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ABSTRACT

This thesis studies the dynamics of parents’ time with children. It uses self-reported time
diary data to empirically document discrepancies between high- and low-educated
parents’ time spent in various childcare activities. By doing so, the study considers one
important but under-researched form of childhood inequality, namely inequality in
parental time investment. The thesis is among the first to provide an extensive and
detailed empirical documentation of variations in parents’ time use with children and to
examine the effect of macro-structure and policy context on parenting behaviour.

Using the American Time Use Survey (2003-2008), the thesis first investigates variations
in parents’ time spent in different types of childcare among white parents in the US. Then,
the American Heritage Time Use Survey (1965-2010) is employed to examine whether
differences between high-and low-educated parents’ time spent with children have been
growing or diminishing over time. Finally, the Multinational Time Use Survey (1965-2008)
is used to explore the relationship between specific policies, macro-economic structure
and childcare across time and across countries.

The results can be summarized as follows. High-educated parents provide more primary
childcare for their children compared to low-educated parents. The difference is
particularly acute during the early years of childhood, and the gap is particularly wide for
childcare activities which are fundamentally important for the social and cognitive
development of children. This parental investment gap, most notably between high-and
low-educated mothers, has been widening in the US. The main source of this widening
phenomenon is the steady increase in high-educated mothers’ time spent in interactive
and developmental childcare activities, rather than in routine and physical childcare
activities. The analysis of cross-national data shows that the strong positive effect of
education on childcare is a cross-national occurrence. However, the strength of this
association varies considerably across time and across countries: universal paid leave for
mothers and a gender egalitarian labour market structure help alleviate the education and
gender gap in childcare. Mothers provide more primary childcare as the number of
available paid leave weeks increases, while fathers increase their contribution to primary
childcare as the percentage of women in the labour market increases. The provision of
paid leave for mothers decreases the effect of education on primary childcare, and specific
family policies as well as gender egalitarian socio-economic contexts can help alleviate
inequalities in parental time investment in children.



CONTENTS

1 SETTING THE SCENE: CHILDHOOD INEQUALITIES

1.1 INTRODUCTION (1)

1.2 ESTABLISHING THE LINK BETWEEN PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT AND CHILD
OUTCOMES (3)

1.3 TRENDS AND ISSUES IN PARENTAL TIME INVESTMENT IN CHILDREN (9)

1.4 OUTLINE OF THE THESIS (14)

REFERENCES (18)

2 INEQUALITIES IN PARENTAL TIME INVESTMENT (I):
TIME SPENT IN PRIMARY AND SECONDARY CHILDCARE

2.1 INTRODUCTION (27)
2.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK (29)
2.2.1 BOURDIEU’S “THINKING TOOLS” (29)
2.2.2 BOURDIEU IN THE US CONTEXT:
CONCERTED CULTIVATION VERSUS NATURAL GROWTH (33)
2.2.3 RESEARCH FOCUS AND HYPOTHESES (39)
2.3 DATA AND SAMPLE (41)
2.3.1 DATA SPECIFICATION (41)
2.3.2 SAMPLE (43)
2.3.3 RESPONSE VARIABLES (47)
2.3.4 EXPLANATORY VARIABLES (49)
2.3.5 CONTROL VARIABLES (51)
2.4 METHODS (54)
2.5 RESULTS (54)
2.5.1. DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS (54)
2.5.2 MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS (61)
2.5.3 PREDICTED MINUTES IN CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES BASED ON GAMMA
REGRESSIONS (74)
2.6 CONCLUSION (82)
REFERENCES (84)



3 INEQUALITIES IN PARENTAL TIME INVESTMENT (11):
TIME SPENT IN SPECIFIC CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES

3.1 INTRODUCTION (90)
3.2 THEORETICAL EXPECTATION AND HYPOTHESES (91)
3.3 DATA AND SAMPLE (96)
3.4 METHODS (99)
3.5 RESULTS ON SPECIFIC PRIMARY CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES (100)
3.5.1. DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS (101)
3.5.2 MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS (106)
3.5.3 DECOMPOSING DEVELOPMENAL CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES (121)
3.6 RESULTS ON SPECIFIC PARENTAL ACTIVITIES DURING SECONDARY
CHILDCARE (126)
3.6.1. DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS (126)
3.6.2 MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS (129)
3.7 RELATIVE DIFFERENCES IN SPECIFIC CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES (134)
3.8 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS (138)
3.9 CONCLUDING REMARKS FOR CHAPTER 2 AND CHAPTER 3 (146)
REFERENCES (150)

4 CHANGES IN THE EFFECT OF EDUCATION ON
MOTHERS’ TIME INVESTMENT (1965-2010)

4.1 INTRODUCTION (154)
4.2 CONCERTED CULTIVATION IN A HISTORICAL CONTEXT (156)
4.3 PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON CHILDCARE TRENDS (158)
4.4 RESEARCH FOCUS (161)
4.5 DATA AND SAMPLE (163)
4.5.1 DATA SPECIFICATION (163)
4.5.2 SAMPLE AND MEASUREMENT (166)
4.6 METHODS (171)
4.7 RESULTS (173)
4.7.1 DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS (173)
4.7.2 MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS (180)
4.8 TRENDS IN PATERNAL CARE (195)
4.9 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION (198)
REFERENCES (201)



5 DoES CONTEXT MATTER? CROSS-NATIONAL ANALYSIS OF
CHILDCARE PATTERNS OF MOTHERS AND FATHERS

5.1 BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY: SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES IN
THE WESTERN WORLD (205)
5.2 PREVIOUS RESEARCH (210)
5.3 THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE AND RESEARCH FOCUS (212)
5.3.1 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES (215)
5.4 DATA (217)
5.4.1 DATA SPECIFICATION (217)
5.4.2 SAMPLE AND MEASUREMENT (218)
5.5 METHODS (226)
5.6 RESULTS (229)
5.6.1. DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS (229)
5.6.2 MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS (237)
5.7 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION (252)
REFERENCES (257)

6 CHALLENGES AND POSSIBILITIES OF CHILDCARE RESEARCH

6.1 SUMMARY (263)

6.2 NON-PARENTAL TIME INVESTMENT (265)

6.3 “HIGH-QUALITY TIME” OR A “HIGH-QUALITY DIARY” (266)

6.4 ALARMING INEQUALITIES OR OVER-CONCERNED SOCIOLOGISTS? (268)
6.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS (270)

REFERENCES (271)

APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: METHODS AND ROBUSTNTESS (274)
A1l GAMMA MODELS REFERRED IN THE TEXT (274)
A2 DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION OF METHODOLOGY (275)

REFERENCES (283)

APPENDIX B: ADDITIONAL TABLES FOR CHAPTER 3 (285)

APPENDIX C: DATA SPECIFICATION AND ADDITIONAL TABLES FOR CHAPTER 4 (285)
C1 DATA SPECIFICATION OF AHTUS (292)

C2 OLS MODELS PERFORMED ON FULL SAMPLE (295)



LIST OF FIGURES

CHAPTER 2

Figure 2.1  Average minutes spent in childcare by mothers and fathers (56)

Figure 2.2  Participation rate in childcare by mothers and fathers (56)

Figure 2.3  Mothers’ and fathers’ predicted minutes in primary childcare by
education (76)

Figure 2.4 Mothers’ and fathers’ predicted minutes in secondary childcare by
education (76)

Figure 2.5 The gap in mothers’ predicted minutes in primary childcare by
employment and marital status (78)

Figure 2.6  The gap in mothers’ predicted minutes in secondary childcare by
employment and marital status (80)

Figure 2.7  The gap in fathers’ predicted minutes in primary childcare by
employment and marital status (81)

Figure 2.8  QQ plot of an OLS regression in which the response variable is
minutes spent in secondary childcare (282)

Figure 2.9  QQ plot of an OLS regression in which the response variable is
minutes spent in school related activities (282)

CHAPTER 3

Figure 3.1 Predicted probability of providing basic childcare by mothers and
fathers (111)

Figure 3.2  Predicted probability of providing developmental childcare by
mothers and fathers (114)

Figure 3.3  Predicted probability of providing out-of-home childcare by mothers
and fathers (118)

Figure 3.4 Predicted minutes in specific childcare activities by mothers (120)

Figure 3.5

Predicted minutes in specific childcare activities by fathers (120)

vi



CHAPTER 4

Figure 4.1 Trends in basic childcare by mothers’ education (177)

Figure 4.2 Trends in developmental childcare by mothers’ education (178)

Figure 4.3  Predicted probability of providing basic childcare by mothers (185)

Figure 4.4 Predicted probability of providing developmental childcare by
mothers (191)

CHAPTER 5

Figure 5.1 Average minutes spent in primary childcare by mothers (231)

Figure 5.2  Average minutes spent in primary childcare by fathers (232)

Figure 5.3  The difference between high- and low-educated mothers’ average
minutes spent in primary childcare (234)

Figure 5.4 The difference between high- and low-educated fathers’ average
minutes spent in primary childcare (235)

Figure 5.5 Coefficient of college by country-year for mothers (243)

Figure 5.6  Coefficient of college by country-year for fathers (244)

Figure 5.7  Effect of paid leave on minutes spent in primary childcare (249)

Figure 5.8 Effect of paid leave on the regression coefficient of college (249)

vii



LIST OF TABLES

CHAPTER 2

Table 2.1

Data specification (43)

Table 2.2 Summary statistics for explanatory and control variables (53)

Table 2.3 Mothers' average minutes in childcare activities and percentages
of diarists reporting the activity (58)

Table 2.4  Fathers’ average minutes in childcare activities and percentages
of diarists reporting the activity (59)

Table 2.5 Mothers' minutes spent in primary childcare (OLS regression) (63)

Table 2.6 Fathers’ minutes spent in primary childcare (OLS regression) (67)

Table 2.7 Mothers’ minutes spent in secondary childcare (OLS regression) (69)

Table 2.8 Fathers’ minutes spent in secondary childcare (OLS regression) (72)

Table 2.9 Mothers' and fathers’ time spent in primary and secondary childcare
(gamma regression) (274)

CHAPTER 3

Table 3.1  The decomposition of primary childcare activities (98)

Table 3.2 Mothers' average minutes spent in specific childcare activities and
percentages of diarists reporting the activity (103)

Table 3.3 Fathers’ average minutes spent in specific childcare activities and
percentages of diarists reporting the activity (104)

Table 3.4  Mothers’ and fathers’ minutes spent in basic childcare (OLS
regression) (107)

Table 3.5 Mothers’ and fathers’ minutes spent in developmental childcare (OLS
regression) (113)

Table 3.6  Mothers’ and fathers’ minutes spent in out-of-home childcare (OLS
regression) (116)

Table 3.7 Mothers’ and fathers’ average minutes in developmental childcare
activities and percentages of diarists reporting the activity (123)

Table 3.8  Mothers’ probability of providing specific developmental care

activities (logistic regression) (124)

viii



Table 3.9

Table 3.10

Table 3.11

Table 3.12

Table 3.13

Table 3.14

Table 3.15

Table 3.16

Table 3.17

Table 3.18

Table 3.19

Table 3.20

Table 3.21

Table 3.22

Table 3.23

Table 3.24

Fathers’ probability of providing specific developmental care
activities (logistic regression) (125)

Mothers’ average minutes spent in specific secondary childcare
activities and percentages of diarists reporting the activity (128)
Fathers’ average minutes spent in specific secondary childcare
activities and percentages of diarists reporting the activity (128)
Mothers’ and fathers’ minutes spent in leisure activities while child is
in parental care (OLS regression) (131)

Mothers’ and fathers’ minutes spent in watching TV while child is in
parental care (OLS regression) (133)

Mothers’ and fathers’ relative time spent in specific primary
childcare activities (135)

Mothers’ and fathers’ relative time spent in specific secondary
childcare activities (137)

Summary of hypotheses and findings for mothers’ time spent in
specific childcare activities (144)

Summary of hypotheses and findings for fathers’ time spent in
specific childcare activities (145)

Mothers’ and fathers’ probability of providing basic childcare
(logistic regression) (285)

Mothers’ and fathers’ probability of providing developmental
childcare (logistic regression) (286)

Mothers’ and fathers’ probability of providing out-of-home childcare
(logistic regression) (287)

Mothers’ time spent in specific primary childcare activities (gamma
regression) (288)

Fathers’ time spent in specific primary childcare activities (gamma
regression) (289)

Mothers’ and fathers’ probability of spending some time in out-of-
home leisure activities during secondary childcare (logistic
regression) (290)

Mothers’ and fathers’ probability of spending some time watching
television during secondary childcare (logistic regression) (291)



CHAPTER 4

Table 4.1 Summary statistics (170)

Table 4.2 Mothers’ average minutes in primary childcare and percentages of
diarists reporting the activity by education over time (1960s-2000s)
(174)

Table 4.3 Mothers’ minutes spent in primary childcare (all mothers-OLS)
(181)

Table 4.4 Mothers’ probability of providing basic childcare (all mothers-
logistic regression) (184)

Table 4.5 Mothers’ minutes in basic childcare (participants only-OLS) (187)

Table 4.6  Mothers’ probability of providing developmental childcare (all
mothers-logistic regression) (190)

Table 4.7 Mothers’ minutes spent in developmental childcare (participants
only-OLS) (194)

Table 4.8 Technical description of AHTUS (192)

Table 4.9  The decomposition of primary childcare categories (293)

Table 4.10 Mothers’ minutes spent in basic childcare (all mothers-OLS) (295)

Table 4.11 Mothers’ minutes spent in developmental childcare (all mothers-
OLS) (296)

CHAPTER 5

Table 5.1 Contextual variables and sample size (224)

Table 5.2 Multilevel models estimating mothers’ primary childcare (238)

Table 5.3 Multilevel models estimating fathers’ primary childcare (239)

Table 5.4 Multilevel models with additional controls for employment and

marital status (251)



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

[ am most grateful to my supervisor, Jonathan Gershuny, who has always been very
positive, supportive and above all else, truly inspirational. Throughout my studies, he has
very generously provided me with the two most valuable resources: time and money. [ will
always be indebted to him for his invaluable input; believing in me and making me a part
of Centre for Time Use Research.

Oriel Sullivan has provided very helpful comments since the early stages of this thesis, and
has been instrumental in facilitating rewarding collaborations on more than one occasion.
With her inclusive, fair-minded and constructive manners, she serves as a professional role
model for me. I learned most of what I know about how to manage time use data from
Kimberly Fisher. I am grateful to her for spending countless hours with me improving my
data skills and for sharing her true passion for time use data with me. Laurent Lesnard has
provided very helpful and constructive feedback as my external examiner.

Nuffield College has been a wonderful place to study, learn, think and be inspired. I will
always feel very fortunate to be part of this community. Duncan Gallie has been a
remarkable college advisor, always kept an eye on my progress and provided useful
feedback throughout my studies. I am especially thankful to our librarians and porters who
have always been very helpful, understanding and kind in our daily encounters.

In my final year of doctoral study, I was very lucky to meet Robert Putnam who provided
me with an opportunity to work for him as a member of the Saguaro research team. I
benefited hugely from discussions with him and the research associates at Saguaro. [ am
particularly grateful to Thomas Sander who has provided very valuable and extensive
comments on my work.

Finally, I would like to express my gratitude to some friends who made my DPhil journey a
happy, pleasant and fulfilling one. In early years of my DPhil, I had many enjoyable and
motivating conversations with Jon and Thomas, who boosted my passion for the social
sciences. Hande has been in almost all of my happy memories in Oxford starting from the
day when she proved her DYI skills with a handful of nails and a small Turkish coffee pot.
There is no thinking of Oxford without thinking of Hande; and there is no dancing like
dancing with Christina! I am indebted to both of these wonderful women for being part of
my happiest moments. I survived some of the toughest times of my DPhil thanks to the
support and guidance of Oykii. It gives me great peace and comfort to know that she will
always be there for me.

Last but not least, thanks to Cansu for being the loveliest sister in the world and for her
precious signature.



This thesis is dedicated to my beloved Scott.

Xii



CHAPTER 1:

SETTING THE SCENE: CHILDHOOD INEQUALITIES

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Children are not born equal nor do they grow updnal circumstances. Across the
world, babies born in less advantaged househo&mare likely to be delivered pre-
term (Rowley 1994), have low birth weight (Stadiekt al. 1991) and face
significantly higher mortality risk (Sorlie, Backid and Keller 1995). Those who
survive are more likely to be deprived of basicassities such as a nutritious diet or
health insurance (Lindsey 2009), and have pooraitth€Korenman and Miller
1997), psychological distress (McLeod and Shand®®8) and lower self-esteem
(Axinn, Duncan and Thornton 1997). They are lesé®Iyi to receive paternal
acceptance (Grimm-Thomas and Perry-Jenkins 198d)meore likely to grow up in
single-parent households (McLanahan and Schwa@2)2id poor neighbourhoods
where they are exposed to higher health and sagky (Brooks-Gunn, Duncan and
Aber 1997). Children born to more affluent familiesceive more financial
investment and high quality non-parental care (Shmgg Erikson and Jantti 2011).
They spend more time in organized extra-curricaletivities that are designed to
improve their social and cognitive skills, and gobetter schools that pave the way

for a college degree (Kaushal, Magnuson and Waédf@g11; Willingham 2012).



Such inequalities in early childhood persist indloilghood and undermine equality of
opportunity, putting a high weight on birth (disyadtages. In this study, we focus
on one important but under-researched form of eahnlidhood inequality, namely
inequality in parental time investmeWe investigate whether advantages accruing
to children from more educated families are gronangliminishing over time, and
whether they differ across countries. Furthermare,examine the extent to which
parental time investment in children is shaped Hiy $ocio-economic context in

which parents live and the policy provisions aua#eao parents.

Time is both a resource and a constraint. How npasknts are constrained by time
and how much of it they can allocate to their aeildheavily influences children’s
life chances. This thesis provides strong evidetitat there are significant
inequalities in parental time investment by edusatParents with high educational
attainment provide more primary childcare for theildren compared to parents
with low educational attainment in the US (Chap@t'® The difference is
particularly acute during the early years of childtd and the gap is particularly wide
in developmental childcare activities which are damentally important for the
social and cognitive development of children (Cka@). The gap between high-and
low-educated parents’ time spent in developmerttddicare increased significantly
in the 1990s and 2000s, compared to the 1970s {@hdp Yet, the provision of
paid leave policies and gender egalitarian laboarket conditions could help

alleviate this parenting gap (Chapter 5).

L with the exception of the final chapter, the fingk presented in this thesis are for non-Hispanic
white parents residing in the US with at least oh#d under the age of thirteen. Consequently, the
results cannot be generalized for the entire pat@apulation of the US.



In this introductory chapter we first provide aalission of the literature establishing
the link between parental investments and chiled@ues, particularly educational
attainment. This section is then followed by afor¥iew of previous work studying

trends in childcare. Next, we highlight the conitibn of the study and provide an

outline of the thesis.

1.2 ESTABLISHING THE LINK BETWEEN PARENTAL
INVOLVEMENT AND CHILD OUTCOMES

The determinants of children’s educational attaint®ieare numerous, interlinked
and operate on many levels. According to Havemah \Afolfe (1995, 1994), a
comprehensive characterization of the process dfiren’s attainment should
incorporate the relation between three decisionargk namely society (or
government), parents and children: society detezmitihe opportunities available
both to children and their parents (social investisk’ parents make choices
regarding the quantity and quality of family resmes to be devoted to children
(parental investments), and children make (someijsib®s given these investments
and constraints as well as the opportunities aviaildo them. This is the broad
socio-economic framework in which the present reses situated. However, as the
analytical focus of the next three chapters ihatimdividual level, more specifically
variations in parental time use patterns, in tleiaw we concentrate on parental
investments rather than social investments or wmfd decisions in terms of

children’s outcomes; though they are arguably gmmant.

There is a rich body of research parental involvement/ parental inpuésdchild

outcomesmostly conveying a positive relationship betwdles two. However, the

2 See Folbre (2008) on why society should investitdren.
3



findings are not entirely consistent and ratherttsoad for several reasons. Most
importantly, the definitions and operationalizatiminparental involvement and child
outcomes vary widely.By parental involvement, studies variously refer time
spent with children (Leibowitz 1977), frequencysplecific activities with children
(Amato and Rivera 1999; Thomson, Hanson and McLandl®94; Zick, Bryant and
Oesterbacka 2001), children’s perception of paftebé&hbavioural and emotional
involvement (Wenk et al. 1994), involvement witthgol activities (Epstein 1990),
parental aspiration for educational attainmentsv€leand Shah 1968), frequency of
contact (Amato and Gilbreth 1999; Furstenberg, Margnd Allison 1987), parental
rules and control (Thomson, Hanson and McLanah&@%)1%r a combination of
some of the above (Astone and McLanahan 1991; Kand Sobolewski 2006;
McNeal 1999). Similarly, child outcomes as a resggomariable are very broadly
defined and operationalized as cognitive or lingoiskills (Leibowitz 1977,
Rosenzweig and Wolpin 1993), educational attainmeii€oleman 1987),
behavioural outcomes (Azier 2004; Baumrind 1991chBrdson et al. 1989) or
psychological well-being (Baumrind 1978). Moreoverany studies fail to account
for the significant intervening variables betweemgnmtal inputs and child outcomes
such as race, gender, socio-economic situation @Ati999), ethnic context or sub-
cultural variations of norms and acceptable behasioBluestone and Tamis-
Lemonda 1999). Adding to the difficulty of studyipgrental investments and child
outcomes, Burton, Phipps and Curtis (2002) sugipedt unlike what is commonly

assumed in the literature, parental behaviour issrogenous to child behaviour and

% The age range of children in the reviewed litemais O to 18.
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so should not be analysed in a simple unidirectieaase as has been done in much

empirical research.

Despite the diversity of definitions, methods aratad a great deal of research
consistently provides support for the positive effef parental involvement-very
broadly defined- on a variety of cognitive, behavad and social-emotional child
outcomes: sensitive parenting predicts children’sgnitive and linguistic
achievements (Lamb and Tamis-Lemonda 2007), higleeels of paternal
involvement are associated with fewer behaviourablgms (Amato and Rivera
1999), self-care at early ages is a significark fector for substance use (Aizer
2004; Richardson et al. 1989), and school-relasa@miing practices are positively
related to many school achievement indicators (Astand McLanahan 1991; Sui-
Chu and Willims 1996j.The conclusions regarding the importance of pafent
involvement are also not limited to sociologicakeaarch. Psychological studies
underline the significance of parenting style inldrien’s psychological well-being
(Baumrind 1978; Deater-Deckard et al. 1998). Imtweconomic studies approach
the issue from &duman capitalperspective and highlight the increased salierice o
parents’ responsibility in augmenting their childse human capital (Becker and

Nigel 1986; Leibowitz 1974, 2003; Rosenzweig andppl993).

* Similarly, despite the fact that empirical evidenia the literature lends strong support for the
positive correlation between parents’ and childreducation, the causal explanation behind this is
still disputed (Black, Devereux and Salvanes 20B&hrman and Rosenzweig 2002; Plug 2004;
Sacerdote 2002). For more on the intergeneratisaasmission of occupation/socio-economic status,
see Biblarz, Bengston and Bucur (1996) and Hausttagan (1992).

® Not only time spent in direct childcare but alsrents’ other time use activities can play a rale i
child development. Buchel and Duncan (1998) remgnificant positive effects of fathers’
engagement in sports activities on children’s stlotcomes, while fathers’ socializing with friends
have negative effects. Yeung, Duncan and Hill (26080 find a strong association between fathers’
church attendance and children’s schooling. Howetlee explanatory mechanism behind these
associations is not clear.



Having mentioned the accumulated empirical eviddncehe association between
parental involvement and child outcomes, we mova twief review of three paths
linking parenting and child outcomes, outcomes sagtschool succesparenting
style, a combination of distinctive parental manners andatsties, parental
aspirations regarding children’s educational and occupation@iraments, and
parenting practicesin other words the type, amount and frequencadifvities
parents engage in with their children (which iseotpd to be highly correlated and
influenced by the first two) have all been discdssand offered as potential

mechanisms linking parental involvement and chutcomes.

Parenting styleand children’s outcomes have been a topic ofasten psychology,

particularly following the parenting style typology Baumrind (1978) with a further
contribution from Maccoby and Martin (1983). Depend on the level of

responsiveness and demandingness, four types @antpay styles have been
identified: authoritative authoritarian, permissive and rejecting- neglecting

(Baumrind 1991). These parenting styles were fdoriae correlated with a series of
child outcomes such as substance use, school aché, personality traits,
psychological distress and behavioural problemau@@and 1991; Chan and Koo
2011; Lamborn et al. 1991; Steinberg et al. 1994is4/ and Schwarz 1996).
Authoritative parenting appears positively assedatvith child outcomes, while
rejecting- neglecting parenting is reported to b&ithental to child outcomes: Chan
and Koo (2011) found that youth with authoritatp@rents are more likely to get

good exam results. In the study of Steinberg et(®194), highest academic



competence was reported by children from authérégaparents® Weiss and
Schwarz (1996) found that sons of authoritativeeptr have the highest Grade Point
Averages (GPA). Various parenting styles are fotmde correlated with class
(Kohn 1977), maternal depression (Belsky 1984)emal childhood history (Gara,
Rosenberg and Herzog 1996), family structure (Chad Koo 2011), ethnic
background, education and socio-economic statuse@Bbne and Tamis-LeMonda

1999).

Another path between parental characteristics aildren’s educational attainments
is through variations iparental aspirationsKnown also as the Wisconsin Model
and built on the work of Blau and Duncan (1978)stetus attainment, this model
emphasises parental encouragement when it com#eeitochildren’s decision to
pursue higher education (Sewell and Shah 1968gnkarinputs in the form of
encouragement and motivation affect the educati@at@inment of children by
shaping their educational aspirations. Children nbdo parents with high
educational/occupational aspirations for their di@h are actively encouraged and
supported, sometimes even pushed, towards higharagdnal attainment. High
parental aspiration is a significant interveningiafale between social class and
children’s educational aspirations. For statusiratiant to be effective, however, it
is not enough for parents to simply hold high agpns: they must also transmit
these aspirations (Astone and McLanahan 1991).ndeteparental supervision,
attendance to parent-teacher meetings, close mmimgtof school performance as
well as extracurricular activities can help paratdshis. In this regard, variations in

parental aspirations would then be reflected ifedtint behavioural patterns.

® Academic competence is a combination of studews perception of her intelligence compared to
her classmates, her ability to finish homework @met and her competence in the classroom
(Steinberg et al. 1994).



The third explanatory path between parental injauis child outcomes is through
differentials in daily parenting practices.Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995)
provide an informative explanation of wimarenting practicegositively influence
children’s educational outcomes. The authors ifietitiree mechanisms of parental
influence on children’s school successionitoring reinforcementand direct
instruction Monitoring means that, through activities such as discugsiagchool
day with children, helping with and checking homekvand talking with teachers,
parents convey the importance of educational d&s/io children. To put it simply,
parental time investments in specific activitiegnsil the importance of those
activities to a childReinforcemenhappens when parents provide rewards for school
related achievements via praise, interest, apprecjaetc. When applied “properly”,
reinforcementincreases the likelihood of children behaving iays that lead to
school success. Thirdly, time spent with childressipvely influences children’s
school success vidirect instruction particularly direct, open-ended instructipn
such as asking questions, explanations or engagidgcussions. Such intellectual
activities tend to “promote higher levels of cogret complexity and ability” and
“contribute to higher-level thinking skills” in dadiren (Hoover-Dempsey and
Sandler 1995: 321). Although parental time investimén children likely contribute
to children’s school outcomes via these three nmshes, the success of these
parenting practices very much depends on the fiwden parental involvement and
schools’ expectationsLastly, researchers also underline the importasfcsocial
capital (via time spent in parent-teacher meetings) aadatguisition of information
regarding children’s performance (via time spentdiscussing with children)

(Coleman 1987). Therefore, time spent with childieexpected to lead to positive

" As will be explained in detail in the theoretisaktion, from Bourdieu’s perspective, this fit refeo
the “legitimized cultural capital” that providesaohtages to children versus the “wrong sort of
cultural capital” which is unlikely to yield any ig& (Blackledge 2001; Tyson 2003).
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child outcomes, although the effect is likely torhediated with many other factors
such as school context, race, gender, parentds sigl well agparenting styleand

aspirations As the focus of this research is on parental smpent with children, the
next section provides a detailed review of the vahe literature on parental

characteristics and time spent in childcare agtivit

1.3 TRENDS AND ISSUES IN PARENTAL TIME INVESTMENT IN
CHILDREN

Although not new, social concern over “neglectelildren has increased in the last

few decades in the US. The expressions “latchkeyskndrome,” “parental time
famine” or “parenting deficit” have frequently beesed in academic studies as well
as in popular literatureResearchers claim that children have been “saffefiom
the erosion of social capital in the family” (Colem1987), “starving for attention”
(Mattox 1990), “living in distress” (Hewlett 1991)left fatherless” (Blankenhorn
1995), and overall are “spending much less timé wikir parents” (Presser 1989).
Additionally, increased studies linking children’svell-being to parental
involvement, and recent demographic trends chalenghe traditional “bread-

winner husband/ homemaker mother” family structingve exacerbated these

concerns.

Whilst research emphasizes the importance of pateltt interaction and fostered

the ideal of involved parents, mothers have beenihg the home for work and

8 A school-aged child returning to an empty hougeragchool and getting no adult supervision is
referred to as “latchkey-child,” especially in thepular press, and has invoked many debates in both
academic and non-academic circles. For non-acaderitings, see for example Schulte (2009) in the
Washington PostBranigan (2007) inThe Guardian, andernstein (2003) in th&lY Times For
academic studies on the risk faced with latchkeidon, see Aizer (2004), Dwyer et al. (1990) as
well as Fox and Newman (1997). Parental availghilihe child's level of responsibility and the
neighbourhood context are found to be among theoifadhat affect the choice of self-care over
supervised care alternatives (Casper and Smith)2004
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fathers are increasingly absent as a result ofrdevor failure to marry. Given the
well-established negative association between mate&mployment and time spent
with children (Bianchi et al. 2000; Bryant and ZitR96; Gauthier, Smeeding and
Furstenberg 2004; Nock and Kingston 1988; Robiresmh Godbey 1997; Zick and
Bryant 1996), concerns regarding the negative efdéanothers’ employment on
children’s outcomes have increasSe®dditionally, as a result of possible adverse
effects of marital instability and a fathers’ tendg to disengage from their children
after divorce, worry surrounding the amount of pérey children receive has
increased? Policy makers, researchers as well as the media bhagun to sound an
alarm proclaiming that children are suffering frggarental famine, mostly due to
mothers’ employment and increased fatherlessnesighwn turn results in major
social ills for society, ills such as teenage peemy, drug abuse, and juvenile

delinquency/ youth violence.

This being said, recent time use studies do nat &rong support for widespread
societal concern regarding parental neglect. Theneo compelling evidence that
parental time has declined drastically over theé few years. Indeed, time spent in
primary childcare has remained constant or evereased in some cases in virtually
all Western countries. The last few decades haweessed a clear increase in

parental time in the US (Sandberg and Hofferth 2@X105), and also in other

° Maternal employment in the early years of infarisyfound to have some adverse effects on
children’s behavioural and cognitive development, the evidence is not conclusive. Datcher-Loury
(1988) and Leibowitz (1977) found no negative dffeé maternal employment on children’s
educational attainment and verbal development otisiedy, while Stafford (1987) and Ruhm (2000)
reported negative effects. In another study, thgatiee effect of maternal employment in the first
year of life is found to be offset during the set@md subsequent years (Blau and Grossberg 1992).
19 Despite considerable research, firm conclusioggnding the effect of divorce on children have
indeed remained elusive. There is substantial ecel®f statistical associations between divorce and
negative outcomes; however, the evidence on theatéink is not conclusive (See Amato 2000 and
Seltzer 1994 for review). Additionally, many stuglifailed to find strong associations between non-
resident father contact and child well-being (Amatal Gilberth 1999). What matters seems to be the
types of involvement rather than mere contact (kind Sobolewski 2006).

10



industrialized countries (Gauthier, Smeeding andsténburg 2004; Gershuny
2000), mostly as a result of increased time spemtevelopmental activities rather

than routine childcare (Sayer, Bianchi and Robirz@d4).

Why then does widespread social concern not méwekemnpirical evidence? First,
the supposition thagaomechildren might be suffering from “parental faming”not
unfounded. Whilst parental time increasedaveragen the last few decades, there
are significant inequalities in parental involvernamong different family types and
among mothers. Some mothers spend significantlyentione with their children
than in the past, while others spend less: betvi®&s and 1998, the proportion of
mothers who reported any childcare decreased ffo¥h ® 70% in the US (Sayer,
Bianchi and Robinson 2004). An increase in the matetime of participating
mothers (those who report at least one minute enaittivity) compensates for the
missing time of norparticipating mothers, resulting in aaverageincrease over

time. However, the possibility of growing inequig is a matter of concern.

Moreover, children raised in single-parent housgfhapend less time with their
custodial parents (Robinson 1989). For example, uss@n and Larson (1991) find
that young adolescents in single-parent househspdsd 20 per cent fewer hours
with their parents daily compared to those livingthwtwo parents. Similarly,
Robinson and Godbey (1997) found single mothersidipg about three hours a
week less with their children compared to marriesthrars in the US in 1985. In
2000, this difference decreased to one hour (BiarRbbinson and Milkie 2006).
Although single mothers’ time in childcare has @ased in the last few decades, the

maternal time of a single parent still does not pensate for the absence of a father,
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and children from single-parent households reckss parental encouragement and
attention compared to those from intact familiestphe and McLanahan 1991).
Positive trends in single motherhood are likelgxacerbate the problem péternal
inequality due to custodial fathers’ diminished willingnessspend time with their
children (McLanahan and Sandefur 1996). Inequaliiie fathers’ time spent in
childcare have been observed among fathers oftifaatlies as well. Pacholok and
Gauthier (2010) identify a distinct group of nowatved fathers who tend to work
longer hours and have lower levels of educationsummary, although there is a
positive trend of parental time investment in readecades, there is also significant
heterogeneity among parents (Monna and Gauithi€8;2@ayer, Bianchi and

Robinson 2004).

These findings warrant attention as they point tioable disadvantage of children
coming from single parents and less well-off fagsli These children receive less
economic resources as well as less parental tinesiment. Given the importance
of parenting as well as economic resources in éulife chances (Carniero and
Heckman 2003), inequality in parenting contributeshe “diverging destinies of

children” coming from different backgrounds (McL&wam 2004). As will be

explained in detail in the theoretical section, oty do some parents provide higher
amounts of time investments to their children, &lgb the type of investments they
make is more likely to be rewarded in the educatisystem as well as in the labour

market.

Reported positive trends in childcare time shouddifiterpreted with caution for

another reason: most of the studies on childcateerpa report findings on time

12



spent in childcare as@imary activity only. There is a limited amount of stuslien
less direct forms of childcare (e.g. secondaryddaite) and on the specific types of
childcare activities (e.g. physical childcare aenactive childcare). Ignoring other
forms of childcare is problematic given that a $gabg8al amount of childcare is done
in the form of secondary childcare, comprising atmone third of all parental
childcare time (Zick and Bryant 1996). Moreovemsotypes of parenting activities
are found to be more critical for children’s socad cognitive development than
others (Tamis-LeMonda, Bornstein and Baumwell 2001 )other words, there is a
need for research involving both broader and mpeeific definitions of childcare

that capture various forms of childcare activities.

This thesis is among the first to provide such seresive and detailed analysis of
parents’ time spent with children. It adds to poerd research on parents’ childcare
patterns in several ways: first, by considering andasuring a broader set of
childcare activities a parent may engage in; sectwdexamining the effects of
education on parents’ time spent in childcare usirags-sectional, historical and
cross-national time diary data and; third, by iporating macro-level factors such
as policy and social context into the analysis.réhg a voluminous literature on the
effect of education and other parental charactesisbn time spent irprimary
childcare. However, studies that investigate specifildcare activities are scarce.
Furthermore, to the best of our knowledge, thereoiscross-national research that
analyses the relationship between macro context drahgesin the effect of
education on time spent in childcare. Thereforeprasent, there is little known
regarding the relationship between variations imep&’ allocation of time in

childcare and variations in policy and socio-ecoiostructure. This thesis will be
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the first to show whether the effect of educationparenting behaviour is mediated

by the macro context.

1.4 OUTLINE OF THE THESIS

This thesis is composed of three independent lmsetf related empirical studies.
The first is a cross-sectional study (Chapters @ 3nthat examines the childcare
patterns of parents by educational attainment; dbeond uses repeated cross-
sectional data to investigate the change in theceféf educational attainment on
childcare patterns over time in the US (Chapteradd the final study is cross-
national and incorporates individual level time ds¢a with macro-level policy data
(Chapter 5). Each chapter is organized as an imdigoe and self-contained research
providing a comprehensive analysis, evidence régardhe robustness of the
findings and justification for the statistical metts used. In doing so, we try to avoid
distracting from the overall continuity of the wobly steering away from an over-
abundance of material. Hence, we provide Appendmethe first three chapters at
the end of the thesis. An extensive discussionjastdication of the methodology is
presented in Appendix A. Results from additionaldele as robustness checks for
Chapter 1, 2 and 3 are in Appendix A, B and C retspaly. Detailed information of

the data used in Chapter 4 is also provided in AgpeC.

The research questions addressed in each chapté¢newoutline of the thesis are as

follows:
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Qq: Do children receive significantly disparate patahtime investments according
to parental educational attainméh{Chapter 2 and Chapter 3)

Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 are based on the thedrigdozework of Annette Lareau
(2003), who claims that middle-class and workingssl parents have distinctive
child-rearing practices which contribute to the ngimission of differential
advantages to children. Using American Time Usev&udata (2003-2008), we test
this proposition. We use parental educational rattant as a proxy fasocial class
and investigate whether high-(middle class) and-déolwcated (working class)
parents differ in their daily time spent in childeaceteris paribusin doing so, we
also examine whether the effect of class operatesagly for mothers and fathers.
We apply OLS regression to estimate the effectdafcation on minutes spent in
primary and secondary childcare by non-Hispanictevparents who have at least
one child under the age of 13. All else being eqtla results show that high-
educated mothers and fathers provide significaatig substantially morprimary
childcarefor their children than low-educated mothers aattidrs. Hence, there is a
significant class-gap in parental time investmeHiswever, the effect of education
does not operate similarly on fathers’ and mothdnsie spent in secondary
childcare. Being highly educated is negatively agged with mothers’ time spent in
secondary childcare, while there is no discerndffect of educational attainment on

fathers’ time spent in secondary childcare.

In Chapter 3, we continue to exploit 2003-2008 ATtksa in order to further test
hypotheses based on Lareau’s theory on classeliifes in child-rearing strategies.
OLS and logistic regression results provide furt@pirical evidence of differences

between high-and low-educated parents’ involvenmespecific childcare activities.
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High-educated parents spend more time in develotahand out-of-home childcare
activities compared to low-educated parents, wiiley allocate less time to

watching TV during secondary childcare both in dligoand relative terms. Chapter
3 also highlights the importance of gender in ustderding the effect of education
on time spent with children. Minutes spent in basiddcare are significantly higher
for high-educated fathers compared to low-educéaditers, but there is no such
association in the case of mothers. In brief, Gérgp2 and 3 empirically document
significant disparities in parental time investment children by educational

attainment. The findings also reveal that the ¢féé@ducation on childcare patterns

does not always operate similarly for mothers athlefrs.

Q2: Are the differences in parental time investmegtiMeen high-and low-educated
parents decreasing, persisting, or increasing duae?

After documenting the contemporary differences leetw high- and low-educated
parents in detail, Chapter 4 uses American Herifhigee Use Study data (1965-
2010) to show how the effect of education has cedr{gr not) over time. The works
of Lareau (2003) and Hays (1996) provide the thesmieframework for this part of
the study. The sample of interest is non-Hispanhitavmothers with at least one
child under the age of 18. OLS and logistic regogssesults confirm the previous
research: On average, mothers have substantiatkeased their time spent in
primary childcare in the last four decades, andwhe area of this increase has been
in developmental care activities rather than basitdcare. Chapter 4 also shows
that, although all mothers have increased theiolirement in developmental

childcare activities, high-educated mothers hawgemsed this involvement at a
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faster rate. This in turn has resulted in a widgrohthe class-gap in mothers’ time

spent in developmental childcare activities.

Qs Does context matter? How do policy and labour keérstructures affect
parental time investment in children?

Chapter 5 integrates cross-national and cross-teahjpadividual level time diary
data with data on leave policies and labour maskeicture, and applies multilevel
modelling techniques to investigate the effect ofcro structure on parental
childcare patterns. Chapter 5 begins by showingctbes-national similarities and
differences in childcare patterns of mothers atldeis with a child under the age of
5. The positive effect of being high-educated ampry childcare is confirmed in a
cross-national setting. There are, however, sicgifi cross-national and cross-
temporal variations in the change of the effectedtication. We show that the
availability of universal paid leave increases meosh time spent in primary
childcare, while it decreases the effect of edocatin the activity. Moreover, fathers
contribute to childcare more as the labour forecacstire of the country becomes
more gender equal. We therefore conclude that gbridees matter, and well-
designed family policies could help alleviate inalifies in parental time investment

in children.

Chapter 6 provides a brief review of the findinists the limitations of the study,

addresses potential criticisms and suggests avéouggure research.
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CHAPTER 2:

INEQUALITIES IN PARENTAL TIME INVESTMENT (I):
TIME SPENT IN PRIMARY AND SECONDARY CHILDCARE

ABSTRACT

Despite there being established research regatiéngffects of parental background
on a variety of child outcomes, the mechanismsutinowhich parental advantages
are transmitted to children are still debated. Possible mechanism is parental time
investment during the early years of childhoodhér work on variations in child-
rearing behaviours of American families, Annetterdaai (2003) articulates this
mechanism by claiming that, unlike working-classrepés, middle-class ones
transfer their class advantages to their childrgnpbrsuing a specific childcare
strategy: what Lareau callsoncerted cultivation Middle-class parents spend a
significant amount of time with their children im attempt to foster their interests
and improve their social, linguistic and cognitigkills. Chapter 2 tests this
proposition empirically. Using ATUS 2003-2008 dathe study investigates the
relationship between parental education and timentspn primary and secondary
childcare for non-Hispanic white parents. Resultsvs that high-educated parents
provide more primary childcare for their childreontpared to parents with low
educational attainment. However, mothers’ educaticattainment is negatively
associated with time spent in secondary childeahde in the case of fathers there is

no discernible association between educationahatent and secondary childcare.
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2.1 INTRODUCTION

Inequalities in early childhood prolong into adoltidl through various channels, of
which the most prominent is differential educatioatiainments. In fact, one of the
most enduring findings in the field of sociology sefratification has been the
persistence of intergenerational class differencesducational attainment. Despite
the diminished gender gap and substantial incriga8e average level of education
across the Western world (Blossfeld and Shavit 19¥3chmann, DiPrete and
McDaniel 2008), “any compelling evidence of a geatised, sustained, and
substantial decrease in class differentials in atiocal attainment is not found”
(Goldthorpe 2007: 29). The US, even with its rekdy high mobility rates

compared to other industrialized countries, isaroexception.

The effect of parental background on a variety bildcen outcomes, including
school success, is well established in the liteea(Duncan and Brooks-Gunn 1997,
McLoyd 1998; Wagmiller, Lennon and Kuang 2008), thé mechanisms through
which parental advantages contribute to childresribanced life chances are still
unresolved. One possible mechanism refersinequalities in parental time
investmentvhich take place in the early years of childhood. In é@mprehensive
work, Lareau (2003), argues for such a mechanisinciims that (upper) middle-
class parents and low income/ working-class parentbrace different patterns of
time investments. Accordingly, middle-class paresris more actively involved in
fostering their children’s interests as well asirttecial, linguistic and cognitive
skills. Having heavily involved parents who canoadf to spend significant amounts
of time (as well as money) in pursuit of childre@sademic success gives middle-

class children substantial advantages in the emuncaystem as well as in the labour
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market. In brief, inequalities in parental time @stment perpetuate into adulthood,

and continue over generations.

To the extent that parental time investments leagdsitive child outcomes, in
particular success in school, variations in patamnt@e inputs could be informative
in understanding the transmission of differentidivantages to children. Indeed,
previous studies show that time spent in primarydchre increases with the
educational attainment of parents (Monna and GewutR008 for a review).
However, research on time spent in secondary cmédar specific primary childcare
activities is limited. Previous studies do not #&el the effect of educational
attainment from that of race/ethnicity. Furthegerthis no study that shows whether
the effect of education on various childcare atigsioperates differently for mothers
and fathers. The first two empirical chapters af thesis fill this gap by providing a
comprehensive and detailed investigation of thectfbf educational attainment on
mothers’ and fathers’ parenting behaviour in a carapve setting. We borrow the
theoretical framework of Annette Lareau who formeatwo distinct parenting
practices for middle-class and working-class/loweime families in the US, and test
this theory empirically by using minutes spent rmyary and secondary childcare as
response variables. In line with the theoreticatirsgz the main research question
addressed in this chapter is: Are there signifiaiigparities in parenting practices

between high-and low-educated parents?

