah{0-2) compared to toddlers/pre-

school children (3-6).

The underlying beliefs and aspirations of parems their understanding of their role
all influence the extent of their time contributja@specially in non-core activities such
as leisure interactions with children. We see thithe observed negative relationships
between parents’ time allocation and low parentiaication level and consistent influ-
ences of expressed inability to pay for classgspay for low priority being given to a

child’s non-academic development. Consistent withiyypothesis, an expressed inabil-
ity to pay for a child’s classes has a negativeatfdn child-focused time input, but only
explains a father’s lower than average contributiRaral location is one of the most
consistent influences across all models, includinth parents and different types of

activities. This suggests that the underling comityucharacteristics which define the
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traditional cultural and social norms of parentif®atziorkovskiy & Patziorkovskaya,
2010; Polezhaeva, 2004) have a role in defininglracations as one of the most per-

sistent predictors of lower than average paremalributions.

This is consistent with the first proposition oetRTE model, namely thdemanddo-

gether withresourcesdefine parental time allocations. We see that delmare the
long-term forces (such as territorial factors) eoleing base responsibilities (child
characteristics). Resources are crucial, espectaitg availability and severely re-

strained material resources.

Our second theoretical proposition and researcistouredealt with poverty experience
as a measure of economic stress. We hypothesisegalor households might spend
less time with children due to low levels of timesources being available resulting
from competing household needs or increased pressilitributed to income-generating
activities. Indeed, what we find seems to indicthiat the effect of poverty is much

stronger among children with working parents. Mathieave to catch up on household
chores over the weekend while possibly delegathilgl-celated duties to other family

members including the father or older siblings. Wy fathers spend less time with
children over the working week when the family exg@ece a single current spell of
poverty. Given fathers’ traditional gender roldsstcould imply him undertaking extra

income-generating efforts.

Importantly, we see the distinction between thatr@hship of transient and persistent
poverty. The former, as a temporary material slgertaffects both types of mothers’
activities with children but the effects is bigder leisure, which is likely to be per-

ceived as a luxury good — an activity which paresatsnot afford when times are tough.
This could also mean that for some families leisuith children requires supplemen-
tary money input which reduces parents’ willingngsgngage in this activity. Mean-

while, persistent poverty is associated with ordyecactivities, which are at the core of
parental responsibilities. This might suggest aanondamental relationship or base
line reflecting the long-term influence of depletexdterial resources on the extent of

parental time allocation in care, which is gengratinsistent with our PTE framework.
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We also hypothesised that one of the reasons whgn{sin poverty might not be
spending more time with their children is their ¢imal and psychological response to
economic stress. We find no support for the hypoghthat the stress imposed by pov-
erty moderates the effects of poverty itself onepting. Based on our data, subjective
perceptions of events, measured through parentg£ern about providing necessities
and satisfaction with the economic situation in fds@ily, are not significant in any of
the models. At the same time, what really has f#nence on parents’ interaction with
children is the level of their perceived self-edfoy, self-worth as a professional or an
individual. The effect, however, does not vary wile poverty status and is likely to be
influenced by their professional trajectories amgpartunities in the labour market
rather than poverty per se. The effect of selfeaffy, especially strong among fathers,
works in the opposite direction between parentsedtices a father’s time with his chil-
dren. We suggest that this reflects parents’ genales and attachment to the labour

market, and will further test the causality of thdisks in chapters 6 and 7.

We find the effect of father’s labour market protivity to be the opposite to what the
time allocation theory would suggest based on fhgodunity cost of time. The higher
the father’s productivity are, the more time cheldrare likely to receive from their fa-
thers. This might support the notion that chilcatetl time allocations do not fit well
into the household production model and the enjaoyroe utility parents receive from
direct interaction with children might be worth redo them than the cost of their time

suggests.

At the same time, fathers with higher wages are &blsee returns on their education,
thus realising the benefits of early developmert stimulation.This is supported by
our finding on working mothers, who are likely tivga higher value to the interaction
with children when they have limited time over therking week. Another explanation
of the positive association of a working mothedayptime with children over the work-
ing week relates to higher demands arising frontddodm’s school homework, addi-
tional routine activities and child’s urgent dailgeds, which usually fall over the work-

ing week. So, working mothers might want to compém$or their absence by spending
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more time with a child when the need is greater@atdh up on personal and household

needs over the weekend.

Attachment to the labour market also plays a mdotgyaole in the effects of low edu-
cation on mothers’ play as well as care time atioog. On an average day as well as
on weekends, children are likely to spend the |Bamt with a mother who has neither a

professional degree nor a job.

The possible constraints of low education on patesnployment were described by
Alekseeva, based on qualitative evidence from rRiasia (Alekseeva, 2010, p. 4). A
parent who has only a basic school deghees ‘no anchor, he does not know where to
go, agrees to any job, spadework, selling thingsuhurban trains It seems that un-
stable employment or the outright lack of employtréare to low education does affect
mother’s aspirations for their time with children enany different levels, from self-
confidence as a respected individual to the abtlitystructure a child’s life. As our
analysis has shown, this could be exacerbatedvinglin rural locations and, in rela-
tion to the father’s time, by low priorities beiggsen to children’s development. More-
over, the fact that the effects of rural locatioarevobserved consistently across both
parents and across all models and types of aesvieminds us of the importance of this
distinction and the many ways in which it influeagearents’ behaviour, including cul-

tural as well as community-level influences.

Parents’ self-confidence and perceived self-efficpcoved to have an influence on
their time allocation decisions, being especialigmpinent for fathers. Nevertheless, we
here find clear gender differences. The more sstakefathers are, the higher their per-
ceived level of power and the less time they dcelyito allocate to both child-related
activities. On the other hand, the more respectethens feel, the more time they de-
vote to leisure activities with children. Althoughboth cases the self-efficacy is likely
to be influenced by their professional lives, fathers self-ranked power could be di-

rectly influenced by career progression, requinmye effort and time.
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Our finding on the negative association of a rlwahtion is not surprising given what
we already know about the rural-urban time allaradivide. This is traditionally ex-
plained by the extent of domestic work burden fer tural population who have addi-
tional work on the allotments and other livelihodtbres. Our data confirms that rural
fathers report time allocated to total householdkwas 41% higher than urban fathers.
Rural women report spending 14% more time on tbtalsework (excluding child-

related activities) than urban women.

However, there are also other notable differenckeglwwill have an effect. It is, for
example, possible that the availability of opencggaand the perceived safety of chil-
dren in rural locations allows children to play mautside without parents’ supervi-
sion. Rural parents are also likely to give a highority to child’s productive activi-
ties — such as helping generate a livelihood, logkifter younger siblings, etc. — and

consider joint leisure as ‘wasteful’ time.

Our findings on the variations in parental time rottee childhood years confirm the
common findings of other time use studies: parem® investments are reduced as the
child gets older (Gustafsson & Kjulin, 1994; Loefa2007; Kimmel & Connely,
2007). Our data shows a significant reductionhi@ age groups 7-10 and 11-14 and
corresponding higher investments at early age (Be2ypared to toddlers/pre-school
children (3-6). This indicates a continuous decimparental investment as children get
older with a more pronounced reduction in jointgimvhen the child enters the pre-
adolescent stage of 10-14. This might reflect gomzhift in the parent- child relation-
ship, but also can reflect lower availability oflet children for parent-child interactions

as children spend longer hours in school and vkl ppeers (Roeters, et al., 2012).

Summary and Conclusions

This chapter examined the disparities in the amofiatitention and care Russian chil-
dren receive from their parents. The research gure&icused on the role of economic
stress measured through the experience of povergxplaining variations in parental

time allocations. We placed the question within th@oretical framework of PTE, test-
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ing factors drawn from our sets sourcesanddemandswhich are postulated to de-

termine the long-term equilibrium.

Our key finding and the answer to our research tgqpress that, irrespective of subjec-
tive perceptions of events, the level of parentahln investment in children is nega-
tively associated with poverty experience. Spealifyc we find that economic stress
measured through transitory poverty predicts a tdwee input from mothers in play as
well as care activities. At the same time, peraispoverty, which reflects depleted ma-
terial resources, has a negative relationship wigh mother’'s as well as the father’s
contribution to the care and supervision of chitdriés negative effect on mothers’ care
time is larger than the influence of a low levelkaolucation or rural location. The effects
of persistent poverty on a father’'s care contrinutare also larger than the effects of
rural settlement, labour market productivity oraddolism. Everything points towards
children with parents earning poverty-level wagemg relatively more disadvantaged

than their more affluent peers in terms of soam human interaction with parents.

The role of employment is a complex one, but withdoubt it is a fundamental force
which influences parental time allocations botkedily — through competing demands
on time — and indirectly, through the parents lefedelf-efficacy, which can be consid-
ered a psychological resource of parenting. We ftivad a mother’s participation in the
labour market reduces her time availability to dteh in both activities, which is con-
sistent with our theoretical framework. Howevergothe working week Russian moth-
ers seem to have double shifts, spending more wiitiechildren relative to their non-
working peers. This finding appears to support Binis view that e may have failed
to appreciate how much working mothers do to proiteeestment in children even as
they enter the paid labor forcéBianchi, 2000, p. 402). This highlights the dfflt
choices mothers have to make to reconcile theiiepsional interests and childcare re-

sponsibilities.

Overall, we confirm that a combination sourcesanddemandsexplain the dispari-
ties in non-material resources available to chiid® Russia. Leisure activities with

children seem to be a litmus test for parents’ gregices, ideas and aspirations. Al-
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though these are extra activities that can makig difference in a child’s development
at home, they are also an ‘extra effort’ for paseatd might need to be given higher
priority from a policy perspective. Leisure is algamore sensitive to changes in re-
sources than childcare responsibilities. Methodohity, our analysis showed the im-
portance of disaggregated analysis of the parémal over the week. Some of our im-
portant findings regarding the variation in the utgp of working mothers would be

masked by the average measure alone.

The key message of this chapter is that Russiddrehiwho lack material resources are
unlikely to be compensated for it by extra attemttw care from their parents. Poverty
experience is an important factor contributing tepdrities between children in the
level of parental human input. The balance betwmaents’ employment, poverty and
childhood experiences is not a straightforward dratf between money and time for
children, as the motivated and professionally &cthothers we see in our data seem to

demonstrate.
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Chapter 5
The Privatisation of Childhood:
Who Plays? Who Cares? And Who is Left Behind?

This chapter discusses parental responsibilithé&dontext of the institutional changes
in Russia over the last two decades. Article 6thefConstitution of the Russian Soviet
Federative Socialist Republic (RSFSR) of 1978 dtdt@itizens of the RSFSR have the
responsibility to care for children, prepare themdocially useful work, and bring them
up as worthy members of the socialist society’ (BRF1978). However, the new Con-
stitution of 1993, which emerged after the collapbéhe USSR, completely omits this
socially oriented goal of parenting. Instead, &t®83 confines the normative call, stat-
ing that ‘Care about children, their upbringings-equally the right and responsibility of
parents’ (Kremlin, 1993)his change in language illustrates the top-dovammative
shift in what government determines to be the valuehildren in the society and the
corresponding social construct of the parental.rdld@s chapter discusses the move
from the socialist value of children as a ‘publmog’ — children becoming productive
citizens in the future — to children as a ‘privgteod’, fulfilling individual reproductive

goals and inter-generational transfers of wealth.

This chapter argues that the ‘privatisation’ ofldfen to the family level resulted in a
market failure of sorts. It followed the rapid wdtlawal of the state from child-related
services and provision, along with policies to retwomen to family life (Teplova,

2007; Satre, 2012). Inevitably under such rapidsi@mation, some parents failed to
respond to their children’s social and developnlemads or failed to provide supervi-
sion and cultural and social stimulation to sogiaésirable levels. This can be called

parental underinvestment and is a rare example radraative and ideological shock
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that coincided with drastic macro-economic chagording to our PTE model, this

leads to short-term adjustment but also to a neg-term equilibrium.

In the previous chapter, we explained some of ifferdnces between families. This
chapter deals with a special case — the reportdddhany time contribution to either
childcare or leisure activities with children. ¢ the extreme position on the left of the

time allocation scale marked as ‘zero’ time allaat

Resources

Parental Time Allocation Scale
0 e o o o ol o=

Demand

Figure 5.1: The Extreme Case of Non-Participation ¥ Parents

We explore the nature of parental non-involvemardur sample of children in order to
provide empirical evidence of the socio-economittdes affecting parental behaviour
beyond the expected and well understood age-refatagtession in gaining independ-

ence.
The following research questions guide this analysi

What is the relative role of poverty experiencesxplaining the lack of parental

involvement in child-related activities? What greud children are likely to be at

risk of joint parental withdrawal from care and seire?
Broadly speaking, we are interested in whetherettieeme cases of ‘zero’ time on the
parental time allocation scale are the result of@uilibrium chosen by parents (no mat-
ter how undesirable it is from the child’s or saaleerspective) or rather the result of
the shifted balance due to a shock to their mdtegmources, measured through tran-
sient poverty. The model allows for both scenararg] each case would require a dif-
ferent policy response. Our assumption is thatifolserve the greater influence of fac-

tors representingesourcesespecially the effects of transitory povertywvauld give us
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grounds to claim that the zero time allocationhis tesult of lost equilibrium: parents
are not involved but it is not their ideal or desirallocation. If, however, we observe
the effects to be bigger on tldemandside of the model, which is generally fixed or
more rigid in the short run, then it is likely te@ la chosen equilibrium betweee-
sourcesanddemands Through the discussion of the welfare discourse the current
childcare modalities outside the family, we hightigome of the challenges faced by

Russian parents today in fulfilling their pareregponsibility.

This chapter is structured as follows: firstly, discuss the shifting role of the family in
the context of the welfare transformation in Russiar the last two decades. A special
focus is placed on the change in the provisiongiiddren’s services with the ‘privati-
sation’ of responsibility to the family level. Sextly, we underline our theoretical hy-
pothesis as to the reasons for parental withdr&wal child-related activities. We then
present key measurements and describe the natthe data. After presenting and dis-
cussing the results of our multinomial analysis, cl@se with concluding remarks in

answer to our research question and highlight eymkessage.

5.1 The Context of Parental Human Investments in Russia

Welfare Discourse and the Value of Children

Becker notes thatEach person is assumed to live for ‘two generatidms is a child

during the first generation, when his parents inagse and other resources in his adult
productivity; he is an adult during the second gatien, when he produces income,
consumes and invests in his own childr@ecker, 1981, enlarged 1991, p. 180). Ar-
guably, the child investment decisions which Rus@arents and families make today
are rooted in the institutional transition from tblel social welfare contract of the So-

viet Union to the new liberal agenda of the earlg &ate 1990s.

Today’s generation of Russian parents aged 3Qightll over, which form the core of
parents in our sample, were born at the end oblthi€Soviet welfare system. From an

early age they benefited from its generous childfase provisions and guided social
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upbringing. But their growing up and maturity caaexd with one of the most challeng-
ing and economically depressed times in Russiaoryiswhen the great majority of

their own parents struggled to pay their bills gmdvide necessities (Treisman &
Shleifer, 2005). Therefore, the emergence of newlenustic perceptions of today’s

Russian parents, which are described as highlylvedoand child focused (Kukulin,

2010), are often at odds with their high expectetiytom the welfare state. As noted by
Sveshnikova (2010), the conflict between ‘the statees us’ and the claim ‘no one
helps us’ leads to the rejection and criticism e turrent system of education and
childcare. We argue that the underlying factor ttraaited this normative conflict is the
shifting of responsibility for child-related weliarfrom the state to families and indi-
viduals, which happened without prior assessmeith@frange of human and material
resources of the families to take up this role aittlout the provisions being in place to

support the most vulnerable children.

The paternalistic policies of the Soviet state dwated the social policy agenda over 70
years of planned economy and single party rule. giddic cost of bringing up future
generations of productive workers was high, bug thas part of an overall social and
economic policy agenda. Family policy was engingere promote full employment
with a special focus on women’s participation ie fabour market (Teplova, 2007).
Women’s employment rates were higher than anywimetiee world and part-time un-
employment was less than 1% (Lokshin, 2004). Tdkenauch high rates of labour
market participation and to promote the value aiaty beneficial collective education,
the state provided a highly regulated but also Ifiglacessible substitution for parental
care: free childcare places available from as easlyhree months, provision of child-
care directly at or close to the work premisesgtaye enterprises), and minimal charges
at the point of entry. This ensured continuity mrmative and ideological upbringing
under the state’s close supervision. At the samme,tiextended maternity and paid
childcare leave and family allowances were alloweds to support traditional gender
roles with an emphasis on women as the main catgles reinforcing men’s position

as a breadwinner (Teplova, 2007).
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The educational system of that time was charaeigrés highly deductive — based on
clear learning of rules (Taratukhina, et al., 2006jut there was also a wide provision
of fully subsidised activities outside the schoalfriculum, including sport, art, and
educational clubs located in specially developedt@s of Culture. An extensive net-
work of summer camps was also a mechanism to peolvaliday cover for working
parents. In the late 1950s, in the Moscow regionakthere were more than 500 perma-
nent summer camps located in picturesque areataegeted at children aged seven to
15. They received around 300,000 children each smiRushkina & Burakov, 2007).
Their work was built on the principles of acced#ipi(in the majority of cases free or
for a very nominal fee), high coverage of childlesed on volunteer involvement in
interest groups, and development of their cregtiaitd abilities through socially rele-
vant activities. As a rule, all Soviet educatiomatitutions were based on the theoreti-
cal works of well-known Soviet educators and psyotists, who recommended the
use of group care as a vehicle for ‘character etutgGlanzer, 2005). Similar univer-
sal provision was established in health care. \reatimns and dental check-ups carried
out in schools and nurseries were part of the mted school-health policies. The state
also regulated, provided, and closely monitored dakvery of nutritiously balanced

meals at schools and childcare institutions.

The state played a key role in structuring and ioling opportunities for developing a
child’s abilities and talents within the formal aimdormal sector. But the state did it in
a very uniform and universal way, a way which ainaégromoting socially coherent
and ideologically uniform young generations of @sts and a productive labour force.
The state took control over the function of edwratand upbringing, displacing the
family: ‘Parents were considered helpers of the educatdterahan equal partners in

children’s education(Taratukhina, et al., 2006). By valuing childras a ‘public good’

and investing in child welfare, the state expedtiggh social returns in the future. This
ideological and social rationale for state suppwevitably raised familie’s expectations
and reliance on the state in many issues of cheikeldpment, including behaviour,

education, socialisation, etc.
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During the economic transformation of the 1990g, Russian economy experienced
little growth but extremely high levels of economigcertainty. Inflation skyrocketed to
875% in consumer prices in 1993 and remained exiyemgh throughout most of the
decade. Real GDP declined by nearly 30% in thedaarter of 1998 (FSSS, 2011),
which many economists compared in scale to thet@®epression in the US. The tran-
sition to the market economy was associated witjoinajustments in public expendi-
ture levels not only in Russia but in all CentratlaEast European Countries and so-
called Newly Independent States. The combined &ffetcrecession and the fall in tax
revenues due to the collapsed planned economiersyisd to large negative shocks to
public finances (Klugman, et al., 2002). Consumgrsglies were drastically reduced
while government expenditure also fell by 3% of GD&ween 1992 and 1996. The
state’s partial withdrawal from child-related sees and provisions became apparent as
public expenditures on education fell from 1.3% @DP in 1992 to 0.5% in 1996
(Lopez-Carlos & Alexashenko, 1998). The numberlofdcare and pre-school institu-
tions (nurseries and kindergartens) dropped frof6@¥in 1991 to 50,000 in 2001 and
eventually to 46,000 in 2005 (Ministry of Educatiand Science, RF, 2009). While the
demographic decline from 1988 till 2000 can pdstiaixplain this trend, the negative
dynamic was still observable in official statistigsars later: the number of children en-
rolled in pre-school institutions declined from 63801991 to 57.2% in 2004. In rural
locations, the decline was even bigger: from 56ith%990 to 37.9% in 2001 (FSSS,
2011).

Families were left with the rising cost of childarang, uncertainty about the direction of
the state, and a vague normative framework on ebddng and their parental responsi-
bilities. The emerging political agenda of retugpiworking mothers to the family
(Teplova, 2007), manifested itself in new provis@uch as the introduction of three-
year paid parental leave. Provisions through taxlits and other benefits replaced di-
rect and coordinated state provision (Teplova, 200@leva & Sinyavskaya, 2007).
Parents had to accept the changed value of chilken‘private good’ and take full re-
sponsibility for their human development, includitigeir socialisation, psychological

well-being, health, and education.



The Privatisation of Childhood: Who Plays? Who Cares? And Who is Left Behind? 137

For some, the best strategy to cope with the ecansiress of those years was to post-
pone childbearing and to limit the number of cheldrin the household. A decline of
36% in the birth rates during the period 1989-18@8ports this theory (Kotz & Weir,
2007). Overall, the increased financial stressctifig families along with a stagnating
labour market changed families’ motivations, cafyacand opportunities for rearing
children and realising their human potential. Oml@ @argue that families could not
maintain the ‘quantity’ of children in the familyithout compromising their ‘quality’.
Along with demographic choices, this is likely toréde a longer-term adjustment be-
tween existing resources and demands for childegléme allocations leading to a

new equilibrium.

The Russian economy resumed its growth in 2002.atheal growth rate doubled from
2002 to 2005, reaching 6.4% in 2005 and 8.1% irv288 the country has experienced
continued economic expansion and a better integrati the global market, many better
educated Russian parents realised that the rageldsrin a highly competitive labour
market starts rather early in life. Faced with devichoice in pre-school and education
provision and better information on future returnas education, they formed their
choices and proactive investment strategies torertbg preparation for the future for
their children. Relative economic stability and jebcurity also enabled families to
widen their financial planning horizon from a fewonths to a few years. More and
more Russian families today are willing to investheir children (through both mone-
tary as well as human resources) in order to seie fluman potential realised. How-
ever, a wider choice in pre-school education iri@gulated market and higher motiva-
tion on the part of some parents to invest in theildren does not imply equal chances
for all children. As we have seen in the previohapter, those with low material re-
sources are also likely to receive low parental &anmput in the family. Unless com-
pensated by the quality of formal care and sufficeimulation from an extended fam-
ily network, the gap between these groups of childs doomed to widen as they pro-

gress up the educational ladder.
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Our RLMS data indicates that most children in thdyeyears of childhood receive care
within the close family circle, with 98% of singbdildren aged 0-2 receiving time in-
puts from any of the family members (Table 5:3) &886 of all children of this age
also receiving some care input from relatives iagisdutside the household in the ob-
served period. Table 5.1 shows the share of chltdye age group receiving care and
education through relatives residing outside theskbold unit® informal care ar-
rangements$’ and formal institution such as nurseries and kindergartens. We see
from this table that only during the pre-schoolrgedo the family ‘step back’ and allow
formal institutions to take charge: the enrolmenttoldren aged 3—6 in pre-school kin-
dergartens reaches 86% on average in the obseevied @nd the contribution of rela-
tives declines to 46%. Extended family support lm@gnback for school-aged children
to 71% for 7—10 year olds and to 74% for 11-14 yéds. The share of children receiv-
ing informal care (friends and other non-relativeaagements) is very small: only 6—
11% of children across age groups use it, butithe input for those who do is on aver-

age relatively high.

Table 5.1: Different Types of Care Received by Chiren Outside the Family

Relatives Outside Informal Care Formal Care
Days per Time Days per Time per Days per Time per
Age Group Observed week perday|Observed week day Observed  week day
0-2 (Baby) 79% 3.12 6.57 11% 2.98 4.97 37% 4.62 7.96
3-6 (Kindergarden) 46% 2.99 8.20 9% 3.94 7.67 86% 4.78 8.48
7-10 (Primary School) 71% 3.26 8.01 8% 4.27 6.73 41% 4.63 4.65
11+ (Secondary School) 74% 3.66 8.10 6% 4.42 12.88 19% 5.23 7.29

Direct comparisons with other countries are difficlue to methodological differences

in age groups. Nevertheless, as an indication etrignd, according to the OECD only

16 Relatives’ careaverage hours of care on a typical day in thiesegen days when care was provided to a child by
relatives who reside outside of the household (oblserved).

7 Informal care arrangementverage hours on a typical day when the childived childcare provided by non-
relatives in the last seven days (excludes zeTts3. variable is expected to reflect the use ofdchinders, nannies,
friends, etc. Although it is not a commonly exeecighildcare strategy in Russia, small private jfers are slowly
increasing in popularity and this might be captusgdhis variable.

18 Formal child careaverage hours on a typical day of child’s attewesof kindergarten, nursery, after-school group
or something similar. The inclusion of after-scholibs in the questionnaire allows us to obsermméb care across
all age groups. For older children, this could fieraschool facilities which are usually providedize school

grounds by the school itself or a private providére variable reports only observed time (exclunkss).
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20% of children aged 0-1 and 30% of children ageglih the UK attend nurseries. In
contrast, in Norway, where parental fees are capp@@% of the full cost, about 48%
of children aged 1-3 have access to formal careC@E2006). It appears that the en-
rolment of 37% of Russian children aged 0-2 in falroare is therefore somewhere in
between liberal welfare regimes and socio-demaxrkadifare states. This might be re-
flective of the retrenchment trends in the publistem of pre-school provision, along

with the still relatively wide network of public ddities.

The pattern changes dramatically in the next agapgof 3—6 year olds. At this stage,
the reliance on formal care is much greater, cage8i6% of children of the relevant
age compared to 37% of children aged 0-2. Thikasperiod when mothers resume
their participation in the labour market: the shafevorking mothers in our sample for
this age group is 69% compared to 21% of workingh@is with children aged 0-2.

Therefore external help is well justified. Notabbr data show that children attend
nurseries on a full-time basis. This is primarikpkined by the inflexibility of formal

childcare provisions in Russia, which for cost@éncy reasons usually do not offer

part-time enrolment’

There is no statutory requirement for pre-schoalcation in Russia (school starts at
age 6-7). The high participation rate thereforefsiowards a strong preference within
families for a child’s socialisation and school gaeation to be implemented outside the
family. The fact that almost a quarter (23%) ofldt@n attending kindergarten at this
age have a ‘stay at home’ mother suggests thathiigcare choice is driven, at least in
part, by high expectations in regard to formal qan@viding for educational and social

stimulation.

After its peak at pre-school age, formal care car@s to be an important complemen-
tary form of care. At the age of 11-14 almost omdive children still attend after-
school facilities, which are usually located at faene school. It seems most likely that

these are children with parents who actively pgrdie in the labour market and who do

19 private care facilities are usually more sensitovéamily’s needs in childcare by offering flexibémrolment, but
their share in the total provision remains very bi@ound 3%).
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not have relatives to help on a daily basis. OVeval data shows that while reliance on
help from extended family is prominent in Russiamilies, the majority of parents still
expect the formal system to provide a significambant of childcare. However, with
the high relatively cost of nursery and pre-scHaollities along with a deficit of subsi-
dised places (discussed in Chapter 6), childreh wihigh risk of poverty are at a dis-
advantage (Seliverstova, 2005). Facing enormousrtaioty in the job market and high
income volatility, these households are under trefoas pressure to find means to
cover children’s pre-school, health, and extracutar expenses, which just a decade

ago were nominally free at the point of entry.

Overall, increasing income inequalities translat® ia differential ability to provide
good care for children, exacerbated by the collapsmiversal state provision. The old
Soviet system of social welfare generally smootiledme inequalities as well as hu-
man investment choices by universalisation of ses/iwhile limiting the range of
choices. The new default contract between the stadethe family allows for ‘market
failures’ — i.e. children being left without parahsupervision, without social stimula-
tion or sufficient opportunities for learning andvelopment. Parents disadvantaged by
factors such as low education, remoteness of lmtatveaknesses of their local labour
market, or occupational segregations of women \w paid jobs are faced with a con-
strained choice (Klimova, 2012). ‘Underinvestmerdimpared to socially desired levels
among the group of economically disadvantaged famibecame an important social
issue in the early 2000s, when the problem of dreih of the streets’ and ‘social or-

phans’ could no longer be ignored.

Socially Responsible Parenting

Socially responsible parenting has recently beconmeeof the most discussed social is-
sues among family policy experts and internati@mal local NGO communities in Rus-
sia. It came into the political and social spotlighth the problem of social orphans.
According to the official definition, social orphaare children whose biological parents
are alive but who were denied parental rights thholegal procedures due to irrespon-

sible behaviour or other serious mistreatment efrtbhildren. The number of newly
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registered children orphans grew 2.7 times from61i®32006, the total number of these
children 1.5 times and their share in the totaldrkn’s population of Russia 2.5 times
(FSC, 2010). However, in 2007-2008 the proportibalbchildren orphans in Russia
was estimated at 2.7% of the total population, el other industrialised countries
these figures are much lower, at around 0.5% (GBe#ain) or 0.89% (Germany)
(FSC, 2010). In 2009, 86.7 % of all orphans in Rusgere social orphans. According
to the Moscow Humanitarian University (Kovaleva,02)) in Moscow alone 26,800
families were registered in centres of social supa® those at risk of not fulfilling their

parental responsibility.

There are various explanations for parents’ faikaréulfil their parental responsibility

for child development. For example, children liviig single-parent households are
likely to have very limited contact with their fath According to a sociological study
by the Russian Academy of Science (FSC, 2009), ra@ 2@ 9% of fathers who left the

family after divorce or separation said that theg their child more than once a week,
more than 44.4% meet with their child not more thao or three times per month and
16.7% completely stop seeing their child. Reseailsb indicated that the older the
child, the less likely it is that he or she willeskis/her biological father after a family

separation.

While the analysis of this chapter is careful roetjuate the examined problem with
child neglect, it looks at the unexplained phenoomeof parents not spending any time
in leisure with and care for their children. Weeatpt to understand its nature and driv-
ing forces using a nationally representative samfle argue that responsible parenting
has to be discussed in the wider context of pareasponsibility and involvement in
the life of children on a daily basis to reducerils&s of ‘underinvestment’ in child wel-

fare.

5.2 Analytical Framework and Hypotheses

Our PTE model allows for parental time input toyalong the parent’s time allocation

scale from a minimum input to a hypothetical 24 risobeing devoted to child-related
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activities. The furthest left point on the scalevisere the quantity of parents’ time input
is zero. Such situations, as much as they seenobmapte, are real reported cases of pa-
rental non-involvement within a specified 30-dayipe in our data. As presented in
Chapter 3, the RLMS questionnaire includes a qoredihat asks whether the inter-
viewee has played or cared for the children initbesehold in the preceding 30 days.
Where these questions have been answered withwidaconsider those to be true ze-
ros, i.e. an observed reported value rather thasing data. A month is a sufficient
term to account for some possible fluctuationsareand interactions with children so
the results should not be dependent on the timinigeointerview. We test the following

proposition of the model:

Proposition 3: The lack of parental involvement in care and lesactivity with chil-
dren (zero time allocations on parental time aliocascale) is the result of a failure in

resources.

Our theoretical model suggests the following caglkesn such non-allocation can hap-

pen:

Failure on the side of resources:

Time availability hypothesiSlime is a scarce resource. While some child-relatsibi-

ties can be performed as a secondary activitygémeral assumption is that formal em-
ployment cannot be combined with child-relatedusssor supervision. Thus, parents’
participation in the labour market can significgntéduce the time available for chil-
dren. With additional competing family and persomeéds such as extra sleep, parents
can, theoretically, have no time left for spendinigh/caring for their children. In-
creased material pressures (such as those atbibuta the experience of poverty)
might either cause such additional demands for mmexacerbate an already present
time shortage. In extreme cases, parents can woek different location and can be
largely (temporarily) unavailable to spend timehathildren. While this appears to be

an intuitively sensible explanation for fathers’nAgarticipation in child-related activi-
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ties, however, the hypothesis of a structural lackkme is not particularly good at ac-

counting for families where both parents do novte time.

Direct substitution hypothesifamily members and extended family often take &e r
sponsibility for a child’s care and leisure. Thepport of a family’s social network
could be called upon when parents are faced withtime availability as well as inde-
pendently upon mutual agreement. At least theaibicthis could be associated with
full parental withdrawal from corresponding aciie®. However, as some studies have
shown, lack of social support and resulting isolatof parents can also trigger parental

neglect or withdrawal (Erickson & Egeland, 2001).

Moreover, according to time allocation theory, pasenvho face a high opportunity cost
of childcare (higher educated, higher income pajembuld have an incentive to substi-
tute their time by purchasing childcare servicestlom market. In the most extreme
cases, a child can be under the full supervisiolomwhal care, tutors and nannies. Low-
income parents with low opportunity costs of tinteowld, according to this theory,
choose to take care of their children by themsebragly on their social network. Nev-
ertheless, such a perspective does not fully acdouthe interaction of low wages and
time availability: low-income parents can work geme hours in the formal market but
spend much more time in home production or on médr(income-generating) activi-

ties. So, the final effect on parental non-partitigpn among this group is ambiguous.

Failures on the demand side:

Child effect hypothesiSupporting a child’s independence is an impontanéntal goal.

It is sensible to expect that parental involvermamd interaction with a child is gradu-

ally reduced as a child’'s age increases. On thehand, there is a direct effect of re-
duced demand for supervision and leisure interaa®children get older. On the other
hand, parents’ aspirations and ideas evolve withi&l. The social interaction model

offered within child neglect studies (Tzeng, et 4B91) indicates that the characteris-
tics and roles of children can produce stressepdognts. This fits appropriately within

our equilibrium framework. They also create sitoiasi in which parents have to re-
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spond immediately (including abusive behaviourtr@t cause parents to ignore their
children, creating neglect. For example, an adelatschild could be going through a
difficult period which, depending on other circuarstes in the family, can lead to par-

ents’ withdrawal in response to the child’s behavio

Structural failure hypothesisThe ‘market failure’ could be caused by parentspy
not realising that their role and potential conitibn to child development has to
change due to diminished public investments. Saniaraction theory (Tzeng, et al.,
1991), as mentioned earlier, also underlines tleeabthe social and cultural character-
istics of each community in shaping parental belefid certain fundamental parental
skills. During the transition to a market econommgny jobs in economically deprived
areas of Russia disappeared, no longer supportezkrtyal planning. Rural locations
often found themselves in an information vacuumi@g&aov, 1999), which was created
by a combination of inactivity in the labour marleetd territorial isolation. The lack of
information channels allowed the preservation afdittonal forms of upbringing
(Polezhaeva, 2004), such as the focus on produatireities and natural roaming of a

child outdoors. This can at least partially expla@ments’ failure to get involved.

Individual failure hypothesisThere is certainly a possibility that some indiatiper-
sonal characteristics of parents can explain thke ¢&d attachment to a child, or some
other mental problems that mean the parent is ertalget involved. These are not pos-
sible to test based on our data and model. Wehmamever, test the effects of reported
heavy drinking by eitheparent.Heavy drinking is a serious social problem in Raissi
society dating back to the post-war Soviet Uniomr{itsov, 2011). Experts in Russia
generally agree that heavy drinking or simply atdsm is associated with some dys-
function in the family. Life in the family is dirdly affected: the father depends on it
psychologically and physically and the mother delseon the father (Gogoleva, 2003).
So, even if one of the parents (most likely to Ihe father) suffers from this problem,
this could have in particular acute consequencegrims of a lack of attention from
both parents. Despite some possible underrepoitintpe drinking data (related to

stigma), it can still reflect some true variatioinsthe level of alcohol consumption
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among parents. This enables us to test the reasbags most commonly mentioned as

a cause of social orphans in Russia (UNICEF, 2007).

5.3 Data and Measurements

The exploratory and multivariate analysis of thigter is based on a pooled RLMS
sample of children aged 0-14 living in full famdi¢families with both mother and fa-
ther) over the years 2007 to 2009. We conduct divaulte analysis on the risks of full
or partial (one parent) non-involvement in chiltated activities relative to participa-
tion by both parents. We examine non-participaiiorplay and care in full families
through a multinomial logistic model, in which thek of being in one category is rela-
tive to the reference category. Three regressiamatemns for each type of activity are
generated in order to predict the risk of beingme of the three categories relative to
the omitted category (both parents participatingg to factors described below while

holding everything else constant.

We additionally provide estimates of the Logit mlotte children living with single

mothers in the Appendix to this chaptér.

