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Abstract

How do couples with different educational backgmsalter their child care practices according titdatevel-
opment stages? In order to answer, | analyse tB2 a0d 2008 waves of the Italian Time Use Survéne Jub-
sample for this paper consists of heterosexuahttalouples with at least one child from age 03qgéars living
at home (N=19,988). | differentiate between physieae, play, and teaching which are all key atésifoster-
ing child development at various developmentalesagn education gradient characterises the child of two
parents with tertiary education, emerging for pbgbkcare during workdays as well as for physicaé @nd play
during week-ends. A developmental gradient is eidie the child care of parents with tertiary am¢@ndary
education who have greater probability to investetin physical care and play when children arewelge 5
compared to two parents with less than secondawgagin. In educationally heterogamous couplesp#rent
with higher educational attainment spends more tim@imary childcare than he/she would do in ancation-
ally homogamous partnership. Having more than drile in family brings along a trade off betweenypknd
teaching. A son increases the probability of phalstare, and play. Families where mother is notleyeul
spend slightly more time in primary child care cargd to families where mothers work. If small cleld at-
tend pre-school care centres, they receive noplasntal child care during workdays than childrérowtay at
home.
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1 Introduction

Many scholars have raised concerns about the dngergestinies of the next generation
(McLanahan 2004). One reason for this concern cdroes time use surveys that show that
highly educated mothers and fathers have incredmadchild care time more than less edu-
cated parents during the last decades.

Previous research has documented that highly eehliqeirents spend more time in active
childcare than less educated parents which is kramsahe “education gradient” in child care.
The child care gap between highly and lowly edwtat@ents has risen over the last decades
(Chalasani 2007). Moreover, there is evidence kiigllly educated mothers also alter the
composition of their child rearing time for childref different ages to optimize children’s
development. For instance, Kalil et al. (2012) shbat while at age 0 to 2 highly educated
mothers spend significantly more time on basic @ard play than less educated mothers.
When children are aged from 3 to 5, highly educatedhers spend more time on teaching,
and while at age 6 to 13 highly educated mothees@mnore time on child management, e.g.
driving children to different activities, and accpamying children. A complementary study
illustrates that a “developmental gradient” alsists for fathers™ child care time, however
only for selected activities and for smaller cheldr(Ryan, Kalil & Corey 2011). A study on
Spanish fathers reveals that when children are &iged0 to 5, father’s education has a posi-
tive effect on physical care, and when the youngk#d is aged from 3 to 5, highly educated
fathers provide more interactive care, especialyhing (Gracia 2014).

This paper tests the developmental gradient hygathee. it tests whether highly educated
parents tailor their child-rearing time to childieevelopmental needs more than less edu-
cated parents for the Italian case. It makes thram contributionsFirst, very high quality
data from two Italian Time Use Surveys 2008-2009 2002-2003 are used to scrutinize the
question whether highly educated mothers and fatepend more time in developmentally
enriching roles than less educated parents in #tadjfferent ages of the child. This is the first
time when the developmental gradient hypothesigessed for a non-Anglo-Saxon country
and culture.

Second the analysis is done separately for weekdays,vaeek-ends. The majority of past
research has analysed parental practices on evdek-end days or for an average weekday.
The analysis of child-care in week-end days is iétezally and substantively reviling because
parental options are less time constrained by mavkek on Saturdays and Sundays. In other
words, parental preferences in terms of child-@atévities can be expressed more freely in
week-end days.

Third , and most importantly, the current paper takes adcount the level of education of

both parents within the same family. Previous asesyof the relationship between parental
education and time use have usually been restrictezither mothers or, in some cases, to
fathers. By considering different types of eduaaity homogamous and heterogamous fami-
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lies this study provides a broader and more premte®unt of parents” time use with small
children.

