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Abstract

Spousal influence on time use has been studieé dntiénsively in the context of domestic work. Sgelu
influence means how the properties or behavior epause affect the other spouse's behavior. However
spousal influence studies on time use in leisure tare very rare. This research focuses on just Ttne
general hypothesis was that the power of spoudlaleimce is dependent on the type of leisure agtiiit
question. Three different types of leisure actgtivere investigated. They were: book readingtingsimore

or less high culture places, or attendance at bigture events, and computer use. Data came fraomréw
cent Finnish time use surveys from the years 198%2and 2009-2010. General univariate linear models
were used as the method. It was found that spanflaénce was very strong in high culture attenéanc
remarkable in book reading, and non-existent in maer use. It was also evident that a person’saamge
education increased spousal effect in time deviatdtighbrow culture.
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1 Introduction

On the basis of observations from everyday life, kmew that the leisure time use of
spouses is very often similar. However, little s¥sb has been done on this issue. What
has been studied intensively is the division of dstic work - child care, cooking, clean-
ing etc. (e.g. Balzan & alii 2014, van Klaveren 2813, Oinas 2010, Sullivan 2010), but
in time use studies the spousal influence (spoef$ett, cohabitant partner effect) on lei-
sure time activities has been investigated onlg t@ry limited existent (however, see e.g.
Niemi 2009, Wollscheid 2014). The general resulth@se studies has been that spousal
influence on time use is remarkable. In this agtigle cannot naturally study time devoted
to all the different leisure activities but the fsds on some central cultural activities.

2 Theoretical backgrounds

In the US, DiMaggio and Mukhtar (2004) report ladglines in attendance rates between
1982 and 2002 for most high-culture activities tfa=aters, concerts, museums, art exhibi-
tions, and libraries). According to the authorss ttecline is even stronger for younger age
groups, which is consistent with Peterson and Rassn(2008, p. 308) finding that the
median age of art attendees has significantly asaé for all high-culture activities. Simi-
lar observations, although, not so evident, caitmmbeée on the basis of Finnish time use
studies (Paakkonen and Hanifi 2011, Toivonen 2014).

A universal decrease in in book reading has alsm lyeported (see e.g. Griswold & al
2005), but in Finland this trend has not been sikisg at least no longer between
1999/2000 and 2009/2010 (P&aakkonen and Hanifi 2011)

If the studies on shared time use of couples suleil activities have been rare, there are
other types of studies than time use studies (“bfien”, “how many times during the last
12 months” etc.), where spouse or partner effest,irfstance, on cultural activities has
been studied quite extensively. Significant spoeffects have been found with status or
education of spouse being the mediating factoipolise effect. It has been found already
in the “classical” studies on cultural capital thiz level of education is as such one of the
most important variables in consumption of highbraviture (e.g. Bourdieu 1984, p. 32-
34).

For instance, Upright studied attendance at geBermusical events, classical music
events, theater, dance, and opera. He found thalsmagendance is more strongly influ-
enced by spousal characteristics than is wometesddance (Upright 2004, p. 129). For
men, each increase in the level of a wife’'s edooais associated with “a dramatic and
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statistically significant higher level of particiggan for nearly each type of event” (Upright,
p. 140). These results are strongest when botimgrarattended an event, and the coeffi-
cients suggest that a wife’s educational levelsisnaportant in this case as is that of the
respondent himself. Surprisingly, for every eveamgepting opera, these results are clear
even when a wife did not attend.

For women, the coefficients suggest that the eduwalt level of the husband is also a
strong if not a stronger predictor of participatithan the wife’s own educational attain-
ment. The education of the husband appears to Iitdeesffect, however, on the odds of
his wife attending alone. In any case, among maurceuples, women characteristically
play a disproportionate role in driving householdds participation, with husbands being
guided by the preferences of wives (Upright, p.)14hus, attendance at high culture
events is very much a status symbol or status1sggkibcess.