The following section provides a detailed preseataof the theoretical framework.
The work of French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu ¢ treproduction of social

inequalities through the education system is regtkw his section is then followed
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by a review of the ethnographic research of Lare#w, building on Bourdieu’s
broader theoretical work, provides a detailed antoof class differences in
parenting practices in the US. In line with Lareaabservations, we then formulize
a set of hypotheses and describe the data and eashphe study. This will be
followed by a short section on methods and modielcsen. Since the methods of
analyzing time use data remains an un-resolveck igsuthe literature, a detailed
explanation and justification of the chosen methaglpis provided in Appendix A2

at the end of this thesis.

The first part of the results section tests thenidated hypotheses in a multivariate
setting. In the second part, predicted minutes tsipechildcare by different “types”
of parents are presented, in order to demonstnat@xtent of inequality in parental
time investments for children born into differegpés of households. The chapter
concludes with a presentation of the results abded summary of the findings. A
more comprehensive discussion of the findings adpidér 2 and 3 is provided at the

end of Chapter 3.

2.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

2.2.1 BOURDIEU’S “THINKING TOOLS”
The most comprehensive theoretical explanationasfscdifferences in child-rearing
practices in the US has been provided by LareaQ320Following the theoretical
underpinnings of Bourdieu, Lareau argues that, kenlworking-class parents,

middle-class parents embrace a set of child-regragtices that is compatible with

" Lareau completed a series of studies on the oekstiip between parental class situation and child -
rearing practices (2003, 2002, 1989 and 1987).oAigh we will refer to her previous works from
time to time, the theoretical framework we borr@wproposed comprehensively in her most recent
book (2003).
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the dominant child-rearing culture of the major Airoan social institutions. This
therefore leads to the transmission of differendidvantages to working-class and
middle-class children. Since Bourdieu’s conceptapkrtoire, othinking toolsas he
prefers to put it (Jenkins 1992), provides the faiork for Lareau’s theory on child-
rearing practices and social class, we begin wibhief review of his relevant work.
Due to Lareau building her theory mostly on hislyeavork (with Passeron), we
mostly focus on early-Bourdieu: that is, his eaglynceptualization of different
capitals, and how they are formed and transmitféd.then follow with a detailed
account of Lareau’s work that translates Bourdieuthe US context. Finally, we
move to the hypothesized linkages between parémal use patterns and parental

education.

Bourdieu offers one of the few coherent accountghef reproduction of social
inequalities via the education system (DiMaggio 39 arker 1990). At the centre
of his argument lies the interaction betwebkabitus and field. According to
Bourdieu, what lies at the core of the reproductainsocial inequalities is the
embodiment of the dominant clas$iabitusin the educational practices of schools.
Education (just like life-style, labour market ooliics) is afield, a social arena
where individuals struggle and negotiate over dmecesources or stakes (Jenkins
1992). How “successful” individuals are in theirugigles within thefields very

much depends on thdiabitus
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The concept ohabitushas been rightly criticised for being vaguely defirand not
suitable for precise empirical estimation (e.g.rkeéa, Mahar and Wilkes 1990}.
Simply put, habitus can be understood as “the set of dispositions,earned
behaviours, which provides individuals with a seoshow to act and respond in the
course of their daily lives” (Blackledge 2001: 348)though modified continuously
by individuals’ encounters with the wordabitusis indeed “a product of early
childhood experience, particularly of unconscioamity socialization” (DiMaggio
1979: 1464). Whagives certain children an early advantage is tlot fhat the
dominant grouphabitus permeates into afields in life, including education. With
Lareau’s translation for the US context, middlessl@hildren acquire in their early
years schemes of perception, thought and actionatedominant in the school
system. Education then becomes a “famifiald” within which they act, perform
and compete more comfortably. On the other handking-class children’iabitus
lacks this inherited/natural familiarity to the edtion system. Therefore, class-
specifichabitusdoes not endow children with a similar amountoltural capital
they can activate in a givdield. It is not surprising then that middle-class clelar
perform better in th&eld of education, since:

“[] what is measured by means of the level of ediacais nothing other

than the accumulation of the effects of trainingjuced within the

family and the academic apprenticeships which tledvas presupposed

this previous training”(Bourdieu 1983[1977]: 492).

Consequently, inequalities in the transmissiorcufural capitalto children play a

key role in the reproduction of social inequaliftt8ourdieu distinguishes three

2 |n Bourdieu’s words, it is defined as a “system lasting, transposable dispositions which,
integrating past experiences, functions at everynerd amatrix of perceptions, appreciations and
actions and makes possible the achievement of infinitelyerdified tasks, thanks to analogical
transfers of schemes permitting the solution ofilaity shaped problems” (1983[1977]: 82-83).

13 As noted by DiMaggio, in Bourdieu’s work “capitafsoliferate” (1979: 1468). In addition to
economic capitalcultural capital and symbolic capitgl Bourdieu refers tdinguistic capital social
capital, academic capitalscholastic capitalartistic capitaland many more. Moreover, the repertoire
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forms of cultural capital (Bourdieu 1986): objectified institutionalized and
embodiedcultural capital Objectified cultural capitasimply refers to materials and
physical objects of cultural capital (such as wgs, paintings etc.)nstitutionalized
cultural capitalrefers to the objectification of cultural capitd a certified academic
gualification. Institutionalized cultural capitals a valuable resource in the labour
market which can be compared, exchanged and ceavénto economic capital.
Most relevant to our research, howevemgnsbodied cultural capitdlin the form of
long-lasting dispositions of the mind and body’daso “linked to the body and
presupposes embodiment” (Bourdieu 1986:47-50). Thimn of cultural capital
denotes three fundamental features. First, it dabeoseparated from its holder;
second, it can be transmitted within the familydathird, its acquisition and
accumulation takes time. Unlike financial resourfesmbodied cultural capital
cannot be transmitted instantaneously. Rathes & very long and costly process
that not everyone can afford:

“[JIf the best measure of cultural capital is undotedly the amount of

time devoted to acquiring it, ..., it is because ¢bkural capital that is

effectively transmitted within the family itselfpg@@ds not only on the

guantity of cultural capital, itself accumulated ggending time, that the

domestic group possess, but also on the usable(paréicularly in the

form of mother’s free time) available to it (by tue of its economic

capital, which enables it to purchase the time thfecs) to ensure the
transmission of this capital and to delay entryoithe labour market

of capitals is not immune from definitional incosteincy or ambiguity. For example, Bourdieu uses
the term tultural capital in ways that imply subtly different meanings, buas “an informal
academic standard, a class attribute, a basi®fectfon, and a resource for power which is salent
an indicator/basis of class position” (Lareau araimbnt 1988: 153). This variety of definitions,
particularly in his early work, is reflected in th&erature where the interpretationsafitural capital
have proliferated (See Lareau and Weininger 2002 fiieview). One common practice is to use the
rather narrow definition of a possession of knowgkedor proficiency to consume “high-brow”
aesthetic cultural goods. In this research, howewer follow the broader interpretation of Lamont
and Lareau (which is in line with the early defimit of Bourdieu and Passeron (1990[1970]): that is,
“institutionalized, i.e. widely shared, high statasltural signals (attitudes, preferences, formal
knowledge, behaviours, goods and credentials) fmsezbcial and cultural exclusion” (1988:587).

14 We use the term financial capital (or financiaaerces) simply to refer to any physical or materia
goods that have an economic value in the markehatr can be converted instantaneously with a
signature (e.g. cash, car, real estate etc.).
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through prolonged schooling, a credit which payfs ibfat all, only in the
very long term”(Bourdieu 1986:54).

Therefore, only the children of those parents {paldrly mothers according to
Bourdieu) who not only possessnbodied cultural capita{to be transmitted) but
also financial resources (to buy time to transrjitcan enjoy the acquisition of
cultural capital during their early years. In the US, parents wattcumulated
embodied cultural capitadnd “usable time” to transmit theultural capitalto their
children are more likely to be from the middle-slasince they have a higher

educational attainment and financial resources.

2.2.2 BOURDIEU IN THE US CONTEXT: CONCERTED CULTIVATION
VERSUS NATURAL GROWTH

In the context of Bourdieuthinking tools Lareau claims that, because middle class
child rearing practices are compatible with the gw@mt child rearing culture of the
main social institutions in the US (especially #rducational system), middle class
children are more advantaged in academic settiagd, thus also in the labour
market. This section describes in detail how Larapplies Bourdieu’s work to the
US context, and her identification of distinct chiearing practices between upper-

middle/middle class and working class/ poor farsitie

According to Lareau, middle class parents embraadtare ofconcerted cultivation

while working class parents facilitate the accostplient ofnatural growth *

15 Lareau specifically refers to variation betweerddi# class and working class or poor families.
Although some of the middle class families were I than others and could be labeled as upper-
middle class families, she observes no intra-cl@sgtions within that group (See Appendix A in
Lareau 2003). In this study, we use the teniddle classto refer to middle or upper-middle class
families, andworking classto refer to working class or poor families. We Iwiloxy these class
positions with educational attainment. See se@i8m of this chapter for more on this point.

®1n her recent book, Lareau’s research is basedhatepth interviews with 88 parents and an
intensive observation of 12 of those families withildren aged 9 or 10 years. The sample is
composed of both black and white families who dassified as middle class, working class or poor.
In addition to fathers and mothers, she also iters classroom teachers and some other school
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Concerted cultivatiorrefers to theset of child rearing practices through which
middle class parents deliberately try to augmeatr tbhildren’s cultural capitaln
other words, middle class parents actively engagactivities that improve their
children’s cognitive and social skills, which inrtucan lead to further success in
various social settings, most notably in school anithe labour market. The practice
of natural growth, on the other hand, does not entail an active ptomoof
children’s cultural capital nor very close monitayiof everyday school experiences;
rather, it grants more autonomy to children in geay life and keeps them free from

constant parental scrutiny, if not guidance.

The components of the logic ebncerted cultivatioramong middle class parents
can be stated as follows: firstly, middle classep#s invest considerable amounts of
time and money in organized leisure activities tfegir children. Every organized
activity involves planning, preparing, coordinatirtgansportation, waiting for
children and paying for necessary equipment as aglparticipation fees. Despite
the substantial time and money costs associatdd tivdse activities, middle class
parents are “committed to involving their childnena steady schedule of organized
activities attuned to children’s particular inteés3s(2003: 170). Secondly, middle
class parents use verbal negotiations extensiveltheir daily interactions with
children and “reasoning” is a part of regular p#akguidance. Instead of simply
telling children what to do, parents engage inuisons with children and explain
the rationale behind their act. As a result, in twurse of daily family life

middleclass parents and children often engage iy loonversations’ Thirdly,

personnel (See Appendix A in Lareau 2003 for monentethodology). See footnote 3 for the
definition of cultural capitalas used in Lareau’s work.

" Lareau’s observation of distinct language-useepast between middle class and working class
parents is reminiscent of British sociologist B&drsntein’s classic work on social class diffeesc
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“intensive parental involvement is a key compor@rtoncerted cultivatioh(2003:
82). Middle class parents not only constantly mamtheir children’s educational
activities but also pursue assertive advocatingtloeir behalf in any setting,
particularly in school. Parents often use theiroinfal networks to gain more
information about school-related activities (thatthey talk to friends, experts, and
teachers), do not hesitate to intervene in thesgdasn, question or criticise the
teacher and even demand individualized treatmenttHeir children if need be.
Despite the fact that “assertive parental involvethdoes not always yield benefits,
it helps to create school-home interconnectednesgell as a critical teacher-parent
linkage, which parents exploit to the advantageheir children in many settings
such as parent-teacher meetings (Lareau 1989).dMeremiddle class parents teach
their children to be “involved” by instructing thenow to interact with other adults
such as teachers or doctors. Lasttgncerted cultivationcomplies with current
professional standards which emphasize the “impoeaf parents being ‘active’,
‘involved’, ‘assertive’, ‘informed’, and ‘advocatesf their children” (Lareau and
Weininger 2003: 589). This is especially crucialcs it puts middle class children in

a more advantageous position in social settings.

Middle class practices are quite different fromsthaf the working class which
Lareau refers to as a wholerssgtural growth.To begin with, mainly due to financial
constraints working class children’s participationorganized activities is far more

limited. Fees, cost of equipment as well as diffies related to transportation make

in language use: Class, Codes and Control. Bemeteserves two distinct language codes in British
society: therestricted codeof the working class andhe elaborated cod®f the middle-class
(Bernstein 1971). He reports that working classdcén are disadvantaged in school because success
in such an institution necessitates the use otthkorated code of the middle class which is, enlik
the restricted code, context independent and usalistic (Sadavonik 2001). He highlights that what
puts the working class at a disadvantage is notguistic deficit per say, but the incongruity bt
working class’ language code with that of school.
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it very hard for working class and poor parentafford such activities. As a result,
children have more unstructured free time and aurton They spend their leisure
time mostly playing outside as well as socializmigh friends and extended family
members. Second, unlike middle class parents, wgrklass parents tend to use
short directives in their interactions with childreand expect respectful compliance
rather than their parental authority being questitdirchallenged. Long discussions,
reasoning and bargaining are not part of the deilyily life. In other words,
language, rather than being “an intrinsically iet#ing dimension of life” as in
middle class family life, is just “a tool, a praml necessity” to communicate with
children (2003:208). This lack of negotiation andexpectation of obedience from
children draw boundaries between adults and cmldparent and child do not
happen to be equal partners in a discussion. Thltdpugh working class parents
care about their children’s education to a greaerex they are more reserved and
sceptical in their dealings with school authoriti€kis partially stems from a lack of
informal networks to access information, and a latkamiliarity with the practices
in school. Unlike middle class parents, those a thorking class do not see
themselves as equal to (let alone “better” thaaghers. From their class position,
working class and poor families “look up to” teahe They grant teachers a “full-
professional status” and turn over the respongibdi education entirely to them
(Lareau 1989). This results in an absence of stsshgol-home interconnectedness,
and deprives the working class parents of socipitalathat could be activated if

necessary for the benefit of their children.

Indeed, both child rearing strategies have theiwaathges and disadvantages.

Children raised by parents who embraeg¢ural growthhave more control over their
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leisure time. They are not overscheduled as indise for some middle class
children, and they can enjoy more free unstructumn@e® As a result, they have
better skills to create activities for their owrjagment, and are generally less bored.
Lareau observes “self-proclaimed boredom” among beisy middle class children,
while comparatively under-scheduled working clasd poor children do not find it
hard to entertain themselves (2003: 186). Workilag< children also have more
chances to socialize with children from various ggeups, rather than only with
their peer group. They have stronger ties with mceéel family, and more
responsibility towards their family members. Theyvé a better sense of constraints
and limitations. Unlike middle class children, trazy not have unfounded feelings of
entittement in many settings, and are more respletdivards adults. Therefore, in
many respectiatural growth endows children with useful skills and positive
personal traits. However, what is “useful” and wiet‘positive” in thefield of

education as well as in the labour market is natna#ly determined?

What gives middle class children more advantageshés fact thatconcerted
cultivation is in line with the dominant cultural repertoiré child rearing in the
American context. Hence, the skills transmitteg¢hddren viaconcerted cultivation
are more appreciated and valuable in major UStinitns, particularly in school

and the labour market. To reiterate with Bourdietéams, middle class parents

18 Although being over-scheduled and having a hurfifedtyle is a potential source of stress and
anxiety (Elkind 2001), one should also not overeate the variety of options available to working
class children to enjoy their free time as theyfgireSee Chapter 6, Section 6.2.1 for a review of a
recent line of research that is sceptical of miadtess child rearing practices.

¥ What is perceived as positive in the US settimago(e.g. individualism, independence, standing up
for one’s self) can be interpreted as negativettieiosocial settings or at other times. The emghiasi
onthe US contexatpresent See Hays (1996) for a short review of the hisadrconceptualization of
“good parenting” and how the opinions on “the rigiaty of child rearing” have historically evolved.
See Wrigley (1989) on how expert opinions on rgjsthildren have also changed over time.
Wrigley’s historical study shows that the widelyichepinion of children being in need for intelleatu
stimulation is in fact a fairly recent phenomendthwo historical precedence.
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transmit a legitimized embodied cultural capitalvhich gives their children
advantages in manfields® More specifically, organized activities provideildhen
with many opportunities to involve themselves imante work, make public
performances and interact with adults in officiettings. The extensive use of verbal
negotiation and reasoning enables children to devdbetter linguistic and
communication skills with adults and authority figs. Middle class mothers’
assertive involvement with school activities hetpddren to realize their potential,
and provides certain tangible advantages (e.gngedtie amount and duration of the
material they will be exposed to), sometimes at ¢éxpense of working class

children (Lareau 2003).

In summary, middle class parents and working gesents’ child rearing practices
widely differ. Working class parents have neithlee informational nor financial
resources to afford time-consuming parenting pecasti Their care patterns are
limited to sustaining the basic needs of childnesing language only as a tool to
communicate rather than an end in itself, providiags out-of-home care and
supporting their children’s educational activitiesly passively. Middle class
parents, on the other hand, transfer their clasgarddges through a set of
behavioural patterns such as taking their childoescheduled activities, engaging in
long conversations with them, reading to childrewl @roviding intensive support
for school-related activities: in other words, otigely spending time with and for
their children. These theoretical claims set thedion of our research, a research

which empirically documents the differences in tinge use patterns of parents with

2 See for instance Blackledge (2001) on howlihguistic capital of Bangladeshi parents does not
pay off in the academic setting in England, as the “wrong sort of capital.”
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varying resources, and tests whether the implioataf the theory are actually borne

out in parents’ time use.

2.2.3 RESEARCH FOCUS AND HYPOTHESES

The objective of this chapter is to test the betandl implications of Lareau’s
theory regarding different child rearing patterasid to show the extent of the
inequalities in time spent with children. The bagiemise is as follows: if parents
with different resources do hold different logiegarding child rearing practices,
there must be behavioural implications of suchedéhces in their daily activity
patterns. In fact, similar to Bourdieu who is imtgtled in daily practices, Lareau’s
theory is also concerned with behaviour, not atétior preferences. In other words,
some of the less well-off parents may prefer tookthmeir children in organized
leisure activities or may want to help their chédmwith their homework more often.
However, financial constraints as well as limitedtaral capital may prevent them
from behaving in the way they would prefer. Simijfathose who follow the logic of
concerted cultivatiomay feel exhausted and prefer less intensive paggrbut still
continue to follow concerted cultivation out of anse of responsibility, social
pressure or habit. In brief, irrespective of thanderlying motivation, this research
studies how parentsehave Accordingly, the focus is on the observable implaas

of parents’ child rearing cultures, specificallgithdaily time use patterrfs.

In Lareau’s work, the theorization of class diffeces in parenting behaviour is
gender-neutral. In other words, the effect of clmsgarenting behaviour is assumed

to be similar for both fathers and mothers. As falated by Lareau, there are no

2 Lareau also explicitly states that her work isulsed onbehaviours,not attitudes. In fact, she
observes fewer differences in attitudes surroundini¢gd rearing (2003:5, 236). This is also in line
with our argument that the way parents enact thisions of good parenting is both constrained and
enabled by the resources at their disposal.
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mediating or attenuating effects of class on gemwliféerences in childcare, or vice
versa.?? However, an analysis of class separate from gersleparticularly
problematic given that parenting is one of the ngestderedsocial roles. Therefore,
while investigating the effect of educational attaent on time spent with children,
we do not push gender aside. We formulate two s&parypotheses for mothers and
fathers, each positing the same effect of educatoohildcare in line with Lareau’s
theoretical framework. We compare mothers and fathey statistically testing
whether the effect of educational attainment opsrah the same way for both
parents. By doing so, we test Lareau’s assumphah dlass operates similarly for

both mothers and fathers.

In line with the theoretical framework, the firstcsion of this chapter tests the

following hypotheses:

HYPOTHESIS 1 A (B):High-educated mothers (fathers) provide more prima
childcare compared to low-educated mothers (fathers

Middle class parents who followoncerted cultivationare expected to pursue
involved parenting during which they deliberatelygage in activities to transmit
their cultural capital to their children. Such amadlved parenting style would require
actively spending time with their children. Themefothe time spent in total primary
care activities of high-educated parents would l@enthan those with a lower

education?®

22 5ee Choo and Ferre (2010) for a criticism of Larea this point.

% Not only the total amount of time spent in primamy secondary childcare, but also tiype of
activities parents are involved in are significant indicatofspecific parenting practices. Variations
in specific childcare activities are investigataddhapter 3.
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HYPOTHESIS 2 A (B):High-educated mothers (fathers) provide less s#aon
childcare compared to low-educated mothers (fathers

Natural growthas a parenting strategy would be best capturedebbgndary care
time, which provides a measure of times when céridare in parental care but not
the primary centre of attention. We expect parants high educational attainment
to provide less secondary childcare compared tempsarwith low educational

attainment.

2.3 DATA AND SAMPLE

2.3.1 DATA SPECIFICATION
Time diary methodology provides the most relialsid accurate information on time
use patterns, especially if the duration of theivaes are not institutionally
controlled such as with childcare as well as lesar personal time (Chenu and
Lesnard 2006). Unlike stylized survey questions netitee respondents are required
to remember the total amount of time spent on @quency of an activity, diarists
contemporaneously self-describe their 24 hours omithbeing prompted about
specific activities. The diary method therefordeiss prone to recall error or social
desirability response bias (Bianchi, Robinson aniki® 2006; Gershuny 2000;
Harvey 1993; Juster and Stafford 1985; Robinson &odibey 1997). This is
particularly important for the present researchegivthat childcare activities,
particularly developmental careactivities, tend to be over-reported in stylized

questions due to social desirability bias (Hoffe€06)**

24 See Chapter 3 for the definition and scopdefelopmental childcare.
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The data used in this chapter comes from the 2008-2merican Time Use Survey
(ATUS) which provides nationally representativeiraates of time use patterns of
individuals aged 15 years or older. ATUS contam®rmation on the amount of
time Americans spend in various activities, whenel avith whom each activity
occurred and whether a child was in the care ofréispondent during the activity.
The survey is collected from a subsample of housshehich have completed the
eighth and final wave of the Current Populationv@yr(CPS). We mostly follow the
American Heritage Time Use Surveys (AHTUS) codingcpdures in order to create
background variables, activity categories, weigtgsvell as to define good and bad
quality diaries. In line with AHTUS, any diary wiichas 91 or more minutes of
missing time, is missing two or more basic acteati(sleep/rest, eating/drinking,
personal care and exercise/travel) or has fewer seaen episodes is defined as a
low quality diary* 447 diaries in the sample are considered to bedoality and
excluded from the analysis. Because the focusisfrédsearch is on time spent with
children aged under 13 years, some modificatioasvade to the original coding as

will be explained in detail below. Table 2.1 prosddetailed data specification.

In section 2.3.2 the sample is described, and ¢ticge2.3.3 and 2.3.4 the response

and explanatory variables are discussed, respéctive

% |f age or sex of the diarist or the diary complatiday was missing, the diary would also be
identified as of bad quality, but we had no suckeca our sample. See AHTUS User’'s Guide for
more on AHTUS coding procedures.
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Table 2.1 Data specification

Survey years 2003-2008

Sample frame

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008

Response rate

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008

Total sample size
(high-quality diaries only)

Target population

Sampling restrictions 1 person aged 15 years or older in the household
Samples drawn monthly, data released in yearly
batches
Sampling of days of thi Half of diaries were collected on weekdays, half

Fieldwork period

57.80%
57.30%
56.60%
55.10%
52.50%
54.60%

Mothers Fathers

2505
1589
1679
1599
1488
1467

CPS respondents who completed thélr @hd
final wave of CPS.

1844
1236
1240
1183
1107
1169

The civilian population not living in institutions

Week on weekend days.

When activities recorded Diaries covered the previous 24 hour day

Source:Centre for Time Use Research

2.3.2 SAMPLE

The sample used in this chapter is restricted to-Higpanic white mothers and
fathers aged 18 years or older with at least ord ahder the age of 1But have no
non-own household children under the age of?i8n 738 cases, a non-own
household child in addition to an own householddchs reported: these cases were
thus excluded. By non-own household children we rmefaildren who are aged

under 18 years and are living with the diarist, ém& not biological, adopted or step

%t is not possible to identify the biological ambn-biological children in pre-2007 surveys.
Therefore ‘own children’ refer to biological, adedtand step children, but it excludes foster chiidr
Own child can be a household or non-household child
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children of the diarist. Non-own children can béated to the diarist, such as a

sibling or cousin, or they can be unrelated.

Households where there are non-own household ehildvere excluded for two
reasons. First, in those households it is not ptessb disentangle the secondary
childcare provided for a parent’s own children froion-own children in the 2003
data (see the next section for details). Becausdaitus of this study is on parental
time only, childcare provided for an own child ietsubject of interest. Not being
able to disentangle the care provided for own aod-own children would be
problematic for this purpose. Second, families thave non-own children aged
under 18 years can be considered as a differeh) (mographic group with their
own mechanisms of time allocation among househadthbers. Presence of non-
own children may put more constraints on parentsétor some families may be
getting assistance from the older non-own childeerthe care of the younger ones.

Families that have non-own children at home are #xcluded from the analysis.

There are two reasons for limiting the sample t@pts with at least one child under
the age of 13 years: one is data driven and ther adhtheoretical. First, ATUS does
not collect information on secondary childcare ¢bildren aged 13 years and over.
To be able to compare time spent in primary andrsdgary childcare activities, we
need parents whose children are in the same age.g&econd, the substantial
research interest in this study lies in investigainequalities in the transmission of
advantages during childhood, a transmission whigmniy takes place during the

earlier years of childhood and schooling.
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The sample is limited to non-Hispanic white parantsrder to isolate the effect of
educational attainment from race or cultural vasied. Lareau accords rather
insufficient attention to the role of race and hibvinediates class differences (Choo
and Ferree 2010; Pearce 2004; Wells 2005). Her Isarmpacially balanced; she
directs questions regarding parents’ concerns abaaial discrimination and
addresses middle class parents’ sensitivities sndiog race. She concludes,
however, that race does not play a decisive rol®iming parental care practices.
This claim is rather unexpected, not only becamséhe US race has been a key
explanatory variable in many other sociologicatsts on the transmission of family
advantages or disadvantages to children (ChengPanekll 2007; Entwistle and
Alexander 1992; Kao and Thompson 2003; Roscignofansworth-Darnell 1999),
but also because Lareau’s previous work underlitedimportance of race as a
significant factor beyond and abosiass

“Although social class seems to influence how blackl white

parents negotiate their relationships with schodts, blacks race

plays an important role independent of social clasframing the

terms of their relationship (p. 38).[This is becausehiteness

represents a largely hidden cultural resource tfaatilitates white

parents’ compliance with the standard of deferdndilad positive

parental involvement in schoo(Lareau and Horvat 1999:49)
This conclusion is in line with other research @ter and school achievement
(Downey and Pribesh 2004; Roscigno and AinsworthrBld 1999; Tyson 2003).
To the extent that school embodies the culturattpmas of the dominant group in
the US, race (as well as religion or ethnic backgd) acts as another significant
stratifier. Furthermore, previous studies have tified certain distinctions between
black and white parents in terms jpdirenting style partially due to variations in

access to resources and demographic conditionsk Brents, being more likely to

live apart from their biological children, haveegular working hours, suffer from
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job insecurity and financial strain, tend to spéess time with their children and
show negative parenting behaviours (Bulcroft, Catynand Bulcroft 1996; Golden

2008; Monna and Gauthier 2008; Hofferth 2003). Blémilies also suffer from

residential disadvantages (Massey and Denton 1868) have less accumulated
wealth compared to whites (Shapiro 2004). Furtheemtwvo recent studies provide
empirical evidence that contradicts Lareau’s clénat there are no significant race
differences in the endorsement @dncerted cultivatiorand its consequences for

child outcomes (Bodovski 2010; Cheadle 2009).

In brief, we see race/ethnicity as another impar&tmatifier in the US context.

Hence, from a statistical perspective it is vekgly that race/ethnicity significantly
interacts with most controls for parental charastes (e.g. educational attainment
and employment status). Not interacting race witbsé variables would lead to
model misspecification and possible obfuscatiothefeffect of class (as proxied by
education). Including race interactions would m#ie investigation of the effect of
educational attainment more opaque. To isolateeffext of education clearly, we

choose to only examine non-Hispanic white parents.

Consequently, in all the empirical chapters exdeptChapter 5 the results shown
are for non-Hispanic white parents only and carmmtgeneralized to the whole
population of parents in the US. However, to easeflow of reading, we use only
the termparent while explaining our empirical findings, not alvaysing the full

specification of “non-Hispanic white parent with least one young child of the

specified age group”.
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2.3.3 RESPONSE VARIABLES
Childcare as primary activityrefers to the total minutes spent in all forms of
childcare activities provided for the parent's owimild aged under 13 years and

reported as the main activity at a specified time@iven diary day.

ATUS collects primary childcare activity data fonyachild under the age of 18
years. However, because secondary childcare infmmas collected only for

children under the age of 13 years, primary chilea&cipients are also limited to
children under the age of 13. The distinction isdenaccording to “who else was
present” information. When a respondent reported db-presence of at least one
own child under the age of 13 during a childcariveyg, that childcare is assumed

to be provided for the child reported to be presént

Secondary childcareefers the total amount of time when a child wadar parental
care while the diarist was simultaneously involwednother primary activity. The
time for parents providing secondary childcareeinicted to the time between when
the first household child under the age of 13 wokeand the last household child
under the age of 13 went to bed. It is also rdaswlito times when parents are awake.
When both primary and secondary care are reporiediltaneously, time is

attributed to primary care only (Fisher, AltintagdaGershuny 2010).

2"In 4.3% (3341) of all the episodes of childcarévities (78047), no children were reported to be
present during the activity. While in some formscbfldcare activities the child may not necessarily
be there (e.g. meetings and school conferencesthars (e.g. reading to a child) it is reasonable
assume that a child was present, but the “whowtsepresent code” was left missing. In such cases,
unless the respondent has another child aged beth®&and 18 years, we assumed those activities
were provided for children under the age of 13.d&mse the sample already excludes cases where
there is another non-own household child undeatfeeof 18, it is reasonable to assume that chiédcar
with missing information is provided for the parsnbwn children under the age of 13, given that
there is no other own child available. For thoseept&s who also have a child aged between 13 and 18
years, however, no such assumption is made silimgt anlikely, childcare could be provided for the
child aged over 12 years. We make the assumptioa that the remaining cases where a parent
provides childcare for someone else’s children evhir/his child is not present are negligibly small
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The standard way of recording secondary activitiedy appending a parallel
column for these activities in the respondent’srydiaor asking whether the
respondent was involved in a secondary activity ediately after she reported her
primary one?® However, ATUS does not follow this standard. laste after
completing the diary, respondents are asked: “wadeast one of your own
household children under 13 in your care during thétivity?” (TUCCS5Y? This
guestion addresses “child-is-in-care” time, whishrdeed a broader category than
childcare provided as a secondary activity suchsasund in the literaturés a
result, in the US data reports of time where adeisitin-care are overall much

greater than those of secondary childcare measutée standard way/.

In brief, although secondary childcareand child-is-in-care time are used

interchangeably in this thesis, it must be noteat tecondary childcare time as
measured by ATUS actually refers to more passiverpeg than the provision of
secondary childcare measured in the standard wasrelore, it covers much longer
time periods. For the purposes of this researckeher, this quantity is a more
accurate measure of the behaviour of interest, lyapassive parenting as a form of

natural growth

2 See for instance Harmonised European Time Usee$@uidelines 2008

% This variable was introduced in 2004. In 2003, taspondents were asked “Was a household or
own non-household child <13 in your care durings thctivity?” (TR_03CC57). Therefore, in the
2003 survey it is not possible to identify whethes child under care was the own child of the dtari
or not. After 2003, we replaced TR_03CC57 by TUG&H8erive secondary childcare information.

% The comparison of secondary childcare reports T8 with those in the Harmonized European
Time Use Survey (HETUS) clearly indicates this elifnce. For example, average secondary
childcare time reported by mothers aged 20-74 ywitlsone child aged younger than seven years is
24 minutes in Belgium (2005), 56 minutes in Germg@p02) and in the UK (2001), and
approximately 30 minutes in Italy (2003) and Norw@p01).The figure in the US is 435 minutes
(author’s calculation).
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Unless otherwise stated, the teparental time investmentgfers to parents’ time
spent inprimary childcaregiven that these are the type of activities that“akely

to have direct implications for child outcomes s emotional well-being and
cognitive attainment” (Budig and Folbre 2004: 58bme types of primary care
activities are thought to be more relevant for digih’'s social and cognitive
development than otherfd.However, since children are, in a sentige main

recipientsof the time spent by the parent during primaryddare, total time spent

in primary care is referred to as parental timesgtment.

Co-presenceefers to time periods when parents did not repoyt form of primary

or secondary childcare but an own child was stijgically present’ This makes
investigation of co-presence time tangential to auain research interest.
Additionally, parents are more likely to refer imeé together with children as “in-
care” time (i.e.secondary childcanerather than mere co-presence with the child.
Consequently, the reports of this type of actiatg very low, and the investigation

of this variable has been limited to a descriptinalysis.

2.3.4 EXPLANATORY VARIABLE
Educational attainment
Data on educational attainment refers to the higbempleteddegree, and the
relevant question is formulated as “What is thehbgj level of school you have
completed or the highest degree you have receivdd®ss the respondent received
her diploma, she is not considered as having obtaandegree even if she dropped

out in her last year.

31 See Chapter 3 for more on this.

32 For most of the activities the diarist was askéthty accompanied you?” or “Who was in the room
with you?” (TUWHOCD)ATUS did not collect who information for the timdsring which diarists
reported sleeping, grooming, involving in persopdiate activities, or working.
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The original education variable is a 16-categorgiral variable, but is collapsed
into five categories because most of the origimesohave a very small number of
cases, and each of the 16 categories does notsaetegefer to a significant
transition in education attainment. The first tvadegories|ess than high schoaind
high school degreeare followed bysome college educatipwhich refers to college
education without a degree regardless of the attended period. Coeadple
occupational/ vocational degrees as well as acadprograms following graduation
from high school are all collapsed in tlellege degreelevel, along with a
bachelor's degree. All degrees above graduate,leve$t notably master’'s degrees
(MA, MS, MEng etc.), professional school degreesD(MDDS, DVM, etc.) and

doctoral degrees are codedoast-college degree

The theoretical framework refers ¢tassdifferences in parenting behaviour, while
the main variable of interest &lucational attainmentVe believe that this variable
is appropriate, since most of Lareau’s theoretinllages connect parental resources
to child rearing practice¥. The sources of variation in child rearing practiée
Lareau’'s work mainly relate to differences in th&ormational and financial
resources of parents, which can best be approxihiateeducational attainment and
income>* Financially poor and culturally impoverished pdsegannot afford an
intensive and costly parenting style, a style thetter-off parents can provide for

their children. To us, what Lareau sees as the wgrilass culture of child rearing is

33 Annette Lareau published the second edition oftoerk, Unequal Childhoodsin 2011 where she
added a chapter that includes a quantitative aisatyder own ethnographic work. There, she and her
co-authors also use mothers’ education and famdgrme as class proxies (Lareau et al. 2011).

3 We also investigated the role of household incémearenting practices, which was less powerful
than expected.
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to a great extent a reflection of constraints nathan preference$.This is not to say
that there would be no variation in the way paresith similar resources would
raise their children. However, as for the minutpens in childcare activities we

expect to see similar patterns among parents witlias access to resources.

The hypothesized relationship refers to differertoesveen high (college degree or
more) and low (high school or less) educated parestiildcare time, while the
explanatory variable has five categories. We caathgtation into five levels in order
to have a more nuanced view of the relationshipvéen educational attainment and
parental behaviour. Unless otherwise stated, wehestermahigh-educated (college

degree or moreandmiddle-classnterchangeably.

2.3.5 CONTROL VARIABLES
The control variables in the model are theory drivand in line with previous
research on time spent with children (e.g. Sayemdhi and Robinson 2004; Sayer,
Gauthier and Furstenberg 2004; Zick and Bryant 1986e main control variables
included in the analysis are: age of diarist, ag@ased of diarist, age of youngest
own children, number of own children aged 0-12 geamployment status of the
diarist, civic status of diarist and, for those wrave a spouse, employment status of

spouse.

Employment status a three-category variable. Those who work feas 35 hours a
week are defined as employpdrt time Because one fourth of mothers and 9 per

cent of fathers are single, we combagigc statuswith employment status of spouse

% See for instance Hays (1996) on how all mothezgamdless of their class or education status,
embrace the culture @ftensive mothering.
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in a four-category single variable as follows: ffie respondent does not have a
spouse, (ii) the respondent has an not-employedsgpdiii) the respondent has a
part-time employed spouse; and lastly (iv) the oesient has a full time employed

spous€e? We also control for theumber of own children under the age of 4@e of

youngest childainddiary completion day’

In all the models we apply weights, first to regmsthe population distribution

accurately and to correct for distribution of treysl of the week.

Table 2.2 summarizes the explanatory and contrmidivizs.

% Spouse also includes cohabiting partners.

3 The saturated model with all the possible influgntontrol variables was also performed in which
the explanatory variable is tested with other aidntariables such as the diary completion month,
region of the country, whether the child is a hdwde child or not, whether the diarist lives in an
urban or rural area, year the survey was conductdmbther the diarist is a US citizen or not,
household income quartile, and the presence ofdait a the household other than parent(s). The
additional control variables turned out to be digaint in some cases. For example, parents who live
in urban areas provide more primary childcare fairtchildren. Even after controlling for living in
an urban area, there are some regional differer@esrall, parents who live in the West of the
country report less primary or secondary childcarbe month of diary completion was also
significant. For example, parents (particularly heys) report less childcare during the summer
months (and December) than during other month&@fyear, probably because of school vacation.
These extra control variables are dropped becdubearetical irrelevance as well as a preference f
a more parsimonious model. The effect of thosetaidil controls on the significance, magnitude
and direction of the explanatory variables was igéaje.
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Table 2.2 Summary statistics for explanatory and controlaldes

Mothers Fathers

Educational Attainment

0-11th Grade 4 5

High school graduate 24 25

Some college 20 17

College degree 40 38

Post-college degree 12 16
Household income

Lowest quartile 17 9

Second lowest quatrtile 29 26

Second highest quartile 24 28

Highest quartile 30 37
Employment status

Full-time employed 46 90

Part-time employed 24 3

Not employed 30 6
Civic status/ employment status of spouse

Spouse not present 21 8

Full-time employed 68 38

Part-time employed 6 23

Not employed 2 30
Age of respondent 36 (8) 38 (7)
Child characteristics

Age of youngest child 5(5) 5(4)

Number of children 1.72 (.84) 1.75(.84)
Percentage of weekday diaries 72 72
Sample size 10451 7953

Note: Percentages are shown for categorical variablesghésl means and standard
deviations (in parentheses) are shown for quaiviéta@ariables.
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2.4 METHODS

In this chapter, Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regjom is used to analyse primary
and secondary childcare. To confirm that the resailé robust to violations of OLS
assumptions, gamma regressions were also perfdienegich model (not showr).

Predicted minutes based on gamma regression remdtpresented in the final
section. A detailed discussion and justificationstdtistical techniques used in this

thesis is provided in Appendix A2.

Model selection is a complex issue even with sintplghniques. Both substantive
and statistical considerations are important. Fyrtine problem of model selection
becomes more acute because our main variableeyesitis educational attainment.
On the one hand, to estimate the effect of edutaime must avoid controlling for

things that cause parents’ time in childcare amdcaused by education (this is the
classic post-treatment / included-variable biash e other hand, we need to
control for enough variables to make the relevaninterfactuals meaningful. Hence,
we proceed with step-wise regression to gain aebgdicture of the relationship

between variables of interest and time spent ildchre.

2.5 RESULTS

2.5.1 DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS
Figure 2.1 shows the average time non-Hispanicentibthers and fathers spend in
primary and secondary childcare, and co-preseroe.tdp and bottom of the boxes

and circles roughly refer to 99 per cent confideimtervals for mothers and fathers,

% The results on which the predicted minutes areutated are shown in Appendix A1.
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respectively. Figure 2.2 shows the percentage spardents who reporteany

childcare activity on a given day.

Evidently, mothers are the main caregivers. Onayer mothers spend 65 minutes
more in primary childcare and 118 minutes moreeicosdary childcare than fathers.
The percentage of mothers who provide some prirolaitgdcare on a given day is 26
per cent higher compared to fathers (Figure 2.2reMhan one third of fathers (34
per cent) do not provide any primary care for tlodildren on a given day. These

figures indicate significant gender differencesine spent in childcare.
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As expected, the most substantial amount of chiédda given in the form of

secondary childcarecfiild is in carg. Mothers keep their children in their care for
approximately 7 hours a day, while the figure fathkrs is approximately five hours,
and almost all mothers provide some secondary cdmiédon a given diary day (96
per cent). Lastly, on average parents report 105teninutes of co-presence a day
with their under 13 year old children. Comparinggé last two categories, it is
evident that when a child is in the presence ofaeemt, by and large that parent

regards the child as under her/his care.

In brief, the gender gap in parental time investiviaa pronounced. Despite the
increase in fathers’ participation in childcareretent decades (Sullivan 2010), a
substantial amount of childcare is still being pded by mothers. The descriptive
results clearly indicate the necessity of investngaboth primary and secondary

childcare in order to draw conclusions about dpdyenting behaviours.

Table 2.3 and Table 2.4 present the descriptivdysisaof time use patterns of
mothers and fathers, respectively, by their edanatiattainment, household income,
employment status and marital status*employmenustaf spouse. In both tables,
the first column of the panel shows the averages tgpent in the activity bwgll
respondents in the relevant demographic categdmg. Second column shows the
percentage of respondents who reported at leashomate in the activity on the
diary day participantg. The average time spent in childcaredayticipants onlyis

presented in the third column.
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Table 2.3 Mothers' average minutes in childcare activitied percentages of diarists reporting the activity

Primary childcare Secondary childcare Co-presence

Mean Per Mean Mean Per Mean Mean Per Mean
(all) cent (>0) (all) cent (>0) (all) cent (>0)

Educational Attainment

0-11th Grade 133 87% 154 477  96% 498 12 19% 63
High school graduate 119 83% 143 432 96% 451 10 16%63
Some college 129  86% 150 424  96% 444 11 20% 56
College degree 145 89% 163 400 96% 416 10 21% 47
Post-college degree 155 91% 172 369 96% 382 11 20964
Household income
Lowest quartile 132 87% 152 425 95% 447 10 17% 62
Second lowest quartile 132 85% 155 427 96% 446 1219% 60
Second highest quartile 140 88% 159 414 97% 428 1120% 53
Highest quartile 140 88% 159 387 96% 402 10 21% 46
Employment status
Full-time employed 101 83% 121 345 94% 367 9 18% 49
Part-time employed 143 88% 161 420 97% 435 12 22% 3 5
Not employed 185  92% 201 504 98% 467 12 20% 60
Civic status/ Employment status of spouse
Spouse not present 113 84% 134 348 91% 382 9 18% 52
Married/cohabiting 143  88% 162 428 97% 441 11 20% 4 5
Full-time employed 145 87% 164 429 98% 440 10 20% 2 5
Part-time employed 137 88% 157 452  96% 471 10 16% 9 5
Not employed 117 82% 143 400 95% 423 16 22% 72
All mothers 136 87% 157 412  96% 429 10 19% 54

Note: Survey weights are applied to account for sampdiegign and non-response.
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Table 2.4 Fathers’ average minutes in childcare activitied percentages of diarists reporting the activity

Primary childcare

Secondary childcare

Co-presence

Educational Attainment
0-11th Grade
High school graduate
Some college
College degree
Post-college degree
Household income
Lowest quartile
Second lowest quatrtile
Second highest quartile
Highest quartile
Employment status
Full-time employed
Part-time employed
Not employed
Civic status/ Employment status of spouse
Spouse not present
Married/cohabiting
Full-time employed
Part-time employed
Not employed
All fathers

Mean Per
(all) cent
58 47%
62 58%
65 64%
76 70%
82 74%
63 57%
65 61%
71 66%
76 70%
68 65%
86 69%
105 72%
57 54%
72 67%
75 67%
71 69%
68 64%
71 66%

123
106

101
109
110

110
106
107

108

104
124
145

106
108
112

104
106

108

all)

295
284

306
297
288

286
293
302

289

284
329
410

235
299
308

295
2901

294

Mean Mean Per

(>0) cent

81%
84%

86%
87%
89%

81%
84%
88%

87%

86%
88%
88%

68%
88%
89%

89%
86%

86%

Mean Mean Per Mean
(>0) (all) cent (>0)
363 20 21% 63
339 19 20963
354 16 19% 56
341 14 21% 47
323 14 20%4 5
353 20 22% 92
348 18 1% 2 87
342 1419% 73
331 14 20% 68
330 15 20% 75
375 20 24% 53
467 20 20% 97
346 6 12% 53
340 16 21% 78
347 14 19% 74
330 10 20% 73
338 20 24% 85
341 15 20% 77

Note: Survey weights are applied to account for sampdiegign and non-response.
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As shown in Table 2.3, as mothers’ educationairattant increases, average time
spent in primary childcare also increggdbg only exception being mothers with less
than a high school educatiGhThis relationship reverses when it comes to time
spent in secondary childcare. Although in each atimcal category 96 per cent of

mothers report at least one minute of secondatgadre, as educational attainment

increases the amount of secondary childcare mogitevéde decreases.