2 Theoretical background

2.1 Developmental Framework for Parental Time Inves  tments

Developmental theory assumes that in order to ags@®nts” time investments in child de-
velopment, finer distinctions between differentdgpof parenting activities should be made
because different activities foster child developtmie unique ways. According to develop-

mental theory, children at different developmerstalges need different types of parental in-
vestments. Certain investments such as warmthjstonent and adequate monitoring remain
constant throughout childhood. “Sensitivity” is thallmark of effective parenting, i.e. re-

sponding contingently to children’s needs (Adam&dBakeman 1984, Bornstein 2002, Ca-
rew 1980, Waldfogel 2006). Sensitivity in parenisie investments means tailoring childcare
time to the specific challenges that dominate abmlelopmental period in a child’s life. For

example, an hour spent playing with a toddler amdhaur spent helping with homework a

school age child both bring developmentally positbutcomes. However, an hour spent with
a toddler in formal teaching or an hour spent pigywith a school age child do not bring

along equal developmental benefits. Parents magase different kinds of activities for their

children of different sex: playing for sons andcteag for daughters which may partially ex-

plain boy-girl differences in preschool reading anath scores (Baker & Milligan 2013).

Kalil, Ryan and Corey (2012) conceptualise childsdife stages as a central unit of analysis,
and distinguish between four different categorieaabive parenting that are best suited for a
particular developmental period. These are: (lichee which consists of routine tasks such
as feeding, putting asleep, bathing, changing ektbhanging a diaper; (2) play which refers
to playing games, pretending, doing art projeatsdaors physical games; (3) teaching which
means helping with homework or reading to a ci{dd;management which includes organiz-
ing and monitoring a child’s life outside home. dwing to the developmental psychology
framework, these activities are best suited forfttlewing periods: (1) infancy - from 0 to 12
months; (2) toddlerhood — from 12 to 35 months;ti&) preschool period — ages 3 to 5 years;
and (4) middle childhood — ages 6 to 13 years.

The greatest challenges of infancy (from 0 to 12iths) are establishing regular sleeping and
eating routines. Therefore, the most important mafeactivities with children are basic care-
giving tasks such as feeding, putting to sleep,foding, bathing, which are all very time-
consuming (Bornstein 2002). According to attachnikabry, warm, consistent and sensitive
responses to baby’s emotional and physical needdecbonds between parents and infants
which serve as the child’s mental model for funelationships. Moreover, these bonds form
the basis of the child’s socio-emotional developnjamsworth et al. 1978, Bowlby 1969).
Both the quality and quantity of basic care thaepts offer their infants shape mother-infant
and father-infant attachments. In terms of cogaitievelopment, the basis of language learn-

elJTUR, 2015, Vol. 12, No. 1 51



Marit Rebane: Double advantage or disadvantage? —
Parental education and children's developmentajssain Italy

ing is laid during the first year. A greater qugnof time that parents spend with their in-
fants increases opportunities to demonstrate aacktipe responsiveness as well as sensitive
parenting.

During toddlerhood (from 12 to 35 months) childesquire the capacity for representational
thought and begin to engage in “symbolic” or prdtptay (Piaget 1952). Engaging in pretend
play promotes children’s cognitive and social skilhcluding attention, memory, logical rea-
soning, vocabulary, creativity, and emotional ragjoh (Bergen & Mauer 2000, Berk 2001,

Elias & Berk 2002, Lindsey & Mize 2000, Ruff & Camgoli 2003). Sociocultural theory pos-

its that play is most beneficial to toddlers whegrawn-up structures their activities (Keren
et al. 2005, Rogoff 2003) so that children learmexplore their environment, learn concepts,
express curiosity, and gain competence motivatitubley & Trevarthen 1979, Sigel 1986).

When parents actively guide children’s play, thisp #oster compliance (Parpal & Maccoby
1985), teach numbers and sizes, and foster langiegdopment (Duckworth 1972). In sum,
the best developmental activity that parents canvitlo their toddlers is to engage in child-

directed play.

During the preschool period (ages 3 to 5) childsdahguage and attention skills develop and
they will start to appreciate didactic activitiasch as book reading, problem solving and do-
ing puzzles (Hoff 2006). Such didactic activitiesvdlop children's cognitive skills which
influence early academic outcomes like recogniétigrs, numbers and words (Snow 2006).
The frequency of early teaching activities influesdanguage and literacy development (Bus
et al. 1995, Roberts et al. 2005) as well as eadth and reading scores (Bradley et al. 1988).
Moreover, Heckman et al. (2013) found that a realed for success in life are various soft
skills developed at age 3 to 5 that have even greaipact on life outcomes than IQ. Both
parents and kindergartens can develop academication and help to deal with negative
externalizing behaviour. Parents” efforts in teaghiheir children prior to school entry are
particularly important in countries where entrams@ams to the 1st grade or other types of
pre-selection are used.