Also, in another study that included analysis oftqered individuals it has been found,
similarly, that among ‘elite’ couples, women termdtake charge of the cultural engage-
ments of their husbands, or husbands tend to b§‘péehsantly and gratefully”) by the
tastes and choices of their wives (Warde and Bgnne2008). An interesting observation
is, that a more fluid gender style has greateretiay among women and men from the
professional-executive class (Bennett & al 200238). Another study also indicates this
type of dynamics. Individuals who are in couplaatienships and belong to the working
class show disparate profiles of being feminine mras$culine (Silva & Le Roux 2011, p.
558).

We can also approach the highbrow culture and sppanBuence from the concepts pre-
sented by Granovetter (1973) as Lizardo (2006) ditese concepts astrong tiesand
weak tieaused in the context of social capital. The totahber of ties was operationalized
in Lizardo’s study as the total number of connedi@f people with other people with
whom they kept in contact at least once a yearmfda, p. 788).

After being asked for an estimate of their totamter of connections, the respondents
were then prompted to name how many of those pewpleeally close friends: “Of these

friends and relatives [that are contacted at least a year], about how many would you
say you feel really close to, that is, close enaiogtiiscuss personal or important problems
with?” (Lizardo, p. 789). These kinds of contacereoperationalized as strong ties.

As cultural taste indicators Lizardo used, amonrted, such activities as attended a life
performance of a nonmusical stage play, watchegkeabhllet or dance performance, visit-
ed an art museum or gallery etc. during the paat g 787). It was found that highbrow
taste is more likely to be converted into a demsdwork of strong ties, while popular taste
leads to an increasing number of weak ties. Thiadgsording Lizardo, because the high-
brow culture taste is more restricted: it has asééspecific” nature. This is thus “infused
with the classical Kantian aesthetic in which cadtyoroducts are seen as a conduit for
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intellectual and emotional impressions that reffdggher” moral and aesthetic values”
(Lizardo, p. 799).

Christin (2012) in her study on gender and highbomiural participation in the United
States also touched on spousal influence and pgezsanhypothesis according to which if
the male spouse has high levels of arts sociadzgtmpacts in childhood and youth) and
high educational attainment, the female is morelyiko attend arts events than otherwise.
However, the hypothesis was not supported by tke dtahas also been found that spousal
influence is not only remarkable in activities wiiare more or less status symbols, but
also in those that are social by nature such astamting visitors (Niemi 2009, p. 304).

Highbrow culture attendance is connected with s$ogtiatus, and perhaps therefore this
type of consumption is a visible consumption. Begrein a less visible cultural consump-
tion the role of partner status has been founceteubstantial. For instance, Kraaykamp &
al (2007) found that also in book reading and seleaf TV programs, status is an im-
portant factor. This is because preferences fdaicebooks and TV programs are regular
conversation topics, and their popularity diffeestviieen social strata. Indeed, they find
positive effects of respondent’s and partner’sustamn literary book reading and negative
effects of respondent’s status on the amount of spent watching TV for both men and
women (p. 132).

In an additional analysis, Kraaykamp & al investigghthe interaction of gender with the
partner's status measures to determine whethengrastatus effects differ for men and
women. For women, partner’'s status proved to beifgggntly more important than for
men: hence, women are inclined to read more etémtling materials when their husbands
hold a high-status job (p. 142).

It is not only spouses who have an impact on edltér's behavior, but also children have

impacts on their parents’ behavior. For instanoetourism studies, dealing with tourist

destination selection, not only partner effectdlsb the effect of children has been studied
extensively, and it has been found that the infbeeof children is remarkable in destina-

tion selection in tourism (e.g. Kozak and Karad@g2).

Sullivan’s study on division of domestic work wagmtioned above. She found that men
with higher levels of education contribute substdiyt more to childcare than men with

lower education (Sullivan 2010, p. 727). Thus, sabeffect was strong among more
highly educated men. Therefore, although thereoahg few time use studies on spousal
influence on leisure time usene might think, ¥ analogy,that, among men, the spousal
effect is strong also on time used on leisure diesg; if the education of the man is high.