It is also noticeable that mothers in the highasbme quartile spend only slightly
more primary childcare time with their children qoaned to less affluent mothers.
However, when it comes to secondary childcare epresence with children, they
are the ones who spend the least amount of tintetivir children. While mothers’
average time spent in childcare does not vary niychelative household income,
employment and marital status are significant fact&ull-time employed mothers
provide 84 minutes less primary childcare and 1&fuies less secondary childcare
compared to mothers who are not employed. Thisrfqd consistent with previous
research showing that employed mothers spenditasswiith children compared to
non-employed mothers (Connelly and Kimmel 2010;nBra, Robinson and Milkie
2006; Robinson and Godbey 1997; Zick and Bryan®6)98lthough the difference
between employed and non-employed mothers is bigte it is noticeable that the
difference is far less than the amount of time latiione employed mother would
spend in paid work. Therefore, these findings ardine with Hofferth’s (2001)
claim that employed mothers do not decrease tmewigion of childcare by the full
amount of time they spend in gainful employment. Her work on maternal

employment and time spent in childcare, Bianchalet(2000) also conclude that

% This is likely due to their higher likelihood oéimg not employed.
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employed mothers try to maximize their time withldten by decreasing time spent

in other activities.

The average time spent in primary childcare by H@panic white fathers also
shows a steady increase as the level of educatatt@ihment increases, yet the
difference among fathers with less than a high gkctlegree is negligible. The main
source of variation in the average time spent itdchre by fathers is the percentage
of fathers who report any time in the activity ogigen day rather than the amount
of time participants spend with their children. @fdss than half of fathers with no
degree provide some amount of primary childcargHeir children on a given day.
This proportion increases to 70 and 74 per cenfdibrers with a college and post-
college degree, respectively. There is no notieeatand in fathers’ time spent in
secondary childcare by their educational attainneeritousehold income. However,
single fathers provide considerably less secondhitgcare for their children: they
participate in secondary childcare 20 per cent thas the average (66 per cent).

Forty-five per cent of single fathers report navary childcare on a given day.

2.5.2 MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS
In this section we look at the effect of educatloattainment on primary and
secondary childcare by non-Hispanic white parerfter acontrolling for diary
completion day as well as parental and child charetics. Table 2.5 shows OLS
regression results using minutes spent in primdmdcare by mothers as the
dependent variable. Being highly educated (havingpkege degree or more) is
positively associated with primary care time (Modlel This association is robust to

controls of child characteristics (Model 2). Cofitng for the age of respondents
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lowers this effect, though it is still statisticakignificant (Model 3). We therefore
conclude that the estimated effect of college ind#al and Model 2 are inflated,
capturing the effect of age as highly educated ersttare oldef’ McLanahan
(2004) interprets parental age as an indicatomoémting quality, since older parents
tend to be more mature, highly educated and liva stable union. Mothers’ age is
indeed positively associated with primary childcatea decreasing rate (based on

Model 5 the effect becomes negative at the ag8&)f 4

“°The decreased estimated coefficiencafegeandpost-college degre®m Models 1 and 2 to Model
3 supports this conclusion.
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Table 2.5 Mothers' minutes spent in primary childcare (OEe§ression)

Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model 5

b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b (SE)

Intercept 102.24" 140.00° 4756  179.99" 73.21"
(3.48) (4.58) (18.79)  (4.81) (18.38)
0- 11th grade 4.15 -9.98 -2.93 -21.85°  -13.86
(7.03) (6.29) (6.33)  (6.16) (6.20)
High school graduate -9.66" -3.99 -3.20 -4.95 -3.76
(3.85) (3.44) (3.43)  (3.35) (3.34)
Ref: Some college
College degree 15.81° 1555 948" 1871  12.91"
(3.49) (3.12) (3.19)  (3.04) (3.12)
Post-college degree  26.44"  26.60°  16.36° 33.80°  24.93"
(4.62) (4.13) (4.27)  (4.03) (4.18)
Age of youngest child -13.517  -15.82"7 -12.63° -14.74"
(0.32) (0.41)  (0.31) (0.41)
# of children<13 17.91"  15.3%° 13.03" 10.59"
(1.44) (1.48)  (1.42) (1.46)
Age 461" 5.76
(1.06) (1.04)
Age squared -0.04™ -0.06"
(0.01) (0.01)
Ref: Not-employed
Part-time employed -33.74"  -34.22"
(3.05) (3.04)
Full-time employed -63.337  -62.94"
(2.69) (2.70)
Ref: No spouse
Spouse is not emp. -20.89"
(5.43)
Spouse part-time emp. -9.23
(5.31)
Spouse full-time emp. -2.83
(2.90)
Adj R 0.03 0.22 0.23 0.26 0.27

Note: Standard errors are in parenthesis. Survey weagktsipplied to account for sampling design
and non-response. All models control for diary ctatipn day (coefficient not shown).
*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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In line with previous research, employment statiome of the most significant
explanatory factors in parents’ time spent withldiiein (see Monna and Gauthier
2008 for a review). In Model 4, which controls fibre employment status of the
respondent, coefficients of educational attainnod@nge substantially compared to
Model 2 (which has no controls for employment statlFor example, unlike in
Model 2, not having a high school degree is sulbsinand negatively associated
with primary childcare in Model 4. Compared to nmeth with some college
education, mothers with the lowest educationalirattant provide 22 minutes less
primary childcare in a day, while mothers with thghest educational attainment

provide 34 minutes more (Model 4).

As shown in Table 2.5, Model 4 does not controldge of diarist and Model 3 does
not control for employment status, hence a direchgarison of the coefficients of
education in Models 3 and 4 is not possible. Weetloee also perform an OLS
regression controlling for both age and employnstatus (“Model 3 + employment
status”) in order to see how the coefficient oledtion in Model 3 changes once
employment status is controlled for. The resultet (shown), demonstrate that,
compared to mothers with some college educatiorthens with no high school

degree provide approximately 15 (p<0.05) minutess Iprimary childcare while

mothers with a college and post-college degreeigeo¥3 (p<0.01) and 25 minutes
(p<0.00) more primary childcare, respectively. Adgia control for employment

status results in a significant and substantiateiase in the coefficient of no high
school degree. Mothers with no high school degredaa less likely to be employed
compared to mothers with higher educational attamngauthors’ calculation); yet

ceteris paribughey provide less primary child care. Thereforeggeothe employment
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status of the respondent is added to the modelctledficient of having a low

education becomes negative and significant.

In the final model (Model 5), we include all childlated and mother-related
controls. The sizes of the coefficients diminishmagnitude compared to Model 4.
However, even in the full model, the effect of ealimn is substantial. Holding all
other aspects constant, mothers with a post-cotlegeee provide approximately 25
minutes more primary childcare compared to mothetls some college education
(Model 5). The gap between mothers with the loweshicational attainment and
those who are highly educated is even more sulstahiolding all other aspects
constant, college educated mothers provide rou@ryminutes more of daily
childcare for their children compared to motherghwihe lowest educational
attainment (13.86+12.91), while the gap betweenherst with the highest and
lowest educational attainments is as high as 3Qtain(13.86+24.93). These results
provide strong support for the first hypothes@eteris paribushigh-educated
mothers provide significantly more primary childedor their children compared to

low-educated mothef<.

One may ask, however: How much of the associatatwden primary childcare and
educational attainment is related to financial ueses at the disposal of mothers? In

order to address this question, we also contrdibechousehold income quatrtile in

*LIn order to see whether this comes from motheighdr propensity to report primary childcare or
their actual reporting of more minutes in the attivwe performed a series of logistic regressions
where the dependent variable refers to a paremidgpg any time in childcare, and OLS regressions
on participantsonly (not shown). After controlling for parentaicichild characteristics, mothers with
at least a college degree are significantly mdeelyito report the activity compared to mothershwit
less than a college degree. Conditional on regpriome primary childcare, mothers with some
college education report 14 minutes more primailgdcare on a given day compared to mothers with
the lowest educational attainment. The figuresnfothers with a college and post-college degree are
40 and 55 minutes, respectively.
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Model 5 (not shown heréf.Controlling for relative household income does not
change the effect of educational attainment. Eviter aontrolling for relative
income, high- educated mothers provide substaytialbre primary childcare for
their children than low-educated mothers. The tesalso indicate that mothers who
are financially better-off also providenore primary childcare compared to
financially worse-off mothers. Mothers in houselsoiia the top two income quartiles
provide 10 minutes more primary childcare compa@dnothers in the lowest

income quartileeteris paribus

*2|n the original sample, 14 per cent of cases waissing for the household income, and a
preliminary analysis showed that the missing dataot missing completely at rando(vCAR),
which would require the missingness mechanismgtteern of missingness) to be independent of all
data. Moreover, dropping off 14 per cent of thealtatample would mean throwing away a large
amount of information, and would reduce power. \Weréfore estimate missing values to form
multiple imputed datasets. Single imputation woigidore the additional variability caused by the
missing values, which would lead to the underedtonaof standard errors. According to Rubin
(1987), when there is a modest fractionnoissing informationusing 2 to 10 imputed values is
enough to avoid over precision and obtain valiéiehces. In terms of the number of imputations, we
followed Rubin’s approach and created 10 imputetds#ds. For each imputed dataset, an analysis
(regression) was performed, and estimates (alotly @gtimates of uncertainty) were collected. This
yielded 10 sets of parameter estimates. To obtaingle, final set of parameter estimates, “Rubin’s
Rules” were employed, thus combining uncertaintigilag from estimation and from imputation.
Whenever we report findings from a model that idelsi household income as a control variable, we
refer to the estimates from the multiple imputethdet.
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Table 2.6 Fathers’ minutes spent in primary childcare (Ok§ression)

Modell Model2 Model3 Model4 Model 5

b(SE) Db(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b (SE)

Intercept 7221" 8856  -1597 129.85  14.63
(3.20) (4.36) (18.65)  (5.97) (18.75)
0- 11th grade -6.44 -6.49 -1.33  -13.24  -6.00
(5.80) (5.60) (5.64)  (5.59) (5.62)
High school graduate -2.82 -1.99 -0.90 -2.34 -1.23
(3.49) (3.37) (3.36)  (3.35) (3.33)
Ref: Some college
College degree 11.58" 9.36" 6.70" 10.837  9.13"
(3.24) (3.13) (3.14)  (3.11) (3.12)
Post-college degree  17.49° 1595  11.15  18.20°  15.83"
(3.86) (3.73) (3.79) (3.71) (3.77)
Age of youngest child -5.95"  -7.407 -6.00"  -7.57"
(0.30) (0.37)  (0.29) (0.37)
# of children<13 8.29" 593" 8.78" 7.86
(1.34) (1.39)  (1.34) (1.40)
Age 5.16 5.95"
(0.97) (0.97)
Age squared -0.05” -0.06"
(0.01) (0.01)
Ref: Not-employed
Part-time employed -23.887  -24.44"
(7.21) (7.18)
Full-time employed -4593"  -46.32"
(4.44) (4.47)
Ref: No spouse
Spouse is not emp. -15.54"
(4.28)
Spouse part-time emp -3.90
(4.37)
Spouse full-time emp. 2.64
(4.09)
Adj R 0.01 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.1

Note: Standard errors are in parenthesis. Survey weagbtapplied to account for sampling design
and non-response. All models control for diary ctatipn day (coefficient not shown).
*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 2.6 shows analogous OLS regressions forrmati@e most noticeable finding
here is the significance of having a college degnesstimating fathers’ primary care
time. There is no significant difference in patéroare time for fathers without a
college degree (with the single exception of ModlelHaving a college degree or
more, however, is consistently positively assodatéh primary care time. Holding

all other aspects constant, college educated @athrewvide 9 minutes more primary
childcare a day compared to fathers with less thaaollege degree, while the figure
for fathers with a post-college degree is 16 misuteore (Model 5). The gap

between respondents with the highest and lowestagidn attainments is roughly 22
minutes (6 + 15.83). Overall, our findings supgoypothesis 1B for fathers, yet the
effect of education does not increase steadily ssceducational attainment. The
effect of education does not significantly diffeztlwveen fathers with some college
education and those with a high school degreessr(lodel 5). Increased education
is positively and significantly associated with mahildcare time for fathers with a

college degree or more.

In order to investigate whether the effect of edoca significantly differs for
mothers and fathers, all the respondents were gaola single regression with sex
being interacted with all other variables (not shhwThere is no significant
difference in the effect of education between mtlamd fathers, with the exception
of having a post-college degree, which has a s&opgsitive effect for mothers in
some models. However, child characteristics affieathers’ primary care more than
fathers. Mothers’ primary care time increase aasielr rate than fathers’ as the age
of the youngest child decreases or the number iidreh increases. Additionally,

unlike fathers, mothers provide significantly mprenary childcare on weekdays.
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Table 2.7 Mothers' minutes spent in secondary childcare (@gsession)

Modell Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5

b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b (SE)

Intercept 552.92”° 500.37° 500.40° 590.01" 555.37
(6.44) (9.32) (38.38) (9.73) (37.14)
0- 11th grade 55.727  50.74" 5425 24.18" 3257
(13.00)  (12.81)  (12.93) (12.46)  (12.53)
High school graduate 9.58 13.28 13.83  11.18 11.65
(7.12) (7.01) (7.01)  (6.79) (6.76)
Ref: Some college
College degree 22387  -23.397  -26.99° -16.32° -24.00"
(6.45) (6.35) (6.51) (6.16) (6.30)
Post-college degree  -54.17" -52.68 -60.23" -36.46  -47.53"
(8.54) (8.41) (8.72) (8.17) (8.45)
Age of youngest child -3937 5777 -1.93" -1.93"
(0.65) (0.84) (0.63) (0.82)
# of children<13 42227 41367 3117 28547
(2.93) (3.02) (2.87) (2.95)
Age -0.81 -0.88
(2.16) (2.11)
Age squared 0.03 0.02
(0.03) (0.03)
Ref: Not-employed
Part-time employed -73.86°  -74.33"
(6.17) (6.15)
Full-time employed -142.60° -135.9"
(5.43) (5.46)
Ref: No spouse
Spouse is not emp. 38.19"
(10.97)
Spouse part-time emp 75.67"
(10.73)
Spouse full-time emp. 60.77"
(5.85)
Adj R 0.11 0.14 0.14 0.19 0.20

Note: Standard errors are in parenthesis. Survey weagletapplied to account for sampling design
and non-response. All models control for diary ctatipn day (coefficient not shown).
*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Tables 2.7 and 2.8 show the results of the OLSessgons estimating mothers’ and
fathers’ time spent in secondary childcare, respelgt The results in Table 2.7
provide strong empirical support for the second dilypsis regarding mothers
(Hypothesis 2A). There is a strong negative assoociabetween mothers’
educational attainment and secondary childcare.bBseline control model with no
controls for child or parental characteristics (Mbil) shows that mothers who have
a high school degree provide, on average, 46 nsrass secondary childcare a day
for their children compared to mothers with the ésiv educational attainment
(55.72-9.58). The difference increases by ten remiir mothers with some college
education (compared to mothers without a high sicegree), and to 78 and 110
minutes for mothers with a college and post-colleggree, respectively. Controlling
for child characteristics (Model 2) or the age lné respondent (Model 3) does not
change the results substantially. Although contrgllfor employment status
decreases the effect of educational attainmentcemitly (Model 4), even after
controlling for all the parental and child charaisecs (Model 5) educational
attainment is still negatively associated with tispent in secondary childcare. This
association is significant and substantively strdthglding all other aspects constant,
mothers with a college degree spend 24 minutesal@ss/ in childcare compared to
mothers with some college education, while therBgis 48 minutes for mothers
with a post-college degree (Model 5). Mothers with degree, on the other hand,
spend approximately 33 minutes more secondary cdnéd on an average day

compared to mothers with some college educdtion.

*3 Similar to high-educated mothers, financially bewff mothers also provide less secondary
childcare. Mothers coming from households in ttghlst household income quartile provide half an
hour less secondary childcare for their childrempared to those in the bottom quartile (p<0.00).
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Although single mothers do not significantly différom mothers married to

employed spouses in their time spent in primarydchre (Table 2.5), they do
provide significantly less secondary childcaretf@ir children compared to married/
cohabiting mothers. Holding all other aspects camsta mother who is married to
an employed spouse provides 61 minutes more segoctiddcare on an average
day for her child compared to single mothers. THatter types of mothers, in the
absence of spousal support, are likely working ésrgours in paid work and hence

less available for their childréf.

“4 Single mothers indeed report 61 minutes more timeaid work a day compared to mothers who
are married to employed spouses (authors’ caloupti
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Table 2.8 Fathers’ minutes spent in secondary childcare (€@ggession)

Modell Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5

b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b (SE)

Intercept 489.9"  447.9°  484.13" 566.6  512.7°
(7.65) (10.78)  (46.21) (14.71)  (46.38)
0- 11th grade -3.08 -3.09 -3.43 -22.35  -15.09

(13.86)  (13.83)  (13.96) (13.79)  (13.90)

High school graduate -18.50° -19.19°  -18.90° -20.35  -18.36

*

(8.34) (8.33) (8.33) (8.25) (8.23)
Ref: Some college
College degree -7.60 -8.00 -9.24 -4.09 -6.80
(7.74) (7.73) (7.78) (7.67) (7.71)
Post-college degree  -13.05  -15.45  -19.13 -9.33 -13.56
(9.22) (9.22) (9.38) (9.15) (9.32)
Age of youngest child 2.84" 1.76 2.69" 2.60"
(0.73) (0.91) (0.73) (0.91)
# of children<13 16.467 16527 17.817  16.72"
(3.32) (3.44) (3.29) (3.45)
Age -2.62 -0.72
(2.40) (2.40)
Age squared 0.05 0.02
(0.03) (0.03)
Ref: Not-employed
Part-time employed -80.32"  -82.93"
(17.77) (17.75)
Full-time employed -131.26° -133.4"

(10.95) (11.06)
Ref: No spouse

Spouse is not emp. 61.87"
(10.58)
Spouse part-time emp 65.89"
(10.81)
Spouse full-time emp. 76.26
(10.11)
Adj R 489.98 447 .96 484.13 566.62 512.68

Note: Standard errors are in parenthesis. Survey weagletapplied to account for sampling design
and non-response. All models control for diary ctatipn day (coefficient not shown).
*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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However, the results for fathers, presented in 8&bh8, show a different picture.
Fathers with a high school degree spend significal#ss time in secondary
childcare than fathers with some college educafitsere is no significant difference
in high- (college or more) and low- (high schooless) educated fathers’ minutes in
secondary childcare. In other words, having a geller post-college degree is not
associated with a significantly different amountiaie spent in secondary childcare
compared to having a high school degree or leserdar to further investigate the
relationship between educational attainment andlw@ment in secondary childcare
for fathers, corresponding logistic regressionsnesding fathers’ probability of
providing secondary childcare on a given day ardopmed (not shown). The
baseline reference model with no controls (exceptfary completion day) shows
that the odds of reporting secondary childcare dmagy day are 30 per cent higher
for fathers with a college degree and 53 per cegtdn for fathers with a post-
college degree compared to those with the lowestanal attainment (no high
school degree). However, after controlling for dhaind parental characteristics, the
probability of providing secondary childcare onigeg day is no longer significantly

different for fathers with less than a post-collelggree.

Additionally, an OLS regression was performed onyothose fathers who

participate in secondary childcare, in order td wdsether having a higher education
is associated with time spent in secondary chiklceonditional on reporting some
secondary childcare on a given day. The resultsnafoindicate a consistently
significant association (not shown). We therefovaatude that there is not enough
empirical evidence to support the hypothesis thdiicational attainment and

secondary childcare are negatively associated dthrefs. Moreover, the effect of
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educational attainment on time spent in secondaitgcare is significantly different

between mothers and fathérs.

In summary, in line with theoretical expectatiotigre is strong empirical evidence
that mothers with a college degree or more providge primary care for their
children. College educated mothers’ higher avetage spent in primary childcare
results from both their higher likelihood of repng some primary childcare on a
given day and an increase in the number of minutale activity conditional on
reporting some primary childcare. The educationdghirament of mothers is
negatively associated with secondary childcarehHeiducated mothers provide less
secondary childcare for their children comparethtdhers with low education, even
after controlling for employment and marital stathile the analysis for mothers
therefore supports the theoretical expectation, hage mixed results regarding
fathers parenting behaviour. Although high-educd#gbders provide more primary
childcare for their children compared to low-ededatathers, there is no discernible

association between education and secondary chéldeathis group.

2.5.3 PREDICTED MINUTES IN CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES BASED ON
GAMMA REGRESSIONS
In this section, we consider another regressionah@hmma regression, and use it
to examine the childcare activities of fathers amathers. The purpose of doing so is
two-fold: first, to show that results obtained frahe OLS regressions are robust to
other parametric assumptions, and hence robusibtations of OLS assumptions;

second, to show the extent of inequality in padetiae investments for children

> There are also other noticeable gender differerthescoefficient for age of youngest child is also
significantly different for mothers and fathers. th& age of the youngest child increases, mothers’
time spent in secondary childcare decreases, fdthers’ time in the activity increases.

74



born into different types of households. In all thedels, the sample is limited to

non-Hispanic white parents with at least one ctilder the age of 13 years.

Figures 2.3 and 2.4 show the predicted minutestsipeprimary and secondary
childcare by parents, respectively, based on garegrassiorf® The horizontal lines

show the 95 per cent confidence intervals. Motheith less than some college
education do not significantly differ from othelsjt mothers with a college degree
or more were predicted to provide significantly mm@rimary childcare compared to
mothers with a lower educational attainment (Figi®. In other words, there is no
significant effect of education for those with lekan a college degree; after which
there is a significant and positive effect of edioraon primary childcare. The gap
between mothers with the highest and lowest edutatiattainments is as high as
half an hour per day. Similarly, the gap in preglictminutes spent in primary
childcare by fathers with the highest and lowesicational attainments is almost
half an hour (27 minutes). There is, however, aatieg relationship between
educational attainment and predicted minutes irorsdary childcare by mothers,

while there is no discernible relationship for fath (Figure 2.4).

“8 The model has the same controls as Model 5 prsémiTable 2.5: number of own children, age of
youngest child, age of the respondent (and itsregiueerm), diary completion day, marital status and
employment status of the respondent. The modeficefts are shown in Appendix Al at the end of
this chapter. The values of the quantitative vaeislare held constant at their medians; categofies
categorical variables are assigned their samplpgptions. This implies that Figure 2.3 and Figure
2.4 show the effect of minutes spent in childcaresf “typical” mother as her educational attainment
increases.
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Figure 2.3 Mothers’ and fathers’ predicted minutes in primelyldcare by
education

Note: The values of the quantitative variables are leldstant at their medians; categories of
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Figure 2.4 Mothers’ and fathers’ predicted minutes in seconpahildcare by
education
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The next set of figures shows how predicted minueshildcare between high-
educated (college degree) and low-educated (higbatclegree) parents of different
employment and marital status vary as the childs dgégure 2.5, Figure 2.6 and
Figure 2.7). Parental time investments are padrtyllconsequential during early
childhood years, since the role of family in thevelepment of a child is stronger
during pre-school years. Of interest, then, isdifference in childcare time provided

by high- and low-educated mothers to children &edent ages.

The value shown on the Y-axis of Figure 2.5 is @alied by subtracting the
predicted daily primary childcare time of a low-edted ¢nly high school degree)
mother from the predicted primary childcare timeaohigh-educatedo(ly college
degree) mother, using results from the gamma rsigmes We calculate such
differences for three “types” of mothers: singledaamployed mothers (shown as
triangles in Figure 2.5), married and employed ramtl{boxes), and married but not
employed mothers (circles). For example, the salidre in Figure 2.5 shows how
many more predicted minutes in primary childcarbigh-educated (only college
degree), married and employed mother spends cochpgara low-educated (only

high school degree), married and employed mother.

Predicted minutes in all cases are calculated 8 gear old (mean and median age)

mother of one child.
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Figure 25 The gap in mothers’ predicted minutes in primatyildcare by
employment and marital status

For all mothers, the gap in primary childcare tidexreases as a child gets older.
Less dramatic disparities at later ages probaldylrérom two related factors: first,
older children need less parental childcare, andcédeall mothers provide less
primary care as the child gets older; and secormgroare for school-aged children

is transferred to schools, hence parental caepisced by non-parental care.

The gap between low- and high-educated motherarigcplarly striking for married

mothers who are not employed (circles). Collegecathd married mothers provide
more than half an hour more primary care for thew-borns than their high-school
graduate counterparts. Although the gap shrinkbashild gets older, it remains 20
minutes or more until the child is six years olcheTgap is smaller for married
mothers. Still, college-educated married and engdoynothers are predicted to

provide more than 20 minutes more primary childgaee day for their children
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under the age of three, compared to mothers witlgla school degree. The results
therefore indicate substantial inequalities inah@unt of primary childcare children
receive, particularly at earlier ages. As noted tigures show the gap between
mothers with at least a college degree and thotfe mgh school degree only. We
chose these two categories because more thanfhalftbers fall into one of these
two groups. The gap in predicted minutes spentrimary childcare is wider for

those who are at opposite ends of the educatida.sca
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Figure 2.6 The gap in mothers’ predicted minutes in secondamydcare by
employment and marital status

Figure 2.6 shows differences in predicted minufesecondary childcare for similar
types of mothers. As education and time spent corsgary childcare is negatively
associated, the difference between high-educatdtbge degree) and low-educated
(high school only) mothers’ predicted minutes ica®lary childcare is negative.
The amount of time mothers spend in secondary @m&ldoes not vary as the age of
the child increases, and hence the difference corskary childcare by high- and
low-educated mothers remains relatively stable sscahildren of different ages. It
remains approximately 33 minutes for married angleged mothers (boxes), while
it is approximately 28 minutes for single mothetgafgles). The biggest gap
between high- and low-educated mothers can be famdng mothers who are

married but not in paid work (48 to 45 minutes).
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Figure 2.7 The gap in fathers’ predicted minutes in primahyldcare by marital
status and employment status of spouse

Figure 2.7 shows the education gap in fathers’ finvestment¥ for three types of
fathers: i) fathers who are married to full timepoyed spouses (boxes); ii) single
fathers (triangles), and iii) fathers who are nerio not-employed spouses (circles).
In all three cases, predicted minutes are basddtbers who are employed full-time
at the age of 39 (mean and median age) and hayeopalchild. The gap in primary
care time of high- (college degree) and low- (héghool degree) educated fathers is
largest when the child is young. For example, idual-earner family, a college
educated father of a new born is predicted to pi®@Z@0 minutes more primary care
for his child a day compared to a father with ahhsghool degree. Fathers who are
married to not-employed spouses are predicted awige the smallest amount of

primary childcare among the three groups (not shown

“"We found no difference between high- and low-etkdtdathers’ predicted minutes in secondary
childcare.
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In summary, as educational attainment increasesgigied minutes in primary
childcare also increase for “typical” mothers aathérs. High-educated mothers are
predicted to provide lessecondary childcare than low-educated mothersewhédre

IS no association between fathers’ predicted msute secondary childcare and
educational attainment. The gap between high- amgelducated parents’ predicted
minutes in primary childcare is especially pronaohauring the early years of

childhood.

2.6 CONCLUSION

To the extent that time spent in primary childcésea proxy for aconcerted
cultivation that embraces active and involved parentihg,findings presented here
are in line with the theoretical expectation thah+Hispanic white parents with a
high education embrace this logic @dncerted cultivationHigh-educated mothers
and fathers provide significantly more primary dodre for their children compared
to parents with low educational attainment. Thigngicant difference is robust to
controls for parental and child characteristicse Hap in parental time investments
is largest during the early years of childhood, gradually diminishes as children

age.

There is also support for the hypothesis that leidheated mothers provide less
secondary childcare compared to low-educated mathiée results from the gamma
regressions indicate that the gap between colldgeated and high school educated
parents’ secondary childcare time remains moreess Istable as the age of the
youngest child increases. However, the hypothesietdionship between fathers’

education and secondary childcare does not hollikéJim the case of mothers, there
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is no discernible effect of educational attainmemtthe secondary childcare time of
fathers. Evidently, educational attainment doesap#rate in a similar manner for
mothers and fathers. The results highlight the ingmze of taking gender into

account when studying class differences in chilelcar

The findings of this chapter, albeit informativee aot conclusive. Total time spent
in primary childcare is a rather crude proxy fooncerted cultivation.lt is
informative in the sense that it is a reliable nueasof involved parenting, since
during primary childcare a child is at the centfatbention and the main recipient of
parental time. However, not all primary childcarectiaties are equally
developmentally important. The main distinctivetéea of concerted cultivations
parents’ deliberate attempts to improve their c¢kiids social, cognitive and
linguistic skills. Therefore, we need more nuancedasures to identify distinct
parenting behaviours. In the following chapter,exgloit time use data even further
for that purpose. Detailed and comprehensive d&onsof the findings from

Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 is provided at the enchap@r 3.
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CHAPTER 3:

INEQUALITIES IN PARENTAL TIME INVESTMENT (1I1):
TIME SPENT IN SPECIFIC CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES

ABSTRACT

Research on child development shows that not dv@ytdtal amount of time but also the
types of activities parents engage in are importigbérminants of a child’s well-being.
To the extent that some childcare activities areenvital in enhancing children’s social
and cognitiveskills, variations in specific parenting behavimauld be informative in
understanding the differential transmission of ptakadvantages to children. In this
chapter, we use a sample of non-Hispanic whiterparieom the American Time Use
Survey (2003-2008) to test more hypotheses basedhentheoretical framework
presented in Chapter 2, and to empirically docunvamiations in specific childcare
activities by parental educational attainment. Tesults show that high-educated
parents are more involved in developmental chilelcmtivities than parents with low
educational attainment. The main source of vamai® high-educated parents’ time
spent in reading/talking to their children or playi with children instead of an
involvement in school-related activities. High-edted parents also spend significantly
less time watching television while their child irs their care, both in absolute and
relative terms. The analysis presented here revaabstantial variation in parents’

involvement in specific childcare activities by edtional attainment.
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3.1 INTRODUCTION

High-educated parents spend more time in daily gmynchildcare compared to parents
with low educational attainment (Chapter 2). The ga particularly wide during the

early years of childhood. Inequality in parentahdi investment in early childhood is
likely to lead to the transmission of differentadvantages to children, and put middle-
class children at an advantageous starting poischool (Lareau 2003). However, as
child development literature shows, not only th@lt@amount of time but also the type
of activities parents engage in are important deftegnts of a child’s well-being (Pleck

and Masciadrelli 2004; Shaw and Bell 1993). Fornepl®, parental involvement in

developmental activities is positively correlatedhwchildren’s school achievements
(Kalenkoski and Foster 2008; McNeal 1999). Sersiparenting (a type of parenting
that is interactive and responsive to children’®ds} is positively associated with
children’s linguistic and cognitive achievementsaifiis-LeMonda, Bornstein and

Baumwell 2001; Shannon et al. 2002). Consequentdgearchers have begun to
differentiate between “high quality” and “low quali childcare; the former refers to

activities that augment children’s linguistic, sadoor cognitive skills, such as reading a
book to a child, while the latter refers to routioeildcare activities, such as travel
associated with childcare (Bianchi, Robinson andki#li2006; Kalenkoski and Foster
2008; Sayer, Gauthier Furstenberg 2004; Zick, Bryard Osterbacka 2001). To the
extent that some childcare activities are morel witaenhancing children’s social and
cognitive skills, variations in specific parenting behaviotould be informative in

understanding the differential transmission of ptakadvantages to children.
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In this chapter, we investigate time spent in dpedahildcare activities by parental
educational attainment for non-Hispanic white ptehe research objectives are
twofold: first, to test the hypothesized relatioipshetween parental class (measured by
educational attainment) and involvement in specifitidcare activities; second, to
examine the absolute and relative differences rerga’ time use patterns. While doing
so, we also examine whether the effect of educatiperates differently between

mothers and fathers.

In the next section, we formulate a set of hypatedsased on the theoretical framework
of Lareau (2003). This is then followed by a dgstwh of the data, sample and
methodology employed. The results section is divioito three parts. We first present
results from a descriptive and multivariate analysi time spent in specific primary
childcare activities: nameligasic childcare developmental childcarand out-of-home
childcare This is followed by results from the analysis mdrental time spent in
secondary childcareactivities while watching televisionand out-of-home leisure
activities. In the third part of the results sectiave take a brief look at relative
differences in time spent in specific childcarenaties. After summarizing the findings
of this chapter, we finally discuss the findingenfr Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 together

and address possible limitations of the study.

3.2 THEORETICAL EXPECTATION AND HYPOTHESES
This chapter has two main research objectivesfitbeis to provide a comprehensive

and detailed empirical documentation of variatiorthe parenting practices of mothers
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and fathers by their education. While doing sothfeir hypotheses based on the theory of
Annette Lareau are tested. Lareau claims upperdefiddiddle class parents have a
distinctive child rearing cultureconcerted cultivation compared to that of working
class/low-income parentsidtural growth).*® More specifically, time use patterns of
parents are analysed in detail to investigate trana in daily parenting behaviour.
Chapter 3, therefore, takes a step further froraralysis ototal time spent in primary

or secondary childcare and examines the variafionarents’ involvement ispecific
primary childcare activities as well as other (rabvildcare) activities during secondary

childcare.

Parents who follownatural growthsee their main parental responsibility as providing
the basic needs of their children such as sheitegd and clothing. As a result of
financial constraints, they likely cannot provide many material advantages as middle
class parents, but there is no reason to expeckingprclass parents to spend
significantly less time in basic childcare actegicompared to middle class mothers. In
fact, middle class parents probably have more tongrovide developmental childcare
for their children because they can transfer softbeoroutine childcare and housework
activities to others such as spouses, baby-siftekste childcare, etc. (Chalasani 2007).
Hence, there is no reason to expect high-educaszh{s to be spending more time in
basic childcare activities compared to low-educaiaents.

HYPOTHESIS 1A (B)High-educated mothers (fathers) do not significauiffer from

low-educated mothers (fathers) in their involvenieriasic childcare activities.

8 See Section 2.2.2 in Chapter 2 for a detailecerewif Lareau’s work.
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At the core of the logic otoncerted cultivationlies parents’ deliberate and active
attempt to improve the social and cognitive skiWhat Lareau callsultural capita) of
their children, in order to help them to succeedahool as well as, in the long run, in
the labour market. A likely behavioural patternttftdlows such a logic of child rearing
is to spend time idevelopmentahctivities. Although low-income and working class
families both likely prefer their children to becsessful at school, in the absence of
necessary resources (financial resources, sodabrie information, etc.) they tend to
delegate education-related childcare to schoolse@ia 2003). High-educated parents,
on the other hand, not only are more aware ofrtiportance of developmental activities
but are also better equipped to perform such chitlcAdditionally, due to high-quality,
better paid and more secure jobs, higher-educateeh{s can afford more stress-free
time that is directed towards the augmentationhef ¢ultural capital of their children
(Willingham 2012)*

HYPOTHESIS 2A (B): High-educated mothers (fathers) are more involved i

developmental childcare than low-educated mothatbérs).

One of the very important dimensionsooincerted cultivatioms middle-class children’s
substantial amount of time spent in extracurricaletivities>° Parents spend significant
amounts of time planning and organizing extracutac activities for their children as
well as chauffeuring them to and from these evehtsignificant portion of time spent

in out-of-home care activities in the ATUS dataisking up/ dropping of children and

%9 Jacobs and Gerson (2004) argue that high-edupateats are more likely to fall into the group of
“overworked Americans” as opposed to “underworkedegicans”. Hence, although they are less likely
to feel stress due to employment insecurity or imewolatility, they do face time pressure and stohse
to long working hours.

% Unfortunately, ATUS data does not allow for a dirmeasure of this.
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waiting for or attending children’s events. Therefathis activity category is used as a
proxy for out-of-home developmental activitit$or children. For the reasons stated
above, high-educated parents are expected to speraltime in out-of-home childcare
activities, and so hypothesis 3A (B) is formulasadfollows:

HYPOTHESIS 3A (B):High-educated mothers (fathers) are more involiredut-of-

home childcare than low-educated mothers (fathers).

The theoretical reasoning behind the next hyposhesiery similar to the previous one.
Time spent in out-of-home leisure activities durisgcondary childcare includes
activities such as going to a museum, church, westd, parties/receptions and doing
sports/exercises, eté.These are the types of activities that would fosteildren’s

cultural capitaland would help children to integrate into theirgrdis social network.

Familiarity in interaction with adults or institotis, knowing how to behave in social
settings, being aware of the social/institutionadnns of the formal and adult world are
among the many advantages that are transferred fntoldle class parents through
concerted cultivation (Lareau 2003). Furthermonplvement in out-of-home leisure
activities has social, informational and financ@dsts. More precisely, it requires
knowledge (about events, social norms/rules reggrlie activities), and it costs money

and time. Hence, high-educated parents with b&tt@ncial and informational resources

*1 To avoid confusion, we refer to these activitiesat-of-home childcaractivities only.
*2|n other words, the primary activity is a leisuretivity outside the home and the child is in p&akn
care during the activity.
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are expected to involve themselves in secondargazdre during out-of-home leisure
more than low-educated parenis.
HYPOTHESIS 4A (B) High-educated mothers (fathers) are involved ut-of-home

leisure activities during secondary childcare mtran low-educated mothers (fathers).

Middle-class parents in Lareau’s qualitative woither ban or strictly limit watching
television for their children, while television ieported to be “always available” for
children from working class families. The cultureconcerted cultivatiorivehemently
opposes” watching television, whilst children rdidey parents who embracetural
growth watch “unrestrictive amounts of television” (Lane2003: 2420 There are
several important reasons behind this variatioch e&lating to the availability of a

specific parental resource, which we proxy with@dional attainment.

First, parents with highdinancial resourcesare able to schedule/ provide alternative
leisure activities for their children, which decseathe amount of time available for
children to watch television. For example, onehaf affluent parents in Lareau’s sample
schedules a piano lesson and a choir practice turddg mornings for her son to
specifically prevent him from watching televisioB003:112). Second, parents with
higherinformational resourcesre more aware of the negative effects of telexisin
children. Scientific research has demonstrated pléential harms of excessive

television-watching, particularly if the contentrien-educational and the child is young

>3 Some of children’s extracurricular activities dwiwhich parents were present (such as watching a
child performing, going to a child’s soccer gamnte, )eare likely to be reported as leisure outskiehome
while child is in care. This is another reason xpezt high-educated parents to report this activityre
than low-educated mothers.

** For more on variations in parental attitudes devision, see Chapter 6 and Chapter 7 in LareaG3R0
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(see Christakis 2009 for a review). The dominanpeex opinion on child rearing
practices is also very negative towards televisexposure® Since high-educated
parents have a better access to such informati@h camply with the dominant
professional standards in child rearing practidbgy are expected to limit their
children’s television-watching more compared to deducated parents. Accordingly,
parents who oppose their children’s excessive axpoto television should be less
likely to watch television themselves while theinild is in their care. Moreover,
previous research shows that parents interacttivin children less if they are watching
television while the child is in their care (Mensighn et al. 2008; Tanimura, Okuma and
Kyoshima 2007). As parents who embrace the logicoofcerted cultivatiorare more
likely to be involved in intensive interactions Wwitheir children, one would expect that
they avoid watching television while their childimstheir care.

HYPOTHESIS 5A (B):High-educated mothers (fathers) watch televisioss levhile

their child is in their care compared to low-eduedtmothers (fathers).

3.3 DATA AND SAMPLE

The time use data analysed comes from the 2003-26@8ican Time Use Survey. The
sample is limited to non-Hispanic white parents wiawe at least one child under the
age of 13 year¥ Hence, the results cannot be generalized to th@enpopulation of

parents in the US. The sample size is 7980 foefathnd 10573 for mothers. 447 cases

% Dr Spock’s parental guidance book on child reafthg country’s bestseller) has a chapter on tsiewi
in which it is identified as “a high risk mediundnd parents are advised to not to have it at pth¢s and
Needlman 2004: 558-463).

% See section 2.3 (Data and Sample) in Chapter & foore detailed explanation of data specificatiod
the sample.
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with low quality diaries are zero-weighted and heerignctionally removed from the

analysis (246 mother diaries and 201 father digries

Primary childcare is decomposed into three subs@gtcategories:basic childcare

developmental childcarand out-of-home careTable 3.1 shows the decomposition of
primary childcare activities into these three catexs and their respective original
activity codes. We test hypotheses 1-3 using thiese specific childcare activities as

response variables.

In order to test hypotheses 4 and 5, reports afretary childcar¥ during out-of-home
leisure activities and watching television are exed. Out-of-home leisure activities
are composed of activities such as going to thens theatre, museum, café, bar,
restaurant, as well as voluntary acts, religiousvidies, and exercising/sports; while
secondary childcare while watching television syngfers to watching television or a

video while a child is under parental care.

The main explanatory variable is the education&imnhent of the parent, a five-
category ordinal variable. Unless otherwise stdtegh-educated refers to parents with a
college degree or more, and low-educated refepatents with a high school degree or

less>®

" As stated previouslysecondary childcarend child-is-in-caretime are used interchangeably in this
thesis.

8 The association of household income with spedifiddcare activities is also investigated. Although
regression coefficients are not shown, the relatiefiveen household income and parental involvetnent
specific activities is explained in the main textiese relevant.

97



TABLE 3.1 The decomposition of primary childcare activities

Primary childcare activities ATUS Code
1. Basic childcare
1.1 Physical childcare 30101, 40101
1.2 Organization and planning for children 30108, 40108
1.3 Looking after children 30109, 40109
1.4 Caring for and helping children 30199, 40199
1.5 Providing medical care to children 30301, 40301
1.6 Obtaining medical care for children 30302, 40302
1.7 Waiting associated with children’s health 30303, 40303
1.8 Activities related to children’s health 30399, 40399

2.  Developmental childcare
2.1 Play with child

2.1.1 Play with child-not sports 30103, 40103
2.1.2 Play sport with child 30105, 40105
2.2 School related/ educational activities
2.2.1 Arts and crafts with children 30104, 40104
2.2.2 Helping with homework 30201, 40201
2.2.3 Meetings and school conferences 30202, 40202
2.2.4 Home schooling of children 30203, 40203
2.2.5 Waiting associated with children’s eduagatio = 30204, 40204
2.2.6 Activities related to child’s education 30299, 40299
2.3 Read /talk to child
2.3.1 Reading to/with children 30102, 40102
2.3.2 Talking with/listening to children 30186, 40186
3.  Out-of-home childcare
3.1 Attending children’s events 30110, 40110
3.2 Waiting for/with children 30111, 40111
3.3 Picking up/dropping off children 30112, 40112
3.4 Using paid childcare services* 80101, 80199
3.5 Waiting associated with purchasing childcare* 80102
3.6 Travel related to caring for/helping children 180381, 180481
3.7 Travel related to using childcare services* 180801

Note:* Only if child is present, else coded as purchgservices.
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3.4 METHODS

The hypothesized relationships between parentsolvewnent in specific childcare

activities and educational attainment are testaagusvo statistical techniques. First, a
series of OLS regressions are performed to testth&hesducational attainment is
positively associated with more time (in minutgsrst in specific childcare activitiés.

Second, a series of logistic regressions are peddrto test whether high-educated
parents have a higher propensity to participatpgrcific care activities. We refer to the
findings of logistic regression models in the m&mt, but the results are explicitly

shown only in Appendix 3.1.

We apply logistic regressions in addition to OL®ehlr regressions because the
propensity of providing an activity is another dims@n of parentainvolvementn the
activity. As the type of childcare activity gets raspecific, we expect smaller variation
in the number of minutes spent in the activity. eaiample, there is a natural and
reasonable limit on the amount of time a parent remd to or talk with a child on a
given day. As shown later in the chapter, amongemar who report some time in
reading or talking to children, the vast majoripest about half an hour a day in the
activity. This is likely because a few minutes @&ding is too short to serve the intended
purpose, while children would hardly be able tddal a parents’ reading for hours. In
such cases, it is not the average minutes in ttdtsidut rather whether the respondent

reported the activity or not that is of interesturthermore, because different

%9 All the OLS models are repeated in gamma regrassi@rder to confirm that the results are robost t
the violations of OLS assumptions. At the end e&f finst part of the results section, we plot thedicted
minutes in the activities based on gamma models. Agpendix B for the gamma models, and see
Appendix A for a more detailed description andificgttion of the methods applied in this thesis.
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distributions can produce the same mean, average $pent in the activity is not
necessarily the most interesting feature of theeddpnt variable. For example, imagine
there are 10 low-educated parents each spendingrg@es in reading to their children,
and 10 high-educated parents where one spends B@@esrand 9 parents spend no
time in the activity. Both of these groups haveaaerage of 30 minutes. In the latter
case, however, the results are driven by a singliien As the activity types get more
specific and the number of people who report thiae decreases, the mean becomes
more sensitive to such outliers. In these situatidhe participation rate is a more

informative measurement of overall parental invoteat patterns, rather than the mean.

