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ABSTRACT

This article analyses the intrahouschold allocation of time in households
headed by heterosexual couples to show gender differences in childcare in
Denmark, France, Germany, ltaly, and Spain. Using data for the five sample
countries from the European Community Household Panel (ECHP: 1994
2001) and the framework of a general efficiency approach, each parent’s hours
spent on childcare are regressed against individual and  houschold
characteristics. Empirical results show a clear inequality in childcare between
fathers and mothers, with this disparity being more evident in Mediterrancan
countries. Panel data estimates reveal that, in general, caning tasks are mainly
influenced by the presence of young children in the houschold, by the total
nonlabor income, and by the ratio of mothers’ nonlabor income to family's
nonlabor income, with this later variable exhibiting different behavior across
genders and across countries.

KEYWORDS

Childcare, gender differences, intrahouschold allocation, time use

D13, J22, €33

JEL Code

INTRODUCTION

Despite the late twentieth-century trend toward an cgalitarian division of
caring tasks between parents within a heterosexual household, important
gender differences persist. For example, the number of hours per week
(h/w) that mothers dedicate to caring for family members is considerably
higher than that of fathers. International data from  the European
Community Household Panel (ECHP; 1994-2001) reveals in Table 1 that
the average number ol hours fathers dedicate to caring for n_z_»__.ms u\;:ﬁ
markedly between southern and northern European ac__:::.?. T..*..A ._m“_
797 h/w for Spain and laly, respectively, against 19.38 __:.,, for c.._,i._.:. ,:.
while the hours for mothers, always higher, do not show this great vanate
(30.14 h/w for Ialy and 37.63 h/w for France).
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=Tcf SeT8xicgnt el -faNsTeTeouxa
222 W gssSsesss3s8335g33% $38%388ss order to explain intrahousehold allocation of available (ime among
e e, SXGE w.. ..—_”:.n. paid work outside ;..a home, mmi unpaid housework (including
=2 w $ §32 SRISREBeaes,s _ﬁ”_ dcare), two main theoretical approximations can be followed, namely
ZCES STeessssednt : aw " efficiency approach and the game-theoretic approach. The efficiency
$829 £re8z859282958 000 etunsnns, . pproach stems from the raditional or unitary model, which assumes thata
B8 §o9eoececscSeSgcs=gS355E 3 wumu b ousehold acts as a single %Qw_o:.m:w_c:m unit, maximizing its utility
o = oot W, a =23l function subject 10 ;5. budget nosm:d::, (Gary Becker 1965). However, as
ESgs SBES3SESRI 28 $3 mm mu Es8z8z8ea. u, na_u__ainz by Frederic <m::n:_n._ (2002), some weaknesses of this model
i R e i T ; have led to a reinterpretation, 8:&.:5. n.e:ngé model, which holds that
2$25 2228535885255 8s5:5 e Eegce & a rcﬁaso_a. consists of several ._:a__s,asw_m 2:.:. their own rational
SEng 8°°SSeSseeSsS8338333ER preferences, in such a way that p._zw intrafamily decision process must lead
T 10 Pareto-efficient allocations (Pierre-Andre Chiappori 1988, 1992, 1997).
mmmm;. EREEs Mm #88sd 2nisgeses On the other hand, the game-theoretic approach, which takes into
SRE SFRSestecece S=sss-gsg account several decision makers in a household, also includes two models.
s The first is a noncooperative model, in such a way that the Nash
25rg $29=8x85853s525 equilibrium implies that family members maximize their utility, taking the
TEva €eeecSe-gse~3 8 2 ow.mn individuals’ behavior as given (see, for example, m‘o_.mmd siﬁm and
£5:§ mﬁummm"um”mmwﬂmmwmwmmmn»msn B, Robert wﬁ_zm [1985] and Kai Konrad m:&. Kjell roaan.::.‘ [1995]). The
L3 2 gSSsScSgSssgessg~gaga MM mmm.m.mv second incorporates elements of cooperative game theory in a houschold
et model, specifically that of axiomatic-bargaining theory, in such a way that
: Mw M RESE2555 sEaR2Z58aFe8525e02s household members reach the Nash or the Kalai-Smorodinsky solutions
C8H ESSccccccgessSseg~cSg=8sg ses n: after trying to agree on how to divide the gains of cooperation (see Marilyn
- R 7z Manser and Murray Brown [1980] and Marjorie B. McElroy and Mary Jean
BSEE $59359 §z8-838eq282528s8 Horney [19811).
“E8g #eScsee ESsegreagsicogges mw. In recent years, two factors have led to a growing interest in the
T Btk m. gmszasmsa of childcare separate ‘?c_.s other .:::. uses. _.U:mr EM
SZRg #S°SS8cS53533333533d3538831;, existence of relevant gender differentials in the amount of time mm_cga
p i - _“v this activity (see, for example, Table 1), and second, the _wn_.acv:os that
£222 2732785853853 258528 pieFuges there is no good market substitute for such activity, the most tme-
TARg FS°ScesSSsS338S38 = ssg = g mwmm £y consuming task in the home. In this article, we use the efficiency approach
o z wmodel intrahousehold time allocation in order to show European gender
m,wm w. w g 2 m 3 3 5 )m 5 m 5 m q g g S2Erfsiuss m 8§ differences in caring for children. This general N._%.Sﬁ..: has ucﬁ._.m“
=asd SSecegoeecgogegigdg~eseyasej characteristics, drst, it allows for the possibility of Q:;i..:,:_m a _MMH_HHV
s " o = o 0o X g v d
SeR<ENES m ] w_.l. CabaRats z ,7.,“__:3 ol income, that is to say, the _.,5:.7. income (see :.5:%:_ Gabihe
cecogScegcgSdsigee~cae anabu Masumoto [2007]). Second, it accounts for the fac 5
household consists of several members having different _92_9.2”0.”.”%__._
§339828:558232 92508300 Ml way that a variable relating the labor income of amother FHEE
SegegegegsSgogrigeg~22¢S “—. her i :.F._E_n:. to more adequately capture the ____..:_..w__“uamz._&z.ﬂ. gl
] 8 s . __s ,_,_., ._ p_v.: .:m_‘._:::wc:c_; allocation of ::..,._. _m,___..”w_.vn_»/,_..p |
THEEEER T g | Py ,._En allocation among the _.csm.a:c d mer :LQ.::,.& determine
E £ gf £t 0% 3% & e o § 11 v.,_ ccfically, we analyze how socioeconomic he houschold for fve
m 8 F2 .m. " mn vEy ¥ £ m et m ik T3 3 Parental allocation of time to childcare 3:.:: ..:a the following
: 3 W § 35Es56+ m g8 B 3.5 2 8 3§12} _ fepresentative European countries, bearing 10 i articipation i
COC 24 E 45 F£F 53 3 5864a84F onditions, Figst, despite the recent increase of women’s P
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the labor market (and in hours of _.V.,:a work), clear differe
mothers and fathers persist in the time worked in the may
time allocated to childcare, for which caregivers are not paid
Second, these differences ave the result of a bargaining Process wigh;
household, in such a way that individual preferences are relevany _..”d »
resulting allocation of time by each of the parents, to each zn.:.:,..s;“ b
seen in a context in which each caregiver’s income may be ap _3 f:x.
determinant of that allocation. o

We use the eight available waves of the ECHP (1994-2001
estimate the hours dedicated by each parent to caring for ch;
national samples (Denmark, France, Germany, Ttaly,
structure of the ECHP, which includes relevant informay
affecting the alternative uses of household time,
unobsenvable heterogeneity problem, as well
derived from aggregatdon. We simultancously e
of each parent for each counuy, focusing on couples in heterosexual, two-
parent households where both parents work outside the home
compare these results with those obtained from couples where
is employed, thus considering possible differential behaviors across those
samples. In the analysis we must take into account that allocations by each
parent of time spent on childcare and in paid work are m.c._:____
n.=aon25=mr., determined. The most interesting  finding of the
estimations lies in obtaining cross-country evidence on gender difference
in the personal and family characteristics influencing decisions about the
.:E:m dedicated 1o childcare, with this evidence allowi
mtemational comparisons of differe
norms, for both genders.
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THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS
Economists argue that,