During middle childhood (ages 6 to 13) childrentsial networks expand and the roles of
friends, school, and extracurricular activitieeridlow, parents spend less time in direct in-
teraction with children and more time on plannimgl anonitoring children’s busy lives. This
management ensures that children learn to forntipeselationships, self-management, and
responsibility (Collins et al. 2002). In the earlgeriod of middle childhood, management
tasks involve arranging academic, extracurriculacreational and social activities (Dryfoos
et al. 1999, Vuchinich et al. 1992). In the lateripd of middle childhood, management also
entails monitoring social networks to avoid deliagubehaviour and negative influence from
peers (Dishion et al. 1999, Dubow et al. 1997). diedchildhood is an important stage when
children learn what they are good at, and howttmfo society (Erikson 1968). The various
extracurricular activities can help children to di®p self-confidence which is needed to get
through the difficult teenage years successfullyriy this life stage, it is vital that children
develop healthy attitudes and behaviours which talle lifelong consequences. Parents’
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language use at home still has a direct effecthddren’'s school performance (Hart & Risley
1995).

2.2 The ltalian Context

Both childhood and parenthood are socially constdicTherefore, what is a common prac-
tice in one country, may not hold in other courstril Italy, the welfare system is less devel-
oped and families are expected to care for them avembers. Day-care for children below
age 3 is both rare and costly. Adding that theetgas very gendered, and work-family rec-
onciliation policies virtually non-existent, it 130 surprising that Italy was one of the first
countries in the world to reach “lowest-low” femtyl (Tanturri 2012). Today, Italian women
postpone motherhood and the fertility rate is jug0 births per women (World Bank 2014).
Using 2002-03 time-use data, Tanturri (2012) shidves women dedicate 8 to 10 hours to
unpaid work each day if the family has three cleildrand the youngest is is less than 3 years
old. Men devote 4 to 5 hours to unpaid work per eiggardless of family circumstances. Alt-
hough men increase their paid work hours aftersttiam to fatherhood, parenthood affects
the total daily workload of women more serioushaifturri 2012). The time cost of children
falls as the age of the youngest child in familgreases, however, the number of children in
family does not alter much the total time cost lofdren (ISTAT 2012, Tanturri 2012). The
share of Italian women who are dissatisfied withddare and domestic duties is much great-
er than the share of dissatisfied men. As a resudte women than men are dissatisfied with
life in general (ISTAT 2012).

The Italian children are very time intensive, ard anly in the early years (Tanturri 2012).
Italian children spend less hours at school thatdregm in other countries. However, they
have a large amount of homework for each day (Meémcat al. 2014). Such a peculiarity
presumes that one parent, usually mother staysmaé land helps the child with homework.

Higher education is free of charge in Italy. Altigbusending a child to a university brings
along additional costs, it is a smaller economiodbo compared to the countries where tui-
tion fees are a rule in tertiary education. In tt@spect higher education in Italy should be
more open to the youth from different social backqds compared to Anglo-Saxon coun-
tries. Still, the proportion of population with tiary education is smaller in Italy compared to
the OECD average. “Only 15% of 25-64 year-old #&a$ have a university-level education,
compared to the OECD average of 32%"(OECD 2013)eNne looks at younger popula-
tion, Italy stands out for its high proportion d-29 year-olds (23.2%) who are neither em-
ployed nor in education or training, also knowrN&ET youth. The OECD average of NEET
young adults is 15.8% (OECD 2013).

In Italy, the absolute incidence of homogamous iager has declined across cohorts, but an
inversion of this trend is observed for the youngedort (Bernardi 2003). Persons with pri-

mary or no education have the highest propensityotnogamy: evidence of a social closure
at the bottom. However, the rates of homogamyrameeasing for subjects with higher educa-
tion, raising concerns about the increasing pa#osa of Italian society.
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2.3 Hypotheses

2.3.1 Hypothesis 1: Developmental gradient

Based on previous findings from USA, one can algoeet for the ltalian case that highly
educated parents tailor their childcare time toefierchildren's developmental needs more
than less educated parents. This means that heghigated parents spend more time in basic
care when the child is aged below 1 year, more impaying with children when the child is

1 to 3 years old, more time in teaching when thi&lah from 3 to 5 years old. The develop-
mental gradient in childcare may co-exist with gaeication gradient in childcare, i.e. highly
educated parents spend more time in all childcetigittes compared to their less educated
counterparts. As tertiary education is free andpgreportion of population with university
degree is relatively small, it is reasonable toeexghat the developmental gradient in child
care is less pronounced in Italy compared to USA.