Dependent Variables in a Multivariate Analysis

The focus of our investigation is on the extremsecahere parents report that they did
not spend any time with their children. We will Icklis case parental non-involvement
or non-participation. Our analysis is based ontime use section of the RLMS ques-
tionnaire in rounds 16 to 18 (2007—2009) in whidnlts are asked if in the last 30 days
they did the following: a) ‘Played, occupied, spgour leisure time with children or
grandchildren who live with you’ and b) ‘Looked eftchildren or grandchildren who
live with you — bathed them, fed them, took themetssons’. We use the recorded re-
sponse (yes/no) from both parents to construct dategorical variables for play and

care interaction with four separate categories:

« Children with neither of the parents participat{tfigone’)

2 The sample of children living only with a fathertoo small to analyse on its own.
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« Children with the father not participating and thether participating (‘Father not’)

e Children with the mother not participating and tlaher participating (‘Mother
not’)

« Children who have both parents participating (‘Bptfhis is used as the reference

category.

It is important to distinguish between parental 4panticipation as a strategy/decision
and non-participation due to the fact that onehefparents is not present in the house-
hold. The lack of a father in the family is onetloé major structural reasons for his non-
involvement in childcare and play activities withildren. The high number of cases of
children without a father in our sample also présesome methodological difficulties.
For example, it seems important to include theei@dshcharacteristics into the full
model but this is problematic for those childrenovdre missing a father since this will
be recorded as a missing value. To overcome thetieoaological difficulties, to make
the analysis more transparent, and to accountdbavwoural differences between par-
ents in different family compositions, we conduct @nalysis by family type: in full
families and separately for children with singlethess since they represent the major-

ity among single parents.

Explanatory Variables

The key descriptive information on dependent vaesimot presented in the previous

chapter is summarised in Table 5.2:

Table 5.2: Control Variables

Variable | Mean SD N
Any illness in the last 30 days 0.37 048 6262
Mother's bad health 0.03 0.18 5998

Hours of external care perday | 7.68 7.15 1422

Mother’s bad health is a dummy variable on selbrégd state of health: 1 is assigned
to those who evaluated their health as ‘bad’, wisctihe worst out of four possible an-

swers. Absent parents are considered to be in ealth.

We test the time availability hypothesis by using
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» Parents’ work status;
* Low education as a proxy of labour market produtythand

* The experience of economic stress (poverty expegen

Using the typology of poverty described in the poeg chapter (Walker, R. with
Ashworth, K., 1994), we construct three alternatmeasures of poverty based on a
child’s poverty status over the years. This isatght from Chapter 4 where we used
one variable with a number of different categorilse choice of alternative independ-
ent variables is justified by the use of multinohmegression, which uses one model as
reference (in our case ‘Both parents participate’this case, interpretation with multi-
ple reference categories become unnecessarily gsorhe. As in the previous chapter,
we include data from 2006 and 2010 to account fooee differentiated poverty history
in the model. This enables us to record more tixanyears of occasional poverty or
more than three years of persistent poverty. Thasomes listed below are used in alter-

native models interchangeably. We report only tloeleh with the best fit.

Transient poverty  is a dummy variable with 1 assigned to having aske
hold income below the all-Russia absolute povertg ht
any single point in time.

Recurrent poverty is a dummy variable with 1 assigned to having aske
hold income below the all-Russia absolute poveiry |
more than once but lasting no more than one year.

Persistent poverty is a dummy variable with 1 assigned to having aske
hold income below the all-Russia absolute poveiry |

lasting two or more consecutive years.

We test thairect substitution hypothesisrough
» The presence of grandparents and elder siblinigihousehold;

* The total hours of external care; and
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* The cost of childcare in the locality.

The total hours of external care per day (formafiprimal and relative care) is a con-
structed continuous variable which we include i ‘thild characteristics’ section since

it is estimated based on the data on the individhidi.

The measure of local cost of childcare reportsctivesumer price of childcare in the lo-
cality after applying subsidies, etc. It is inclddeere as a control as the cost involved

affects parents’ willingness to buy direct subsititu for their own time on the market.
Thechild effects hypothesis tested through child’s characteristics, such as

* Age;
* Gender;
* Being a single child; and

* Any illness in the last 30 days.

Child’s illness in the last 30 days is a dummy able, which assigns 1 to a child who
has experienced health problems during this pefib@. question in the questionnaire
does not specify the type of health problems, tistclearly not a chronic health condi-

tion since the respondents are asked about thpaeasely.
Thestructural failure hypothesits tested through

* The type of settlement — a dummy variable with digised to rural location; and

» Self-reported inability to pay for additional class

The latter is a variable which captures materiatilaip coupled with the priority given
to child development in general and outside theénddo, in a way it is a proxy for par-

ents’ priority/aspirations under some perceive@l®f material difficulty.

The individual failure hypothesiss tested through self-reported heavy alcohol con-

sumption?*

L please see the description of the variable anditisveonstructed in Chapter 4.
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Controls

We also control for mother’s age at birth, mothdyad health, and living space per
head.

5.4 Descriptive Analysis

Family Care

In Chapter 4 we noted that childcare is a ‘familginess’. Therefore, it is important to
account for the participation of all family memhefable 5.3 shows the total time con-
tributed by all adult household members to chilldted activities, i.e. both play and
care combined® We see the gradual increase with age in the numibehildren who

are left without any reported time input in the figm

Table 5.3: Participation and Average Time Per Day ¥ Child’s Age and Number of

Siblings
Number of children Single Child Two Children Three or More
Age Group Observed Time | Observed Time | Observed Time
0-2 (Baby) 98% 10.70 99% 9.71 99% 9.92
3-6 (Kindergarden) 98% 6.72 98% 7.22 97% 6.66
7-10 (Primary School) 94% 4.87 96% 6.18 96% 6.07
11+ (Secondary School) 79% 3.55 91% 5.20 87% 7.00

Practically all children from our sample aged Oeeive care in the family. As children
progress to the next stage in life (age 3-6), wethat the share of children in this
group with no reported participation from any mensba the family increased to 3% in
big families. With the onset of schooling the rdpdrfamily involvement drops by 4%
for single children and 2% for children with onblsig but only 1% for children in big-

ger families. Even assuming that 6% of primary sthahildren with no siblings are

22 Family care total hours of care and leisure provided by diilts residing in the household to all corre-
sponding children in the family on a typical dayi§'is not a 24-hour recording but rather a cunndat
measure of all reported time per individual chitdisneeds to be treated with care. We trackeddlse
tionships of all family members to a correspondihgd using the “family relationships” part of tfiem-

ily questionnaire. Data on individual time use wlesn merged with the child-level data using indixat
identifiers and combined in a single variable.
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quite mature and independent for their age, notidtie or supervision being reported in

regard to them for a one-month period in the fansilguzzling.

Finally, 21% of 11-14 year olds in our sample hageadult in the family who reports

spending any time with them. The share is smalberchildren who have younger

brothers or sisters. The presence of younger gblmight secure more time availability
of parents in bigger families. Yet it is quite na&athat one in five children of this age
receives zero reported time with any member ofhbesehold. Further investigation

reveals that 7% of those receive informal care, Id¥hal care and 4% care from rela-
tives not residing in the household. This sugg#dsis some of these children are not
neglected but that their family does not have thmdn or time resources to provide
them with attention and supervision at home. Onather hand, there is still at least
15% of the overall sample of 11-14 year olds whamdbreceiveany reported form of

care inside or outside the family.

Children with Non-Involved Parents

Parents or guardians have the primary respongiliditprovide care and attention to
children. From the total human input received ia tamily, we move to the decisions
and actions of parents. Table 5.4 shows the shaama number of children with re-
ported parental non-participation for the full saengf children (year 2007). It indicates
that there are more children whose parents domgdge in care than play: a quarter of
all children in the full sample for that year (2%pdid not receive any care input from
either parent. In contrast, only around one inchikdren (14.3%) entirely miss out on
interaction with parents through leisure activitiEsen more strikingly, the data shows

that almost 12% of children have neither of thadiag parents engaged either in lei-

Table 5.4. Frequencies of Parental Non-Participatioin Play and Care Activities

Leisure with children| Care for children Neither activity
Participation Number % Number % Number %
None 296 14.3 528 25.5 245 11.8
Father not participating 461 22.2 830 40 331 0.16
Mother not participating 122 5.9 64 3.1 37 0.018
Both 1193 57.6 650 31.4
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sure or care. It is also apparent from the taldé rtiore children miss out on time with a
father than with the mother. For example, 40% dlidcbn have fathers who do not par-
ticipate in care while the mother does (includihgse who live in a single-mother
household). However, only 3.1% of children have meoé who does not provide care
when the father does. There are clear preferemes@fathers for interaction through

leisure: twice as many children have fathers walkgr from care than in leisure.

We further investigate the structure of these sulygs in terms of child’s age and the
presence of the parent in the household. This me do rule out the structural reasons

for non-participation — i.e. the absence of a pairethe household.

A relatively high number of children in our sampld% of 7—10 year olds and 5.2% of
11-14 year olds — have neither a mother nor afgfesent in the household (based on
the sample for 2007). For comparison, the highetst among OECD countries belongs
to the US, with 3.5% of children aged 0-18 havingesiding parents in the household.
In the UK, itis only 1.4% (OECD, 2011a). The numbéchildren living with their fa-
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ther but without a mother present is negligible: f@ochildren aged 0-2 and 2.4% for
7-10 year olds. The share of children without adain the household, in contrast, is
five times higher and relatively stable across g@eips, ranging from 12% for children
aged 7-10 to 15% for toddlers/pre-school childneth 81-14 year olds. Overall, one in

six children in the surveyed households grows wpout a father.

Figure 5.2 depicts the participation of parentdeisure activities depending on their

presence in the household.

As could be expected, parental involvement in jiergure almost steadily declines with

the increasing age of the child. The onset of slthgads a possible reason for a notice-
able drop in parents’ participation at age 7-10.w&sget to 11-14 years, we see that
three times more children in this group have parerto are not involved than we saw
with toddlers/pre-school children and babies (22@¥pared to 5.6% and 6.39 respec-

tively). The growing independence of children instigroup and their possible free

100
!

0.46 3.33 | 3.80 5.20

7.49

2.05 :
3.00 | 16.67 None exists

7.31

H

!

453 SR None participating

31.74

H

47.42 No Father

60

4.34 0.00

]

44.93 13.93

Father not participating

Percent

40

H

_ 0.50
283 No Mother

0.54 | 9285

H

54.11 4.35

Mother not participating

20

35.44 1.04

25.18 0.83

D

Both patrticipating
12.68

0-2 3-6 7-10 11+

Figure 5.3: Parental Participation in Care based orChild's Age and the Presence
of Parents in the Household (2007)



The Privatisation of Childhood: Who Plays? Who Cares? And Who is Left Behind? 153

choice of leisure activities can to some degreewaticfor these numbers. However, the
fact that there remain over 41% of children in slaene age group who have both par-
ents involved indicates that age alone does ndtexpll the reasons for parental non-

involvement.

The trend of declining parental participation wage in care (Figure 5.3) is similar to

the one in play activities.

The most dramatic withdrawal by both parents hapmtrage 11-14. The share of chil-
dren in the latter group without participating peeereaches 33%, while a roughly equal
share of children (33%) have only the mother pgdittng and just 13% have reported
participation by both parents. What draws the &ttarhere is that the rate of children
missing the father’s contribution in care is relaly consistent across age groups.
Around half of pre-school children (47%) and prignachool children (45%) do not
receive any care time contribution from their fath® similar share of children in the
early-adolescent 11-14 age group (46.5%) misseouhe father's participation in

care if we include the share of children withodiather in the household.

Overall, we see that the largest group of childsghout parental involvement in either
care or leisure is children of pre-adolescent &gee again, we stress that the variation
between and within groups raise a lot of questmgerning why some children have

involved parents while others of the same age pavents who choose to withdraw.

5.5 Empirical Results

We test the five hypotheses discussed in the theeetion of this chapter, each repre-
senting a failure on either thhesourceor demandside. Table 5.5 presents the likelihood
of parental non-participation in play and care ébildren living in full co-habiting

families.
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Table 5.5: Multinomial Regression of Children Living in Full or Cohabiting
Families

Variables Play Care
None Not Father Not Mother None Not Father Not Mother

Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)

0-2 (babies) 0.920 0.688 1.772* 0.764 0.532%** 1.829*
(0.141) (0.168) (0.450) (0.114) (0.0637) (0.437)
7-9 (primary school) 1.001 2.088*** 1.648* 1.774%** 1.601%** 1.530
(0.143) (0.395) (0.398) (0.237) (0.181) (0.394)
10-14 (secondary school) 2.230*** 2.222%** 2.179%* 4.614%** 2.285%** 1.513
(0.332) (0.520) (0.593) (0.741) (0.345) (0.458)
Gender 1.088 1.600%** 0.887 1.224% 1.123 0.847
(0.104) (0.221) (0.144) (0.116) (0.0994) (0.165)
Single Child 1.474%** 1.255 1.256 1.819%** 1.271* 0.910
(0.165) (0.229) (0.274) (0.211) (0.149) (0.217)
Any illness in the last 30 days 0.937 1.091 1.041 0.838 -0.00008 0.958
(0.0957) (0.142) (0.187) (0.0811) (0.0814) (0.225)
Parent's characteristics
Mother's age at birth 1.045%** 0.988 1.001 1.029* 0.995 1.014
(0.0112) (0.0215) (0.0209) (0.0127) (0.0123) (0.0233)
Mother with low education 1.222 1.262 1.332 0.928 0.821 1.110
(0.172) (0.260) (0.325) (0.136) (0.126) (0.371)
Mother's work status 1.294 1.087 1.379 1.826*** 1.169 2.635%**
(0.173) (0.193) (0.286) (0.232) (0.129) (0.750)
Mother's bad health 1.468 0.611 1.439 1.445 1.386 0.743
(0.347) (0.221) (0.677) (0.367) (0.414) (0.538)
Mother's heavy drinking 0.808 1.198 1.669 1.074 1.304 0.409*
(0.135) (0.255) (0.450) (0.172) (0.188) (0.183)
Father with low education 1.157 1.151 0.924 0.913 1.102 0.737
(0.171) (0.243) (0.242) (0.143) (0.155) (0.274)
Father's work status 0.905 0.808 0.983 1.026 1.138 1.345
(0.174) (0.194) (0.281) (0.192) (0.202) (0.613)
Father's heavy drinking 1.215 1.666** 0.815 1.360** 1.251%* 0.930
(0.153) (0.274) (0.181) (0.160) (0.134) (0.264)
Persistent poverty 1.162 0.689 0.748 1.085 3.124%*
(0.299) (0.250) (0.324) (0.287) (1.452)
Can't pay for classes 1.677*** 2.182%** 1.611 1.624** 1.356* 1.320
(0.242) (0.423) (0.400) (0.261) (0.202) (0.555)
Household characteristics
Grandparent in the household 0.920 1.097 1.037 0.941 1.213 1.037
(0.133) (0.229) (0.245) (0.138) (0.163) (0.326)
Older sibling in the household 1.085 2.472%* 2.516** 1361 1.389 1.037
(0.207) (0.694) (0.712) (0.274) (0.284) (0.475)
Hours of external care per day 1.010 1.007 0.962 0.991 1.015 1.017
(0.0157) (0.0241) (0.0269) (0.0146) (0.0128) (0.0261)
Local cost of child care per child 1.006*** 1.002 1.000 1.005** 1.004* 1.005

(0.00151) (0.00261) (0.00329) (0.00161) (0.00158) (0.00380)
Living conditions

Living space m? per head 0.953*** 1.008 1.017 0.985 1.002 1.020
(0.0103) (0.00825) (0.0109) (0.00792)  (0.00734) (0.0143)
Rural 2.100%** 1424 1.050 2.194%** 1.299 1.012
(0.279) (0.275) (0.252) (0.305) (0.189) (0.315)
Constant

0.0328***  0.0354***  0.0189*** | 0.0537***  0.339**  0.00965***
(0.0136)  (0.0230)  (0.0139) | (0.0222) (0.140)  (0.00881)

Model Characteristics
Observations 4,707 4,707 4,707 4,707 4,707 4,707
Pseudo R? 0.059 0.059 0059 [ 0.0649 0.0649 0.0649

Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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We focus our discussion mainly on the results effitst category: ‘Neither of the par-

ents participates’ — as we consider those to bentb&t acute cases. The observed ef-
fects for this particular category are very comsistacross play and care activities. This
supports our notion that such parental behavioarrigre general approach or a choice
in overall parental practices. We therefore comlilne presentation of the results on

play and care under the corresponding dependeial@icategories.

Time Availability Hypothesis

Neither of the parents participat@/e find limited confirmation for the time availiéity
hypothesis for cases of joint non-participatiorpafents in care and play. The only ob-
served direct effect is that of a mother's emplogtretatus, which has high predictive
power in explaining joint non-participation as walf her own involvement in care. It
increases the odds of joint non-participation dpcor of 1.8 relative to the participa-
tion of both parents. Given the father’s low levefsinvolvement in care, a mother’s
employment increases the risk of children beingwethout either of their parents par-
ticipating when the father is already withdrawn.itNer a mother’s nor a father’'s low
education was found to be associated with parewtaparticipation. This indicates that
decisions on parental withdrawal are differentatune from the time input decision we
saw in Chapter 4, where low levels of parental atdan had a strong association with

parents’ contribution to leisure activities withildnen.

Mothers’ non-participation (conditioned on fathergrticipation) The magnitude of
the effect of a mother's work status on a mothes-participation in childcare is
smaller than the effect of persistent poverty (arease in odds by factor 2.6 compared
to 3.1 for persistent poverty). So, while a moteéabour market participation is clearly
an important factor influencing her childcare demxis, it does not seem to prevail over

the effects of material hardship or the influenteeaitorial setting discussed below.

We find that being in persistent poverty is statedty significant in explaining the risks
of a mother’s non-participation in care activitiggven a situation wherein the father

participates): the odds increase threefold relatovédooth parents participating — the
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highest coefficient in this particular model. Thagnitude of the association along with
the fact that not many other factors were foundbéo significant in explaining a
mother’s withdrawal from care indicate that mothierpersistent poverty are likely to
face competing priorities and needs. They seenhtmse to meet those priorities by
reallocating their time away from children when g@ouse does provide some care.
The effect supports the finding of Chapter 4 oneffects of persistent poverty on the

extent of a mother’s time input in care.

Direct Substitution Hypothesis

Neither of the parents participat&/e find no confirmation of the hypothesis thag th
help of family members or external care receivecalshild substitute for parents’ in-
volvement. Neither the presence of grandparentgh®total hours of external care re-
ceived by a child show any statistically significaffect on joint non-participation of
parents. At the same time, we see that the costhitefcare in the locality increases the
odds of a child being in this category comparetbtsh participate’. The direction of
this effect is counterintuitive as the higher tlostcthe higher the odds of parents’ joint
non-participation in both play and care. The obsérmelationship disproves a substitu-
tion effect under which we would expect parentgittk up the responsibility when
childcare facilities become too expensive. We aaggsst a few possible explanations
for the observed behaviour. Firstly, since thisalae is constructed at the locality level
what we observe could be an effect correlated abse@rved characteristics of the local-
ity or region beyond those controlled for in theiterial factor. Secondly, as the price
of childcare is not a true market price but cauhe direct municipal subsidies of care
provisions as well as the restricted supply of @&t the true behaviour of parents is

likely be distorted.

Mothers’ and Fathers’ non-participation (given tlpouse participate)We find that
the presence of older siblings in the householdeases the risks of individual fathers’
and mothers’ non-engagement in play only. The ntadaiof the effect is strikingly

high: it increases the odds of fathers’ and motheithdrawal by a factor of 2.4 and 2.

23 We discuss this issue further in Chapter 6.
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5 respectively, making it the biggest influencahonse models. This supports the find-
ings of Chapter 4 but shows that older siblingsaaca direct and readily available sub-
stitution for the parental figure in activities whithey themselves are likely to enjoy

and in which they are willing to participate.

Child Effects Hypothesis

Neither of the parents participateAs anticipated, the natural progression of cleidr
with age shapes parental decisions, particularkegard to the ‘difficult’ age of 11-14
when supervision from and leisure interaction vpietnents will cease for some children.
The magnitude of the effect in care is twice asdsgn play activities. Holding these
factors constant we observe that being a girl emes the odds of joint parents’ non-
participation in supervision and care activitieswasl as the father’'s withdrawal from
leisure/play. This is an intuitive result, whichipis to some gender preferences among
parents and also to specific traditions of bringummgirls as helpers to the mother in
relation to household tasks. Our findings genernaltifcate that the risks for children of
both parents’ withdrawal are highest when they db lmave siblings and when they
reach secondary school age. The risk of a fativatlsdrawal from care as well as lei-

sure can start much earlier, even from age seven.

Structural Failure Hypothesis

Neither of the parents participateStructural factors of disadvantage such as tacal-
tion are found to be a very important predictor inEreased risk of joint non-
participation on the part of parents in leisurevadl as in care. For children living in a
rural area the odds of having both parents notlveebin their leisure activities increase
twofold (by factor 2.1) and similarly in care (fact2.2). A rural location is a complex
measure as it includes many structural but alseakand cultural differences. Our
model controls for parents’ work status, which cags the variations in rural-urban
labour markets, poverty, and parents’ educationceramon measure of preferences
and labour market productivity. Therefore, we arthet the remaining effects associ-

ated with the variable in our model are likely édflect common community characteris-



158 Parental Human Investments

tics related to territorial isolation and possitiditional cultural and social perceptions

resulting from limited external communication antbrmation channels.

Perceived hardship, expressed as the inability ap for children’s extracurricular
classes (music, sport, etc.), is found to be ortbeimost consistent indicators of an in-
creased risk of parents’ non-involvement. It ishihygstatistically significant in explain-
ing joint non-participation of parents in both attes. Holding all other factors con-
stant, it increases the odds of joint non-partiggeain play by 67% and in care by 62%

relative to the category where both parents padiei.

Mothers’ and father’'s non-participation (given tlspouse participates)lhe reported
inability to pay for extra classes is also found®strongly associated with a father’s
non-engagement, and at an even bigger magnitudeodtis of the latter increase by a
factor of 2.2. As we discussed in Chapter 4 whenntreduced the variable, it can rep-
resent both an actual lack of money as well aslad priority given to the classes by
the parents when compared to other material n€aglsassumption is that the observed
direction of the variable in the model indicates #ttual priorities given to child’s non-

academic development.

Individual failure hypothesisMothers’ and fathers’ heavy drinking is foundexplain
joint and individual parents’ behaviour. Speciflgahk father’'s heavy drinking increases
the odds of not just the father’s withdrawal inyp{ay 66%) and care (by 25%) but also
in the joint non-participation in care (by 36%)atele to both parents’ participation.
The effect is likely to be connected to other faesttunemployment, material difficul-
ties, etc.), as well as to mental health probfénihe effect of heavy drinking on paren-
tal withdrawal from care is in contrast to our fimgs on the extent of parental time in-
put seen in Chapter 4. There we did not see mudttkeirce from drinking on how much
time parents spend with their children. This caonfiragain that with parental non-

involvement we face a different set of decisions.

4 Tested in the exploratory analysis.



The Privatisation of Childhood: Who Plays? Who Cares? And Who is Left Behind? 159

5.6 Discussion

Two of the five tested hypotheses find strong suppp our analysis across both types
of activities. Specifically, we will discuss ‘striueal failure’ and the influence of child
effects, both of which belong to tleemandgroup of factors within our theoretical
model. The individual failure hypothesis and timaitability hypothesis (through the
mother’s work status) finds support only in regargoint withdrawal from care. Out of
those, we discuss only the issue of heavy drinkling to its importance in the Russian

context.

Structural Failure

We argue that territorial and community isolati@mtailing limited access to labour
markets and a modern information network, helpras@rve certain norms and beliefs
regarding parental roles among rural families. hked for a self-sufficient livelihood

can motivate parents to focus on children’s involeat in productive household activi-
ties with the high value placed on child’s earlgle@pendence. One qualitative study
commissioned by UNESCO as a background report f&adacation For All cross-

country monitoring survey (Taratukhina, et al., @0provides enlightening evidence on

the parental practices in some rural areas of Riusday. This research concluded that:

* Rural parents...give priority to the developmentra cognitive sphere and intellec-
tual abilities and do not consider as aims of ughng the development of personal
qualities and the children’s successful social stijent;

* Rural parents don't think about the upbringing efywyoung children, considering
that at that age only infant health is necessary;

» Upbringing by rural families is in many ways detéred by the openness of the ru-
ral social environment, which makes for the strorftyence of the opinion of rela-
tives and close friends on the upbringing process;

* Rural parents’ concept of pre-school children <és>diminished copies of adults;
the monotony and shallowness of child activityhe family, the lack of contact be-
tween adults and children; the inability to desetibings to children objectively and

to analyse their own methods of upbringing; effddsevaluate not the behaviour
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and activity of the children but their personalgjc.; in the countryside, the family
is the only instrument for bringing up pre-schobildren;
e Parents’ chief methods of influencing rural childi@re strictness and excessive de-

mands and prohibition§>

This qualitative evidence supports the interpretatif our empirical findings as a spe-
cific construct of a parental role among rural péeholding such factors as poverty
and parents’ education constant. Living in rurablions will most likely mean a higher

risk of children having limited social and leisurgeractions with parents at earlier

stages of their life. For example, only 3% of urlshildren aged 0-2 have reported non-
participation from parents, while this number i®012% in rural areas. This happens
irrespective of a low level of parental educatipoyerty experience or parents’ em-

ployment.

The consistency of factors affecting the odds aeptal joint withdrawal across two
different types of activities gives ground to susjge conscious choice or strategy. The
observed behaviour would be in line with the ‘Natugrowth’ approach to parenting,
which Lareau (2003) found to be prevalent with wagkclass families in the US. This
approach would prefer giving direction but resigtinom direct interaction with chil-

dren to stimulate independence and self-reliance.

The most important aspects of rural location — oneecontrol for the effects of indi-
vidual factors on the resource side — are strulgttimas supporting our structural failure

hypothesis.

Additional classes are undoubtedly an opporturmtychildren to explore new activities,
new skills, to socialise more and generally devdlogir non-academic potential. Our
data suggests that the affordability of such ckassdikely to be a proxy for some real
material difficulties. The correlation of this valble with responses on affordability of
other household needs suggests this to be gen#hrallyase: 97% of those who say that

cannot afford classes for children also cannotrdffo improve their living conditions,

% The citation is reproduced from an original tratisih into English and was not edited by the author
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98.2% and 98.6% also say that they cannot affovd & big purchases such as a car
or send their family on vacation abroad and 71%noasave for a child’s university
education. At the same time, it is not unreasonébleuggest that a motivated parent
who gives a high priority to their child’s developnt would likely try to compensate
for the lack of external opportunities by providimpre rather than less parental input at
home. This is not the case for the children in gample. Therefore, we argue that the
effect is true for parents experiencing some peeckeimaterial stress but only among
those who have low aspirations in regard to thaifds human development. This
could be due to low awareness as a result of adaakformation or other unobserved
characteristics. Testing separately for possibleractions of this variable showed no
moderating effects of parental education or the memof children in the family. We
control for poverty experience in the model andtbeg it does not have any significant
effect on parental withdrawal on its own. Since lthe income aspect of rural location
is accounted for, we conclude that the effect wahkeugh parents’ interpretation and
prioritisation, thus falling under the structuralléire hypothesis and on thdemandside

of the PTE model.

Child Effects

The assumption that children of different ages ra#efdrent amounts of attention is un-
disputed. Yet our analysis shows that as childrewglder, they are also more likely
to be left without any supervision and support. @dH#cult question still stands
whether this is appropriate. For example, 11-14 gkts enter a rebellious, difficult
stage of their lives where they can lose their eation with their parents at the time of
their highest vulnerability to external negativéiuences. Empirical evidence points
towards some important influence that parents’ gageent with adolescent children
has on various aspects of their life, from acadeanidevement to risk behaviour. A
systematic review of longitudinal studies foundt tharental involvement, parental sup-
port, and general communication are among the faethich predicted reduced levels
of drinking by adolescents and delayed alcoholatidn (Ryan, et al., 2010). Parental
monitoring and father-youth connectedness wereddarbe associated with reductions

in problem behaviour among adolescent children tue, irrespective of the child’s
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gender or the residential status of fathers (Fostcal., 2012). Indirect measures of par-
ent-child time together — such as the frequendpmily meals — were shown to have an
inverse association with risk behaviour of youthlsas tobacco or alcohol consump-
tion, low grade point average and depressive sympi&isenberg, et al., 2004). Thus
collected evidence suggests that positive paren@ghgement with adolescent children,
whatever form of caring it takes, is crucial. Amrealised need for such engagement
which, as we argue, is reflected in our findings) bave immediate and long term ef-

fects on various aspects of adolescents’ well-bairigussia.

The fact that the younger group of children age@l ig-also at risk of joint parental
withdrawal from supervision or care is also wommn especially as the Russian legis-
lator does not provide clear guidance on the mininage from which a child can be
left without supervision by an adult (ISP & UNICEEO11). The positive effects of
parental involvement during the early school yeaessupported by empirical evidence
from a longitudinal study (Barnard, 2004), whicmfitons associations between paren-
tal involvement during elementary (primary) schand children’s later achievements in
high school. In addition some parental time inputluding helping their children with
homework during these early years, was found taegmeongoing behavioural prob-
lems (Domina, 2005). Besides, it is much more dlffito argue that primary school
children are independent enough to take care ofisktves on a daily basis. Parental
attention at this developmental stage is undeniabportant and reported withdrawal
from key activities by both parents raises questibiat warrant further investigation in

future research.

Individual Failure

The negative consequences resulting from alcohdisdhaffecting the family and chil-
dren have been widely discussed among scholarsnaddh for more than a decade. In
the Russian context, it can be associated withopaisproblems, exposure to social
drinking, specific territorial factors (typicallyriciking is more prevalent in rural loca-
tions (Kopilov, 2012) or a marginalised style ofitig (Nemtsov, 2011)Generally
speaking, however, it is a symptom of disadvaniaghe family (FSC, 2010). In the
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Russian context, heavy drinking among men is dfiggered by economic loss but it is
reinforced by the social environment (Nemtsov, 20Qur finding generally supports
fragmented expert evidence in Russia on the iséseamal, emotional and psychologi-
cal problems in families with an alcohol-depend@ather. It indicates that the risks are
not only present in the child not receiving théh&ts attention but, crucially, both par-
ents withdrawing from the core of parental respoifist — care and supervision. It has
to be noted, however, that the risks are lower thase that we considered under the
structural hypothesis. As an individual factor ancamplify the concern for rural chil-

dren, given the prevalence of the problem in tHosations.

Time Avadilability and the Poverty Experience

We hypothesised that poverty can have an effegawantal non-involvement through
increased demands on parents’ time, including dav¥ burden of household work as
well as extra efforts in income-generating actestiWe do not find any support to this
hypothesis on the joint cases of non-involvemeihis Tneans that poverty or income
disadvantage — neither as shock to resources rmerasstently low material resources —
on their own do not pose any risk of children hgvimon-involved parents. In other
words, families in poverty are not different inghiespect from others. However, we
find the risks for children in persistent povergving mothers who are not involved in
supervision and care are conditioned on the faghmatticipation. Along with the find-

ings from Chapter 4, this suggests there is a gtoaise for concern or some further in-

vestigation into mother—child practices in careempkrsistent poverty.

Conclusions

This chapter has discussed the partnership bettireestate, family, and the market in
realising children’s human potential and the dcasansformation this has undergone in
Russia since the early 1990s. The ‘privatisatidnfesponsibility for children’s human

development, socialisation, and other aspects bfinging to parents and families hap-
pened in a relatively short period of time, basjcalithin one generation of parents.

From the onset it was driven by fiscal and budgetancerns rather than a well-
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articulated ideology. The drastic contraction ie thze of the state in this area without
an articulated new direction resulted in familiesng left to decide on their own ac-
cording to family means and aspirations how muaie @d interaction their children
need. Some failures of parenting were inevitaldsuiting in children being left without

supervision and care.

This chapter empirically examined the nature ofeptal non-involvement in Russia,
focusing on its associations with economic stresmaasured through poverty experi-
ence and structural factors of disadvantage. Wedehe theoretical proposition that
the extreme cases of parental non-involvementreeadsult of a failure on the side of
resources Primarily, we were interested in the role of sory and persistent poverty

as a measure of material resources to explainguehomena.

We find no empirical confirmation of the influenoé the poverty experience on joint
withdrawal from child-related activities or to tipeopositions of the PTE model. This
means that even persistent low income, when coregida isolation from territorial or

attitudinal factors, is unlikely to cause parem@hdrawal. Instead, the findings imply
that it is not the shock teesourcesbut rather a failure on thrdemandside that defines

the long-term equilibrium. In other words, pareate likely not to consider such low
involvement problematic for children, but ratherassappropriate parent-child relation-
ship. It seems to be a family strategy or convittibbat leaving the child to his or her

own devices is the right approach, which leadsateits refraining from engaging.

The results of our multivariate analysis show tihat mixed influence of child effects,
type of settlement and low priority being givenatehild’s non-academic development
are primarily responsible for joint parental withdsal. In terms of the supervision and
care of children, this could be exacerbated byraltdependency on the part of the fa-
ther. From an early age, children in rural locasi@re significantly more likely than
their urban peers to have neither parent spendiygleisure or care time with them.
Furthermore, 11-14 year olds are most likely naeteive any input from both parents
but this is also true of some children of primacii@ol age. These findings lend support

to the structural failure hypothesis that suggasksck of involvement in terms of pre-
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served traditional norms and perceptions of pangndue to territorial isolation and an
information vacuum. This can lead to low awarers@she benefits of parent—child in-
teraction in non-productive activities and to theegervation of a belief in ‘natural

growth’, i.e. the idea that children grow up withdle need for specific parental input.

We also find that reported inability to pay for &duhal non-academic classes for chil-
dren increases the risks of joint parental nonigg#tion in both play and care activi-
ties. Although we cannot deny the possibility ofeal material squeeze being experi-
enced in those families, accounting for povertyhie model means that the low priority
given to developing a child’s non-academic poténteéative to more fundamental
needs like nutrition, health, or other family psiens is actually the more likely expla-

nation.

The key message of this chapter is that it is m®t&iconomic stress — i.e. the pressure on
material resources experienced by the family —réatlter the low demand for involve-
ment which leaves some children without parentaindéion, guidance or leisure interac-
tion. This implies, according to our PTE framewdhat there is no tension between the
resourcesanddemandsThe lack of parental time allocation — as extreasat may be

in this case — is at the chosen equilibrium, if inoin the societal or the child’s perspec-

tive, but from the viewpoint of the parents.
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Chapter 6
The Great Recession: Are Russian Children

Benefiting or Losing Out on Parental Time?

In 2009, total industrial production in Russia felt 9.3% and foreign trade by 35%
(FSSS, 201%5. It marked the peak of the ‘Great Recession’ issRau It is probably not
the most severe and long-lasting economic crisissRuhas experienced in its history.
Indeed, one can argue that Russian families haWeabligh resistance and adaptability
to crisis environments over the last few decadeselative terms, however, the material
challenges that parents deal with today are nat $esious. Neither are the challenges
faced by children themselves: they experience kammotional, and educational pres-
sures in their own fast-paced micro world. Are p&sehere for them at a time when
material difficulties and uncertainty about theuf@ dominate parents’ minds and

probably rule their actions? Three key questiondathe analysis of this chapter:

* Does drastic change in macro-economic conditioggrégate shocks) directly in-
fluence parental time allocation adjustments?
* Are Russian children more likely to lose out or é@nfrom increased parental care

and attention?

Drawing on our theoretical framework, we test theppsition that there are aggregate-
level shocks and changes to child-related welfaioigion, which can directly affect
the status quo of parental time allocations. Ifeade shocks to the economy, measured
through increases in the regional unemploymentaate decline in regional gross out-
put, are found to explain any change in human messuavailable to children, then this
will raise questions on whether regional and Igeaicies reach vulnerable families and

sufficiently protect them during the crisis. It@iill help us better understand patterns

% Data is in real terms (constant prices).
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of parental responses to macro-economic pressurésttee non-material resources

available to children during those times.