However, education or status of partner is notahky factor which controls the spousal
influence. The age of a partner and the shared oihspouses have been observed to in-
crease the similarity in time use, because thdili&ed of the length of the marriage also
increases (Ruuskanen 2004).
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On the basis of the above discussion time devaidabbk reading and time devoted to
highbrow culture attendance were two of the leisactvities studied here. Both of them

have high status value - perhaps highbrow culttiendance higher - and they are social
and visible, especially highbrow cultural attendandowever, it is reasonable to suppose
that there are also other leisure activities wiaid neither high status symbols nor are vis-
ible and social.

From earlier studies we know that time devotedaoimputer use has increased dramatically
(e.g. Toivonen 2013). In several studies, age ahatagion have been found to be central
variables in adopting computer use or, in generaly information and communication
techniques (e.g. Nasi 2013). It is, however, veffycdlt to assume how powerful, if any,
the spouse effect is on time devoted to the comphésause there are in abundance stud-
ies on impacts of computers and information teabgies on family life (e.g. Chesley
2005, Lanigan 2009) but evidently not strictly gmogsal influence and computer use.
Computer use is not a traditional high status #gfiand it is not a social activity in the
sense that the persons involved have a physicakpee in a situation. Therefore, time
devoted to computer use was chosen as the thauréeactivity studied here.

3 Research gquestions and hypotheses

On the basis of the above, the research questimh$igpotheses of this study are as fol-
lows:

1. What is the influence of the spouse’s time use paraon’s own time used on a known
leisure activity? It can be expected that the ¢ffedifferent depending on the activity.
Thus, it is hypothesized (1) that spousal influeiscetrongest in activities where the
traditional status value (upper class) of the #gtig high and visible the activity as in
highbrow cultural attendance activities (see abexe Upright, Warde & Bennet). It
also quite strong in activities where the tradiibstatus value is not so high also in
those that are social by nature such as readirgalseve Niemi, Kraaykamp & alii).
On the contrary, spousal influence is lower in dloévities where status value in the
traditional sense is lower (technical skill), amdhich are by nature less visible and
more individual such as computer use.

2. Previous studies on spousal influence indicate timatinfluence is mediated by the
partner’s status, but spousal influence studiekeisare activities have not been based
on time use data. Therefore, we ask whether these wse data support findings.
However, it is hypothesized (2) that the powermdusal influence is mediated by the
partner’s status with spousal effect being the nponeerful the higher the level of ed-
ucation of the spouse (see above e.g. Sullivan).
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3. It was also mentioned above that the age and shianedof the couple are in positive
interaction because the likelihood of the lengthithef marriage increases. Therefore,
we also wanted know whether the impact of the parthanges with age also here? It
is hypothesized (3) that the spousal effect is npawerful the higher the age of the
person in question (see above Ruuskanen). Thisdisgousal influence need not to
be tied to status and/or visibility.

4. We also wanted to find out about changes in time ars different activities, and to
find out whether the partner’s time use and/oraostatus was connected with possi-
ble changes between the years of the surveysnBtance, if the interactions between
year and spousal time use and between year anatemuof spouse are positive, this
means that spousal influence has increased over tins likely that no attention has
been paid to these questions in earlier studies.

4 Data and variables

4.1 Data

This study was based on the original data from féianish Time Use Surveys covering

the population aged 10 and over from the years -P8@8® and 2009-2010. Respondents
were asked to fill in a diary for two days (one wa@y, one weekend day) running. They
were asked to record, in their own words, theimairy activity, and what else they were

doing at the same time (secondary activity). Redaeping was on a 10-minute basis
(Niemi and Paakkonen, 2002, p. 11-12; 97-101)h&én 1999—2000 survey and in the

2009-2010 survey, there were two phases in samgiintpe first phase, the random sam-
ple was drawn from persons living in Finland ag&dahd over. In the second phase, also
all other persons, at least 10 years old and beignp a selected person’s household,
were included in the final sample. This made itgilae to study the time use of couples.

Household members recorded their time use on tme savo days that had already been
decided on beforehand.

The collection was completed over the period betwkst March, 1999 and 12th March,
2000 (Niemi and Paakkoénen, 2002, p. 11). The nurabeases (time-use diary days) was
10 500. The data of the 2009-2010 study were dekem the same way as in the study of
1999-2000 between April 23rd, 2009 and April 2220d10. The number of diary days was
7 480 (Paakkonen and Hanifi, 2011, p. 97).