2.3.2 Hypothesis 2: Educational homogamy and hetero  gamy

Simultaneous analysis of parents” time use mayatémteresting patterns that have not been
discovered before. In educationally heterogamousiliss, the more educated parent may
tailor his/her childcare time more than is common tighly educated parents in homoga-
mous couples in order to compensate for the lackhdficare knowledge from the spouse.
This may mean that highly educated fathers/motheagied to less educated spouses may
spend additional time in developmentally enrich@givities with children in the evenings of
workdays or during week-ends.

2.3.3 Hypothesis 3: Time constraints

From the time availability (Presser 1994) and detfva@sponse capacity (Coverman 1985),
hypotheses, fathers react positively to their gaitjob pressures, and increase their child-
care inputs. Parents” child care practices shaddand to their partners” as well as their own
time constraints. Since there are less time canstrduring week-ends, the educational and
developmental gradients should be stronger forr8ays and Sundays.

3 Data and method

3.1 Data

Time-budget surveys are considered to be the tesdtcal source for examining individuals'
daily activities (Robinson 1985). Data for the emtrpaper are drawn from two waves of Ital-
ian Multi-purpose Surveys on Families” Time Usergimegy high quality datasets from 2002-
2003 and 2008-20009. It is a representative timesuseey of the Italian population, collected
by Istituto Nazionale di Statistica (ISTAT). In tl2©02 survey, the data was collected from
April 1st 2002 until March 31st 2003. In 2002, themple consist of 55,773 individuals be-
longing to 21,075 families. In the 2008 survey, bl sample consists of 44,606 individuals
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in 18,250 families. The data collection period t&dron February 1st 2008 and lasted until
January 31st 2009. In both surveys, each family be#raged 3 or older completed a time-
diary. The sample in each region of Italy was déddnto three, and assigned either a random
workday, Saturday or Sunday when the family shdilllch a time-diary. All family members
filled in their time-diaries during the same day.my analysis, | distinguish between work-
days and week-end days. For younger children tagy dvas completed by parents. Each epi-
sode is given by the interval of 10 minutes, argdiniction is made between “main” and “sec-
ondary” activities. Only information on the mairtiaities is used in this analysis as the face-
to-face activities with children are consideredrfasre beneficial for child development than
secondary childcare activities. As the number ahigrants was quite small, only Italian citi-
zens are considered. In order to avoid extremescasdy parents from age 20 up to 55 have
been taken into analysis. In the final analysisd the age of the youngest child as a classifi-
cation tool just as it has been done in past reke@falil, Ryan & Corey 2012). The sub-
sample for this article comprises of 19,988 marwedcohabiting parents with at least one
child up to 13 years of age living at home.

While comparing the parenting activity codes ofyli@and the USA, the core categories are the
same, however, they are compiled of different mimctivity codes (Table 1). Differences in
results can partially be driven by the differenceactivity codes. While there are differences
in all the categories, the most important diffeebetween the ATUS and the ISTAT survey
lies in the field of child management. The ItaliBime Use Survey captures mainly driving to
and picking up of children from school and kindetga. The ATUS management category is
far broader, including attending household chilésezvents, waiting for/with household chil-
dren, activities related to household children’sltie organization/planning for household
children, and travel related to caring for/helpimgusehold children. As child management
captures different activities in the two surveysd @nly 11 per cent of Italian parents engage
in child management, | exclude management as aaepaariable in my analysis. The activi-
ties done under child management have been includddr total childcare time along with
other childcare activities. The comparison of ptakactivities between Italy and USA should
be approached with caution. Summary statistick@sample are presented in Table 2.

3.2 Measures

Four “dependent variables” of active parenting ased (Table 1). Basic care, i.e. feeding,
bathing, putting children to bed, physically contifag, physically attending to health needs,
counts the minutes that parents allocate to phlysa@ of children. Play, for instance “pre-
tend play”, and using clay with a child, countsqudas” minutes of active play, both indoors
and outdoors. Teaching activities include helpihddeen to do homework, as well as reading
and talking to children. All child care is a compgeaneasure of primary child care time of
both parents during the same day that recordsrtiwuat of time spent in all of the primary
developmental activities. As the key developmeataivities have very low incidence, | use
the probability of engaging in a given activity iead of minutes spent in each activity. Only
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total childcare is measured in minutes per daycligl management is measured by very few
sub-categories in the Italian data, and has vewjithaidence, these results are not presented.