In all the models, an intermediate level of edwrsl attainment Some college

education is used as a reference point, but the differerets/een high-(college or
more) and low-educated (high school or less) pararg consistently reported in line
with our hypothesis formulation. We also report titee the effect of educational
attainment on parental involvement in specific\atiéis varies significantly for mothers

and fathers.

3.5 RESULTS OF SPECIFIC PRIMARY CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES

This section presents the results of the analy$etheo specific primary childcare
activities of parents. After presenting the desorgresults, hypotheses 1-3 are tested in
a multivariate setting. To provide a detailled andmprehensive empirical

documentation of variation in parents’ involvemenspecificdevelopmental childcare
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activities, parents’ propensity to report some tifi)aeading/talking to a child(ii) in

school-related activitieand (iii) playing with childare also examined.

3.5.1 DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS

Tables 3.2 and 3.3 present the descriptive analygisducational attainment and
household income quatrtile for non-Hispanic whitetmeos and fathers respectively. The
first column of each panel in the tables showsaerage time spent in the activity by
all parents in the relevant education and househacfome category. The second column
shows the percentage of parents who reported st ¢t minute in the activity on a
given diary day garticipant9. Finally, average time spent in childcaregarticipating
parents(parents who reported at least 1 minute in thevisigtiis presented in the third

column in each panel.

Descriptive results do not show any clear trenevbeh maternal resources (educational
attainment or household income) and mothers’ mswgigent in basic childcare. By
contrast, the results for fathers (Table 3.3) shawclear positive trend in their
participation rate: as the educational attainmenthe household income of a father
increases, the percentage of fathers who provioe dmasic care on a given day shows a
steady increase (second column, top panel). Appratdly one third of all fathers (32
per cent) with no degree provide some basic chidan a given day, while the
corresponding figure for fathers with a post-cafledegree is 58 per cent. However,
because the participating fathers with no degreel ¢hose in the lowest household

income quartile) report more minutes in the acfivitverage time spent in basic care by
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fathers with a college degree or more (and thogkerhighest income quatrtile) is only

slightly higher than that of fathers with the loweducational attainment.
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Table 3.2 Mothers' average minutes spent in specific chiieleativities and percentages of diarists reporting

the activity
Basic care Developmental care Out-of-home care
Mean Per cent Mean Mean Per cent Mean Mean Per cent Mean
(all) (>0) (all (>0) (all (>0)
Educational Attainment
0-11th Grade 70 72% 92 42 44% 96 16 44% 36
High school graduate 56 72% 78 42 46% 91 18 43% 42
Some college 59 76% 78 44 49% 90 21 47% 45
College degree 64 79% 82 50 57% 88 27 52% 52
Post-college degree 69 79% 86 55 61% 92 28 54% 51
Household income
Lowest quatrtile 64 78% 82 46 47% 98 19 45% 42
Second lowest quatrtile 62 74% 84 46 50% 90 21 45% 46
Second highest quartile 62 78% 79 50 54% 93 25 49% 50
Highest quartile 61 77% 79 48 57% 84 28 54% 51
All mothers 62 7% 81 47 53% 90 23 49% 48

Note: Weights are applied to represent the populatistrilution accurately, and to correct for the dlsttion of days of the week.
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Table 3.3 Fathers’ average minutes spent in specific chileleativities and percentages of diarists reporting
the activity

Basic care Developmental care Out-of-home care
Mean Per cent Mean Mean Per cent Mean Mean Per cent Mean
(all) (>0) (all (>0) (all (>0)
Educational Attainment
0-11th Grade 27 32% 83 26 24% 108 5 18% 29
High school graduate 24 40% 62 27 30% 91 9 24% 36
Some college 24 47% 51 29 33% 86 11 26% 43
College degree 31 53% 58 33 39% 84 11 26% 44
Post-college degree 32 58% 54 36 45% 80 13 31% 42
Household income
Lowest quatrtile 28 38% 72 28 31% 91 7 23% 31
Second lowest quatrtile 25 45% 57 31 33% 93 9 23% 7 3
Second highest quartile 28 50% 56 31 36% 85 11 26% 43
Highest quartile 30 53% 57 32 40% 81 13 29% 45
All fathers 28 48% 58 31 46% 86 11 26% 41

Note: Weights are applied to represent the populatistrilution accurately, and to correct for the dlsttion of days of the week.
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Average time spent in developmental childcare drel gpercentage of parents who
reported any developmental care increases as éshaagttainment increases. The
difference in participation rates between motheth the highest educational attainment
and those with the lowest educational attainmedbiper cent; the figure for fathers is
10 per cent. Finally, descriptive trends in outiofne care are also in the expected
direction. High-educated mothers and those in Hmlde in the top income quatrtile
provide approximately 28 minutes of out-of-hnomeediar their children on a given day;
that is approximately 10 minutes more than motheith the lowest educational
attainment or household income. Similarly, fatherh higher educational attainment
(and those coming from financially better-off houslkels) provide more out-of-home
childcare for their children, but the absolute elifinces in minutes spent in the activity
among fathers with various educational or incomesle are smaller. For example,
minutes spent in out-of-home childcare on a givay dary from 5 minutes for fathers
with the lowest educational attainment to 13 misufer those with the highest

educational attainment.

There are noticeable gender differences in pargite@haviour. For example, while the
amount of time spent in developmental or out-of-Roohildcare byparticipating
mothers and fathers is very similar, participatiates of mothers in developmental and
out-of-home childcare are respectively 7 and 23 gaent higher than for fathers. The
gender difference is also pronounced in involvemeniasic childcare activities. On
average, mothers provide 34 minutes more basidadné than fathers. Mothers are not

only more likely to participate in the activity an given day but they also report a
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greater number of minutes than fathers, conditi@maleporting some basic care on a

given day.

In summary, the descriptive trends show increasederpal involvement in
developmental or out-of-home care activities agi@l resources increase. Also, there
is no noticeable trend between mothers’ educatiattainment or household income
and their basic childcare activities; while forHats, educational attainment increases
average time spent in basic childcare. The nextiosze@resents results from the

multivariate analysis.

3.5.2 MULTIVARIATE RESULTS
Table 3.4 shows the OLS regression results forkigpanic white mothers and fathers
estimating minutes spent in basic childcare. That fnodel, a baseline reference model
(Model 1), only controls for educational attainmantd diary completion day while the

full model (Model 2) has controls for parental aitnild characteristics.
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Table 3.4 Mothers’ and fathers’ minutes spent in basic dalé (OLS
regression)

Mothers Fathers
etorence P! feterence Pl
model model
model model
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
(Intercept) 52.68° 58.84 2747 1501
(2.26) (12.15) (1.90) (11.23)
0- 11th grade 12.03" 1.17 2.26 2.34
(4.57) (4.10) (3.44) (3.37)
High school graduate -4.41 -0.60 1.04 1.91
(2.50) (2.21) (2.07) (1.99)
College degree 4.63 3.08 7.15° 5.74"
(2.27) (2.06) (1.92) (1.87)
Post-college degree 9.17" 7.73 8.13" 7.18"
(3.00 .77 (2.29 (2.26
Age of youngest child -9.78" -4.29"
(0.27) (0.22)
Number of children <13 6.38" 3.417
(0.96) (0.84)
Full-time employed -26.19” -21.927
(1.79) (2.68)
Part-time employed -15.08” -15.75"
(2.01) (4.30)
Spouse is not employed -8.35 -6.99"
(3.59' (2.56,
Spouse is part-time employed 0.66 1.18
(3.51) (2.62)
Spouse is full-time employed 0.39 1.89
(1.91) (2.45)
Age 2.03" 217"
(0.69) (0.58)
Age squared -0.02 -0.02"
(0.01) (0.01)
Adj R 0.01 0.23 0.00 0.08

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightsappdied to account for sampling design
and non-response. All models control for diary ctetipn day (coefficient not shown). Reference
categories aresome college educatidior educational attainmemot employedor employment
status andpouse is not presefur spousal employment status/marital status.

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01
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The results for mothers lend some support for ghpothesis that high-educated mothers
do not provide more basic childcare compared tcherstwith low-education. Mothers
with a college degree or more spend more time gichehildcare compared to mothers
with some college education, but so do mothers withdegree (Model 1). Moreover,
once the parental and child characteristics aréraibed for (Model 2), the difference
between mothers’ educational attainment and tineatsp basic childcare disappears
with one exception: mothers with a post-collegerdegrovide 8 minutes more basic
childcare compared to mothers with some collegeaihn. Yet, there is no significant
difference between mothers with a post-college eéeghighest educational attainment)
and those with no degree (lower educational attaimmnot shown on table). The
results, therefore, indicate no negative linearati@hship between educational

attainment and basic childcare.

These OLS results do not provide strong supporafeystematic relationship between
maternal resources (educational or financial) airdites spent in basic childcdf&This

finding is contradictory to the finding of Guryallurst and Kearney (2008) who
conclude that the positive effect of educationahiamment holds for all types of
childcare, including basic childcare. One possitdason behind the contradictory

findings is likely due to our limitation of the sate to white parents onR}.Guryan,

% All the models in this chapter are also generatkitie controlling for household income quartile tieesd

of (or in addition to) educational attainment. Witie exception of a few cases, which are explained
further in the text, we find no significant assdicia between relative household income and timeitsipe
specific childcare activities.

®. There are other differences between the two ssuffiest, their sample is not limited to parents ien

and women (aged between 21 and 55) who live withastt one child under the age of 18 years. Second,
although the definition of basic childcare is veignilar in both studies, small variations in theivty
coding are likely. Finally, the two studies do hawe identical model specification.
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Hurst and Kearney include all race/ethnicities heit sample, but do not control for
race/ethnicity in their analysis. However, in thbsence of proper controls for
race/ethnicity, educational attainment is likelyb® capturing the effect of race, since
black and Hispanic parents are more likely to hiove levels of education and less
likely to report some basic childcare for their Idlén on a given day (author’s

calculation).

A logistic regression model estimating mothers’ aoility of providing some basic
childcare on a given day is also performed (AppeJiTable 3.18). The results show
that, after controlling for child and parental cheteristics, mothers’ probability of
providing any basic childcare on a given day isidicantly higher for mothers with a
college degree or more compared to mothers wiilglagchool degree or less. Although
the marginal effect of having a higher educaticatédinment is not substantially large,
logistic regression results provide some evideheg nothers with high-education have
a higher propensity to provide basic childcare carag to mothers with low-education.
A higher propensity to report the activity, howewvadoes not result in a significant time

gap between high- and low-educated motfers.

OLS regression results for fathers shown in Table &fer partial support for the

hypothesis (of no relationship). Fathers who haveoblege degree or more spend

%2 There is no effect of relative household incomepaments’ involvement irbasic childcare After
controlling for parental and child characteristicsming from households in the top two income qlest

is associated with 4-5 minutes mangt-of-home childcaréhan being at the bottom. There is a significant
positive association between relative householdorime and mothers’ probability of providing
developmental childcareven after controlling for educational attainmémit the substantive effect is not
large. Adding relative household income as a contrdable does not result in any noteworthy chainge
the effect size or significance of educationaliatteent.
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significantly more time in basic childcare compared fathers with some college
education (baseline reference model for fathersyl this relationship is robust to
controls for parental and child characteristicdl (lmodel for fathers). Fathers with a
college or post-college degree also report sigaifily more time in basic care compared
to fathers with a high school degree, althoughethemo significant difference between
fathers with no degree and those with a collegeegtegr more (not shown on table). We
therefore cannot conclude that high-educated fatder not differ significantly from

those with a low education.

Further evidence to reject the hypothesized relatipp between fathers’ educational
attainment and their involvement in basic care corfrem a logistic regression
predicting fathers’ probability of providing basithildcare on a given diary day
(Appendix B, Table 3.18). Fathers with a colleggrde or more are significantly more
likely to provide basic childcare on a given dayngared to fathers with a high-school
degree or less. The marginal effect of educati@tdinment on the probability of
providing basic childcare based on the full modelven in Table 3.18 is presented in
Figure 3.1. Typical values are medians for quaintgavariables and sample proportions
of categories for categorical variables. As shownFigure 3.1, the probability of
providing some basic care on a given diary day atntloubles as fathers’ education
level increases from having no degree (.30) tortaa post-college degree (.58). The
differences are significant between each educdtiatt@ainment category; in other

words, as educational attainment increases, fathebability of providing some basic
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childcare increases progressively. In brief, we noanconclude that there is no

relationship between fathers’ involvement in basice and their educational attainment.
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Figure 3.1 Predicted probability of providing basic childcémgmothers and fathers
Note: The values of the quantitative variables are hmdstant at their medians; categories of
categorical variables are assigned their sampleqgptions.

A positive association was hypothesized betweeanpar education and involvement in
developmental childcare. The results for mothergelg support this hypothesis.
Controlling for parental and child characteristicapthers with no college degree
provide 11 minutes less developmental childcara thathers with a high school degree
(not shown in table, p=.005) or those with somdega education (Table 3.5). The
differences between mothers with no degree ancetidth a college and post-college
degree are roughly 17 (11.19+5.31, p<0.00) and123196+ 11.87, p<0.00) minutes,
respectively. Additionally, as the educational iatteent of a mother increases, her
probability of providing some developmental childean a given day also increases

significantly (Appendix B, Table 3.19). For exampt®mpared to mothers with some
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college education, the probability of providing depmental childcare is 30 per cent
less for mothers with no degree, 30 per cent marenbthers with a college degree and
50 per cent more for those with a post-college elegOverall, therefore, there is a
strong positive association between mothers’ eduealt attainment and involvement in

developmental childcarg.

The results for fathers show no significant positikelationship between fathers’
educational attainment and minutes spent in devadopal childcare, though the sign of
the coefficients are in the expected direction.yCiathers with a post-college degree
report significantly higher minutes in developmémtaldcare compared to fathers with
a lower educational attainmefitHowever, logistic regression results show thahhig
educated fathers are significantly more likely épart some developmental childcare
compared to low-educated fathers (Appendix B, T&ul®). Hence, the results indicate
that the probability of high-educated fathers pdawj some amount of developmental
care is higher than those with lower levels of edion; yet, this higher likelihood of
reporting the activity does not translate into mormutes spent in the activity. One
possible explanation behind this is that a smaihiner of participating low-educated
fathers spend substantially more time with theirildcen than high-educated

participating fathers.

8 Controlling for the household income quartile adthrers rather than educational attainment reveals t
mothers coming from households in the top two djeartprovide 10 minutes more developmental
childcare for their children compared to those gamfrom households in the bottom quartile. This
association, however, disappears to a large egterd educational attainment is controlled for, ¢ating
that informational resources at the disposal oftrat matter more than financial resources. Altérabt,

the educational attainment variable is capturirg fihancial resources of parents better than divela
measure of household income.

4 Gamma regression shows a significant differendevézn time spent in developmental childcare by
fathers with a college degree or more and thode avitigh school degree or some college education.
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Table 3.5 Mothers’ and fathers’ minutes spent in developralechildcare
(OLS regression)

Mothers Fathers
etorence U roforence FU!
model model
model model
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
(Intercept) 36.44" 4155 3267 = -1.45
(1.99) (11.48) (2.06) (12.40)
0- 11th grade -2.26 -11.19°  -2.96 -2.74
(4.03) (3.87) (3.74) (3.72)
High school graduate -2.11 -0.52 -1.41 -0.57
(2.20) (2.09) (2.25) (2.20)
College degree 552 5.31 4.13 3.02
(2.00) (1.95) (2.09) (2.06)
Post-college degree 11.03"  11.877  7.43" 7.11°7
(2.65 (2.61 (2.49 (2.49
Age of youngest child -5.09" -3.57
(0.25) (0.24)
Number of children <13 -2.24" 1.15
(0.91) (0.92)
Full-time employed -35.11" -18.977
(1.69) (2.96)
Part-time employed -19.61" -6.66
(1.90) (4.75)
Spouse is not employed -5.33 -1.70
(3.39 (2.83,
Spouse is part-time employed -5.03 0.11
(3.32) (2.89)
Spouse is full-time employed -0.78 1.41
(1.81) (2.70)
Age 2177 3.407
(0.65) (0.64)
Age squared -0.02" -0.04”
(0.01) (0.01)
Adj R 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.05

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightsappdied to account for sampling design
and non-response. All models control for diary ctetipn day (coefficient not shown). Reference
categories arsome college educatidior educational attainmemot employedor employment
status andpouse is not presefur spousal employment status/marital status.

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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Figure 3.2 shows the marginal effect of educaticattdinment on the probability of
providing developmental childcare based on the fotdels shown of Table 3.19,
Appendix B. The predicted probability of fathersbpiding developmental care almost
doubles as the educational attainment of fathe@reases from its lowest to highest level
(from 0.23 to 0.42). In the case of mothers, thedlmted probability increases from 0.38

(no degree) to 0.56 (post-college degree).
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Figure 3.2 Predicted probability of providing developmentalldbare by mothers and

fathers
Note: The values of the quantitative variables are hmddstant at their medians; categories of
categorical variables are assigned their samplegptions.

Next, the relationship between educational attaimtnaad time spent in out-of-home
care activities (such as attending children’s evgpicking up/dropping off children and
waiting for/with children) is investigated. Childréborn to middle/upper-middle class
families are expected to participate more in extrmacular activities compared to
children born to working class parents. Hence, sitpe relationship was hypothesized
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between out-of-home care activities and the edoicakiattainment of a parent. OLS
results do show a positive and significant assmridietween the educational attainment
of mothers and time spent in out-of-home childq@iable 3.6, Model 1), and this effect
is largely robust to controls for parental and ¢tdharacteristics. For example, all else
equal, mothers with a college or post-college degnevide roughly 9 minutes more
out-of-home care on a given day compared to mothéhsno degree. Although this is
not a very high number in absolute terms, given tha average time spent in basic
childcare by all mothers is 23 minutes per dayatresponds to a relatively large

difference.
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Table 3.6 Mothers’ and fathers’ minutes spent in out-of-harhédcare (OLS
regression)

Mothers Fathers
Caseine Fur B gy
model model
model model
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
(Intercept) 13.137  -27.18" 12.077  1.07
(1.13) (6.81) (1.08) (6.58)
0- 11th grade -5.62 -3.84 -5.74" -5.60"
(2.28) (2.30) (1.95) (1.97)
High school graduate -3.14° -2.63"7 -2.45° -2.57
(1.25) (1.24) (1.18) (1.17)
College degree 5.66 453" 0.29 0.36
(1.13) (1.15) (1.09) (1.09)
Post-college degree 6.23" 5.33"7 1.94 1.54
(1.50 (1.55) (1.30) (1.32)
Age of youngest child 0.13 0.29
(0.15) (0.13)
Number of children <13 6.45" 3.29"
(0.54) (0.49)
Full-time employed -1.63 -5.48"
(1.00) (1.57)
Part-time employed 0.47 -2.03
(1.13) (2.52)
Spouse is not employed -7.217 -6.84"
(2.01 (1.50
Spouse is part-time employed -4.85 519"
(1.97) (1.53)
Spouse is full-time employed -2.44" -0.67
(1.07) (1.43)
Age 1.55" 0.38
(0.39) (0.34)
Age squared -0.02” 0.00
(0.01) (0.00)
Adj R 0.02 0.04 0.003 0.02

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightsappdied to account for sampling design
and non-response. All models control for diary ctatipn day (coefficient not shown). Reference
categories arsome college educatidior educational attainmentot employedor employment
status andpouse is not presefdr spousal employment status/marital status.

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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In the case of fathers, the OLS results also supherhypothesis (Table 3.6). Although
there is no significant difference in minutes oft-ofthome care activities between
fathers with some college education and those withigher degree, fathers with a
college or post-college degree spend significamtigre time in out-of-home care
activities than fathers with a high school degreéess (not shown in table). Similarly,
according to the logistic regression results, there significant difference between the
effect of having some college education and hawnggh school or college degree.
However, fathers with a college degree or moresagificantly more likely to report
out-of-home care activities compared to fatherfaihigh school degree or less (Table
3.20). The magnitudes of coefficients are not langevever. Moreover, there is no
considerable increase in the predicted probakmlitgarents providing out-of-home care

(Figure 3.3).
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Figure 3.3 Predicted probability of providing out-of-home adhre by mothers and
fathers

Note: The values of the quantitative variables are hmidstant at their medians; categories of
categorical variables are assigned their samplegptions.

Next, predicted minutes spent in specific childcaotivities by mothers and fathers
based on gamma regression models are presenteifure F3.4 and Figure 3.%.

Predicted minutes spent in basic and out-of-homkladre are relatively stable for
mothers with different educational backgrounds.dRted minutes in developmental
childcare are, on the other hand, significantlyheigfor mothers with at least a college
degree than for those with a lower educationalrattant. A “typical” mother with no

degree is predicted to provide 30 minutes of derakntal childcare for her children,

while the figure is approximately 41 and 47 mindtasmothers with a college and post-

% The models control for parental and child chamasties as specified in theill modelspresented so far
(see Appendix B Table 3.21 and Table 3.22). Typiedilies are set to medians for quantitative vaembl
and proportions of categories for categorical \d€es.
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college degree, respectively. Note that the edocagap in developmental childcare is

largest during the early years of childhood (naivsh in table).

Predicted minutes spent in both basic and develagahehildcare are noticeably higher
for fathers with at least a college degree comp#oethose with a lower educational
attainment, while predicted minutes in basic oralliewmental childcare do not vary for
fathers with less than a college degree. It is atsiceable that, unlike mothers, fathers
are predicted to provide more developmental chikeltihan basic childcare regardless of
their educational attainment. As expected, the rermob predicted minutes spent in the
activities by mothers and fathers is also differdfr example, a college-educated
(“typical”) mother is predicted to provide 50 mimsgtof basic childcare on a given day;
while the figure for a college-educated (“typicafgther is only 25 minutes. The

corresponding difference in developmental carevdiets is approximately 10 minutes.
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3.5.3 DECOMPOSING DEVELOPMENTAL CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES

As stated previously, in an analysis of diary ddegomposing time use activities into
specific sub-categories has advantages and distdyan(see Chapter 3 in this thesis
for more on this point). On the one hand, it pregi@ more in-depth and comprehensive
understanding of daily behaviour. On the other haite the window of observation is
only a single day, as the activity gets more spetife percentage of respondents who
have not engaged in this activity on a specific admyeases, and we are left with less
variation to explain. Excessive zeros make the dtigation of variation in minutes

spent in the activity less interestiffy.

However, since disentangling childcare into its -sategories allows us to capture
nuances in parenting behaviour, before concludnegitivestigation of specific primary
childcare activities we further decompose develapale childcare into its sub-
categories and test whether the expected posiélaionship between education and
specific developmental childcare activities hold &ach component. We decompose
developmental childcare intgplaying with children school-related activitiesand
reading to/talking with childrenFor the stated reasons, we show results only tham

descriptive analysis and logistic regression.

Table 3.7 shows the descriptive analysis of spedévelopmental childcare activities
by parental education. Average time spent in plgyiith children increases as the
educational attainment of a parent increases (thiéhexception of mothers with the

lowest educational attainment). We see a similandrin the average time spent in

% See Methods section in this chapter and Appen@ifof more on this point.
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reading to/talking with a child. Percentage of neoshwho spend some time in reading
to/talking with a child increases from 19 per ceat 35 per cent as educational
attainment increases. Similarly, only 6 per centatiiers with no degree report reading
to/talking with their children on a given diary dayhile the figure reaches 6 and 20 per
cent respectively for those with a college and {oosiege degre@’ There is, however,
no trend between involvement in school-related vdams and parental education.
Preliminary analysis, therefore, suggests that thierences in time spent in
developmental activities between high-and low-ethttgarents are mostly driven by
high-educated parents’ time spent in playing witiidcen and reading to/talking with

them.

" Note that these figures refer to reading to dsital with children aprimary childcare onlyMost daily
talks, that likely take the form of a secondarynaist, are not included here.
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TABLE 3.7 Mothers' and fathers' average minutes in devedofaichildcare activities
and percentages of diarist reported the ac

. ] hool relat ]
Play with children S¢ 09 .r-e ated Read/ tak to children
actwvities
Mean Per MeanMean Per MeanMean Per Mean
@nh cent (>0) (al) cent (>0) (al) cent (>0)

Mothers
0-11th Grade 28 27% 104 7 13% 55 7 19% 37
High schoolgraduate 24 21% 114 10 17% 56 8 21% 38
Some college 25 23% 107 11 18% 60 8 24% 34
Colege degree 28 28% 98 11 18% 58 11 31% 35
Post college degree 31 31% 102 11 19% 57 12 35% 34
All mothers 27 26% 104 10 18% 58 10 27% 35

Fathers
0-11th Grade 17 15% 116 3 6% 54 4 6% 66
High schoolgraduate 19 17% 110 4 7% 61 3 9% 32
Some college 20 20% 100 5 8% 62 4 12% 30
Colege degree 23 23% 99 4 7% 52 5 16% 31
Post college degree 24  25% 95 5 9% 52 6 20% 31
All fathers 21 21% 101 4 8% 56 4 14% 32

Note: Weights are applied to represent the populatistridution accurately and to correct for
distribution of the days of the week.

Tables 3.8 and 3.9 show the results of logisticeggjon models estimating mothers’
and fathers’ probability of providing a specificildecare activity. We control for
parental and child characteristics in each modelsfecified in previouull models),

but coefficients of the control variables are rfodwsn.

There is a positive association between maternatatbnal attainment and playing
with children as well as reading to/talking withildren. The association between
education and reading to/talking with children ispecially striking. Mothers’
probability of reading to/talking with children @ngiven day increases substantially as

their educational attainment increases. Howevdheraunexpectedly high-educated
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mothers are not necessarily more involved in schelaked activities compared to low-
educated mothers. There is no significant diffeeeamong mothers with less than a
college degree regarding their probability of phayivith their children on a given day.

Table 3.8 Mothers’ probability of providing specific develogntal care activities
(logistic regression)

Play with School- Read to/
Y related talk with
children o .
activities children
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
0- 11th grade -0.17 -0.26 -0.28
(0.14 0.17 (0.14
High school graduate -0.07 -0.08 -0.18
(0.08 (0.08 (0.07
College degree 0.28+* -0.11 0.26~
(0.07) (0.08) (0.06)
Post-college degree 0.4 0.01 0.43
(0.10) (0.10) (0.08)

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightsappéied to account for sampling design
and non-response. All models control for diary ctetipn day (coefficient not shown) as well as
parental and child characteristics as specifiedpiievious models (coefficients not shown).
Reference category for educational attainmergoisie college educatiorip<0.10, ** p<0.05,
***n<0.01

As in the case of mothers, there is a significasditive relationship between fathers’
probability of reading to/talking with their chilein and their educational attainment
(Table 3.9). Compared to fathers with some collegacation, the odds of reporting
some time in reading to/talking with children is pér cent lower for fathers with no
degree. The figure is 30 per cent and 70 per cigiieh for fathers with a college and
post-college degree, respectively. Again similammthers, fathers do not significantly

differ in their probability of being involved in Bool-related activities on a given day.
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Table 3.9 Fathers’ probability of providing specific devetopntal care activities
(logistic regression)

Plav with School- Read to/
chiI)(;ren related talk with
activities children
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
0- 11th grade -0.31 -0.45 -0.7 2
(0.17) (0.26) (0.24)
High school graduate -0.11 -0.16 -0.39
(0.09) (0.14) (0.12)
College degree 0.11 -0.05 0.26
(0.08) (0.13) (0.10)
Post-college degree 0.27+ 0.20 0.54
(0.10) (0.15) (0.11)

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightagpéed to account for sampling design and
non-response. All models control for diary compmletiday (coefficient not shown) as well as
parental and child characteristics as specifiedpiievious models (coefficients not shown).
Reference category for educational attainmesbiae college education

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01

In summary, the results indicate that the mained#hce between high- and low-
educated parents is high-educated parents’ higtegrepsity to read to/talk with their
children. This finding is in line with the ethnogtac findings in Lareau’s work where
she claims that middle-class parents engage in tmmyersations with their children
and are involved in activities that augment théildts linguistic skills. However,

contrary to expectations, high-educated parentsnatemore likely to be involved in

school-related activities compared to low-educpiaents®

% As a robustness test, we replicated the analysibrhited the sample to parents of school-agettiotm
(aged between 6 and 12 years). The results weyesiumilar. Fathers with a post-college degree aneem
likely to report school-related activities thanhiats with some college education or those withgh hi
school degree. However, they are not significadifferent from fathers with no degree. Similarlgtters
with a college degree do not significantly diffeorh fathers with a lower educational attainmenthigir
probability of reporting school-related activitiddothers with a high school degree are significataks
likely to be involved in school-related activitieempared to high-educated mothers. However, tisene i
significant difference between mothers with the dgtveducational attainment and those with a college
degree or more.
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3.6 RESULTS ON SPECIFIC PARENTAL ACTIVITIES DURING
SECONDARY CHILDCARE

Two hypotheses were formulated regarding parentdiviges during secondary

childcare. A positive association is expected betwparental educational attainment
and time spent in secondary childcare during otilteshe leisure activities, and a
negative association is expected between paretigbéonal attainment and time spent
in watching television during secondary childcarke first part of this section presents
results from a descriptive analysis. It is followgresults from a multivariate analysis
which allows us to test the hypothesized relatigeshvhile controlling for child and

parent-related factors.

3.6.1 DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS
Average time spent in leisure activities while dctks in parental care increases as the
educational attainment or household income of mietfiable 3.10) and fathers (Table
3.11) increases. In the case of mothers, average $pent in leisure activities during
secondary childcare is higher for richer and higheated parents due to their higher
propensity to report the activity, rather than tiigh number of minutes spent in the
activity by participants. As shown in the third wain of the first panel (Table 3.10),
average time spent in the activity by participartimers actually decreases as the
household income or educational attainment inceeddewever, the percentage who
report the activity increases by 15 per cent asnwee from the lowest income and
education levels to the highest. Similarly, the msource of the average increase in
time spent in leisure activities during childcasedue to highly educated and financially

better off fathers’ higher participation rate.
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The decreasing trends in time spent watching tel@viwhile a child is in parental care
is even more striking. As we move from respondenmith the highest educational
attainment to those with the lowest educationahimthent, minutes spent watching
television during secondary childcare almost tsgla mothers (from 41 minutes to 117
minutes), and more than doubles for fathers (fr@dminutes to 101 minutes). High-
educated parents not only participate less in ttieity compared to those with a low
educational attainment, but when they do reportesbme spent in the activity it is also
considerably less. We observe similar trends betwetative household income and
time spent in watching television during secondeimjdcare. On average, financially
better-off parents spend considerably less timechuad) television while a child is in

their care compared to parents coming from poooesséholds. In brief, the descriptive
analysis provides preliminary evidence for the hipeized relationship. The next

section investigates whether these trends holdmuoléivariate setting.
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Table 3.10 Mothers' average minutes spent in specific seayrataldcare
activities and percentages of diarist reportingabigvity

Leisure outside home Watching television

Mean Per Mean Mean Per Mean
(all) cent (>0) (all) cent (>0)

Educational Attainment

0-11th Grade 34 30% 113 117 66% 177
High school graduate 38 34% 113 92 63% 145
Some college 42 39% 107 73 58% 125
College degree 47 44% 106 56 52% 107
Post-college degree 49 46% 107 41 42% 99
Household income
Lowest quartile 36 31% 114 91 60% 151
Second lowest quartile 43 40% 110 75 59% 127
Second highest quartile 45 42% 105 64 55% 117
Highest quartile 48 44% 107 53 50% 107
All mothers 44 40% 108 69 55% 124

Note: Survey weights are applied to account for sampdiesign and non-response.

TABLE 3.11 Fathers’ average minutes spent in specific secgrataldcare
activities and percentages of diarist reportingatigvity

Leisure outside home Watching television

Mean Per Mean Mean Per Mean
(all) cent (>0) (all) cent (>0)

Educational Attainment

0-11th Grade 35 23% 148 101 57% 176
High school graduate 36 29% 125 88 55% 159
Some college 42 32% 130 81 53% 152
College degree 43 35% 125 63 48% 132
Post-college degree 50 38% 129 46 41% 114
Household income
Lowest quartile 27 24% 112 91 52% 173
Second lowest quartile 40 33% 124 76 51% 151
Second highest quartile 42 32% 131 73 52% 141
Highest quartile 46 36% 129 61 47% 130
All fathers 42 33% 127 50% 143

Note: Survey weights are applied to account for sampliegign and non-response.
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3.6.2 MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Table 3.12 contains the results of the OLS regoassestimating non-Hispanic white
mothers’ and fathers’ minutes spent in out-of-hdeigure activities while a child is in
parental care. After controlling for parental arfdlat characteristics, mothers with a
college degree spend 10 minutes more time in thetsgccompared to mothers with no
degree (7.21+3.21, p<0.05). The difference betweethers with the highest and lowest
educational attainments is roughly 14 minutes (#6249, p<0.005). Compared to
mothers with a high-school degree, those with &egeland post-college degree spend 6
(3.21+2.86, p<0.005) and 9 (6.49+2.86, p<0.005) uteim more in the activity,
respectively. Hence, the results show a significhfierence between high- and low-
educated mothers in their minutes spent in outerfv leisure activities while a child is
in parental care. In other words, mothers with bege or post-college degree spend
significantly more minutes in the activity, compadreo mothers with a high school

degree or less.

In the case of fathers, both the baseline referemmdel and the model with full controls
demonstrate a positive association between fathegigtational attainment and time
spent in out-of-home leisure activities while aldhs in their care, but the association is
not significant for all levels of educational attaient. Fathersvith a high school degree
spend significantly less time in the activity comgzhto fathers with a college degree or
more. However we do not observe such significafiérdinces between fathers with no
high school degree and those with a college or-pal#tge degree. Similarly, fathers

with some college education report fewer minutesnspn the activity compared to
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those with a post-college degree, but not compéoeththers with a college degree.
Hence, we conclude that the results provide wegbpat for the hypothesized

association between leisure activities and fathedlsication.

A series of logistic regressions were performedestimate parents’ probability of
spending time in a leisurely activity during secarydchildcare on a given diary day
(Table 3.23, Appendix B). Both mothers’ and fathersbabilities of being involved in
leisure activities during secondary childcare iasee substantially as their educational
attainment increases. For example, compared to ersifathers with a high-school
degree, the odds of reporting the activity are axipnately 32 and 52 per cent higher
for mothers/fathers with a college and post-colldggree, respectively (not shown in
table). Hence, high-educated parents are moreylikekengage in out-of-home leisure

activities while a child is in parental care.
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Table 3.12 Mothers’ and fathers’ minutes spent in leisurevécts while child
is in parental care (OLS regression)

Mothers Fathers
Baseline Eull Baseline Full
reference reference
model model model model
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
(Intercept) 753+  47.65~  85.15*  62.05*
(2.19) (13.19) (2.81) (17.18)
0- 11th grade -7.29 -7.21 -5.25 -4.77
(4.42) (4.45) (5.08) (5.15)
High school graduate -3.15 -2.86 -5.01 -5.30
(2.42) (2.40) (3.06) (3.05)
College degree 4,99~ 3.21 2.18 2.19
(2.19) (2.24) (2.84) (2.85)
Post-college degree 7.41 6.49* 9.16+ 8.22+
(2.90 (3.00 (3.38 (3.45
Age of youngest child 0.72+ 2.19
(0.29) (0.34)
Number of children <13 4,76 1.74
(1.05) (1.28)
Full-time employed -17.45* -3.14
(1.94) (4.10)
Part-time employed -5.86+ -3.60
(2.18) (6.58)
Spouse is not employed 8.54+ 5.80
(3.90) (3.92)
Spouse is part-time employed 13.20* 8.49+
(3.81 (4.01
Spouse is full-time employed 15.2F 9.66+
(2.08) (3.74)
Age 0.64 -0.28
(0.75) (0.89)
Age squared -0.01 0.00
(0.01) (0.01)
Adj R 0.06 0.09 0.10 0.11

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightagpéed to account for sampling design and
non-response. All models control for diary completday (coefficient not shown). Reference
categories arsome college educatidor educational attainmentpt employedor employment
status andpouse is not presefur spousal employment status/marital status.

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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Parents’ time in watching television during secagdsnildcare is also investigated. The
results are clear and consistent: there is a substly large negative association
between parental educational attainment and tineatsp watching television while a
child is in parental care. The relationship is mthto controls for parental and child
characteristics. Compared to mothers with somegeleducation, mothers with a post-
college degree spend almost half an hour lesswiatehing television during secondary
childcare, while mothers with no degree spend alrha#f an hour more (Model 2).
Similarly, fathers with a post-college degree spapgroximately half an hour less time
watching television during secondary childcare caragd to the fathers in the reference
category (Model 1 and Model 2). Parents’ probapiit spending some time watching
television during secondary childcare also sigaifity decreases as their educational
attainment increases (Table 3.24, Appendix B).refpthe findings strongly support
the hypothesized relationship between parents’ 8pent in watching television during

secondary childcare.

There are also noteworthy gender differences. B@mele, having no degree is
positively associated with watching television dgrisecondary childcare for both
mothers and fathers, but this association is saanifly larger for mothers compared to
fathers (not shown here). Similarly, compared teepts with a college degree those
with high school degrees spend less time watchelgvision during secondary
childcare, and yet again the association is stmorfige mothers. Some of these
differences may relate t@lative differences between mothers’ and fathers’ daityeti

use patterns, which are briefly examined in thefaihg section.
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Table 3.13 Mothers’ and fathers’ minutes spent in watchidgwsion while
child is in parental care (OLS regression)

Mothers Fathers
Chaeine, Rl Peselne rul
model model
model model
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
(Intercept) 90.27 136.76= 116.27+ 150.80*
(2.52) (15.22)  (3.38) (20.61)
0- 11th grade 448+  37.15=  21.07* 15.06*
(5.08) (5.13) (6.13) (6.18)
High school graduate 19.4G 18.17* 7.18* 6.84
(2.78) (2.77) (3.69) (3.66)
College degree -16.38*  -12.3%  -17.47F+  -16.06*
(2.52) (2.58) (3.42) (3.43)
Post-college degree -31.18*  -23.97  -33.70* -31.22*
(3.34 (3.46 (4.08 (4.14
Age of youngest child 2.06+ 1.60+*
(0.34) (0.40)
Number of children <13 -0.26 -2.22
(1.21) (1.53)
Full-time employed -22.79* -51.94
(2.24) (4.92)
Part-time employed -18.85** -43.63*
(2.52) (7.89)
Spouse is not employed 6.43 26.28
(4.50 (4.70
Spouse is part-time employed 6.90 23.47
(4.40) (4.81)
Spouse is full-time employed 0.04 28.78*
(2.40) (4.49)
Age -1.68 -0.53
(0.86) (1.07)
Age squared 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.01)
Adj R 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.08

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightagpéed to account for sampling design and
non-response. All models control for diary completday (coefficient not shown). Reference
categories arsome college educatidor educational attainmentpt employedor employment
status andpouse is not presefur spousal employment status/marital status.

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01.
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3.7 RELATIVE DIFFERENCES IN SPECIFIC CHILDCARE ACTIVITIES

Previous sections of the chapter discusabdolute differences in time spent with
children. In other words, the focus so far has b@ethe variations iminutesspent in
specific childcare activities by parental educatidhere is, however, another aspect of
variation that has been under-researched in tkeealiire: variations imelative time
spent in specific childcare activities. For examphégh-educated parents may be
spending large amounts of time in developmentddchre either because they spend
more time in primary childcare in total (in all thoare activities) or they allocate a
higher proportion of their childcare time to dey®ieental activities. Similarly, low-
educated parents provide more secondary childcark watching television, but we
also know that low-educated parents watch morevigten in general (authors’
calculation) and that they spend more time in sdapnchildcare (Chapter 2). In the
light of such differences in absolute minutes spanspecific activities, an obvious
question emerges: how do parents vary in thmeiative time allocated to specific
childcare activities? To provide a detailed exarama of relative differences in a
multivariate setting is beyond the scope of thipgra However, we present some
preliminary results that show that parents’ rekativme allocations to specific activities

also vary by their educational attainment.

Table 3.14 shows the proportion of specific cargvdies that participating parents

involve themselves in on a given diary day. To gl these figures, we limited the

sample to parents who reported at least one miofutetal childcare time in a given
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diary day. We then divide the minutes spent in ecsje activity by total time spent in
primary childcare.

Table 3.14 Mothers’ and fathers’ relative time spent in sfegrimary childcare
activities

Developmental childcare

Basi Out-of-
csie Play  School- Read/ Hro

childcare ) home care
with related  tglk to
child  activities  ¢hild
Mothers
0-11th Grade 57% 15% 4% 6% 17%
High school graduate 52% 13% 8% 7% 19%
Some college 52% 13% 7% 8% 20%
College degree 49% 13% 7% 9% 22%
Post-college degree 47% 15% 7% 10% 21%
All mothers 50% 14% 7% 8% 21%
Fathers
0-11th Grade 46% 22% 8% 7% 17%
High school graduate 44% 22% 7% 6% 20%
Some college 44% 21% 7% 7% 20%
College degree 46% 23% 5% 8% 18%
Post-college degree 45% 21% 6% 10% 18%
All fathers 45% 22% 6% 8% 19%

Note: Survey weights are applied to account for sampliegign and non-response.

High-educated mothers allocate a relatively smail@portion of their total childcare
time to basic care activities compared to motheath & lower educational attainment.
Instead, they spend relatively more time in outofre childcare and reading to/talking
with their children. There is not much variationtire relative amount of time mothers
spend in playing with their children or school-teth activities. In the case of fathers,
however, as their educational attainment incredasesproportion of childcare time
allocated to school-related activities mainly deses, while the proportion of time
spent in reading to/talking with children increadésally, although on average mothers
spend more time in developmental care activitieapgared to fathers, fathers allocate a
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greater proportion of their childcare time to swddtivities. More specifically, playing

with children makes up more than one fifth of atgrnal childcare time, while mothers
only allocate 14 per cent of their total childctiree to playing with their children. This

is in line with previous research on the US (BianBobinson and Milkie 2006) and on
Australia (Craig 2006). Craig shows that mothergnsp more time in interactive
(developmental) childcare activities than fathéng, it makes up a lower proportion of
their time. She concludes that fathers’ contributio “fun” childcare activities is higher,

but it is the mothers who do the bulk of the worken it comes to routine or physical
childcare. Similarly, in their examination of 20@ata from the National Survey of
Parents, Bianchi, Robinson and Milkie (2006) codeluthat fathers devote
proportionately more of their childcare time toeirgctive activities. Our investigation of

2003-2008 ATUS confirms these findings.
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Table 3.15 Mothers’ and fathers’ relative time spent in sfedecondary
childcare activities

In proportion to total In proportion to total

time in secondary time in the main
childcare activity
Watching %Ut'Of' Watching Out-of-
television ome television h_ome
leisure leisure
Mothers
0-11th Grade 25% 6% 72% 71%
High school graduate 21% 7% 68% 61%
Some college 18% 8% 65% 62%
College degree 14% 10% 59% 57%
Post-college degree 11% 11% 55% 56%
All mothers 17% 9% 63% 59%
Fathers

0-11th Grade 34% 9% 63% 45%
High school graduate 30% 10% 61% 48%
Some college 27% 11% 59% 50%
College degree 21% 12% 53% 47%
Post-college degree 16% 14% 49% 45%
All fathers 24% 12% 56% 47%

Note: Survey weights are applied to account for sampliegign and non-response.

Table 3.15 presents relative time spent in secgndduildcare activities by the
educational attainment of parents. To calculatefithees in the first panel, we divided
the minutes spent in specific activities (watchiefevision or out-of-home leisure)
during secondary childcare by total time spentenosdary childcare. The figures in
that panel, therefore, show time spent in secondaitgcare while watching television
or engaging in out-of-home leisuire proportion to total time in secondary childcare.
The panel on the right shows time spent in secgnddildcare while watching

television or engaging in leisure activitids, proportion to total time spent in that
particular activity. For example, during 63 per cent of their televisiatching time,

mothers also provide secondary childcare for tbeildren. Of all the time they spend
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on secondary childcare, 17 per cent of it is spextthing television. The activity during

which mothers provide secondary childcare the nsasbusework (not shown).