However, the organization of data into a form timstde it possible to compare the time
use of both partners simultaneously was rathernaptoated task because the data were
not originally coded in this way. Moreover, thetfitat in many cases household members
had recorded their time use only on one day (weekdaveek-end) posed problems. This
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then created a problem because women had moretbiarmen filled in the diary on two
days. Thus, inevitably, the number of women in Hasple became a little greater than
that of men. In addition, in many cases there wasmformation on the respondent’s back-
ground variables, such as education, whereas ifttomon education should be covered.
Therefore, only cases with complete backgroundrmétion were accepted. In addition, in
the final sample, only couples with children und8ryears were taken into account. This
Is because it has been planned that in a futurdeathe purpose is to compare spousal
influence with parental influence. Thus, the santpee was reduced to 690 (women) or
628 (men) persons.

4.2 Dependent variables

Reading books was one of the studied activitiethdfactivity had been reading in general,
it would have been, for instance, combined with patar use, because on the basis of sur-
vey from 2009-2010newspapers were sometimes read via the computghef, it was
supposed that reading books is more an individodllagh status activity than reading in
general.

The second of the activities was time used on highilculture attendance, i.e. attendance
at high culture events or visiting cultural targéiperationalized as movies, theaters, con-
certs, museums, art exhibitions, and librariesyslloperationalization was very similar to
the highbrow taste indicator used by Lizardo (dezva).

The third of the variables was time devoted to cot@puse. It was the sum of time devot-
ed to computer hobby and programming, to infornmagearching, to communicating, to
playing computer games, and to other computer liske computer was used only as a
tool, e.g. in reading a book or in television watgfy this was counted as book reading.
However, in practice, drawing the line is troubleso

4.3 Independent and control variables

On the basis of the section “Theoretical backgratntlis evident that there are two ways
to understand spousal influence. The first is twlgtthe time use of both partners. If it is
assumed that one partner’s time use has an impatiteoother partner’s time use, then
time use of spouse is an independent variablarithe calledh direct spousal influence
However, there can be some other types of spounflaence than time use of spouse
which have an impact on one’s own time use. Firsttyy often the education or status of
the spouse has been observed to have a spousal @ff@wn time use (e.g. Upright or
Kraaykamp & al above). Secondly, the own educatiostatus has been observed to have
an impact on own time usea time use of spouse (e.g. Sullivan above). Botlsehgvo
types of spousal influence are called hemandirect spousal influenc&herefore, also the
level of education of spouse was taken into théyara as an independent variable.
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Just the age and education of both partners haste the essential variables in investigat-
ing spouse effect on different cultural hobbies, veas seen above (Upright 2004,
Kraaykamp & alii 2007, Peterson and Rossman 2008refore, education, and also age,
were used here as control variables.

The level of education was measured here usingSB&D classification (International
Standard Classification of Education 2011) (htgmAMvikipedia.org/wiki/ISCED#
ISCED_2011 levels_of education_and_comparison ¥SMED 1997). It goes as fol-
lows:

3. Level of upper secondary education or lowero8dffinal stage of secondary education
preparing for tertiary education and/or providikgls relevant to employment, e.g. practi-
cal nurse, plumber. (4. Level. Post-secondary eotmaty education is not relevant in Fin-
land.)

5. Level of short-cycle tertiary education. Shorstftertiary programs that are typically
practically-based, occupationally-specific and prepfor labor market entry. These pro-
grams may also provide a pathway to other tergmograms, e.g. nurspjpe installation
technician.

6. Level of bachelor or equivalent. Programs desigto provide intermediate academic
and/or professional knowledge, skills and compegsnieading to a first tertiary degree or
equivalent qualification, e.g. Bachelor of MediciiM), engineer.

7. Level of tertiary education, master or doctorequivalent: Largely theoretically based
programs intended to provide qualifications fomgag entry into more advanced research
programs and professions with higher skills requist, e.g. licentiate or doctor of medi-
cine.