Reduced opportunity
Macro-Economic Oher priorities
ShOCk on time

Parental Time Allocation Scale
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Figure 6.1: The Effect of Macro-Economic Shock intie PTE Model

After the acute financial crisis of 1998, duringiefhRussia defaulted on its debt, seven
long years of economic boom and development brotightountry the status of a fast-
growing emerging economy. By 2008, Russia had dmliitk GDP and accumulated
extensive gold reserves. Poverty was declining ameimployment was at the lowest
level in a decade at 6.1% (FSSS, 2010). The origbealobal financial crisis seemed
to touch its economy only indirectly and in ear08 it continued to look ‘healthy’.
Yet in early 2009 the full scale of the economiavdturn became apparent: the sharp
decline of 7.9% in GDP in that year was one ofttiggiest in the world. Over the period
2007-2010 the risks of poverty for families withldhen increased due to there being
fewer protection mechanisms and higher labour maikks (Pishnyak, et al., 2011).
Some parents lost their jobs, some were forcedutadown their weekly work hours,
and others had to work more for the same moneya Ascession is a time of uncer-
tainty, many factors combine to influence the ptaleresponse. While we assert that in
the long run parents’ time allocations will tendlie at equilibrium between the de-
mands for their attention and care and the avalaédources, adverse changes in the
socio-economic environment can in the short rufft ghiorities away from children to

other emerging needs. This chapter is going tatesiproposition.
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The RLMS is a unique dataset which offers detaitddrmation on individual children
and their parents and provides structured panal fiain the middle of the recent great
recession. Although there have been a number cgrpagxamining the effects of this
recession on individual time allocation decisioB®émen & Stancenelli, 2008; Burda
& Hamermesh, 2009; Gimenez-Nadal & Molina, 2009;rMip et al., 2012), we are not
aware of studies that have focused on child-reléiteé allocation during this time.
Morrill et al. consider it alongside their main enest in spouses’ time together in the
US context (Morrill, et al., 2012). Ginja (2010)orporates child-focused time invest-
ment into the micro-economic framework of humanitzdpnvestment under income
shocks, but the data used exclude the years ofuhent recession and the study is
based on three US datasets. Our analysis seeksriplement these recent studies on
time use by connecting aggregate statistical dath® regional unemployment rate and
the RGP per heélito the individual child-level data in the RLMS. dfinctively, our
analysis also accounts for another institutionatdia— accessibility of childcare places
in the region — measured through the percentagditairen of a relevant age attending

any kind of publicly subsidised childcare facilgie

This chapter is structured as follows: we staripbynting to the considerable and un-
even impact of the recent recession on Russiasay by highlighting geographical

disparities in key social indicators. Then, we imgtlthe theoretical assumptions regard-
ing individual time allocation during aggregate ck®and, after presenting longitudinal
data and main measurements, draw attention to snds in individual time alloca-

tions among parents including formal and informakkv This leads us to the presenta-
tion and discussion of our empirical results. Hinave conclude by recapping the key

messages of the chapter.

27 . o . R . . . . .
RGP is an aggregate indicator of economic activity in the region, which measures production and services in

regard to final consumption. It is calculated at current prices (i.e. is nominal).
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6.1 Russia’s Response to the Global Recession of 2008-2009

The Key Features of the 2009 Recession in Russia

The Russian economy was largely transformed ovarlywéen years of continuous
growth from 2000 to 2008: the GDP per capita dodibleages tripled in real terms, and
unemployment and poverty fell (FSSS, 2010). It wasery different country from the
one which a decade before in 1998 had sufferecamatic financial crisis. But while
Russia was better prepared to face the crisis iiamy other emerging or developed
economies, the underlying structural weaknessespectlly the dependence on a sin-
gle commodity — made the aggregate shock facechéycountry particularly strong.
Experts note that a triple shock of declining aices, outflow of capital and foreign
investment, and a fall in industrial production tedhe dramatic fall in the real GDP of
7.9% in 2009 (Begetic, 2010). This, however, hadlatively mild effect on the labour
market and poverty primarily due to a timely goveamt response utilising direct trans-
fers to industries and an increase in social supggeneral unemployment rose less
than predicted to 8.8% at the end of 2009. Pouentyained relatively stable or even

slightly declined thanks to increased social trarssfgoing from 15% in 2007 to 13.4 %

Cwnamics of Real GDP, Industrial Froduction, Poverty
and Employment in Russia, 2004-2009
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Figure 6.2: Dynamics of Real GDP, Industrial Prodution, Poverty and
Employment in Russia 2004-2009 (Source: Begetic,121)
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in 2009.

Aggregate statistics can be very misleading, howedRassia is a federal state uniting
83 economically diverse and geographically dispensgions. Recession had a very
different impact in different places and structuragional inequalities were revealed

through constrained labour markets and economgnateon.

Regional Disparities in Output and Unemployment Rates

While average unemployment rates across Russia&&¥e in 2009, the variations be-
tween regions were striking: in some regions unegment did not exceed 2% and in
others it peaked at 25—-30%. On the whole, howdaethe end of 2009, 21 regions re-
corded unemployment rates of more than 10%. The &geas on the map in Figure 6.3
represent the regions with the lowest unemploymatas (including Moscow and St.

Petersburg), with the darkest being the highess gmeluding the North Caucuses re-
publics).
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TPAAMUHOHHE NP eanox edne palouns MecT SHAYNTENbLHO HIX & Npeanox enns pafoved cune: MHryw eTna 53,1%, YeveHcias
pecnybnuka —30.7%, vabapavno-Bankaporaa peonybnuea —20.1%.

LLeMTP MaKpo3KoHOMHYECKRX Meenefor anuni CHepBanra Pocenn, 2000

Figure 6.3: Unemployment Rate in October/November@9 (% economically
active populationy®

28 Source: Center of Macroeconomic Analysis, SbertRik2009
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Meanwhile, the situation in the RGP rate in 2008gexd from a fall of 10.8% in the
Central Region or 8% in the Ural region to modemgtawth of 1.6% in the Far East
Regions compared to 2008 (FSSS, 2010). It is waoting though that, despite the fall,
the RGP per head in the Central Region was st B&yher than the average in Russia
and in the Ural region it was 59% higher. In 200, index of economic inequality be-
tween Russian regions estimated based on the Geffi@ent was almost 0.4 points

(Zubarev, 2010) despite continuous federal trassfer

Hidden Unemployment and Earnings

While not as dramatic as the economic crisis 08199 recession of 2009 affected the
general economic climate in all Russian cities. sy, the effects were neither homo-
geneous nor unidirectional across regions. Amoegbst affected regions were those
which were already economically depressed bef@edbession and which had a strong
tendency for ‘hidden unemployment’ — with 6—8% lo¢ tworking population being on
unpaid administrative leave. Earnings here felabynuch as 17%. Although they faced
a slow recovery, even in these most recessioregions the average earnings recov-
ered relatively quickly to reach pre-crisis levigldate 2010. Another group of regions
depends on mono industries. The recession hit reicularly hard and their drop in
production, rise of unemployment and fall in eagsinvas the highest in the country: by
the end of 2008 the regional GDP fell by 25-40%ame areas. Hidden unemployment
had grown by 6-9% at the beginning of 2009 as npaople worked a reduced work-
ing week or were sent on unpaid leave. Other rexbriegative employment practices
during this recession included reductions in officand informal wages, in employer
provided benefits, non-payment of bonuses, delagh wayments, etc. (Gorina &
Zubarevich, 2011). Megacities such as Moscow an®&ersburg were also highly af-
fected by the crisis, especially in the areas olkbey services, construction and retail.
The metropolitan cities, however, recovered muslefathan other areas. In 2010, aver-

age earnings in Moscow had already grown by 10%pewed to the pre-crisis period.

It is important to note that among the regions i lowest unemployment and lowest

fall in real wages were those with the weakest enoa development, such as the North
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Caucuses Republics, the Altai Republic, etc. Tlasaas for this were their relative iso-
lation from the global markets, and thus low sevisjt to external shocks. Federal
transfers also made it possible for such regionadiease average population earnings
in 2010. Finally, the regions of the Far East wae® relatively unaffected by the crisis
due to the specifics of their industries and theitter adaptive capacity. Experts note
that these regions almost entirely avoided thetimes of hidden unemployment. All
this points towards very different trajectoriespossible household and individual re-

sponse to this macro-economic shock and cauticasstgany generalised assumptions.

Effects on Families with Children

A recent analysis based on a representative holtsetiwey in Russia (Pishnyak, et al.,
2011) found that while some families (for examplese with pre-school and school
children) felt the pain of the recession due to mhigher consumer prices and stagnat-
ing earnings, others (such as those families viighyioungest children) improved their
material position due to mothers’ re-entry into théour market. The same study
showed that families with children relied on theacial network to smooth their con-
sumption: the share of families with one child reicey an inter-family transfer in-
creased by 7.4% and with two children by 14.1%.sEhamilies also changed their fi-
nancial strategy of taking loans and savings méendhan childless families. Gener-
ally, the effectiveness of the government antiisrigansfers on the welfare of families
with children was limited and, as was noted by @n¢ UNICEF report, its main pur-
pose was to support the failing industries andf@utive domestic production rather

than protect individual incomes (IISP & UNICEF, 201

6.2 Analytical Framework and Hypotheses

Utilising our general theoretical model of PTE undeonomic stress we relax the as-
sumption on the stability of the macro socio-ecomoanvironment and institutional
provision for children. We know that policies arteteconomy constantly influence

parents’ behaviour indirectly (for example, throdghour markets). While examining
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these mediating channels we also want to test dggmegate shock can directly lead to

a loss of equilibrium in terms of parental timeoadltion.

An external macro-economic shock such as a reaessio affect individuals and fami-
lies through three different channels: falling wage a falling rate in wage growth,
their own unemployment, and loss of value in tlasets and earnings due to inflation
(Edwards, 2011). The channels can be idiosyncoatrelated to aggregate factors: los-
ing a job by an individual or living in areas witigh unemployment — ‘unemployment
of others’ (Gimenez-Nadal & Molina, 2009). At time$ buoyant growth and steady
increases in wages, the rise in the shadow pri¢emef provides more incentive to buy
commodities in the market than to produce themoahéh In the case of childcare, it
means there is more of an incentive to pay forraary placement, a private nanny, or a
math tutor, etc. In contrast, during a declinedgoremic activity when wages are falling
or stagnate, the opportunity cost of the time neglfor home production is reduced.
This makes it more efficient for individuals to duae time-intensive commaodities at
home. Russia’s subsistence agriculture for own wwoipsion during the transition is a

well-recorded example of such behaviour (Grona0620

Since economic downturnare times when household production is unusuaflgieft
relative to production of market goddslall, 1997), one can expect that the time spent
on home production, leisure, and childcare varedh& opportunity cost of time —
namely wages — changes. However, the magnitudelieextion of change during cycli-
cal economic fluctuations is ambiguous due to tifigetiing effects of substitution and

income effects.

We will illustrate this with respect to childcark.during a recession the economic
slowdown affects wages for all those employed i itiarket (employers do not give
pay raises, bonuses, work hours are reduced ahdhein total compensation, inflation
erodes the value of savings and earnings, etcrgnfs can cut back on market-
purchased time for children (child care, extracudar activities, etc.), thus substituting
it with their own time in looking after children.n& greater the degree of substitution

between time-intensive and goods-intensive comrgslithe more likely this is to hap-
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pen. For example, some childcare activities haveweer degree of substitution than
others: for example, breastfeeding is more diffidol substitute than supervising a
child’s play. This implies that mothers with babiegyht have a lower incentive (elas-
ticity) for substitution with market-produced seax@s than mothers with older children,

all else being equal.

Macro-economic changes — including pessimistic gomes expectations — can also im-
pose a downward income effect. Parents can feelsgvoff’ in the current economic
climate and, as a part of their coping strategy peck on activities which require com-
plementary goods or those that require a monetamfribution. Leisure with children is
a likely candidate, with acts such as going todinema or theatre with children, visit-
ing public places with leisure facilities becomilegs of an option because they entail
giving in to a child’s requests to buy merchandisehave a ride, etc. Some research
indicates that low-income parents might be mordined to stay home and engage in
low-cost activities within the family (Evans & MagoR012). In other words, parents
might reduce the activities in which money is gouin(Guryan, et al., 2008). In general,
the income effect might be relatively more impottan income-constrained families

(Ferreira & Shady, 2008).

Substitution and the income effect push in oppaditections and the final effect is am-
biguous: child-related activities might increasehé substitution effect dominates or
decrease if the income effect dominates. Abovetladke are often too many competing
demands and family needs over this period of tivteéch might be of a higher priority
than child-focused activities. These include wogkionger hours, supporting current
consumption with extra work on the allotment, atead having some extra sleep. Lei-
sure will yield more personal utility and therefaran seriously compete with home
production needs. For example, Burda and Hammen{@308) and Gimenz-Nadal
(2009), using ATUR and Spanish time diary datag timat job loss leads to an increase
in leisure activity rather than in home producti@ronau (2006), based on RLMS data,
finds a 10% increase in individuals’ free time ingRia over the pre- and recessionary

period 1994-1998. The ambiguity of the individuedponse to aggregate shocks is also
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reinforced by the heterogeneity of the economicaoctpf a recession across different

localities and regions, as was discussed earligrisnchapter.

It is not unreasonable to expect that aggregateauir stress and/or the falling wages
in the family will have an asymmetric effect on mmets’ and fathers’ time allocation
decisions. According to the theory, this is prirtyaexplained by their different attach-
ments to the labour market. However, the time ddjast paths can be non-linear.
Women can attach a different value to leisure dnldicare duties to those perceived by
men. So, a mother’s leisure or even childcare two@mitment might simply be less
elastic than a father’s. Morrill et al. (2012) fitltat changes in the amount of time par-
ents spend with children are very different betwe®thers and fathers. According to
this study, mothers’ time remains practically ftater a period of high and low unem-
ployment spells in the corresponding US state, witly a slight dip when the unem-
ployment rate is very high (8-10%). Meanwhile, théa's time on enriching activities
with children is increasing as US state unemployimates increase, albeit as a very
small increase of about 5%. Our expectation is thatfather’'s time will not increase
dramatically due to the embedded cultural expemtatif the father in the breadwinner
role in Russia. That said, the mother’s care arsdite time might depend on the age of
the child and corresponding availability for emptnt; a recession could stimulate her
re-entering the labour market and this can havevamall effect on her time with her

children.

A recession is also a time when families’ reliaocetheir network or ‘granny’s safety

net’ might increase. Young parents or single matherRussia can move in with their
parents (Lokshin & Ravallion, 2000) or delay estbhg their own households not
only to cut the cost of housing but often more im@atly to secure reliable childcare
arrangements. Parents who can rely on a grandfmm@nother family member’s help

might be more flexible in their work arrangemertisjng better able to put in extra
hours or engage in other income-generating aas/itOur empirical analysis presented
in chapters 4 and 5 indicates that Russian parehtextensively on the help of elder

siblings when those are present (aged 15 plusyeidre, we can expect that the avail-
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ability of a family safety net plays some role mrgnts’ adjustment of child-related con-

tributions during the recession.

Parents’ time allocation during an aggregate shwmak be particular sensitive to the
changes in formal childcare provision. We saw ira@hbr 5 that Russian families’ reli-
ance on formal provision of childcare is still tetaly high, especially at pre-school age
(i.,e. 3-6). In that chapter we also discussed tiaepsdecline in pre-school provision in
Russia over the period of economic transition,iplytdue to demographic trends. Fur-
ther reforms of fiscal decentralisation of pre-smhand school education to the local
governments, which were conducted in the early 80l to greater variations in the
amount and quality of care available in differeagions. A particular problem at the
regional level is the constrained supply which ltssim significant waits for places, es-
pecially for nurseries. According to a study by tHegher School of Economics
(Abankina, et al., 2011) 1.5 million children araiting for a place in Russia today. In-
creased inequality of access to pre-school plaessdon the type of settlement and
family income has been one of the key negativedsean Russia over the last decade

(Taratukhina, et al., 2006).

The availability of pre-school institutions in tinegion is influenced by many factors.
One of them is the transfer of responsibility floeit financing to the local budget level.
The great variation in the revenue base of locatioipal and regional administrations
inevitably creates variations in the number of pplfunded places (Taratukhina, et
al., 2006). However, based on our data and sartipecorrelation between regional
pre-school availability and RGP is extremely smalhich does not support the hy-
pothesis that economic development of the arelaeisrtain driving force of variations.
Another factor that influences the supply of praesd facilities in the region is the de-
mand for places driven by the demographic situaftidre current deficit of places in
many areas indicates that, on average, demandipststipply. Finally, the priority that
the local government gives to the policies targetedtamilies with children and/or to

education policies does play a role. It is possthbg this variable reflects the overall
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‘family friendliness’ of the local policy environméand the level of attention given to

educational polic¥ in particular.

Although the supply of pre-school places cannoti@nged overnight, constraints on
public finances during a recession due to increaseihl transfer§ and altered priori-

ties in public spending can mean that provisionshiidcare and pre-school education
can change direction. As the decision-making paeegevolved to the local levels,
changes in access to childcare and pre-schoolgioovcan also reflect the level of con-

cern about pre-school and educational policiebeélacal government.

The availability of childcare places can influerga@ents’ decisions on their own time
allocations of care, as it can restrict especidlé/mother’s ability to re-enter the labour
market. Therefore, within the macro framework attbhapter, we believe it is very

important to control for the change in this indtd@gnal factor.

The magnitude and expected duration of the crigsimmportant (Ferreira & Shady,
2008). When the recession is short and is followe@ robust recovery, the aggregate
demand in the economy does not fall as much asiglariprolonged and greater fall in
GDP and an unstable recovery. This means that sehoid’s anticipations of recovery
and reallocation of time under a short-term ma@maemic crisis will be very different
from a lasting economic stagnation. Most of thatkeh empirical data on the recent ag-
gregate shocks and time allocation comes from tBewhere the great recession had a
huge impact on the labour market and where theseben a very slow recovery.
Meanwhile, Russia experienced a very different eotn pattern: a sharp decline in
production but a relatively quick recovery to pogtgrowth, which might lead to
households and individuals retaining their positiwg#look and as a result not changing

their behaviour that dramatically.

? The Constitution of the Russian Federation and_the of Education guarantees the general accessibil
ity and free provision of pre-school education.-Behool provision is regulated by the Education Law
and considered an integrated part of the continedusation system.

30 An exception is unemployment benefits, which cdroen the federal budgets.
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Overall, the challenge to analyse counter forcepdarental time allocation decisions
during a recession is to account for the fact thatwe noted earlier, more than one
channel can affect an individual and a family (Ed¥ga 2011), including the life-cycle
dynamics of the particular family (Jacoby & Skosfid997). This idea was summarised
in Gronau’s lessons gleaned from examining Russiaie allocation decisions at the
time of the financial crises in 1994-1996 and 198806, p. 29): A recession is a pe-
riod of increasing diversity — some people are haraffected and others have to go
through major changes in their lifestyl&ronau stresses the multiple processes which
take place in the formal market and at home dutfiegbusiness cycle. The complexity
is not just in the different responses by men andhen or by the employed and unem-
ployed, but in underlying individual expectatiopgrceptions or other unobserved fac-
tors. The approach we take in testing the hetemigenf parental response under this
complexity is through a disaggregated analysis itfigrént sub-groups of children and
control for unobserved and static-in-time charasties through a fixed effects regres-

sion.

6.3 Data and Measurements

Panel Data

This chapter takes advantage of the longitudintlreaof the individual time use data
from the RLMS. As discussed in Chapter 3, the mesént RLMS rounds provide a
comprehensive dataset for longitudinal analysis.k&fet an unbalanced panel to avoid
selection bias since the chosen regression is aignosttrition. In this chapter, in addi-
tion to parents’ responses on child-related tinhecation we also investigate the trends
in their time devoted to house work, commuting, ahaly. This data provides a useful

background for examining our key questions on pgaftéime during a recession.

Our key dependent variables are mothers’ and faithiere on childcare and leisure ac-
tivities with children on an average day within tast 30 days. Following the hypothe-
sis of heterogeneous response to macro-econonaissstwe disaggregate the effects

into sub-samples of children by four age group2(®—6, 7-10, 11-14), number of
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siblings in the family, parents’ employment staansl education, by family composition
(full or single-parent households), by the typeeitlement (rural, urban and metropoli-
tan areas), by poverty status and by the preseingeandparents and elder siblings in
the household. The sub-samples chosen reflectreliffdevels of demand for care as

well as different available resources at the tirharmaggregate shock.

Measurements

For our key predictor variable, we chose RussR@P per headindregional unem-
ployment ratess indicators of economic change during the rémessd immediately
before. RGP is an indicator measuring the grossevatided in economic activity at the
regional level (FSSS, 2010). It corresponds to GDPexcludes some collective items
such as public provision or the military. It is appropriate instrument to capture the
macro changes in the economy independently of iddal behaviourRGP per head
(annual aggregated measure) is a continuous variapresented in nominal prices in
1,000 Roubles. An alternative measure is the regionemploymentate — a continu-
ous variable representing officially reported unéygment in 38 regions (with the an-
nual figure in percentages). All macro-economicadabs taken from the Russian Na-
tional Statistical Database for the correspondiegry and linked to the regions where
the children in our sample live. Specifically, tiiacro statistics were merged with our
individual child data file through regional andesitentifiers. All macro statistics used
in our analysis are averages over a 12-month pefidde corresponding year so as to

minimise sampling errors resulting from short-teand seasonal fluctuations.

RGP is highly (negatively) correlated with regionakemployment levels. The former is
a more inclusive indicator as it captures the @fianemployment as well as the hidden
one, since it is the driving force for both. Indlgense, it might be a better indicator of
an overall slide in economic activity in the Russragions. At the same time, the un-
employment rate taken at the aggregate (stategayrréevel) has been used as a meas-
ure by other recent studies of macro-level shoaksnadlividual time use (Burda &
Hamermesh, 2009; Gimenez-Nadal & Molina, 2009; Aguket al., 2011; Edwards,
2011; Morrill, et al., 2012). We will use regionatemployment and GDP as two alter-
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native measures and will test them in separate lmodaother regional-level indicator
introduced in the model is thaccess to pre-school provision in the regidimis con-
tinuous variable was also imported from the Nati®tatistical Database. It is the cov-
erage of children with pre-school places, measasged share of children of correspond-
ing age (1-6) attending any kind of publicly sulsed childcare facilities. The data is
based on demographic numbers corrected to the nuohlohildren aged 5-6 studying

at school. We use statistics disaggregated toetffiemal level.

We control for a number of time-variant individusd household characteristics that
we presented in the previous chapters: age of lild, amumber of siblings, parents’
work status, being in poverty (a generic currenigpty status based on the RLMS’s
constructed variable), total hours of received mwkchildcare and the living space per
head. In the full model on mother's time, we alsalude mother’'s level of self-
efficacy, i.e. her self-perceived respect from ath&his is a time-variant indicator
which showed significant influence in explainingiations between children in earlier
chapters. Finally, in order to control for any usetved factors related to the events of

that year we include year dummis.

6.4 Descriptive Analysis: Trends in Parents’ Time Use, 2007-2009

Parents’ Labour Market Participation and Child-Focused Time Allocations

The analysis in Chapter 4 confirmed the importan€eparents’ (particularly the
mother’s) labour market attachment on child-relatete allocations. Here we look at
the average trends in the incidence and extenbthf parents’ labour market participa-

tion over the pre-recession and recession years.

Table 6.1 shows mothers’ participation (‘incidende’different activities and the aver-
age hours spent on this activity over the studieary. Mothers’ participation in the la-
bour market on average remained unchanged. Howthesigverage working hours of

those mothers who did work decreased from 8.80744 Bours between 2007 and 2008,

31 We do not need to control for regional effects thuthe time-invariant nature of our sample.
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and then further declined by almost 2% in 2009.4Y $ours. This might point towards
hidden unemployment or simply reduced working hooesng imposed by the em-

ployer.

Fathers’ average participation in the labour ma(Ketble 6.2) steadily declined over
the years from 88% in 2007 to 86% in 2009. Theingenemployment among fathers is
not as dramatic as official figures suggest, butiis in line with the general trend for
all men. Fathers’ work hours seem to rise befoeedtises, peaking at 9.78 hours in
2008, but then declining, practically to 2007 lewel 9.4 hours. The observed fluctua-
tions in formal market work are also in line witkettrend registered by official national
statistics on the mean hours of working men. Theseased by about 1% in 2008 and
then declined by approximately the same amoun0G9ZFSSS, 2010). The magnitude
is also not directly comparable due to the fact tha look only at fathers and not all
male individuals. Higher fluctuations in fathershployment status compared to moth-
ers’ can be explained by the occupational diffeesnenothers more often work in pub-
lic sector or services that are more protected frecession, while fathers are more en-
gaged in manufacturing and other productions sévéiie by a recessioi (OECD,
2011).

While parents’ formal work remained stable or deati during this period, parents’
contribution to child-related activities on averagereased for both parents over 2007
to 2008 but then shows a slight dip in the recesgmar of 2009. Between 2007 and
2008, a mother’s average total child-related tihecation marginally increased from
4.9 to 5 hours (Table 6.1). This can partially kplained by demographic trends: there
were 158 additional babies in our sample in 2008amng more children were born
than reached their fourth birthday. This is reféectn mothers’ increased level of inci-
dence (new entries of 4% in play and 5% in cam)hk recession year of 2009, the
situation changes: despite 121 additional babiesgbadded to the sample, and in-
creased incidences of 2% and 3% respectively, theage input of those mothers who

did engage in activities declined by 4.5% in plag 8.9% in care.

32 \We will elaborate on the gender characteristicar&fmployment during a recession in Russia in Chap-
ter 7.
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Table 6.1: Mother’s Time Allocation, 2007—-2009

2007 2008 2009
Mean of all Participation Mean of |Mean ofall Participation Meanof |Mean ofall Participation Mean of

Activity sample Rate participated| sample Rate participated| sample Rate participated
Total market work

Market work 5.36 62.8% 8.80 5.26 63.0% 8.74 5.23 62.7% 8.58

Commuting 0.01 53.4% 0.02 0.01 54.5% 0.01 0.01 55.4% 0.01
Child focused time

Play/leisure 2.35 83.8% 2.85 2.50 87.5% 2.90 247 89.8% 2.77

Child care 1.47 74.0% 2.05 1.60 78.7% 2.07 1.61 82.3% 1.99
Work at home

Washing dishes 041 94.4% 0.43 041 94.9% 043 0.41 96.2% 0.42

Food purchase 0.69 92.6% 0.74 0.70 93.1% 0.75 0.69 94.6% 0.73

Cooking 1.38 94.7% 1.46 1.35 94.3% 1.43 1.34 95.9% 1.40

Laundry 1.01 91.7% 1.10 0.95 91.6% 1.04 093 93.1% 1.00

Cleaning the house 0.84 92.6% 0.91 0.85 93.8% 0.90 0.84 94.9% 0.89

Gardening/Allotment 0.14 10.7% 1.30 0.11 6.6% 1.60 0.22 14.9% 1.47
Support of relatives

Helped elderly parents 0.08 6.4% 133 0.09 5.8% 1.55 0.09 7.2% 1.31

Helped older children 0.14 13.2% 1.09 0.15 14.2% 1.03 0.15 15.1% 1.02

Helped grandparents 0.03 2.1% 1.53 0.02 1.8% 1.40 0.02 1.6% 1.19

The incidence of fathers’ participation (Table 6i@)ows the mothers’ trajectory with

changes on average quite small in absolute terinsdmiparable to mothers’ in relative
terms: in 2008, fathers’ play time increased byadtm.9% (from 1.64 to 1.72 hours)
and care time by 6.5% (from 1.08 to 1.15 hours)weleer, in 2009 the trend reversed:
play and care time decreased by 3.5% (to 1.66 hamd 4.3% (to 1.10 hours) respec-

tively.
. 1 N N
Table 6.2: Father’s Time Allocationon an Average Day, 2007-2009
2007 2008 2009
Mean of all Participation Mean of |Mean of all Participation Mean of |Mean of all Participation Mean of

Activity sample Rate participated| sample Rate participated| sample Rate participate
Total market work

Market work 7.74 88.5% 9.33 8.08 86.8% 9.78 7.78 86.1% 9.40

Commuting 0.01 77.3% 0.02 0.01 79.6% 0.02 0.01 79.0% 0.02
Child focused time

Play/leisure 1.30 80.6% 1.64 1.43 83.9% 1.72 138 84.0% 1.66

Child care 0.44 42.8% 1.08 0.55 49.3% 1.15 0.53 49.9% 1.10
Work at home

Washing dishes 0.10 41.4% 0.23 0.09 39.4% 0.23 0.09 39.2% 0.24

Food purchase 0.32 61.1% 0.53 0.33 63.4% 0.52 0.33 62.2% 0.53

Cooking 0.22 30.3% 0.73 0.20 29.5% 0.69 0.21 29.5% 0.72

Laundry 0.06 12.2% 0.51 0.05 10.7% 0.44 0.05 10.9% 0.42

Cleaning the house 0.12 27.1% 0.44 0.13 28.4% 0.45 0.13 27.7% 0.46

Gardening/Allotment 0.21 15.5% 137 0.20 13.4% 1.50 0.31 22.2% 1.39
Support of relatives

Helped elderly parents 0.12 11.6% 1.04 0.16 13.3% 1.22 0.13 11.8% 1.08

Helped older children 0.05 6.1% 0.74 0.06 6.4% 0.88 0.06 6.8% 0.82

Helped grandparents 0.02 2.7% 0.80 0.02 2.4% 0.98 0.01 2.2% 0.63
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The largest change in mothers’ other time allocativer the period was mothers’ hours
spent on an allotment. The time spent on an allotnmereased by 23% in 2008 only to
fall by 8% in 2009. At the same time, we see thatihcidence of mothers’ participa-
tion in this activity increased dramatically frond8to 18%, which suggests that for
those this was a new activity for spent fewer hanst than those who traditionally

engaged in subsistence agriculture, thereby logdha average.

Other large changes happened in the category figelptihers’, which includes elderly
parents living separately, older children, and dpaments (albeit with low incidence).
Here the rate of change for mothers’ and fathémse ranges from 15% to 22%, with a
similar trajectory as in the child-related timeoaktions. Time devoted to care of other
family members might be related to the distancenfighere the elderly relatives live
and to their ages. About 13% of fathers and 6% athers from our sample were help-
ing their separately living elderly parents in 2088 the average incidence of this

changed very little over the years.

Play and Care Time by Regional Economic Indicators

The next step is to examine the association betwsemegional macro-economic cli-
mate and parental time allocation decisions. Figudeand Figure 6.5 present mothers’
and fathers’ time by regional unemployment rate RGP per capita. Overall, we see a
noticeable disparity between children who live neas with very low unemployment
rates and/or high RGP and the rest of the sampies. Variation between the groups

seems to widen over the recession period.

Children living in areas with very low unemploymeates are noticeably better off in
terms of total parental attention compared to #ieo groups (Figure 6.4). This is true
for attention and care received from either pareat.example, the mean mothers’ play
time with children in this group is 3.2 hours, vehih other groups it ranges from 2.7 to
2.9 hours, a difference of around 0.4 hours (basethe pooled sample). The disparity

between the groups of children living in areas wittv unemployment to those who
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live in less economically prosperous regions wagelain 2009 than in the previous

years.

Mother's play and care time by regional unemployment Father's play and care time by regional unemployment
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Figure 6.4: Parental Time Received by Children by Agregate Regional
Unemployment Levels
Figure 6.5 represents the distribution by regie@w@nomic development — RGP — and
shows a similar association but a more linear @sgjon: parental time seems to in-
crease with higher levels of RGP. Children in tighlbst RGP group receive on average
across all years one hour more play time from thether than children in the lowest
RGP group. The trend is similar for care time, the gap is much smaller (about 0.4
hours). Father’s play and care time input has alainrend in the pooled sample of
children but when broken down by year shows a chasfgdirection or strategies in
2008 and 2009, with the trend no longer observed\ddly. Nevertheless, the group of
children living in areas with the highest RGP sgiteive noticeably more time from the

father than any other group of children.
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Figure 6.5: Parental Time Received by Children by Agregate RGP Per Capita
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On the one hand, the reasons for such dispariissdoon the level of macro-economic
development can relate to the fact that areas lgth economic growth and low unem-
ployment are those that have a higher concentratiavell-educated and active work-
ers, implying that children living there are likety have professionally educated, moti-
vated and engaged parents. Indeed, the metropaiii@s of Moscow and St. Peters-
burg and their sphere of influence are represemétie groups of the lowest unem-
ployment and highest RGP. On the other hand, betmomic indicators in those areas
can also mean favourable structural conditionduding better infrastructure for leisure
and recreation (parks, sport facilities, etc.)tdredccess to information networks related
to child development and parenting, etc. For examplider access to the internet
means an opportunity to receive information andstmial networking with other moth-
ers. This might facilitate parental practices mgkiisure with children more desirable

and achievable by parents.

Overall, our preliminary examination of the datdigates that between years 2008 and
2009 parental time contributions in both play aadeadeclined while most of the other
home production activities remained relatively Balr — in the case of working on the
allotment — increased. We also see that, on avechgdren living in prosperous areas
with high economic output and low unemployment nezanarkedly higher parental
human investments than children from other arelsrdlis a clear progression in the
level of mothers’ total time contribution and tlexél of overall economic development

in the region.

6.5 Empirical Results

We present the result of fixed effects regressbased on the full model as well as sub-
samples of children. The effects on change in miethiene are presented in Table 6.3.
The effects on changes in fathers’ time are shawhable 6.6. We tested the effects of
RGP and regional unemployment rates in alternatieelels. The results on these indi-
cators are not always consistent across paremss yf activities and within some sub-

groups. This suggests that they are likely to measifferent things: RGP reflects a
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more general economic climate including inflatiohil the unemployment rate could

reflect how hard the formal labour market is aféecin the area.

Leisure Activities

Mothers’ Time

We find no clear effects from the recession on mthleisure activities in the full
sample of children. We do, however, observe a ahangnothers’ leisure time with
children due to aggregate shocks among kindergagderchildren, children with work-

ing mothers, and those in poverty, holding othetdiss constant.

Table 6.3: Effects of Regional Unemployment and RGPer Head on Mothers’

Time in Play
PLAY TIME Mother
Obser- Number

vations of children Unemp. Rate R? RGP R?
Full Sample 4,377 2,258 -0.06704 (0.03549) 0.15 0.00073 (0.00258) 0.15
Age Group Baby 1,036 694 -0.14818 (0.09927) 0.23 0.00152 (0.00357) 0.22
Kindergarden 1,448 858 -0.22231*(0.07431) 0.12 0.00331*(0.00112) 0.11
Primary School 1,189 726 0.12280 (0.08209) 0.08 0.00021 (0.00209) 0.07
Secondary School 834 557 0.05927 (0.13717) 0.12 -0.00440* (0.00168) 0.13
Work Status  Working 2,702 1,540 -0.08880** (0.02476) 0.04 0.00115 (0.00254) 0.04
Not Working 1,675 1,126 -0.13747 (0.13097) 0.06 0.00159 (0.00165) 0.05
Professional  Yes 3,635 1,866 -0.05692 (0.03147) 0.16 0.00213(0.00237) 0.16
Education No 742 466 -0.15394 (0.11545) 0.21 0.00108 (0.00625) 0.20
Siblings No Siblings 2,249 1,192 -0.13880 (0.08482) 0.16 0.00083 (0.00191) 0.15
Siblings 2,128 1,133 0.00192 (0.07477) 0.15 0.00119 (0.00473) 0.15
Spouse In Household 3,596 1,884 -0.03153 (0.04259) 0.17 -0.00124 (0.00300) 0.17
Not In Household 781 466 -0.12789 (0.10173) 0.08 0.00949* (0.00301) 0.09
Settlement Rural 961 593 -0.11254 (0.13544) 0.23 0.02383 (0.01189) 0.24
Urban 2,956 1,594 -0.01715 (0.05962) 0.16 0.01049 (0.00779) 0.16
Metropolitan 460 240 -0.99969 (0.43343) 0.17 -0.00550 (0.00201) 0.17
Poverty In Poverty 365 302 -0.52568*** (0.07066) 0.65 0.04008 (0.02657) 0.60
Not In Poverty 4,012 2,133 -0.00087 (0.03432) 0.14 -0.00070 (0.00246) 0.14
Elder Siblings In Household 420 243 0.01223 (0.13409) 0.21 0.01096 (0.00782) 0.22
Not In Household | 3,957 2,041 -0.07630 (0.03555) 0.16 0.00104 (0.00236) 0.16
Grandparents In Household 1,143 636 -0.05891 (0.07909) 0.16 -0.00179 (0.00203) 0.17
Not In Household | 3,234 1,698 -0.04313 (0.05433) 0.16 0.00210 (0.00389) 0.16

Specifically, we find that a 1% increase in regiomaemployment decreases mothers’
play time in the group of children aged 3—6 by Gh®2irs (13 minutes), controlling for
the interaction between change in unemploymentaiatiethe mother’s work status. The
magnitude of the effect is seemingly small. Howefewe relate this to the conditions

of 2009 where average regional unemployment baseouo sample increased by 2%
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and in the most affected areas by 4.5%, we cancexpgeaverage a more substantial
reduction of 24 minutes per day in that year anthéareas most hit by the recession of
54 minutes. The effect of RGP in this sub-grougtufdren is consistent with the un-
employment rate. It is possible that — as childoénhis age start school — the focus
switches to the child’s learning rather than play this age group, and when it coin-
cides with an economic downturn this entails changethe mother’'s time allocation

priorities.