As the educational attainment of a parent increastative time spent in secondary
childcare while watching television decreases hotproportion to total time spent in
secondary childcare and in proportion to total tspent in watching television. Hence,
the findings suggest that high-educated parentsontt spend less time watching
television during secondary childcare in absoletens, but they also spend relatively
less time in the activity. The explanation behiht tmay be related to middle class
parents being more “TV-conscious” and avoiding watg television particularly when
a child is in care. The relationship between edanat attainment and absolute and
relative differences in watching television durisgcondary childcare therefore goes in
the same direction. However, that is not the cagk wut-of-home leisure activities
during secondary childcare. As the educationairattant of mothers’ increases, relative
time spent in secondary childcare during out-of-edeisure activities in proportion to

total time spent in out-of-home leisure decreases.

3.8 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

This chapter presents a comprehensive empiricalrdentation of variations in

parenting behaviour by educational attainment tor-Rlispanic white parents in the US.
Five hypotheses based on the theoretical framewmkided by Lareau are tested. A
summary of the hypotheses and findings for mothedsfathers are listed in Tables 3.16

and 3.17.
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There is no significant difference between highd dow-educated mothers’ minutes
spent in basic childcare, although high-educatedhers are slightly more likely to

report the activity compared to mothers with lowueational attainment even after
controlling for the age of their youngest child ahdir employment status. In the case
of fathers the relationship between education amblvement in basic childcare

activities is more pronounced. The effect of havéngollege or post-college degree on
the probability of being involved in basic childeas positive for both parents, but the
effect is significantly larger for fathers than fmothers. For example, holding parental
and child characteristics constant, when the ratereategory is having no degree the
odds ratio of reporting the activity for colleggoét-college) educated fathers is 0.57

(0.91) times higher than the corresponding ratrariothers.

The differential effect of education on involvementbasic childcare highlights the

importance of gender differences in parenting behayv Mothers, as the main care
givers, provide substantial amounts of basic childcfor their children regardless of
their educational attainment. On average, 75 pat oé mothers report at least one
minute of basic childcare on a given diary day. ldegr, more than half of fathers do
not provide any basic childcare on a given daytHeir children (52 per cent). As argued
in previous research, high-educated fathers aree rikely to endorse/accept gender
egalitarian norms compared to low-educated fatteerd,hence they contribute more to
domestic labour (Coltrane 2000). Accordingly, faghénvolvement in basic childcare,

which is the most routine and least rewarding fafncare, is likely influenced by their

gender ideology. The stronger effect of high-edooabn fathers’ contribution to basic
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childcare partially reflects well-educated fatherelatively more gender egalitarian

perspective.

Another indication of gendered parenting behaviagithe variations in the relative time
spent in specific childcare activities. On averagethers spend more time in both basic
and developmental childcare activities, but fathelso allocate a relatively higher
proportion of their total childcare time to devaiogntal care activities, in particular

playing with children.

Following the theoretical background of Lareaupaifive association was hypothesized
between parental educational attainment and invedvet in developmental and out-of-
home childcare. We tested this hypothesis by inyastg the relationship between
parental educational attainment and minutes spetihe activity, as well as parent’s
probability of providing the activity on a givenady day. Based on the results we
conclude that, although the difference is not vimge for out-of-home childcare,
mothers with a college degree or more provide numeelopmental and out-of-home
care for their children compared to mothers witslthan some college education. In the
case of fathers, while there is no significant pesiassociation between minutes in
developmental care and education, the probabilitproviding some developmental
care on a given day significantly increases aseithgcational attainment of fathers’
increases. In fact, logistic regression resultswath a significant and positive
association between fathers’ educational attainnzemnt all three forms of specific

primary care. High-educated fathers have a highepgnsity to provide some basic,
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developmental or out-of-home childcare for theiitdren. Yet, this higher likelihood of
providing the activity does not necessarily leadsignificant differences in minutes

spent in the activities.

A detailed analysis of developmental care actigitieveals that high-educated parents
are particularly more likely to read to/talk witheir children on a given day, but they
are not more involved in school-related activitidhie absence of any relationship
between parental education and involvement in detebdated activities is surprising.
There are several possible explanations for istFlrareau observes that low-educated
parents value education and do their best for tte®lemic success of their children
despite limited resources. Accordingly, they mayspending time for their children’s
school-related activities, possibly more than thegre given credit for in the
ethnographic work of Lareau. Second, school invoket might be more demand-
driven in comparison to other childcare activiti€s. put it more explicitly, parents who
have children with school-related problems (e.grrieng difficulties) may feel the need
to be involved in school-related activities morartlothers. For example, teachers may
be calling them to school more often to discuss ttt@ldren’s behavioural problems or
learning difficulties. Such children may ask fodghavith their homework more often.
This then brings us to the question of why child@ming from less-advantaged
households have more difficulty in school despiteirt parents’ involvement. Children
coming from poor (and minority) families are moikely to experience residential
instability, attend segregated schools with pooysplal conditions, be exposed to

negative teacher bias, have a lack of helpful $oo&works and to grow up in
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disadvantaged neighbourhoods (Ainsworth 2002; Gamd007, 2009; Downey and
Pribesh 2004; ICP 2009). All of these factors magwu#taneously lead to academic
difficulty and call for more intense parental inveinent. Additionally, affluent parents
are likely outsourcing some of their school-relatedtivities in a direct or indirect
manner via for example private tutoring, extra séssin school, lower teacher-student
ratios in the classroom (which allows children tavé more one-to-one time with
teachers) and other extracurricular activities Wwhate not necessarily directly school-
related but still help children to further develte skills needed to be successful in
school. Finally, other parental activities can bgulstitute for school-related help. For
example, a large body of literature highlights ith@ortance of strong parent-parent and
parent-teacher relationships regarding childrerchosl outcomes (see Ream and
Palardy 2008 for a review). As suggested by Laf@@03), affluent and well-educated
parents may be more successful in utilizing thanept-parent and parent-teacher social
capital to the advantage of their children, prawidianother form of support that
children born to less-advantaged households dorewsive. Also, as shown in this
study, high-educated parents are significantly miikely to read to/talk with their
children on a given diary day. It should be highted that talking with children here
refers to a primary activity, where the main cerdfeattention is the child, and the
parent is primarily involved in communicating/dissing with him/her. One direct
effect of such an activity is language developméntlassic study by Hart and Risley
(1995) shows the significance of quality parentetimteraction in the first three years
of childhood for predicting vocabulary growth ar@ of children in later ages. Their

research concludes that the vocabulary gap creatédge first three years cannot be
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closed by external help in later ages. The beittgulstic skills of middle-class children
may give them an advantageous start in school aackdse the need for parental help in
homework, class exercises, etc. To investigateghson behind the class differentials in
educational attainment and achievement of childselbeyond the scope of this study;
however, we do provide strong empirical evidencat tthe lower educational
achievement of children coming from less-advantdgaaseholds cannot be attributed

to their parents lesser involvement in school .

Finally, the results give very strong and consisgeipport for the hypothesized negative
relationship between educational attainment ané spent watching television while a
child is in parental care. Holding other factorsxstant, high-educated parents spend
substantially less time watching television dursgrondary childcare. Moreover, the
descriptive analysis also shows they spend relgtiless time watching television
(during secondary childcare). However, high-edutaarents do spend more time in
out-of-home leisure activities with their childréiman parents with a low educational
attainment: better educated parents are more liteelyeport leisure activity outside
home while a child is in their care. This desplte fact that they spend relatively less
leisure time during secondary childcare. In brigfe chapter presented significant
variations in parental time spent in specific ctélce activities in both absolute and

relative terms for non-Hispanic white parents ia US.
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Table 3.16 Summary of hypotheses and findings for mothare tspent in specific childcare activities

OLS regression results

Logistic regression results

Mostly supported.
Mothers with a post-
H. 1A: High -educated mothers do not significani college degree provide
more basic care than
mothers with some
college education, but no
those with no degree.

differ from low-educated mothers in their
involvement in basic childcare activities.

H. 2A: High-educated mothers are more involvec

developmental childcare than low-educated Supported.

mothers.

H. 3A: High-educated mothers are more involvec
out-of-home childcare than low-educated mother

H. 4A: High-educated mothers do more leisure

activities while their child is in parental care Supported
compared to low-educated mothers.

H. 5A: High-educated mothers watch less televis

while their child is in their care compared to thos Supported.

with low-educated mothers.

Supported.

Not supported. High-
educated mothers are more
likely to report the activity
than low-educated mothers.

Supported.

Partially supported. Mothers
with no degree do not spend
significantly less time in the
activity compared to high-
educated mothers.

Supported

Supported.
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Table 3.17 Summary of hypotheses and findings for fathemétspent in specific childcare activities

Logistic regression

OLS regression results results

H. 1B: High-educated fathers do not significantifyeot
from low-educated fathers in their involvement asic
childcare activities.

H. 2B: High-educated fathers are more involved in
developmental childcare than low-educated fathers.

H. 3B: High-educated fathers are more involveduts o
of-home childcare than low-educated fathers.

H. 4B: High-educated fathers do more leisure antivi
while their child is in parental care comparedaw-
educated fathers.

H. 5B: High-educated fathers watch less televisibile
their child is in their care compared to low-edecat
fathers.

Partially supported. High-educate
fathers spend more time in basic

childcare than fathers with some

college education or a high school
degree, but they don't significantly
differ from those with no degree.

dNot supported. High-
educated fathers are
more likely to report

the activity than low-
educated fathers.

Not supported. Fathers with a
college degree do not significantly

differ from those with a lower  >uPPOrted:
educational attainment.
Supported. Supported.

Partially supported. Fathers with a

high school degree spend

significantly less time than those

with a higher education, but there Supported.
Is no significant difference

between fathers with no degree and
high-educated fathers.

Supported. Supported.
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3.9 CONCLUDING REMARKS FOR CHAPTER 2 AND CHAPTER 3

The research objective of the first part of thissis (Chapter 2 and 3) was to investigate
variations in parenting behaviour by educationataiainent and to document
inequalities in parental time investment. ChapteshPws that parents with a higher
educational attainment are more likely to providamary care for their children. In
other words, they tend to spend more “active amdlued” time with their children,
time during which a child is the main centre ofeation. This first set of findings,
therefore, provide some support for Lareau’s theangl highlight the problem of
inequality in parental time investments and trassion ofparental (dis)advantage®

children.

The decomposition of primary childcare into subegaties (Chapter 3) reveals further
discrepancies between high- and low-educated =raftildcare patterns. High-
educated mothers are more likely to provide devakmal and out-of home childcare,
while they spend significantly less time watchirglevision (in both relative and
absolute terms) during secondary childcare. Sitgjldathers’ involvement in childcare
activities is strongly linked to their educatiorettainment, although there are some
variations in the way education operates for fathparenting practices. The findings,
therefore, provide some support for Lareau’s thebagy middle-class parents are more
likely to be involved in parenting practices thagment children’s cultural capital and
put them in an advantageous position both in sclaodl later in the labour market,
practices such as reading to children, engagindoimy conversations with them,

organizing extracurricular activities, etc..
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There is, however, a limit to what extent one cawpieically document the transmission
of cultural capital from parents to children witietavailable time use data. For a start,
infrequent activities are not captured well enobgrsingle day diaries. Activities such
as visiting a museum or going to the theatre withdeen would also be particularly
good indicators of the transmission of cultural itdp but because the observation
window is very short they are rarely observed i@ data. Therefore, they, along with
other activities, were agglomerated into the ouhaie leisure category. Second, the
data does not allow us to measure the specificeatsitof activities, which would be
very informative. For instance, the data recordstivlr a parent reads to or talks with or
watches television with a child and if so for hamdj, but it does not tell us what she
talks about nor reads nor what kinds of programsieswatches on television. Third,
the data does not provide detailed information esordary childcare activities. This is
problematic particularly because most of communieanteractions such as discussion

take place in the form of secondary activities.

Furthermore, some strong propositions of Laresesity have to be left untested due to
other data limitations. For example, she statelsshime parents use their informal social
networks to acquire valuable information about rthehildren’s school life or
extracurricular activities. Time use data does provide information on respondents’
social network or for what purposes it is used. &bwer, the data does not contain
information on children’s behaviour, though onetb& main features ofoncerted

cultivationis children’s time in extracurricular activitieg/e tried to capture this aspect
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indirectly by using parents’ time spent in out-afre childcare activities or leisure
activities while a child is in parental care. Thedings were largely in line with the
theoretical expectation. Recent research also ghatwhigh-income parents are more
likely to spend a higher proportion of their incooreextracurricular activities (Kaushal,
Magnuson and Waldfogel 2011), and participation organized activities among
children aged between 6 and 12 years is stronglypasitively related to social class
(Lareau et al. 2011). ATUS does not allow us toficonthese findings directly since it
does not collect “child” diaries. Despite such kations, the first part of this thesis
provides detailed evidence that there are sigmficliscrepancies between the daily
parental behaviour of working class (low-educatadyl middle class (high-educated)
children which likely contribute to childhood inegities. It should, however, be
highlighted that the empirical evidence providedhis study is for non-Hispanic white
parents only and further research is needed tosiigage the association between

parental education and time spent with childremfam-white parents.

Although the importance o€lass in shaping daily parenting behaviour is largely
confirmed by this research, other significant imégring factors are also identified,
which then cast doubt on the theoretical link betvearental resources and parenting
practices that are isolated from gender, familydtre and time availability. For
example, parentatime availability stood out as an important factor in predicting
parental time investments above and beyond eduedtiattainment (and household

income)®® There are several findings that support this cldfirst, irrespective of their

% Time availabilityperspective states that the division of labouraisedl on the availability of partners to
participate in housework and childcare. A partndrovihas more competing demands on his/her time
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educational attainment or financial resources, eyga parents spend far less time with
their children. Second, this gap gets substantsatigller on a weekend day compared to
a weekday (not shown). Third, having a full-timepoyed spouse increases parents’
childcare time on weekdays, which again ceasesaie fany substantial effect on
weekends (not shown). In brief, time must be takémaccount as a significant parental
resource on its own, at least as important as édoeh attainment or financial
resources. Of course, hawne is distributed, shared or used by mothers and fatise
strongly linked to prevailing gender norms in soci®©ur research clearly shows that
the importance ofgender cannot be underestimated in any analysis of palrent
behaviour. Not only are there significant variasdn parenting behaviour by gender,
but also the effect of class does not always opesamilarly for mothers and fathers
(unlike the implicit assumption in the theoretiédedmework of Lareau). The findings
from both Chapters 2 and 3 show that the effeadofcation on time spent in childcare
activities is often, if not always, different forathers and fathers. Hence, we conclude
that the theoretical framework provided by Lareaulimited in its propositions

about/understanding of the interaction of gender@ass.

spends less time in household tasks. Previous rdseaperationalizedtime availability as the
employment status of partners (Coverman 1985), paick hours (Bianchi 2004), the spouses work
schedule (Presser 1994), number of children (Ka@8i)lor a combination of those (Bianchi et al. 2000
The empirical results are mixed. On the one hametetis a negative association between women’s time
spent in paid work and in childcare; yet on theeottwomen continue to spend more time in childcare
than men regardless of their paid work time. Furtiftee, given that both employed and non-employed
mothers increased their childcare time in the lagt decades, this points to a set of factors othan
time availability affecting parents’ tendency to invest time in thehildren (Gauthier, Smeeding and
Furstenberg 2004).
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CHAPTER 4:

CHANGES IN THE EFFECT OF EDUCATION ON PARENTS’
TIME INVESTMENT (1965-2010):

ABSTRACT

Past research has consistently shown that averagespent in primary childcare by
mothers has increased substantially in recent @sc&tbwever, little is known about
how this increase is distributed among parents diffierent educational attainments.
Do children born into different socio-economic skes receive more equal time
investments from their parents; or is the distidrutof parental time getting more
and more unequal? In this chapter, the 1965-201@ri&san Heritage Time Use
Study is used to answer this question. The chamgjeei effect of education on time
spent in primary childcare by non-Hispanic white thaos is investigated. The
results show that there has been a widening gpprental time investments between
high-educated and low-educated mothers duringpieod. The main source of the
widening gap in maternal care is the steady inerégasigh-educated mothers’ time
spent in developmental care, rather than in bakildaare. Children born into
disadvantaged households not only receive fewena@ue resources but also less

parental time investment compared to those whdame in better-off households.
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4.1 INTRODUCTION

There is a significant variation in parental tinmnva@stments among non-Hispanic
white parents in the US. High-educated parentsigeomnore primary childcare for
their children than low-educated parents (Chap}elBe discrepancy is particularly
acute between highly-educated, married parentscélyp more affluent, older and
having few children) and low-educated, single mrghg@ypically poorer, with a
greater number of children and often having to domlbong working hours with
childcare) (Monna and Gauthier 2008; Sayer, Biamcid Robinson 2004). Despite
these cross-sectional differences, a clear tempaaatl has been observed: the last
few decades have witnessed an increase in avelhddeare time spent by parents in
the US. In light of this, a natural question emergee thalifferencesdocumented
above decreasing, persisting, or increasing owsziPrevious research on childcare
trends has suggested the possibility that “the ameelincrease might be masking
greater heterogeneity among parents than in th€ p@ayer, Bianchi, Robinson
2004: 32), but this possibility has gone unstudigdecent review of the literature
highlights the absence of research on the issue calld for a more in-depth
investigation of the “concealed polarisation of fi@s in terms of time spent with
children” (Monna and Gauthier 2008: 647). This dbkapfills this gap in the
literature by disaggregating average childcare timpevided by mothers.
Specifically, we investigate whether the gap inldddare between high-educated
(college or more) and low-educated (no college ekgnon-Hispanic white mothers

has increased from the 1960s-70s to the 2000s.

The theoretical framework of this chapter is basadhe works of Lareau (2003)

and Hays (1996). Starting from the early 1990s ditv@inant child-rearing advice in
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the US has been very child-centred and requireeinteto provide considerable time
investments to their children (Hays 1996). Althougts ideal has been accepted in
all segments of society, affluent and well-educateathers are most likely to put
this expensive and time-consuming ideal into pcacfLareau 2003). Accordingly, a
substantial increase in mothers’ care time stafftiogn the 1990s can be particularly

pronounced for highly educated mothers.

This chapter concentrates on the changing effentathers’educational attainment
on maternal care Although we report a summary of the findings fathers at the
end of the chapter (section 4.8), our major focemehs on mothers. This shift in
focus is due to data-related and theoretical resasme work of Hays (1996) and her
conceptual contributionir{tensive motheringforms the theoretical background of
this empirical investigation, and is a backgrounchited to mothers only.
Furthermore, a thorough investigation of the chaggffect of education on fathers’
time spent with children would require incorporgtinon-residential fathers, which
is not possible with the available data. Henceummary of the findings on the
changes in the effect of educational attainmentpaternal care for (largely)
residential fathers is presented in the final sectbut the major focus of this chapter

is on mothers.

In line with theoretical expectations, the resudt®ow that, although all mothers
spend more time with their children in the 2000mpared to earlier periods, high-
educated mothers have increased their primary cdrédinvestment at a faster rate.
The main source of the widening gap in total claléctime is high-educated

mothers’ increased involvement in developmentaldchre activities rather than
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basic childcare. Beginning in the 1990s, the maigiffect of being highly educated
on developmental care activities has increasedtauoitislly. The overall increase in
primary childcare therefore conceals a significant increasing polarization by

mothers’ education level.

4.2 CONCERTED CULTIVATION IN A HISTORICAL CONTEXT

In her ethnographic work, Lareau (2003) shows thiaidle-class and working-class
mothers in the USA have different child-rearingatdgies (See Chapter 2 in this
thesis for a detailed review). Middle class paramgage in a specific child-rearing
practice, namelgoncerted cultivationParents who pursumncerted cultivatioriry

to improve their children’s social and cognitivellskdeliberately and use all the
resources at their disposal to that end, partibulfinancial resources, social
networks, cultural capital and tim€oncerted cultivatioras a child rearing strategy
resonates strongly with the cultural ideal iotensive motheringwhich is an

“expert-guided, expensive, labour-intensive andheticonsuming child-rearing

practice” (Hays 1996:8) Note that while Lareau is interested in thehavioural

patterns oparents,Hays’ focus is omdealsaboutmothering

According to Hays (1996), there is a prevalent dzhdaring ideology in

contemporary America which necessitates substaitned and money investment,
and requires constant emotional, physical and rhenergy’ That has not always
been the case. At the beginning of thd' 2@ntury, dominant child-rearing advice

was not as child-centred as today. In fact, thepliek goals of child-rearing were

® The sampling frames of the two studies differHys’ research, the sampleni®thersof children
aged 2 to 4 years, while Lareau’s sample is conghogparentswith school-aged children.
"' See also Caputo (2007) for Canada and VincenBafi2007) for the UK.
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centred on the good of the family and the natidtéys 1996: 45, rather than on the
child’s needs and desires. The idea that a “goothenbmust devote a substantial
amount of time, money and energy to foster childrecognitive and social
development is therefore a fairly new phenomenothout historical precedence.
With roots tracing back to the 1940s, this paradignty gained cultural traction
beginning in the 1990s with best-selling child-regrmanuals, family magazines
and experts on TV distributing the idea of the Ktigvay of parenting” to all
segments of society in the US. By the end of th80%9 the ideal ofntensive
parenting was widely accepted. Spending some amount of ityuéime” with
children was no longer enough. Parents were redjiargrovide ample, one-to-one
childcare time for their children not only for aién’s psychological health but also
to stimulate cognitive development (Wall 2010). Tideal of intensive mothering
was reinforced by the findings from child developmeesearch that emphasized the

importance of parental involvement in a child’s Weging.

Althoughintensive motherings now widely accepted &lse appropriate way of child

rearing, not all mothers can afford it. Low-edudgtarents have a much harder time
adopting this norm, either because of a lack o frme, or a lack of human capital
and resources. As the gap between the resourdaglefand low-educated parents
has increased over time, their ability to act meliwith parenting ideals has also
differed. This expensive and time consuming chddring ideal, as widespread as it

is, remains a middle-class practice in reality dzar 2003).
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4.3 PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON CHILDCARE TRENDS

Past research consistently shows that high-edugadeents spend more time in
primary childcare compared to low-educated pardhtsbowitz 1974; Guryan,
Hurst and Kearney 2008; Hill and Stafford 1985; Marand Gauthier 2008; Sayer,
Gauthier and Furstenberg 2004; Chapter 2 in thasish. Despite voluminous cross-
sectional studies on the effect of parental edapain primary childcare, research on
how the effect of education has changed over tisnEmited and provides mixed
findings. There are only three studies that ingesé class-based trendsnmothers’
childcare in a multivariate setting with time diatata. Further, with the single
exception of Ramey and Ramey (2010) there is nearek on class-based changes

in specific childcare activities over tinfe.

Examining the time use patterns of married/cohagitathers and mothers between
1985 and 2003, Chalasani (2007) argues that, athall parents have increased
their time spent in primary childcare, better ededgarents have increased it more
than less-educated parents. In his decompositialysia, Chalasani shows that only
a very small portion of this average increase canatiributed to demographic
changes during the period. The author puts forniaodpossible explanations for the
observed increase: first, because high-educatesh{zasaw a greater increase in their
disposable income compared to low-educated padunisag the period, they can
“buy” differentially more free time relative to le®ducated parents. For example, by

out-sourcing housework high-educated parents destalspend more time with their

2 sullivan (2010) investigates the trends in theseowork and childcare time of fathers between the
1970s and the 2000s in the UK and the US. The acallysample of the study is limited to married
men in dual-earner couples with a dependent chilteu the age of 18 years. She finds that high-
educated fathers increased their time spent irdchik at a faster rate compared to low-educated
fathers, which leads to a widening education gdgtimers’ time spent in childcare.
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children. Second, as also argued in this thesih-bducated parents are following a

parenting ideal which prescribes significant timegstments in children.

Ramey and Ramey (2010) investigate trends in pyincnildcare for parents
between 1965 and 2008, and report an increasiegtedf having a college degree in
the 2000s compared to 1975. Among the differentdcare activities, the greatest
increase is observed in the general care of oldédren. In the same paper, the
authors also provide a detailed investigation ef 2003-2008 American Time Use
Survey, where they observe a significant differencdime spent in educational
activities and chauffeuring children between highd low-educated parents whose
youngest child is aged 5 years or older. Accordmthe authors, the driving motive
behind high-educated parents’ increased time invest in older children and their
extracurricular activities is to increase theirldten’s chances of admission to an

elite college.

In another study, Sullivan (2011) investigates thanging effect of education on
men’s and women’s domestic work between the 197@gl@e 2000s for dual-earner
couples. The author reports an almost 200 per icenéase in primary childcare
between 1975 and 2003 in the US for employed womén at least a high school
degree. In the corresponding period, those withigh school degree increased their
childcare by about 11 per cent. The study showowaigg gap in predicted minutes
in primary care between high-educated women ansethath a lower educational
attainment. Among the possible explanations for disproportionate increase in

childcare by high-educated employed women is thewigrg “perception and
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salience of childcare” felt strongly among this gpoof women (2011: 25). This

explanation is in line with the theoretical frametprovided earlier in the chapter.

In an earlier study, however, Bianchi et al. (20@8)nd no evidence that having a
college degree in 2000 explained greater time spenhildcare than it did in the
1970s. This being said, there are certain reasohe sceptical about the findings in
their paper. The authors neither use weights notrols for diary completion day to
correct for the disproportionate number of diaryden the surveys. This is likely to
be problematic because, for example, more thanfitheof mothers in their 1975
sample completed diaries on a Sunday. Also, thealysis suffers from two
potential problems: one is the inclusion of emplewtnstatus and weekly working
hours, which induces post-treatment bias in thienaséd effect of education; and the
other is the potential endogeneity due to calaugtveekly working hours from time
use activities on a sampled day. Still, unlike pinevious three studies, the results in
this paper show no empirical support for the clailhat college/non-college

differentials have significantly changed over time.

In brief, previous research provides mixed findings the changing effects of
educational attainment over time. The studies Jarytheir period of interest,

statistical techniques and surveys/sources of dtidaever, in all these studies, the
samples include both white and non-white resporsdesith no proper controls for

race or ethnicity. As also stated by Ramey and Raf2@10), non-white mothers
spend less time in primary childcare and are mkedylto be low-educated (author’'s
calculation). The effects of having a college degexe therefore likely to be

overestimated. Moreover, since the proportion af-mhite respondents in surveys
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has increased substantially from 1965 to the 2000stting race likely biases the

estimates.

In their comprehensive study on childcare trendsyef Bianchi and Robinson
(2004) provide thorough evidence that average spent in primary childcare has
increased substantially between 1965 and 2000&lseeBianchi, Robinson, Milkie
2006; Sandberg and Hofferth 2001, 200%)Common to these studies is the
conclusion that the main reason behind the incckéisge spent in childcare isot
the changes in the demographic composition of mstheit shifts in maternal
behaviour. In fact, the negative effects of compmsal changes are offset by
substantial changes in the behavioural patternmathers. However, that does not
necessarily mean that all mothers changed theiawbetr similarly. Since high-
educated parents possess the necessary resoustef their behaviour patterns in
line with contemporary parenting ideals (Coltrar®®@; Hays 1996), the observed
increase in average time spent in childcare may&gking a significant polarization
between high- and low-educated parents’ time imaest (Sayer, Bianchi and

Robinson 2004).

4.4 RESEARCH FOCUS

The ethnographic study of Hays (1996) and Lare@03p sets the historical and

theoretical framework of this chapter, while thepamsal work of Sayer, Bianchi

"3 Similar trends are observed in other industrializeuntries. Between the 1980s and the 1990s, both
fathers’ and mothers’ time spent in childcare iased in the Netherlands (Sayer, Bianchi and
Robinson 2004), Canada (Gauthier, Smeeding anddrliarg 2004; Zuzanek 2001), the UK (Sayer,
Bianchi and Robinson 2004) and Australia (Bittm&93, 2004). The only exception is Sweden
where parental time has declined between 1984 &93 IKlevmarken and Stafford 1997). The
results from Gershuny’s (2000) analysis of 20 coestand Gauthier, Smeeding and Furstenberg’s
(2004) analysis of 16 countries also confirm thendis in increased childcare time, especially since
the 1980s.
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and Robinson (2004) motivates our investigatiorheferogeneity over time. We
expect to see a positive trend in average time tspemprimary children for all

mothers in the last four decades. However, in \uté the theoretical framework, a
shift in parenting towards heavy investments inldthn is expected to be
concentrated among more educated parents. Addiyortae education gap in

parental time investments is expected to increagehing in the 1990s since this is
when social norms regarding “good parenting” thafjuire immense time and
financial investments spread widely. In line witiese expectations, the first part of

this chapter tests the following hypotheses:

HYPOTHESIS 1A: Mothers’ time spent in primary otalick is significantly greater
in the 1990s and the 2000s than before.
HYPOTHESIS 1B: High-educated mothers have increéiseid primary childcare

time at a faster rate compared to low-educated ersth

Any increase in primary childcare is expected talbeen mostly by an increase in
developmental childcare activities, i.e. thosevaods that would be more likely to
be practiced as an effort to increase childreni8at@nd cognitive skills. This leads
to the second hypothesis:

HYPOTHESIS 2: High-educated mothers have increaeir developmental

childcare activities at a faster rate than low-edted mothers.

After testing these hypotheses in a multivariateirgg predicted probabilities of
providing childcare by mothers of various demograaracteristics in the 1960s,

1970s, 1990s and 2000s are presented in ordert@pthe extent of inequalities in
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parental investments that children born to varibagseholds have received during

different time periods.

4.5 DATA AND SAMPLE

4.5.1 DATA SPECIFICATION

The data used in this study come from the Americi@nitage Time Use Study
(AHTUS), which is a harmonized data set for Amaritiane use surveys conducted
in 1965-66, 1975-76, 1985 1992-94, 1994-1995 and 2003-20%@l the surveys

in AHTUS employ time diary methodology: that isethespondents are asked to
report their activities sequentially on a givenrgiaay in their own words. Total
minutes spent in specific activities by diarists Hren summed up and coded in their
relevant activity categories. AHTUS is the only rhanized time use data set

permitting the examination of trends in peoplersdiuse in the US since the 1960s.

Differences in the mode of data collection and dargdrame of the surveys raise
some issues regarding the comparability of theestsn the datasét. The 1965-66
survey, the oldest national time use survey inUBe was conducted as a part of the
Multinational Time Budget Research project, anchas nationally representative.
The 1965-66 sampling frame excludes farm houseleidss limited to respondents
ages 19-65 years and living in households wheteaat one adult member worked
in an industry other than agriculture (Fisher, itiis and Gershuny 2010). The

sample was collected from 44 largely urban cengigals (Szalai 1972). The 1965-

" The population of interest in this research is-hiispanic white mothers. The 1985 data does not
have information on the race of respondents, aagtfore was excluded from the analysis.

> The American Heritage Time Use Study, releasea#iu@dry 2011), was created at the Centre for
Time Use Research, United Kingdom, by Kimberly EishEvrim Altintas, Muriel Egerton and
Jonathan Gershuny, with Nuno Torres and AndreasgmBoh, and contributions from Anne H.
Gauthier and John Robinson. More information on daéa and data downloads are available at:
http//www.timeuse.org

® See Appendix C at the end of this chapter fortaildel data description.
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66 survey also differs from the other surveys $naittivity recording period. All the

analysed surveys other than 1965-66 cover the quev24 hours, but the 1965-66

survey collectedomorrow diaries In a two-stage tomorrow approach, diaries are

left with respondents one day prior to the samplag. After respondents complete
the diary on the sampled day, diaries are colleotedhe subsequent day. In other
surveys, respondents record time spent in activite the previous 24 hourGiven
the problems with sampling frame and the majoredéfiice in diary administration

method, caution is advisable when interpreting 166%esults.’

1975-76 contains nationally representative pan& tdnhere the same respondents
were surveyed over four waves within a year. Altifoyrevious studies that used
this survey tend to limit their analysis to thesfiwave only (e.g. Bianchi et al. 2004;
Sayer, Bianchi, Robinson 2004), in this chapteadadtm all four waves is used
because:i] the first wave of the survey collects only autuaativities, but the four
waves span a whole year and so account for poltesgiasonal variation;ii
excluding the follow-up waves makes it harder torect for the oversampling of
weekdays or weekends because the proportion of dalfescted during different
waves varies andiii() using four waves yields a considerably higher berof diary
days. Hence, we utilize the full sample in the 2X985survey and account for the
repeated observations with clustered standard sffofhe 1975-76 survey also

collected diaries from spouses, but we only use ritzén respondent diaries to

" Previous studies compared time use from 1965-88 bw a sub-sample of 1975-76 matching
characteristics of the 1965-66 sample and to thel8¥5-76 sample. The comparison did not yield
significant differences (See Bianchi, Robinson Btilie 2006 Appendix B for a review).

8 Three time use experts also recommend using alesvavith weights as the most appropriate
approach (Jonathan Gershuny, the director of Cdotr§ime use Research; Kimberly Fisher, the
manager of MTUS/AHTUS, and Thomas Stafford one h&f principal investigators of the 1975
survey, all personal communication August 2011). Mfaicated the analysis by using only the first
wave of the study (with AHTUS weights) and the Heswere consistent.
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maintain comparability with the other surveys, aaldo because there is no

race/ethnicity information for spouses.

The 1992-95 data is a combination of the 1992-9oNal Human Activity Pattern
Survey (NHAPS) and the 1994-95 NHAPS follow-up. Th@92-94 survey is
combined with the 1994-95 follow-up to increase plrsize. Both surveys are
administered by the University of Maryland, andideled the same methodology
and diary codes. The 2003-2010 American Time Use/eéyu(ATUS) is a sub-
sample of households which completed the eighth fared wave of the Current
Population Survey. Although primary childcare measun ATUS 2003-10 data can
be meaningfully compared to those in previous sidthe 1992-94 data may
underestimate childcare time due to an error insém@pling design (Allard et al.

2007)"°

In all AHTUS datasets, original activity classificas are consistent, background
and time use variables are harmonized, and weggitect for imbalances in sample
and population distributions. Hence, despite vemmst in the mode of data
collections and the sampling frame, AHTUS providemparable and reliable data
to investigate US time trends. The time diary sysvi@ AHTUS are widely used in

previous scholarly work on historical changes inti$e use patterrf.

" Allard et al. (2007) compare primary childcareufigs from the 1985, 1992-94, 1995, 2000 and
2003 data sets. Primary care time decreased byhomefrom 1985 to 1992-94, then increased by
approximately 2 hours per week between 1992-9418285b, and then increased by another 3 hours
per week between 1995 and 2000, and another 1.Bs Hmtween 2000 and 2003. The authors
conclude that the “true” increase in average timprimary childcare between 1985 and the 2000s is
more likely to be smoother and gradual, rather thatecrease between 1985 and 1992-94 followed
by a sharp increase in 1995 (2007:35) as the raavsismygest.

8 See for example Sullivan (2010) for changes in 'm¢ime in housework (1960s-2000s); Dew
(2009) on trends in spousal time between (19708020 Bianchi, Robinson and Milkie (2006) on
trends in housework, personal care and leisure0&2600s); Sayer, Bianchi and Robinson (2004) on
childcare (1960s-1990s); Robinson and Godbey (1989)time spent in media usage, work,
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4.5.2 SAMPLE AND MEASUREMENT

The population of interest in this study is nongéisic white mothers residing in the
USA. AHTUS does not provide information on the telaship of household
children to the sampled individual, so we are rige d@o identify mothers precisely.
Instead, we limit the sample to non-Hispanic whegpondents aged between 19 and
55 years living in a household where there are éetwone and six children under
the age of 18 yeaf¥.The restrictions on the respondent's age and nurobe
children allow us to have comparable samples adiffesent surveys as well as to
exclude respondents who are less likely to be hatuathers (as opposed to
grandmothers, siblings, etc.). We use men and wdivieg with a child (under 18

years) in the household as a proxyfthersandmothers

We measure mothers’ time investments in childrennbgutes spent irprimary
childcare activitieson an average dagpecifically primary childcarerefers to total
minutes spent in all forms of childcare activitigovided for household children
aged under 18 years, and reported as the maintgethva specified time on a given
diary day. This measure does not include other $oofchildcare, mainly because

secondary childcare measures in AHTUS surveys@reamparablé?

housework and socialization (1960s-1980s); anatfoss-national cross-time comparison of time use
trends, see Bianchi, Robinson and Milkie (2006)utGier, Smeeding and Furstenberg (2004) and
Gershuny (2000).

8 We can only identify whether parents have a chitder the age of 5 or 18 years. We limit the
sample to parents with a child under the age ofy&&rs instead of 5 years because we would
otherwise have a very small sample size in theezalirveys.

8 Limiting the analysis to primary childcare only i®t ideal, given that this operationalization
ignores the broader definition of parental carehsas parental availability, parental responsihility
etc. (Budig and Folbre 2004; Folbre and Yoon 200preover, parents are likely to spend a
significant amount of time in non-childcare aciegfor their children, such as working longer hours
to afford higher life standards, doing childcaréated housework, reading childcare manuals, etc.
Yet, the data on time spent in other forms of ddle (e.gsecondary childcaneis not comparable
across AHTUS surveys, and we do not have informatio “for whom” the activity is conducted for.
Hence, the analysis is limited to the most diremtrf of childcare, namelyrimary childcare
activities We useparental time investmentshildcare timeandprimary childcareinterchangeably in
this study. See Chapter 2 in this study for a neotensive discussion on secondary childcare.
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Small samples in the earlier surveys make reliaifBrences on the detailed activity
patterns of the respondents particularly problematrhese early samples yield a
very small number ofparticipating mothers as the childcare activity category
becomes more specific. Additionally, the compargbdf activity categories across
surveys becomes more problematic as the activitggoaies are defined more
specifically. As a result, in this study we decoms@@rimary childcare time into two
sub-categories (instead of three as in the prevahiapter): namely time spent in
basic childcare(e.g. physical childcare, medical care and carenfaints or older
children) and time spent tlevelopmental childcarge.g., time spent reading/talking
to children, supervising/accompanying children/ofstome care, playing with
children and attending school-related activit&sJhe activities in which parents
would be more actively involved in developing thefildren's social, cognitive or
linguistic skills are defined as developmental dtdlre. The developmental activities
of parents may be directly (e.g. reading to chiidamd helping with homework) or
indirectly (e.g. attending children’s events oreatling meetings at school)
developmental. Basic childcare refers to thoseviéies in which parents are
involved in the physical well-being of children aswistaining children’s basic needs.
This distinction is important because not only tb&al amount of time but also the
types of activities parents engage in are importiterminants of a child’s well-
being. Moreover, parents who engageconcerted cultivatioras a child rearing

strategy would be more likely to focus on developtakchildcare activities.

83ee Appendix C at the end of this chapter for tireesponding original codes.
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In this chapter, minutes spent in primary childcactivities refer to the primary
childcare time that is provided ftwouseholdchildren only, excluding primary care
provided for non-household children. In the casemothers, this exclusion is not
very problematic given that children are far makely to live with their mothers
even after divorce. However, this is not the casddthers, and there is no data on
how many minutes of care children receive from regidential fathers in earlier
periods. As a result, a thorough investigationhef inequality inpaternalcare time

is not possible. Moreover, small sample sizes miezaperiods lead to unreliable
estimations. Due to these problems, we limit theu$oof this study to mothers only.
However, a brief overview of the corresponding iings$ for residential fathers is

presented at the end of the chapter.

High-educated mothers refer to mothers who haveua-year college degree or
more, while low-educated mothers are those withfow-year college degréeg.
Pooling mothers into two broad educational categodonceals significant within-
group heterogeneity and could result in attenuatimas, hence providing
conservative estimates of the class FaHowever, small sample sizes in earlier

surveys make it impossible to use a more detadedational classification.

Survey period (1960s, 1970s, 1990s and 2000s)ed as a dummy variable in the

models specified in the following section.

n this chapter, we use the terms “college-gapduttion-gap” and “class-gap” interchangeably to
refer to the difference between high-educated égellor more) and low-educated (less than a college
degree) mothers’ time spent in relevant childcateisies.

82003-2008 ATUS data provides significant evidendesach attenuation bias (Chapter 2 and
Chapter 3 in this thesis). Mothers with less thahigh school degree provide significantly less
primary childcare compared to mothers with soméegel education.
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Table 4.1 contains the summary statistics of tha.dehe sample is limited to non-
Hispanic white parents with at least one child uride age of 18 years. Respondents
in the 1990s-2000s are slightly older comparedhtis¢ in the 1970s. The weight
variable adjusts well for the distribution of diacpmpletion day, except for the
1965-66 surveys (we control for diary completiory daall the models). Evidently,

summary statistics also reflect a declining fdytitate in recent periods.
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Table4.1 Summary statistics

1965-1966 1975-1976 1992-1995 2003-2010
No No No No

College college College college College college College college

degree degree degree degree degree degree degree degree
Age 38(6.2) 35(5.9) 36(6.0)0 34(5.8) 38(6.2) 39)5. 39(6.2) 35(5.9)
Weekday diaries (%) 82 73 71 71 75 71 72 72
Child under age 5 is present (%) 28 46 29 32 44 41 42 38
Number of children aged under 18 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.1 8 1. 19 1.9 1.8
Percentage of mothers by education 10 90 12 88 28 2 7 52 48
Sample size (diary day) 32 302 133 902 250 652 91238585

Note: Weighted means and standard deviations ienplaesis.
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4.6 METHODS

In this chapter, the choice of statistical methegahds on the response variable. The
analysis starts by estimating total time spent rimary childcare, performing an
OLS regression with all mothers in the sample. Ngxtimary childcare is
decomposed into two components and two-step estimas applied for each
activity. First, a logistic regression is used &tireate the probability of providing
the activity. Then, an OLS regression is performsthg a sub-sample limited to

participating mothers (those who reported any tipent in the activity§°

AHTUS weights are applied to account for attritiorihe 1975 sample and to correct
for sample and day distributions. Clustered stath@arors are used to account for
the repeated observation of the same individuatsari975 data. Twenty three cases
with missing education information are list-wiseleded. 124 cases with missing

presence of infant information in 1992-95 surveg #st wise deleted in final

models.

The variables of interest are the interaction tebragveen the 1990s and college
degree as well as between the 2000s and collegealegignificant and positive
coefficients for these interaction terms would ignpl widening education-gap. The
baseline model includes only the explanatory véemlof survey period, having at
least a college degree and the interaction terih d@es not have any controls other

than diary completion day.

8 Gamma and OLS regression models are also perfofonettie whole sample. The findings from
these models are referred to in the main text deoto show the extent to which the findings are
robust to model choices, parametric assumptions samdple restrictions. OLS regression model
results that estimate minutes spent in basic anéldgmental childcare foall respondents can be
found in Appendix C at the end of this chapter. 8ppendix A at the end of Chapter 2 for a more
detailed description and justification of the metb@pplied in this thesis.
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The baseline control model (BC) is written:

E[YIX, B] :g_l ( BO"’BcollegedegreX 1+Byea|>(2+ Bperiod*college degr@é 1*X 2+ Bweekda)X3)

Then, variables to control for demographic charsties are added (see Table 4.):
age (and its squared term), number of children {@Endquared term), and presence

of child under the age of 5 yeds.

Models with controls for employment and maritaltssaare not presented for data-
related and theoretical reasons. The 1992-94 da¢s dot have information on
marital status. Moreover, including employment andrital status in a regression
may induce a potential bias in the quantity of ries¢ (effect of education), due to
included variable bias (post-treatment bias). meotwords, by including education
and employment status together we may control dones of the consequences of
education® This is particularly problematic given that we drgerested in the

change in the effect of educational attainment dwvee. If the relationship between
education and employment itself changes over tithe, potential bias in the

estimated effect of education can be exacerbatethllys there are very few

observations in some cells (e.g. high-educatedemmployed mothers in the 1960s)
which yield relatively small statistical power. ®@iv the very small sample size in

earlier years, it is particularly preferable to asgarsimonious model.

87 Due to data limitations, the age of the younghatidn the household cannot be controlled for.
8 Also see section 2.4 regarding this issue.

172



However, as shown in previous chapters, employrteerd marital) status is one of
the most important factors predicting minutes spanthildcare, and it would be
informative to show whether the results are robbast control for the employment
status of the respondent. Therefore, even if thdetsowith employment status are
not shown in the main text, we consistently repedults from the models that
control for employment status and explain whetlner findings are robust to the

inclusion of employment status or not.

4.7 RESULTS

4.7.1 DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

Table 4.2 presents the descriptive analysis of Hispanic white mothers’ time
spent in total primary childcare. The first columnthe top two panels contains the
average time spent by all mothers in the relevaication category. The second
contains the percentage of mothers who reportéehat one minute of childcare on
a given diary dayparticipanty. The average time spent in childcarepayticipating
mothersis presented in the third column. The last threlrnas contain the 25
percentile, median, and ﬂ75percenti|e of minutes spent in primary childcaree
bottom panel (bottom third of the rows) containe thfference between mothers

with a college degree and no college degree faetharious metrics.
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Table 4.2 Mothers’ average minutes spent in primary childcand
percentages of diarists reporting the activity dyeation level over
time (1960s-2000s)

Mean % who
(all) reported Mean (>0) 25%Median 75%
Mothers with a college degree

1965-66 70 86 102 0 46 86
1975-76 56 73 88 0 40 87
1992-95 65 62 105 0 30 100
2003-2010 117 84 140 15 76 170
Mothers with no college degree

1965-66 73 83 91 15 60 116
1975-76 52 74 78 0 25 75
1992-95 63 61 104 0 20 90
2003-2010 94 73 129 0 45 130
The gap

1965-66 -3 3 11 -15 -14 -30
1975-76 4 -1 10 0 15 12
1992-95 2 1 1 0 10 10
2003-2010 23 11 11 15 31 40

Note: Survey weights are applied to account for sampliegign and non-
response. Only the first wave of the 1975 surveyused to calculate the
participation rate.