The amount of disposable time for various actigiie limited because only 1 440 minutes
are included in one day. Thus, time use on on&ipctionstrains time use on other activi-
ties. This point of view has very often been onditite other types of studies on leisure ac-
tivities than time use studies. However, an indraidcan also regulate her/his time use
more or less depending on the activity. Perhassritost difficult for an individual to de-
cide how much time she/he devotes to paid workréfbee, time devoted to paid work is
here one of the independent variabléexan be expected that time devoted to paid work
has a significant diminishing effect on time usadar dependent variables

Because here we analyzed couples, some factorshwahe possibly significant in analyz-

ing these leisure activities of an individual, wegaored. For example, factors such as
place of residence and family type were omittedabse they are naturally identical for

both spouses. Income also must be left out becdatse contained information only on

household income. Further, it was impossible tostroict any variable of social class, be-
cause information about economic activity, sociorenic position or occupation was

missing in too many cases.
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General univariate linear models (OLS) of the SB&&age were used here as the method
of analysis. Attention was paid to coefficientsvafious control and independent variable
terms in equations and to explanation percentadjestad to the number of terms.

5 Results

The time use figures in this sample are not, ofs®uexactly the same as in the total time
use samples of time use studies, because herecoupfes were included in the study.
However, the figures were consistent with figunes1f the total sample: time devoted to
high culture attendance has decreased from 1999-20Q@009-2010 (Table 1), and time
devoted to computer use has strongly increasedfiimet devoted to book reading has
slightly increased on the basis of this samplenfd® minutes to 11 minutes. In the origi-
nal sample, it remained unchanged (12 minutesaniy case, the universal decrease in
book reading has not been strikingly evident inldid as mentioned above. Females de-
voted more time to book reading than males, asagelb high culture, but on the contrary,
males devoted more time to computer use and pai#t. Wdese findings were all con-
sistent with figures from the total sample.

Three models were constructed to explain each tiseecategory (Tables 2, 3, and 4). Be-
cause the models were constructed separatelyrfaalés and males (a and b models), then
in reality, the final number of models was six ack time use category. The models (1a
and 1b) were basic models consisting only of fantiwl variables: year, age, time devot-

ed to paid work, and level of education, withouy apousal influence variables.

5.1 Reading books

In respect to reading books (Table 2), in the fentasic model (1a), statistically signifi-
cant coefficients were time devoted to paid workg@tive) and education (positive). Thus,
the directions of significant coefficients were egyected: the more time spent on paid
work the less time spent reading books, and thieenithe level of education the more time
devoted to book reading. However, the explanatenctentage was low: only 3.4 per cent
of variance. This last mentioned phenomenon islushan trying to explain some time
use category, because the variation in the timeotipeople is large as can be seen in Ta-
ble 1. In the male basic model (1a), also own |l@¥elducation was significant, as well as
time devoted to paid work. The explanation peragmta the male model was even lower
(1.7 %) than in the female model.
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Table 1
List of variables and their descriptive statistics

Participation

n Min Max Mean Std. Dev. rate

Time devoted to book reading, females 690 0 290 13 37 19
Time devoted to book reading, males 628 0 280 7 26 11
Time devoted to high culture attendance, fenfales 690 0 230 3 18 5
Time devoted to high culture attendance, males 628 O 230 2 17 3
Time devoted to computer use, females 690 0 280 7 1 2 17
Time devoted to computer use, males 628 0 330 13 36 21
Time devoted to paid work, females 690 0 1050 190 40 2 44
Time devoted to paid work, males 628 0 1410 246 281 53
Time devoted to book reading, 1999-00 802 0 290 10 28 13
Time devoted to book reading, 2009-10 516 0 285 11 28 11
Time devoted to high culture attendance, 1999-00 2 80 0 235 3 18 4
Time devoted to high culture attendance, 2009-10 6 51 0 225 2 16 3
Time devoted to computer use, 1999-00 802 0 250 3 6 1 6
Time devoted to computer use, 2009-10 516 0 430 18 43 38
Age, females 690 25 69 43 6

Age, males 628 29 68 46 6

Time devoted to movies, theaters, concerts, musearexhibitions, and libraries.
Source: Time Use Surveys 1999-2000 and 2009-2G&€st&s Finland, own calculations.
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In the models (2a) and (2b), the variables, pagneducational level and partner’s time
devoted to reading were added to models (1a) aod ([ both female and male models
(2a and 2b), partner’s time devoted to reading highly significant. In addition, paid
work and one’s own level of education also remaiagdignificant variables, and the ex-
planation percentages were clearly higher thaheretarlier models (1a and 1b): they were
now 5.1 per cent and 2.8 per cent, respectivelgo Alhe impact of age was significant in
the male model: younger males devoted less timeaning than older ones.