The second affected group is children with workingthers. At close to 60% of the to-
tal, this is a relatively large sub-sample of cteld A 1% increase in the regional un-
employment rate decreases working mothers’ leisare with children by 0.09 h. (5.4
minutes) or by 11 minutes on average in 2009. Changegional economic output is
not statistically significant for this sub-group.ovking mothers are likely to feel the
changes directly through their attachment to theua market, i.e. through changes in

their working conditions or redundancies amongrtbelleagues.

The effect of regional macro-economic activity (R@Rs a statistically significant ef-
fect on single mothers’ leisure time with theirldhén. As macro-economic conditions
worsen (i.e. regional output falls), these childvéh spend less leisure time with their
mother: a 10,000 Rouble reduction in RGP predi@s-aninute reduction in play time.

In this sense, single mothers’ response to maasaaguic conditions is pro-cyclical.

The most important finding on mothers’ leisure timi¢gh children relates to children in
households below the absolute poverty line. Thisgup of children is strikingly dif-
ferent to other groups in terms of mothers’ respamess to the regional unemploy-
ment rate. With a high degree of confidence wesanthat, for them, a 1% increase in
the regional unemployment rate reduces mothersuteitime with children by 0.52 h.
(31 minutes), while in the other groups we see asistent change, controlling for all
other factors. In accordance with our previousnestes, this would translate into a pre-
dicted reduction of one hour in 2009 and in the nadfected areas to more than two

hours.
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The link between general labour market conditiond #e individual behaviour of
mothers in poor households is mediated by thesichthent to the labour market (Table

6.4).

Table 6.4: Mothers’ Play Time as a Function of Reginal Unemployment under

Poverty
VARIABLES coefficient (std error)
Regional Unemployment -0.52568*** (0.07066)
Interaction between regional unemployment and work status 0.28518** (0.06508)
Babies 0.60441 (0.26466)
Pre-Schoolers -0.37976 (0.49557)
Secondary Schoolers -0.18213 (0.92088)
Number of siblings 0.55966 (1.23781)
Hours of external care per day -0.00208 (0.02610)
Mother's work status -4.41978%* (1.37180)
Self-reported respect received from others 0.22853 (0.12724)
Living space per head -0.04377 (0.04695)
Rural settlement 0.63450* (0.26693)
Regional pre-school provision 0.07591** (0.01984)
Year dummy 2008 -0.01032 (0.46803)
Year dummy 2009 0.14790 (0.33365)
Number of observations 365
Number of children 302
R-squared 0.65059

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

The interaction term between a mother’'s work status regional unemployment is a
meaningful predictor here, with regional unemplopieetaining its significance and
magnitude. This means that work status has a minigraffect and there is a link be-
tween the unemployment rate in general and a mistbem employment. Both work-
ing and non-working mothers in low-income housebddde likely to decrease their
play time with children but the magnitude is lar§@r non-working mothers. Working
mothers in poor households decrease their time etitldren by 4.4 h. (4 hours 24 min-
utes) compared to the non-working ones. Also theraation between work status and
regional unemployment shows that while for unemetbynothers we observe a 0.52 h.
(31 minute) decrease in leisure time per 1% changenemployment, for employed
mothers this is only a 15-minute decrease (-0.52h28h = -0.24h). This supports our

assumption that the transmission path through wttiehregional unemployment rate
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influences time allocation works through the concefrthe mother about her own pos-

sible or actual employment. We will expand on thighe next chapter.

From the cross-sectional analysis presented ineeathapters we know that mothers’
self-efficacy as measured through self-perceivageet influences time allocations in
regard to children. Therefore, we included thisialale as a time-variant control. We
find that change in the mother’s self-ranking ofgeéved respect affects her leisure
time with her children. This is observed in thd fubdel as well as in most sub-groups,
although not in the sub-group of children in poyeA closer look at the data shows
that a mother’s perception of her respectabilityctilated over the pre-recession and
recession years but there is an emerging trendiverage, fewer mothers marked the
four highest ranks of respect and more the lowesan a nine-point scale during 2008
and 2009 compared to 2007. For mothers in povether indicators of stress might be

more telling. This is something we will explorether in our next chapter.
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Father’s time

Table 6.5: Effects of Regional Unemployment and RGPer Head onFathers’

Time in Play
PLAY TIME Father
Obser-  Number of
vations children Unemp. Rate R? GDP R?

Full Sample 3,560 1,834 0.00322 (0.04536) 0.03 0.00034 (0.00099) 0.03
Age Group  Baby 910 604 0.05754 (0.06780) 0.04 0.00187 (0.00385)  0.03
Kindergarden 1,134 683 -0.00397 (0.06156) 0.04 -0.00078 (0.00289) 0.04
Primary School 909 557 -0.03621 (0.09408) 0.04 -0.00070 (0.00208) 0.04
Secondary School | 607 408 0.07902 (0.10457) 0.13  0.00202 (0.00181)  0.13
Work Status  Working 3,214 1,717 -0.04232* (0.01305) 0.04 0.00038 (0.00098) 0.04
Not Working 346 278 -0.10989 (0.09487) 0.16  0.00207 (0.00288)  0.15
Professional  Yes 2,984 1,572 0.01874 (0.04564) 0.04 0.00062 (0.00119) 0.04
Education  No 576 361 -0.10971 (0.09714) 0.07 0.00495** (0.00134) 0.09
Siblings No Siblings 1,674 895 0.07921 (0.05022) 0.04 -0.00467* (0.00140) 0.04
Siblings 1,886 1,003 -0.04276 (0.06536) 0.05 0.00396* (0.00133) 0.06
Spouse In Household 3,509 1,809 0.00453 (0.04629) 0.03 0.00052 (0.00112) 0.03
Not In Household 51 31 3.07541* (1.15545) 0.94 -0.43214*(0.17259) 0.93
Settlement Rural 783 491 -0.04712 (0.08805) 0.10 -0.00158 (0.01297) 0.10
Urban 2,429 1,307 0.08225 (0.07057) 0.03 -0.00851 (0.00566) 0.03
Metropolitan 348 185 -2.52507* (0.14870) 0.19 -0.00684 (0.00399) 0.19
Poverty In Poverty 281 225 0.14003 (0.20171) 0.38  0.00389 (0.01339)  0.39
Not In Poverty 3,279 1,751 0.03301 (0.03380) 0.03 -0.00082 (0.00105) 0.03
Elder Siblings In Household 350 200 0.13598 (0.08613) 0.13 -0.00578 (0.00245)  0.12
Not In Household 3,210 1,653 -0.02608 (0.05553) 0.04 0.00016 (0.00098) 0.04
Grandparents In Household 745 423 0.15493 (0.09917) 0.06 -0.00418*** (0.00073) 0.05
Not In Household | 2,815 1,475  -0.02965 (0.04203) 0.04 0.00194 (0.00117) 0.04

Similar to mothers’ leisure time, we do not findyadirect effects of macro-economic
conditions in the whole sample of children. Yet w@n say with confidence that
changes in the regional economic situation ardylike change leisure interaction with
the father among children living in a metropolieea, whose father is employed or has
a low level of education and who have a grandpaesitiing in the household. The ef-
fect of regional unemployment for the sub-sampletifdren with working fathers is
sensitive to the introduction of a poverty dummyiafale reducing standard errors. Al-
though the model does not indicate any interactibect between them, it is sensible to
suggest that working low-income fathers are undghdr pressure to engage in differ-
ent extra income-generating activities during aesswmn, which takes their time away

from children.
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Table 6.4. shows that a recession (the change in)Rdikely to have a larger effect on
fathers with a lower level of education. At the ¢irof the downturn, they will reduce
their leisure interaction with children to a grealegree than fathers with a professional
degree. When RGP falls by 10,000 Roubles per heagnredict a decline in father’s
care time of three minutes. However, contextuaisinto the true RGP changes in
2009, we can predict much wider variations. In@entral Federal district, the average
decline from 2008 to 2009 was 56,000 Roubles, wiriahslates into a prediction of
more than 16 lost minutes of father’s care. Siryilan the Ural Federal District the av-
erage decline was 22,000 Roubles or about 6.5 gsnutt the same time, the Russian
Far East actually saw a RGP increase of 20,000 IBsutvhich would mean children
living there were likely to benefit from their fahs increased attention. Still, the larg-
est effect on fathers’ interactions with childrerobserved from the unemployment rate
among children living in metropolitan areas. Foildrlen from Moscow and St. Peters-
burg, a 1% increase in unemployment means 2.5 Hesssinteraction with their fa-
thers, albeit with the caveat that the sample sizelatively small here, so this result

should be treated with caution.

Care Activities

Mothers’ Time

Generally speaking, mothers’ childcare activities @ot very responsive to the macro-
economic climate (as can be seen in Table 6.6 heMikile a change in a mother’s
work status is a highly significant predictor ofr loare time, there is no indication that
this is facilitated by regional unemployment or gg@utput when we control for fixed
year effect$® However, in the sub-group of children in poor arat households a

mother’s care contribution is sensitive to the mamconomic environment.

Unlike what we generally see in leisure activiteesd fathers’ care time, in the sub-

group of children in poverty the effect of RGP isgative, which means mothers in-

% The interaction term between work status and redianemployment was not significant here. Alter-
natively, we modelled mother’s work status and wookirs as a function of macro-economic variables,
which did not produce any statistically significaesults.
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crease their care time with children by nearly 38utes (-0.063h / 1000 RUB * 10000
RUB = -0.63h) when RGP declines by 10,000 Roubé&eshpad. This could support the
characteristics of care as part of home produgtidhe sense of time allocation theory.
Other explanations do not readily present themsele are left with a puzzle for fur-

ther investigation.

Table 6.6: Effects of Regional Unemployment and RGPer Head on Mothers’

Care Time
CARE TIME Mother
Obser- Number of
Sample vations children unemp R? RGP R?
Full Sample 3,944 2,119 0.05634 (0.05465) 0.13 0.00001 (0.00182) 0.12
Age Group Baby 1,038 692 0.11046 (0.16645) 0.17 0.00102 (0.00296) 0.17
Kindergarden 1,377 835 -0.09135 (0.05380) 0.08 0.00126 (0.00253) 0.08
Primary School 1,047 671 0.16030 (0.08530) 0.12 -0.00101 (0.00228) 0.11
Secondary School | 605 431 0.01840 (0.12374) 0.18 0.00617* (0.00247) 0.17
Work Status  Working 2,292 1,388 -0.02052 (0.05679) 0.08 0.00312 (0.00174) 0.09
Not Working 1,652 1,109 0.10195 (0.08141) 0.12 -0.00269 (0.00175) 0.12
Professional Yes 3,231 1,730 0.04117 (0.05547) 0.13 0.00107 (0.00156) 0.13
Education No 713 456 0.05949 (0.07510) 0.21 -0.00552 (0.00426) 0.21
Siblings No Siblings 2,013 1,111 0.04145 (0.05870) 0.10 0.00237* (0.00088) 0.10
Siblings 1,931 1,070 0.04104 (0.09074) 0.15 -0.00085 (0.00386) 0.15
Spouse In Household 3,269 1,788 0.08210 (0.05659) 0.14 0.00003 (0.00211) 0.14
Not In Household | 675 414 -0.03918 (0.11866) 0.12 -0.00351 (0.00179) 0.11
Settlement Rural 878 563 0.05246 (0.09951) 0.16 -0.02184**(0.00540) 0.18
Urban 2,662 1,496 0.07386 (0.08378) 0.14 0.01379(0.00791) 0.14
Metropolitan 404 219 -2.15311* (0.10530) 0.14 -0.00628** (0.00005) 0.14
Poverty In Poverty 335 279 0.46288 (0.27517) 0.44 -0.06311*(0.02601) 0.44
Not In Poverty 3,609 1,995 0.02229 (0.05483) 0.12 0.00030 (0.00189) 0.12
Elder Siblings In Household 348 211 -0.08165 (0.24340) 0.27 0.01613* (0.00563) 0.29
Not In Household | 3,596 1,928 0.06474 (0.04499) 0.13 -0.00052 (0.00195) 0.13
Grandparents In Household 1,077 623 -0.05436 (0.06187) 0.17 -0.00237 (0.00141) 0.17
Not In Household | 2,867 1,567 0.09829 (0.05028) 0.14 0.00197 (0.00177) 0.14

It should be noted that the prediction becamessitedily significant only after control-
ling for the type of settlement in this model. Thigplies that low-income children see
further variation based on where they are livinghwhildren in rural areas catching up

with their peers from metropolitan areas.

A surprisingly large effect of regional unemployrhen mothers’ care time is observed
among children living in metropolitan areas: a 1%& iin unemployment rate there de-
creases a mother’s care time by around two howabl€T6.6). Moscow and St. Peters-
burg are the areas which were highly affected leydtisis. For example, in Moscow

RGP fell by 107,000 Roubles while unemployment eased from 0.9% in 2008 to
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2.7% in 2009. Unlike all other models, mothers’ ketatus here is not an independent
predictor of mothers’ care time, although the iat&ion term between professional edu-

cation and work status is.

Fathers’ Time

The main finding here is that the change in RGPhaa&d has a consistently positive
effect on fathers’ care time in a full sample ofidten, which holds very strongly after
the addition of other control variables. It losemg significance from below 1% to be-
low 5% only when we introduce an interaction terrthwathers’ work status (Table
6.7). Although the interaction term is not statialiy meaningful, the sensitivity of RGP
to it suggests that labour market attachment ibgsty an important direct channel of

transmission for this effect.

Primary school children and children with siblingso have fathers who are employed
and educated to a professional level, as well @dreh in poor households, are statisti-
cally different from the reference groups and kk&l experience the largest effect. For
example, children in low-income families will reeei 10 minutes less care time from

their father per day for a 10,000 Rouble declin®GP (0.017h/1,000 Rub).
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Table 6.7: Effects of Regional Unemployment and RGPer Head on Fathers’ Care

Time
CARE TIME Father
Obser- Number of
Sample vations children unemp R? RGP R?
Full Sample 2,075 1,273 -0.09613 (0.04167) 0.09 0.00593* (0.00200) 0.12
Age Group  Baby 699 505  -0.17930*** (0.03194) 0.14 0.00531 (0.00588) 0.17
Kindergarden 694 489 -0.02236 (0.08218) 0.09 0.00957** (0.00262) 0.20
Primary School 459 325 -0.19489* (0.08141) 0.16 0.00348 (0.00317) 0.14
Secondary School | 223 161 0.07135 (0.12165) 0.16 -0.00060 (0.00195) 0.16
Work Status  Working 1,864 1,171 -0.00561 (0.02275) 0.10 0.00702** (0.00182) 0.13
Not Working 211 176 -0.27733 (0.14442) 0.57  0.00446 (0.00249) 0.53
Professional Yes 1,733 1,073 -0.10360* (0.03034) 0.07 0.00764*** (0.00131) 0.11
Education  No 342 253 -0.21261(0.30568) 0.45 -0.01142 (0.00567) 0.47
Siblings No Siblings 975 622 -0.00790 (0.04087) 0.07 0.00490** (0.00116) 0.08
Siblings 1,100 679 -0.13144 (0.06649) 0.07 0.00902* (0.00309) 0.12
Spouse In Household 2,038 1,251 -0.09310(0.04370) 0.09 0.00606* (0.00193) 0.12
Not In Household 37 25 0.00000 (0.00000) 1.00 0.00545*** (0.00000) 1.00
Settlement Rural 452 303 -0.09377 (0.08746) 0.19 0.00417 (0.01140) 0.18
Urban 1,435 915 -0.17469* (0.07116) 0.15 0.00112 (0.00399) 0.13
Metropolitan 188 128 2.72385 (0.25845) 0.48 0.01612 (0.00292) 0.45
Poverty In Poverty 171 135 -0.30781 (0.22524) 0.47 0.01745*** (0.00294) 0.52
Not In Poverty 1,904 1,193 -0.11621 (0.05196) 0.09 0.00459 (0.00376) 0.12
Elder Siblings In Household 142 97 -0.02369 (0.16582)  0.33 -0.00387** (0.00090) 0.34
Not In Household | 1,933 1,182 -0.08521 (0.04962) 0.11 0.00656* (0.00236) 0.14
Grandparents In Household 445 290 -0.14824 (0.07504) 0.16 0.00459* (0.00148) 0.15
Not In Household | 1,630 1,012 -0.10520 (0.05694) 0.12 0.00692* (0.00213) 0.15
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Table 6.8: Effects of Regional Pre-School Provisioon Mothers’ and Fathers’ Time with Children

PRESCHOOL PLAY CARE
Mother Father Mother Father
Sample preschool R? preschool R? preschool R? preschool R?
Full Sample 0.00867* (0.00282) 0.15 0.01521*** (0.00137) 0.03 | -0.00701* (0.00224) 0.12 0.00672*** (0.00117) 0.12
Age Group  Baby 0.00076 (0.00509) 0.22 -0.01270** (0.00240) 0.03 | -0.02824** (0.00551) 0.17 -0.01073 (0.00470) 0.17
Kindergarden 0.02231***(0.00388) 0.11 0.03528***(0.00331) 0.04 0.00382 (0.00176) 0.08 0.00885** (0.00188) 0.20
Primary School -0.00680* (0.00220) 0.07 0.02501*** (0.00166) 0.04 | 0.01088** (0.00248) 0.11 0.00801*** (0.00138) 0.14
Secondary School | 0.01545 (0.00784) 0.13  -0.00750 (0.00429)  0.13 | 0.02119** (0.00437) 0.17 -0.03628 (0.02638) 0.16
Work Status  Working 0.01324** (0.00330) 0.04 0.01897*** (0.00194) 0.04 | 0.01645*** (0.00249) 0.09 0.00622** (0.00121) 0.13
Not Working 0.02729* (0.01019) 0.05 0.00380 (0.00344) 0.15 |-0.03913*** (0.00362) 0.12 0.00430 (0.00222) 0.53
Professional Yes 0.00738* (0.00292) 0.16 0.01849*** (0.00127) 0.04 -0.00314 (0.00224) 0.13 0.01075*** (0.00081) 0.11
Education No 0.01273* (0.00466) 0.20 -0.01849*** (0.00219) 0.09 [-0.01780*** (0.00255) 0.21 -0.03419*** (0.00371) 0.47
Siblings No Siblings 0.01258*** (0.00206) 0.15 -0.01221*** (0.00074) 0.04 | 0.01764*** (0.00265) 0.10 -0.03135*** (0.00302) 0.08
Siblings -0.00403 (0.00470) 0.15 0.02514*** (0.00190) 0.06 | -0.01370** (0.00338) 0.15 0.00893** (0.00211) 0.12
Spouse In Household 0.00801* (0.00325) 0.17 0.01079***(0.00150) 0.03 -0.00545 (0.00252) 0.14 0.00443**(0.00118) 0.12
Not In Household | 0.00234 (0.00651) 0.09 0.03314* (0.01121) 0.93 |[-0.02213*** (0.00194) 0.11 0.00775*** (0.00000) 1.00
Settlement  Rural 0.01404* (0.00442) 0.24 0.01871*** (0.00321) 0.10 | -0.00888** (0.00244) 0.18 0.00800** (0.00152) 0.18
Urban -0.11619* (0.04467) 0.16 -0.05958 (0.03370) 0.03 | 0.07187 (0.06928) 0.14 -0.07787 (0.08377) 0.13
Metropolitan 0.10239 (0.02212) 0.17 -0.38137(0.08321) 0.19 | -0.02797 (0.02769) 0.14  0.54091 (0.10345) 0.45
Poverty In Poverty 0.06110 (0.02629) 0.60 -0.29747 (0.38638) 0.39 | -0.02707* (0.01026) 0.44 0.00797* (0.00253) 0.52
Not In Poverty 0.01339** (0.00378) 0.14 0.01633***(0.00139) 0.03 0.00033 (0.00205) 0.12 0.00390 (0.00237) 0.12
Elder Siblings In Household 0.01553 (0.00715) 0.22 -0.01343* (0.00434) 0.12 | -0.06748(0.23585) 0.29  0.09584 (0.12195) 0.34
Not In Household | 0.01124* (0.00332) 0.16 0.01685*** (0.00129) 0.04 | -0.00799* (0.00229) 0.13 0.00694*** (0.00112) 0.14
Grandparents In Household 0.00189 (0.00363) 0.17  0.00581(0.00317) 0.05| 0.00319 (0.00177) 0.17 0.00047 (0.00291) 0.15
Not In Household | 0.00963* (0.00325) 0.16 0.01998*** (0.00195) 0.04 [-0.01503*** (0.00215) 0.14 0.00847** (0.00160) 0.15

*This is a summary of the effects of the pre-schagiable as a control in the models with unemploytmate and RGP as the main predictors.
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The Role of Pre-School Provision

We tested the effect of change in access to nuessaypre-school places in models as
the constraint in the supply of public childcarewpsion in the area. Since we also con-
trol for the direct substitution of parental timetside the family (hours of external care
taken by the individual child), childcare availatyilis likely to capture parents’ flexibil-
ity in formal childcare arrangements. Parents’igbtb plan depends on sufficient in-
formation or awareness about the situation reggrgie-school places. We argue that
in the Russian context parents are reasonablyimfelimed as the lack of places leads
to an observed waiting list. The longer the waitlisg, the worse situation with pre-

school places i¥

We find that the availability of pre-school institans at the local level has a direct in-
fluence on mother’s and father’s decisions in @ay care time input holding all other
factors constant (Table A6.5). Specifically, wedfittnat an increase in pre-school provi-
sion in the area is generally associated witinareasein mothers’ and fathers’ leisure

activity with children and an increased contribatto care from the father.

One explanation could be simply the pressure oanpaito work with children on some
routine targets: parents who prepare their childoempre-school and kindergarten insti-
tutions spend more time with them, making a constieffort to develop their self-
reliance and social skills. Childcare institutidhemselves also often create additional
demands for time to be spent with the childrencahé as they raise awareness of what
kinds of support a child needs and require themar® contribute to the educational
goals they set for the children under their care. Wil call this additional demand the

‘spill over effect’ of external childcare.

An additional explanation could be that the positeffect is a result of an overall posi-
tive policy environment when education is a higlogty for the local administration.
In this case, more information is provided to p#sef@specially mothers), and more

work is conducted in partnership and through cdasioh with parents.

% Private provision of places is still very limitédit slowly expanding, albeit more in metropolitaras
and big cities (UNESCO).



198 Parental Human Investments

At the same time, the effect is not unidirectiofmalall groups of children: babies (0-2)
and children without siblings and/or with poorlyuedted fathers are likely to experi-
ence a reduction in father’'s play time rather tharincrease when there is an improve-
ment in access. For example, we find that fathdre are educated to a low level are
not just more perceptive to the situation with pegool provision but also act in the
opposite direction to fathers who are educatedgméessional level: as pre-school pro-
vision improves by 10% children with a father ededato a lower level are likely to
receive 23 minutes less of his care time, whilddcen with a higher educated father
receive six minutes more. It is possible that fegiveith less education perceive the high
availability of pre-school provision as an apprafei substitution for their input and
mothers will be the main channels of communicatath the child’s institution, which

reduces the positive information ‘spill over eff@ain fathers.

The change in mothers’ care time is much as amtieg increases in the pre-school
provision reduce mother’s care input in most of sub-groups of children as well as
for the whole sample. The largest decline in maheaire time input is likely to happen
to babies, children with a non-working mother ededdo a low level, to children with-

out a father in the household, and to childrenanepty.

Overall, we see that good availability of placegsioot reduce or crowd out parental
leisure or play time with children. We will pick um this ‘spill over effect’ when we

discuss the policy implications later on. Of par&r interest to our model is that the
level of parental education plays some mediatitg between the situation in the public

provision of child and individual parental choices.

6.6 Discussion

Mothers and fathers show a different, genderedoresp to changes in the macro-
economic environment. Mothers experience a largduance from unemployment
rates, while fathers seem to be more influencethéyevel of GDP. This difference can

be explained if we remember that gender roles issRuare still quite entrenched and
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therefore consider the impact that the macro enwent has on individual choice from

the perspective of a mother or father.

For mothers, the main question regarding her warkrenment is whether she works at
all or not. For them it is not a given that theylwiork but rather a choice that is made
on the basis of family economics and personal peafees. A change in the unemploy-
ment rate will affect the availability of work ariderefore becomes part of that deci-

sion, as well as other decisions related to hee tise.

The situation is different for fathers. Men in Rasare universally expected to be work-
ing and being unemployed is an exception — a sirookir modelling — that needs to be
overcome. Thus, as long as the father is stilllmpleyment, his main focus will be on
how the enterprise or company he is working fadagg, i.e. whether it is able to pay
his wages, what his career opportunities are,Tétese questions are influenced by the
general level of output in the region, hence makhmg measure more meaningful for

the father.

Our analysis has shown that in the majority ofatitans the higher regional unemploy-
ment rate or the lower regional gross output, tiveel parents’ contribution to activities
with children. This would mean that the income efffeshere competing demands on
parents’ time lead to trade-offs, prevails overdhbbstitution effect. The general excep-
tion to this is in regard to a mother’s care. Hadividual perception of the situation
could depend on many factors including the glolzlire of the financial crises, the in-
formation campaign by the government about rapit@isis measures and other fac-
tors. Without controlling for subjective well-beingdicators it is difficult to quantify
the role of perception as a transmitter of finamfpe but at least we can confirm its role

in our model.

A mother’s perception of her respectability in aggate numbers declines over the re-
cession period and this in turns influences hee timth her children. The change in her
self-efficacy is found to be a significant predictd her leisure time while also making

the prediction of the regional unemployment ratersjer. Therefore, we can also con-
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firm that self-efficacy is one of the intermediaryannels between a mother’s parenting
and her labour market situation. As the barriersbmur market entry increase during a
recession, women who have children might downgtade chances of gaining a job
they want or of progressing professionally, whiohturn takes its toll on their self-

belief and self-confidence as a professional, iidial, or as a parent.

Mothers’ and fathers’ time allocation decisionsidgrthe recession, and the channels
through which macro-level changes influence dadiidviour in our sample, once again
reflect the traditional division of responsibilgien the average Russian family, with the
mother as a primary child minder and the fathea é#seadwinner who has to secure a
stable family income. This in turn predetermines éhasticity of their time allocation
decisions under aggregate shocks, which is espenmtiable in the care inputs to chil-
dren. Mothers’ care responsibilities seem to bediin the short term while fathers’ are
rolled back with the increased need to sustain mahtevealth. In poor households,

mothers can even increase their care contribution.

Among the biggest ‘losers’ of leisure time with ithenother are children in poverty,
who experience the largest reduction in a mother&ire time contribution due to the
worsening socio-economic conditions. This change wumacro-level shocks further
worsens an already weak position. The magnitudéhisf effect varies by the work
status of mothers, with the reduction larger foitmeos who are not employed. One ex-
planation could be that non-working mothers arel lpgessed by other home production
activities or they are to a greater extent affeg®gchologically, which affects their pa-
rental practices. This will be explored furtheroar next chapter and is something that

further studies will be necessary for.

The effects found for mothers’ play and fatherg’ecaput are understandably small in
magnitude. However, as we argued earlier, the ardl more accurate prediction de-
pends on the extent of the aggregate shocks inifisp&ussian regions. Generally

speaking, the size of the coefficients for the gaingample is comparable to those re-

ported in other studies on aggregate unemploynrehtime allocation
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Generally, our analysis convincingly shows the intgmace of the accessibility of pre-
school provision in the area on parents’ time atmn decisions. We find on average a
positive effect of pre-school education on parentaé allocations. The only exception
is mother’s care, for which formal care understdhgavorks as a direct substitution. A
possible explanation of the observed influence c¢dnd a positive spill over effect re-
sulting from parents’ increased communication g pre-school institution, the wider
availability of information to parents and the neéedupport the child in his or her pro-
spective new social and educational environmemyfpaie-school provision and early
education interventions such as Head Start in tBeakd Sure Start in the UK have tra-
ditionally been seen as a tool to address educdtimequalities and provide better
chances for children from low-income backgroundse Russian context is different as
it still has highly subsidised childcare provisidrmw-income families have increasing
difficulties in accessing these facilities duehe affordability of fixed fees but also due
to a lack of places in the vicinity of their hom@sankina, et al., 2011). Our analysis
reinforces this as a policy concern, since we tslnvn that these children can benefit
not only from a stimulating educational environmént also from the extra attention

given to them by their parents.

Conclusions

The main goal of this chapter was to investigatetiver economic stress, measured
through macro-level shocks and changes in poliigted to childcare provision, affect
the status quo in regard to the attention and clitdren receive from their parents. It
also intended to identify the groups of childrenowdre more likely to win or lose in

terms of parental human investment during this time

Overall, our results indicate that parental timecaation can be sensitive to aggregate
shocks in the economy. Although parents’ attachnberhe labour market — i.e. their
concern about gaining or losing a job — is a strisagsmitting channel of macro-level
shocks, the parental response will also dependamyrather factors, including the elas-

ticity of demand for this activity, parents’ gendand — crucially — the level of existing
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material resources. The results are in line with expectation of a heterogeneous re-

sponse as predicted by our framework and underinéoe beginning of this chapter.

We find that in a recession Russian children &telyli to receive reduced care input
from the father regardless of his work status. Thiplies that a recession is a time
when all fathers in Russia are likely to shift thefiorities and have to reallocate time
away from their already small care contributionvési the father’s traditional bread-
winner role in Russia, this shift is likely to belated to his income-generating activi-

ties.

Importantly, we find that children in poverty areeoof the groups most affected by the
changes during this time. We know already from pravious chapters that children
experiencing poverty are likely to have lower trererage parental time inputs. This
chapter indicates that an economic downturn isn@ tivhen these children also dispro-
portionally lose out on interaction with their par® This draws attention to the com-
pensatory role of educational institutions, pattdy early childhood programmes,
within the public pre-school provision in Russideir positive and direct influence on
parental behaviour and specifically on the timeades to leisure with children is con-

firmed by our study.

There are children who lose out in regard to thewrh of parents’ attention but there
are also those who benefit from additional inputeDo the significant differences in

people’s economic situations during a recessionsacthe Russian regions it would be
wrong to generalise our results to all Russiandeén, even within specific sub-groups.
However, the contribution of our analysis is innt#ing the direction and magnitude

of the effect of key socio-economic indicators. sThieans it is quite possible to project
a likely effect for a particular group of childrema specific region which experienced a

stagnation, fall or increase in economic activityyjoemployment.

The key message of this chapter is that the cumaeladtress of adverse macro-
economic conditions and depleted material resour@dse it difficult for parents to sus-

tain their desired long-term equilibrium of timevaéd to children. The detrimental
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effect on those children can be smoothed by reduttia barriers of access to quality

pre-school provisions.
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Chapter 7
Time for Play? Parental Response to Idiosyncratic

Shocks

At one point or another, every family can expereemtosyncratic shocks, thus facing a
drastic fall in family income. For some it is aelithanging experience, the start of a
road to hardship, emotional breakdown and a falanial standing. For others it is a
transitory event that shakes rather than breaksgkemnanent welfare pattern. The eco-
nomic literature describes idiosyncratic shocki@ssehold- or individual-level events
(unemployment, loss of breadwinner, injury, etbattresult in high income volatility.
In other words, shocks are risks that affect a figsmregular pattern of consumption
imposed by those events (Townsend, 1994). The mécmr family welfare largely
depends on the combination of their existing resesirthe available formal and infor-
mal insurance and the access to the developed onedkets (Dercon, 2002). The out-
come for children will likely depend on a disruptiednily process (Yeung & Hofferth,
1998) or, as literature from developing countries lshown (Beegle, et al., 2005;
Dehejia & Gatti, 2005), on setting the current lehad welfare priorities over a child’s

ongoing human development needs.

How Russian parents are able to mitigate inconketogday while maintaining the status
quo in regard to their childcare responsibilitiesl @0 their child’s human development
is less clear. There is little empirical evidenceparental time allocation under income
shocks to draw upon when making our predictionge ®hly work, to our knowledge,

which attempted to look at the change in parentaé tallocation under idiosyncratic

shocks was by Ginja (2010). However, in this wdnkaks were examined through lo-
cal business cycle movements, an instrument ofrthero-level changes similar to the

one we used in the last chapter, rather than niéxel-events. The general vulnerability
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of children in Russia to the risks of poverty (IISPUNICEF, 2011) indicates that
around one in five children experience some fingrgtrain in the family at some point
in time. However, the extent to which children pretected, compensated or affected
by income fluctuations within the family largelynnains open for investigation. This

empirical analysis is based on two questions:

« How do parents respond to the idiosyncratic shackke household, which re-

sult in significant contraction of financial resoas?

* To what extent do parents’ subjective perceptiors@ping strategies facilitate

this process?

If cash availability or the lack of it affects patal behaviour, and to a greater degree
low-income families, this would raise important ipgl questions surrounding self-
insurance mechanisms as well as strengthening fauapgort for parents and children
at times of crisis. Learning whether the changepbap and what factors mediate it
would help to identify the barriers or facilitatoo$ parents’ capacity to mitigate risks

alongside their parental responsibility.

Income Shock Resources

Other priorities on time
Increase in
time resource
Parental Stress

Parental Time Allocation Scale
- e o W e ol o=

Demand

Figure 7.1: Effect of Idiosyncratic Shock in the PE Model

This chapter is a further step in examining palergsponse to shocks using the dy-
namic perspective presented in the previous chapparcifically, we: a) empirically test

constructed measures of idiosyncratic shocks (ngrmelome fall, expenditure fall, in-
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voluntary unemployment and subjective evaluatiofirincial situation in the family);
and b) account for possible mediating mechanismsdsn an idiosyncratic shock and
parental practices, which are indicators of subjeatell-being and coping strategies in

the fixed effects models.

The chapter is structured as follows: firstly, wenp to the vulnerability of low-income

families to idiosyncratic shocks in Russia in theags 2007-2009, highlighting the
changes in household consumption behaviour aftéecade of economic prosperity.
Secondly, we discuss theoretical issues, empisitategy and measurements. Thirdly,
we evaluate income, expenditure, labour market,sajective data from our sample as
possible measures of the immediate financial steajmerienced by households in the
full sample of children and sub-sample of childieam low-income households.

Fourthly, we present the empirical results in acklwise progression and discuss the

key findings. Finally, we conclude with a summangl&ey messages.

7.1 Vulnerability of Russian Children to Idiosyncratic Shocks

Russia during the period of the 1998 financialisrillowing a decade of hardship in
transition, was a fertile ground for scholars t@amine households’ vulnerability to
shocks and their consumption-smoothing stratedieademic interest was supported
by the availability of panel data (i.e. the RLMSlpowing individual- and household-
level analysis within a dramatic socio-economictegh So, how different was the re-
sponse of Russian families to idiosyncratic shank®009 compared to a decade ago?
To identify the trend we need first to understarfthtshas happened in regard to the la-
bour market at the individual and household levetird) this time. Unemployment
spells, gender differentiations, and the prevaibtrgicture of job losses would indicate
the possible socio-economic strata most likelyaaafiected by idiosyncratic shocks in

2009 and the extent to which families with childveere affected.