In line with previous research, the descriptivelysia indicates that the average time
spent in primary childcare has increased substhntfar both high-educated

(college degree or more) and low-educated (less tt@lege degree) mothers
between the 1960s and the 2000s. However, theaseres more pronounced for
high-educated mothers. After a 21 minute drop betwthe 1960s and the 1970s,
low-educated mothers increased their primary chiledime by about 42 minutes
between the 1970s and the 2000s. The correspoimiingase for mothers with at
least a college degree is an hour. As a resuliediieation gapn primary childcare

grows from 4 minutes a day in the 1970s to 23 neimatday in the 20068.

8 The dip in the 1990s is generally attributed ttaga quality problem (see Allard et. al 2007; Ramey
and Ramey 2010), more specifically the underestimatf childcare time.
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The average increase in the primary childcare twhehigh-educated mothers
between the 1970s and the 2000s is partly due tn@gaase in the percentage of
mothers who reported some childcare activity onvargdiary day (column 2), but
more substantially to an increase in the minutesisp the activity byparticipants
(column 3). The percentage of low-educated mothdrs reported some childcare
on a given diary day dropped by 10 per cent inli®@0s, and returned to its 1975-
level (73 per cent) in the 2000s. The average rasspent in primary childcare by
participating low-educated mothers follows a steady increased®t the 1970s and
the 2000s from 78 minutes to 129 minutes. In otia@nds, while 27 per cent of low-
educated mothers do not report any primary chiklcar the given diary day in the
2000s, theparticipating low-educated mothers spend on average more than tw
hours a day in childcare. This is a noteworthy eaton of further polarisation

amonglow-educated mothers.

The last three columns of the top two panels ofi@dbl contain the 25 50" and
75" percentile of primary childcare time. The zerdadtéd and skewed distribution
of childcare time is evident. With two exceptiond, the 25" quartiles are equal to
zero. In the 1960s, the median number of minuteatsp primary childcare time for
college-educated mothers is actudkgs than those with no college degree. The
median childcare time rose by more than half arr iemuhighly-educated mothers
between the 1970s and the 2000s, while the comelspg increase for low-educated
mothers was only 20 minutes. As a result, the gajheé median primary childcare
time has doubled. In fact, the entire distributadrprimary childcare time for high-

educated mothers has increased relative to lowadddanothers. For example, the
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difference between low- and high-educated motherishary care time at the 75

percentile increased from 12 minutes in the 19@C¥tminutes in the 2000s.

In summary, the descriptive analysis shows thatgae between high- and low-
educated mothers’ primary childcare time has widebpetween the 1970s and the
2000s. The widening gap is both due to high-eddcateothers’ increased
participation rate and their provision of more dhdre time. The next section
investigates whether the average increase in pyictaldcare is concentrated within
specific childcare activities. Figures 4.1 and ghdw the average time spent in basic
and developmental childcare activities and the grgeges of mothers who reported

any time spent in those activities separately.
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Average fime in basic childcare
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Figure4.1 Trends in basic childcare by mothers’ education
Note Survey weights are applied to account for sangptlesign and non-response. Only the first
wave of the 1975-76 survey is used to calculatdgysation rate.
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Average time in developmental childcare
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Figure 4.2 Trends in developmental childcare by mothers’ etiona
Note Survey weights are applied to account for sangptiesign and non-response. Only the first
wave of the 1975-76 survey is used to calculatéqgiaation rate.
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The plots indicate that the main source of the wiiglg gap in average time spent in
primary childcare is developmental childcare ratiian basic childcare. After a 22
minute decrease from the 1960s, time spent in baslidcare remained relatively
stable at around 40 minutes between the 1970sh@ntX90s, and then rose by about
10 minutes for low-educated mothers. High-educatethers’ basic care time shows
more fluctuation during the same period. Yet, tlao detween high- and low-
educated mothers basic care time remains at arédrfdminutes in the 1970s and
the 2000s. The difference between the percentafidsigh- and low-educated
mothers who reported some basic care on the dmyyiddabout 10 per cent in the
2000s. Note that in the pre-1980s period, the meage of low-educated mothers
providing basic childcare is approximately 15 pemthigher. Still, there is generally

no evidence of a widening gap in average time sipelpdisic care.

Average time spent in developmental childcare rematable at around 15 minutes
per day between the 1960s and 1970s, and then sacstsady increase for all
mothers. College-educated mothers, however, inerata faster rate, with the result
that the education-gap widens to 15 minutes per 8awilarly, the percentage of
mothers who reported developmental care is 14 et laigher in the 2000s, while
there is virtually no difference in the 1970s ahd 1990s. Therefore, the descriptive
analysis provides preliminary evidence that thedase in time spent in primary
childcare over the period is mostly due to an iasesin developmental childcare

rather than basic care.
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4.7.2 MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Table 4.3 contains the results of OLS models esitmpaninutes spent in primary
childcare for non-Hispanic white mothers. In linghathe previous chapters, having
at least a college degree is associated with mameapy childcare time. This being
said, as the interaction terms show, the positalationship between being highly
educated and primary childcare time gets even gémoim the 2000s compared to the
1970s. Without any demographic controls, being f@dhcated is associated with 22
minutes more childcare compared to being low-ecuta the 2000s (Model 2).
Controlling for the age of respondents (Model 3) #me number of children results
in an even more substantial association (ModeFd).example, a college-educated
mother of a single child in the 2000s is predidi@dpend around half an hour more
in childcare per day compared to a low-educatecherdior the same yearseteris
paribus The corresponding gap in the 1970s is only fivenutes (Model 4).
Although the first four models show a widening gapth the inclusion of the
presence of a child under the age of 5 years stdnelaors increase and the
interaction terms become significant only at tk®.p7 value (Model 5). Adding a
control for employment status decreases the caoafticof the interaction term
between college and 2000 survey year to 9.39 (SB¥8and the term is no longer
significant even at the 0.10 level (not shown imléa Therefore, including
employment status reduces the effect of educatiothe 2000s. This finding is
consistent with our previous findings (see theukson on Table 2.5 in Chapter 2).
Low-educated mothers are less likely to be emplogedl not-employed mothers
spend more time with their children. Hence, oncelegment status is controlled

for, the effect of education gets smaller.
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Table 4.3 Mothers’ minutes spent in primary childcare (allthrers-OLS)

Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5

b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b (SE)

Intercept 33.47" 35777 -945° 683" -159.3"7
(3.49) (3.70) (17.36)  (17.50)  (15.04)
College degree or more 22.01" 3.63 7.03 4.80 3.25
(1.95) (9.34) (8.18) (9.03) (7.36)
1960s 20.14" 20.44" 21.72" 17.747 4.92
(5.31) (5.45) (5.37) (5.43) (4.90)
1990s 7.76 11.31 855 15.61° 6.32
(4.66) (5.26) (5.35) (5.46) (5.26)
2000s 4455" 41.347 44257 521237 4265
(3.54) (3.83) (3.99) (4.13) (3.70)
Age of diarist 10.75° 587  7.38"
(0.91) (0.94) (0.82)
Age squared 019"  -012"7 -0.11"
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Number of children 29.49" 27.77"
(4.18) (4.04)
Number of children sq. -1.40 -2.3%
(0.88) (0.86)
Child under age 5 92.86"
(2.02)
College:1960s -8.30 -5.66 0.25 8.72
(20.26)  (18.54)  (18.75)  (15.31)
College:1990s -2.64 2.28 7.20 -1.80
(11.66)  (10.61)  (11.24)  (10.26)
College:2000s 20.12° 23.82" 2591 13.69
(9.57) (8.41) (9.24) (7.57)
AIC 0.031 0.0322  0.09 0.12 0.23
N 19534 19534 19534 19534 19410

Note: Clustered standard errors in parenthesise€guneights are applied to account for sampling
design and non-response. 124 cases with missingvdbr presence of a child under the age of 5
are excluded from the analysis shown in Model Sviktpa college degree or more X 1975 is the
omitted category. All models correct for diary cdetpn day (coefficient not shown).

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01
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The significance and magnitude of the coefficieritthe control variables are also in
line with previous research. Age has a curvilinedationship with primary childcare

time. Older mothers provide more primary care Fairt children, but at a decreasing
rate. Holding all other aspects constant, havirgpied under the age of 5 years is
associated with one and a half hours of primarg cer a given day. The number of

children is also strongly associated with moth&rmsé spent in primary childcare.

Time spent in primary childcare has increased & 18B90s and particularly in the
2000s compared to the 1970s. The effect of havingllage degree in the 2000s is
larger than it was in the 1970s, but this diffeeine sensitive to controlling for the
presence of a young chiff.Moreover, none of the interaction terms between
education and year (1990s-2000s) are significamlicating that the gap between
high- and low-educated mothers has not widenellerl®90s compared to 1970s. In
conclusion, there is mixed evidence for the cldnat the effect of having a college
degree has significantly increased over the peaibdtudy. In order to investigate
parenting behaviour in more detail, primary childcas decomposed into two
components: basic childcare and developmental cdriéd Separate OLS and logistic

regressions are performed for both types of chileleativities.

Table 4.4 presents the logistic regression modstsnating the probability of
providing any basic care on a given day, while €all5 contains the OLS

regression results for participating mothers oAlyain, the variable of interest is the

 The results depend on the parametric assumptiansmake while choosing the model. We
replicated this analysis in a gamma framework. Gammesults provide even less support for the
hypothesis. The significance of the interactiommtetisappears when we control for the number of
children under the age of 18 years or under the cigiive years. The baseline model with no
demographic controls (Model 2) also does not yeldignificant interaction term. We also ran a
logistic regression to see whether the probabilitgroviding childcare has significantly increaged

high-educated parents over the course of the pexode of the interaction terms were significant.
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interaction term between having at least a colldggree and survey period (for the

1990s and 2000s).

Table 4.4 contains two interesting results: fiteg probability of providing basic
care has declined substantially in the 1990s coadb#m 1970s (Model 1). The
decline is even more noticeable compared to th@d9®lothers are less likely to
report basic childcare in the 1990s even after rotlimg for their educational
attainment, age of youngest child or presence diila under the age of 18 years
(Model 4). Second, the effect of having a colleggrde in the 2000s is significant
and positive. This association is robust to othentls. In other words, the
education-gap in therobability of providing basic childcare has increased in the
2000s compared to 1970s. In the 1970s, being higltaded was negatively
associated with the probability of providing bashsldcare, while this association is
reversed in the 2000s. More specifically, holdiigogher variables constant, the
odds of providing basic childcare for high-educateothers in the 2000s is 45 per
cent higher (&** —€%= 1.45) compared to low-educated mothers in the0200
(Model 5). However, having a college degreelucesthe odds of reporting basic
care by 24 per cent fé= 0.76) in the 1970s (Model 5). Due to the inverse
relationship between being high-educated and pilbtyatsft providing childcare, the
results show a growing education-gap in the prdibalof providing basic childcare
between the 1970s and the 2000s. The finding isustolbo a control for the

employment status of mothers (not shown in table).
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Table 4.4 Mothers’ probability of providing basic childcarall( mothers-logistic
regression)

Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5

b(SE) Db(SE) b(SE) Db(SE) b (SE)

Intercept -0.10 -0.02 473 4597  -7.257
(0.10) (0.11) (0.36) (0.37) (0.34)
College degree or more 0.39"  -0.23 -0.21 -0.25 -0.27
(0.03) (0.29) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27)
1960s 0767 081" 091" 090" 0737
(0.17) (0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.18)
1990s 043"  -0427 -053"7 -0437 -0.68"
(0.12) (0.13) (0.14) (0.14) (0.15)
2000s 0.14 0.04 0.12 0.5 0.10
(0.10) (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.11)
Age of diarist 034" 025 032"
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Age squared -0.01" 0.0 0.007
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Number of children 0.847  0.907
(0.07) (0.08)
Number of children sq. -0.09" -0.13"
(0.01) (0.02)
Child under age 5 2.06"
(0.05)
College:1960s -0.57 -0.59 -0.56 -0.44
(0.49) (0.49) (0.50) (0.51)
College:1990s 0.31 0.43 0.50 0.36
(0.33) (0.32) (0.32) (0.33)
College:2000s 0.67" 0.80° 0.82"7 0.64
(0.29) (0.28) (0.28) (0.27)
AIC 22392 22372 20574 20181 17952
N 19534 19534 19534 19534 19410

Note: Clustered standard errors in parenthesiseyuneights are applied to account for sampling
design and non-response. 124 cases with missingvdbr presence of a child under the age of 5
years are excluded from the analysis shown in MBdelaving a college degree or more X 1975 is
the omitted category. All models correct for diapmpletion day (coefficient not shown).

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Because the coefficients of the logistic regressimnot directly interpretable, the
predicted probability of providing basic childcdrg a 35 year-old mother of one
child under the age of 5 years is plotted in Figdi@ The figure shows that the
difference in the predicted probability of providichildcare between high- and low-
educated mothers is not significant in any timaqeerHowever, in the 1960s and
1970s high-educated mothers’ probability of prowgdbasic childcare is lower than
that of low-educated mothers, while the relatiopsiireversed in the more recent
periods. Not surprisingly, the predicted probapilif providing primary childcare

for a mother of a young child is quite high in eatime period. There is no

increasing trend. In fact, mothers are least likelyprovide basic childcare in the
1990s (the probability is .78 for college-educateothers and .76 for mothers with

no college degree).
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Figure 4.3 Predicted probability of providing basic childcémgmothers

Note: The probabilities are calculated for a 35 year+olather with a single child under the age of 5
years. Vertical lines show the 95 per cent configemtervals, horizontal lines show the point
estimates.
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The next set of models show the changing effeadofcation on minutes spent in
basic childcare, conditional on reporting minuteshe activity on a given diary day.
The sample is limited to mothers who report attlease minute spent in basic
childcare, and a series of OLS regressions werfenpeed on that sample in which

the dependent variable was minutes spent in bagdadcare.
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Table 4.5 Mothers’ minutes spent in basic childcgparticipantsonly-OLS)

Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5

b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b (SE)

Intercept 60.01" 57.98" 102.66° 125.41" 39.51
(3.48) (3.66) (19.13)  (19.22)  (20.09)
College degree or more 2.94 19.68 22.14° 1933  16.15
(1.85) (10.23)  (9.24) (10.49)  (9.63)
1960s 14.48" 1558  17.78" 1434”7 7.43
(5.42) (5.38) (5.21) (5.07) (4.79)
1990s 13.15 21407 23.00°0 26.71° 18.07"

(5.09)  (6.09) (6.02) (6.01) (6.26)

2000s 18.76" 20.49" 23.13" 27177 20.407
(3.50) (3.73) (3.66) (3.66) (3.53)
Age of diarist -0.69 3760 -1.39
(1.04) (1.05) (1.07)
Age squared -0.02 0.02 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Number of children 13.94"  15.74"
(3.96) (4.01)
Number of children sq. -0.19 -0.98
(0.82) (0.84)
Child under age 5 45.03"
(1.82)
College:1960s -6.10 -3.48 4.05 7.14
(27.86)  (26.55)  (26.54)  (24.57)
College:1990s -38.427 -36.52° -30.80 -36.69°
(12.40)  (11.53)  (12.58)  (12.15)
College:2000s -16.29 -10.67 -6.35 -10.35
(10.42)  (9.43) (10.66)  (9.81)
Adj R. 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.06 0.10
N 12202 12202 12202 12202 12149

Note: Clustered standard errors in parenthesisceyuneights are applied to account for sampling
design and non-response. 124 cases with missingvdbr presence of a child under the age of 5
years are excluded from the analysis shown in M&délaving a college degree or more X 1975 is
the omitted category. All models correct for diapmpletion day (coefficient not shown).

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01
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The OLS regression results in Table 4.5 show tlaaing a college degree in the
1990s has a negative effect on mothers’ minutestspéasic childcare (conditional
on reporting some basic care on a given day) (M2€gl Having a college degree is
positively associated with minutes spent in basi®@cYet being highly educated
the 1990sis associated with at least half an hour less tapent in the activity
compared to the 1970s. Overall, participant motpeoside more basic childcare in
the 2000s compared to the 1960s or the 1970s,heutesults do not indicate any
widening of the education gap in the 2000s. Coltigolfor employment status
increases the main effect of college (19.62, SEAQ.But the coefficient and the
significance of the interaction term between calemnd 1990 (or 2000) hardly

change”

In summary, there is no widening of the gap in dasildcare time by educational
attainment for non-Hispanic white mothers. The nmaigeffect of having a college
degree in the 2000s is positively associated withptrobability of reporting basic
care but not with the minutes spent in basic clldcconditional on reporting the
activity. Moreover, high-educated mothers in th®0d® indeed spenkgsstime in
providing basic childcare compared to high-educatethers in earlier periods. The
predicted probability of providing basic childcaier a 35 year-old mother with a
child under the age of 5 years has not increasedt tine, and the difference
between high- and low-educated mothers has notfisently widened. The results
do not provide strong evidence for the claim theg €ducation gap in basic care

provision has increased between the 1970s and®@s12000s.

% A set of OLS regressions is also performed on ftlle sample @ll mothers) (Table 4.10 in
Appendix C). Overall, the findings are in line withe results presented in Table 4.5: having a gelle
degree in the mid-1990s is negatively associatéd providing basic childcare. The results of the
OLS model for the full sample are also robust totaas for employment status.
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Table 4.6 shows the results of the logistic regoessnodels estimating the
probability of providing any developmental childeaon a given day. College-
educated mothers are more likely to provide devakpal childcare compared to
mothers with no college degree (Model 1). Also, @rebability of providing

developmental childcare is significantly highertire 1990s, and especially in the
2000s compared to the 1970s (Models 1-5). The teffielsaving a college degree on
the probability of providing developmental childeais greater in the 2000s
compared to the 1970s (Model 4), and is robust ¢ordrol for employment status
(not shown). However, the interaction term is digant only at the p<0.10 level
and, once the presence of a child under the ageyeérs is controlled for (Table 5),
the results cease to be significant. Hence, thdtsedo not show a widening college
gap in the probability of providing some developtaérchildcare in the 2000s

compared to the 1970s.
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Table 4.6 Mothers’ probability of providing developmental kfgare (all mothers-

logistic regression)

Model 1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model 5
b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b (SE)
Intercept 1647 1577 -6.637 -657" -7.707
(0.10) (0.10) (0.33) (0.33) (0.34)
College degree or more 0.60°  0.13 0.07 0.06 0.03
(0.03) (0.26) (0.25) (0.25) (0.25)
1960s 0.06 0.00 -0.01 -0.05 -0.18
(0.15) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.17)
1990s 0337 040" 0327 0397 029
(0.12) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14)
2000s 124" 1167 123" 1377 125"
(0.10) (0.10) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10)
Age of diarist 0367 025 027
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Age squared 0.06" 0.06"  0.00"
(0.00) (0.00)
Number of children 0597 058"
(0.07) (0.07)
Number of children sq. -0.07"  -0.09"
(0.01) (0.01)
Child under age 5 0.90"
(0.04)
College:1960s 0.42 0.44 0.48 0.58
(0.48) (0.46)  (0.47)  (0.49)
College:1990s 0.01 0.05 0.08 0.03
(0.30) (0.29) (0.29) (0.31)
College:2000s 0.51 0.48 0.48 0.39
(0.26) (0.25) (0.25) (0.25)
AIC 21758 21747 21262 21085 20414
N 19534 19534 19534 19534 19410

Note Clustered standard errors in parenthesis. Sumesghts are applied to account for sampling
design and non-response. 124 cases with missingvdbr presence of a child under the age of 5
years are excluded from the analysis shown in MBdelaving a college degree or more X 1975 is
the omitted category. All models correct for diapmpletion day (coefficient not shown).

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Figure 4.4 shows the predicted probability of réipgrdevelopmental childcare for a
35 year-old mother of a child under the age of & gyebased on Model 5 from Table
4.6. The figure illustrates two points: first, thprobability of providing

developmental childcare for a mother of a five yelar has increased substantially
(30 to 40 per cent) in the 2000s compared to egrkeiods. Second, high-educated
mothers in the 2000s are more likely to reportabivity compared to low-educated
mothers. There is no such significant differencestlycational attainment in earlier
periods. Although the predicted probability of piihg developmental childcare for
mothers with a college degree is more than 10 pat khigher than those with no
degree in the 1960s, the estimates are imprediety due to small sample size. In
the 1970s and the 1990s, the point estimates oFf laigd low-educated mothers are

almost identical.
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Figure 4.4 Predicted probability of providing developmentaildtare by mothers
Note: The probabilities are calculated for a 35 year+olother with single child under the age of 5
years. Vertical lines show the 95 per cent configemtervals, horizontal lines show the point
estimates.
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Table 4.7 presents the OLS regressions for motheh® reported some
developmental childcare on the diary d&eteris paribusin the 1970s having a
college degree is associated with approximatelynitutes less of developmental
childcare time (Model 2 to 5). This associatiortlsarly reversed in the 1990s and
2000s. For example, holding all other aspects emmstmothers with a college
degree provide 17 minutes more childcare time coetpt mothers with no college
degree in the 1990s (32.14-15.04 in Model 5). Toreesponding figure in the 2000s
is approximately 4 minutes (18.53-15.04 in Model B)ence, conditional on
reporting the activity all mothers have increasdteirt minutes spent in
developmental childcare substantially in the 200@t, the education gap for this
same period is smaller than it was in the 1990s$s Thay be an indication of the
spread of amntensive mothering idedleginning in the 1990s. In other words, it was
high-educated mothers who increased their develofheare time substantially in
the 1990s. As the norm of intensive mothering arded advice on spending
interactive time with children spread to all segtsesf society throughout the 1990s,
high-educated parents are followed by mothers frlmwer socio-economic
backgrounds in the 2000s. In brief, there is naeaase in the marginal effect of
having a college degree in the 1990s on the probabf providing developmental
childcare on a given day (Table 4.6). This beind,d@aving a college degree in the
1990s is associated with a substantially greatanb@s of minutes spent in
developmental childcare activities compared to 18@0s, conditional on reporting
the activity. However, it should be noted that agdemployment status to a model

decreases the coefficient of the interaction teetwben college and 2000 (11.81,
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SE=8.6), and the term is no longer significanthat ®.05 level. The interaction term

between 1990 and having a college degree remagnifisant at the 0.05 levéf.

%2 The models that are run with the full sample aligdd similar results. The college gap in minutes
spent in developmental childcare has widened sggmifly in the 1990s and in the 2000s (Model 2-5,
Table 4.11 in Appendix C), yet the findings are nalbust to controls for employment status (not
shown).
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Table 4.7 Mothers' minutes spent in developmental childdg@articipants only-
OLS)

Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5

b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE)
Intercept 62.82" 65500 83.20° 9598 32.80°
(4.01) (4.46) (19.30)  (19.49)  (19.54)

College degree or more 3.73" -15.52° -14.36 -15.08 -15.04
(1.65) (6.18) (6.43) (6.25) (7.11)

1960s -4.96 -5.03 -5.22 -5.82 -7.90
(5.39) (6.03) (6.25) (6.40) (6.50)
1990s 11.96° 5.36 5.56 7.99 4.69
(5.40) (6.05) (6.17) (6.29) (6.43)
2000s 27.047 24.45" 25177 28.46" 26.00"
(3.96) (4.50) (4.72) (4.83) (4.82)
Age of diarist 0.32 -1.38 0.45
(0.99) (1.03) (1.02)
Age squared -0.0Z2  0.00 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Number of children 5.38 5.77
(3.91) (3.82)
Number of children sq. 0.63 0.17
(0.83) (0.81)
Child under age 5 32.02"
(1.84)
College:1960s 0.61 0.76 3.55 4.65
(9.58) (9.97) (10.48)  (10.20)
College:1990s 32.377 33197 35.02° 32147
(10.93)  (11.10)  (10.97)  (12.23)
College:2000s 19.14" 2256~ 237" 1853
(6.42) (6.67) (6.50) (7.32)
Adj R. 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.07
N 11156 11156 11156 11156 11048

Note Clustered standard errors in parenthesis. Sumesghts are applied to account for sampling
design and non-response. 124 cases with missingvdbr presence of a child under the age of 5
years are excluded from the analysis shown in MBdelaving a college degree or more X 1975 is
the omitted category. All models correct for diapmpletion day (coefficient not shown).

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01
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The OLS findings therefore provide support for #econd hypothesis: high-

educated mothers have increased their minutes spedévelopmental childcare
activities at a faster rate compared to motherk wilow educational attainment. We
do not however observe a similar trend in basiddchre. Pooling these two
different types of childcare activities consequentelds mixed results regarding the

effect of education on parenting behaviours.

In their analysis of childcare trends, Sayer, Braramd Robinson (2004) conclude

that the average increase in primary childcare teteveen the 1960s and the 2000s
is mostly driven by an increase in developmented.che authors also show that the
main reason behind increasing time investmentshildren is behavioural change

rather than a change in demographics. This chauoteainces previous research by
showing that better-educated mothers shifted thelravioural patterns to a greater
extent than less-educated mothers, particularlyrée@ide more developmental care.
These findings are in line with the theoretical estation that middle class parents
are more likely to adopt child rearing practiceatttimprove their children’s social

and cognitive skills, namelgoncerted cultivationAs expected, significant increases
in parental time spent in developmental care aefed in the 1990s, a period

where the ideal ahtensive parentindpecame widespread (Hays 1996).

4.8 TRENDS IN PATERNAL CARE

As stated previously, AHTUS does not provide infatimn on non-residential

fathers’ childcare time. This is problematic foetpurposes of our research since

% We ran gamma regressions using the whole sample.r@sults were in line. There is no strong
evidence to support the claim that the effect ahdpehighly educated on the provision of basic

childcare has significantly increased over the quert study. However, after controlling for basic

demographic and child characteristics, highly etedtanothers time spent in developmental childcare
has increased at a faster rate, leading to a widegap in the 1990s and 2000s.
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divorce rates have increased substantially dudmegperiod at study and they are
particularly high among low-educated couples (Raegt Bumpas 2003; Teachman
2002). Since low-educated families are less likelynave a present and involved
father in childcare, inequalities in total parentiate investments are exacerbated
once fathers’ time spent with children is takeroiaccount. To fully portray the
inequalities in total parental time investmentgr#éfore, we need to incorporate non-
resident fathers into the analysis. Due to datédimons however, we cannot fully
incorporate the extent to which paternal time itwesnts vary by educational
attainment. However, we analysed the paternal tcae of residential fathers during
the period at study. Small sample sizes in eapg@tods prevent us from having

reliable estimates, but the findings can be sunmedras follows?

The descriptive analysis shows that, similar tohradd, all fathers have increased the
total time they spent iprimary childcarebetween the 1960s and 2000s. However,
highly-educated fathers have increased their pginsare time at a faster ratéOn
average, time spent in primary childcare by loweaded fathers has increased from
approximately 15 minutes in the 1960s-1970s to Ztutas in the 1990s, and to 44
minutes in the 2000s. During this period, colledeeated fathers have increased
their primary childcare time from approximately @&nutes in the 1960s-70s to half
an hour in the 1990s. In the 2000s, highly educéatiders spent 67 minutes in
primary childcare on average. As a result, the lggiveen high- and low-educated
fathers’ primary childcare time increased from l@wres in the 1960s-1970s to 23

minutes in the 2000s. As falevelopmentathildcare high-educated fathers saw an

% The findings summarized below are for non-Hispaitite men who are aged between 19 and 55
years and are living with at least one child urtierage of 18 years in the household.

% See Figure 5.2 in Chapter 5 for trends in timenspe primary childcare for all fathers (White and
non-white), based on MTUS data. See Figure 5.4Herdifferences in the average minutes spent in
primary childcare.
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increase from 10-15 minutes in the 1960s-1970Dtmihutes in the 2000s. During
the same period, low-educated fathers’ developrheata time has increased from
less than 10 minutes to 25 minutes. As a resuk, d¢tass gap in fathers’
developmental care has increased from approximatehinutes to 15 minutes per
day. The class gap in fathelssic childcarehas also increased by approximately 10

minutes.

The OLS regression analysis indicates that havirmpllege degree in the 2000s,
compared to the 1970s, is associated with 15 nsnotere primary childcare time
for fathers (p<0.005Y Further investigation of the data shows that tlannsource
of the increase in high-educated fathers’ primayjdcare time is their higher
participation rate in the activity, rather than ¢gen minutes spent in it. In other
words, high-educated fathers have increased thmebapility of providing primary
childcare at a faster rate compared to low-eductteers. Yet, among those who
reported the activity, high-educated fathers donemessarily increase their primary
care time at a faster rate. Unlike in the case ofhers, a multivariate analysis does
not show a widening education gap in fathers’ imeatent in developmental
childcare activities, while the education gap ie throbability of providing basic
childcare has grown significantly between the 193Dsl 1990s. The gap also
continued to widen in the 2000s. However, limititihge analysis tgarticipating
fathers shows that, among fathers who reported $@sie care, being high-educated
in the 2000s compared to being high-educated in@¥®s is associated witawer

minutesspent in basic care time.

% The model controls for number of children undery&ars (its squared term), age of diarists (and its
squared term), presence of a child under the aggaks and diary completion day. It should also be
noted that the significant findings heavily depemdparametric assumptions: that is, gamma models
yield no significant results.
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In brief, the analysis of non-Hispanic white fagiecare time provides some
evidence that the education gap in paternal timestments has widened during the
period at study. The main reason behind this isegeteducated fathers’ higher
likelihood of reporting primary childcare, partiadly basic childcare, on a given
diary day. However, the results do not show aneased gap in developmental care
activities. Moreover, although highly educated &agh probability of providing basic
childcare has increased overtime, minutes spethteimctivity byparticipating high-
educated fathers have not increased. The abseneelbéducated and involved
fathers, therefore, is likely to result in an evaore unequal distribution of total

parental care time among children.

4.9 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents empirical evidence showingingnease in the effect of
education on mothers’ time spent in developmertdticare among non-Hispanic
white mothers. The resulting inequality in pareniade investments is particularly
acute during the early years of childhood (not sijown the 1970s, the education-
gap in mothers’ time investments was negligibly knyaet from the 1990s onwards,
the gap in developmental care time widens. Theirfgwl are partially in line with
theoretical expectations: all mothers have incrédkeir time in primary childcare
substantially, particularly starting from the 1990#is is the period during which
the ideal ofintensive parentindias spread to all segments of society through best-

selling childcare manuals, magazines and television

The education gap in the probability of reportiregie childcare has widened in the

2000s compared to 1970s. Conditional on reportorgestime spent in the activity,
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being highly educated in the 1990s is associatdld approximately 38 minutes less
basic childcare time, but 32 minutesre developmental childcare time (according
to baseline control models with no controls). Bemghly educated in the 2000s
does not yield significantly more time spent inibahildcare compared to the 1970s
(the interaction term is not significant), whileetleducation gap in developmental

childcare time is approximately 20 minutes more.

The growth of inequality in non-Hispanic white mets’ time investments in

developmental care activities is particularly pesbatic in the context of the US,
because there is no affordabiegh-quality childcare which could substitute for
missing time with parents (National AssociationGifildcare Resource and Referral
Agencies 2010). In other words, inequality in p#&mértime investments is likely

accompanied by inequality imon-parental time investments. The absence of
adequate state support for mothers affects poorsargle mothers the most (Craig
and Mullan 2011). Single mothers have substantialtyeased their predicted time
spent in primary childcare, particularly in devetlogntal childcare for the same
period. Despite this substantial increase, childstem to low-educated and single
mothers receive much less parental time investroentpared to children born to

two-parent families.

A series of demographic and socio-economic problaraslikely to exacerbate the
problem. Marital dissolution has disproportionatgigreased among parents with a
low educational attainment (Raley and Bumpass 20@3achman 2002). The same
period also witnessed an increase in income indguahong parents with children

(Western, Bloome and Percheski 2008) as well ashé cost of non-parental
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childcare, forcing families to shift to low-qualighildcare (NACCRRA 2010). Due
to increased educational homogamy, high-educatedand women are more likely
to be married, and thus more likely to concentkaith maternal and paternal class
advantages on the same children. Furthermore ttidg’s sample is limited to non-
Hispanic white mothers, and hence the role of edhaicity as another significant
stratifier in the US context is ignored. The extent of thewgh in inequality in
parental time investments reported in this reseaish therefore, likely

underestimated.
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CHAPTER 5:

DOES CONTEXT MATTER? CROSS-NATIONAL ANALYSIS OF
CHILDCARE PATTERNS OF MOTHERS AND FATHERS®

ABSTRACT

Recent literature has documented the importanaelefant policies and institutional
structures for women’s decisions regarding employnf€an Djik 2001), time spent in
paid work (Van der Lippe 2001), domestic divisidnlabour (Fuwa 2004) and men’s
unpaid work (Hook 2006). However, cross-nationaeexch that analyses the effect of
family policies and national context on childcaied is scarce and lacks a historical
perspective. This study addresses this gap initérature and explores the relationship
between specific policies, macro-economic strucamd childcare across time. Using
the Multinational Time Use Survey, the study fisstows that high-educated (college
degree or more) parents provide more primary chikeldor their children compared to
low-educated (no college degree) parents. In smuetdes, such as Canada and the US,
the gap between high- and low-educated parentdbéas widening. The chapter then
demonstrates the positive effect of the provisibpad leave and a gender egalitarian
labour market structure on mothers’ and fathensietiinvestments in children. The
chapter concludes by showing that the availabdityuniversal paid leave and gender
egalitarian labour market conditions could helgpahte inequalities in parental time

investments in children.

*Shortly after the defense of this thesis CTURHastified a possible error in the Swedish 2001veyr
The estimates of childcare based on MTUS versidheo$urvey were found to be significantly lowenrth
those based on HETUS. We will rerun the analys#stive correct data before publishing anything from
this chapter and the results in the published wergand in all other future replications) may diffeom
those in the chapter.
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5.1 BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY: SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND
DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES IN THE WESTERN WORLD

In the second half of the twentieth century, indaBzed countries have witnessed
substantial changes in their demographic and sememomic structures. These changes
have presented significant policy challenges. Faangle, in all OECD countries
women have been entering into salaried employnregtawing number8:in 1965, 12

of the 14 industrialized countries had female parétion rates lower than 50 per cent,
whereas three decades later only four out of 21 lbad than 50 per cent female
participation rates (Brewster and Rindfuss 2000ha¥\is more striking is an increase in
the employment rate of married mothers, espectalbge with young children. More
than 50 per cent of all married and cohabiting rargtlacross industrialized countries are
now in the labour force, although the figure ranfyes a low of less than 50 per cent in
southern European countries to a high of over #5cpat in Scandinavian countries
(LIS 2009). Despite significant cross-national atidns, the overall increase in
women’s employment has been considered one of the mfluential changes in the
labour markets of industrialized countries durihg post-war era (Van der Lippe and

Van Dijk 2001).

One consequence of this significant shift has b#en decline of the traditional
breadwinner- homemakearrangement, the norm which dominated Western liigsni

during the first half of the twentieth century. imost industrialized countries, the

9 As demonstrated by early and recent studies,rityrease in women’s participation in the labour éorc
had little or no effect on occupational gender sggtion or the gender gap in earnings (Van dere.ipp
and Van Dijk 2001). Women are still underrepresgrite managerial positions and overrepresented in
clerical, sales and service work (Charles 1992).rddweer, gender occupational inequality is more
pronounced in developed welfare states characterime a large public service sector and “mother-
friendly” policies (Hansen 1997; Mandel and Semyo8606, 2005).
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idealized male breadwinner family is now outnumbdvg the dual-earner family. In the
US, more than half of married-couple families arealeearners, while male
breadwinner/female homemaker couples amount to 48ly per cent (Bureau of
Labour Statistics 2007). Neither is this trend tedito the US. The proportion of dual-
earner couples has also expanded throughout EutopAustria, Belgium, France,
Germany, the Netherlands, Portugal and the UK, ttvirals or more of all couples with
at least one partner working were dual-career asjglompared with less than half in

southern European countries (Hantrais 2004).

These massive changes in demographic structurevesware not followed by equally
substantial changes in time use patterns in theedbendivision of labour. In all

countries, women continue to do a disproportiorsttare of unpaid work at home
regardless of their employment status, and contioube the main care givers. The
analysis of time use patterns of men and women smme convergence in total time
spent in paid and unpaid work, however these clamgestly result from a considerable
decline in the time women devote to housework,erathan a substantial increase in
men’s contribution (Gershuny 2000). Men have alsordased their time spent in
childcare, but the burden of childcare is still pilggportionally on women. Besides,
detailed investigation of domestic time use patieeveal that men are more likely to

engage in “fun” childcare activities (such as ptaywith children), leaving the routine

% Another challenge to the traditional family hasmeofrom increased marital instability and changing
social norms. Cohabitation has become increasipglyular, turning into a more permanent form of
family, while marriage is no longer seen as they@aidcepted way to have a child. The proportion of
marriages dissolved by divorce in the EU-15 coestis estimated at 15 per cent for marriages ehtere
into in 1960. The figure has doubled to 29 per dentthose who married in 1980 (Eurostat 2007).
Divorce has replaced death as a leading reasotingesparenthood in many countries, leading to a
significant increase in solo parenting.
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and less rewarding childcare activities to mott{€@sapter 3). Similarly, women still do
the bulk of housework, especially when it comesrdatine and core housework
activities (Kan, Sullivan and Gershuny 2011). Inorsh revolutionary change in

women’s work life has not been followed by an eglent change at home.

This persistence of a gendered division of domdatiour and childcare against the
background of significant social transitions hasarkpd voluminous sociological
research in many related areas such as “work &farice” (Hattery 2001), “well-being
of children” (McLanahan and Sandefur 1996), “thaldourden” of working mothers
(Hochschild and Machung 1989) and “the role of twelfare state on family
organization” (Gornick and Meyers 2003). The comnmmeus of these various strands
of research has been the reconciliation of work &amdily life, as well as gender
inequality, in the face of a fundamentally alterfadgnily profile and the substantial
demographic changes in the industrialized worldre€hsociological debates have

particularly dominated the literature.

One line of research focuses on the well-being toflden in the face of increased
maternal employment and single parenting (Blau @rassberg 1992; McLanahan and
Sandefur 1996; Stafford 1987; Ruhm 2000). A reguytthe Council of Economic

Advisors (1999) concluded that an increase in metremployment and a shift toward
single parent families resulted in a reduction 2hdurs in the time available for parents
to spend with children. Given the strong positivenmection between parental

involvement and children’s social and cognitive @lepment, a reduction in available
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childcare time is considered to be potentially idetntal to children’s well-being.
Following this premise, both popular and scholditBrature (especially in the US) has
highlighted issues surrounding the increased enmpdoy of mothers and its potential
adverse consequences on children. Additionallyreemed solo parenting and less
paternal contact has also raised concerns regatbegleprivation of the father-child
relationship. Consequently, the problem pédrenting deficithas been frequently
expressed in academic literature as well as inntleeia. However, in line with the
findings presented in the previous chapter, a l&xagy of research shows no evidence
of a decline in parental time in the US. The sugimsthat the increased working hours
of mothers would translate into a substantial rédanan childcare time has been shown

incorrect, yet concerns about increased inequsiitte not unfounded.

In another related sociological debate, the fodusterest has been on the well-being of
adults, especially working mothers, and work-liamce (Moen 2003; Plantenga and
Remery 2005; Schenider and Waite 2005). Social ssorrounding good parenting
now require extreme time and financial investmemtshildren (Hays 1996). However,
recent work has identified possible detrimentaée of over-burdening mothers with
the demands of “good mothering” (Chapter 6). Agsult of the persistence of gender
divisions in childcare and housework, working maeshe/ere claimed to be having a
second shifand to be suffering from dual burden(Hochschild and Machung 1989),
which in turn leads to conflict among couples, nahrinstability and increased risk of
divorce (Cooke 2006). Competing theoretical perspes have been put forward and

tested in order to explain the persistence of #edgred division of domestic labour.
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Economic theories have predicted housework by tlesrof economic exchange (e.g.
Becker 1991 [1981]), while gender perspectives fomvard the prevailing gender
norms and the gender identity of individuals asanaxplanatory factors (e.g. Berk
1985, West and Zimmerman 1987). Accordingly, déferpropositions have been made
addressing the issue of how to balance the gendsiath of domestic labour, and how
to integrate fathers further into family life irrtes of increased paternity time as well as

responsibility.

Yet another sociological debate has approachedssue from a policy perspective, in
which the role of the welfare state and nationaitert has been a matter of interest
(Gauthier 1996; Gornick and Meyers 2003; Sainsii984; Van der Lippe & Van Dijk
2001). Decisions regarding the allocation of timee households have significant
repercussions for the whole society at the aggeelgael. The importance of women’s
labour force participation and declining fertilitgtes combined with an aging society
has alerted policy makers to work-life balance prots in the family and in children’s
care. This in turn led to a considerable expansibfamily policies during the late
1990s most notably in Scandinavian countries, Yo#id later by a majority of the
industrialized countries. A large body of resednals been devoted to investigating the
effects of welfare regimes on gender relationsha iousehold as well as in the public
sphere (e.g. Geist 2005; Gornick and Jacobs 1988&i€k, Meyers and Ross 1997,
Gershuny and Sullivan 2003).

This chapter is situated at the cross-roads ofethlesee sociological debates. In the

context of the substantial changes that the Wedtmiy has been experiencing, the
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study examines the extent to which family policee®l socio-economic context have
been effective in terms of influencing parentsbedition of time to childcare. Linking

individual-level time use data with policy inforn@at at the national level, this chapter
investigates the association between policy congad time spent in childcare by
mothers and fathers. The results show that thergpprental time investments between
high- and low-educated parents is a cross-natigif@nomenon. Whereas well-
articulated family policies can help to alleviathist parenting gap, unintended
consequences of parental leave policy innovatioas @lso contribute to this

polarization (O’Brien 2009). Unequal access to éaights can create a duality of
parental-leave-rich-householdgersusparental-leave-poor-households which some

privileged infants enjoy maternal, paternal andaficial capital, while others receive
less emotional and financial investment (O’Brie®20 This possibility is addressed by
examining the direct effect of paid leave polices mothers’ time spent in childcare,
and by investigating whether the effect of educat®obeing mediated by the provision
of paid leave. The chapter also shows the extewltich gender egalitarian labour
market conditions and wage-ratio have an effeahothers’ and fathers’ contribution to

childcare.

5.2 PREVIOUS RESEARCH

This study combines individual-level time diary aatith information on the socio-
economic and policy context of the countries atgtiand investigates the effect of
macro-level factors on the childcare patterns diviluals. Taking such an integrative

approach with a specific policy focus is a rathecent practice in the sociological
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literature. Recently, studies have made some psegreidentifying the relation between
specific policies and various individual outcomBsrrarini (2006) shows the relation
between family policy benefits and cross-nationavepty in households with young
children, where child poverty decreases with fanpidficy transfers. Fuwa and Cohen
(2007) report that, in countries with substantivargmtal leave policies and no
discriminatory policies, the division of housewaskmore egalitarian. The authors also
find a mediating effect of parental leave policms the effect of women’s full-time
employment on the domestic division of labour (edahg childcare). Smith and
Williams (2007) create a father-friendly policy axdto assess the relation between
paternal time and father-friendly legislation, amhclude that both absolute and relative
levels of paternal time are correlated with theigylindex. Pettit and Hook (2006)
shows the different implications of the provisioh mublicly funded childcare and
parental leave policies on the employment decisiohswomen. Extended leave
provisions are found to be negatively associateth whe effects of having young
children on the probability of employment, while bfic childcare is positively
associated with these effects. Hook (2006) findsmual leave available to men as a key
determinant of father’s time spent in unpaid wdrka more recent study (2010), she
also shows that national conditions (e.g. availgbibf parental leave, women’s
employment rate, etc.) also affect tigpesof housework that women and men engage
in. In a comparative analysis of two Nordic cousdriSweden and Norway) with the
UK, Sullivan et al. (2009) show that variationsfathers’ childcare patterns reflect the
policy variations across these 3 countries. Tha&ystshows, for example, full-time

employed Norwegian fathers with an infant underafe of 1 year spend approximately
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40 minutes more in primary childcare time on averagpmpared to their British
counterparts. “Father-friendly” policy provisionsich state incentives in Norway are
therefore reflected in the “fathering strategiesthim families. The study identifies a
gap in the existing literature and calls for a fetuesearch that examines not only the
direct effect of policies but also “the ways in whipolicies moderate the impact of

individual characteristics” (2009: 250).