: in order 10 properly model the analysis of the
murahouse . .

o 7,35 allocation of time, an adequate theoretical framework is
cquired, We f S . otk
_x“_ 5n $.n follow here the efficiency approach, which, encompasing
1 ’e . 7 3
€ unitary and collective models, allows us 1o address the questic (

how the reg ibiliti

responsibilities of cari i ithi Id are
. ring for children wi ¢ household:

sy g ildren within th

Although (he
ime allocatiop

consideration of household production in the study

———— Process dates back 1o Becker (1965), its inclusion
Consist of a_a..—a«n:am_ framework, in which houscholds are considered ©
different individuals with their own preferences, came Jater

(Reuben Gy,

-nﬁu F - ; . | -.

i ““ﬂ. 1977). Even more recentis the consideration ol ¢ ____._,,w (

1995) o ._aw .._ erent from leisure and/or home _zt.:_::m:: :r:\_._ : :.
-~hildeare shapeg with leisure ____

W 4 P AfiLis
Consuming, Simulia ure its enjoyment and the fact thatit
neously, it requires much  effort and
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nerated, which makes it very similar to home production. Whag makes
R_.__.ﬁ__”nsna quite different from leisure and home production is that the
M“_“:o_. is more difficult to substitute mca. it in the market. Thus, it is .:..:}
casier for families to replace a person hired to n_mm.: :_w house than it is to
find someone to take care of the children. m.:v_.:nm_ __8_.”::1. has found
considerable gin..c:nn.m between these alternative uses of time and the
cconomic factors affecting 5@3. The most recent evidence _n:.% 10 show
that childcare can resemble vuz.n work more than o:wn_. unpaid activities
(Rachel Connelly and Jean Kimmel 2007; Jean Kimmel and Rachel
Connelly 2007).

The determinants of time devoted to childeare that have been most
commonly studied are time involved in labor supply, wages, nonlabor
income, as well as individual and household characteristics. We briefly
summarize some of the results. First, more hours of paid work are related to
own lower hours of childcare and more hours of childcare by the spouse.
This evidence, that an individual will lower hours of childcare with
increased hours of paid work, is somewhat more important in the case of
men (Keith Bryant and Cathleen Zick 1996; Daniel Hallberg and Anders
Klevmarken 2003; Sanders Korenman, Mei Liao, and June O’Neill 2005;
Connelly and Kimmel 2007). In other words, the increased participation of
women in paid work has meant a reduction in their hours n_ﬁ‘..:ni 10
leisure and home production, but not in those devoted o childcare,
whereas male paid workers have maintained their time in paid work and
augmented the number of hours devoted to childcare and to housework
(John F. Sandberg and Sandra L. Hofferth 2001; Liana Sayer, w:ﬁ.::‘o
Bianchi, and John Robinson 2004; Suzanne Bianchi and Sara Raley 2005;
Korenman, Liao, and O’Neill 2005; Peter Howie, John Wicks, ._‘o:: M.
Fizgerald, Douglas Dalenberg, and Rachel Connelly .wccm" Charlene
Kalenkoski, David Ribar, and Leslie Stratton 2007)." This leads us to
conclude that childeare activity has an important investment component,
30 that parents desire higher a.:::? childcare for their children, which, in
W, requires more parental time. )

Second, in regard __c earnings, differences in behavior 7“.:.@ cnm:_ 3“”””_
by gender., Thus, whereas higher wages of fathers are associated f.:_ ,_ q-pv._:

?::m spent on childcare by mothers, the opposite is not e, uc~ .._..”n._._.n.
herease of mothers’ wages does not lead to more hours spent cp__dﬁn ﬂ.ﬁ. ,::
by fathers (Peter Kooreman and Ariel Kapteyn [1987] m..& ..”_. T:c.
Married couples from the time-use _c-ﬁ::a:::_ _x::.r 722::.::.. w.ccu
and O'Neill [2005] using data on fathers and Ec.s..a.?c._:. el
>_._:.._..=.=: Time Use Survey). More differences ":.r.. ?::.n._ m ,—c_.”_::.&. the
M._ OWNn wages on time w,_u..,._: on childcare. :_ F:..:_vhm.‘”dﬂ.._.oc_ (1997],
___.__EE is negligible (see Henriette van den Brink _._:A._ s __=_w. Hallberg and
:.._:. data on working partnered mothers for the Z...:._»._ .“..,_.r.m_ couples tor

_/_S_:::.rn: [2003], with data on dual-carmer, part
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Sweden; and Charlene %u_a:r.cmrr David Ribar, E.M anzm Strauop
with data on couples with n_z_a_,as.?o.: the .CW 2000 Time Use mc:‘sv
whereas in the US, higher g o :.o:ﬁ Spent on childeyr,
(Connelly and Kimmel [2007] with %.-E i :5....—2_.. couples; Kimmy) E,_M
Connelly [2007] with data on working :EEW.&.. Osn simple Way 4
include, in 2 single:s .A:,mu:_ou own and Spouse’s earnings or Wages i ; h
construct a measure expressing the carnings of one as a fraction of the
other’s, or of total family income, for E::..em composed of mapyjeq
cohabitant parters. This variable can be interpreted as an indicay,
bargaining power of one of the m_.uo:mnm as :Ssmc._.ni against the other, |,
has been found that a higher fraction of women's Income is associgieq with
fewer hours spent on housework in Spain (Begona Alvares and Dap; el
Miles 2003) and in the US (Joni Hersch and Leslie Stratton 1994; Michge
Bittman, Paula England, Liana Sayer, Nancy Folbre, and George Mathesop
2003). In assessing its effect on childcare, the only study that has employeq
this kind of variable is Connelly and Kimmel (2007) for the US, which
found that an increase in the relative wage of mothers leads to an increase
in the share of childcare carried out by mothers.

Some possible individual and family characteristics 5::0:2:» the
number of hours devoted to childcare include education, number ang age
of the children, age or cohort effects, and the availability of external
childcare. Among these, only the variables expressing the number of
children and their age are found to be relevant since, on the one hand,
education and age, both highly correlated with wages, are usually found to
be statistically insignificant and, on the other hand, the lack of reliable data
makes the results derived from the inclusion of out-of-household childcare
non-robust. Kalenkoski, Ribar, and Stratton (2007) focus on the differences
in hours spent in childcare with marital status across families, showing that
there are no statstically significant differences, for the US and the UK
between married and cohabitant couples. Finally, since differences between
genders are in fact observed, which are due to discrimination, gender roles,
and so on, some authors claim that these can be associated with different
gender norms across countries (see for instance Bituman et al, [2003] for
Australia; Joost de Laat and Almudena Sevilla-Sanz [2006]; and Stephanic
wew::_: [2007], both with an international scope), as well as unobservable
n:az,f which can only be controlled for through the use of longitudinal
data (Alvarez and Miles 2003 for Spain).

All these determinants of time spent in childeare are addressed in this
work. Although we discuss this in depth later, we now advance :.:.._.__
features. First, we include ariables related 1o earnings, with a twolold ane:
.-._.._..._:n%:._ v..?.au_mﬁ_::: in the allocation of time (Gary Becker 1991) and
et ¢ <.:_.w_u_§ are included in such a way _ N e

4lon s compatible with both (he unitary and the collect

(2009]

or
or of the

124

o=

T a— T B

GENDER DIFFERENCES [N CHILDCARE

models of mz—_ﬁ__c:w.n:o_n_ time allocation, within (he more general
efficiency approach. wcncq.i. the number w_. hours spent on paid work is
n./.v_mnmp_< included to take into account the interdependence between both
uses of time. C:wc_.::_..:n_w' the database used does not provide
information about time devoted to both leisure and housework, so these
activities are omitted :,o_.:ao:_, analysis. Thus, our study is based on a
reduced form specification,” which is close in spirit to that used by Hersch
and Stratton  (1994) and Alvarez and Miles (2003) for nmv_m_:m:n
housework time, and Hallberg and Klevmarken (2008) and Charlene
Kalenkoski, David Ribar, and Leslie Stratton (2005, 2007), who study time
allocated to childcare in Sweden and the UK and the US, z.%..m:.:.:_.
Third, we have introduced a set of variables expressing the number of
children living in the household by age group and the occurrence of a birth
in the year of the interview. Fourth, since our information is provided in
panel-data form, we can control for the unobservable heterogeneity that is
assumed to be constant over time. Finally, in order to account for
differences in gender norms, we have studied five EU countries using the
same database.