Table 1
Activity Codes
Core American Time Use Survey Italian Time Use Survey
Categories
Total care Includes all time spent in child care as a Includes all time spent in child care as a “pri-
“primary activity”; this time is divided mary activity”; this time is divided entirely
entirely below into the four activity categobelow into the four activity categories.
ries.
Basic care “Physical care for household children”  “Physical child care for household children”
“Looking after household children (as a “Looking after household children”
primary activity)”
“Caring for and helping household children
(as a primary activity)”
Play “Playing with household children, not “Playing with household children”
sports”
“Arts and crafts with household children”
“Playing sports with household children”
Teaching “Reading to/with household children” “Reading to and talking with household chil-
“Helping/teaching household children (notdren”
related to education)” “Helping household children with homework”
“Activities related to household children’s
education”
“Talking with/listening to household chil-
dren”
Management  “Attending household children’s events” “Accompanying children to school or kinder-

“Waiting for/with household children” garten”

“Picking up/dropping off household chil- “Other specified activities related to the care of
dren” household children”

“Activities related to household children’s

health”

“Organization/planning for household chil-

dren”

“Travel related to caring for/helping house-
hold children”

Source: Italian Time Use Surveys (ISTAT), Ameridame Use Surveys (ATUS), own descriptions.

My main “independent variable” is parental eduaatibuse the combined education of both
parents. The educational level of both parentsasel on the highest educational degree at-
tained. Three mutually exclusive levels of edugatoe used: less than high school diploma
(low), high school diploma (middle), and universttggree (high). Presumably the education
of both parents matters in the realm of child depelent. Therefore, nine combinations of
mother’s and father’s combined education are ugdmwother’s education in the first place
(as mother’s education is presumably more relefarthe early child development stages)
and father’s education in the second place: high;High-medium, high-low, medium-high,
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medium-medium (reference category), medium-low,-legh, low-medium, and low-low.
The largest groups consist of educationally homageamcouples (high-high, medium-
medium, low-low), and the overall homogamy rateducation is 67%. Due to the fact that
some of the nine categories of household level &thrt are relatively small, the two young-
est age groups “below 1” and “from 1 to 2 year® added together in the final analyses.

Table 2
Summary Statistics

Variables Mean Std. Dev.

Dependent variables

Minutes in primary child care 135.18 141.33
Probability of basic child care 0.49 0.50
Probability of play 0.26 0.44
Probability of teaching 0.24 0.43
Independent variables
high-high 0.07 0.26
high-medium 0.05 0.23
high-low 0.01 0.12
medium-high 0.05 0.21
medium-medium 0.27 0.45
medium-low 0.15 0.36
low-high 0.01 0.08
low-medium 0.09 0.29
low-low 0.29 0.46
Mother’s full-time job 0.35 -
Mother’s part-time job 0.19 -
Mother not employed 0.46 -
Youngest child aged 0 0.07 -
Youngest child aged from 1 to 2 0.17 -
Youngest child aged from 3to 5 0.20 -
Youngest child aged from 6 to 13 0.56 -
Control variables
Son aged from 0 to 13 in home 0.52 0.50
Number of children: Or 0.33 -
Number of children: Tw 0.52 -
Number of children: Three or mc 0.15 -
Parent’s age 39.61 6.13
Pre-school childcare 0.15 0.36
N = 19,988

Source: 2002 and 2008 Italian Time Use SurveysAIQT
own calculations.

The “control variables” are chosen for theoretmadl empirical reasons. Age of the youngest
child matters most as younger children have mone-4tonsuming needs. Parental age is con-
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trolled for, and only parents aged from 20 to 5& iacluded. Number of children living at
home is also controlled for as having more than cm&l should increase total child care
time, age is limited to children from 0 to 13 yeawother's employment consists of three
categories: full-time, part-time, and not employa&tbther’s labour force participation in-
creases time constraints, and is therefore coattdthr. As traditional gender norms are still
quite prevalent in ltaly, | control whether thesea son, aged from 0 to 13 years, living at
home. | expect families, especially fathers to spsmore time with sons. | also control for
pre-school care. This variable unites children gdmnurseries (below age 3) as well as chil-
dren attending kindergartens (from age 3 to 6)-9eheol care should provide parents with
more time free from child minding, however, it magrease time spent travelling with chil-
dren. | have only included nuclear families in faenple. The analyses are done separately for
workdays and week-ends. The reference categoreasafollows: one for the number of chil-
dren, 6-13 years for the youngest child’s age falhtime for mother’s paid work.