However, the indirect spousal effect, the educalidevel of the partner, in time devoted
to reading was a significant factor in neither tbmale nor the male model. Therefore our
hypothesis (1) was not totally supported by thedatthe case of book reading, because
education of spouse had no influence (indirect sabinfluence). This observation was
contrary to the result of Kraaykamp & alii (2007%) the basis of Dutch data, because in
their study the partner’s education was also Sicpuit.

In models (3) four interaction terms were addedfbtmer terms. The interaction term be-
tween age and book reading of spouse reveals whtthespouse effect changes when
people get older (hypothesis 3). If the sign isifpasit means that the impact of spouse’s
book reading on one’s own book reading is stromgeen people are older than when they
are younger. Interaction between education andsg¥®iook reading reveals whether the
spouse effect is stronger among more educated pérgoh among less educated people.

Because the data were from two periods, we lookedhather there were some changes
between the surveys in the impacts of indepengenisal effect variables. Was the impact
of the spouse’s education on reading strongeraretrlier period than in the later one (in-
teraction between year and spouse’s education)? téasmpact of the spouse’s book
reading on one’s own reading stronger in the egoleiod than in the later one (interaction
between year and spouse’s book reading)?

In the case of the female model (3a) it seems dlaither terms lose their significance

except time devoted to paid work. However, inteoscterms added somewhat to the ex-
planation percentage, from 5.1 per cent (modelt@#.3 per cent, although none of the
interaction terms was in itself significant. Perbidpecause of multicollinearity between

independent variables, the sign of direct effecpaiftner’'s reading shifted. The adjusted
explanation percentage of male model (3b) withradgon terms decreased from 2.8 %
(model 2b) to 2.4 %. Time used on paid work renmzisignificant at the 0.05 level as did

age, but there was no other significant effect.eHagain, the sign of direct effect of part-

ner’s reading shifted. Therefore, the results oflei® (3) remain a little open to interpreta-
tion. Then, the interaction terms were not sigafficand hypotheses (2 and 3) were not
supported by the data in the case of reading books.
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Table 2
Univariate linear model — B-coefficients of covariges on time devoted to book reading of spouses
(1a) (1b) (2a) (2b) (3a) (3b)
Model Female Male Female Male Female Male
Intercept -303.90 361.15 -457.57 348.54 655.17 1248.55
Year .15 -17 22 -.16 -.33 -.61
Age .30 -.31* .35 -.38 31 -.30*
Paid work - Q2%x* -0l - Q2%** -.01* -.02%x* -.01*
Level of education 3.00** 1.40* 2.32* 1.45 1.60 1.33
Level of educ. spouse 1.23 -.54 -197.00 -172.33
Book reading of spouse A7 .08** -49.50 -9.09
Age*book reading of spouse .01 -.00
Year*level of educ. spouse .10 .09
Year*book reading of spouse .02 .01
Education*book reading of spouse .07 .01
Adjusted 100 R 3.4 1.7 5.1 2.8 6.3 2.4

*=significant at 0.05 level, **=significant at 0.0&vel, ***=significant at 0.001 level.
Source: Time Use Surveys 1999-2000 and 2009-2aa€st&s Finland, own calculations.
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5.2 Highbrow culture

In respect of highbrow culture attendance mode&bid 3), the explanation percentages of
the basic models (1a) and (1b) were very low. Gaefits were statistically insignificant ex-
pect for the time devoted to paid work in the calsmales, although the signs of coefficients
were as expected: time devoted to these actiiassdecreased over the years, the old devot-
ed more time than the young, and the highly eddcaésoted more time than the less educat-
ed. The significance of the negative sign of pamtkwamong males was quite natural be-
cause, on the average, they devote more time tbvpaik than females, as mentioned above.
When attendance of spouse was added to indepevaleables, the explanation percentages
rose strongly (models (2a) and (2b)): they werdigh as 43.9 per cent and 44.0 per cent,
respectively. For instance, coefficient of attermanf spouse was in the case of the female
model .74, which means that if the partner devd@dninutes per day to high culture attend-
ance we can forecast that the wife herself devbi@sninutes per day to high culture attend-
ance. The importance of spousal influence refldatsfact that no other term in the models
was as significant as this direct spousal influefi¢ris, the hypothesis (1) was partly strongly
supported by data but not in respect of spousataotn.