Focusing on this latter aspect of the analysis, these countries represent a
great deal of variation within the EU, with regard 1o their welfare-regime
types and policies related to childcare and women’s participation in the
labor market as well as social norms and stereotypes (Francesca Bettio and
Janneke Plantenga 2004; Seguino 2007). The waditional literatre in
sociology typically considers three regime models (see, for example, Gosta
Esping-Andersen  [1990]): Anglo-Saxon, Continental European, and
Nordic European, associated, respectively, with liberal, conservative, and
social-democratic countries. However, recent contributions by Rossana
Trifiletti (1999) and Wil Arts and John Gelissen (2002), among others, have
suggested  new  typologies be added, with one being the so-called
Mediterranean model.

Bettio and Plantenga (2004), examining only caregiving tasks, and using
data from the third wave of the ECHP, year 1996, group EU countries
according to childcare provisions (both formal and informal) based on
information from social childcare services, leave arrangements, and
financial provisions (see their Table 3). This grouping is close to the
traditional literature mentioned above, and they find tvo extreme clusters
with  several subgroups in between. The first cluster m:a_:znw. the
Mediterranean  countries (Spain, Ttaly, and Greece). =_:=.__ seem .G
delegate all the management of childcare to the family. These ...cw_::.:,.u
are characterized by a high index of informal care, ,5.__“ ._::_._..: childcare
artangements being quite underdeveloped (see also Trifileti [1999]). At

s g quite underdeveloped i T Siden
the other extreme is the cluster of the Nordic countries (Denmark, s |
and Finland), which follow a universalist approach, with cz:”:v.:.c.J::_..._
childcare resources. The role of the family in providing care is AR
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Almost entirely by the state. Um._.?_.m.:_. subgroups of countries cap . founs.
intermediate positions, with few differences among them, Thys, the “_a in
Saxon countries in the Esping-Andersen terminology (the UK and 1, Nglo-
in Europe) have childcare outcomes  very close 1o thege nm._w_a
Mediterranean, with the central mo:c_ﬂ.ss_ countries AOQ:EE. M the
Belgium, etc.) in bewveen the Mediterranean and the Nordic nozir.n:_:nu
means that these central countries are characterized by Fairly mx_,w. This
collective agreements, growing in number, through which private M_an.a
publicly facilitated, although it has not substituted for informg] il are j

Accordingly, we include the following countries in our analysis; De care,
as representative of the social-democratic Scandinavian countrieg _“ﬁw;
have generous maternity leave and extensive help in n:m_avnmar Vhich
childcare;! two central continental countries (France and On::u:vo m__“_._a
also have generous maternity leave, but less extensive help in nz‘_a o
and, finally, o Mediterranean countries (Italy and Spain), in sﬂ&
informal childcare, mainly provided within the family, is the il ?_,;
whole, the five sample countries cover an ample range of the 55.» - )
observed within Europe. For more on these differences, see Wendy ng
Rushton and Jane Waldfogel (2007) and Trifiletd (1999).

DATA AND DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

Data used in this work, from the eight waves of the ECHP (1994-2001)
provide abundant information about both the personal and _..&2_
characteristics of individuals, with this information being homogenous
across the five sample countries, given that the questionnaire is the same
and the statistical analyses are coordinated by Eurostat.” Recent studies
(see, for example, Hallberg and Klevmarken [2003]; Korenman, Liao, and
O'Neill [2005]; Connelly and Kimmel [2007]; Kato and Matsumoto [2007)
:.:a Kimmel and Connelly [2007]) have benefited from the availability of
time-use surveys, which allow the study of the allocation of time to different
mmE.Enm (leisure, paid work, housework, childcare, sleeping, and so on)
within a simultancous framework. Furthermore, the record of time
m___cQ:na. 3‘. each interviewee is for a complete day, so that ful
information is available, subject to minimal recall measurement eror.
However, previously used databases have several drawbacks, two of which
are :cs.c_ﬂ the lack of longitudinal information, which prevents us from
mo_.:.ac__:_m for unobserved heterogeneity, and the lack of information on
:“Mc““”m_ﬁ_vn_.__wwrh.__“cM____an:.c: ..,b.q time among m..:::_.::._:A_._._.m.. .,__m._,.ﬁ_v:__.
e of i BpE Un.:_:..Mw:.:: is czA_v\ collected for a single individual. Ou
We have mn_cn__ea ?.:.“wv. o overcome these :,.:.:_.u.:.._xz._c. i
PR _.._3__: z:_n_u the ac._:._::_::_... z__::z..,_.w_w. 5
least ‘one chld, co.q Ly ,nw. between 25 and 64 years old - and .r,.: S
ave constructed two samples. In the first, we
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include qu.:m:nm in :.r._.nr .vopr parents are employed, whereas in (he
second we include families in which only the father is emploved. The use
of both samples w:ws.m us to compare Sm.:_.m between both types of family
i our sample, with E_M strategy am..ﬁ._:m some light on the distint
pehavior between fhe different participation status of mothers, The
%vﬁz_n_: sﬁuv_n is the number of imar.; hours dedicated to caring for
children, considered for ..,.mnr parent (Childcare father, Childcare mother). A
number of socioeconomic factors influence the total amount of time
devoted to this activity.

We begin by including several variables referring to the bargaining power
within the household. Although there are some criticisms of the
methodological individualism  of bargaining models applied 0
intrahousehold time allocation (Bina Agarwal 1997), most recent studies
include variables capturing the influence of bargaining power on the
allocation of time. A standard measure of bargaining power is the ratio
between women'’s and men’s earnings or between women's and family
nu_.:m:mm.o We have chosen an indicator of the fracion of mother's nonlabor
income over the family's nonlabor income, which is defined as Ratio,
preferring this to a measure which expresses relative wages, for two reasons:
first, because when analyzing couples where women are not employed, we
need an indicator of the bargaining power within that couple. Second, given
that the inclusion of all variables indicating educational level and age
approximates wages, all of these may be correlated ( Kalenkoski, Ribar, and
Stratton 2009). The interpretation of Ratio is intuitive: the greater this
variable, the greater the bargaining power that mothers possess.

Nevertheless, this is not the only variable reflecting bargaining power.
Other factors that may influence bargaining are related to individual wages,
cohort effects, or social norms. Following Kalenkoski, Ribar, and Stratton
(2007) and Kimmel and Connelly (2007), wages are approximated by
educational level. Education is expressed as the highest level of studies
completed. We have considered three levels: Primary education, primary
level (basic education or less), which is the reference category; Secondary
education, secondary level (secondary education, Baccalaureate, or
vocational training): and University education, corresponding (o univ ersity.
Regarding cohort effects, the average age of the parents (Parents’ average
age) is included in the estimation, which, in addition to expressing ::..
effect of the parents’ ages on childeare, can also be seen as an m:&ﬁ:c_, of
the attitude of the family to the division of family work, %::,..; from the
different traditional or modem roles of the parents. Finally, it has been
shown that factors such as social norms and stercotpes may ..-:n.ﬁ
bargaining power (Jongsoong Kim and Lydia Zepeda 2004). _,.:n.,—.z. 5 m__._“
we study several countries, with marked differences n =..,.=...:.c :.m::; ”==.