The ‘male character’ of the most affected industrieiring recessions — such as the
manufacturing, construction, and steel industriéglps to explain the 10% gender dif-

ferentiation in individual unemployment rates (5% men and 45% are women out of
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the total number of unemployed). Despite their loywesvalence of unemployment, it
took on average almost one month longer for a wotonaind a job in December of
2009 than for men (8.5 months compared to 7.6) §3911). Moreover, given the
entrenched problem of the occupational segregaifowomen in low paid jobs for
which they are overqualified (Klimova, 2012), tleeession was likely to make women
redundant before men. The typical areas of theirkwo services and administration

within big industrial enterprises — make it vergayible.

Our own data is generally in line with these trentisble 7.1 shows that, on average,
more mothers lost their jobs and fewer gained eympémt in 2009 compared to 2008:
around 0.2% more lost a job and by 1% fewer gaioeel. Fathers on average had
higher labour market mobility, with a larger shafethem losing a job in 2009 (86%
compared to 88% in 2008) but also with more findingew placement (5.5% in 2009
compared to 4.5% in 2008). So, fathers were stlst more likely to lose their job
during this time, but mothers’ prospects for a yodre likely to be affected in the long
run. The higher mobility on the part of fathergprebably explained by the structure of

the affected industries and their focus on job®ag and the labour market.

Table 7.1: Work Status Dynamics among Mothers and &hers, 2007-2009

Change in work status Mothers Fathers

since the previous year 2008 2009 2008 2009

Lost a job 5.2% 5.4% 6.1% 6.6%

No change 81.9% 82.7% 89.4% 87.9%

Gained employment 12.9% 11.9% 4.5% 5.5%
(as the primary job)

Total 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0%

The rural-urban dynamics of unemployment also cefiee nature of the affected in-
dustries. Before the crisis, rural unemployment W.dstimes higher than in urban areas
but from 2008 to 2009 the growth in unemploymens weedominantly urban, at 40%
compared to just 22% among the rural populatior5&3011). As a result, the dispari-
ties between labour market opportunities amongl ramd urban families were some-
what smoothed during this short period. The affkatelividuals were predominantly of

mature working age: in 2010, the highest level mémployment (86.9%) was among
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40-44 year olds irrespective of gender (FSSS, 20045 points towards individuals
who are likely to be in already formed households whildren. Among them, the most
affected groups in terms of vulnerability to poyeduring the 2008-2009 recession
were families with more than three children and ifi@® with children aged one and

two (Pishnyak & Popova, 2011).

A long period of continuous growth provided indivals and families in Russia with
conditions to improve their risk-management capasit that events such as redun-
dancy, closure of businesses, or unpaid leave doeldountered better by smoothing
consumption. According to the official statistidsSSS, 2011), the real average wages
and income per head nearly tripled over the six-peaiod from 1999: the former in-
creased by 291% and the latter by 280%. A dramatiease in the standard of living
helped people to maintain a positive outlook andespinned general satisfaction with

the incomes and situation in the country (O'Brigral., 2011; Petukhov, 2007).

Diversification of income also plays an importante in smoothing consumption
(Dercon, 2007) and here the position of Russianlii@snon average was also stronger
than a decade before. The structure of income hadged by 2006: there was a three-
fold increase in the share of income from busireegsrprises and property assets com-
pared to 1992. Major changes had also happendteiddvelopment of credit markets:
in 2007, every eighth family was saving money a#i a® borrowing within formal in-
stitutions, one quarter of households had onlyrggs/iand one quarter only had credit.
40% of the population claimed to have neither sgvimor credit. So, an increase in the
standard of living, diversification of income soescand more developed credit markets
stimulated on average better conditions for indigid and families to face idiosyncratic

risks.

Yet the benefits of these generally favourable dergs were not equally distributed
among the population. The lack of flexibility inetleredit markets is probably what ex-
plains the high differentiation in access to creditcording to Ibragimova (2011), the
households in the highest two income quintiles yppt credit more often than other

income groups while low-income and rural families kighly likely to be among those
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40% of the population without either savings orddrerhus, it appears that low-income
households in Russia are not taking advantage eobétter developed credit market.
Their inability, along with possible reluctance,get access to formal credit limits their

risk-management resources to some minimal saving$rdéormal transfers.

Our data (Table 7.2) indicates that the low-incdirse quintile was more than ten times
more likely to experience an income shock of angiorthan any other group in 2007,
and around seven times more likely in 2008. In 20G¢ a high incidence of income
shocks among the second lowest income quintile el the lowest quintile still ex-
ceeded the second lowest by over three times, asd3®& times more likely to suffer an
income shock than the richest quintile. The retatigks of this group are seen consis-
tently over the years. This suggests that, eveimgar non-recession period, the vulner-

ability of children from the first quintile to inooe fluctuations is higher than any other
group.

Table 7.2: Percentage of Children in Different Incone Quintiles Living in
Households with Experience of Income Shock by Year

Income groups 2007 2008 2009
I quintile (low income) 13.5% 6.7% 22.9%
Il quintile 1.5% 0.9% 6.9%
Il quintile 0.2% 0.2% 4.0%
IV quintile 1.0% 0.0% 2.0%
V quintile 0.2% 0.0% 0.7%

*Here income shock is measured as a 60% fall ial tmdbusehold income in that year

(adjusted for inflation). Estimation is based oa RLMS data.

During the recent crises, the Russian governmepleimented a number of social anti-
crisis programmes particularly targeted at affeatetistries and individuals. For ex-
ample, the maximum amount of unemployment benefds increased by 50%, addi-
tional regional programmes of retraining were idtroed, temporary public works were
set up, assistance with relocation was provided,sapport to start-up businesses total-
ling 25 billion Roubles were widely implemented t®gional governments, along with
other measures to stabilise the labour market (OEXD1a). The scale of social sup-

port to affected industries and individuals fareeaed the government safety net provi-
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sions seen during the previous crises. A simulaioalysis conducted by the Independ-
ent Institute of Social Policy based on a familyhatwo working parents and one child
aged 0-1.5 showed that, in cases where one ofatents involuntarily lost their job,
the real income of the household decreases by @8%ithout social transfers would
amount to almost 82% (IISP & UNICEF, 2011). So, le/tanti-crisis social measures
helped to smooth consumption among low-income fagilit was not able to fully
compensate their losses. This is confirmed by tB€D's analysis (2011a) indicating
that anti-crisis transfers did not fulfil their salcsecurity function, thus leaving many

families with children potentially very vulnerable.

The literature indicates that factors such as uheyngent and increased material risk
are associated with poorer adult psychologicalthealdeveloped countries (Friedman
& Sturdy, 2011). A UK study found that indebtednessa greater predictor of depres-
sion and anxiety than low income per se (Jenkinal.e2009). Although the perceived
low respect from others might not be directly iradice of stress, it might reflect a
mother’s low personal efficacy and low belief irr kempetencies as a parent, as a pro-
fessional, or individual. This is identified in thigerature as one of the many sources of
influences on parental decisions on involvementcimidren’s education (Hoover-
Dempsey & Sandler, 1997). High prices, anticipatbra worse time to come and low
chances of personal success can all have an erabtiopsychological effect on moth-
ers who perceive themselves as not being capalteping with the current situation.

This in turn seems to influence mothers’ paremabivement.

So, despite the improved standards of living, naweeloped credit markets and some
anti-crisis social transfer programmes implemeriigdhe government, Russian chil-
dren from low-income families are likely to faceasyncratic events today just as they

were a decade ago.

7.2 Analytical Framework and Empirical Strategy

As before, this analysis is based on data frometihoeinds (2007, 2008, and 2009) of
the RLMS. There were 2,072 children in Round 1680{@02,164 in Round 17 (2008)
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and 2,032 in Round 18 (2009), giving total obseovet of 4,318 children in the pooled
full sample. We use an unbalanced panel to avdetthaty bias by excluding those

who dropped out of the survey due to reasons dtier age progression, although
given that the RLMS does not have a high attritiate®™ these numbers are likely to be
small. We use child-, parent- and household-lexahdas well as some macro-level

data based on national statistics as discussadrearl

The PTE framework presented in Chapter 3 madeyasierple testable proposition that
economic stress measured through an individual-lEveck to family finances distorts
the established parental time allocation equilioriout the effect is mediated by exist-
ing pre-crisis resources, subjective well-beingafents and external demands on time
(coping strategies). This is generally the scoptefanalysis of this chapter. We elabo-

rate on our hypothesis below.

In line with our theoretical discussion in the poess chapter, the classical time alloca-
tion theory predicts that the shock to income cduf® example, by the reduced work
hours of one of the parents means a lower oppayteost of time for this parent and
therefore his or her possible reallocation of titméome production rather than to mar-
ket-purchased goods. When a shock is measuredgtihi@gontraction in household ex-
penditure, we can still anticipate that the undegycause was the loss of household
income received through wages and complementangfees. The sharp drop in expen-
diture also means that the family was not ableutly smooth its consumption, having
to cover the loss of income through credit mechasjsinter-family transfers, savings
or any other additional income. Holding the wor&tgs constant, we can sensibly as-
sume that time became more available to parentsa€wmption is that parents operate
within a constrained set of demands for childcdreeatain points of a child’s life and
they have to meet their own expectations and tid’smeed for care within this short

period of time.

Our first hypothesis is that the parental time @lton response to idiosyncratic shock

will depend on the general level of existing, prisis resources. This definition of re-

% This is discussed in Chapter 4.
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sources is close to McCubbin and Patterson’s dodB€-X family stress model
(1982). Low-income families have what we calledieain chapters 4 and 5 depleted
resources: they live on low wages and possessatugtive assets such as an allotment
or car, which, for example, would enable them tarcle for a job in a different locality.
As we also referred to earlier in this chapterggyimova, 2011), low-income families in
Russia can also have limited access to credit nsegae have no savings. Among other
well-known problems for low-income families is imfoation asymmetry, i.e.
inadequate information on the opportunities andtsrisand an inability to enforce
contracts (Alderman & Paxson, 1992). Thus, low-meoparents in Russia with poor
material, human and community resources (suchfesstructure, information network,
etc.) are likely to face greater material, psycgaal and time pressures to sustain the

status quo, in excess of other income groups.

Our second hypothesis deals with explaining howatgre vulnerability to income
shocks among low-income households correspondarental time input. The greater
role here belongs to the level of subjective wellAg and perceptions of events among
these parents. While the permanent income hypath€siedman, 1957), which was
presented in Chapter 2, highlighted the role oftcg@gtions in general individual and
household response to income risks, the familystneodel (Hill, 1949; McLoyd, 1990;
Weber, 2011) explains why parents — even when lila@g more time — might not fully
devote it to their children. Financial difficulties financial strain have an adverse effect
on parents’ emotions, behaviours, and relationsgiipgdman & Sturdy, 2011), which
in turn affects their parenting practices. Thusepts might be harsh or inconsistent,
express less affection or be relatively uninvol{&€bnger, 2005). According to eco-
nomic stress theory, it is not the absolute lew¢lmicome and economic resources but
the subjective perception of this deficiency thgnsicantly affects parental response
and behavioural adjustments. The increased econmmésure is associated with wors-
ened psychological well-being (i.e. mental heahld acreased levels of parental con-
flict). Parental depression and increased intratalaconflict leads to more punitive

and/or less involved parenting, which in turn affechildren (Barnett, 2008).
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The third hypothesis stems from the proposition kbxa-income households experience
demands for their time not only from increased hgraaluction (in an attempt to sub-
stitute market-produced goods with home-producezsphut also from a need to diver-
sify their sources of income (Dercon, 2002), to sthancome shortages, take up addi-
tional formal or informal jobs or start new subsiste agriculture projects. According to
the recent OECD assessment of the Russian labokem@011a), to cope with low
wages 4% of the population has held multiple jolish almost 16% in 2007 (FSSS,
2011) engaged in subsistence farming. Our own iddieates that twice as many chil-
dren living in poverty have a mother and fathesirgj something on the plot to sell or
trade than those who are not poor. The extra temeurces required for these activities
might directly compete with time devoted to childrenoderating parental response to

shocks.

Our model of idiosyncratic shocks is an extensibthe analysis conducted in the pre-
vious chapter on the effects of the macro-econ@nigronment, and we now test vari-
ous empirically selected measures of idiosyncistmcks as main predictors. Given that
our interest is in the change or adjustment withme family and particular child we
proceed with the standard fixed regression modél @tows for unbiased estimates of
error terms even in the presence of unobserveddgseeity. The alternative Differ-
ence in Difference estimator (DID) estimator wassidered but the continuous nature
of our key predictors such as income and experaituth an arbitrary selected cut-off
point presents challenges for the type of comparBd means to estimate. Tests on
real data sets using fixed effects and DID estiomstishow that they produce the same

results (Brudel, 2005).

We chose the sub-group of children based on thatiuincome distribution due to its
conventional use in the literature but also duistevider representation of the working
population of parents compared to the group ofdcéil in poverty. For example, the
lowest quintile of children have 44% working moth@nd 73% working fathers com-

pared to 38% and 68% of those in poverty. The ssdesub-group captures more chil-
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dren who are at risk of unstable family income jbeithaps fewer characteristics associ-

ated with persistent poverty.

Dependent Variables

As discussed in the previous chapter, the complefittime allocation strategies in
childcare and leisure with children call for disegggation of parental time by gender
and types of activity. As confirmed by the macreeleanalysis, such disaggregation is

important even when we look at the changes froncltild’'s perspective.

Key predictors:we construct alternative measures of idiosyncrsiiocks using indi-

vidual- and household-level data on income, expgarali labour market participation
and subjective evaluation of financial strain. Bhs& examination of their dynamics
and linkages we chose an expenditure fall of 60%ore in year t1 compared to year
t0 as the main predictor. We also test alternatmeglels using the father’s involuntary
unemployment as the closest instrument to a ‘natshock’, recognising its narrow

definition of idiosyncratic events.

Controls and moderatorswe control for individual child characteristicscinding age
groups, number of siblings and health problemshan last 30 days, as has been pre-

sented in earlier chapters.

Individual parents’ characteristics include thddeing subjective well-being indica-

tors:

Subjective indicators of self-efficacy, social axgbn and economic well-being:

mother’s self-ranked respect, father's self-rangeder®; and

Subjective indicators of the current economic situra satisfaction with economic

situation at present.

Indicators of expectations for the future: conceabsut getting necessities for the fu-

ture and expectation of living better or worsehia hext 12 month¥.

% Due to collinearity, this variable was omittedrfrahe final model.
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Economists are often sceptical on the use of stibgemdicators in modelling things
such as welfare outcomes due to concerns ovetringilge of measurement errors and
the way unobserved psychological factors affecividdal responses (Ravallion &
Lokshin, 2000). Questions are raised in the liteetibout the reliability of subjective
data in some datasets given the high variabilitsegponses, but also about the noise it
provides in the modelling. Specifically, its errae likely to be correlated with other
explanatory variables of interest, as argued byr8ed and Mullainathan (2001)'hat
does not mean that regressions are uselesgues Ravalliorhut “Biases can never be
ruled out (2012, p. 16). Panel analysis is thought to keerttost appropriate way to in-
clude such variables in the model. It allows usdatrol for latent characteristics as
well as to have more robust checks. We are cortfiolethe quality of our subjective
data as it was used in the above mentioned scholanks, but we do recognise the

challenges it brings to our analysis.

Due to the high correlations between some of thi@bies within each selected group,
some of them were used in alternative models alegteel based on their influence and

value for the final model.

Mothers’ and fatherstoping strategiesnclude: Taking on an extra job, growing some-
thing on a plot to sell or trade, raising animals gale, performing services for pay, and

looking for a job.

We control for the father’s work status in the nesth model. This is assumed to be ex-
ogenous to expenditure shocks since there are reglaarious reasons for cutting back
on household expenditure. We also control for ceandhousehold characteristics such
as living space per head, type of settlement imctudhetropolitan areas, and the pres-
ence of grandmothers and elder siblings in the ¢loaigs. We also control for the total
hours of external care received by a child inclgdiormal care and any help from rela-
tives or friends. Among community characteristiws, control for the change in access
to pre-school places in the locality and RGP. Wée &lontrol for a year dummy to ac-

count for any unobserved effects in that particyéaar.

3" Due to collinearity, this variable was omittedrfrahe final model.
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Constructing and Evaluating the Measure of Financial Strain

Our first step is to examine income and expenditiyreamics in our sample households
over the period 2006—2009. Figure 7.1 presents indibators adjusted to family com-
position and inflation. Previous studies on constimmpsmoothing in Russia before and
during the 1998 crisis (Skoufias, 2003; Gerry & i@an, 2007) generally find that ex-
penditure can follow a smoother line than income Hmuseholds are not able to fully
insure some of their consumption from income sho¢ksis, Skoufias (2003) finds that
while mean consumption is generally higher tharoine by 16—-32% from 1994 to
1998, food expenditure is relatively well insurednfi income shocks, thus indicating
that families are able to smooth their food constimnpusing various means. In other
words, consumption does not drop as dramaticalip@sme during a material crisis. In

contrast, non-food consumption is not fully smoadthe

More than a decade later and in a more specifigpaof households with children we
see on average little difference between mean iecama expenditure trajectories in the
pre-crisis years. In general, we can say that thersdies lived within their means. An-
other possible explanation of convergence of incanme expenditure could be a flat tax
rate of 13% which, when introduced in 2001, wascspally aimed at reducing the
shadow economy and unreported incomes and meantrtheovements in the income
data followed. In 2008, we see a departure fromtitved when expenditure and con-
sumption on the part of households grew slightstdathan income. The examined pe-
riod here represents the peak of economic growttenweal incomes grew continu-
ously for seven consecutive years. Continuous eoanprosperity and raising wages
could contribute to a ‘feel good’ effect, whichturn would translate into higher spend-
ing and consumption in 2008 than previously obskrvd the same time, the fear of
inflation and devaluation of the Rouble experiendadng the crisis of 1998 could also
have pushed many families in 2008 to make purchtssiswere planned for a later

date.

According to our sample, in 2009 household consionp{expenditure) contracted

more sharply than income, by 41.4% compared to 8idly% for the latter. This indi-
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cates that consumption either voluntarily (saving)involuntarily (cutting out neces-
saries) was squeezed in many households with ehildrhis is in line with the findings
of the study on the consumption and borrowing sgi@s of Russian households
(Ibragimova, 2011), in that at the time of growivgges just before the crisis the ob-
served trend was towards more spending and borgowihen wages began to slow

down, more Russian households expressed a desiawdo

T T T T
2006 2007 2008 2009
Year

——#—— Real OECD Income —#—— Real OECD Expenditure |

Figure 7.2: Real Income and Expenditure (scaled b ECD equality scale)

Another way to look at the income and consumptignaghics is through the distribu-
tion among income groups. Figure 7.2 presentsdissibution, focusing on the pre-
recession (2007-2008) and the peak of the recessid@09. We see that income and
consumption were very close in the three middleiine quintiles of families with chil-

dren, while the wealthiest 5th quintile and the nesb quintile had the biggest gap: in
the wealthiest group income exceeds expenditurde whthe low-income group con-

sumption noticeably exceeds the reported total éfonid income. This could be due to
two reasons: either the low-income group is highigebted or the reported income
does not reflect all the possible sources of sugpdhe family, such as reciprocity gifts
and small monetary transfers from parents or atifermal activities. Given what we

already know from the general trends in credit bBadowing behaviour of low-income
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Russian households (Ibragimova, 2011), it is realento suggest that for this particu-

lar group the total income data is somewhat ungerted.

Another important observation from this graph iattthe monetary shock of 2009 was
felt the sharpest in the wealthiest group of hoakkhwhile the changes in the poorest
income group were much smoother, with income remgirelatively flat over the pe-

riod and expenditure contracting but to a lessgrekethan in the top two groups. So,
while income inequalities between the groups wemegally sustained over this period,
low-income families with children seem to have I8sstuation in income in absolute

terms. Increased government transfers and thetstaligature of this recession could
be some of the reasons for this trend. Despite #sawvith all the others they had to re-

duce their expenditures and for them this wouldmaéting back on necessities.

Inc Group 5
Exp Group 5
Inc Group 4
Exp Group 4
Inc Group 3
Exp Group 3
Inc Group 2

Exp Group 2
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Exp Group 1
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Figure 7.3: Real Median Income and Expenditure byhncome Group

Our next step is to examine the distribution ofome and expenditure as a change to
the previous year in percentage terms. In othedsyare investigate how many of our
sample households with children experienced negativ positive income and con-

sumption changes over the three-year period, frO®720 2008 and from 2008 to
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2009. The top two charts in Figure 7.4 show a neel &s a zero or ‘no change’ thresh-
old. It is very indicative of 2009 as a ‘shock’ yem 2008, a majority of households

had an increase in income while in 2009 the mgj@xperienced a negative change. A
very similar but perhaps more pronounced pictutbas presented on expenditure. The
fact that the majority of people experienced a tiggancome and consumption change
in 2009 and that we see a relatively even distidloubf change makes the task of set-

ting a ‘shock’ threshold very difficult.
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Figure 7.4: Distribution of Income and ExpenditureChange in 2008 and 2009

Despite excluding extreme outliers in the incomd arpenditure index, the positive

tail of the distributions in 2009 is substantiahieh indicates that the median is a better
measure here. A sensitivity analysis based on ihvepigng by 10% change at a time in-

dicates that setting a threshold at a 60% negatiaage in mean income and expendi-
ture compared to the previous year defines a mghnicut-off point for forming a

group experiencing above-average financial strathat year.
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Another definition of ‘idiosyncratic shock’ coulcetbased on parents’ loss of employ-
ment. We believe that in the case of Russia thsstbaaccount for hidden unemploy-
ment. It is a somewhat different measure from aonme or expenditure shock since it
narrows the reasons for possible material diffiesltin other words, labour market par-
ticipation is one — but not necessarily the onlyossible channel of idiosyncratic mate-
rial shocks in the family, suggesting a directuefice on the overall time budget of the
affected parent. At the same time, the loss of egmént might not impose an income
shock if the family has insured itself from it aodif other family members continue
working. In order to understand how reflective ilwdary unemployment is of a real

negative material change, we test against incomardics over the examined period.

The variable ‘involuntarily lost job’ is constructén the following way: first, from the

question on when (year and month) the respondenhtheir job or stopped working we
select only those who did this in the last yeaenthwe further filter this group by se-
lecting those who did so by affirming one of thédwing points: ‘you were laid off or

the enterprise closed’; ‘your contract came to ad';e€you were laid off due to some
other reasons’; ‘due to health condition’; and ‘ylaquidated or sold your own enter-
prise or business’. Separately, we constructedriahla on ‘hidden unemployment’,
which is the sub-sample of parents who reportetheoluntary reduction in salary or
work hours in the last 12 months or were sent @olimtary unpaid leave. Thirdly, we
constructed another dummy variable which combihesformer two: formal and hid-

den unemployment. We test them below.
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Change in Income in % when laid off (2009) ,Change in Income in % when laid off or reduced hours (2009)
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Figure 7.5: Change in Household Income When Fathdrost Job, Reduced Hours,
or Sent on Unpaid Leave

Figure 7.5 shows the change in household inconee yrar of reduced labour market
participation. For illustrative purposes, we showyahe change in household income
due to the father's unemployment. The left-handrithgtion shows income change
when accounting for only formal unemployment. Thyght-hand distribution shows in-
come change in households in which the father expegs either formal unemploy-
ment or any type of hidden unemployment. Intergbfinve see that not all households
which had a ‘labour market shock’ have a negathenge in income. Particularly when
we look at formal unemployment exclusively (leftAdadiagram), we see that there are
households with a substantial increase in incongeusuch circumstances. This could
happen for a number of reasons including the labwanket participation of the second
earner in the family, state unemployment bendfitspme-generating informal activities
or other inter-family transfers. Accounting for deh unemployment catches a wider
range of individual circumstances, thus improvihg aiccuracy of distribution. Yet we

still see that positive income change is happemirigis wider sub-sample.

Finally, the subjective evaluation of changes imsehold finances is another alterna-
tive measure of idiosyncratic shocks which couldabeeflection of true material pres-
sures. We examine the responses to the questwheather the financial situation in the
family changed in the last 12 months, with a speddcus on those who said that the
financial situation became “worse” or “significanthorse”. We test the extent to which

subjective responses reflect the observed incoraegehin that family.
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Income Index in % by Fathers' Subjective Evaluation Expenditure Index in % by Fathers' Subjective Evaluation
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Figure 7.6: Income Change in 2009 by Parents’ Sulbjéve Evaluation of Material
Situation

Figure 7.6 presents income change by fathers’t(t@) and mothers’ (bottom two) re-
sponses. We see that there is some clear posgisariation between income levels in
the household and how well parents evaluate thean€es. Yet, there are a number of
outliers in each group. We see that not everyone edperienced a real decline in in-
come or expenditures evaluates their financialasibm as worsened or significantly
worsened. There is a wide variation within eachugrdout the majority of those who
responded “worse” and “much worse” are clearly Welloe zero threshold (under nega-

tive income) by a good margin.

Table 7.3 shows that half of the households (mgdiamhich the father evaluates the
situation as ‘much worse’ in fact experienced didedn income of over 37% and ex-
penditure of 39%. Mothers’ evaluations generallgrséo be more positive, for exam-
ple half of the households in which mother respadnteuch better’ had a decline of

9.2% in income.
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Table 7.3: Percentage Change in Median Income andxgenditure by Father’'s
Subjective Assessment

Median In- Median Ex-

Self- come penditure
Evaluation Change (%) Change (%)
Much Better 19.4 -3.1
Better -16.3 -14.9
Unchanged -24.4 -314
Worse -36.5 -31.9
Much Worse -37.4 -39.1

Interestingly, fathers’ responses are a bettecatain of the true income situation while
mothers’ responses much better reflect the trueerdipure situation. It is likely that

mothers have better control of spending or of tlesamption budget and this gives
them a ‘feel good’ effect, while fathers have moomtrol over and awareness of in-

come flow, which directly translates into their Bixation of the material situation.

Table 7.4: Percentage Change in Median Income andxgenditure by Mother’s
Subjective Assessment

Median Median
Self- Income Expenditure
Evaluation Change (%) Change (%)
Much Better -9.2 18.3
Better -14.6 -19.1
Unchanged -25.0 -30.8
Worse -32.2 -35.5
Much Worse -36.3 -42.2

Overall, parents seem to be more optimistic onr thrgiterial situation, as indicated by
comparing their subjective evaluation with the theeisehold income and expenditure
data. This can be due to the fact that, in an ew@lu of the current financial situation,
parents take into account many other factors alattgthe current income and expendi-
tures, including previous income history or whabremmists call their ‘permanent in-
come’. A big role in this could be played by theagability of risk-protection arrange-
ments, including other sources of wealth such atakrencome, assets, and ability to
draw from savings or receive help from relativesing able to draw on those in a time
of need changes a parent’s perception of eventshandgeneral outlook. At the same
time, many previous studies indicate that measusieljare subjectively is a very com-

plex task. For example, based on RLMS data Rawvaliod Lokshin (2002, p. 1471)
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find that the match between household income abgkstive welfare rankings is very
weak and self-rated welfare appears to be measuring verfgiht things to even quite
broad income based indicatorg\ccording to their research, doubling incomeyorg-
duces the subjective poverty ranking by 10%. Theyctude that self-perceptions of
welfare are influenced by many other factors besideome and are dependent on wel-
fare averaged over longer periods of time. As veefsam our own data set, the natural
‘smoothing’ effect of subjective evaluation of ttrae material situation can make it a
somewhat misleading indicator and the use of iiterown to define financial strain
would impose biases or challenges for interpratatiée find it helpful, however, in
further descriptive investigation of the targetedup of children and as an additional

subjective control in our modelling.

Our next step is to use the subjective evaluatidimancial difficulties as an additional
filter to other objective measures of economic banol The aim is to select the group
which has the biggest overlap with the subjectivalwation of ‘worse’ and ‘much
worse’. We find that among children who in 2009%tivin households which experi-
enced a decline in income equal to or higher tHa@¥ 139 children also have either
mother or father evaluating the financial situate@n‘much worse’. Using a similar ex-
penditure measure we find a group of 175 childréro Wwave the same overlap of ex-
penditure decline with subjective assessment. Kinalhen we cross-tabulate a joint
measure of formal and hidden unemployment we gétchildren — the lowest number
of the three. This is not surprising as we haveaaly seen that some of the unemployed
enjoyed an actual increase in income and/expemrdituthat year. Including the subjec-
tive category ‘worse’ is justified by the very slari median results of this group to
‘much worse’. In this case, we have 218 childrennmome and the subjective measure,

255 children on the expenditure measure and 22dsbremployment.

All three objective measures show relatively simrsults in absolute numbers but the
selected group under each measurement might bend@mhdifferent. Among the three

measures there are a few arguments in favour oéxpenditure measure. First, it has

3 An arbitrary line based on distribution.
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been long argued in the developmental literatuaé épenditure might be a better indi-
cation of well-being as it better reflects all ypoeted incomes from the shadow econ-
omy, which is especially prominent in transitiormal emerging economies. While in
Russia the extent of this problem today is by namsehe same as it used to be in 1998,
the underreported income is still an issue. Segonallour case, expenditure or house-
hold spending is likely to take into account alltké risk-protection arrangements that
are in place, including income from informal woikter-family transfers, availability of
savings, access to credit, etc. The family migho@itm consumption if it has an ability
to draw from those sources and if it considersstieck to be a temporary event. More-
over, expenditure is a broader measure of finad@atiship than unemployment since
the fall in consumption might include any non-labaarket shocks such as divorce or

the loss of a breadwinner.

Another issue is that the experience of an idiosggne shock in itself as measured
through any of the objective indicators discusdaalva is not an equivalent of material
hardship. A family from the top-level or middle-omae quintile suffering from a 60%
squeeze in income does not necessarily suffer thigrloss to the same extent as some-
one from the low-income quintile. Therefore, we waminvestigate the context of gen-
eral vulnerability and socio-economic charactessstty comparing the group suffering
the income shock with those from a full sample ta$e under persistent material dis-

advantage.

Descriptive Analysis: Financial Strain and Poverty

How different are those children we identified agng in households with financial
strain from children in our full sample and fromidren in poverty? Tables 7.5 and 7.6

present the mean of the key socio-economic charsints of these three groups.

The key socio-economic characteristics of the grouphildren under financial strain
are very similar to the full sample of children,terms of their age groups, number of
siblings, parents’ education, type of settlemerd Aving conditions, etc. This could

indicate that there is little self-selection biasexposure to idiosyncratic/expenditure
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shocks in our sample of children. Perhaps the Bpeithe period of our data falling at
the peak of the recession explains the structeadans for a sudden financial strain on

average being likely to prevail over an individoak.

Meanwhile the tables also reveal a striking diffex® between children in poverty and
the two other groups. Particularly, we see thatarahildren in poverty live in rural ar-
eas and have lower educated parents than eithse #xperiencing financial strain or
our full sample. At the same time, the group withexpenditure shock is much closer
to the group in poverty in terms of the percentafygvoluntarily unemployed parents
than to the average of the whole sample. Cleadwn,tthe labour market experiences of

parents in these two groups are similar.

Noticeably, children in households under finan@g#alain more often attend formal
childcare institutions and receive care from rgkgioutside their household than those
in the low-income group or in the full sample. Thesinteresting given this group has
fewer working mothers and fathers than the full glemAnother contrast is observed in
parents’ participation rate in play activities withildren between low-income, under
shock groups and the full sample: 4% more mothedsS86 more fathers participate in
play in the full sample of children compared to n-income group. For the financial

strain group, the corresponding difference is 3% 2%b.

Table 7.5: Summary Statistics (Category and Dummy &riables)

Full Sam-  Financial Low In-
ple strain come
Age Group
0-2 (Baby) 22.0 18.4 22.8
3-6 (Kindergarten) 29.3 30.0 27.3
7-10 (Primary School) 26.8 28.5 28.1
11+ (Secondary School) 21.9 23.2 21.8
Health problems in last 30 days 36.8 34.5 32.2
Mothers with professional education 79.8 78.4 64.9
Fathers with professional education 80.6 74.8 71.5
Mother left work involuntarily 4.4 10.0 7.0
Father left work involuntarily 3.9 9.2 9.0
Mother is working 60.0 55.2 45.9
Father is working 86.6 74.3 74.1
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Grandparent in the household 29.1 28.8 22.5
Elder sibling in the household 11.3 9.4 11.7
Type of settlement

Rural 26.9 311 45.3

Urban 63.2 62.2 50.9

Metropolis 9.9 6.7 3.8
Mother participated in play 87.8 83.0 82.8
Mother participated in care 79.8 77.9 76.6
Father participated in play 83.6 80.5 78.2
Father participated in care 48.8 49.0 47.0
Formal childcare 60.5 64.2 56.6
Informal Childcare 9.1 11.6 9.8
Care by relatives outside the household 70.2 79.6 73.7

Table 7.6 indicates that low-income children hawarersiblings and have fewer basic
amenities than other groups, which is likely torblated to the type of settlement they
live in. As to the hours of parental time inpute tgroup of children under financial

strain receive slightly less of their mother’s leis and care time compared to the two
other groups. At the same time, however, these@rlspend slightly more time under
formal care arrangements and receive more care ffetetives outside their household

than is observed in the full sample or in low-in@households.

Table 7.6: Summary Statistics (Continuous and Inde¥ariables)

Full Sample Expenditure Drop Low Income
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
Number of siblings 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.9 1.1
Mother's years of schooling 13.4 2.8 13.3 2.7 12.0 2.6
Father's years of schooling 12.6 2.8 12.1 2.7 11.3 2.5
Living space per head 12.5 7.8 11.9 6.7 11.3 6.7
Index of living conditions 3.9 2.1 4.0 2.0 2.9 2.3
Mother's hours of play time 2.9 2.3 2.6 1.9 3.0 2.5
Mother's hours of care time 2.1 1.9 1.9 1.6 2.3 2.0
Father's hours of play time 1.7 1.3 1.7 1.1 1.7 1.3
Father's hours of care time 1.1 0.9 1.3 1.0 1.1 0.8
Hours of formal childcare 8.6 17.3 9.1 17.6 6.9 16.9
Hours of informal childcare 1.0 7.7 0.9 6.1 1.3 9.9
Hours of care by relatives outside the household 5.2 16.2 5.9 22.4 5.1 17.6

Overall, the socio-economic differences are momnpunced between those on a low
income and the full sample, but in terms of théiategies of childcare and leisure ac-
tivities with their children, parents under immedi&inancial strain display some simi-

larities with the low-income group.
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7.3  Empirical Results

We present the results of our multivariate analpgi®w. Table 7.7 reports the effects
of a 60% expenditure drop on mothers’ leisure tmitl children. Table 7.8 reports the
effects of a 60% expenditure drop on fathers’ lgstime with children. Table 7.9
shows the effects of fathers’ involuntary unempleytnon fathers’ contribution to
childcare in the full sample. Table 7.7 and 7.8spre results in a block-wise progres-
sion: a) a model for a low-income group of childwithout control for subjective indi-
cators; b) the same model but inclusive of subjeatidicators; c) the same model after
the introduction of an interaction term; and d)omplete model for children in the full
sample, which we use a reference. Table 7.9 alssepts the results in a block-wise

progression but only for the full sample of childre

Change in Mothers’ Play Time

Generally, we find support for the family stresedty’s hypothesis that material hard-
ship in low-income families works through econorsiess experienced by the mother.
The predictor of financial strain (expenditure drgpins statistical significance after we
control for subjective indicators, i.e. the motlseéconomic stress, her high concern
over providing necessities in the next 12 montles,delf-efficacy and satisfaction with
economic conditions. On average, children in loaeme families would receive 1.76
hours (1 hour 45 minutes) less leisure interactith the mother on an average day.
However, when we refine the model to examine wirdtinee effect of expenditure varies
by mothers’ stress level, then we come to a cleamdr indeed, more dramatic picture.
The change is actually larger for mothers who arestressed: they reduce their time
with children by nearly 3.5 hours, clearly transfeg time to some other priorities.
Mothers who are highly concerned about the necessand stressed reduce their play
time with children, but by only 2 hours 26 minu(e3.4 hours +1 hour). It is possible
that mothers who are not stressed get on with thgks at hand, knowing what they
need to do. Meanwhile, stressed mothers exhileta dlecisive response, which can be
a part of their confusion about the situation. Efiect of the expenditure shock does

not vary with father's employment status (whiclested separately).
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None of the mother’'s coping strategies have enatgtistical power to predict an ef-

fect, except for the mother's engagement in raisimignals for trade or sale. The nature
of this activity means that it prevails in ruralloncome households. This introduces a
selection bias into the model and could explaingiiestantial magnitude of the effect.
It is one of the biggest influences in the full limcome model: 4.4 hours (4 hours 24
minutes). The fact that subjective perceptions selftefficacy improve the statistical

prediction of this variable might indicate that imerts are likely to start this coping ac-
tivity when there is also a change in their suliyecperceptions of the material strain

and in their perception of how their close commyufiobks upon them.