In interaction models (3a and 3b) explanation paagges are even higher in comparison with
models (2); the adjusted explanation percentagss irothe female model from 43.9 per cent
to 51.1 per cent, and in the male model from 4410cent to 54.5 per cent.

Models (3a and 3b) revealed that our hypothesia¢2prding to whictspousal effect on time
devoted to highbrow culture attendance is strotigghigher the education of the spouse was
supported by the data. Coefficients were .23 afid Thus,the observation made by Sullivan
in the context of domestic work and Kraaykamp & mdithe context of reading holds true
here in the context of highbrow culture. Models & 3b) also revealed that as age increas-
es, also the spouse effect increases, i.e. ase@eaggl they behave in an even more similar
way to their partners. This means that also hymi$h@) was supported by the data, and also
indirect spousal influence was strong.

In the case of females, the interaction betweertadn of spouse and year was negative. It
means that spousal influence by education has dihed. Similarly in the case of females,
interaction between attendance of spouse and yaasignificant, but positive. Thus, females
have become more dependent on their cohabitanbgratattendance. An interpretation
could be that spousal education has lost its staflisence over time because of educational
inflation, but behavioural spousal influence hasdmee more important over time. In the case
of males, there has been no significant change years. Thus, the answer to the research
guestion (4) is that there were only minor changed,only in the case of females.
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Table 3
Univariate linear model — B-coefficients on time deoted to highbrow culture attendance of spouses
(1a) (1b) (2a) (2b) (3a) (3b)
Model Female Male Female Male Female Male
Intercept 297.63 411.68 .-78.20 297.45 -1281.23* 260.74
Year -.15 -21 .04 -.15 .64* -.26
Age -.08 -.01 -.10 .03 -17* -.07
Paid work -.01 -.01* -.00 -.00 -.00 -.00
Level of education .69 .50 .33 .19 .05 -63.56
Level of educ. spouse -.02 .03 304.61* -.10
Attendance of spouse T4 5Q*x* -43.64** 21.45
Age*attendance of spouse .03 .08***
Year*level of educ. spouse -.15* .03
Year*attendance of spouse .02* -.01
Education*attendance of spouse 23%r* 16xx*
Adjusted 100 R 0.2 0.8 43.9 44.0 51.1 54.5

*=significant at 0.05 level, **=significant at 0.0&vel, ***=significant at 0.001 level.
Source: Time Use Surveys 1999-2000 and 2009-2G&€st&s Finland, own calculations.
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Table 4
Univariate linear model — B-coefficients of covariges on time devoted to computer use of spouses
(1a) (1b) (2a) (2b) (3a) (3b)
Model Female Male Female Male Female Male
Intercept -3074.31%* -3817.40* -3131.71%** -3819.78** -2957.78** -5398.02*
Year 1.54%* 1.9%== 1.57 % 1.9 1.48* 2.70%*
Age -.04 -.02 -.09 -.03 -.04 .08
Paid work -.01 -.02* -01 -.02%*=x -.01 -.Q2%x*
Level of education A2 1.27 .35 1.13 17 1.09
Level of educ. spouse -.14 49 -39.58 399.09
Computer use of spouse -.00 -.01 -.37 -34.56
Age*computer use of spouse -.03 -.02
Year*level of educ. spouse .00 -.02
Year*computer use of spouse .02 -.20
.01 -.01

Education*computer use of spouse
Adjusted 100 R 13.1 8.8 13.0 8.6 12.6 8.5

*=gsignificant at 0.05 level, **=significant at 0.0&vel,***=significant at 0.001 level.
Source: Time Use Surveys 1999-2000 and 2009-2G&€st&s Finland, own calculations.

elJTUR, 2015, Vol. 12, No. 1 15



Timo Toivonen: Spousal influence in time use — @klveading,
highbrow culture attendance and computer use

Interaction models were confused by multicollingarin all interaction terms, direct spousal
effect was positive, but in female model (3a) tr@mmdirect, effect of attendance of spouse,
the sign was negative. It seems as if the more tiraespouse devotes time to highbrow cul-
ture the less a person in question does, andiitbglievable.