social norms, may be helptul in identifying, indirectly, their effect on ume
allocation in the heterosexual household.
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We also include three ..__Amuc_cm‘ that ..r.m.c_. 10 :_n.. presence of |
the household, and which may :.:nn.p the time dedicated (o Caring, Ty,
of these variables, Children < 16, indicates the number of childrey =.=_n. e
16 who live with the family, while the wnn.o_i, Children < > o asu%.
ariable which indicates that there is a child under age 19 living 3_“55.,
family. The third, Birth, indicates whether there has been birth ke
family during the year of the interview.” As explained N_vc,.c_s 5
v_z.n.:,_Q:mc: 1S ma:is_ S0 as to _:,nc_ﬁ.cﬁ:o _.aw::.dm from botl
and the collective models. Therefore, in addition o the variab|
those expressing educational levels and age, which can ApPproximae
rates, we include the family nonlabor income (Family income) 4
regressor. It may be argued that higher family income wj
influence the time spent on childcare if this task can be casily
market, but this is not empirically observed. By contrast, since ¢
an important investment component, previous international
shown that higher family income is associated with more
childcare. In the case of heterosexual, partnered parents, w
hours of remunerated work of the parents (Employed father, Lmployed Mother)
it is very likely that the greater the number of paid hours worked by __z.
individual, the fewer hours of childcare activities, and (he greater the
number of hours required from the spouse, these effects being more eviden;
in the case of fathers (Bryant and Zick [1996] for the US: Hallberg ang
Klevmarken [2003] for Sweden; Connelly and Kimmel [2007] for the Us),

Table 1 shows the average and the standard deviation of each of (e
variables used in the analysis for the unweighted pooled data. Note that
considerations are given in turn, and with respect to each of the fiye
countries in question, first to all the families in the data, then (o fam
which both parents are employed and, finally, to families in which only the
father works outside the home. Whereas the last row of Table 1 includes the
number of observations, that is to say, the number of families, a detailed
Table Al in the Appendix displays these disaggregated per wave and per
subsample.

With respect o the dependent variable, Childeare, it is clearly observed in
the five samples that mothers dedicate more hours than fathers (o this
activity, ranging from almost five times more
much in Denmark. When distinguishing between the cases of cohabitating
EcEnJ and fathers where both parents are employed, and where only the
F::._.w =.M:.r outside the home, all differences decrease in the first case, and
Increase in the second. Thus, when both parents are employed, differences

in Spain and haly decline 1o “only” three times more for mothers than for
fathers, with Denmark again being the country where the difference is the
z..:..__..w_. In the case in which only a father is employed, the greatest
difference is almost ten times that in Spain, and the lowest again it

Denmark — o A .
cnmark v__x_:: more than twice as much. We can also note thit

...525 _z

v O

the :_:s___“
€ Ratig, anq
Wage
Sa wc?—_.x_n
| Negativel,
hired in g,
hildcare hag
evidence g
hours Spent g
ith respect the

ilies in

in Spain 1o less than wice as
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hers dedicate less ime to caring for children when tw
oved, as compared to J_E case where only the fathe
_‘_E:u feature is that time spentin childcare by fathers in Denmark s
py far the ann,,...r more than twice :..2 of any other country, whereas
awann:anm in 2.:53.2 across countries by mothers are much smaller,
Thus, the majority of the Arz.m.qa:nmv. across the samples from northern,
central, and mo:_,__nza no:::._a.w are basically observed in the amount of
iime devoted by fathers to Q:Enmﬂ.n (see also Bettio and Plantenga [2004)
and de Laat and Sevilla-Sanz [2006]).

In regard to the explanatory variables, we begin with the age variable,
parents’ average age. The average age is very similar across countries, ranging
from 38 years for Danish and German couples to 40 years for Spanish and
Ialian couples, with this average being similar in the wo subsamples.
Regarding educational attainment, we can observe in all five countries that,
in general, mothers show greater percentages at the primary level of
education than fathers and, further, that fathers exhibit either the same or
greater percentages than mothers at the higher-education level. If we now
compare countries, we find that Spain stands out because of its high
percentage of individuals with only primary education, more than 60
percent, with Denmark and Germany at the opposite extreme, with less
than 20 percent. Additionally, for all five countries, we can observe a
greater percentage of individuals with only primary education in those
families in which only a father is employed, and a greater percentage of
individuals with higher education in those families where two parents are
employed. These differences are more evident i the case of mothers. This
allows us to establish that first, the level of education when only a father is
employed is lower than when both a father and mother are employed and,
second, differences across subsamples are much more sizeable in the case
of mothers, with these facts underlining the importance of considering the
participation status of mothers.

With respect to the three variables referring to the presence of children
n the family, Childyen < 16, Children < 12, and Birth, we can observe that :._c
number of children under age 16 is in all cases above 1.55, _.cua_::.n 1.80 in
France and Denmark. These figures agree with those presented for o_:wq
countries by de Laat and Sevilla-Sanz (2006). We can also note that, in
general, this number is higher in families where only a father is e_.__u_.;».a.
In regard 1o the presence of children under age 12, 5..3:_ see that, in
almost 90 percent of families with children, there is a child :E__me_‘. :::._

12, with few differences across countries and across .,,___vz”._d.._u_n,l.. v.:.z_.:_,,.
the percentage of families with a birth in the e::.wmv:_z__:.n :..E 7.. ,_:a
similar in all countries, about 7 percent, with this hgure being somewhat
higher in Denmark, 10 percent.

The next variable 1o be considered is
lamily's nonlabor income in thousands of re

mot
emp!
outsta

O —um:ﬁ..:z are
1 is employed. An

Family income, measured as the
al euros per year, in purchasing
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swer paity First, we can identify small differences in meay,
\C ativy. A . s -
"“.E.i.z the five sample countries, the highest value being cré?.y:_:
5.,_:_::.,,,.En:mu.._o::_c:z._oznw_é_:c.ccu.n?n._m:

i ed §
e Spain, Secq 3
nonlabor carnings in Italy, Spain, and France are clearly nd,

: Zecarly higher in gy
in which two parents are employed :5.: in those in which only a f et
..:%_3&“ they are almost _r,e same in Denmark, and mzmrzq lower s
Germany. One could argue »._.c_s these ﬁ.._:nm that public transfe n
important part of nonlabor income, are in southern countries p, aink
allocated only to paid workers, as o_uvc../,nz to central and Nordje coungs y
in which mothers do not need to be paid workers in order to e e v:_h.m.
benefits (Trifiletti 1999). This is partially supported by the evidence %E_M
by the variable Ratio, defined as the proportion of a mother’s nonlal,
:pno.sn over her family's :c:_“mcg :..no_:c. When only a father h
employed, this figure is much higher in Denmark at over 40 Percen,
around 15 percent in central countries, and less than 11 percent in
Mediterranean countries. When two parents are employed, Denmark again
shows the highest fraction, over 70 percent, with values between 95 percen,
and 40 percent in the other sample countries. In the whole sample, valye
are qualitatively similar to the lauer,

TS, an

Finally, we have also included those variables which refer to (he hours
dedicated to working outside the home. Note that the average number of
paid hours worked by fathers does not greatly vary, whether o parents are
employed or only a father is. The most paid hours worked per week by
fathers appears in Spain, 46, while the fewest are in France and Germany,
40. With respect to mothers, greater differences across countries can be
observed. Beginning with the fact that the proportion of parents in the
samples who are both employed varies from only 31 percent in Spain and
42 percentin Italy, to slightly over 50 percent in Germany and France, and
up to 81 percent in Denmark; the number of paid hours worked per week
by mothers increases as we move north. Thus, in Spain the average is less
than 14 hours, around 15 in Italy, 17 in Germany, almost 20 in France, and
almost 30 in Denmark. However, when two parents are employed, the

highest values are found in the Mediterrancan countries, and in Denmark,

about 35 hours per week. In the central countries, these values are closer o

30 hours. The explanation seems clear, Fewer mothers are employed in the
Mediterranean countries, but when they are, they work almost as many paid
hours as fathers. This evidence has also be

en found by Trifilet (1999),
which allows her 1o

claim the distinct  characterization of (e
Mediterranean or Latin rim of welfare s ates, compared with ie
conservative Central European countries. Thus, it is confirmed

benefits for mothers are only available if they are paid workers. e
E.:::n the time spent on childcare 1o the time spent on paid work, %
highest figures are observed in Denmark for all three subsamples. This®
clearly higher than in (he ::.n _

rsample countries, which, in n.._:._,.___ ¢
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figures a::a &.s:u:::csmF_E_:mn_ecw.}:c_:qq noteworthy result is that,
when two parents are employed, the total amount of ime spent on both
activities is greater for mothers than for fathers, with differences ranging
from 5 hours n Denmark to w_:.oﬁ. 14 hours in France,