Mother’s self-rated respect is a consistent inddpehpredictor of a mother’s contribu-
tion to leisure activities with children showing effiect across all models, including the
full sample of children. The higher the self-peveei respect from others, the higher the
mother’s time input in this activity: a one pointgitive change on a nine-point scale
predicts an increase of 0.36 hours (21 minuteshather’'s play time with children in
low-income households. Further investigation of mean values shows that this sub-

jective indicator does not vary very much with éxperience of financial strain.

In the full sample of children, the effect of theenditure drop compared to last year is
only statistically significant at a 6% level. Hovezy while we cannot with confidence

say that the coefficient is different from zero, kreow — based on the 95% confidence
interval being -1.46 to 0.04 — that it is defimtel much smaller effect than observed in
the sub-sample of low-income children (-3.4 hou&).on average, Russian children
are likely to retain the attention and care le¥sdsn their parents, at least in the short
run. There is a possibility of time lag betweeiosyncratic event and time allocations,

which is difficult to test within our panel.

The final low-income model explains approximateb?d of the change in the mother’'s

play time, which is significantly more than the nebth the full sample of children.



Time for Play? Parental Response to Idiosyncratic Shocks 231

Table 7.7: Effects of Expenditure Drop on Mothers’Play Time

Low in-
Low in- come +
come + subjective
Low in- subjective  measures + Full
VARIABLES come measures interaction model
Expenditure Drop => 60% -1.43536  -1.76160* -3.4446** -0.70912
(0.69997) (0.58572)  (0.88408)  (0.31720)
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers/pre-school)
0-2 (babies) 0.38232 1.01180* 1.16139* 0.45985
(0.35545)  (0.38354)  (0.36156)  (0.21893)
7-9 (primary school) -1.275%** -1.230** -1.2164** -0.21335
(0.16021)  (0.26563)  (0.29545)  (0.17140)
10-14 (secondary school) -0.68799 -0.67308 -0.63830 -0.24227
(0.32353)  (0.41137)  (0.47208)  (0.20922)
Number of siblings 1.87649 1.15064 0.99603 1.08255
(0.84097) (0.61186)  (0.53329)  (0.58271)
Health problems 0.50418 0.69471 0.69606 -0.05022
(0.56907)  (0.55556)  (0.53879)  (0.11347)
Mother's perceived respect 0.37836** 0.36261* 0.1352**
(0.10652)  (0.10856)  (0.03730)
Concern about getting necessities 0.12751 0.01295 -0.02467
(0.15545)  (0.16898)  (0.04447)
Interaction between expenditure drop
and 1.00893* 0.12786
concern about getting necessities (0.37800) (0.14286)
Satisfaction with economic conditions 0.19261 0.18745 0.05724
(0.20305) (0.19744)  (0.03371)
Work an extra job 0.21650 -0.65588 -0.83087 -0.17109
(0.48635)  (0.80242) (0.77984)  (0.18792)
Raise something on your plot to sell or
trade 0.23380 -0.24096 -0.37803 0.10111
(0.39267)  (0.45910) (0.46613)  (0.28340)
Raise animals for sale -2.32322  -3.4588** -4.4315** -0.62882
(1.63577)  (0.87859) (1.00288)  (0.27435)
Perform services for pay -0.93543 -0.84963 -0.95360 -0.43344
(0.73156)  (1.08658) (1.10227)  (0.25273)
Looking for job -0.10743 0.14396 0.26127 -0.01390
(0.08150)  (0.09817) (0.15267)  (0.08215)
Work status -1.38263*  -1.54656* -1.52340*  -1.348***
(0.55580)  (0.57204) (0.57427)  (0.19434)
Grandparent in the household -0.05918 -1.10634 -1.26590 0.05088
(0.77981)  (1.00487)  (0.95600)  (0.21101)
Older sibling in the household -2.10672 -1.10112 -1.20902 -1.14882
(1.34167)  (1.19466)  (1.15943)  (0.82343)
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Hours of external care per day -0.05328 -0.08105** -0.07924**  -0.01769
(0.03722)  (0.02265)  (0.01939)  (0.01192)
Living space per head -0.01658 -0.01101 -0.01896 -0.00058

(0.04943)  (0.05133)  (0.04915)  (0.00556)

Urban settlement (as opposed to rural) | 0.98591 1.35763 1.31231 0.48961*
(0.61309) (0.67793) (0.77516)  (0.19022)
Regional provision of pre-school places | 0.01193 0.02175 0.02125 0.00695
(0.02040)  (0.01349) (0.01468)  (0.00298)
Regional gross product 0.0335** 0.01028 0.00816 0.00185

(0.00639)  (0.01060) (0.01068)  (0.00245)

Year dummy 2007 0.28021
(0.19118)
Year dummy 2008 -1.741*%*  -1.13947* -1.14588* -0.262**
(0.33238)  (0.40009) (0.40338)  (0.06347)

Year dummy 2009 -1.36641 -0.77923 -0.71346

(0.61640)  (0.44780) (0.41663)

Observations 775 725 725 4,309
R-squared 0.39134 0.44522 0.45839 0.16128
Number of individuals 600 570 570 2,245

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

Changes in Mothers’ Childcare Input

This model specification does not give us the gdsuio claim any direct or indirect ef-
fects of idiosyncratic shock on childcare time reed either by children from low-
income families or in the full sample. This sertesonfirm our analysis in Chapter 6,
which showed that a mother’s care time is veryasit to economic stresses imposed
by macro- or micro-level material shocks. On the drand, it appears that Russian
mothers do not have much room for manoeuvre giathefs’ lower contribution to
care. On the other hand, it is a strong case demading the rigidity or inflexibility of
childcare responsibilities which are not affectgdhiaterial shocks. We believe that this
is not only a demand on the part of the childret isua result of certain self-

expectations of care that mothers strive to fulfil.
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Changes in Fathers’ Leisure Time

Similarly to mothers’ leisure time inputs, we fitltat the effect of idiosyncratic shock
measured through a contraction in household expeedis not observed in the full
sample of children. We do find, however, that imdmcome households the effect of

financial strain is facilitated by the level of ewonic stress experienced by the father.

The effect is stable and significant before cofitrglfor attitudinal (subjective) vari-
ables in the model, predicting a reduction in &dds play time with children of 1.12
hours (67 minutes) per average day. Controllingsfdsjective indicatoré removes the
statistical significance beyond the 10% confideles®l. However, the introduction of
an interaction term between the expenditure fatl arfather's concern about getting
necessities in the next 12 months shows that fleetedf a shock on father’'s play time
iIs moderated by his stress about the situation.ifitieeaction term is significant at 1%
while the effect of the shock regains its statétgignificance at 5%. Fathers who are
not stressed about the situation actually spench@uss more time playing with chil-
dren than before. On the other hand, fathers whdighly concerned about the neces-
sities spend 21 minutes less than they did befdwea low-income father cuts down on
his leisure time with his children only when hesisessed about material provision,

whereas otherwise he will likely be more availaol¢hem.

Similar to the mother’s model, the launch of livedt activities for sale reduces a low-
income father’s leisure time with his children, lthe effect is marginally significant
and much smaller than for mothers. The only cogingtegy which is highly significant
and consistent across low-income models is a fatlserarch for a job in the last 30
days. This reduces a father’s play time with cleifdby 0.8 hours (48 minutes), control-
ling for subjective indicators, but the effect mlependent from the expenditure shock

(the tested interaction term was not significant).

% The father's power ranking was removed from thisdei due to its co-linearity with the economic
stress variable regarding the level of concern tlgeiting necessities for the family in the next 12
months.
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Table 7.8: Effects of Expenditure Drop on FathersPlay Time

Low in-
Low in- come +
come + subjective
Low in- subjective measures +
VARIABLES come measures interaction Full model
Expenditure Drop => 60% -1.12928*  -0.99739 1.50721* -0.02887
(0.40927) (0.63535)  (0.55809)  (0.17166)
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers/pre-school)
0-2 (babies) -0.94248 -1.02010 -1.13808 0.10121
(0.66550)  (0.64012)  (0.62131)  (0.11871)
7-9 (primary school) -0.55992 -0.35649 -0.18305 -0.21906
(0.36763)  (0.28750)  (0.25229)  (0.10624)
10-14 (secondary school) 0.23132 0.59258 0.75953 -0.36908
(0.70885)  (0.60954)  (0.53103)  (0.21513)
Number of siblings 0.65978 0.38124 0.72971 0.40395
(0.65530) (0.55067) (0.53629) (0.20998)
Health problems -0.42666 -0.47147 -0.38884 -0.02660
(0.27891) (0.22435) (0.23054) (0.04719)
Concern about getting necessities 0.02519 0.09726 -0.06865
(0.22276)  (0.16764)  (0.07210)
Interaction: expenditure drop and -1.8540** 0.09544
concern about getting necessities (0.36396) (0.10222)
Satisfaction with economic conditions 0.09511 0.11433 0.01849
(0.21731)  (0.19008)  (0.03738)
Work an extra job 0.41033 -0.44105 -0.35596 -0.11772
(1.11253)  (0.35757)  (0.31466)  (0.14517)
Raise something on your plot to sell or
trade -0.44527 -0.63214 -0.40486 -0.42954
(0.36997)  (0.43735) (0.39863) (0.20241)
Raise animals for sale -1.20828 -0.72868 -1.16635* 0.07114
(0.59488)  (0.37742) (0.37957) (0.10978)
Perform services for pay 0.38578 0.36144 0.43453 0.05784
(0.35245)  (0.34708) (0.37976) (0.13142)
0.82253*
Looking for job * 0.68483* 0.80179** 0.00214
(0.16433)  (0.22564) (0.18715) (0.05789)
Work status -0.33384 -0.20132 -0.24262 -0.34074
(0.40365)  (0.40679) (0.38881) (0.16799)
Grandparent in the household 0.85558 1.11454 0.78954 -0.27324
(0.84201)  (0.74243)  (0.47774)  (0.17255)
Older sibling in the household 1.68564 1.49949 1.90910 -0.71262
(1.47355)  (1.54584)  (1.34400)  (0.52436)
Hours of external care per day -0.07142 -0.07909 -0.07191 -0.02470
(0.03443)  (0.03597)  (0.03553)  (0.01125)
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Living space per head -0.01733 -0.00963 -0.01314 -0.00233
(0.02396)  (0.01680)  (0.01381)  (0.00626)
Urban settlement (as opposed to ru-
ral) 1.79866 1.22915 1.73098 -0.35345
(0.84738)  (1.20122) (0.96283) (0.36491)
Regional provision of pre-school 0.01496**
places -0.42808 -0.29020 -0.20117 *
(0.29772)  (0.22989) (0.20531) (0.00136)
RGP -0.01713 -0.00856 -0.02911* 0.00046
(0.01365)  (0.01222) (0.01151) (0.00150)
Year dummy 2007 -0.00043
(0.11558)
Year dummy 2008 -0.02472 -0.14762 0.30213 -0.08745*
(0.54983)  (0.55139) (0.41983) (0.03019)
Year dummy 2009 0.52675 0.19473 0.59875
(0.45060)  (0.38849) (0.30490)
Observations 541 534 534 3,502
R-squared 0.27371 0.24188 0.29125 0.03789
Number of individuals 415 409 409 1,815

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

Fathers’ Care Time

We find that a labour market-induced shock hagyalhisignificant positive effect on a

father’s childcare input. When a father loses bls involuntarily, children on average

are likely to receive 0.23 hours (14 minutes) mmaee time with him on an average day
than before. This is a relatively small change,chtprobably shows that fathers are not
ready to become full-time carers or substitute mrsthn this area, but also demon-
strates that they do not mind getting more involvEte effect is evident before and af-
ter controlling for subjective indicators, andnsiépendent of the father’s perceptions of
the situation. None of the indicators of a fathextbjective perceptions are significant
for the full sample of children. For low-incomeHats, we cannot determine the effect

in this model specification. The involuntary uneoyhent was beyond the 5% confi-

dence level.
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Table 7.9: Effects of Involuntary Unemployment on athers’ Care Time

Full sample
with coping
Full sample strategies and
with coping  subjective in-
VARIABLES Full sample strategies dicators
Involuntarily left work 0.26065** 0.27426* 0.23839%***
(0.07436) (0.08237) (0.03785)
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers/pre-school)
0-2 (babies) 0.17253 0.14758 0.14155
(0.12175) (0.12665) (0.12845)
7-9 (primary school) -0.13857 -0.16049 -0.13535
(0.08899) (0.08299) (0.07348)
10-14 (secondary school) -0.06068 -0.05306 -0.00322
(0.13695) (0.13843) (0.13799)
Number of siblings 0.84153 0.88100* 0.90154*
(0.38969) (0.37235) (0.36713)
Health problems -0.15847** -0.13950* -0.14381*
(0.03808) (0.04386) (0.05075)
Work an extra job 0.03870 0.04972
(0.10412) (0.10310)
Raise something on your plot to sell or -0.10350 -0.01941
trade
(0.08873) (0.13074)
Raise animals for sale 0.11123 0.12990
(0.16342) (0.10308)
Perform services for pay -0.26655* -0.25969
(0.09343) (0.13052)
Looking for job -0.18881* -0.21849**
(0.06053) (0.05692)
Satisfaction with economic conditions -0.06462
(0.04968)
Finances compared to year ago 0.04140
(0.06232)
Father's self-ranked power -0.04282
(0.02150)
Grandparent in the household 0.05171 0.07990 0.08931
(0.24266) (0.23567) (0.24544)
Older sibling in the household -0.16642 -0.16936 -0.17443
(0.82933) (0.82553) (0.82989)
Hours of external care per day -0.01260 -0.01435 -0.01403
(0.00767) (0.00702) (0.00730)
Living space per head 0.00710 0.00890 0.00877
(0.00573) (0.00582) (0.00571)
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Urban settlement (as opposed to ru- -0.12082 -0.09340 -0.08044
ral)

(0.08105) (0.09778) (0.10749)
Regional provision of pre-school | 0.00569**  0.00536*** 0.00479**
places

(0.00109) (0.00085) (0.00103)
Regional RGP 0.00685** 0.00711*** 0.00712%**

(0.00134) (0.00131) (0.00143)
Year dummy 2007 0.17719 0.19420

(0.10841) (0.11693)
Year dummy 2008 -0.19425

(0.11933)

Year dummy 2009 -0.08138 -0.08460 -0.29531*

(0.06107) (0.06462) (0.08822)
Observations 2,073 2,068 2,022
R-squared 0.11621 0.13075 0.13986
Number of individuals 1,273 1,272 1,249
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

7.4 Discussion

Our key hypothesis was that: a) low-income familigth already depleted material re-
sources and inadequate risk-insurance in placmare vulnerable to shocks; and b) the
change in their parental behaviour is likely tonbediated by the subjective perceptions

of events as well as pressures on their time fretma@ncome-generating activities.

Generally, our findings give grounds for some oim It stems from the fact that we
do not find enough evidence to claim that finansiahin, measured through expendi-
ture fall, affects parental time allocations in fa# sample of children. Moreover, we

find a positive effect of father’s involuntary unployment on his childcare time. Apart

from this positive change, on average Russian @nldo retain their status quo of pa-
rental attention and care in the family under astiicacontraction of household expendi-
ture. This could be explained by the protectiveiwadions of parents and by expecta-
tions of the transitory event being short lived doeeliance on long-term income pat-

terns rather than immediate income availability. 8¥& argue that another reason for
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the equilibrium being retained could be the rigidif the childcare demands in the fam-
ily in the short run: after all, parental aspirasado not change very quickly and neither
do a child’'s care needs. Time-invari@l@mandfactors such as parental education and
the immediate needs of a child could determine rqiatestrategy and choices. So, on

average, parents reshuffle their resources to thesé long-term demands.

Once again, as with the findings in previous chaptee see that leisure activity with
children is more elastic to material pressuresiarittely to be perceived by parents as
a ‘luxury good’ they cannot afford when there arerenpressing family concerns. It is
an activity which perhaps requires complementaryetary input as well as parents’
emotional involvement. Parental care, on the ola&d, is a rather stable activity, rela-
tively inelastic to even a drastic contraction oukehold expenditure. Children in low-
income families are taken care of by their mothierthe same extent as generally in the
sample. On the one hand, retaining the status fiowther’s care might be a good out-
come for children, especially in the early years. tBe other hand, it raises questions
regarding the mother’s flexibility and ability teengage in the labour market and raise
the necessary income to support the family whenlyafimances are especially con-
strained. The positive change on care was causedfather’'s involuntary unemploy-
ment in the full sample of children. Time availdyilabove all seems to have an effect
on his decision. Given that the change is relatigahall, however, it can be considered
as temporary help to the mother rather than a drarnhange in the overall parental

strategy.

We find, as in other chapters, that a mother’s ggeed respect from others predicts her
time input in leisure regardless of the family inmd status or expenditure shock. Her
higher evaluation of perceived respect translatés more time with her children. Our
results show that parental practices in terms tfaexctivities with children depend on
how positive and confident mothers feel about thedwes and their own chances of im-

proving the material situation.

Our results show that involvement only in some meegenerating activities can di-

rectly reduce both parents’ leisure time with creld and father's care. Specifically,
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each parent’s leisure input is affected when eittieghem starts raising animals for sale
or trade (predominantly an activity taking placerumal locations). The father’s time
spent caring for their child is affected when hartst performing services for pay. An-
other highly important factor is a father’s job s#® This once again confirms that for-
mal employment and/or stable income is a higheriyifor the father (and most likely
for the whole family) than his engagement in chaldc But while these income-
generating activities reduce the availability ofgrds to children, they appear to be a
way of life — perhaps to be characterised as tmentsl struggle for sustainability and
risk management — rather than an immediate resptmse particular idiosyncratic

shock.

Our models controlled for changes in the macro-enoa environment. Regional un-
employment, which we also used to predict mothplsy and care in Chapter 6, was
highly significant in terms of mothers’ play in allfmodel on a full sample of children
with a control for expenditure sho¢kThis was consistent with the results of the previ-
ous chapter. However, this factor lost its sigaifice for the low-income group. The
low-income sub-sample is a bigger group than theepip group discussed in Chapter
6. It brings more variability to the model, thuslueing the statistical significance.
RGP, on the other hand, which can only be usedaaltarnative to regional unem-
ployment, was highly significant in the group oiwancome children before the intro-
duction of subjective indicators. In the second #midl model, we could no longer state
the effect with any confidence. This probably imeplithat mothers’ subjective percep-

tions are not independent from regional economi@mns.

Fully consistent with the analysis of the previahspter, a change in the RGP retained
its significance in explaining a change in the éath care time in the full sample of
children, as well as among low-income groups dfterintroduction of an idiosyncratic
shock (involuntary unemployment). For a fatherjvidual- and aggregate-level effects
work in opposite directions. The final outcome widéipend on the scale of the RGP fall.

If a region experienced a very big economic declioe example Moscow, this would

0 Not presented here.
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mean a decline in a father’s time with his child4éf minutes. Meanwhile, the increase
in his care stemming from involuntary unemploymenuld only be 14 minutes. In this
particular case, therefore, the negative macrosseopary pressures will outweigh the

availability of time for children after unemploymnten

Importantly, regional provision of pre-school plagetained its highly significant posi-
tive influence on both a father’s care and playh@ full sample of children. This sup-
ports the finding of the previous chapter on th@ontance of childcare policy at the

regional level in relation to individual parentahaviour.

Conclusions

This chapter evaluated transitory economic stresasored through a drastic and unex-
pected contraction of household wealth. Based erutiderlying theoretical framework
of PTE, this analysis tested the proposition thatéxisting status quo of parental time
input (equilibrium) is lost due to an unexpectethficial strain caused by some adverse
idiosyncratic event. It also verified the mecharssttmrough which the change is likely

to affect parental time.

We examined the nature and characteristics of iecand expenditure dynamics in our
sample of children for the period 2006—-2009. Wael fan convergence of income and
consumption trends in the pre-crisis period, fokoMby a sharp average decline in in-
come and an even sharper contraction in expendiu2®09 during the economic re-
cession discussed in Chapter 6. Disaggregating ttreads to income quintiles indi-
cates that income inequalities among children weta@ned during this period. Distinc-
tively, the lowest income group has a smoother nmedrajectory but a substantially
bigger gap between expenditure and income comgarether quintile groups and av-
erage values. Underreporting of income data as ageliompensatory social transfers
introduced by the government in 2009 could be douting factors in these observed

differences.
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Instead of choosing an arbitrary idiosyncratic $hateasures, our study empirically
examines alternative indicators including incomié & penditure fall, unemployment,
hidden unemployment and subjective evaluation wéricial situation compared to a
year ago. We highlight the inaccuracy of the inmtdury unemployment and, to a much
greater extent, subjective indicators in measufingncial strain when they are set
against real changes in the household income. &ulgeevaluation has a particularly
weak link to the actual changes in the family’s eniall situation, showing that parents
are more positive or less open about their trugnionl challenges then expenditure and
income data reveals. Methodologically, this measearchers should be cautious when
choosing them as measures of income shocks wittleat reference to a specific vul-
nerable group. We conclude that the choice of diveeneasures depends on a specific
definition of idiosyncratic shocks and on the reskajuestions involved. In our case,
the most appropriate measure was expenditure cheamgjetested separately, involun-

tary unemployment due to its importance for fathieehaviour.

Essentially, our results are consistent with thalyeis of the previous chapter and thus
represent a critical empirical verification of tREE framework, showing that parents’
response to an idiosyncratic shock first and forgnaepends on the existing level of
material resources. We find that children in lowame families are disproportionately
affected by idiosyncratic shocks. This is generatiysistent with Ginja’s (2010) find-

ings and literature discussed in our Chapter 2ficoimg that the effect of financial

strain is mediated by existing material resourcesndeed by the lack of them. Fami-
lies with ‘depleted resources’ have a lower cagacitsmooth income risks and have to
adjust their time to meet new demands. For lowsmeahildren a severe cut in house-
hold consumption means less time in the ‘non-claisure interaction with the mother,

and also the father if he is stressed about thatsin.

We find that subjective perceptions have moderatffgcts on parents’ behaviour
rather than a mediating one as we had hypothedéeanwhile, some coping strategies
— while directly negatively affecting parents’ timgth children — do not in any way

facilitate their time allocation adjustment to axpenditure shock. The nature of the
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parents’ response seems to depend on their seesisdnd on a variety of different ef-
forts that are made in order to put the family baokfinancial track. Consequently, the
policy lessons cannot be unidirectional. Providmngthers with more flexible employ-

ment and childcare options might lower the levehoiman investment in the short term,

but could mean a stable and sufficient monetargstment in the long run.

The key message of this chapter is, that rather ithanediate cash availability, it is the
underlying material circumstances and psychologiesburces that define the parental
ability to cope and adjust in Russia today. Thered homogeneous or uniform change
even within the group of low-income children mostiifected by change. Rephrasing
Tolstoy, who wrote that ‘Happy families are allk&lj every unhappy family is unhappy
in its own way’ (Tolstoy, 1878), we can say thavgl who feel the effects of a crisis

feel them in their own way.
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Chapter 8

The Search for a Socially Optimal Equilibrium

Parenting is a 24-hour job. It is a job that inwsha wide range of efforts and interac-
tions in response to children themselves, individispirations, family circumstances,
and conflicting needs. With this research we belithat we have contributed to the un-
derstanding of parental human investment in Ruskanilies by measuring and ex-
plaining, in aggregate terms, some of these comipliexactions based on a nationally
representative sample of children. This final ckagives us an opportunity to assemble
the separate pieces of our ‘Russian doll’ of pangninto a coherent reflection on what
has been achieved and what opportunities it opprieruthe policy debate and for fu-

ture research.

The key goal of this empirical investigation wasagsess whether the amount of atten-
tion and care children receive from their pareataffected by persistent and transitory
economic stress. In other words, we intended teerstdnd how Russian parents and
families mitigate persistent and transitory matesiaortages alongside their parental

responsibilities.

The choice of topic was motivated by social conderregard to the widening inequal-
ity gap affecting children’s learning and sociapopgunities in Russia today. The ra-
tionale of this investigation and its scope wesoaletermined by the increasing policy
focus on responsible and positive parenting that the best interests of the child. Rus-
sia provides an interesting contextual ground talystparental behaviour under eco-
nomic stress in light of its radical socio-econontiansformation to a new liberal

agenda, as well as the evolving role of the statbe support of families with children.

We conceptualised parental human investment aseatdnteraction with a child or

children in the family. It is measured here throdlgé amount of time parents spend in
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both care and leisure interactions with their aleifd also looking at some parents’ deci-
sion to completely withdraw from these activiti&sonomic stress was conceptualised
as individual- or household-level forces (idiosyatar shocks, poverty experiences, etc.)
as well as macro-level aggregate pressures (rdg®@®, unemployment rate, etc.).
The study examined the effects of economic stiesgigh a dynamic framework, dis-

tinguishing between long-term material pressuresteansitory material strain.

By critically assessing the theoretical approadbesur key research puzzle in Chapter
2 we recognised the need to formulate a single rapassing framework, which pro-
vides the conceptual and analytical signposts ggidiur research. The PTE model is
rooted in the micro-economic rational behaviouraplggm, with the utility-maximising
assumption at its core. From the individual perpecparents’ equilibrium is the most
efficient allocation of time under the constrainfsavailable resources and demand for
parents’ human input. These can be various posptlgs of equilibrium on the time
allocation scale, ranging from an extreme zero taoetribution to a maximum of 24
hours per day (although this is not very feasiloecourse). The model allows for
shocks to the resources or demands so as to ereéatsion between them that leads to
the loss of equilibrium. The underlying theoretieasumption is that this will be a
short-term effect. In the long run, parents wiyl to find a new equilibrium by either
adjusting their demands or re-prioritising theisoarces. The study only observes the
short-term changes in equilibrium as the analyéithe long-term adjustment process

would require a longer panel data set.

What distinguishes this theoretical approach frahers is that it: a) focuses on child-
specific allocations; b) incorporates extensionthparental investment theory such as
social capital and the subjective well-being ofgmas; ¢) holistically captures the differ-
ent layers of influences from the macro-economigirenment and cultural context
down to family and individual characteristics; atdviews parental time allocations
within a dynamic perspective, allowing for adjustitseto happen not only over the life

course of the family but also through shocks t@ueses and demands within a shorter
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time frame. This framework was vital and certaiptpved itself to be a most appropri-

ate analytical guide to this study.

8.1 Assembling the Russian Doll

We present our conclusions based on the key proposiof the PTE framework and

the underlying research questions.

Proposition 1: Both resources and demands contribute to parents &llocation de-
cisions in Russia and explain the disparities betwehildren in the quantity of atten-

tion and care they receive from parents.

This theoretical proposition is at the core of )amework. It departs from the parental
time investment approach (Becker, 1981, enlarge&ll 18y recognising that parental
human investment is driven by parental beliefsasjd@nd aspirationslémandgsalong-
side the constraints of time and monegspurcey Consistent with the PTE framework,
we found in Chapter 4 that the disparities betwegidren were explained by the fac-
tors representing bottesourcesas well adlemandsHowever, important clarifications
to the model have to be made based on the magmitfudteese influences that we un-
covered. Demand factors play a fundamental roldetermining long-term equilibrium
time allocation. This is supported by the findirggsthe key characteristics of children,
particularly their age and the number of siblinghjch proved to be influential in all
cross-sectional models. The territorial factor,taapg some community-level cultural
and social characteristics, was found to be ortkefost consistent predictors of lower
time inputs across all models. It also contributeshe long-termdemandside of the
model. Althoughresourcesare crucial, especially the availability of a matk time,

they will only be used in response to an obsenerdanhd.

Another important clarification comes from the clggndered and differentiated out-
comes for play and care time allocations. The ssityws that in many cases mothers’
and fathers’ decisions are affected by a diffesmitof factors. For example, mothers’

decisions are much more determined by whethersskagaged in the labour market or
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not. However, fathers’ time for children, in linatlwvthe traditional breadwinner role, is
more driven by his professional success and pmetesedetermined by his educations

than by his availability for involvement.

Chapter 4 also highlighted the clear differentiatibat parents make between two types
of parental activities — play and care. Generallg, find that leisure with children is
much more sensitive to transitory economic str€sgpters 4 and 7), and is to a greater
extent driven by parent’s low education (ChapterT4)s leads us to conclude that, de-
spite its importance to children’s developmensegéms to be undervalued by parents as
a tool for learning. Perhaps it is treated on avg#r parents’ own leisure and perceived
as a ‘luxury good’, which can be easily sacrifiedten material pressures are high. Our
analysis showed that childcare and play have @iffefunctions, priorities and social or
normative meanings assigned to them. The time deMoy parents to these activities is
interdependent but is the result of separate dww@sdetermined by the current re-
sources and personal preferences. So, althougbgregate terms the PTE holds, we
conclude that there is likely to not be a singlé dfather a number of individual equilib-
riums for each type of activity such as childcéeesure or educational interactions with

children.

A third clarification has to be made in regard he telative weight of different factors
within the groups ofesourcesanddemandsContrary to the PTE prediction, we did not
find a strong influence of social capital resourcg&$hough we do find a very strong
substitution effect of older siblings, the motiets for their contributions can vary
from negotiation and reciprocal exchange to autatively assigned roles. Due to the
high level of control exercised by parents overeoldiblings in the household, their
consideration as ‘social capital’ is open to debs¥e consider their contribution as a
direct substitution of parental time, especially flathers, and as such they are clearly a
resource for parents. Meanwhile, although the ‘gyasafety net’ was hypothesised to
have a much more pronounced influence, this wasungported by our data. Grandpar-
ents seem to complement parental care rather thiastiwite it without, in most cases,

modifying parents’ own strategies.
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The importance of parents’ subjective well-beingtiiees prominently in our study.
Self-efficacy-related features — i.e. a motherl§-gerceived respect and a father’s self-
ranked power — are the most consistent influencesng subjective indicators (chapters
4 and 7). While parental stress and perceptiomsatérial pressures were not meaning-
ful in explaining disparities between children ggard to the attention they received
from their parents (Chapter 4), they moderated miarelecisions on child-related ac-
tivities under idiosyncratic shocks (Chapter 7), e can confirm that subjective well-
being is aresourcefor parental time input decisions. However, we hivelarify that it

is perceptions of self-efficacy that contributetie long-term decisions while also being
sensitive to short-term material strain. Meanwhilatents’ psychological vulnerability

to stress facilitates their response to transiémgnomic stress.

Proposition 2: Low levels of material resources (experience ofepiyvand other fac-

tors of disadvantage) are associated with lowerepdal input.

This proposition corresponds to the research quesélated to the role of poverty ex-
periences in explaining disparities between childie the level of their human re-
sources at home. The key finding is that childreitow-income households face a dou-
ble disadvantage in the form of low material anchhuo investment in the family. Con-
sistent with the theoretical proposition, Chaptdmdls that children irpersistentpov-
erty are likely to receive below-average care and sigien time from both parents.
Transitory economic stress measured through aesspgll of poverty was found to be
negatively associated with children’s leisure iat#ions with both parents, and with
mothers’ care. The effect was bigger for childrerpoverty with working parents. In
Chapter 6, we confirmed that during a recessiold@n in poverty lose out on moth-

ers’ play time and fathers’ care to a much greaxéent than their peers.

In terms of our theoretical model, we found thabldeed material resources (persistent
poverty) affect even the most inflexible activitychildcare. This implies that persistent
material disadvantage is able to suppress demanddwental involvement either

through greater allocations of limited time resesr¢o formal or informal work or
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through preferences in the extent of parental dmution (i.e. a mother’s lower aspira-

tions and expectations).

Our study confirms that finding the most efficieguilibrium in terms of the time de-
voted to children is not an easy task for workirgemts. From the child’s perspective,
the mother's employment and time for children do imave to be mutually exclusive.
Mothers do face hard choices between professiagigabhd childcare responsibilities
but the dynamics between those choices are much coonplex than the simple trade-
off of time and money. Thus, Chapter 4 showed wwking mothers devote more time
to both activities with children over the workingegk than mothers who do not work.
We asserted that this could be explained by a Wadire assigned to their more limited
time with children or the need to address scho@rerschool issues during the working

week.

Chapter 6 also demonstrated that the adverse effextrecession can be mitigated by
mothers’ employment, with those who work reducingiit leisure time with children to
a lesser extent than non-working ones. This coaldue to the heavy burden of house-
work for non-working mothers but also, as Chaptdeionstrated, due to the moderat-
ing effects of stress. The simple implication astis that a mother's employment does
not have to be detrimental for children. In therslan, a mother's employment pro-
vides income insurance for the family and may supper self-confidence in regard to
her own ability to manage child-related respongibd and material well-being. This in
turn has a positive effect on her parenting. Inltmg run, it benefits the child not only
through reduced risks of poverty but also througihér aspirations in terms of their

human development.

The most challenging task is faced by working perem low wages. Our study found

that the negative effects of poverty are likelypeomoderated by parents’ employment.
It appears that working parents on low wages sindplyiot have enough material, time
and psychological resources to provide more atientd children than they currently

do.



The Search for a Socially Optimal Equilibrium 249

Proposition 3: The lack of parental involvement in care and legsactivity with chil-
dren (zero time allocations on parental time allboa scale) is the result of a failure in

resources.

The corresponding research question was conceritedhg role of poverty experience
(lack of resources) as a driving force of such ea@ cases of parental non-
involvement. The findings demonstrated that theeeigmce of income poverty does not
explain differences in the risks of children to @dwth non-involved parents. This im-
plies that poverty cannot be equated to uninvolwedeglectful parenting. This is rele-
vant for the current national public debate on elg the criteria for social interven-
tion in disadvantaged families in the light of tRational Children’s Strategy for 2012—
2017 (Kremlin, 2012).

Meanwhile, the study shows that joint parental di#twal is primarily explained by
adolescent age, rural location, and reported iitahd pay for children’s extracurricular
classes. The latter, we argued, reflects the lowripr given to the child’s non-
academic opportunities under some perceived hardghiral children have a signifi-
cantly higher risk of growing up without parentaipsrvision and the experience of
joint leisure activities with parents compared hbeit urban peers. This finding sup-
ported the ‘structural failure’ hypothesis. It segted that territorial isolation and exclu-
sion from modern information channels, associatdith wiral locations (Kalganov,
1999), provide few opportunities for parents topréd@e benefits of their own education
and socialisation or learn more about the benéditschildren’s cognitive and social
stimulation within the family. The need to achiawaterial sustainability is also likely
to justify a child’s extensive involvement in pradive activities at home. Traditional
perceptions and ideas do not seem to have adjustdtie new realities of life
(Starodubrovskaya & Mironova, 2010) under the &atethdrawal from many child-
related services. Thus, parenting with minimunteiference’ is likely to be the norm

in those conditions.

All of the most significant explanatory factors ame thedemandside of the model.

This, as well as their consistency in both typesaivities, indicates that ‘zero time’
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allocation is a reflection of a suppressed demand, thus is likely to be a long-term
equilibrium (optimum involvement) rather than tréosy withdrawal due to constrained

time or material resources.
The findings provide ground for reformulation o€tRTE proposition to the following:

Revised proposition 3 The lack of parental involvement (zero time allamat is the
result of a normative equilibrium driven by parérgscial construction of their role,
which involves low demand for interaction througitial and leisure activities and an

expectation of early maturity on the part of thehildren.

Proposition 4: Economic stress at the macro level (aggregatek¥inas a direct influ-
ence on parental time allocation decisions in #railfy and leads to a loss of equilib-

rium.

Our analysis in Chapter 6 demonstrated that theer@monomic environment and insti-
tutions such as the labour market can have a dimBaence on parental human invest-
ment behaviour. The aggregate shock to macro-keselurces has a gendered and pre-
vailing negative outcome. The key finding was thathers’ care time contribution,
notwithstanding that it is already low, will be fluer affected by recessionary pressures
for all children in our sample, regardless of fasheurrent work status. Children in
poverty will lose out to a much greater extent@sure interaction with the mother and

on the father’s care time input than other groupshddren.