The literature provides significant evidence foe timportance of macro-structure,
particularly institutional setting, when it comes individual decisions regarding the
allocation of time and family organization. Howevite studies that focus on the effect
of family policies on the domestic division of lalvoremain scarce, and there is no
large-scale study that concentrates on the effepolicy structure and labour market
conditions on childcare patterns across time. lagsinst this background that the
present chapter attempts to fill the gap in therditure by analysing the effect of the

national provision of childcare services acros®tand countries.

5.3 THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE AND RESEARCH FOCUS

Research investigating the effect of individualdevactors on childcare time is
abundant. While gender remains the most importatgrchinant of childcare time, the
number and age of children are found to be moraifsignt than other parental
characteristics (Sandberg and Hofferth 2001, 2@afer, Bianchi and Robinson 2004;
Zick and Bryant 1996). Employment decreases chitltiene for both parents, while the

effects are much stronger for mothers than fat@mtrane 2000; Shelton and John
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1996); education is positively and strongly asdedavith total time spent in childcare,
and particularly developmental activities (Cha@emd Chapter 3); and the presence of
teenage girls and older adults in the householdaeg@arental time (Sayer, Gauthier and
Furstenberg 2004). This chapter takes a furthgr sten an individual-level analysis.
The main premise of the study is that context &fendividuals: that the effect of
individual factors on childcare time varies acrd#féerent socio-economic and policy

contexts.

Based on this premise, individual-level theories oaly provide a partial explanation
since individuals’ behaviours are affected by tlmtext within which they live?®
Because the socio-economic conditions and policyecd surrounding individuals vary,
the effect of the individual factors may as welbr lexample, as stated by Blumberg and
Coleman, macro-level factors such as the generanexf male domination or the
prevailing ideology of women'’s place in society @t as a “discount rate” on women’s
exercise of power at the micro-level (Blumberg 1,9Bfumberg and Coleman 1989).
Similarly, policy structure could mediate the effef individual factors at the micro-
level. The state, through its regulations and padicucture, provides incentives as well
as constraints within which individuals form thpneferences and make their choit®s.
Depending on the policy structure of the countrg &s socio-economic conditions,

both the preferences of individuals and the costotdé associated with those preferences

% As Giddens (1984) recognizes in his structuratiwory, individuals (agencies) also shape the otsite
(structures) they live in.

19 An underlying difference between state responseshiidcare is whether the children are seen as a
public good or a private good. For a brief summamythis diverse position, see Craig (2007); forex p
“children as public good” view, see Folbre (2008).
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can vary. Therefore, any account of individual decis regarding the allocation of time
would be inadequate without paying sufficient aitanto the broader socio-economic

and policy context within which individuals are esdloed.

There are several possible explanatory mechanisghgd the relationship between
family policies and parents time spent with chitdréirst, states can provide direct
incentives for parents to use their leave rights send time with their children through
generous and extended leave provisions. For instahe provision of long parental
leave with high compensation levels decreases thandial cost of temporary
withdrawal from employment, and thus encouragesrgarto take leave and spend time
with their children, especially in early infancye®nd, it is also plausible to expect a
correlation between taking parental leave durindyeafancy periods and increased
childcare time during the later childhood periad.other words, in countries where the
provision of parental leave enables parents to dpeare time with their children in
early infancy periods, parents may also be morelfliko spend time in childcare
activities during the late childhood period. A stuay Aldous, Mulligan and Bjarnason
(1998) shows that, if fathers begin taking cargaing children, a continuing pattern is
established. Early participation in childcare lesmlfathers’ continued involvement with
these children when they are older. Hence, a pgaldreffect of long leave policies on
childcare patterns may exist long after the inigalve period spent with the child. Third,
the provision of leave policies may create a maieable ideological environment for
parents, especially for fathers, to spend time wuhigir children. For example, when

leave period is given as a non-transferrable reskeright to fathers, the social pressure

214



on mothers to use the whole parental leave canibgated. Similarly, in the case of
fathers, removal of institutional barriers couldrease the pace of change (Lamb and
Tamis-Lemonda 2007), and could lead them to shétrtbehavioural patterns and/or
fatherhood ideals more quickly. They could alsophebrking mothers to negotiate
while transferring some of the housework and lelesgant aspects of childcare to
fathers. From a perspective oflative resource¥”, for example, working mothers
would be negotiating in a more advantageous enwieont regarding transferring certain
domestic duties when the state provides fatherh witompensated leave period. In
summary, a relationship between family policies amildcare patterns is expected
because the policy structure of the country pravigeentives as well as constraints
within which individuals make decisions regardihg tallocation of time in all aspects

of their lives.

5.3.1 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESES
This study has three main research objectivest, fitests whether being high-educated

is associated with more time spent in primary dalé cross-nationally. Previous

191 Relative resources perspectiassumes that individuals within a household hatergially conflicting
interests, which they indeed pursue over and alfowehousehold utility. This perspective regardshbot
childcare and housework as disutility. As a reghk, individual who has the greater resources ieebted

to spend less time in childcare and housework. Vébastitutes a “resource”, however, is a matter of
dispute. Women'’s relative financial power has bdenmost common way of operationalizing relative
resources (Brayfield 1992; Fuwa 2004; Presser 18®4%s 1987), followed by educational attainment,
occupational status, age, or a combination of tj€seerman 1985; Deutsch, Lussier and Servis 1993).
The assessment of relative resources theory fodithigion of household labour provides quite cotesis
results, yet the theory proved to be less powerfudgxplaining only childcare. Coverman (1985), gsin
both childcare and housework as dependent variafifes no strong support for the relative resosirce
hypothesis. Deutsch, Lussier and Servis (1993)dimel of the three measures, the discrepancy ofriaco
statistically significant in explaining fathers™iolvement in childcare, while discrepancy in ocdigrzal
prestige and discrepancy in education were notdownbe significant. Fernandez and Sevilla-Sanz’s
(2006) analysis of Spanish Time Use Survey dataalsvthat a woman’s relative share of housework
decreases as her relative earnings increase, hutiprio a certain point, while the relative timgest in
childcare does not vary by spouse’s relative egsiin
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chapters show that high-educated white mothers fatieers provide more primary
childcare for their children than their low-eduhteounterparts in the US. In this
chapter, cross-national and cross-time data is usedee whether the positive
association between childcare and high-educatitesho different socio-economic and
policy contexts. In line with previous researchr (fxample Gershuny 2000 and Sayer;
Gauthier and Furstenberg 2004), we expect a pesaBssociation between parental
education and time spent in primary childcare fmthbmothers and fathers.
HYPOTHESIS 1A\B: High-educated mothers\fathers igeownore primary childcare

compared to mothers\fathers with a low educati@isinment.

The second research objective is to examine thsildeseffect of macro-conditions on
parenting behaviour. We specifically investigate thlationship between parents’ time
spent in childcare and (i) paid leave availablerfmthers, (ii) female participation rates
in the labour market and (iii) women’s wage ratem rhen’s. An increased female
participation rate in the labour market and a higtio of female-male income are
indicators of a relatively more gender egalitacantext. A direct positive association is
expected between gender egalitarian macro-econconiexts and fathers’ contribution
to childcare, and between the provision of paiceptl leave (available for mothers)
and mothers’ childcare time. As stated previouslg, strength and the direction of the
factors associated with childcare are expecteduty &cross different macro- contexts.

HYPOTHESIS 2: Number of paid leave weeks for mstisepositively associated with

mothers’ time spent in primary childcare.
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HYPOTHESIS 3: A gender egalitarian labour marketiture is positively associated

with fathers’ time spent in primary childcare.

The third research objective is to investigategkient to which the effect of education
on childcare patterns is mediated by the natiooatext. More specifically, the chapter
examines whether a gender egalitarian labour strecnd the provision of paid leave
alleviate or exacerbate the inequalities in patditee investments between high- and

low-educated parents.

5.4 DATA

5.4.1 DATA SPECIFICATION
The time use data used in this study comes fromMb#inational Time Use Study
(MTUS) which is a collection of harmonized time wdiary surveys based on samples
from over 20 countries from the early 1960s to 2000s'%? Data from 14 countries
between the period of 1965 and 2009 is used. Tirerensiderable variation among the
diary methodologies applied in the surveys. Surniey$1TUS vary in their period,
number of diary days, time intervals and numbenaisehold members included in the
survey. We attempt to minimize some of these inisbeiscies by statistical techniques
(see next section). However, not all the compaitghitlated problems can be addressed
through such techniques. For example, variatiothéunits of time intervals in which

respondents record their activities (e.g. recordingyvities in 1 minute intervals or 15

minute intervals) may lead to under-estimationd\egr-estimation) of activities.

192 More information on the data and data downloadsaanilable at: http//www.timeuse.org
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The country-level data used in the study is lardgedyn Anne Gauthier’s recent cross-
national family policy data set (2011), which igp&ined in more detail in the following

section.

5.4.2 SAMPLE AND MEASUREMENT
The sample of the study is limited to men and woraged between 19 and 64 years
who live with one child under the age of 5 yearthie household. Because the data does
not provide information on the relationship betweba child and the respondent, we
use women and men living with a child in the samadsehold as proxies for mothers

and fathers.

The sample is limited to parents of young childfen theoretical and data-related
reasons. First, as shown previously, time spemrimary childcare is especially high
during the pre-school period when children are mdependent on adult care.
Accordingly, family policies are largely designedr ffamilies with pre-school aged

children. Hence, we would not expect the effectdamhily policy to be so evident

among parents with relatively older children. Faample, in all countries there is a
child age limit after which parental leave cannetthken. Although the maximum age
of the child after which leave cannot be takenas@across countries, it typically ends
with the beginning of compulsory schooling dg@All the countries in the sample
provide some sort of institutional/out-of-hnome eatimn for children aged 5 years or

older. The countries, however, vary significantty their provision of paid leave for

193 One major exception to this is Sweden, where Biéigi of parental leave allows parents to takeviea
until a child is 8 years old. Still, it is unlikelfpr parents to take considerable amounts of pakdéeave
while a child is at school-age.
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families withyoungchildren (e.g. pre-school age). Ideally we wouwddhple only those
parents with younger children (age 3 years or yeunget the data does not allow us to
specify the age of the youngest child in each surkeformation on the age of the
youngest child is particularly inconsistent amohg surveys. Having a child under the
age of 5 years is the most common cut-off pointiclviminimizes the problem of lack

of comparability across surveys.

From a methodological perspective, one potentsddirantage of limiting the sample to
families with young children is that it decreades sample size considerably, and hence
inferential power is reduced (which we avoidedha previous chapter). However, this
potential disadvantage is mediated since multilenetelling, the statistical technique
applied in this chapter, “borrows” information fromther surveys when it comes to the

inference regarding survey-level effects (e.g.q@0l{Gelman and Hill 2008).

The sample is not limited to mothers coded as eyaplan the surveys, although by
definition only employed mothers are eligible foaigh leave'® The reason is that
limiting the sample to employed mothers would altyuaxclude some employed
mothers who are sampled during their leave. Indlgdhose who are not eligible gives
us a conservative estimate of the effect of paadtde In other words, we are including

mothers for whom the effect of paid leave is O lejirdtion, but we cannot identify

194 Eligibility conditions are generally related toigeremployment history, while in some countriesythe
may also be attached to family circumstances (MogsDeven 1999). Strict eligibility requirementsica
exclude a substantial proportion of the parentstlement, which would directly affect the take-lgvels,

and thus the time spent with children. There iscamparable cross-national data on the proportion of
eligible parents.
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these mothers. Hence, we include a larger set tfien® than those who are the direct

beneficiaries of parental leave policy.

The response variable in this chaptetirise spent in primary childcar®® As explained

in detail previously (Chapter 2 in this thesis), @malysis of primary childcare that
ignores other forms of childcare is not ideal amdeg us only a partial picture of
variations in parenting behaviour. Yet, there aoé enough surveys with comparable

data in other forms of childcare to proceed othgewi

The main explanatory variable at the individualelevs havinga college degree
Mothers with a college degree or more are coded aad those with no college degree
are coded as 0. At the individual level we alsotarior the age of the respondent and
number of children in the household. We opt for aspnonious model to avoid
controlling for factors that would be highly comtdd with education; and also due to
data limitations. However, models controlling foetemployment and marital status of
respondents are also performed to show the extewhich the findings are robust to
controlling for two other very significant predicgoof parental time. The findings from

these models are presented at the end of the Regalion.

Three variables are used at the country levelN(@jnber of total paid leave weeks
available for mothers;(ii) percentage of women in the labour markahd (iii)

female/male wage ratio in manufacturing in the dounTable 5.1 shows the country-

1951 this chapter, we use the terms “primary chitdta“time investments in children” and “time spent
with children” interchangeably.
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level variables and sample sizes. All three vagaldome from the family policy data
set of Anne Gauthier (20131%° However, we modified the leave policy variablettivas
provided in the data set. In her extensive famdliqy data set, Gauthier distinguishes
maternity, childcare and parental leave as thrgmrate variables. In Sweden and
Norway, there is nanaternity leave per se, but rather parental leave as a family
entittement with some periods reserved for motl@rdathers (i.e.quotag. Parental
leave with quotas reserved for mothers are in effee same as maternity leave.
Therefore, it would be misleading to use only matgrleave measures and record
Norway and Sweden as countries with no leave piavidaternity leave is sometimes
taken immediately after or even prior to birth, lehchildcare and parental leave are
usually taken later. However, for the purposesh tesearch, such distinctions are less
important. What matters is the duration of paidriéeavailable for mothers to spend with

their children®’

The focus is on the provision phid leave because high wage replacement rates are the
most straightforward instruments to increase patarge of leave benefits (Gornick and
Meyers 2003). When a leave is unpaid or has loweemage, the impact on usage is

likely to be quite low (Baum 2006). For example,tire US, seven years after the

1% Gauthier, A.H. (2011). Comparative Family PolicatBbase, Version 3 [computer file]. Netherlands
Interdisciplinary Demographic Institute and Max rla Institute for Demographic Research
(distributors). Retrieved from: www.demogr.mpg.de.

197 One may claim that maternity leave taken priobitth should have been excluded. We avoid doing so
for two reasons. The first relates to data qualitye measures of such specific policies are |d&sbte
than the measures used here, and more importaggise | prior to birth and post birth are substitutes
(though obviously not perfect ones). For examplagtspent setting up a nursery, buying nappies, etc
allows for more time spent in childcare post-birth.
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enactment of 12 monthsmpaid maternity leave in 1998® median leave remained 10
days, which was the same as in 1995 (Waldfogel @00@overnment mandated leave
wasnot found to have significant positive effects on ledaking (Baum 2003¥° In the
absence of wage replacement, the provision is ffexttere. Hence, the focus is qaid

leave only.

The 2004, 2005, 2006 and 2007 US surveys are ddojppm the multivariate analysis,
and we only use the 2003 and 2008 surveys for tre@sons° First, trends in time use
patterns in a society do not change annually. Usiftgyear period allows us to trace
aggregate changes. Moreover, given that ATUS dslidaries throughout the year, cut-
off points in January are rather arbitrary. Ther@o reason to think that January 2005

would be more different than December 2004 to Faiyrd005.

As noted previously, one of the strengths of meN@l modelling is that the model
“borrows” information from other groups while maginnferences about survey level
effects. Yet borrowing information could be probktio when there are potentially
influential specific groups. The 2003-2008 datarfrihe US is likely to be one of them.

6 surveys from the US in the 2000s may overwhelm itifference regarding other

1% The first provision of job-protected unpaid ledxethe federal government, Family and Medical Leave
Act (FMLA), was signed into law in 1993 by Presitedlinton, being previously vetoed twice by
President Bush. The act covers all public employegardless of the number of employers. However,
private firms with less than 50 employees are exdrom the leave. As a result, about 40% of workers
private firms are ineligible (Waldfogel 2001b).

1%91n our case, including the FMLA provision of 199®uld be particularly problematic because, as
shown previously, there has been a substantiat@ser in the average time spent in primary childcare
the US between the mid-90s and early 2000s. Howeesearch shows that the take-up rates in thesUS i
extremely low, indicating that the increase in maaé care time during the period could not be ladtieed

to the provision ofinpaidleave (Waldfogel 2001a). Therefore, unlike pregioesearch (e.g. Hook 2010)
we do not include the provision of unpaid leavéhie model.

10 By the time the analysis was completed, ATUS 2@0@ 2010 MTUS conversions were not
completed. The first (2003) and the last (2008)lalke post-2000 surveys were used.
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country-years. If nothing else, including all th@03-2008 US data would result in 17
per cent of all diaries coming from the US-2000&ad&ince we are using a mixed-
effects model, the resulting (potential) extremdluence of the US would be

undesirable.

Four surveys (France 1966, Norway 1971, Israel 20@lLSlovenia 2002) are used in

the descriptive analysis but excluded from the ivailtate one due to missing data

either at the individual or country level.
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Table 5.1 Contextual variables and sample size

Total Female
paid labour force Wage N N
Country Year leave participation ratio (mothers) (fathers)
Canada 1971 15 43.6 0.47 326 245
1981 15 59.0 0.54 243 219
1986 15 64.0 0.58 827 651
1992 25 67.3 0.64 762 547
1998 25 68.6 0.65 691 512
Denmark 1987 28 76.5 0.84 335 248
Finland 1979 35 68.9 0.75 851 815
1987 205.1 729 0.77 944 856
1999 2134 71.4 0.76 537 462
France 1966 14 46.1 0.77 364 370
1974 14 50.1 0.76 570 539
1998 172 63.1 0.81 884 825
Germany 1991 170 61.3 0.74 2294 2073
2001 170 64.2 0.74 1525 1339
Italy 1989 47.5 43.7 0.83 886 858
2002 65.7 48.4 0.82 1018 955
Israel 1991 NA NA NA 581 499
Netherlands 1975 12 31.0 0.75 1465 875
1980 12 355 0.75 2465 1298
1985 12 409 0.74 2583 1779
1990 12 53.0 0.75 2867 1563
1995 16 59.0 0.75 2412 1703
2000 16 65.5 0.78 1030 566

2005 16 70.1 0.82 943 740
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Tableb5.1 (cont.) Contextual variables and sample size

Total Female
paid labour force Wage N N
Country Year leave participation ratio (mothers) (fathers)
Norway 1971 12 50.4 0.76 541 446
1981 18 63.9 0.83 631 564
1990 24 71.2 0.86 673 1563
2000 143 76.2 0.87 893 494
Slovenia 2000 NA NA NA 766 633
Spain 2002 16 55.2 0.77 2378 2089
Sweden 1991 64 80.2 0.89 859 710
2001 64 755 0.91 887 593
UK 1974 18 55.0 0.65 1593 1293
1983 18 57.1 0.67 916 625
1987 18 63.3 0.66 1143 422
2000 18 67.8 0.76 1213 884
us 1965 0 45.4 0.65 299 256
1975 0 54.3 0.67 699 585
1985 0 63.8 0.70 155 137
1994 0 68.8 0.80 456 260
2003 0 70.4 0.85 1922 1361
2004 0 69.8 0.85 1201 929
2005 0 69.9 0.85 1301 930
2006 0 70.0 0.84 1308 872
2007 0 70.2 0.85 1198 865
2008 0 70.4 0.80 1217 874

Source:Gauthier 2011
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5.5 METHODS

Five multilevel models are specified to estimatethrecs’ and fathers’ time spent in
primary childcare, of which the first three are sia@ne for both mothers and fathers. The
data at hand has a three-level structure: diarg @ag nested within individuals, and
individuals are nested within surveys (country-gg@aModelling the diaries nested
within individuals allows us to account for repehtsbservations per individual in some
surveys (e.g. Germany, Netherlands) and not oth&itsmodels are estimated for
mothers and fathers, the results of which are latdtdby model number and A (for
mothers) or B (for fathers).

The first model is a random intercept model withcoatrols:

Model 1:

Yo =a+ g+ g+ §jjijay » Where

Ga ~ N(0,6),

g ~N(0,0),

& ~ N(0,v), where

Y, is the observation of minutes spent in childcara idiary dayj[d] is the individual
who completes the diary (level 2)i] is the survey (country-year) in which individual
was sampled (level 3), with generic indicds i, j respectively indicating diary,
individual and country levels. The first model (“pty model”) provides variance
decomposition: it shows what percentage of theatian comes from the first, second

and third level.
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The second model is also a random-intercept madekhich we control for diary
completion day, number of children, age of respahded having a college degree. The
coefficient of education shows the effect of havangollege degree on parents’ time
spent in primary childcare.

Model 2:

Yy = ajjq + atweek day, + {4, where

a ~ N(0,8)

af = By + Bage; + B2number of children; + B3college; + €;, where

gi ~N(0,0)

B} = vo + &,j, where

& ~N(O,v)

The third model is a random-intercept, random-simpelel in which we allow the slope
of having a college degree to vary across surveysntry-year). The model shows the
extent to which the effect of having a college @éegon minutes spent in childcare
differs across surveys.

Model 3:

Yy = ajjy + o'week day, + {4, where

¢a ~N(0,6)

of = Bjy; + Blage; + BPnumber of children; + B college; + ¢;, where

g ~N(0,0)

B? =vyo + €o,j

B} =v3 + &, where
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(E‘” ) ~N(0,€)
§3,j

In Model 4, contextual measures are added. In éise of mothers, these are total paid
leave available for motherpdid leave, percentage of female labour force participation
(FLFP), and wage ratio between men and women (in matwfag) in the country
(wage ratig. In the case of fathers, we do not control faatmumber of paid leave
weeks available for mothers. This model shows wédrethe contextual factors affect
mothers’ and fathers’ minutes spent in primaryaddare. Below, Model 4 for mothers is
shown only.

Model 4A

Yy = ajjq + a*week day, + {4, where

G~ N(0,8)

of = B + B'age; + BAnumber of children; + B3y college; + ¢; , where

g ~N(0,0)

B} = Yo + vopaid leave; + YGFLFP; + yiwage ratio; + & ;

B} =v3 + &, where

<E°"' ) ~N(0,€)
€3,/

Model 4B is the corresponding model for fatherswrio control for paid leave available

for mothers.

In the final model for mothergducation(having a college degree) is interacted with the

number of totalpaid leave weeksavailable for mothers. The interaction term shows
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whether living in a country with extensive paidJeaprovisions would mediate the
effect of having a college degree on time spenh whildren. In the case of fathers,
having a college degree is interacted with the wag® in the country and female
labour force participation rate, in order to seeethler living in a gender egalitarian
macro-economic structure affects high- and low-atkat fathers similarly. Below, the
formal model for mothers is shown only:

Model 5A

Yy = agq + a'week day, + G4, where

¢a ~N(0,8)

of = Bl + Brage; + B*number of children; + B3y college; + €;, where
ei ~N(0,0)

B} = Yo + Yopaid leave; + Y3FLFP; + yiwage ratio; + & ;

B} = v3 + vipaid leave; + &3 ;, where

(E""’ ) ~N(0,€)
€3,

5.6 RESULTS

5.6.1 DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS
Figure 5.1 shows the average time spent in princhilglcare by mothers who have at
least one child under the age of 5 years. Ovefadl,figures show a positive trend in
maternal childcare time, particularly between t®80ds and the 2000s with two major

exceptions: Sweden and France. Average time spechiidcare by Swedish mothers
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decreases from 158 minutes in 1991 to 107 minute2001. Similarly in France,

average time spent in primary childcare decreases 170 minutes in 1966 to 146 in
1974 and to 136 in 1998. In Norway, we also obseri®-minute decline between the
1990s and the 2000s, yet the recent figures dfédigfiner compared to figures from the
pre-1990 period. The trends in mothers’ primaryddare time between the 1960s and

mid-1980s are more complex, not showing a cledepat

Overall, there is considerable variation in mothergerage time spent in primary
childcare both across countries and across timeeXample, in the 2000s the difference
between the average time spent in childcare betwadand and Sweden is as high as
78 minutes per day*! The difference between Germany, Canada, Spaily #ad
Slovenia is approximately half an hour or more. #iddally, variation across countries
is not limited to the post-1990s period. For exanplound the mid-1970s average time
spent in maternal childcare in France is 75 minbtgker than in the UK, and about 45
minutes higher than in the US or the Netherlands.fé the trends across time, we
observe a substantial increase between the 1980&18nd 2000s in Finland, the
Netherlands and the UK; while the figures rise aderably between the 1990s and the

2000s in Italy, Germany, the Netherlands and paerty the US.

M1 This might be due to an error in the Swedish 20@th. See the footnote at the beginning of the
Chapter for more on this point (page 204).
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Figure5.1 Average minutes spent in primary childcare by racgh
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Daily minutes in primary childcare
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Figure 5.2 shows the childcare trends of fathemfthe 1960s to the 2000s. There is a
clear and steady increase in the parental timatbefs in the last four decades. Sweden
is again the only exception to this positive treitle average time of fathers’ primary
childcare in the country dropped by 14 minutes ketwthe 1990s and the 2000s.
Overall, minutes spent in primary childcare on a&egi day have increased from
approximately 20-30 minutes in the 1960s/1970s48 minutes in the 2000s. The
descriptive results show that not only the meanabsd the variation across countries
has increased in the 2000s compared to earlieoggeriThe next two figures show the
difference in average time spent in childcare betwkigh- and low-educated mothers
and fathers respectively (i.e. “college gap”). Tdmntries are sorted according to the
magnitude of the college gap: from lowest to high€be dotted horizontal line shows

the average college gap.
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As shown in Figure 5.3, at the lower end of thectpen lies Germany: here there is
virtually no gap between the average time speptrimary childcare by high- and low-
educated parents. The figure increases by 20 ndrhdtveen the early 1990s and the
early 2000s in Germany, but unlike in the US highd low-educated mothers increased
their care time at a similar rate. In line with thgures shown in the previous chapter
(based on AHTUS data, not MTUS), the gap in thehdS grown beginning in the mid-
1990s. On the contrary, in France for example, anBfute college gap in the mid-
1970s dropped to a mere 4-minute one in the [a88©4.9n France, both high- and low-
educated mothers decreased their childcare tinveelketthe mid-1960s and late 1990s,
but high-educated mothers decreased their childitare at a faster rate, closing the
college gap. In Norway, the college gap also drdgdpem half an hour in the 1980s to
20 and 5 minutes in the 1990s and the 2000s, riegplgc Similarly, we observe a 20-
minute decline in the college gap in Finland over last two decades. On average, high-
educated mothers provide 26 minutes more childiae for their childreh*? compared

to low-educated mothers. However, there is conalalervariation across countries and
across time. Countries such as France, Norway amednd are trending downwards,
while there is a widening gap in the US, the UKt@een 1987 and 2000) and, to a

lesser extent, in Italy.

Figure 5.4 shows the corresponding estimates thefa. Similar to the case of mothers,
in Slovenia and in the US (2000s) the college gafathers’ childcare time is relatively
high. Trends in paternal care in Canada resembigetin the US. Both high- and low-

educated fathers have increased their primary tiane between the 1970s and

12 The 2003-2008 US data increases this figure bycegipately 6 minutes.
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1990s/2000s. However, high-educated fathers inedeasa much faster rate, leading to
approximately a half an hour gap in the 2000s.drdlis the only country where the
parenting gap between high- and low-educated fattheclined between 1987 and 1999.
In a similar time period, the gap in paternal dasgeased in Canada, Sweden, Germany
and Norway.

Overall, descriptive results show considerable atemn in childcare trends across
countries and across time. There is also crossimdtivariation in the college gap in
parental time investment. However, such results bandriven by demographic
differences across countries. We next control tarhsfactors and isolate the effect of

education on primary care time.

5.6.2 MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS
This section presents the findings from the mwélemodels specified in the Methods
section. Tables 5.2 and 5.3 show the respectivdtsefsom multilevel models for both
mothers and fathers. In both tables, the first rhizda random-intercept model with no
controls at any levels (“empty model”). The seconodel adds diary- and individual-
level controls. The third model allows the slopetloé education variable to vary by

survey. The fourth and fifth models are differemt inothers and fathers.
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Table 5.2 Multilevel models estimating mothers’ primary dubre time
Model Model Model Model Model

1A 2A 3A 4A 5A
b(SE) Db (SE) b (SE) b(SE) Db(SE)
Intercept 135.14 118.03 118.53 130.38 127.39
(4.36) (4.90) (4.89) (32.30) (32.57)
College degree 17.69 17.09 16.75 20.32

(1.74) (2.44) (2.43) (2.84)

Contextual measures

Total paid leave 0.21 0.19
(0.06) (0.07)
FLFP 0.52 0.53
(0.36) (0.36)
Wage ratio -0.71 -0.67

(0.44) (0.44)

Interaction terms

Total paid leave: college -0.07
(0.03)

Variance components

Diary level

Residual 61.24 60.97 60.97 60.97 60.97
Individual level

Intercept 93.53 91.85 91.77 91.76 91.77

College 8.99 9.02 7.48
Country level

Intercept 26.28 26.23 26.07 22.77 22.86
AIC 498854 490139 490128 490125 490123
N 41700 41700 41700 41700 41700

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. All models coritnotliary completion day, age of the
respondent and number of children (coefficientssmatwn).
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Table 5.3 Multilevel models estimating fathers' primary daiire time

Model Model Model Model Model
1B 2B 3B 4B 5B
Intercept 53.40 51.21 51.70 -1.51 -2.98
(2.90) (3.51) (3.37)  (17.08)  (17.13)
College degree 18.13 15.96 15.99 -5.51
(1.19) (1.72) (1.70)  (14.64)
Contextual measures
FLFP 0.71 0.70
(0.18) (0.19)
Wage ratio 0.13 0.16
(0.23) (0.23)
Interaction terms
FLFP: college -0.04
(0.17
Wage ratio: college 0.32
(0.20'
Variance components
Diary level
Residual 51.91 50.62 50.62 50.62 50.62
Individual level
Intercept 52.22 51.85 51.77 51.77 51.78
College 6.92 6.71 6.63
Country level
Intercept 17.43 15.76 14.50 11.58 11.59
AlC 352955 351711 351695 351686 351690
N 31303 31303 31303 31303 31303

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. All models corftnotliary completion day, age of the

respondent and number of children (coefficientsshatwn).
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Model 1A for mothers in Table 5.2 (empty model) whdhat the highest proportion of
unexplained variation is at the second level. Mgpecifically, 66 per cent of all the
unexplained variation comes from the individualdiewvhile unexplained variation at
the country-year level is 5 per cent. The modetefwee illustrates the importance of
individual-level factors in explaining the variatiocn mothers’ time spent with children.
This is understandable given the significance dfdetand parent-related factors in
explaining time spent with children. 5 per centiaton at the country level, though
smaller, still shows that contextual factors hawens role in explaining variations in
mothers’ primary care time. In the case of fathargexplained variation at the country
level is still 5 per cent, yet the unexplained &han at the individual level (47 per cent)

is only slightly higher than at the diary level (W& 1B in Table 5.3).

In the second model, diary- and individual-leveriailes are added, namely diary
completion day, age of diarist, number of childegrome (coefficients are not shown)
and having a college degree. Having a college éetgesignificantly and positively

associated with minutes spent in childcare for botthers and fathers (Model 2A and
Model 2B respectively). High-educated parents ptexapproximately 18 minutes more
primary childcare time per day compared to low-eded parents. Adding individual-

level variables decreases the unexplained variaidhe individual level only slightly,

indicating that there are many other individualdieYactors associated with minutes
spent in childcare. Two such factors are the empwyt and marital status of the
respondent. At the end of the Results section, ddetose two controls and show that

the effect of having a college degree is robustdditional controls (Table 5.4). In fact,
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the association between the education and primany tme of parents becomes even
stronger with additional controls. In brief, thesuéis provide convincing evidence that
the positive association between high-educationtemne spent with children holds in a

cross-national setting.

The third model (Model 3A and Model 3B) allows thlepe of education to vary by
country-year. In order to interpret the findings tims model clearly, we plot the
coefficient of education for each survey (counteas) for mothers and fathers
separately. Figure 5.5 presents the estimated icieettf of college degredor each
country-year for mothers based on Model 3. Figuéeshows the corresponding figures
for fathers. Vertical lines show 1 standard erfoo\e and below point estimates. There
are most notably two reasons why we have largedatdrerrors in the figures: we have
only 39 cases at the third level, hence the snaatipde size does not allow us to have a
precise estimate of level-three quantities, fornepday? and€. Second, Model 3 on
which Figures 5.5 and 5.6 are based does not iaatodntry-year covariates to explain
the effect of having a college degree. In other dsprestimating the unobserved
variation of the effect of education is imprecisgeduse (i) there are few country-year

“observations”, and (ii) there are no country-yemplanatory variables in the model.

In line with findings from previous chapters, thésea substantial increase in the effect
of having a college degree on mothers’ time spanprimary childcare in the US,
starting from the mid-1990s but especially in tH@9@s*%In recent periods, the US

stands out as the country where the gap betweén aigl low-educated mothers’ time

113 Note that the effect of having a college degremmialler in 2008 compared to 2003.
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investments in children is widest. There is no otdwuntry where we observe a similar
amount of increase in the effect of having a caldggree on the primary childcare time
of mothers. In Germany and in the UK, we also olmses positive trend in the

corresponding period, but to a much smaller degrée. college gap between the late
1980s/early 1990s has widened by 5 minutes in thesecountries. The association
between being high-education and time spent in gmynehildcare has also widened in
Canada between 1992 and 1998 by approximately dtesnThere is an opposite trend
in France, Sweden and Norway. Additionally, theeefffof education on mothers’ time
spent in primary childcare follows a u-shaped patie the Netherlands: it increases up

until the 1990s and decreases thereafter.

Figure 5.6 shows that the effect of having a calategree in the US increases
substantially for fathers as well. In Canada, lt&ermany and Sweden, the effect of
having a college degree on fathers’ time spent wahildren also increases. It is hard to
discern a general pattern from the findings, biuganeral being highly-educated is more
strongly associated with fathers’ time spent irddare in the 2000s compared to earlier
periods. Finland stands out as the only countryrevtiee effect of having a college

degree actually shrank between the late 1980saadlD90s. Overall, the results show
that high-educated parents provide more childcargHeir children compared to low-

educated parents, but that the strength/exterftatfassociation varies across countries

and across time.
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In Model 4A where we estimate mothers’ time spanprimary childcare, we add three
contextual variables. The results show that fenedeur force participation and wage
ratio do not have a direct significant effect omuates spent in childcare for mothers.
One of the reasons behind these variables not sgmificant may be that these are
measures that relate & women in society, not just mothers. However, inigresting

that the signs of these two variables are in thosipe direction: we would expect these

two variables to act in the same direction.

Availability of paid leave for mothers is positiyehssociated with mothers’ time spent
with children. The association is significant buéak: that is, 0.21 minutes for each
additional week of paid leave. Still, this figunenculates to a noticeable amount of time
when the available paid leave period is long. Bangple, 104 weeks of paid leave is
associated with 22 minutes more childcare per déwch results in 134 hours of more

primary childcare time in two years. The provisioihpaid leave for longer than two

years, while uncommon, does occur. As shown in&d&bl, for example, the number of
paid parental leave weeks varies between 0 in iéounore than 140 weeks in France,

Germany, Norway and Finland.

Moreover, the effect of paid leave on mothers’ puiyn childcare time is likely
underestimated. As noted previously, the samplaefstudy is limited to mothers with
at least one child under the age of 5 years. Qnly few countries are mothers with a
child older than two years eligible to take paiave. Furthermore, many children aged 3

years or older are in institutional care. In thartoies sampled, between 50 per cent (e.g.

245



in Finland) and 100 per cent (e.g. in France om@ery) of all children under the age of
5 years are in institutional care in recent peri@@authier 2011). Consequently, the
effect of paid leave on the primary childcare timemothers with relatively older

children is likely to be very small. However, thatal does not provide us with a more
precise measure of the distribution of childrergs.aOur sample of mothers with a child
under the age of 5 years includes mothers who arenyger eligible to take leave, or
those whose children are in institutional care. iiddally, the sample also includes
home-maker mothers or those who could not takeeleae to eligibility restrictions The

effect of the provision of paid leave on mothershyary childcare, as shown in these

results, is therefore possibly underestimated.

Model 4B for fathers has controls for the femaleolar participation rate and female-
male wage ratio. As the female participation ratéhe labour market increases, fathers’
time spent in childcare increases. In other wofathers’ contribution to childcare is

positively associated with women’s general parétigm rate in the labour market in the
country they live in. There could be several pdssiieasons for this association: As
noted before, female labour participation is a préor a gender egalitarian society
within which we would expect a more equal distribntof domestic labour. In other

words, there could be a spurious relationship betweavomen’s labour force

participation and men’s time spent in childcare tuggender egalitarian social norms”
in society. It is also possible that the contexttaiable is capturing the effect of some
omitted variables at the individual level, in peawdlar the employment status of the

spouse. As shown previously (Chapter 2), fathers kdve an employed spouse provide
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more primary childcare for their children comparénl those whose spouse is
unemployed. If fathers who live in a country with hagh female labour force
participation rate are more likely to have an emptbspouse, our contextual variable

could be patrtially capturing the positive effectlof individual-level factor.

In the final models, we try to explain the variation the college coefficient with a

number of policy variables. In the case of mothess,use an interaction term between
education and paid leave available for mothers,otilg variable that has a significant
direct effect on mothers’ time with children. Resufrom Model 5A show that the

positive association between having a college @egred time spent in childcare gets
weaker as the number of paid leave weeks incredseshow the associations clearly,
we present two plots based on Model 5A. Figuresh@ws the direct effect of paid

leave on primary childcare (effect on the regressimercept), while Figure 5.8 shows
the effect of paid leave on the education slopeffment of education). The dotted blue
linear lines are from OLS regressions where theessgon intercept and the education

coefficient are regressed on the length of paidddsy country-year respectively.

Figure 5.7 shows the direct positive effect of padve provision on the primary
childcare time of mothers. Holding all other aspetbnstant, as the number of paid
leave weeks increases, mothers’ time spent in pyinshildcare also increases. As
shown before, high-educated mothers provide maregoy childcare for their children

compared to low-educated mothers, and this gagpéeas growing in certain countries.

We previously argued in this thesis that the celggp in mothers’ time investments
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contributes to early childhood inequality, whicHikely to be perpetuated further during
adolescence and adulthood. Could universal leavkcig® help alleviate such
inequalities? Our empirical findings do provide affirmative answer. Figure 5.8
illustrates that provision of paid leave indeedrdases the effect of having a college
degree on primary childcare. In all countries, leducated mothers provide less
childcare for their children compared to high-edadamothers, particularly in the most
recent periods. However, availability of univergelid leave decreases the negative
effect of being poorly educated. Hence, our findipgovide some support for the claim
that a generous paid leave for mothers may hefiate inequality in time investments

in children!'*

14 The analysis is replicated without any US dataj also with a control for year. All the results are
robust to the exclusion of the US and the inclusibpear as a control variable.
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The employment and marital status of parents agaifgiant factors in explaining

parents’ time spent in childcare activities. Dueléda limitations, we cannot control for
these factors without the loss of some country-yksda points. In order to test whether
the results are robust to controls of employmernt ararital status, we excluded the
countries with missing or problematic data andam-regressions with the appropriate
controls:*® Table 5.4 contains the results for mothers artiefat Note that the models
for mothers and fathers are not identical. Theifigd are largely in line with the

previous models run with the larger sample. Theatfbf having a college degree on
primary childcare is even larger in these modedstiqularly for mothers. Paid leave in
weeks is significantly associated with more mindtzsmaternal care and female labour
participation is associated with more primary otelice for fathers. However, the
interaction term between paid leave and collegereiegs no longer significantly

different from zero. Because the sample on whids¢hmodels were run is different
from the previous ones, we cannot conclude that ¢change is due to the additional
controls. One can only speculate that, due to doeedse in the number of countries in
the sample, we no longer have enough power to bigwaficance at the 10 level (note
that the SE has increased from only 0.03 to 0.94), the positive effect of education
on parents’ time spent with children and the imgace of contextual factors in

explaining parental behaviour are established ageén.

15 A large proportion of the 1994 US survey does have information on marital status of the
respondent, while there is clearly an error in éneployment status variable in the Netherlands 1975,
1980 and 2000 surveys. The percentage of mothevsandhin paid employment fluctuates immensely: In
1975, 12 per cent; in 1980, 99 per cent; in 19890 and 1995, 91-92 per cent; in 2000, 50 per, et

in 2005, 70 per cent. There is clearly some eriocesit is extremely unlikely for the percentage of
employed mothers in the Netherlands to increas87per cent or decline by 42 per cent in five years
We therefore excluded the 1975, 1980 and 2000 Netius data from the last analysis. The distrimgio
of the other variables were also examined. There we other oddities.
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Table 5.4 Multilevel model with additional controls for engyiment and
marital status

Mothers Fathers
(+ Model 5A) (+ Model 4B)
Intercept 104.12 -5.42
(35.91 (16.65
College 25.40 16.36
(3.09 (1.80
Employed -50.21 -22.60
(1.64 (2.11;
Married 20.92 17.76
(2.43) (3.20)
Contextual measures
Total paid leave 0.18
(0.07)
FLFP 0.74 0.89
(0.48) (0.21)
Wage ratio -0.40 0.09
(0.49) (0.22)
Interaction terms
Total paid leave: college -0.06
(0.04
Variance components
Diary level
Residual 62.43 51.64
Individual level
Intercept 89.31 51.40
College 8.28 7.01
Country level
Intercept 2481 10.66
AIC 426093 28240
N 36137 318418

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. All models corftnotiary completion day, age of the
respondent and number of children (coefficientssmatwn).
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5.7 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Using repeated cross-sectional/cross-national tisee data, this chapter showed that
high-educated parents provide more primary chilel¢ar their children. The strength of
the association varies considerably across cosname across time. In some countries,
particularly in the US and in Canada, the effechaving a college degree on parental
time is on the rise; indicating a widening colleggp in parental time investments in
children. Such a parenting gap likely contributesat transmission of differential

advantages to children born to affluent families.

The chapter also shows that the provision of paaVé could be a partial remedy for
inequalities in parental time investments. Paiceptal leave has a direct positive effect
on mothers time spent in primary childcare. Althoufpe association is weak, the
accumulated effect of a long parental leave is meglgible. Also, the effect of paid

leave is likely underestimated since our sampliides mothers who are not eligible to

take leave.

Provision of paid leave is not only directly relht® minutes spent in childcare, it also
mediates the effect of education on childcare. lemlueated mothers spend less time in
primary childcare compared to high-educated motheiesvever, as the number of
available paid leave weeks increases, the college ghrinks. The study therefore
provides some empirical evidence that generouslyapalicies could help alleviate

inequalities in parental time investments.
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The study has several limitations, of which the tregnificant ones are data-related.
First, the number of survey year observations {8%jot large enough to allow precise
estimations at the country level. For example,dheme only 6 surveys (country-year)
where we observe a paid leave over 100 weeks, alyd1® countries with repeated
cross-sectional data. The inclusion of more daiatpas necessary to ensure that the
results are not driven by a few observations. Sgcuture research should incorporate
more policy variables. One important policy proeisithat needs further investigation is
the compensation rate, which varies significantlyoas time and across countries. For
example, the compensation rate of maternity leaverance has increased from 50 per
cent in the mid-1960s to 90 per cent in the mida3 100 per cent in the late 1990s
(Gauthier 2011§° Around the 2000s, the compensation rate of mageteave varied
between 31 per cent (in the UK) and 100 per centh@ Netherlands). Additionally, the
compensation rate does not always remain the shroaghout the leave period. This
may have an effect on the number of paid leave weeethers take, and hence their
time spent with children. In brief, there are cadesable variations in financial
incentives attached to leave provisions which rieeble incorporated in an analysis of

the effect of leave policies on parents’ childgaa¢terns.

Future research should investigate the effect berotmacro-level variables such as
availability of leave for fathers and the percestad children in public childcare. These

two factors were not examined in this thesis faladalated reasons. The provision of
extensive leave periods for fathers is a rathezmephenomenon. In many countries, the

duration of leave is too short to have a disceen#dfect on fathers’ time spent with

118 The rates apply up to a certain point, which afsdes across countries.
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children, and take-up rates are very low. More tguievel observations from recent
years are necessary to fully account for the efiétathers’ leave policies. Additionally,
there is no comparable data on the percentageildie in public childcare that goes
back to the 1960s. There are significant discrejeanin the existing sources, which

sheds doubt on the reliability of the datA.

Another limitation of the study is that it ignoregthin-country variation in leave
provisions. In some countries, there are considerabgional disparities in family
policies. The US is an exemplary case. Unlike othdustrialized countries, the US
does not have any clearly articulated nationwideilfapolicy.*** The country’s federal
structure assigns certain regulatory powers toestathile others remain under the
domain of federal regulation. The states have denable autonomy in the legislation
and implementation of social programs because eftthditional and constitutional
divisions between the role of the federal governmamd the rights of the states
(Spedding 1993). As a result, there is a certaiouarnof variation across states in the
provision of leave policies or childcare servicésr example, California, Hawaii, New
Jersey, New York and Rhode Island actually proyidel leave. Moreover, some states
amended the conditions of FMLA to make it more asitde by removing eligibility
restrictions, providing longer leaves or a certiwel of compensation during leave
(Phillips 2004). For example, Alaska, Oregon aneméisota increased the coverage of

FMLA by decreasing the requirement of the minimuomber of employees, while

17We initially used the data on the enrollment ratigre-primary education for the analysis. It iasr
dropped because the data provider noted that tiaeisilikely to have certain problems.