A first assessment of gender differences in the number
dedicated to childcare can ?r obtained from two indicators proposed by
Lawrence Haddad and Ravi Kanbur (1990). These indices, commonly
known as HK and IR, provide an inequality measure from the individual
values indicated for each of the parents. In particular, HK is the ratio
between the difference of the two values for wo parents and their sum,
while IR is computed as the ratio between the lowest and the highest values [
for each of the variables. In Table 2 we present the values of hoth ,
indicators, with these being calculated for the total number of families, as
well as for those in which two parents are employed, and for those in which
only a father is employed. Both inequality measures oscillate between 0 and
1, with HK indicating the maximum equality when it is 0, and the maximum
inequality when itis 1, and IR being interpreted in the opposite way. Given
that the interpretation of the two indices is analogous, we focus here on
describing the results derived from the first indicator, HK. Considering first
the total number of families, a noteworthy difference can be seen between
Denmark and the rest of the sample countries. In the latter, inequality in
caring for children ranges bewveen 0.65 in Germany to 0.76 in Spain,
against 0.39 in Denmark. We also note that this inequality is higher in all
cases when only a father is employed, with marked differences across
countries, than in the case when two parents work outside the home, where
the HK values are more similar across countries.

of hours

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

In this section we first present the estimation strategy and then interpret
the estimated hours each of the parents dedicated to caring for children.
The dependent variable is regressed against the aforementioned
explanatory variables, as expressed in the following specification:

: A SALA L5
Y = p + B Ratio, + B3 Income, + dyz; +90

+ed =1 Nt =1 0T

! sB_B .
F_.. =ub 4 R_::::: + au:::::‘: +0yz 09, T

+~.._._ Y= —i..l.:“ —<.~

< that each parent (A and B)
where b and h% are the number of hours that T.#__ _V.__J:v__. M_:.c::. o
dedicates 1o childcare; Ratio is the ratio of :S:F.w. s _.:__4..;._»=~  iichides
that of the family; Income is the family nonlabor income; < 2

131

|



Span

ltaly

Genmany

svoted to childcare by country and family status

France

Denmark

Table 2 Gender inequality measures of hours de

ARTICLES . GLNDER DIFFERENCES IN CHILDCARE
Y % -~ -~ S
S8 |8&=5| £ LT . I )
g§sf| == | % individual characteristcs for €ach spouse and other family characteristics,
“ The parameters f and é are .:S ncn_.:n_n.:s accompanying the variables; 4
. mw oo g and o are constant terms, with g being the average population and % the
£ e d 5% a X
& if|=ss=<s| £ individual deviation with respect to this average; and, finally, ¢ are the error
m terms.
-~ e 2
$|2828| 23
~ = m = m m ..w- mm . .
¢ g tumation strategy
% .o P - S o . o
48 2828 .mm We must first note that a number of considerations have shaped our
§ig|=s°s| 33 esiimation strategy. The firstis that childcare is, obviously, considered to be
-~ £ £ a task with characteristics different from paid work, leisure, and housework,
LS| 88389 2 m and, hence, it is worthy of study separately from other uses of time
<E S W - (Suzanne Bianchi 2000; Bianchi and Raley 2005; Howie et al. 2006).%
3| 258 MIM Second, our proposed estimation methodology is close in spirit to the
Fl8338| c2 papers by Hallberg and Klevmarken (2003) and Kalenkoski, Ribar, and
cSee = Z ¥, = . . .
25 Stratton (2005, 2007), and it has been previously applied by, among
3 m“m. <588 ..m.lm others, _::En:_nnw. qua_‘m.. José >_Un2.o Zo_:.:.. and Victor M.
§8%|Sses e Montuenga (2010) in studying the allocation of time devoted to paid
TE work. It is developed in a reduced form, and, since error terms are
A mw ” = =8 correlated within the household, both father’s and mother's equations are
& % - oz = = 2 - Qs
< it |eess| %S simultaneously estimated in order to gain efficiency.” Given the absence
% of information in the database about the hours devoted to other tasks (for
I | 2285 example, housework and leisure), a global treatment of all decisions in a

unified framework is not possible. Furthermore, the fact that we are using
panel data methods to control for unobservable heterogeneity, for cach
couple observed over several years, allows us to obtain more robust
estimates when dealing with simultaneity.

Third, since hours spent in leisure and housework by each of the parents
are omitted from the analysis, but it is reasonable to think that the decision
on the hours devoted to childcare depends on, and influences, the hours
devoted to paid work, then an endogeneity problem is likely to h.:..:... In
order 10 take into account such endogeneity, we can instrument it 2_.5 a
variable highly correlated with time in employment, and very likely
exogenous, at least at the individual level, to the number of __n.:_J.
devoted 1o childeare.'” After some exploratory exercises, one possible
instrument is the average number of paid hours worked by the total of
employees in the same occupation as the individual, in each A«“ﬁ:‘ and in
cach country, and of the same gender. As stated above, the X ..:.:_‘_,_cm 3:1
and Family income are computed, in all estimates, as the ratio ol :.51_:,._ s
nonlabor income o that of the family, and as the family :o:T:ﬁ :::.:e,.
respectively, In this way, we avoid the induced ....:Ena..:e_? that :—nw»_
variables would have had if we had considered total family income and Eﬂ_.
mother’s income, since in these cases labor income a_,..xp_._:_.., on the
number of paid hours worked, which is ¢l sarly endogenous.
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Fourth, in regard 1o the specification, we adopt an ¢

: fhicien the,
1 which captures features from both unitary

approacl . ) AR ] and collectiye
Thus, Family income is a representative .:f_v._c mn both Models, Whe

variables representing ?:..ﬁ.::m:m power QQ::W or Education, for ..zmzﬁ :.p.,
are specfic o the collective :wcn_»._ (Kim u:.a_ \h_u.e._: 2004), ple)

Fifth, since we are considering couples with children, j jq Possible
some of the parents, perhaps both, could be unemployeq, -
nonparticipants. Consequently, the problem of selection into ¢
may be of greatimportance in our study. The difficulty is tha, taking o))
dimensions of our study into account, the selection Problem i ?
intractable, because we are considering both .a:::S:ia. in the & “.:_:.“
decisions and endogeneity in the time of paid work, within 3 panel ﬂm.:
framework. If, additionally, we consider the problem of wm_on:&? our S_.H
would be quite overwhelming, especially knowing that a clear reaimen ”;
selectivity issues with panel data is not straightforward. Thus, w:rc:m__ some
techniques have been suggested in  theoretical studies (Jeffrey
Wooldridge 1995, 2002; Ekaterina Kyriazidou 1997, 2001), no n_ﬁ.,z__m
conclusions have been reached about the appropriateness of each (see
Christian Dustmann and Maria E. Rochina-Barrachina [2007] in (he case of
Germany), particularly when endogeneity exists (see Anastasig Semyking
and Jeffrey Wooldridge [2010] for the US), Bearing this in mind, by, siill
with the aim of considering a possible different behavior between o
camner couples and those with only male earners (there is 2 very loy
number of sample couples where the only earner is a mother), .ﬁ..
decided 10 estimate two separate samples: one sample for those couples
where two parents work outside the home, and the other for couples where
only a father is employed. Although we do not explicitly take into account
the issue of sample selection, and, in cons (uence, we express our cautions
against the potential biases, the estimation of two separate samples is an
approximation to compare results and to shed some light on the disina
behavior between the differing participation status of mothers,

Sixth, although the family structure may, in principle, have some
influence on the time spent on childcare, through the availability of more
resources, generation of new necessities, the possibility of specialization,
the raising of collaboration, or conflicts within the household, previous
evidence  shows negligible  differences  between types ol conples
(Kalenkoski, Ribar, and Stratton 2007). This, along with our aim d
analyzing intrahousehold allocation of time, leads us to consider only those
families with o heterosexual parents, either married or cohabitating.