The findings are generally consistent with the nhoglgowing that the status quo will be
lost when fathers’ childcare becomes a lower gydhan professional or material sta-
bility, or when the specific activity is considerégptional’ or secondary to a child’s
well-being (i.e. such as occurs with play interas). We find that a mother’'s general
equilibrium is very rigid in the short run, whichight be indicative of barriers to her
labour market mobility during a recession and tHgcdlties in finding a substitution
for her care time. The biggest change from theustquo is observed among children in
poverty. This implies that low levels of materiasources define the trade-offs parents

have to make to meet their parental responsitslitiea much greater extent than any
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other factors on theesourcesside of our framework. This fits very well withthe PTE
framework and clarifies the path through which nodewel shocks affect parental prac-

tices.

We caution against generalisations since it is ubtidly the case that the diversity of
socio-economic trajectories in different Russiagiors over the recessionary period
determines their specific outcomes. Due to bigatems in the level of aggregate
shocks across regions, the magnitude and direofidime change will be very different

for children living in regions hit hard by the reseon and those which were only mildly
affected. Crucially, however, the analysis provittesempirical base to project the pos-
sible outcomes for specific areas given a levathainge in the RGP or unemployment

rate.

Proposition 5: Economic stress measured through an individuaHekiock to family
finances also distorts the established parenta @itocation balance. The effect is me-

diated by subjective resources and competing desnandime.

Our analysis in Chapter 7 supports the earlierifigdhat the biggest intermediary be-
tween an idiosyncratic shock and parental praciEdse low level of existing material

resources. Only children in low-income families kkely to lose out on leisure interac-
tion with their mother as a consequence of idiostnc shocks. We find that, on aver-
age, Russian children do not experience a reduatighe attention and care they re-
ceive from their parents. We argue that, along wthprotective nature of parents, it is
the rigidity of demand for parents’ and particwaidr mothers’ input in the short run

that explains this stability.

We tested the mechanism of influences and fourtdthleatime allocation equilibrium in

low-income households is quite sensitive to pargogsceptions of events and their
level of concern over provision in the near futyerhaps indicating their emotional or
psychological vulnerability under transitory econorstress. The analysis in Chapter 7
also strongly confirms the findings in Chapter dareling the importance of a mother’s

self-efficacy in connection to time allocation dgons. Not only does it explain varia-



252 Parental Human Investments

tions between children, mothers’ self-efficacy digdas a positive causal relationship

with a mother’s time allocation for a particulaildh

The findings thus call for the reformulation of tietical proposition 5 in the following

way:

Revised proposition 5Parental time allocation equilibrium at the givéirgd) level of
demand for childcare activities will be retainedire face of an idiosyncratic shock in
the short run, unless there is long-term incomeidaton and weakened psychological

resources (stress).

The results demonstrate that the reconciliatioohatdcare responsibilities and income
sustainability in low-income families goes handhand with emotional and psychologi-
cal transitions. Therefore, we argue that poli¢graton has to be placed on helping the
family as a whole, to reduce the cost of its adpesit and coping, be that in psycho-

logical, material or human terms.

8.2 Implications for the Policy Debate

Children with Severe Material Disadvantage

It is arguable that limited parental time with cinén can be effectively supplemented
by market-purchased goods and services — tutonagnies, after-school clubs and
other extra activities for the child. However, famildren in low-income households
these external inputs are largely unaffordable yTdre likely instead to rely entirely on
communication and interactions with parents andelfamily members, whose avail-
ability was controlled for in this study. This ings that these children face the double
disadvantage of a lack of money and limited patdimee. This raises issues of the ade-
quacy of social and human stimulation and developgmathin the home environment.
Along with the recognised difficulties of accessatquality pre-school and basic educa-
tion, the gap between children in poverty and atheronly likely to widen over time.

This finding draws attention to those non-monetieficiencies that children in poverty
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can experience in Russia; these issues call foore multi-dimensional approach in

addressing the issues of equal opportunities fibdl development.

This study is careful to single out children in pdy as those who have the double dis-
advantage of a lack of parental attention and naopehput. Firstly, the official abso-
lute measure of poverty leaves a lot of familiethatborders of the poverty line, strug-
gling on a daily basis to make ends meet but diimdanto the official statistics. There-
fore, low-income children — i.e. those living indsgholds of the first income quintile —
could be a more appropriate group to target foicgglurposes. Secondly, children who
are doubly disadvantaged are mostly those with ingrgarents on low wages, who are
arguably the most active and more motivated ambaddw-income group. This study
does not advocate less work for mothers and engeulem to stay at home with chil-
dren. Quite the contrary, we highlighted the pdssghort- and long-term benefits of
mother’s employment for these children. From owwithe policy debate has to in-
clude the issues of greater flexibility in mothezshployment options (OECD, 2012) as

well as targeted income support without penalishegr work efforts.

Rural Children

Rural children as a group really stand out as sbasily receiving less attention and
care from parents, as well as also being at a higsie of parental withdrawal. One can
argue that children left on their own or under slupervision of another adult or their
peers could live a happy life unaware of the deficies in parental attention. We dis-
agree, since the evidence highlighted in our Chidpteveals that children are sensitive
to the lack of attention from parents. Thus, prangparent—child interactions and in-
volved parenting in rural families today would hétpensure the emotional and social
quality of their experiences. Admittedly, rural lcnen can learn through other interac-
tions with adults that are not captured by our wtwtich as in working together in the
field, attending livestock, etc. Without undermigithe need for and importance of pro-
ductive activities on the part of children in rueakas, however, it is still important to

emphasise the need for interaction and communicdteween the child and parents
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regardless of its desired outcome. It is commumieagxchange that often builds an ef-

fective relationship between parents and child@ndtt, 1969), (Newman, 1998).

There is no lack of national programmes on ruravet®ment in Russia today
(Ministry of Agricultural Development, 2012). Therg however, a distinct lack of a
clear priority being given to equality of opportties for rural children. The findings of
this study point to the need for inclusion of faesl with children into information

channels such as internet. It has to be given ssetepriority than other socio-economic
measures such as diversification of income soureesicing barriers for employment,
support to community common areas or extendingnéitevork of public educational

institutions.

Fathers

Throughout our study we saw a relatively margir@ahtabution from fathers to total
child-related time allocations in the family. Thadings in Chapter 5 also highlighted
the high risk of children not having social intdrans with their father. Every one in
five children in our sample does not spend anyuteigime with their father. Almost
every second child misses out on their fatheroivement in care when we include
those who live in single-mother households. Furtteee, those who are involved con-
tribute half of the time that mothers do and, ettean, are likely to be substituted by
older siblings (Chapter 5). We also saw that fatheave gender preferences and spend
less time playing with girls. They drastically regutheir interactions with adolescent
children, who arguably need them even more aseamoldel and a source of support at
a difficult stage of development. As mentioned iearkraditional perceptions of gender
roles as well as the high priority given to profesal life can at least partially explain
their low demand not only for childcare activiti@st for leisure time to spend with their

children.

The mother’s role in child well-being is fundaméntaut we believe it is now time to
address the issue of fatherhood in the policy agembe social, psychological and de-

velopmental implications of fathers’ underinvestmienchildren are little researched in
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Russia. Qualitative evidence presented in the dinictbon (FSC, 2009) suggests that a
great majority of the ‘children of the streets’ omifnom single-mother households. Our
study demonstrates that Russian adolescent chitdrééh to 14 years become too inde-
pendent too early and drop out of their fathen'sleiof attention at just the time when a
father is most needed. Our findings thus add ta#reral concern about the role of fa-
thers. Arguably, promoting the father’s involvemeamtfull families and reconnecting
children with fathers after family separation anffedent policy tasks. What unites
them, in our view, is a need to increase fatheaséepting profile in society by ensuring

that policy documents emphasise a father’s inflaealongside his responsibilities.

Overall, the results on the risks for children afgntal underinvestment in Russia un-
ambiguously show that parents have to recognidetiee is a demand for their efforts
and the benefits that their interaction and comation bring to a child. This is crucial
for long-term equilibrium to be at a socially optim level. When aspirations and ex-
pectations for parent—child interaction and comroaton are low, resources are
unlikely to bring parental involvement to a highevel. The implication for policy de-
velopment in Russia is clear, highlighting the dediaide policy interventions in line
with European efforts on positive parenting alodgsncome support to the most vul-

nerable children.

Local Childcare Provision

One of the most important secondary findings of study was that public pre-school
provision has a potential to stimulate active pangn In Chapter 6, we found that wid-
ening access to public pre-school provision in i@ das a positive effect, albeit small,
on parental input. Institutions appear to educatemqts and stimulate more active par-
enting not only in both parents’ leisure interaetiwith children but, crucially, in terms
of fathers’ care input. One of the explanationgi&t is the ‘spill over effect’ of the in-
creased information available to parents and tleegures exerted by pre-school facili-
ties on parents to supplement educational effartsugh ongoing activities or preparing

children for school. Another possible reason, ajalie to all age groups, is that more
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active educational policies in the locality providsibility and a favourable information

environment in regard to children’s issues.

From the point of view of this study, the wideniagcess to childcare provision has the
potential to fulfil a double function, compensatifoy cognitive and social stimulation
as well as supporting positive parenting. Thignperative in light of the deficiencies in
parental human investments experienced by poorraral children revealed by the
study. Since public provision of pre-school edumatis a link between the government
educational policies and the family at the crueiatly stages of a child’s life, there are
opportunities for the policy to channel informatisapport to wider groups of parents

without stigmatising or monitoring their behaviour.

The large variation in parental engagement withrthbildren generally demands a
much more targeted approach in support of chil@neth families during times of eco-
nomic recession. While leisure interaction betwparents and children seems to be a
‘soft target,” the cumulative effect of existingvsoty, macro-level and income shocks
could mean that children who already receive ligtleention can face a real deficit in
terms of their time with their parents. Along witirgeted psychological support to the
most vulnerable parents, effort has to be madetopensate low-income children for

the deficit of social interaction.

8.3 Evaluation of the Study: Limitations and Future Opportunities

The study has achieved its core objective but thezea number of analytical areas that

could, in our view, be further improved or extended

* We argued in Chapter 2 that the longitudinal natireur time use data overcomes
the shortcomings of the stylised question formatefhousehold survey. We firmly
stand by this principle and believe that panel dat@ysis was a vital method to an-
swer our research questions. At the same time elveéhat the aggregate nature of
the time use categories that were available ird#ta relating to play and care lim-

ited our interpretation. While we fulfilled our tasf explaining the general patterns
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of parental human investment under economic streese refined data, either with
more categories of child-related time use or sohsacteristics of this interaction,
would most certainly be beneficial. The most relyeptiblished RLMS data (2010)
presents a change in the format of the child qoestire, which now incorporates
child-specific time allocations on educational witis. This opens interesting op-
portunities for further research.

The analysis of aggregate and idiosyncratic shecks based on the three recent
waves of RLMS data. Those were not typical waveheg included a severe reces-
sion. This was doubtless to our advantage and giyneras sufficient for our speci-
fied research interest in examining the short-tadjustments in parental time allo-
cations. Nevertheless, we feel that a longer paoelld be beneficial both to con-
firm trends and the effects of changes in accegsaagchool institutions on parental
time. This does not devalue our results but oftgngortunities for further empirical
investigation subject to data availability. In aduh, further exploration of the
mechanisms through which pre-school provision pait influences parenting
would be interesting.

Russia is a country of great diversity and rath@que political, economic and so-
cial discourse. Therefore, there is always a qoesggarding the generalisability of
our results to other cultural and socio-economiatexts. We strongly caution
against wide generalisations of results even witussia due to its very diverse
geographical and economic conditions. This doeshawever, undermine its simi-
larities with other countries of the former Sowvistion and even East European na-
tions, which today form a part of the European Wnibhe common ideological and
socio-economic past created many similar trendsh(sts a falling public share of
investment in children) but seem to have gone @ffeways in supporting children
and families: some integrate to the common Europehres and policy framework,
while others attempt to find their own unique wal/serefore, we see opportunities
for future comparative research on parental humaestments in these countries

based on the premise of divergent ways stemming &@ommon past.
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The findings of this study open up a number ofrgdéng research opportunities or ar-
eas of enquiry. One of the secondary findings o #tudy stands out as particularly
new and an important area of future investigatiomhie context of CIS countries. The
consistent and quite meaningful contribution ofesldiblings to childcare in the fami-

lies studied here raises a lot of questions rajainintra-household dynamics and their
impact on older siblings. For example, the reagontheir extensive involvement could

relate to reciprocity or control exercised by paseNVhile the substitution for parents
could help them to become independent and resdenasitividuals, it could also have a
detrimental psychological impact, affecting theicialisation and education. Given that
the sample size of families with older siblingsi@@mally small, this is likely to provide

an opportunity for a qualitative study.

The research findings make a strong case for funtivestigation into the lives of low-
income rural children in Russia. Learning more dbehether low parental time in-
vestments translate into differences in child ootes for these children would be the
next logical step of this research, but it is &ls® most difficult one due to the lack of
appropriate child-level data on educational att@ntrand other cognitive or social out-
comes. Integrating child outcome indicators intoaéional representative survey such

as RLMS would greatly expand research opportuniti¢kis regard.

8.4 Towards Socially Optimal Equilibrium

Noticeable progress has been made in recent yeamsutti-dimensional measures of
child well-being in Russia (Richardson, et al., 200SP & UNICEF, 2011). Our hope

is that this study has shown that the extent oémai involvement or the lack of it can
be used as one of the human and social dimensfaisldren’s experience. It comple-
ments and expands our knowledge of income ineiggiimong children in Russia by
highlighting and explaining the disparities of oppities in the human and social re-
sources they receive at home. Importantly, theystutterlines the risks of a double
disadvantage of monetary and human investmentsarricome children. In addition,

the background evidence highlights the psycholdgipeofessional and material di-
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lemmas that are faced by low-income parents, paatiy those who remain within the

labour market.

The example of Russia shows that that child welidpeannot be left entirely to market
forces. Parental failures in the form of human social underinvestment are difficult to
prevent when families with severe economic pressaral territorial exclusion are left
to their own devices, or when adequate income dppibies and normative directions
for child well-being are not provided. Today th&eufficient scope for the state to take
up some of the responsibility and provide guidaasevell as wide-ranging support to
families. Our research demonstrated that strucimdl institutional factors matter for
parental practices. Thus, the hope is that theehighority given to children in recent

policy documents will be incorporated into the widecio-economic strategy.

The Russian welfare state is evolving in searchesi approaches and a new paternalis-
tic agenda in addition to its active demographialgoThis study indicates that finding
the mutually beneficially terms of the contractvbetn the state and the family should
be at the heart of this agenda. The concluding agessf this thesis is that policy has to
addresgesourcesas well addemandsReduction in the structural barriers of exclusion
such as territorial inequalities and support fav-iacome parents’ employment oppor-
tunities, has to be prioritised in increasing reses for the former. Intelligent paternal-
ism, which we understand as supporting vulneradeilfes with information and edu-
cation on children’s well-being with a similarlyear priority being given to the welfare
of the whole family, might be a policy option forcreasing demand. Both strategies,
we argue, will help to bring the child, parents audtietal priorities into joint human

investment equilibrium in the best interests ofc¢héd.
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Appendices

Appendix 1 to Chapter 3: Sample characteristics

The demographic characteristics of our sample diremn are generally comparable

with the official statistical figures. Table A3.1gsents the gender distribution of our

sample based on the year 2007.

Table A3.1: Number and proportion of boys and girlsin the sample based on

child’s age
Boys Girls
Activity Number % Number %
Age 0-2 (babies) 211 20.4 227 21.8
Age 3-6 (toddlers/pre-school) 288 27.9 313 30.1
Age 7-10 (primary school) 289 28.0 263 25.3
Age 11-14 (secondary school) 245 23.7 236 22.7
In all age groups (0-14) 1033 100.0 1039 100.0
As a share of the total sample 49.8 50.1

The equal gender distribution of our sample refieéloe gender statistics of the child

population of Russia, but girls are slightly ovenesented here: 50% compared to 49%

of the total children population in Russia accogdio official statistics in 2008 (FSSS

& UNICEF, 2009). Age groups by gender can alsodiesiered representative with

only group of 7-10 year olds being slightly ovenegented (by about 3%). The types of

settlements considered as urban-rural dichotomyaherepresented by our sample:

70% of children live in urban areas and 31% inlraraas relative to 70% and 30% re-

corded by official statistics (Table A3.2).

As Table A3.3 shows, 62.3% of our children havesiings below age 15. This is

twice as much as children with one sibling - 32%hef total sample, and over 9 times

more than children with 2 or more siblings - 6%uelo the age range of our sample
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and the fact that the child and not the houselsotte unit of analysis it is difficult to
evaluate the extent to which our sample is reptesiea here.

Table A3.2: Number and proportion of children in our sample residing in rural
and urban settlements

Rural Urban
Number % Number %
Age 0-2 (babies) 123 19.4 315 21.9
Age 3-6 (toddlers/pre-school) 174 27.4 427 29.7
Age 7-10 (primary school) 183 28.8 369 25.7
Age 11-14 (secondary school) 155 24.4 326 22.7
In all age groups (0-14) 635 100.0 1437 100.0
As a share of the total sample 30.6 69.4

But it generally reflects the current trends in thenber of children in families in Rus-
sia. In 2008, 65% of all private households wiiidren in Russia had one child, 28%
two children and around 6% three or more childreicuage 18 (FSSS & UNICEF,
2009). Some over-representation of the secongpgroour sample might be ac-
counted for by the fact that our sample is limitedhildren up to 14 years old. Any
siblings 15-20 are recorded in the adult data hedcefore are not included in our sam-
ple. It is worth noting that 10% of single childr&% of children with one sibling and
around 0.7% of children with two or more siblingged 0-14 also have an elder sibling
aged 15 -20 living in the household. The averagedifference between siblings is 5.2

years for families with two children and 4 yearsffamilies with 3 or more children.

Table A3.3: Number and proportion of children in the family based on child’s age

Single child One sibling Two or more siblings
Number % Number % Number %
Age 0-2 (babies) 287 22.2 128 19.4 23 19.0
Age 3-6 (toddlers/pre-
school) 389 30.2 180 27.2 32 26.4
Age 7-10 (primary sch.) 315 24.4 200 30.3 37 30.6
Age 11-14 (secondary
sch.) 299 23.2 153 23.1 29 239
Total number 1290 100.0 661 100.0 121 100.0
Total share 62.3 31.9 5.8
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Appendix 2 to Chapter 3: Selected data from the small-scale survey of
families in Russian regions

Background

This independent survey of Russian parents aimedotoplement the quantitative

analysis based on RLMS data in the following:

a) Provide contextual verifications on the time usegjionnaire used for the main

analysis;

b) Support the quantitative analysis with backgroumirimation on the types of

activities and interactions children engage in wiinents at home;

c) Verify parents’ perceptions of material stress @sdhfluence on their time with

children;

The survey utilised conventional methods of collegidata, namely one to one inter-
views and home observations, conducted by inteetiswecruited among third year
students of the Moscow State University of Cultanel Arts. Participants were found
through ‘snowballing’ or chain-referral samplin§Vith clear criteria for selection, in-
terviewers approached their close circle of friemdatives or acquaintances to ask for
any contact of a household with matching charasties. A second round of inquiries
was initiated through this first circle of friendad relatives. Interviewers were specifi-
cally instructed not to conduct interviews in thigist and second circle of references.
The principal investigator conducted a two daynireg for all interviewers in a work-
shop format including pilot interviews. Interviewasid family observation were con-
ducted with the written consent of the principattiggpant (an adult member of the fam-

ily who is a primary caregiver).

Based on the initial design, 53 semi-structuree@rinéws were conducted. Most of
them were with families living in the Central regiof the Russian Federation: Mos-
cow and Moscow oblast, Tula oblast, Voronezh obl@s¢l oblast, Vladimir oblast. A

few interviews were conducted outside Central Rusbl Kazan (capital) and the
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Tonaika village (rural) ithe Republic of Tatarstaand in Cheboksari the Chuvash

Republic.

Some sociceconomic characteristi of the interviewed families wei@llected througl|
a Family Observation Form which combined survey tgpestions with an observatic

form completed by the interviewer after spending antaaidhl time in the family.

All anonymous data was received by the princinvestigator, coded and entered i
an Excel database. Text data and quantitative dateawalysed separately according
the purpose. Below is the summary of some summBymation,mostly some chac-

teristicsof the interviewed families and theictivities with children.

Summary

The interviews were conducted mostly with mothefsie average age of motherc-
cording to the main respondent) was almost equisdtyibuted between -35 year olds
(36%) and 25-3Fear olds(34 %) with very few inteviewees in other age categories

The mean mothers’ age in our RLMS sample -32 y.o (2007-2009).

Mother's age

7% 4% 6% m from 24 y.0

13% m 25-30y.0

31-35vy.0

M 36-40y.0

36%

M 41-45y.0

from 46 y.o.

Figure A3.1Distribution of respondents by mother’s ag

The majority of interviewees had higher educati®®6) which i: somewhat overree-
sented compared to our RLMS sample (30% had oryean 2009). This might bex-
plained by the characteristics of interviewers were students themselves and se.

through their network of people with higher tharei@ge level of edution. At the
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same time, the distribution is comparable with BWMS sample on professionalu-

caion 24% compared to 25% in RLM¢

Educational level of interviewees
H Higher education diploma

2%_ 2%

H Two or more Higher

Unfinished Higher
M Lower Professional (Vocational)
B Unfinished Vocational

49
% H Unfinished High School

Figure A3.2 Distribution of interviewee’s educational leve

Parents in this studgame from very different occupational fields.the majority of
cases thénterviewee was asked to name or herown occupation or field at the ve
end of the interview. flese ar primarily mothers’ occupational fields, but somess
mothers also namef@dther’'s occupation, so this also was includedhis tistribution.
The 17% who did not answer the question were primambthers who were on mir-
nity leave or simply ‘stay at hon mothers Meanwhile occupations mentionedlect

not necessarily theurrent occupational status but in some cases st racent area (

work.
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Parents' occupations

2% 4% 2% g9

4% __

17%

9%
2%

2%

M Public service

H Media
Self-employed:business

M Services

B Medicine

m Technical specialist
Accounting
Education
Legal services

mIT

Refused to answer

Figure A3.3. Distribution of parents’ occupational area:

The interviewers were askédow to characterise their current material situation ie

family and asked tweflect on the financial difficulties if there aemy. Figure A3.4

shows the distribution of interviewees based onrtbatisfaction with the current wo

or occupation. Sometimgke mother as the main intervieweemmente on father’'s

work as well, but thse responses were not included h

The level of satisfaction with the Job
6%

- 38% ‘

W Satisfied

M Unsatisfied

Did not comment

m Do not work

Figure A3.4. The distribution on satisfaction with the currentwork situation

From the Figure A3.%ve see that the interviewed families were very gvdistributed

in terms of family size. There were many famile@aong those interviewed who he

grandparents living in the same households. Tfaeglies were comprised of just

mother and a child.
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2% 2% 6% Family size

B2 E3 m4 m5 m6 m7 9

Figure A3.5: The distribution of families by family size

The distribution of interviewed familieon the number of children was very close to
RLMS sample with families: 46% of families amorngps$e interviewed had one chi
compared to 49% compared to children with no sipiim our RLMS sample (200¢
while 38% had two children compared to 39%RLMS sample of the same year.

the same time, families with three children wereroepresented here at 14% comp:

to 8% in RLMS.

Number of children in the family

14% 2%

ml m2 w3 m4

Figure A3.6: Distribution of families by the number of children

The interviewed familiesame in evariety of family structuresvith a full family being
the most common type (37% of all interviewed). 1dPthe whole sample consisted
single mothers and onB® (1 family)has a single father. Sindiathel households are

extremely rare sit@tion in Russia and having such a family in the@ans very lucky.
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The family observation form asked about the type of agoodationin whichthe fam-
ily lives and the type of ownership/lec It is important to notehat ‘owners does not
necessarily mean that the family bought the accodation on the open market todi
Most of the apartments were «ributed in the Soviet time for ‘freeglccording to worl
record and achievements and then privatisethe early 90s without anyontribution.
Therefore asset holding of this kind could comeaninheritance without prior invit-
ment. At the same timéhere were some interviewed families which speaifycindi-
cated that they bought th place in the last decade. Figure A3hows that 38 inr-
viewed families owned their accommodation, 8 faasiliived in rented accommodati

and 4 were provided by the ste

B owners

M renting

M live in the state provided
accomodation

Figure A3.7: Types of ownership of the accommodatio

Most of the families live in relatively cramped cbtions, some with children andr-
ents sharing a studio (one room apartment in Rugs38-40 sq.m). More than 50% of

children in themterviewed families do not have a separate bedi

As mentioned earliemnany families share accommodation witheir elderly parents
(32%). For some it is thenly option in terms of livingaccommodatic, for others it
seemed like a personal choice a mutually beneficial arrgement enjoyed by bo
sides.It is very close to our RLMS sample where we obs&® % ¢ children living in

three-generational households (20(

The first part of the interview consisted of stions in regards to childrel favourite

and unfavoured activities at home with the goaéxamine the extent to which thc



268 Parental Human Investments

activities involve parentsFigure A3.8 represents all mentioned waities of children of
different ages. Interestingly, parents often firegntioned the clubs or other organi:
activities as if thesavere of higher importance and value to childrenthBes this
comes from the expectation of children being taugbkte ina formal waysimilar to
schooling. It has to be noted that schools in Rusi®se early (around 1:30 pm) &
usually have a limitg number of after school clubs. Therefore all nogr@dthat ac-
tivities are likely tofall outside school hours arare engagedy children ina separate
setting in thdocality (private, public or NGOs). The most poguudctivities mentione
were drawimg, arts and crafts, which were often done by metiéth children and p-

parently more with girls than boy:

Leisure activities of children elle CANWIKOM ManeHbKNiA
pebeHoK
M No4eNKM

M TeTpasibHaA cTyaun
MHOCTPaHHbIe A3bIKK
B KOMMbIOTEPHbIE UTPbI

B aKTUBHO-pa3B/aieKaTeNbHbIE UTPblI

mTB

B My3blKa, BOKan

B PUCOBAHME, XyLOXKECTBEHHbIE
3aHATUA

= cnopT

M xopeorpadusa, TaHLbI

B WwaxmaTbl

Figure A3.8: Distribution of children’s activities outside schod hours*.

More specifically parents were asked v they like to do with children. The types
family activities vary from board games to going@ss country skiing in winter (thn-

terviews were conducted aie end of winter) and to watehTV together. Watching T'

“!In order from the top: a) still too young, b) ¢safc) dramalass, d) foreign languages, e) computer
active leisure, g) TV, h) music, singing, i) dragjrart, j) sport, k) dance, ballet club, I) ch
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was mentioned quite oft as joint aavities: particularly watching cartoons togeth

Examples of learning activities includ

Leisure activities with children

B Active and learning
activities

10%

B Development activities,
school preparation

6%

m Computerand TV

B Board games

| Visiting leisure and
recreational places

Figure A3.9: Leisure Activities with Children

Below we presersome summaries from other selective respot

Activities mentioned by parents as least enjoyable for children

and themselves )
B Watching TV

2%
m Difficult to answer
= Helping parents in household
task

5%
7%
m Doing the homework

B Fights, quarrels
M Listening to pop music and loud
music

= Shopping

Figure A3.10: Activities Mentioned by Parents as Least Enjoyabléo Children and
Themselves
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Do you think you spend sufficient time with
your child?

M yes
47%
[1Nno

Figure A3.11: Self-evaluation of time devoted to childre

The interviewees were asked about their materiaasor twice during the interview
At the beginning, they were asked what words bestibe their material situatiol
Also, at the end of thend of the interview the interviewers asked infatioraon the
average total income of their household. < the semistructuredinterviews were
conductedas a conversation rather than a survey, the regpdsmdvere not pushed

giving the specific number, so many limited thessponse to generanswers which
indicated their unwillingness to reveal the trueame josition. The distribution belo
reflects information combined from the last quastan totd income an earlier re-
sponse if no income information was given. Paramts gave th answer ‘below aw-

age’ generally expressed some other concerns about situation, financial stability

etc.
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Self-reported income level in the household g "3yerage stable”

0, B "below average"
2%2 12% :

© "higher than average"

B up to 30 thousand rub.
B up to 45 th.rub.

 up to 70 th. Rub.

1 oo 90 Tbic. pyb.

6% M up to 120 th. Rub

up to 150 thousand rub

i refused to answer

Figure A3.12 Self+eported Income Level in the Househol

Percieved material difficulties

W yes

B no

Figure A3.13: Perceived Material Difficulties
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Reasons for financial difficulties m one of the parents
unemployed

W economic crises in the
country

W increased needs of a
child

B repayments on credits,
mortgage

M reductions in salaries
and wages

m change in jobs

m decline in business

m divorce

death of one of the
parent

Figure A3.14: Reasons for Financial Difficulties

What is the most important for children at the time of material
strain? m feeding, nutrition

H upbringing
7% = education
H clothing

M trust between parents and children and
explanations given to children about situation

m protecting a child from material difficulties and
peroviding the best experienes

m providing phychological climate in the family

Figure A3.15: What is the Most Important for Children at the Time of Material
Strain?
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Appendix 1 to Chapter 4: Seemingly Unrelated Regression

Table A4.1: Seemingly Unrelated Regression for Motrs in Full Families

Variables Play Care

Weighted Workd Non- Weighted Workd Non-
orkda orkda
Average v Workday Average Y Workday

Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)

0-2 (babies) 0.946%** 0.0831 1.193*** 0.683*** -0.00949 0.830***

(0.125) (0.0523) (0.146) (0.0979) (0.0379) (0.121)
7-9 (primary school) -0.598*** -0.153*** -0.996*** -0.337*** -0.166*** -0.499%**
(0.0784) (0.0428) (0.103) (0.0581) (0.0330) (0.0774)
10-14 (secondary school) -0.880***  -0.360***  -1.350*** | -0.632***  -0.318***  -0.887***
(0.0928) (0.0465) (0.118) (0.0706) (0.0360) (0.0901)

Gender -0.0644 -0.0335 -0.102 0.00370 -0.0410 0.00706
(0.0727) (0.0331) (0.0854) (0.0564) (0.0262) (0.0684)
Number of siblings 0.207** 0.0417 0.162* 0.244*** 0.0104 0.256%**
(0.0656) (0.0306) (0.0721) (0.0460) (0.0220) (0.0451)

Parent's characteristics

Age at birth -0.0361*** -0.00746  -0.0436*** -0.0166* -0.00548 -0.0184*
(0.00909)  (0.00428)  (0.0104) | (0.00654)  (0.00293)  (0.00795)
Work status -1.296*** 1.116%** -0.670*** -0.888*** 0.712%** -0.646%**
(0.0986) (0.0464) (0.112) (0.0754) (0.0350) (0.0875)

Wage -0.0494 0.0281 -0.0235 0.0280 -0.00643 0.0412
(0.0593) (0.0281) (0.0610) (0.0423) (0.0221) (0.0500)

Low education -0.599*** -0.0273 -0.498%** -0.231* -0.000575 -0.113

(0.129) (0.0536) (0.140) (0.0909) (0.0364) (0.105)

Heavy drinker 0.145 0.0709 0.237 -0.0984 0.0275 -0.125
(0.122) (0.0597) (0.148) (0.0794) (0.0427) (0.0980)

Concern about getting necessities 0.0574 0.0468 0.115 0.0399 0.0291 0.107
(0.0811) (0.0389) (0.0955) (0.0624) (0.0303) (0.0757)

Mother's perceived respect / 0.0301 -0.0190 0.0331 -0.0132 -0.00888 -0.0265
Father's self-ranked power (0.0269) (0.0127) (0.0303) (0.0223) (0.0100) (0.0258)

Household characteristics
Poverty, Ref: Never in poverty

Once -0.377** 0.00441 -0.270 -0.182* 0.0237 -0.0664
(0.130) (0.0631) (0.145) (0.0852) (0.0554) (0.117)
Recurring -0.167 -0.0435 0.0562 -0.282 -0.0440 -0.243
(0.263) (0.0784) (0.311) (0.171) (0.0800) (0.212)

Persistent -0.310 -0.0365 -0.486* -0.363* -0.108* -0.459**
(0.210) (0.0761) (0.236) (0.146) (0.0532) (0.166)

Can't pay for classes -0.0891 -0.0417 -0.251 -0.164 -0.0380 -0.286**
(0.139) (0.0539) (0.159) (0.0952) (0.0454) (0.110)
Grandparent in the household -0.237* -0.0102 -0.207 -0.155 -0.0710%* -0.118
(0.115) (0.0521) (0.133) (0.0895) (0.0339) (0.105)

Elder sibling in the household -0.486***  -0.236*** -0.508** -0.423%** -0.102%* -0.469%**
(0.141) (0.0655) (0.157) (0.0996) (0.0496) (0.116)
Relative outside household cared -0.0495 -0.0147 0.0374 -0.104 0.0108 -0.105
for child (0.0988) (0.0446) (0.118) (0.0703) (0.0328) (0.0873)

Local cost of child care per child 0.00259 -0.000661  0.00441* 0.00348* 0.000468 0.00481**
(0.00170) (0.000777) (0.00199) | (0.00141) (0.000611) (0.00160)
Living conditions

Living space m? per head -0.00117 0.00116 -0.00371 -0.0121* -0.00447* -0.0132%*

(0.00607)  (0.00288)  (0.00799) | (0.00472)  (0.00221)  (0.00549)

Rural -0.489%*** -0.160** -0.707*** -0.151 -0.0998** -0.237*
(0.113) (0.0492) (0.136) (0.0920) (0.0381) (0.110)

Constant 4.650*** 0.339 5.095*** 2.491*** 0.551* 2.731***
(0.579) (0.274) (0.618) (0.425) (0.217) (0.494)

Model Characteristics
Observations 4,454 3,952 3,952 4,454 3,952 3,952
Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table A4.2: Seemingly Unrelated Regression for Fa#rs in Full Families

Variables Play Care
Weighted Workday Non- Weighted Workday Non-
Average Workday Average Workday
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.292%*** 0.239%** 0.397*** 0.247*** 0.248*** 0.326***
(0.0637) (0.0450) (0.0939) (0.0371) (0.0387) (0.0528)
7-9 (primary school) -0.301%** -0.134%%x* -0.619%** -0.168*** -0.180%** -0.264***
(0.0559) (0.0343) (0.0830) (0.0319) (0.0337) (0.0436)
10-14 (secondary school) -0.514%*** -0.241%** -0.896*** -0.303*** -0.344%** -0.455%**
(0.0589) (0.0377) (0.0916) (0.0337) (0.0340) (0.0449)
Gender -0.133%* -0.0827**  -0.226*** -0.0192 -0.0195 -0.0382
(0.0439) (0.0297) (0.0621) (0.0270) (0.0268) (0.0352)
Number of siblings 0.0378 0.0484 0.0388 0.0876** 0.0671** 0.109***
(0.0364) (0.0275) (0.0521) (0.0316) (0.0212) (0.0272)
Parent's characteristics
Age at birth -0.00979* -0.00438 -0.0206** -0.00307 -0.00202 -0.00521
(0.00420) (0.00320) (0.00638) (0.00283) (0.00279) (0.00347)
Work status -0.116 0.586*** 0.175 -0.0977 -0.109* -0.0109
(0.0775) (0.0344) (0.0903) (0.0529) (0.0543) (0.0594)
Wage 0.0844 0.0121 0.0559 0.0480 0.0674** 0.0895**
(0.0436) (0.0279) (0.0648) (0.0257) (0.0242) (0.0303)
Low education -0.259%** -0.0635 -0.273** 0.00163 -0.0152 0.0328
(0.0578) (0.0435) (0.0902) (0.0489) (0.0421) (0.0599)
Heavy drinker 0.00922 -0.0332 0.0563 -0.0574 -0.0609 -0.0807
(0.0549) (0.0370) (0.0836) (0.0317) (0.0318) (0.0428)
Concern about getting necessities 0.0178 -0.00813 -0.0417 0.0583 0.0556 0.0872
(0.0502) (0.0362) (0.0719) (0.0340) (0.0333) (0.0458)
Mother's perceived respect / -0.0417** -0.00441 -0.0136 -0.0287***  -0.0319*** -0.0270*
Father's self-ranked power (0.0140) (0.00961) (0.0232) (0.00845)  (0.00920) (0.0129)
Household characteristics
Poverty, Ref: Never in poverty
Once 0.0299 -0.0454 0.0870 -0.00117 0.0343 0.0140
(0.0817) (0.0471) (0.122) (0.0530) (0.0579) (0.0728)
Recurring 0.156 0.0223 0.209 -0.106 -0.0879 -0.0712
(0.176) (0.141) (0.279) (0.0924) (0.0853) (0.128)
Persistent -0.0830 0.109 -0.0369 -0.117* -0.0650 -0.0932
(0.129) (0.0922) (0.200) (0.0503) (0.0752) (0.106)
Can't pay for classes -0.278%*** -0.198%*** -0.462%** -0.113** -0.113** -0.126*
(0.0598) (0.0390) (0.0936) (0.0399) (0.0404) (0.0557)
Grandparent in the household -0.0705 0.00101 -0.0701 -0.0861* -0.0757* -0.0798
(0.0660) (0.0436) (0.0930) (0.0370) (0.0371) (0.0505)
Elder sibling in the household -0.243%** -0.0968 -0.314** -0.192%** -0.170%** -0.196***
(0.0733) (0.0544) (0.111) (0.0404) (0.0398) (0.0524)
Relative outside household cared -0.0296 -0.0611 -0.138 0.0349 0.0280 0.0172
for child (0.0543) (0.0364) (0.0819) (0.0351) (0.0351) (0.0491)
Local cost of child care per child 0.00191 -0.00141* 0.00627*** | 0.000349 0.000657 0.00104
(0.00114) (0.000658) (0.00182) | (0.000614) (0.000631) (0.000856)
Living conditions
Living space m?2 per head -0.00512 -0.00172  -0.0204*** | 0.000108 0.000257 -0.000553
(0.00365) (0.00233) (0.00483) (0.00236) (0.00251) (0.00313)
Rural -0.182%** -0.186%** -0.419%** -0.0642 -0.0362 -0.0834
(0.0685) (0.0457) (0.101) (0.0438) (0.0441) (0.0586)
Constant 1.371** 0.477 2.520%*** 0.378 0.206 0.128
(0.431) (0.266) (0.653) (0.266) (0.253) (0.313)
Model Characteristics
Observations 4,454 3,952 3,952 4,454 3,952 3,952

Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table A4.3: Seemingly Unrelated Regression for SitgyMothers

Variables Play Care
Weighted Non- Weighted Non-
Average Workday Workday Average Workday Workday
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.892** 0.483** 1.297** 0.701%** 0.335%** 0.939%**
(0.272) (0.184) (0.417) (0.215) (0.130) (0.300)
7-9 (primary school) -0.415%* -0.319%* -0.879%** -0.117 -0.0274 -0.208
(0.164) (0.109) (0.235) (0.115) (0.0831) (0.185)
10-14 (secondary school) -1.089%*** -0.564*** -1.888*** -0.802*** -0.538%*** -1.304%**
(0.141) (0.107) (0.257) (0.110) (0.0737) (0.167)
Gender -0.112 -0.0295 -0.154 -0.192%* -0.152%* -0.323%*
(0.128) (0.0906) (0.201) (0.0917) (0.0633) (0.135)
Number of siblings 0.0339 0.177 0.254 0.102 0.229%* 0.0926
(0.158) (0.114) (0.269) (0.125) (0.0973) (0.150)
Parent's characteristics
Mother's age at birth -0.0203 -0.00605 -0.0443* -0.0202%* -0.00150 -0.0353*
(0.0123) (0.00891) (0.0200) (0.00970)  (0.00681) (0.0137)
Mother's work status -0.794* 1.216*** 0.382 -0.866* 0.573** -0.197
(0.388) (0.241) (0.442) (0.345) (0.203) (0.381)
Mother's wage 0.0117 -0.0509 0.0514 -0.000493 -0.0289 0.0201
(0.0913) (0.0638) (0.145) (0.0690) (0.0488) (0.0905)
Mother with low education 0.0499 0.0758 0.197 -0.277* -0.0619 -0.325
(0.228) (0.153) (0.343) (0.118) (0.0888) (0.183)
Mother's heavy drinking 0.0436 -0.0230 -0.0849 -0.0252 -0.00405 -0.184
(0.174) (0.137) (0.277) (0.140) (0.104) (0.198)
Mother's concern about getting 0.288* 0.000244 0.347 0.0208 -0.0396 0.0560
necessities (0.135) (0.0894) (0.198) (0.0984) (0.0647) (0.147)
Mother's perceived respect 0.0421 0.0602* 0.127* 0.0309 0.00844 0.0613
(0.0376) (0.0275) (0.0592) (0.0326) (0.0220) (0.0454)
Household characteristics
Poverty, Ref: Never in poverty
Once 0.100 -0.307%* -0.00314 -0.0264 -0.191* -0.0496
(0.196) (0.127) (0.284) (0.140) (0.0973) (0.190)
Recurring 0.459 0.829 0.898 0.576 0.694 0.615
(0.966) (0.464) (1.764) (0.380) (0.475) (0.508)
Persistent -0.262 -0.348 -0.344 -0.138 -0.134 -0.272
(0.338) (0.244) (0.605) (0.179) (0.131) (0.259)
Can't pay for classes -0.0894 -0.00570 -0.0580 -0.128 -0.0410 -0.220
(0.167) (0.121) (0.285) (0.110) (0.0884) (0.167)
Grandparent in the household 0.0746 -0.0385 -0.168 0.165 0.0341 0.0891
(0.162) (0.0991) (0.248) (0.123) (0.0848) (0.178)
Elder sibling in the household -0.107 -0.0938 -0.307 -0.0786 -0.193 0.0263
(0.220) (0.190) (0.400) (0.191) (0.147) (0.266)
Relative outside household cared 0.199 -0.00929 0.278 0.159 0.0578 0.239
for child (0.189) (0.123) (0.289) (0.139) (0.0914) (0.193)
Local cost of child care per child 0.00503* 0.000309 0.00764 0.00201 0.000147 0.00275
(0.00241) (0.00164) (0.00395) (0.00190) (0.00110) (0.00259)
Living conditions
Living space m? per head 0.0175%* 0.00476 0.0169 0.00243 0.00435 0.00106
(0.00703)  (0.00469)  (0.00991) | (0.00539)  (0.00474)  (0.00683)
Rural -0.321 -0.0675 -0.472 -0.178 -0.179* -0.260
(0.172) (0.133) (0.260) (0.143) (0.0836) (0.196)
Constant 2.581%** 0.332 2.325 2.371%** 0.540 2.410%*
(0.991) (0.691) (1.494) (0.759) (0.539) (0.998)
Model Characteristics
Observations 690 690 690 690 690 690

Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Appendix 2 to Chapter 4: Blockwise regression

Table A4.4: Block-Wise Tobit Regression for Full Fanilies

Variables Mother Father
Play Care Play Care
| Block 1
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 1.069%** 0.790*** 0.190*** 0.218***
(0.0868) (0.0588) (0.0489) (0.0251)
7-9 (primary school) -0.562**x* -0.378*** -0.325*** -0.209***
(0.0652) (0.0500) (0.0503) (0.0290)
10-14 (secondary school) -1.015*** -0.950*** -0.576*** -0.441%**
(0.0775) (0.0625) (0.0547) (0.0364)
Gender -0.102 -0.0634 -0.0917* 0.000721
(0.0619) (0.0463) (0.0400) (0.0245)
Number of siblings 0.0274 0.150%** -0.0446 0.0439*
(0.0527) (0.0348) (0.0272) (0.0197)
| Block 2
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.742%** 0.523*** 0.224%** 0.233%**
(0.0925) (0.0667) (0.0493) (0.0257)
7-9 (primary school) -0.573***  -0.403*** -0.326*** -0.213***
(0.0633) (0.0485) (0.0504) (0.0299)
10-14 (secondary school) -0.991*** -0.917%** -0.595*** -0.453%**
(0.0747) (0.0598) (0.0564) (0.0384)
Gender -0.0641 -0.0455 -0.103* -0.00342
(0.0613) (0.0452) (0.0403) (0.0249)
Number of siblings -0.00553 0.109** -0.00216 0.0648**
(0.0544) (0.0343) (0.0310) (0.0229)
Parent's characteristics
Age at birth -0.0268***  -0.0206*** -0.00663 -0.00427
(0.00665) (0.00487) (0.00403) (0.00273)
Work status -0.919*** -0.713%** 0.236** 0.0621
(0.0890) (0.0650) (0.0868) (0.0499)
Wage (log) 0.188%** 0.154%%%* 0.185%%*  (0.0813***
(0.0444) (0.0301) (0.0335) (0.0203)
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| Block 3
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.739**x* 0.520%*** 0.232%** 0.235%**
(0.0911) (0.0658) (0.0493) (0.0257)
7-9 (primary school) -0.579%** -0.404*** -0.329%*** -0.209***
(0.0633) (0.0484) (0.0501) (0.0299)
10-14 (secondary school) -1.012%** -0.926*** -0.602*** -0.451%**
(0.0748) (0.0598) (0.0562) (0.0384)
Gender -0.0635 -0.0439 -0.108** -0.00480
(0.0600) (0.0449) (0.0400) (0.0249)
Number of siblings 0.0593 0.134*** 0.00171 0.0641**
(0.0546) (0.0356) (0.0314) (0.0229)
Parent's characteristics
Age at birth -0.0368*** -0.0253*** | -0.00908* -0.00477
(0.00682) (0.00512) (0.00406) (0.00270)
Work status -0.976*** -0.734%** 0.178*% 0.0592
(0.0865) (0.0638) (0.0835) (0.0506)
Wage (log) 0.138** 0.136%** 0.168*** 0.0811***
(0.0436) (0.0306) (0.0335) (0.0207)
Low education -0.682%** -0.289%** -0.312%** -0.0389
(0.109) (0.0724) (0.0622) (0.0409)
Heavy drinker 0.0932 -0.0779 0.00396 -0.0722*
(0.0954) (0.0645) (0.0529) (0.0298)
| Block 4 |
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.736*** 0.515%** 0.227*** 0.231%**
(0.0908) (0.0657) (0.0493) (0.0255)
7-9 (primary school) -0.581***  -0.404*** -0.331*** -0.208***
(0.0631) (0.0483) (0.0501) (0.0299)
10-14 (secondary school) -1.012*** -0.925%** -0.600*** -0.449%**
(0.0748) (0.0596) (0.0560) (0.0382)
Gender -0.0618 -0.0434 -0.113%** -0.00609
(0.0598) (0.0449) (0.0398) (0.0248)
Number of siblings 0.0636 0.136*** 0.00354 0.0628**
(0.0552) (0.0358) (0.0307) (0.0218)
Parent's characteristics
Age at birth -0.0369*** -0.0253*** | -0.00932* -0.00490
(0.00686) (0.00514) (0.00401) (0.00269)
Work status -0.985*** -0.735%** 0.178*% 0.0648
(0.0866) (0.0632) (0.0831) (0.0506)
Wage (log) 0.127** 0.127*** 0.179%*** 0.0953***
(0.0441) (0.0311) (0.0350) (0.0213)
Low education -0.659*** -0.278%** -0.312%** -0.0380
(0.110) (0.0727) (0.0617) (0.0407)
Heavy drinker 0.0957 -0.0803 0.00842 -0.0707%*
(0.0949) (0.0644) (0.0530) (0.0298)
Concern about getting -0.0321 -0.0775 -0.0654 0.0427
necessities (0.0684) (0.0500) (0.0479) (0.0299)
Mother's perceived respect / 0.0501* 0.0154 -0.0562***  -0.0301%***
Father's self-ranked power (0.0220) (0.0171) (0.0137) (0.00799)
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| Block 5
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.702*** 0.487*** 0.239*** 0.229***
(0.0909) (0.0657) (0.0497) (0.0256)
7-9 (primary school) -0.568*** -0.395*** -0.337*** -0.205***
(0.0631) (0.0479) (0.0493) (0.0299)
10-14 (secondary school) -1.009*** -0.924**x* -0.604*** -0.455***
(0.0748) (0.0592) (0.0558) (0.0381)
Gender -0.0628 -0.0431 -0.119** -0.00791
(0.0593) (0.0448) (0.0395) (0.0246)
Number of siblings 0.0958 0.165*** 0.0174 0.0778%***
(0.0560) (0.0380) (0.0323) (0.0234)
Parent's characteristics
Age at birth -0.0376*** -0.0262*** | -0.00995* -0.00536*
(0.00685) (0.00512) (0.00402) (0.00270)
Work status -1.011%** -0.754*** 0.151 0.0402
(0.0855) (0.0626) (0.0819) (0.0511)
Wage (log) 0.0898* 0.0955** 0.153%** 0.0704%**
(0.0449) (0.0313) (0.0360) (0.0219)
Low education -0.622%** -0.233** -0.306*** -0.0269
(0.111) (0.0736) (0.0614) (0.0407)
Heavy drinker 0.0940 -0.0807 0.00875 -0.0713*
(0.0945) (0.0638) (0.0522) (0.0297)
Concern about getting 0.0133 -0.0382 -0.0541 0.0569
necessities (0.0687) (0.0500) (0.0479) (0.0296)
Mother's perceived respect / 0.0470* 0.0106 -0.0605***  -0.0320***
Father's self-ranked power (0.0218) (0.0170) (0.0135) (0.00794)
Household characteristics
Poverty, Ref: Never in poverty
Once -0.403%** -0.234** -0.0185 -0.0719
(0.108) (0.0796) (0.0787) (0.0485)
Recurring -0.177 -0.278 0.176 -0.138
(0.259) (0.170) (0.187) (0.0946)
Persistent -0.427* -0.387** -0.126 -0.168*
(0.189) (0.131) (0.131) (0.0827)
Can't pay for classes -0.0827 -0.125 -0.266*** -0.102**
(0.102) (0.0695) (0.0582) (0.0372)
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Block 6
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.708*** 0.483*** 0.239*** 0.223***
(0.0914) (0.0652) (0.0521) (0.0268)
7-9 (primary school) -0.496*** -0.346*** -0.306*** -0.182***
(0.0714) (0.0548) (0.0529) (0.0317)
10-14 (secondary school) -0.891*** -0.834*** -0.539*** -0.406***
(0.0826) (0.0663) (0.0598) (0.0401)
Gender -0.0701 -0.0485 -0.130** -0.0171
(0.0589) (0.0445) (0.0396) (0.0243)
Number of siblings 0.141* 0.200%*** 0.0477 0.0991 ***
(0.0573) (0.0386) (0.0347) (0.0215)
Parent's characteristics
Age at birth -0.0259%** -0.0163** -0.00500 -0.00106
(0.00718)  (0.00537) | (0.00395)  (0.00263)
Work status -1.014%** -0.738*** 0.135 0.0263
(0.0871) (0.0648) (0.0816) (0.0502)
Wage (log) 0.0750 0.0857** 0.146%** 0.0661**
(0.0448) (0.0313) (0.0358) (0.0217)
Low education -0.595%** -0.220** -0.297*** -0.0191
(0.112) (0.0732) (0.0610) (0.0405)
Heavy drinker 0.0904 -0.0833 0.00857 -0.0723*
(0.0942) (0.0636) (0.0521) (0.0294)
Concern about getting 0.00442 -0.0424 -0.0616 0.0516
necessities (0.0683) (0.0497) (0.0479) (0.0291)
Mother's perceived respect / 0.0503* 0.0123 -0.0579***  -0.0292***
Father's self-ranked power (0.0217) (0.0169) (0.0137) (0.00788)
Household characteristics
Poverty, Ref: Never in poverty
Once -0.409*** -0.231** -0.0173 -0.0726
(0.109) (0.0794) (0.0783) (0.0479)
Recurring -0.242 -0.322* 0.134 -0.176
(0.245) (0.158) (0.185) (0.0950)
Persistent -0.457* -0.397** -0.142 -0.192*
(0.190) (0.130) (0.133) (0.0805)
Can't pay for classes -0.0653 -0.109 -0.258*** -0.0973**
(0.103) (0.0695) (0.0581) (0.0369)
Father in the household 0.00281 0.0839
(0.0860) (0.0678)
Grandparent in the household -0.182* -0.0554 -0.0772 -0.0681
(0.0885) (0.0657) (0.0602) (0.0349)
Elder sibling in the household | -0.547*** -0.462*** -0.340%*** -0.314%***
(0.130) (0.0950) (0.0783) (0.0516)
Relative outside household 0.0119 0.00589 0.00364 0.00129
cared for child (0.00816) (0.00610) (0.00589) (0.00343)
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| Full Model
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.703*** 0.474%** 0.232%** 0.222%**
(0.0911) (0.0646) (0.0519) (0.0267)
7-9 (primary school) -0.493***  .0336*** | -0.305***  -0.181***
(0.0712) (0.0545) (0.0526) (0.0319)
10-14 (secondary school) -0.907***  -0.819*** | -0.543***  -0.407***
(0.0828) (0.0669) (0.0602) (0.0409)
Gender -0.0755 -0.0556 -0.135%** -0.0192
(0.0586) (0.0442) (0.0393) (0.0243)
Number of siblings 0.179** 0.201*** 0.0582 0.106***
(0.0563) (0.0385) (0.0348) (0.0221)
Parent's characteristics
Age at birth -0.0286***  -0.0153** | -0.00539 -0.00120
(0.00713)  (0.00525) | (0.00396) (0.00267)
Work status -0.982*** -0.723%** 0.0864 0.00820
(0.0854) (0.0633) (0.0819) (0.0497)
Wage (log) 0.00736 0.0549 0.0972%* 0.0535%*
(0.0460) (0.0327) (0.0371) (0.0219)
Low education -0.530%*** -0.191** -0.299%** -0.0175
(0.111) (0.0729) (0.0606) (0.0401)
Heavy drinker 0.0640 -0.0997 -0.000213 -0.0757*
(0.0937) (0.0631) (0.0522) (0.0296)
Concern about getting 0.0677 -0.00523 -0.0363 0.0571
necessities (0.0674) (0.0494) (0.0477) (0.0295)
Mother's perceived respect / 0.0429* 0.00772 | -0.0539*** -0.0283***
Father's self-ranked power (0.0213) (0.0167) (0.0136) (0.00786)
Household characteristics
Poverty, Ref: Never in poverty
Once -0.346** -0.207** -0.00268 -0.0639
(0.108) (0.0788) (0.0781) (0.0482)
Recurring -0.153 -0.274 0.167 -0.162
(0.241) (0.159) (0.186) (0.0970)
Persistent -0.342 -0.338* -0.102 -0.171*
(0.189) (0.131) (0.132) (0.0806)
Can't pay for classes -0.0485 -0.132 -0.266***  -0.0969**
(0.103) (0.0692) (0.0579) (0.0370)
Father in the household 0.00780 0.0645
(0.0857) (0.0682)
Grandparent in the household -0.166 -0.0653 -0.0799 -0.0667
(0.0867) (0.0646) (0.0597) (0.0351)
Elder siblingin the household | -0.539***  -0.461*** | -0.338***  -0.316***
(0.128) (0.0947) (0.0772) (0.0513)
Relative outside household 0.0110 0.00489 0.00244 0.000621
cared for child (0.00807)  (0.00598) | (0.00587)  (0.00339)
Living conditions
Local cost of child care per 0.00182 0.00151 0.000983  -0.000378
child (0.00129) (0.00100) | (0.000953) (0.000517)
Living space m? per head 0.00201 -0.0115** -0.00539 -0.00104
(0.00468) (0.00378) | (0.00330) (0.00218)
Rural -0.505%*** -0.221** -0.230*** -0.113**
(0.0934) (0.0726) (0.0643) (0.0408)
Model Characteristics
Observations 5,558 5,558 4,786 4,786

Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Appendix 1 to Chapter 5: Estimates for Single Mothers

Table A5.1: Logistic Estimate on Non-Participationof Single Mothers

Variables Play Care
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.378** (0.116) 0.472%* (0.124)
7-9 (primary school) 0.162***  (0.0500) 0.139*** (0.0405)
10-14 (secondary school) 0.690 (0.153) 0.715 (0.141)
Gender 0.768 (0.245) 0.717 (0.227)
Single Child 1.287 (0.289) 1.429 (0.299)
Any illness in the last 30 days 0.986 (0.0335) 1.033 (0.0266)
Hours of external care per day 1.011** (0.00408) 1.004 (0.00343)
Parent's characteristics
Mother's age at birth 0.968 (0.0220) 0.974 (0.0212)
Mother’s low education 1.393 (0.443) 1.392 (0.419)
Mother's work status 1.164 (0.336) 0.781 (0.196)
Mother's bad health 2.559 (1.602) 1.193 (0.556)
Mother's heavy drinking 2.144%* (0.825) 1.202 (0.316)
Household characteristics
Persistent poverty 0.588 (0.290) 0.997 (0.451)
Can't pay for classes 0.546* (0.144) 0.471%** (0.112)
Grandparent in the household 0.768 (0.199) 1.180 (0.281)
Elder sibling in the household 0.576 (0.205) 0.686 (0.250)
Local cost of child care 1.011** (0.00408) 1.004 (0.00343)
Living conditions
Living space m? per head 1.016 (0.0164) 0.991 (0.0134)
Rural 0.605 (0.160) 0.607* (0.150)
Constant 32.65%**  (23.71) 22.94***  (16.72)
Model Characteristics
Observations in pooled sample 918 918
Pseudo R2 0.134 0.195
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** n<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

Non-Participation of Single Mothers

Contrary to the previous analysis of a mother’s-participation in full families, this
sub-group of children has no father who could stepnd compensate for a mother’s
non-involvement. However, 56% of children with agle mother share a household
with one or two grandparents compared to 21% dfféuhilies. More children in this
sample (68%) use formal and informal care (11%)maned to those from full families:
56% and 9% respectively. There is no much varidbetveen the children in their type

of settlement except that we find more childrersimgle-mother households living in
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metropolitan areas (12%) compared to children inféumilies (8%). Finally, and as one
might expect, single mothers are more active inlabeur market, with 68% of them

working compared to 56% in full families.

A single mother’s non-involvement is play and carbigher than those from full fami-
lies: 15% of children in our sample have a singtghrar not participating in play and a
guarter (25%) have a single mother not particigaimcare compared to 11% and 19%
in the full families. Table A5.1 presents two logibdels predicting a mother’s non-
participation in leisure and care activities withildren within the reported 30-day in-

terval.

We find that the most important predictor of a gnignother’'s non-involvement in play
is her heavy drinking habit: it increases the odgsa factor of 2, controlling for child

characteristics and other factors. Single mothdre veported heavy drinking are less
likely to be able to engage in play or any othésuee activity with a child. We did not

see this effect for mothers in full families. Quutessibly, cumulative problems of mate-
rial, psychological and emotional nature are asdedi with single mothers’ drinking

levels. Since single parenthood can also be endogeto drinking this is a very com-
plex set of causal links that need to be more fedplored in further research. What is
clear from our finding is that the burden of singenting might be too much for some
mothers, and when they do not have a supportingsgptheir parental contribution

might be affected.

We also find that the self-evaluated inability @ydor extra classes for children is the
only predictor that explains variation in play aslhMas in care. However, the effect is
the opposite of the one we observed in full farsilie terms of both play and care sin-
gle mothers seem to compensate for their lack sfuees by more involvement: it re-
duces the odds of mother’'s non-participation ireday 44% in leisure activities and

53% in childcare. This means that single mothers @itperience some sort of hardship
but yet place a high value on their child’s devebtept are likely to contribute more of

their own time to children. Neither mother’s wottiatsis nor her low education or pov-

erty status seem to be associated with her paraingagies here.
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Appendix 2 to Chapter 5: Blockwise Regression

Table A5.2: Nested (Block-wise) Logistic Regressidor Single Mothers Play Time

Variables Play
Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 Full Sample
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.426** 0.396** 0.400** 0.369** 0.378**
(0.134) (0.125) (0.124) (0.114) (0.116)
7-9 (primary school) 0.195%** 0.180*** 0.192*** 0.166*** 0.162%**
(0.0611)  (0.0580) (0.0598) (0.0511) (0.0500)
10-14 (secondary school) 0.718 0.691 0.716 0.718 0.690
(0.154) (0.149) (0.155) (0.158) (0.153)
Gender 0.873 0.837 0.777 0.796 0.768
(0.271) (0.257) (0.247) (0.256) (0.245)
Single Child 1.339 1.340 1.297 1.252 1.287
(0.293) (0.295) (0.288) (0.280) (0.289)
Any illness in the last 30 days 1.005 0.993 0.999 0.986 0.986
(0.0394)  (0.0371) (0.0328) (0.0327) (0.0335)
Hours of external care per day 1.012** 1.011**
(0.00395) (0.00408)
Parent's characteristics
Mother's age at birth 0.973 0.969 0.971 0.968
(0.0198) (0.0196) (0.0214) (0.0220)
Mother’s low education 0.916 1.101 1.262 1.393
(0.295) (0.370) (0.420) (0.443)
Mother's work status 1.417 1.262 1.177 1.164
(0.419) (0.366) (0.339) (0.336)
Mother's bad health 1.949 2.229 2.332 2.559
(1.074) (1.316) (1.406) (1.602)
Mother's heavy drinking 1.999* 2.052* 2.207* 2.144%
(0.664) (0.729) (0.836) (0.825)
Household characteristics
Persistent poverty 0.536 0.492 0.588
(0.246) (0.233) (0.290)
Can't pay for classes 0.495** 0.523* 0.546*
(0.128) (0.137) (0.144)
Grandparent in the household 0.710 0.768
(0.177) (0.199)
Elder sibling in the household 0.542 0.576
(0.191) (0.205)
Local cost of child care 1.012** 1.011%**
(0.00395) (0.00408)
Living conditions
Living space m? per head 1.016
(0.0164)
Rural 0.605
(0.160)
Constant 15.50*** 24.40%** 36.56*** 31.78*** 32.65%**
(5.922) (16.04) (24.74) (22.37) (23.71)
Model Characteristics
Observations in pooled sample 918 918 918 918 918
Pseudo R? 0.069 0.084 0.103 0.126 0.134
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*#% 5<0.,001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table A5.3: Nested (Block-wise) Logistic Regressidor Single Mothers Care Time

Variables Care
Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 Full Sample
Child Characteristics
Age, Ref: 3-6 (toddlers)
0-2 (babies) 0.459** 0.454** 0.446** 0.460** 0.472%**
(0.115) (0.114) (0.113) (0.120) (0.124)
7-9 (primary school) 0.122%** 0.125*** 0.128*** 0.136*** 0.139%***
(0.0325) (0.0339) (0.0343) (0.0396) (0.0405)
10-14 (secondary school) 0.730 0.720 0.733 0.733 0.715
(0.143) (0.141) (0.145) (0.145) (0.141)
Gender 0.694 0.716 0.702 0.678 0.717
(0.216) (0.221) (0.218) (0.211) (0.227)
Single Child 1.415 1.427 1.414 1.415 1.429
(0.279) (0.290) (0.290) (0.296) (0.299)
Any illness in the last 30 days 1.035 1.030 1.031 1.032 1.033
(0.0255) (0.0255) (0.0256) (0.0267) (0.0266)
Hours of external care per day 1.005 1.004
(0.00336) (0.00343)
Parent's characteristics
Mother's age at birth 0.969 0.965 0.971 0.974
(0.0188) (0.0187) (0.0205) (0.0212)
Mother’s low education 1.114 1.247 1.240 1.392
(0.322) (0.371) (0.376) (0.419)
Mother's work status 0.923 0.829 0.810 0.781
(0.220) (0.206) (0.202) (0.196)
Mother's bad health 1.004 1.078 1.140 1.193
(0.459) (0.503) (0.521) (0.556)
Mother's heavy drinking 1.210 1.193 1.200 1.202
(0.309) (0.309) (0.309) (0.316)
Household characteristics
Persistent poverty 0.819 0.875 0.997
(0.373) (0.402) (0.451)
Can't pay for classes 0.473** 0.489** 0.471**
(0.112) (0.116) (0.112)
Grandparent in the household 1.199 1.180
(0.278) (0.281)
Elder sibling in the household 0.729 0.686
(0.261) (0.250)
Local cost of child care 1.005 1.004
(0.00336) (0.00343)
Living conditions
Living space m?2 per head 0.991
(0.0134)
Rural 0.607*
(0.150)
Constant 8.945*** 19.64*** 28.03*** 19.04%** 22.94%**
(3.209) (12.53) (18.07) (13.29) (16.72)
Model Characteristics
Observations in pooled sample 918 918 918 918 918
Pseudo R? 0.165 0.170 0.184 0.189 0.195
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** n<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Appendix to Chapter 6: Full Models

Table A6.1: Full Model of Mothers’ Play Time as a finction of Regional
Unemployment

VARIABLES coefficient (std error)
Regional unemployment -0.06704 (0.03549)
Interaction between unemployment and work status  -0.04234 (0.02822)
Babies 0.47652 (0.22554)
Pre-schoolers -0.20394 (0.15125)
Secondary-schoolers -0.18219 (0.22746)
Work status -1.09038** (0.28340)
Number of siblings 0.82536 (0.45407)
Below national poverty line -0.14444 (0.20848)
Living spare per head 0.00091 (0.00517)
Rural settlement 0.50430* (0.17246)
Self-reported respect from others 0.10606* (0.03692)
Regional pre-school provision 0.01139** (0.00322)
Average hours of non-household care per day -0.02147 (0.01164)
Year dummy 2008 -0.18803 (0.14849)
Year dummy 2009 -0.26786 (0.12759)
Observations 4,377
Number of children 2,258
R-squared 0.14998

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table A6.2: Full Model of Fathers’ Care Time as a Bnction of RGP

VARIABLES coefficient (std error)
RGP 0.00593* (0.00200)
Interaction between RGP and work status 0.00146 (0.00093)
Babies 0.17001 (0.12632)
Pre-schoolers -0.11132 (0.07572)
Secondary-schoolers -0.02852 (0.12036)
Work status -0.59219%* (0.18239)
Number of siblings 0.83499* (0.34176)
Below national poverty line -0.19880 (0.19846)
Living space per head 0.00771 (0.00550)
Rural settlement -0.12897 (0.08814)
Regional pre-school provision 0.00672*** (0.00117)
Average hours of non-household care per day -0.01054 (0.00829)
Year dummy 2008 0.20732 (0.09612)
Year dummy 2009 -0.06503 (0.05771)
Observations 2,075
Number of children 1,273

R? 0.11742

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

Table A6.3: Mothers’ Play Time as a Function of Reignal Unemployment under

Poverty

VARIABLES

coefficient (std error)

Regional Unemployment

Interaction between regional unemployment and work status
Babies

Pre-Schoolers

Secondary Schoolers

Number of siblings

Hours of external care per day

Mother's work status

Self-reported respect received from others
Living space per head

Rural settlement

Regional pre-school provision

Year dummy 2008

Year dummy 2009

-0.52568*** (0.07066)
0.28518** (0.06508)
0.60441 (0.26466)
-0.37976 (0.49557)
-0.18213 (0.92088)
0.55966 (1.23781)
-0.00208 (0.02610)
-4.41978* (1.37180)
0.22853 (0.12724)
-0.04377 (0.04695)
0.63450* (0.26693)
0.07591** (0.01984)
-0.01032 (0.46803)
0.14790 (0.33365)

Number of observations

Number of children

R-squared

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

365
302
0.65059



Appendices 287

Table A6.4: Fathers’ Care Time as a Function of RGRinder Poverty

VARIABLES coef
Regional GDP 0.01696*** (0.00280)
Interactin between GDP and work status -0.02307** (0.00609)
Babies -0.08606 (0.19696)
Pre-schoolers 0.01644 (0.17528)
Secondary-schoolers -0.14793 (0.30873)
Work status 2.51429*** (0.46256)
Living spare per head 0.00723 (0.00651)
Rural settlement -0.24913 (0.49285)
Regional pre-school provision 0.07369 (0.19669)
Average hours of non-household care perday  -0.14624 (0.15780)
Year dummy 2008 0.00823 (0.00441)
Year dummy 2009 0.00879 (0.01653)
-0.07735 (0.30543)
Observations -0.13477 (0.29787)
RZ
Number of children 171

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*¥* 50,001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table A6.5: The Influence of Local Pre-School Progion on Mothers’ and Fathers’ Time

PRESCHOOL PLAY CARE
Mother Father Mother Father
Sample preschool R? preschool R? preschool R? preschool R?
Full Sample 0.00867* (0.00282) 0.15 0.01521***(0.00137) 0.03 | -0.00701* (0.00224) 0.12 0.00672***(0.00117) 0.12
Age Group  Baby 0.00076 (0.00509) 0.22 -0.01270** (0.00240) 0.03 | -0.02824** (0.00551) 0.17 -0.01073 (0.00470) 0.17
Kindergarden 0.02231***(0.00388) 0.11 0.03528***(0.00331) 0.04 0.00382 (0.00176) 0.08 0.00885**(0.00188) 0.20
Primary School -0.00680* (0.00220) 0.07 0.02501***(0.00166) 0.04 | 0.01088** (0.00248) 0.11 0.00801***(0.00138) 0.14
Secondary School | 0.01545 (0.00784) 0.13 -0.00750 (0.00429) 0.13 | 0.02119** (0.00437) 0.17 -0.03628 (0.02638) 0.16
Work Status  Working 0.01324** (0.00330) 0.04 0.01897***(0.00194) 0.04 | 0.01645*** (0.00249) 0.09 0.00622**(0.00121) 0.13
Not Working 0.02729* (0.01019) 0.05  0.00380 (0.00344)  0.15 |-0.03913*** (0.00362) 0.12  0.00430 (0.00222) 0.53
Professional  Yes 0.00738* (0.00292) 0.16 0.01849*** (0.00127) 0.04 | -0.00314 (0.00224) 0.13 0.01075*** (0.00081) 0.11
Education  No 0.01273* (0.00466) 0.20 -0.01849*** (0.00219) 0.09 |-0.01780*** (0.00255) 0.21 -0.03419*** (0.00371) 0.47
Siblings No Siblings 0.01258*** (0.00206) 0.15 -0.01221*** (0.00074) 0.04 | 0.01764*** (0.00265) 0.10 -0.03135*** (0.00302) 0.08
Siblings -0.00403 (0.00470) 0.15 0.02514*** (0.00190) 0.06 | -0.01370** (0.00338) 0.15 0.00893** (0.00211) 0.12
Spouse In Household 0.00801* (0.00325) 0.17 0.01079*** (0.00150) 0.03 | -0.00545 (0.00252) 0.14 0.00443** (0.00118) 0.12
Not In Household [ 0.00234 (0.00651) 0.09 0.03314*(0.01121) 0.93 |-0.02213***(0.00194) 0.11 0.00775*** (0.00000) 1.00
Settlement Rural 0.01404* (0.00442) 0.24 0.01871***(0.00321) 0.10 | -0.00888** (0.00244) 0.18 0.00800** (0.00152) 0.18
Urban -0.11619* (0.04467) 0.16 -0.05958 (0.03370) 0.03 0.07187 (0.06928) 0.14 -0.07787 (0.08377) 0.13
Metropolitan 0.10239 (0.02212) 0.17 -0.38137 (0.08321) 0.19 -0.02797 (0.02769) 0.14 0.54091 (0.10345) 0.45
Poverty In Poverty 0.06110 (0.02629) 0.60 -0.29747 (0.38638) 0.39 | -0.02707* (0.01026) 0.44 0.00797* (0.00253) 0.52
Not In Poverty 0.01339**(0.00378) 0.14 0.01633***(0.00139) 0.03 0.00033 (0.00205) 0.12 0.00390 (0.00237) 0.12
Elder Siblings In Household 0.01553 (0.00715) 0.22 -0.01343*(0.00434) 0.12 -0.06748 (0.23585) 0.29 0.09584 (0.12195) 0.34
Not In Household | 0.01124* (0.00332) 0.16 0.01685*** (0.00129) 0.04 | -0.00799* (0.00229) 0.13 0.00694*** (0.00112) 0.14
Grandparents In Household 0.00189 (0.00363) 0.17  0.00581(0.00317) 0.05| 0.00319 (0.00177) 0.17 0.00047 (0.00291) 0.15
Not In Household | 0.00963* (0.00325) 0.16 0.01998*** (0.00195) 0.04 |-0.01503*** (0.00215) 0.14 0.00847** (0.00160) 0.15
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