Y18 For a detailed account of family policy in the ®e Kamerman and Kahn (1997); for a summary of
childcare subsidy programs, see Blau (2002).
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other states, such as Tennessee, legislated addimbigibility restrictions. In brief,
although the US lags significantly behind otherusidialized countries in its provision
of universalpaid leave, there are considerable variations withe country:'® Such
within-country variations are ignored in this stu@milarly, we are not able to account
for the additional leave provisions offered by othatermediary institutions, in

particular employers.

Finally, the problem of disentangling the effectpalicy or macro-economic conditions
remains since neither of the two are independemh fprevailing social norms in the
country. For example, we show that fathers conteibnore to primary childcare as the
percentage of women in the labour market increaBesh fathers’ contribution to
domestic labour and women’ participation in theolabmarket can be a result of gender
egalitarian attitudes in a country. In nations sastSweden and Norway where female
labour participation is very high, there have bemmpaigns to increase public
awareness of father-friendly legislation and enagarfathers to use their parental or
paternity leaves and provide care for their child@&mith and Williams, 2007,
Wilkinson 1997). Such public campaigns give siguifit insight regarding both the
gender egalitarian motivation behind the implemeénelicies and the reinforcement of
involved fatherhood in a particular national comté¥ith the work presented here it is
not possible to practically disentangle the efi@ctacro-economic conditions (or the
effect of family policy for that matter) from preliag social norms surrounding gender

roles. Hence, further research that accounts fempiitential problem is needed.

119That being said, an analysis of the US data doesaveal any significant variation in mothers’ &ém
spent in childcare between states.
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Despite these stated limitations, the study pravicenvincing empirical evidence that
macro-conditions have non-negligible effects oneping behaviour. Fathers increase
their contribution to childcare as national laboarket conditions become more gender
equal. Mothers increase their primary childcarettes number of paid leave weeks
increases. Provision of paid leave also decredsepdrenting gap between high- and
low-educated mothers. Although inequality in paaéntime investments across
countries remains a prevalent phenomenon, carefidigigned family policies and
gender egalitarian socio-economic contexts can ipeowat the very least a partial

solution.
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CHAPTER 6:

CHALLENGES AND POSSIBILITIES OF CHILDCARE
RESEARCH

6.1 SUMMARY

This thesis provides a detailed and extensive ecapdocumentation of inequalities
in parental time investments. High-educated pargmts/ide significantly more

primary childcare for their children compared towieducated parents. The
decomposition of primary childcare activities ingpecific activity categories
demonstrates that high-educated parents are méasdy lito be involved in

developmental and out-of-home childcare compareldweeducated parents. More
specifically, high-educated mothers are more likiflgn low-educated parents to

read to or talk with their children as well as plaiyh them.

There are also significant variations in pareniadet spent in specific secondary
childcare activities. High-educated parents spamustantially less time watching
television while their child is in parental carengmared to low-educated parents. The
findings presented in the first two chapters os ttiiesis were largely in line with
theoretical expectations that high-educated pammage in a distinct logic of child
rearing, concerted cultivationLareau 2003)which involves a set of behavioural

patterns to improve the social and cognitive skiflshildren.
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However, not all findings confirmed the formulategbotheses. Unlike the implicit
assumption in the theoretical framework providedAmnette Lareau, the effect of
class(as measured by education) does not always op&ratirly for mothers and
fathers. All else equal, time spent in secondaiidcare decreases substantially as
the educational attainment of mothers increases,th®re is no such significant
relationship between fathers’ education and timenspn secondary childcare.
Similarly, being high-educated increases mothensiutes spent in developmental
childcare significantly, but not fathers’. Also, ethresults show no significant
difference between high- and low-educated parentsilvement in school-related

activities, casting doubt on some of the ethnografahdings of Lareau (2003).

An analysis of childcare patterns over time sholat the effect of education on
mothers’ primary childcare time is larger in theOQ8 compared to the 1970s
(Chapter 4). The main source of this widening gaphigh-educated mothers’
increased involvement in developmental childcaagher than basic childcare. The
strong positive effect of education on primary dbdre is not unique to the US, but
rather is a cross-national phenomenon (Chaptefts$. being said, the strength of
the association varies across time and across mesintThe findings also

demonstrate the importance of the macro contexparental behaviour. Mothers
spend more time in primary childcare in countrigsere there is more paid leave
time available. Fathers increase their minutes tspeprimary childcare when the

labour market structure is more gender egalitadizmversal paid leave availability

also mediates the effect of education on mothére spent in primary childcare: as

the number of available paid leave weeks increaBesducation gap shrinks.
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This thesis is among the first to present a detaalecount of variations in parental
time spent with children by educational attainmandl to incorporate macro-level
variables with individual-level data to examine gra#al behaviour. It provides
thorough empirical documentation of inequalitieparental time investments across
time and across countries. Incorporating macroH@wermation with individual-
level data on parents’ time spent in childcares thesis demonstrates the importance
of policy context in explaining individuals’ allottan of time. In the following
section, we list some of the limitations of thedstuaddress potential criticisms and

suggest avenues for future research.

6.2 NON-PARENTAL TIME INVESTMENT

The focus of this research was @arental time investments. To investigate
variations in non-parental time investments in drfaih is beyond the scope of this
research. However, there are non-parental actaas ¢buld help alleviate (or
exacerbate) childhood inequalities. For example,eatensive family generally
provides a significant social support network, jcatarly for low-income and
minority groups (Bengston 2004). A large proportafrgrandmothers contribute to
the care of their grandchildren (Baydar and BroGksw 1998), and play a central
role most notably in “at-risk” families where a tege pregnancy is followed by the
abandonment of the child (Anderson 1999). For caiidborn into such families,
grandmothers fill the role of mothers. Future resledhat investigates time spent in
childcare by extended family members, particulaghandmothers, is therefore

recommended.
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Institutional care (centre care for young child@nschool at later ages) presents
another alternative care option that can substitateparental time investments.

Whether children fare best in parental care orante care is still debated in the
literature, although recent findings based on ltutgnal data casts doubts on the
benefits of centre care over home care (Hickmar6R0lhere is also disagreement
regarding whether schools reproduce or alleviatstiag inequalities (See Downey,

Hippel and Browh 2004 for a review). Future stubdgttuses both parent and child
diaries can identify whether time spent in insidoal care helps exacerbate or

alleviate documented inequalities.

6.3 “HIGH QUALITY TIME” OR A “HIGH QUALITY DIARY"?

A consistent finding of this thesis is that highiedted parents spend more time in
primary childcare compared to low-educated pare®ise may ask: Could this
finding be attributed to measurement error? Higheated parents may not be
spending more time in childcare, but mayrbporting it to a greater extent as they
are more aware of the importance of parental darether words, they could be
over-reporting time spent in childcare due to dogdesirability response bias. For a
similar reason, they could be more likely to categotheir childcare activities as
primary activities, rather than secondary activities, coregato low-educated

parents.

Two responses can be given to answer this poteatiatism. First, as stated
previously, the diary method is less prone to ssmtial desirability bias compared
to stylized questions, since it asks individualseport a sequence of activities rather

than estimate the total amount of time spent withdeen. Second, even if high-
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educated parents are more likely to categorize ttteidcare activities aprimary
rather than secondary compared to low-educatechisaréor the purposes of our
research this is not a shortcoming. The findingssaitl informative. Since a time use
diary is nothing but anarrative of a diarist, it depends heavily on how he/she
perceives his/her activities. If a particular groofpparents tend to perceive their
interaction with children consistently aspamary activity, this indicates parents’
prioritization of their activities with children ev other activities. In brief,
preference to report childcare as a primary agtixgther than a secondary one is
informative since it is more likely to be an indica of involved and attentive

parenting.

The second and more significant problem whichrngdly ignored in the literature is
the failure to disentangle the effect of diary dyalrom the effect of being high-
educated and/or being busy. High-educated indivgd{@nd those who are not busy)
may be more likely to complete “high-quality” diesi A good diary keeper likely
reports a large number of episodes and a varieticlafdcare) activities, while a
busy diarist may be reporting less episodes argtige spent in childcaré® How

to develop a diary quality measure separate frargds’ daily rhythm still stands as
a methodological challenge for time use researcfi&Ruture research that controls
for diary quality in explaining the effect of eddice on time use patterns would be a

very valuable contribution.

120 The study of Abraham, Maitland and Bianchi (20@4) the non-response in the 2004 ATUS
argues that busy individuals are not necessarilyentikely to have a higher refusal rate. That does
not necessarily imply that those same individuas a@lso not more likely to provide low quality
diaries in MTUS.

121 The best available measure of diary quality weehmvthe number of episodes diarist reported.
Reporting less than seven episodes is in fact dribeocriteria used to define low quality diaries.
However, while the variable could well be a measfrdiary quality, especially for very low reports,
it also captures the busyness of the respondehkeorariety of activities she happened to be inedlv
in on a given day.
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6.4 ALARMING INEQUALITIES OR OVER-CONCERNED
SOCIOLOGISTS?

The main research interest of this thesis paents’time spent in childcare, but the
discourse was mainighild-centred In other words, the issue was approached from
child’s perspective, and time spent in childcares wanceptualized as a form of
investment in childreran investment that would help them be succegsfuarious

fields, particularly in school. We relied on a largody of empirical research that
establishes a link between parental involvementtiqudarly in interactive and

developmental childcare activities, and positiveildchoutcomes. Hence, the
discrepancy in parental time investments betwegh-hand low-educated parents
was portrayed as a form of early childhood inedquala social problem that
contributes to the persistence of intergeneratiomadjuality. There is, however, a
recent line of research that is sceptical towamtsh sassumptions and critical of

dominant parenting ideals and middle class chidding strategies.

According to this perspective, what we observe derainant parenting norm in the
contemporary “Western” world is best described esafgerated parenting” (Beck
and Beck-Gernsheim 1995). A recent wave of scienéis well as non-academic
work questions parents “over-involvement” in theinildren and its outcomes
(Caplan 2011; Douglas and Michaels 2005; Furedi820felson 2010; Rosenfeld
and Wise 2001; Warner 2005). Critics describe timidant parenting ideal in the
US as “hyper-parenting” (Rosenfeld and Wise 200daranoid parenting” (Furedi
2008), “parenting out-of-control” (Nelson 2010),efffect madness” (Werner 2005)
and as a “psychological police state” (Douglas Bhchaels 2005). At the core of
this criticism lies two arguments, the first of whiis related to mothers. Existing
mothering ideals are too demanding and even harraiulmothers. Time and
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financial costs of “good motherhood” and the expgohs for mothers to be
understanding, attentive, helpful, involved andrtakdl the time create anxious,
exhausted mothers who constantly feel “not-goodightd According to one of the
critics, “intensive mothering is the ultimate femaDlympics” (Douglas and
Michaels, 2005: 6). Furthermore, too much emphasishe importance of parental
involvement on child outcomes may lead to “mothiarbng” for children’s wrong

doings.

The second line of argument is about children: ihi@nsive parentingit best does
not produce the promised returns, and at worsttisrdental to the well-being of the
child. Parents’ over-involvement and over-proteetattitudes towards their children
result in dependent, entitled and even dysfunctigoang people. In an attempt to
help children develop their social skills and cotepey in several fields, parents
over-schedule children with extracurricular actest causing stress, pressure and
anxiety. To put it simply, according to the criligeerspective, intensive motherhood

has become too intense.

For the purposes of our research, this new waverititisms is important for
confirming the extent to which the ideals iofensive motheringnave permeated
society, particularly among middle-class parentsvi@usly, the marginal return of
parental time investment cannot be linear; howeies unclear at what point it
diminishes. It is beyond the scope of this thess identify when parental
involvement stops being beneficial to children. ISudentification would require

time diary data in panel format that contains infation on child outcomes. Future
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research that can link parental time use data ttiredath information on children’s

well-being, social and cognitive skills would hétpform the missing link.

This thesis began with a review of a series of kghoand non-academic works that
raise concerns over “child neglect”. Now it endshwa review of new research that
raises concerns of “over-involvement” with childreihe explanation for the

conflicting views lies in the material presentedbetween. Time spent in childcare,
particularly the most involved, interactive andeattve forms of childcare, has
increased substantially in the US, starting from mtd-1990s. However, this is an
increase that masks significant polarizations. Samé&ren receive considerably
less primary childcare time from their parents careg to others. As articulated in
this thesis, children who are born to underprivei@douseholds therefore likely to
suffer from a dual disadvantage, as they receivb l&ss financial investment and
time investment from their parents compared todcéit born to high-educated and
affluent parents. A new line of research claimg dhaldren who are at the upper end
of the “investment spectrum” may not be as advatas they are currently thought

to be.

6.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS

This thesis studies how parents spend time withr tneldren, and what determines
this phenomenon at the individual and macro lekedrgues that children born to
low-educated parents suffer from multiple disadages: they are disadvantaged due
to limited material resources that the househokldtats disposal, and it is precisely
these children that also receive less parental inwestment. This dual-disadvantage

contributes to the persistence of intergeneratioregjuality.
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However, as shown in the latter part of the thasiacro-economic incentives and
policy provisions can partially address this grogvisocial inequality. Gender
egalitarian socio-economic structures encouragehefat to increase their
contributions to childcare. The provision of paigave policies alleviates the
inequalities in parental time investments of math&¥ell-designed family policies
and institutional support for underprivileged faesl can, via parental behaviour,
help lessen disadvantages accrued at birth. Chilaire not born equal, but they can

grow up in more equal circumstances.
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APPENDIX A: METHODS AND ROBUSTNESS

APPENDIX A1: GAMMA MODELS REFERRED TO IN THE TEXT

Table 2.9 Mothers and fathers time spent in primary and séaonchildcare
(gamma regression)

Primary Secondary
childcare childcare

Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)

Intercept 450" 3.827 638"  6.47
0.15)  (0.29) (0.10)  (0.17)
0-11th grade -0.07 -0.17*  0.07* -0.03
0.05)  (0.09) (0.03)  (0.05)
High school graduate -0.03 -0.05 0.03* -0.07
0.03)  (0.05) (0.02)  (0.03)
College degree 0117 012" -0.077 -0.04
(0.03)  (0.05) (0.02)  (0.03)
Post-college degree 020" 025" -013" -0.08
0.04)  (0.06) (0.02)  (0.03)
Age of youngest child 0127 -0.127 0.00° 0.01
(0.00)  (0.01)  (0.00)  (0.00)
# of children <13 009" 014" 007" 005"
0.01)  (0.02) (0.01)  (0.01)
Age 0.03"  0.06° 0.00 -0.01
001)  (001) (0.01)  (0.01)
Age sq 0.00C 0.00° 0.00 0.00
(0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)
Full-time employed 0447 -061" -0377 -0.46"
0.02)  (0.07) (0.01)  (0.04)
Part-time employed 0207  -0.337 -0.187 -0.25"
0.03)  (0.11) (0.02)  (0.07)
Spouse is not emp -0.20"  -0.30" 0.10" 0.18"
0.05)  (0.07)  (0.03)  (0.04)
Spouse is part-time employed 0.0  -016" 018" 0.20”
(0.04)  (0.07)  (0.03)  (0.04)
Spouse is full-time employed -0.06°  -0.05 015  0.24”

(0.02) (0.06)  (0.02) (0.04)

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightappiied to account for sampling design and
non-response. All models control for diary commletday (coefficient not shown).
*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01
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APPENDIX A2:
DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION OF METHODOLOGY

Statistical analysis of diary data is far from lgestraightforward for many reasons:
the response variable is only defined in [0,144B¢ distribution of the response
variable could be highly skewed and zero-inflategpe&hding on activity type;
sampling usually occurs on a single day, meaniegmimdow of observation is very
narrow. A variety of statistical methods have bapplied to time use data, and the
contradictory assumptions of these methods showes etkient of the lack of
consensus in the literature regarding how to de#h these issues. Among the
statistical techniques applied to time use dataOdr® regression (e.g. Bittman 2004;
Gershuny 2000), Tobit (e.g. Kimmel and Connely 20B6fferth and Sandberg
2001, Kalenkoski and Pabilonia 2008), Gamma regres@Andersen, Curtis and
Grabb 2006), the double hurdle model (Cardoso, d&onéd and Monfardini 2010)
and Poisson regression (Hook 2010). At the cotb@methodological disagreement
lies how to interpret and statistically deal witkcessive zero$? Because linear
regression by OLS estimation and Tobit regressign niaximum likelihood
estimation are the two techniques most frequenplglied and discussed in the
literature, we first briefly clarify why Tobit isni fact not an appropriate model to
apply to diary dat&®*We then explain and justify the statistical modaplied in

this study, namely OLS linear, logistic and gameagression.

122\Wwe do not encounter the problem of excessive zetoke analysing everyday activities such as
sleeping. However, even when the sample is limitedarents, the percentage of non-participants in
childcare (i.e. respondents who do not report thizity on a given diary day) is non-negligible at
surveys. According to the Harmonized European Tise Survey, on average, one third of mothers
and more than half of fathers in 15 European caestto not report any primary care on a given diary
day (Pacholok and Gauthier 2010). The figures fothmrs vary between 17 per cent in Sweden to 48
per cent in Bulgaria, and for fathers from 32 pentcin Sweden to 76 per cent in Latvia.
Corresponding figures for the US based on 2003-080& data are 17 per cent for mothers and 40
per cent for fathers (author’s calculation).

1Z3\We disregard Poisson regression because in tis tt@ conditional mean is not equal to the
conditional variance as assumed in the Poissonglk®97), although the double hurdle model is
another plausible alternative.
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Tobit regression assumes a latent response variabieh cannot be observed
directly for all values (Tobin 1958). Instead, wha¢ observe according to this
model is a censored dependent variable in whiclmedjative values of the latent
variable are reported as zerlore specifically, in our case Tobit assumes that
latent variable (minutes spent in childcare) camégative. The conceptualization of
childcare used here, however, cannot be negativeh® simple reason that it is
meaningless to state “an individual spends -5 remin activity x.*** Although in

an alternative interpretation of Tobit the lateatigble is not necessarily assumed to
take on negative values, even in this case the Imsdproblematic because it
assumes the process that determines whether amdunali does the activity or not is
the same as the process that determines how mamyesihe/she will spend in that
activity (Stewart 2009). We do not employ Tobitimsttion precisely because such
assumptions do not hold in the case of time usa dat put it simply, zeros in time
use data are not produced as a result of a cegsmratess as assumed in the Tobit

regression: our variable of time use is oddfinedin the interval [0, 1440].

Zeros produced in a time use diary could be geeérahrough one of three
mechanisms. First, the respondent does not happd&e tdoing the activity on a
given diary day (e.g. paid work on Sunday by an leygdl person). Second, the
respondent engages in an activity on a diary daydils to or prefers not to report it
(e.g. sexual intercourse). Third, the respondentemnengages in that activity (e.g.
going to church for a non-religious person). In tinst of these three cases, zeros
arise from sampling design: that is, the obsermati@riod is shorter than the

required period for that individual to be obsenekding the activity. For example,

124 Although it seems obvious to us, this is actuglijte a contentious claim. Loosely speaking, some
economists interpret this statement as if the nedeot would not be spending time in childcare even
if one had a budget of more than 1440 minutesdaya
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parents may not happen to provide any childcarehfeir children on a given diary
day because the child happened to spend the da&y heit grandparents. In the
second of these three cases, there are poterttiglyeasons why excessive zeros in
time spent in primary childcare could be generdfacholok and Gauthier 2010:
251-252): first is the failure of childcare activitodes in some surveys to capture
time spent with older children, as these codegeaaged more towards activities with
young children; and second is the difficulty in ma@ng childcare activities that

usually take place in tandem with other activi{iesilti-tasking).

A recent study by Foster and Kalenkoski (2010) repthat approximately 15 per
cent of “zero minutes in child care time” disappeavhen 48-hour windows of
observation are taken into account, rather thanhd#- ones. Even longer
observation windows (e.g. a week diary) are liklyresult in a further decline of
excessive zeros. Although there is not enough ecapievidence to determine
whetherzero-typeparents who never provide primary or secondarg ¢ar their
children disappear entirely when the window of obggon is extended, it is hard to
imagine that such parents (especially mothers) avbal in great numbers, if they
exist at all. Yet, the same study of Foster andeHlabski (2010) also reports 83
percent of zeros as “correct zeros” in the senskithat least 83 per cent of the cases
where no childcare was reported zeros represeatnton-participation rather than a

data artefact®®

1% |ndeed a study on the Canadian time use survd3aisiolok and Gauthier (2010) asserts that non-
participation among fathers is far from being esfyira data artefact. On the contrary, non-involved
fathers (i.e. those who report zero minutes spenrtdath primary childcareand time spent in the
presence of children) constitute a distinct groiffeent from fathers who are in tHew-involved
category. Non-involved fathers are, for instancererlikely to have a non-biological child or have a
lower education.
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In summary, there are significant issues that nedx addressed, or at the very least
taken in to account, while analysing time use data.us, the excessive number of
zeros and highly skewed nature of the data is ofraeconcern. To make matters
more difficult, the severity of the problem depemasthe activity type. As we move
to more specific childcare activities, the per cehtespondents reporting no time
spent in the activity can exceed 90 per cent. Hedd&rent types of activities
require different statistical techniques. In orttesufficiently address the problem of
excessive zeros discussed above as well as theamangs of different estimation
techniques, we follow a practice that has becoraeeasingly common (Hamermesh
2010, Price 2008): reporting results from more tbae estimation procedure. The
consistency of the overall findings based on variestimation techniques would
stand as a robustness test of our conclusions. A& briefly review those

techniques and then justify our decisions to ussgh

Three types of models are used in this thesis. (nh&ar regression, logistic and
gamma models, all of which are special cases obie meneral class of models: the
Generalized Linear Model (GLM) family, which can heed to model data
(conditionally) distributed as any member of th@@xential family of distributions.

The GLM equation can be written as:

g(E[Y|X,6]) = X6

Where Y is the dependent variable, X is a data imjaand 6 is a vector of
parameters. The function g, the link function, tresahow the conditional mean of the

dependent variable is associated to linear predicteLM estimation assumes the
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conditional mean of the dependent variable is shhmetion of a linear combination
of independent variables. The function in questan be quite general, permitting
estimation when the dependent variable is binaopiticuous, non-negative, etc.
When the response variable is a binary variable dllarist reported the activity or
not), a linear combination of control and explamateariables is connected to the
dependent variable via a logit link function: tigtin(u; /(1 — i;)) = X8, wherey;

is the probability of observing “positive” for thebservation. When the response
variable is continuous (minutes spent in activigf)d errors are assumed to be
normally distributed, the identity link function issed and GLM reduces to OLS
regression. Lastly, when minutes in an activity assumed to follow a (conditional)
Gamma distribution (as is done in gamma regresswa)used the log link function.
Gamma distributions are a continuous two-paranfateily (shapeandscale)which
roughly correspond to the central tendency and dpeeadof the distribution,

respectively (Fox 2008).

As noted, when the variable of interest is an unoom specific type of activity, the
number of respondents who do not participate irh st activity is relatively high.
This is likely to leave us with little variation texplain in minutes spent in the
activity, especially in our case where there isatural maximum to many specific
childcare activities. For example, the amount afetispent reading to a child is
limited by both parent’s and child’s patience. Utls cases therefore, interest lies in
the presence or absence of the activity rather tharaverage number of minutes
spent in it, which can be quite sensitive to owlieWe therefore use logistic
regression to estimate respondents’ probabilitypaodviding infrequent specific

childcare activities. More specifically, in Chapt8r and Chapter 4, when the
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response variable is a specific childcare actiwiith excessive zeros, we first report
the logistic regression results. We then apply @é&ession to estimate minutes
spent in the activity on the full sample and/orpamticipating parents only, in order

to show whether the explanatory variable of intehes an effect on the amount of
minutes spent in childcarepnditional onreporting at least one minute spent in the

activity.

When the response variable is measured in minngsighly skewed, gamma is an
appropriate alternative. We would prefer it to Obh&cause in a finite sample OLS
assumes the dependent variable is continuous andlitiomally normally

distributed"®® However, as shown in Figures 2.8 and 2.9, thésimption does not

hold when the response variable is highly skewegurgé 2.8 shows the quantile-
guantile plot resulting from an OLS regression gsiime spent in secondary
childcare (4 per cent of the sample is zero) asdémgendent variable. Figure 2.9
shows the same plot for an OLS regression whereetbigonse variable is minutes
spent in school-related activities (87 per cenbkeAs shown in the figures, when
the response variable has excessive zeros, violafioormality becomes grotesque.
Especially notice the scale of the Y-axis in ed2bspite this, we assume normality
on occasion for several reasons: (i) unlike gamegaassion, coefficients from linear
normal models are directly interpretable; (ii) degi@g on the response variables
some models do not exhibit significant violation$ knear normal model

assumptions; (iii) it is a widely applied technigaeong sociologists. To guard
against particular parametric assumptions, we parfdboth OLS and gamma

regressions and report inconsistencies, if any.l&\alculating predicted minutes,

126 Asymptotic OLS theory does not assume a distrimati form for the errors, but we do not have
infinite data.
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we present results based on gamma models only $2€LS regression results may

lead to negative predicted minutes.

Summing up, in the absence of a consensus in thigod@ogical literature on how
to analyse time use data, and due to the limitatminevery proposed method, we
decided to employ three distinct parametric modélkS, logit and gamma. We
present results from OLS, logistic and gamma resgpas (not shown in main text).
When the problem of excessive zeros becomes meeresand the assumption of
non-participant parents becomes more plausible,repert results from logistic
regressions. Otherwise, we show coefficients of Qk§ression and predicted
minutes based on gamma regressignWe report the results from the gamma
models to indicate the extent to which the robusstred the findings depends on the

parametric assumptions of OLS.

127 All the data management is done by SPSS versiom\Lthe analysis and graphs are done by R
2.10.1. Main packages used in R are as followsnfoltiple imputation we used the packagmelia

II, version 1.2-17 written by James Honaker, Garygkand Matthew Blackwell; to combine results
of analyses on multiple imputed data sets we ubkedptickagemitools version 2.0.1, written by
Thomas Lumley; for graphical effect displays of gime used the packagdfects;version 2.0-10
(written by John Fox and Jangman Hong); and toaektiables we used the packagable version
1.5-6, written by David B. Dahl.
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Figure 2.8 QQ plot of an OLS regression in which the respore@ble is minutes

spent in secondary childcare

Notes: The model controls for educational attainmeamber of children under the age of 13 years,
age of youngest child, employment and marital stafuespondent, employment status of spouse and
diary completion day.
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Figure 2.9 QQ plot of an OLS regression in which the respore@ble is minutes

spent in school-related activities

Notes: The model controls for educational attaintneamber of children under the age of 13 years,
age of youngest child, employment and marital stafuespondent, employment status of spouse and
diary completion day.
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APPENDIX B: ADDITIONAL TABLES FOR CHAPTER 3

Table 3.18 Mothers’ and fathers’ probability of providing bashildcare

Mothers Fathers
Baseline Full Baseline Eull
reference reference
model model
model model
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
(Intercept) 0.7+ 0.75 -0.18+ -0.58
(0.06 (0.46 (0.07 (0.43
0- 11th grade -0.04 -0.38 -0.63* -0.70+
(0.13) (0.15) (0.12) (0.13)
High school graduate -0.24+ -0.17~ -0.30 -0.30*
(0.07) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08)
College degree 0.12 0.09 0.25* 0.22
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
Post-college degree 047 0.14 0.4% 0.47*
(0.09 (0.10 (0.08 (0.09
Age of youngest child -0.30* -0.19
(0.01) (0.01)
Number of children <13 0.08 0.26+
(0.04 (0.03
Full-time employed -0.53+ -0.6+
(0.07 (0.10
Part-time employed -0.29+ -0.35*
(0.08) (0.17)
Spouse is not employed -0.43 -0.29+
(0.12) (0.10)
Spouse is part-time emp. 0.09 0.06
(0.13) (0.10)
Spouse is full-time emp. 0.04 0.01
(0.06) (0.09)
Age 0.09+* 0.07
(0.03 (0.02
Age squared 0.00 0.00+
(0.00 (0.00
AIC 13388 11003 11143 10140

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightagpéed to account for sampling design and
non-response.
*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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Table 3.19 Mothers’ and fathers’ probability of providing ddgpmental
childcare (logistic regression)

Mothers Fathers
Baseline Eull Baseline Full
reference model reference model
model model
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
(Intercept) -0.53= -1.97 -0.87+* -3.06+
(0.05) (0.34) (0.07) (0.47)
0- 11th grade -0.23* -0.34 -0.49 -0.4 77+
(0.12) (0.12) (0.14) (0.14)
High school graduate -0.13+ -0.08 -0.16 -0.13
(0.06) (0.06) (0.08) (0.08)
College degree 0.32+ 0.25* 0.24 0.19+
(0.05) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07)
Post-college degree 047 0.40 0.49* 0.45
(0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09)
Age of youngest child -0.14 -0.12*
(0.01) (0.01)
Number of children <13 -0.01 0.08~+
(0.03) (0.03)
Full-time employed -0.7 I+ -0.72+
(0.05) (0.10)
Part-time employed -0.29+* -0.53+
(0.06) (0.16)
Spouse is not employed -0.08 0.06
(0.10) (0.10)
Spouse is part-time emp. -0.08 0.24
(0.10) (0.112)
Spouse is full-time emp. 0.02 0.13
(0.05, (0.10,
Age 0.1 2 0.16+
(0.02) (0.02)
Age squared 0.00* 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)
AIC 16445 15616 10530 10109

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightagpéed to account for sampling design and
non-response. All models control for diary completday (coefficient not shown). Reference
categories arsome college educatidar educational attainmenipt employedor employment
status andpouse is not presefdr spousal employment status/marital status.

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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Table 3.20 Mothers’ and fathers’ probability of providing eot-home childcare
(logistic regression)

Mothers Fathers
Baseline EFull Baseline Eull
reference model reference model
model model
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
(Intercept) -1.18* -3.80+* -1.54 -2.25
(0.06) (0.36) (0.08) (0.49)
0- 11th grade -0.15 0.03 -0.46* -0.44
(0.11) (0.12) (0.15) (0.16)
High school graduate -0.18 -0.16+ -0.11 -0.12
(0.06) (0.06) (0.08) (0.08)
College degree 0.22* 0.14~ 0.02 0.07
(0.06) (0.06) (0.08) (0.08)
Post-college degree 030 0.22+ 0.25* 0.33
(0.07) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09)
Age of youngest child 0.00 0.01
(0.01 (0.01,
Number of children <13 0.2 0.2+
(0.03) (0.03)
Full-time employed 0.12+ 0.4+
(0.05) (0.11)
Part-time employed 0.14 -0.06
(0.06) (0.17)
Spouse is not employed -0.7 7 -1.23*
(0.10) (0.10)
Spouse is part-time emp. -0.50** -0.80*
(0.10) (0.10)
Spouse is full-time emp. -0.28+* -0.277*
(0.05, (0.09
Age 0.1 2 0.04
(0.02) (0.02)
Age squared 0.00- 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)
AIC 15361 15182 8856 8541

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightagpéed to account for sampling design and
non-response. All models control for diary completday (coefficient not shown). Reference
categories arsome college educatidor educational attainmentpt employedor employment
status andgpouse is not presefdar spousal employment status/marital status.

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01.
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Table 3.21 Mothers' time spent in specific primary childcactivities (gamma
regression)

Basic Developmental Out-of-home
childcare  childcare childcare
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
(Intercept) 3.82 3.99+ 0.60
(0.21) (0.26) (0.31)
0- 11th grade 0.08 -0.18¢ -0.21~
(0.07' (0.09' (0.11
High school graduate -0.01 0.00 -0.14
(0.04) (0.05) (0.06)
College degree 0.03 0.12 0.17
(0.04, (0.04, (0.05,
Post-college degree 0.09 0.25% 0.22
(0.05) (0.06) (0.07)
Age of youngest child -0.17 -0.12+* 0.01
(0.00' (0.01 (0.01
Number of children<13 0.1 2 -0.02 0.28
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Full-time employed -0.38+ -0.68+* -0.01
(0.03 (0.04 (0.05
Part-time employed -0.18** 0.3 0.04
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Spouse is not employed 0.2 -0.12 -0.39+
(0.06 (0.08 (0.09
Spouse is part-time employed 0.03 -0.12 -0.26*
(0.06) (0.07) (0.09)
Spouse is full-time employed -0.05 -0.06 -0.16*
(0.03 (0.04 (0.05
Age 0.03** 0.02 0.08
(0.01 (0.01 (0.02
Age squared 0.00r 0.00 0.06+
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
AIC 103299 91790 80346

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightagpéed to account for sampling design and
non-response. All models control for diary completday (coefficient not shown). Reference
categories arsome college educatidar educational attainmernipt employedor employment
status andpouse is not presefdr spousal employment status/marital status.

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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Table 3.22 Fathers’ time spent in specific primary childcactivities (gamma
regression)

Basic Developmental Out-of-home
childcare  childcare childcare
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
Intercept 3.36%* 2.38 0.34
(0.45) (0.41) (0.54)
0- 11th grade -0.04 -0.06 -0.56+
(0.14 (0.12 (0.16
High school graduate 0.03 0.00 -0.17
(0.08) (0.07) (0.10)
College degree 0.14 0.14~ 0.06
(0.08 (0.07, (0.09
Post-college degree 0.32 0.25* 0.15
(0.14) (0.08) (0.10)
Age of youngest child -0.1 7 -0.13 0.03
(0.01 (0.01 (0.01
Number of children<13 0.19+ 0.06 0.30*
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Full time employed -0.73 -0.57 -0.47
(0.11) (0.10) (0.13)
Part-time employed -0.58+* -0.14 -0.13
(0.17) (0.16) (0.21)
Spouse is not employed 0.3 -0.12 -0.76+
(0.10 (0.09 (0.12
Spouse is part-time employed -0.18 -0.04 -0.5%
(0.11) (0.10) (0.13)
Spouse is full-time employed -0.10 -0.03 -0.10
(0.10 (0.09 (0.12
Age 0.05 0.1+ 0.09
(0.02 (0.02 (0.03
Age squared 0.00 0.0+ 0.00*
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
AIC 62741 60780 48426

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightajppéied to account for sampling design
and non-response. All models control for diary ctatipn day (coefficient not shown).
Reference categories aseme college educatioior educational attainmentot employedor
employment status arghouse is not presefar spousal employment status/marital status.
*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01.
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Table 3.23 Mothers’ and fathers’ probability of spending sotinee in out-of-
home leisure activities during secondary child¢argistic regression)

Mothers Fathers
Baseline Eull Baseline Eull
reference model reference model
model model
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
(Intercept) 0.08 -0.64 -0.01 -0.51
(0.05) (0.35) (0.07) (0.45)
0- 11th grade -0.40+ -0.39  -0.42* 0.4
(0.12) (0.12) (0.14) (0.14)
High school graduate -0.23** -0.22+* -0.15~ -0.15
(0.06) (0.06) (0.08) (0.08)
College degree 0.20 0.12+ 0.14~ 0.13%
(0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07)
Post-college degree 028 0.20 0.33 0.27
(0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09)
Age of youngest child 0.00 0.0%
(0.01 (0.01
Number of children <13 0.03 0.17
(0.03) (0.03)
Full-time employed -0.57 -0.15
(0.05) (0.11)
Part-time employed -0.21+ -0.16
(0.06) (0.17)
Spouse is not employed 0.14 0.28
(0.11) (0.11)
Spouse is part-time emp. 0.520 0.4%
(0.10) (0.11)
Spouse is full-time emp. 0.53 0.37*
(0.06 (0.10
Age 0.02 -0.02
(0.02) (0.02)
Age squared 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)
AIC 16150 15825 9909 9817

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightagpéed to account for sampling design and
non-response. All models control for diary commletiday (coefficient not shown). Reference
categories arsome college educaticfor educational attainmentot employedor employment
status andpouse is not presefdr spousal employment status/marital status.

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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Table 3.24 Mothers’ and fathers’ probability of watching telon during
secondary childcare (logistic regression)

Mothers Fathers
Baseline Eull Baseline Eull
reference model reference model
model model
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
(Intercept) 0.526* 1.00+ 0.50 0.56
(0.05) (0.34) (0.07) (0.41)
0- 11th grade 0.35** 0.26~ 0.17 0.14
(0.11) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)
High school graduate 0.23 0.22 0.08 0.08
(0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07)
College degree -0.22 -0.19* -0.21 -0.19
(0.05) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07)
Post-college degree -0.65 -0.59 -0.50* -0.48+
(0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
Age of youngest child 0.02 0.04
(0.01 (0.01
Number of children <13 -0.02 0.05
(0.03) (0.03)
Full-time employed -0.36* -0.53*
(0.05) (0.10)
Part-time employed -0.37* -0.3G
(0.06) (0.16)
Spouse is not employed 0.06 0.42+
(0.10) (0.09)
Spouse is part-time emp. 0.23~ 0.42+
(0.10) (0.10)
Spouse is full-time emp. 0.13~ 0.66*
(0.05, (0.09
Age -0.02 -0.01
(0.02) (0.02)
Age squared 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)
AIC 16498 16442 11067 10982

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. Survey weightsappdied to account for sampling design
and non-response. All models control for diary ctetipn day (coefficient not shown). Reference
categories arsome college educatidior educational attainmemot employedor employment
status andgpouse is not presefdr spousal employment status/marital status.
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APPENDIX C: DATA SPECIFICATION AND ADDITIONAL TABLES FOR CHAPTER 4

APPENDIX C1: DATA SPECIFICATION OF AHTUS

Table 4.8 Technical Description of AHTUS

A R ¢ Nf“(;T‘ber S iod . £ di Mode of data  Time interval in
ge range esponse ra egaylsary urvey perio ype of diary collection the diary
15 November - 15
44 cities December, 1965; 1  Diaries were Diari'sts recorded
1965-66 19-65 sample - 74% 1-day January - 18 February collected on the day Pen and paper starting and
1966; 7 March - 20  of the activity stopping times
May, 1966
vagxg ;j gg?ﬁ 1 diary October-December Diaries were o
Wave 3j 600, PErwave 1975; February- collected on the day Pen and paper Free (diarists '
1974-75 18+ Wave 4j 58% (L_Jp to 4  March 1976; May- qf the activity in the in Wave 1, recorded starting
45% ’ dlarlgs ' July 1976; first wave, and from telephone a}nd stopping
participated in per diarist September-October the previous day for Waves 2-4 times)
all four waves. " total) 1976 waves 2-4
September 1992 to
1992-94 0-94 1992-94: 63% 1-day October 1994; July Recall Telephone Free
1994-95 18-94 1994-95: 65% 1994 to July 1995 (1 interview
August 1995 diary)
2003: 58%; CATI
2004, 2005, Whole year of 2003, (computer
2003-10 15+ 2009, 2010: 1-day 2004, 2005, 2006, Recall from assisted Free (nominated
57%; 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009 and yesterday telephone start/stop times)
2008: 55%; 2010 . .
2007" 53% interview)

292



Table 4.9 The decomposition of primary childcare categories

original category

1974-75 1985 1992-94
original category original agdey original category

2003-10
original category

Basic childcare

33 - care of infants same as for 34, look same as for 34, look same as for 34, look same as for 34,

children at who in care
care for older
children

34 - general care of
older children in
heritage codes, care of
children from own
household coded here,
but care of children
from other household
lumped with the care
of adults - same
applies to other child
care activities

at who in care at who in care
care for children of care of children 5-

mixed ages 17 or mixed ages older child care
care for children agedcare for children of
5-17 mixed ages

care for child aged

5-17

get lunch money,
allowance, gifts

same as for 34, look at

look at who in care who in care

physical care for
children
organization and
planning for children

looking after children

care for children nec
use paid childcare
waiting associated with
paid child care

use paid childcare nec
calls from child care
providers

medical services for medical care at home acts related to child

child

35 - medical care of
children

for child health

medical child-care

provide medical care to
children

obtain medical care for
children

waiting associated with
child's health

activity for child health

Source:The American Heritage Time Use Study Codebook (winveuse.org)
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Table 4.9 (cont.) The decomposition of primary childcare gatges

1965-66 1974-75
original category original category

1992-94
original catego

2003-10
original category

Developmental childcare

indoor games &

36 - pl ith child
play with chiidren instruction with child indoor playing with children

indoor playing

play with children,
not sports

supervise, help with
school work teach skill
show child how to do things

help with homework
37 - supervise/help with homework

arts & crafts with

helping, teaching children

help/teach children

help with homework
meetings at school
home schooling
waiting associated
with child education
activity related to
child's education nec

read to children Read to children
38 - read to/with, talk with children

conversations with children

talk with

reavtth children
talk with/listen to

/read to children children

other child care babysitting

39 - accompany/out-of-home other child care

care/other

other child care

attehild events
waiting for children
picking-up/dropping
off children
other care for hhold

Source:The American Heritage Time Use Study Codebook (winveuse.org)
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APPENDIX C2: OLS MODELS PERFORMED ON FULL SAMPLE
Table 4.10 Mothers' minutes spent in basic childcak others- OLS)

Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5

b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b (SE)

Intercept 26.77" 26.97° -19.14 -2.86 -60.76
(2.65) (2.77) (11.83)  (12.04)  (10.77)

xhk

College degree or more 9.09 7.25 10.52 9.14 8.17
(1.34) (8.34) (7.16) (7.53) (5.96)

1960s 20.93" 22.03" 2311 20.63° 1255
(4.49) (4.51) (4.24) (4.14) (3.64)
1990s -0.13 4.49 3.35 7.74  1.88
(3.46) (3.99) (3.90) (3.93) (3.86)
2000s 13.717  12.977 14.08" 19.70° 13.72°
(2.68) (2.84) (2.75) (2.80) (2.49)
Age of diarist 495" 191 285
(0.62) (0.64) (0.57)
Age squared -0.16" -0.06" -0.05"
(0.01)  (0.01) (0.01)
Number of children 18.42" 17.37"
(3.22) (3.19)
Number of children sq. -0.89 -1.48
(0.72) (0.72)
Child under age 5 58.59
(1.04)
College:1960s -11.64 -9.72 -6.03 -0.07
(19.43)  (18.15)  (18.04)  (15.68)
College:1990s -15.46 -12.25 -9.20 -15.92
(9.36) (8.28) (8.62) (7.42)
College:2000s 2.87 5.96 7.26 -0.46
(8.46) (7.29)  (7.65) (6.09)
Adj R. 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.10 0.20
N 19534 19534 19534 19534 19410

Note Clustered standard errors in parenthesis. Sumeghts are applied to account for sampling
design and non-response. 124 cases with missingvdbr presence of a child under the age of 5
years are excluded from the analysis shown in M@delaving a college degree or more and 1975
are omitted categories. All models correct for yiemmpletion day (coefficient not shown).

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 4.11 Mothers' minutes spent in developmental child¢allenothers OLS)

Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5

b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b (SE)

Intercept 6.70° 880"  -75.3" -654" -99.05"
(1.72) (1.86) (10.09)  (10.21)  (9.54)
College degree or more 12.93" -3.61 -3.49 -4.34 -4.92
(1.18) (2.93) (3.25) (3.58) (3.89)
1960s -0.79 -0.16 -1.39 -2.89 -7.63
(2.32) (2.52) (2.70) (2.84) (2.90)
1990s 7897  6.82° 5.20 7.87°  4.44
(2.46) (2.68) (2.79) (2.86) (2.90)
2000s 30.847 28.38" 2944 32477 28.93"
(1.77) (1.97) (2.15) (2.24) (2.17)
Age of diarist 5.81 3.96° 452"
(5.34) (0.56) (0.53)
Age squared -0.097  -0.077 -0.06"
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Number of children 11.07° 10.39"
(2.70) (2.66)
Number of children sq. -0.51 -0.85
(0.58) (0.56)
Child under age 5 34.27"
(1.29)
College:1960s 3.34 4.06 6.30 9.44

(4.98) (5.02)  (5.53) (5.84)

College:1990s 12.82° 14537 16.407 1417
(5.49) (5.63) (5.80) (6.39)

College:2000s 17.24" 17.86° 18.65  14.15
(3.18) (3.49)  (3.79) (4.08)

Adj R. 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.10

N 19534 19534 19534 19534 19410

Note Clustered standard errors in parenthesis. Sumeghts are applied to account for sampling
design and non-response. 124 cases with missingvdbr presence of a child under the age of 5
years are excluded from the analysis shown in M&dghaving a college degree or more and 1975
are omitted categories. All models correct for yiewmpletion day (coefficient not shown).

*p<0.10, ** p<0.05, **p<0.01
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