Seventh, the five sample countries cover an ample range of the variations
observed within Europe. As discussed above, they are thought to capture
:ﬁn_cun._ii in welfare-state regime types, across northern, ...._:_..__.. and
S::..S: countries, However, not only can differences across countres be
explained by differeng welfarestate regimes, but gender norms and
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(ereotypes also _V_B.:x role ‘_5 the performance of childcare
mn_n:_::m:rﬁ. ‘;:m” _z_i .wE_. Zepeda .A 2004) argue thay
cxample,  wage discrimination against women -
F:ﬂ.:i:n power.  Almudena m.cfw_:uuw:_ﬁ. A.wccﬁ
egalitarian social norms favor mvcn_m:h:.o_.. within the family, whereas de
Laat and Sevilla-Sanz (2006) extend .&_z argument (o analyze their
influence on fertility and female participation rates (see also Raquel
Fernandez, Alessandra Fogli, and Claudia Oliveui [2004]). The five
countries considered in this paper also show great differences re garding
social norms, being more egalitarian in the Nordic, less so in the
Mediterranean, and in an intermediate position in the central countries,

and its
social norms - for
weaken  mothers'
shows  that  less

Results of the estimation

Bearing in mind the aim of our study o focus on the differences across
countries in regard to the behavior of fathers and mothers in caring for
children, and on the influence of the determinants under consideration,
the estimation procedure is structured as follows. First, we estimate each
equation corresponding to the hours dedicated by each parent, using
aggregated data by ordinary least squares (OLS). We then use the pancl
data stucture to estimate the equations, considering individual effects,
both fixed and random. The LM test shows the preference of the panel
estimation over the pool estimation, while the Hausman test reveals that
the fixed effects model is the appropriate estimation procedure in all
cases.'?

A first approximation of the final results are obtained _....:_: an OLS
estimation, and are presented in Table 3. Here, simultaneity is accounted
for, but unobserved heterogeneity and endogeneity are not. However, our
estimation  provides some  exploratory resuls for __zu whole set of
regressors and, particularly, for those related o c%_a.,:_c:..._ _2.,..7 ...==_
the average age. These latter variables are time invariant, or their tme
differentials are constant over time, so that they disappear when mean
differences are taken when estimating by fixed effects. _.: very m.,.:.r.:._.
terms, we can see that time spent on childeare increases with the :::__z.._.
of children in the household, especially in the case of mothers, and __:.c:
especially when the children are infants. Moreover, there z..p.:..”_:. e _w_.._
opposite  behavior between  fathers and mothers, in _.p..n"_m._. : ._.c e
influence of hours of paid work on the hours ol .1_:,.—.___,4» rp._:z
influence of all these variables will be &./.,_;A..L ::.J _v”-_“”...a_w_.,”:ﬁ:ﬂn_:.,
after estimating by fixed effects, and after controlling for
of hou

ol paid work.
Focusing now on the other v

average age of both parents, the less ::.w

interpretation is that, since, by construction, all samy

ariables, we can observe that the _:E:.... __"»
is spent on childcare. One simple

ple couples have at least
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Table 3 OLS estimation of time devoted o childeare by country and Lamily status
Denmark France Cermany Tty Spazn
Both paremis Only the father Bath pecrents Oinky the Juther Both parenis Onldy the futher Both pearents Only the father Both pearents Omily the fathey
! P v / r
employed employed emplined emplinyerd emplaryed coployed employnd emplined emploed emploned
L
Vanabies Yathers  Mothers Fathers . Mothers  Fathers Mothers  Fathers  Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers Tathers Mothers Fathers Mothor Fathers Mothers  Fathers  Mothers
Constant 13850 14K0®® 0034 141 631 1246%% 397%% 16850 231%* BSI*T BASS 020°% S4I* 245 270% || AR THP® 1422%% G250 1662
(L64)  (211) (204 (308) (064) (1.07) (058) (170 (044 (091)  (05%)  (1.80) (1L37)  (072)  (158)  (108)  (1.59) (060) (166)
Parenw’ DATEY I8 D06 002 000%* 017 006 0DI6%* 034 Q08%* 005 017 A4 008 00 D07 016" 0060 09
average age (002)  (0.03)  (003)  (0.00) (001) (0.02) (©01) (0.03) (001)  (001)  (001)  (003) (001) (002) (001) (003) (D02) @O3 (OO (D03
Secondary 00% 048 L13% - 264%% 047%% 086** 075 -227° 012 030 011 048 028 005  090°% 143% 1.95%*  100%  1.150% 045
cducanon (058)  (0.73)  (082) (1.22) (023) (039) (022) (065)  (0.19)  (039)  (020) (065) (0.23) (099 (0D17) (0A48) (041)  (062) (022) (063
father
Universiry 087* 089 155 1.81 D70%  054% 080 0 0% DA0* D66 011 042 088" 010 1 .48 079 1LO6**  0.05
educanon (063)  (0.80) (099) (146) (027) (0.46) (027)  (081)  (021) (041  (024) (0.78) (0.36) (0.60) (0.33) (0.95) (039 (060) (023 (067
father
Sccondary 099¢s | g2ee LAY O58%% 022 027 027 000 011 028 020 LOB**  LI5** 096** -035 LO7*> 041 D60%* 214>
education (038)  (07%) (057 (L15) (024) (041) (0.22) (0.70) (0.17) (035)  (018)  (056)  (0.24)  (0.40) (018) (052) (0.41) (0.63) (023%) (0.67)
;; mother
= Unnenin 131%*  236% 200 076 06t 0410 2, 001 002 068 101  LI2* 0824 045 0090 227 00K )55 2y
education (063) (079 (101 (150)  (026) (043) (0.29) (080) (0.21) (042) (0.29) (092) (0370 (0.62) (041 (L18) (0.39)  (0.60) (029)  (0.54)
mother
Ratio 001 00 0.02% - D03*% 001 001 001 002 001* D01 001* 001 001 -002%* 001 D06 001* 003 002" 0.050
(001 (001 (001 (002) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)  (0.00)  (000)  (0.00) (0.01) (001) (001) (OO1) (0.01) (0.01) (001) (D01} (001
Family income om- 0.02**  0.01 0.00 002%*  002** 001 QO3 002% D06 DO2** 0.06%* 001 02 0.02° 414* 00l 0.01 a0l nor-
0O (0.01)  (001) (DO1) (0.00) (001) (0.00) (001) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (001)  (0.02) (001) (0.04) (0.00) (0.00) (0,00)  (0.00)
Births H2ITE DOSSTE ROSCT S04t 54240 21807t 3650 2296%% 055°  GSS'T 0RO ARG**  SH3YT 15800%  1UGY  BG6TT TALS Q042%% {75%% 06.774%
(LI7)  (123)  (190)  (046) (0.79) (0.38) (L19) (0.33) (067) (0.31) (1L0S) (049) (081) (03%) (1.00) (074) (112} (©41) (1.19)
Children <16 3.30%*  253** 440 001 L75%% 004 240%% 036" 099 018  057* 134%* 381** 073** 385%* 043  228% 004 327
(0.42)  (059) (089) (016) (0. (0.12)  (037)  (0.11) (022) (010) (0.31) (0.18) (0.30) (0.12) (033) (0.27) (041) (0.13) (0.38)
Children <12 24.21%% 12164 2a13%* 343%* 215 B28Yr 6.25%%  250%%  OT8% T16%% 1601%%  3.00%% 14.117% 1019°* 2619%* 4.15%* 3207*
(0.81) (133 (203) (032) (0535 (0.31) (0.20) (042) (0.25) (0.80) (033) (055) (024) (0.70) (050) (0.76) (0.27) (0.78)
Emploved D207 008 020 002 0M4™ 001 001 0 0.02%* 001" 002 0087 008%* -0.03%+ 006t 0.11** 001 -005** 003
father (0.02) (0.02) {00%)  (004)  (001)  (001) (001) (002) (000) (0O1) (DOL) (002 (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (002) (0.01) (002)  (0.01)  (0.02)
Emploved 003 HA1 0.00%* 014+ D01*% D06+ 0.05%* .14 0.01 -, I‘l-“
mather (0.02)  (0.0%) o1 (001 (O (000 oaon  (002) (001  (0.02)
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Notex Standard deviations are in parentheses
S and © denote staasteal sipnificance at the 5 and 10 pereent levels, vespectively.
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heterogeneity can be controlled for by usi » UNobge, T [ e - . ’
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instrumented or not. I'he case of _.,_;...:2. n:: __:. .::E._u_.c_ni as the Parep
preference for childcare provided by :_c_:.vn ves, n.c:._._,::,Q_ 10 :.“
<ervices in the market, :._:.._.nuw the opposite m_ut__nv.. in .Oo..::.:... ;_:h..
can be interpreted that the invesument component of childcare i, F ,.:E.. :
more relevant than in the other sample countries. By conur is
our results suggest that parents may prefer to devote exu

E:.:w s

st in C».::E:

14 A income o by
. . ¢
childcare in the market.

With respect to the child variables, almost all coefficients are estin,

: S RS g .E.