5.3 Computer use

In respect of models on time devoted to computer thee picture differs from the picture of
previous models. In all models from (1) to (3), y@as the statistically significant control
variable. Among males, paid work also had a sigaift negative effect because of males’
assumed longer hours in paid work than females.téhm time devoted to computer use of
the spouse and interaction terms had no signifieiatt on one’s own computer use. On the
contrary, adjusted explanation percentages frontlmaedels (1) decrease systematically to
models (3).

It was rather surprising that only the significarafeyear of survey was so strong, but not
spousal influence and interaction termscduld be thought that, in the beginning, computer
use is independent of the partner’'s computer uséhlat over the years, spouses learn com-
puter use from each other (interaction betweenaagecomputer use of partner). In hypothe-
sis (1) it was assumed that in the activities wistatus value is lower and which are not so
visible, spousal influence is alsmwer than in visible high status activities. This waxd sup-
ported in the sense that there wasspousal influence. Not even hypothesis (3) acogrtt
which spousal effect is more powerful among oldswgde than younger people was support-
ed.

54 Conclusions and discussion

In this study the main purpose was to study theisp@ffect in time use on some leisure ac-
tivities. The result was that the direct spouseaff spousal time use - in studied leisure time
activities was as a whole remarkable in book readimd highbrow culture but not in comput-
er use. These results were as expected. Insteahdinect spouse effect — spousal education
and spousal time use via own education — wereigoifisant, and this result was different in
comparison with earlier studies. The indirect sgoefect was significant only in the interac-
tion of the direct spouse effect. We did not alsonid any remarkable changes in spousal ef-
fect over time.

However, strictly speaking, we cannot know whetier reason for the similar time use of
both partners is due to the spouse effect. Thimm#aat if both partners devote much time,
for instance, to attending concerts, it may be espabse attending concerts has been one of
the selection criteria of the spouse! Lizardo (20@@ues strongly for this alternative, which
appears already in the title of her artielew cultural Tastes Shape Personal NetwoHgw-
ever, helarguments cannot be finally persuasive, becauserdlaised cross-sectional data
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However, although this study, strictly speaking] dot reveal the partner’s influence on a
person’s time use, partner influence can be coeduwh the basis of interaction between age
and time use of the partner. Older couples use tine@ more similarly than younger ones.

In addition, it must be remembered that althoughrésults proved strong spouse effect espe-
cially in the time devoted to high culture attencinthey do not tell us anything about the
direction of the influence. This means that we db know the effecbf one spousen the
otherspouse.

However, the results of this study do not reveakthlr spouses devote time to the studied
activities together. On the basis of the basic dathis study it would have been possible to
approach this issue, because we also asked whbktherspondent was alone or together with
somebody when the activity was carried out. Howgetiare use diaries were incompletely
filled in this respect. However, it is reasonaldessume that in these cases couples do attend
together because the time use of couples was @toncinly on the same days. Also, on the
basis of the study of Upright, it is much more ugoayo together to a gallery, musical, clas-
sical concert, theater, dance or opera than tdaegp. 133).

A problem in time use data is that when it triesa@er all human activities it is superficial in
individual areas. For instance, we know only tineetidevoted to book reading, but we do not
know if people read fiction or non-fiction, and \@e not even know if they read popular or
literary books.

In this study, only spouse effect on time use reenistudied. In the following paper the pur-
pose will be to broaden the view and to take alsllieen into account. What is the impact of
parents on the time use of their children? Alllinthis study gives some new perspectives to
the sociability of time use but, simultaneouslyeonged us new questions about the topic.
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