1o have statistically significant positive effects at the 5 perceny i 5_”*

the only exception being the coefficients of the variable Childyen 16
n

Germany, which are found to be negative. Two general results can be
abserved: coefficients for mothers are always greater than thoge of fatheys.
and coefficients corresponding to the Birth variable are the Em—:.c.
However, some results differ from these general rules, and we =..z..
describe them for each individual variable. First, a newbor child in g
family leads to more hours spent on childcare by both parents in 4|
sample countries. However, coefficients for mothers are considergh,
higher, between five and ten times those of fathers, Moreover, wherea
for mothers such coefficients are higher than those corresponding 1o the
ariable Childven < 12, except in Denmark, they are clearly lower in g
case of fathers, with this being the general rule, although there are
certain exceptions. Hence, we can deduce that a new birth in the family
necessitates an increase in the time devoted to childcare by mothers,
much more than in the case of fathers, and much more than when the
child is not an infant. As children grow older, the impact on time devoted
to children is more evenly distributed  across genders, so that (he
nfluence on fathers is quantitatively greater than in the case of a new
birth. In the case of Danish fathers, this latter coefficient is statisticall
msignificant when two parents are employed.

Across subsamples, a Birth in the family leads to more time on childcare
by mothers, with few variations, whether a mother is employed or noy,
whereas the impact on fathers is higher when two parents are employed,
as against the case in which only a father is employed, except in
Denmark. These vesults are, in gener.

al, common to both variables, Bith
and Children < 2.

Taking the estimates for these two variables together,
1s apparent that the presence of an infant greatly influences time spent o
childcare in all countries, with this influence continuing as a child grow
older, though in a more moderate way, The
Denmark, where coefficients of (he
higher than those of Birth, e
be explained by the bene
tompared 10 the othe
parental le
the mome

only exception s, again
riable  Children < 12 are much
specially for fathers, Clearly, this result ma
fits and Jeave arrangements in this count.
r countries. In Denmark, in the first years of a child
ave is extensive and generous, with facilities for childcare from
nta father or mother re

over., 4
trns to employment. However, ¢
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<aribed in Bettio and Plantenga (2004), the financial benefits in the

%un._. sample countries are not as great, and public care facil
_um_”p_wpumw on return to paid work.
?.,_4—__.,. variable indicating the _.:__:73 of .or.._z_.c: under age 16 shows
similar results, even :.c.:n: cm::.rﬁﬁ_ ncm_m:c:; are wc.sez.__m_ smaller.
The most striking _.nl_: is that ...,,.::::wm for Germany are negative, but they
are only statistically significant at the 5 percent _»._.m._ when mothers do not
work outside the home. The 2._.3‘...:2 of this ,.w__.._m_u_n suggests that, not
only the presence and the age of n_:_m?.m- have an impact on time devoted
1o childcare, but also the number Q. children. M._ 1s worth :o::n. that the
greatest effect of the number of children on time spent on childcare is
observed in Denmark. The more extended coverage of public services and
childcare arrangements may explain this result. In summary, the presence
of children augments the number of hours spent on childcare, especially in
the case of mothers, and when children are infants. In Denmark, and 1o a
lesser extent in Germany, this effect is also observed for fathers, particularly
when two parents are employed. .

In regard to the influence time allocated to paid work has on time spent
on childcare, one general result emerges. More remunerated hours worked
by fathers or mothers imply fewer hours devoted by them to childeare, and
more hours devoted by their corresponding partners. That is, more hours
in paid work by fathers leads to fewer hours in childcare by them, and more
by mothers. Conversely, more hours in paid work by mothers gencrates
more time in childcare by fathers and less by mothers. The ,‘S:z:ﬂ_m
significance of this general result declines, :._:.:. n:._:_.u:_‘n.a_ to the OLS
estimates, and decreases further when endogeneity is instrumented (see
Table A2 in the Appendix).”” From the estimates appearing in Table 4,
several comments arise. First, more coeflicients are »;::,5:4_. to be
statistically significant at the 5 percent level in the subsample in :___._.n_._.z,.”,
parents are employed. Second, more paid hours worked by :5._.2H, resu __
in sizable reductions in the time spent on childcare by :_:::”_./ in ‘._
sample countries, whereas statistically significantat 5 1:_.,.2‘.._ _.Ew_ _E:_.zm S
in childcare by fathers are only observed in France and Germanv. _. ":
more  paid hours worked by fathers in Cn.::_.:_.r w:&. _:” m__n_“__“””
significantly at the 5 percent level the time spent in n_,:rr __2 4 ﬂ__... ::_,ﬂ“
and simultaneously increase significantly at the 5 4_,.._.. w..ﬁ p._,.pp ¥
spentin childeare by mothers. In the other z:::._... .,c_:.::m.m s
is almost statistically insignilicant. Finally, in Spain, most ol the Qr o
are found (o be statistically insignificant. This latter 1 ssult suggests ik
\ inelastic to changes in the _z.zu_w
vations from a number of EU
(2003); Sayer,
. and Sandberg

ies are

Spain, the time spent on childeare is quite
of paid work, which is in line with the obs

; Sy Jevmarken
countries in Bianchi (2000); ::___x._m and r__f,,_:_A.wM:”..:
Bianchi, and Robinson (2004); Bianchi and Raley (=00:
and Hoflerth (2001).

141




ARTICLES

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The objective of this paper has been to E.S_ﬁn gender difference
allocation of time spent caring for children. To that eng,
considered the efficiency approach to derive demand functions §
spent on childcare, and ommz..s—nﬁ_ __ﬁ.wn. mc._. five national
Danish, French, German, Italian, and Spanish houscholds,
cight waves of the ECHP (1994-2001).

Before carrying out the econometric analysis, we have fipg Provideq
body of descriptive evidence that clearly points to the specializagigy, M
mothers in caring for children in the sample countries, even 59_”_
differences exist among them. Thus, the average number of __osn 5
mothers dedicate to caring for children ranges from five times more Eu”
men in Mediterranean countries, for example Spain, (o less than two
times more than men in Denmark, as an example of the Nordjc
countries. The HK and IR indicators confirm this evidence, she
the greatest inequality in caring for children appears in Spain
smallest in Denmark.

In regard to the estimation strategy, the following aspects haye been
considered. First, time devoted to childcare deserves 1o be studied
separately from other uses of time, such as labor supply or housework.
Second, the fact that decisions made in allocating time to childcare depend
on, and influence, other time uses leads us to conclude that endogeneity
must be addressed in the analysis of the anammmos-zﬁrm:m process. Third, in
modeling intrahouschold allocation of time, we consider families that
consist of two heterosexual, partnered, adult members, the parents, cach
with their own preferences, and that final decisions are taken
simultaneously. In this respect, we adopt a general theoretical approach,
namely the efficiency approach, which encompasses both unitary and
collective models. Fourth, deriving from this general approach, the parents’
decisions about time spent on childcare are modeled in a reduced form,
specified by demand functions, which are seen as being influenced by a
series of economic determinants, such as individual and houschold
characteristics as well as variables related to bargaining power. Fifth,
taking into account that such determinants can vary across welfare state
regime types, and social norms and stereotypes, we have carried out the
m.zm_.&.w for several EU countries considered 1o be representative within the
EU. Sixth, the database used — the cight waves of the ECHP from 1994 to
mc:_. = is common for the five sample countries, such that information
o_E:.Ed can be considered to he homogenecous. The fact that the data are
provided in panel form has allowed us to control for unobserved individual
_:.F._d.nn:a.ms,. Finally, selectivity issues have been partially addressed by
analyzing the behavior of those families where two parents are n_:_..__:.z_.

S in the
WC hay,
O hoypg
amples, Namely
drawn from :_m

wWing thag
v and the
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.,.%un:n._,,. from zzwmn s.__.a?. only a father is employed. Take
simultaneous nc:minnd:w= o.n all .__.nma factors co
contribution to the existing international literatur
childcare between 1&..«._:.!‘

Our fixed effects estimations yield the following relevan, results. First, a
higher level of mothers’ nonlabor income, compared to family's nop| J
income, correlates to fewer hours spent on childcare by mothers
ime spent on childcare by fathers. Second, Family income positively
influences the number of hours spent on childcare by both parents m.‘_
most of the sample countries. This suggests that childcare .Ae—:nwn::. an
important ::.wmcdn:H.nchc:n..:. at least in some of (he sample countries,
Third, education variables, .:_—zn: can be interpreted as approximating
wages, show differing behaviors across countries, across genders, and less
importantly, across subsamples. Fourth, a very robust result across sample
countries is that the presence of young children, especially infants,
increases the time spent on childcare by fathers, and more so by
mothers. Furthermore, as children grow older, that influence is qna:nﬁ.._
in importance, but only disappears completely in Germany, for children
under 16. Fifth, the impact of the number of remunerated hours worked
on the number of hours spent on childcare differs gready across genders,
More hours on paid work by one of the parents implies more hours on
childcare by the corresponding partner, and fewer hours by the former.
These results, however, appear to be statistically significant only in the
samples in which two parents are employed. If instruments are used, robust
results are only found to be statistically significant at 5 percent in Germany,
suggesting that, in the remaining countries, changes in the number of paid
hours worked are absorbed mainly through time devoted 1o other activities,
such as leisure or housework.

These results reveal that the case of Denmark is quite different from that
of the other countries studied. This is probably due to the social-democratic
policies characteristic of the Nordic countries, policies that seek to enhance
women's participation in paid work, through wo channels. The :.z... is
greater flexibility in the workplace through measures such as flexible time
schedules that allow for childcare during paid working time ;.:m the
establishment and growth of kindergartens at the workplace with :.;_:,,EE‘..
timetables, which make family and paid work tasks more 2:.%.:%_»., The
second is greater security at the  workplace, with extensive n:...,.
amangements and the aim of equal pay for men ::,a women. .:_c.ﬁn
policies have permited significant growth in equality for :c.::.: _.__ EM
workplace in general in Denmark, and also in n_:_ﬁ_wu:. for .___cv.. emp ”:_p .
Women who are mothers. In the remaining countnes studied, .._q%_z C»

: ho are mq . . X . specific than in the past,
fact that time spent on childeare is now less gender v_zm_:a;_. - countries in
the difference with respect to Denmark and the Nordic ¢d

Aaken together, the
nSUtutes an importang
€ on the allocation of

abor
and more
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general is still considerable (see also Bettio Hi Plantenga [2004) T
women's _.x_._:.:y,_::: in the _z_z.,:. ..:u..rn— m Mediterrane '
despite the gains of recent years, 1s still about 20 points beloy that of
Nordic countries. Our data show that two _E_.ﬁ:m are employeq iy, P Ga
percent of Spanish families and 42 percent in Ttaly, compareq 5.”_7 3
percent in Denmark. At the muz.:. ::5.. it .x_u_unu..v, that ::.?E;:w 80
prevalence of women in part-time jobs, which is characteristic of | S the
consenative countries, such as Germany or France, does
more balanced sharing of the caring tasks.

Therefore, and taking the Danish case as a benchmar,
promoting women’s participation in the labor market hel
inequality between fathers and mothers (see Barbara Bergmann (2001
economic measures (such as modifications in taxation, benefits, allowap _,.r
divorce, and parenting legislation) and changes in social normg a:aﬂm.
cgalitarian  attitudes toward employment, housework, and n.__:an.:.&
should, as Alvarez and Miles 2003, de Laat and Sevilla-San, 2006 .u_”.._
Seguino 2007 argue, accompany this participation with the x:.: .”_
increasing equality in housework tasks, including childcare,

3 s,
an 2:_:52_

he centry
NoL resyly n g

m__.rc:m:
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I park Aguiar and Frk __:_.v- (2007) use ,.a__».::_::. measures of lesure 1o find a
different hehavior n the US across educational groups, which result in :
crease of Jeisure time for both men .AE_ women over time.
‘This result is also found for the US by Kalenkoski, Ribar, and Stratton (2007) and for
Switzerland by Alfonso m::Bw_.E? Hans Schmid, and Rol( Widmer (2001
Korenman, Liao, and O'Neill (2005) do not find influence
devoted 10 childcare in the US,
ﬁc__l.c:_:..:_v.u we cannot :az,‘_:_u a ..:: structural model containing all possible uses
of time, as exists in other v.:.:.? which use Time Use Sunveys (Korenman, Liao, and
O'Neill mccmular::z.:,. and Kimmel 2007; Kato and Masumoto 2007; Kimmel and
Connelly 2007).
Finland is also included ,:.— ::.. ECHP, but only since 1996, Sweden has not been
considered in our study, since _:?J_q.:::. about hours devoted o childeare is not
available. Although the case of the UK has also been excluded, previous evidence for
this country exists (sec, for example, Kalenkoski, Ribar, and Swaton [2005]).
For more information on this database, sce Bettio and Plantenga (2004)
See Bernard Fortm and Guy Lacroix (1997); Pierre-Andre Chiappori, Bernard Forun,
and Guy Lacroix (2002): Bittman et al. (2003); Leora Friedberg and Anthony Webh
(2006), among many others. One measure seldom used is the difierence n age
between husband and wile (see Michael Myck, Olivier Bargain, Miriam Beblo, Denis
Beninger, Richard Blundell, Raquel Carrasco, Mania-Concetia Chiuri, Francois
Laisney, Valérie Lechene, Ermesto Longobardi, Nicolas Moreau, Javier Ruiz-Castillo,
and Frederic Vermeulen [2006]), with this being inconsequential in onr study, We
thank one anonymous referee for calling our attention 1o this pomt in a previous
version of this paper.
Adults in the survey are considered those individuals 16 vears or older. There is no
other iformation about the number of children by age groups (under age 6, etc.).
As shown in the studies for the US by Comnelly and Rimmel (2007) and Kimmel and
Connelly (2007), childcare exhibits a behavior quite close o that of paid work, in the
sense that first, the number of hours devoted 1o each activity have increased over nme
(especially i women), and second, time devoted 1o paid work and childaare reacts
positively to changes in wages.
See also Chris van Klaveren, Bernard M. S van Praag, and Henrictte Maassen van den
Brink (2000) and Martin Browning and Metter Gortz (2006).
Alvarez and Miles (2003) opted to eliminate the time spent in paid work from __.:.
analysis to avoid endogeneity in the estimation of the determinants of tme spent in
housework, We would prefer o deal with such endogeneiy by applying instruments
We thank anonymous referees for thein suggestions regarding the ireaument of
endogencity.
Despite problems of endogencity being somewhat intractable o a ...::._,_.. resoluton,
our data allows us to instrument variables, with the results, presented in Table A2 in
the Appendix, not varying substantially from these obtained without the instrumented
varables.
By contrast, Connelly and Kimmel (2007) find that a higher value of the ratio
increases the share of childeare by mothers in the U :
With tespeet 1o evidence in other EU countries not included in :..71..-%....
Ribar, and Stratton (2005), for the UR, using an eXOgenons mdicator v __. v
receipt of nonlabor income, lind no influence of family income on childeare
Note that OLS estimates are generally found to be
percent level, A remarkable resultis that more __.:._.__::7 W
less time in childcare by them, which is statistically significant
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