3.3 Method

Ordinary least squared (OLS) regressions are wseshtess time in each activity type as well

as in the global measure of all childcare time areptal education and child age groups, con-
trolling for parental age, age of the youngestd;mlumber of children in household, mother’s

employment, son in family, and pre-school carendlgse the compound childcare time of

both parents. Separate OLS models are presentafkdays and week-ends.

There is a long debate whether to use OLS or mibegleate methods for censored data with
time use datasets, for instance Heckman modelkor it model. Out of these options, Tobit
models are more easily usable (Breen 1996). Tobiels estimate linear relationships be-
tween variables when there is extreme censoringhendependent variable (Breen 1996,
Greene 2003). Numerous 0-cases of time use ddtte/iOLS assumption of normal distribu-
tion. However, several authors underline the raless of results, and the possibility to use
OLS with time-use data (Hook and Chalasani 200Bavie analysed the same ISTAT dataset
with tobit, logistic regression, and OLS, and thseuits are robust. Tobit and logistic regres-
sion results are available upon request.

4 Results

4.1 Educationally homogamous coupes

The statistically significant regression coeffidenf couples” education reveal whether there
is any proof of an education gradient at housel®lél. Statistically significant interaction
terms between couple’s education and child agepgrebow the developmental gradient at
household level, i.e. whether couples where att leas parent has tertiary education tailor
their time to children’s developmental needs mbemn tcouples with secondary education.
Only statistically significant coefficients are eefed to in the text. The results are presented
in Table 3 for workdays, and in Table 4 for weekl-elays.
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Table 3
OLS results for couples” time spent in each actiwyton workdays

Full childcare Basic care Play Teach
(minutes) (%) (%) (%)
High-High 7.17 0.09* 0.01 0.0:
(5.74) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03
High-Medium -2.46 0.05 -0.06 0.0t
(8.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04
High-Low 30.85** 0.18* 0.08 0.0€
(12.01) (0.07) (0.06) (0.07

Medium-High -1.09 -0.04 -0.03 0.0€t
(6.25) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03
Medium-Low 1.09 -0.01 -0.02 <-0.01
(4.24) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02

Low-High -17.89 -0.07 0.03 -0.1€*
(15.34) (0.09) (0.07) (0.08
Low-Medium -2.60 -0.03 0.01 -0.02
(4.89) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03

Low-Low -0.73 -0.02 -0.01 -0.0%t
(3.40) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02

Youngest Child 87.09%+* 0.32++* 0.44%%* - 0.07*
Aged 0-2 (4.36) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02
Youngest Child 35.46*** 0.22x** 0.21*** 0.0z
Aged 3-5 (5.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03
High-High x 0-2 5.04 -0.03 -0.01 0.01
(9.39) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05

High-High x 3-5 -0.46 -0.06 0.01 -0.11t
(10.57) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06'
High-Medium x 0-2 2.32 -0.04 0.12* 0.02
(11.24) (0.07) (0.05) (0.06
High-Medium x 3-5 12.51 <-0.01 0.06 -0.0¢
(13.65) (0.08) (0.06) (0.07
High-Low x 0-2 -11.44 -0.11 -0.05 <0.01
(16.89) (0.10) (0.08) (0.09

High-Low x 3-5 -47.96* -0.2# 0.05 -0.2:t
(22.85) (0.13) (0.11) (0.12
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Table 3 (Cont.)

Full childcare Basic care Play Teach
(minutes) (%) (%) (%)
Medium-High x 0-2 17.64 0.15 <-0.01 -0.0¢
(11.56) (0.07) (0.05) (0.06
Medium-High x 3-5 -3.88 -0.06 0.02 0.0z
(12.85) (0.07) (0.06) (0.07
Medium-Low x 0-2 0.94 -0.05 -0.02 -0.04
(7.46) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04
Medium-Low x 3-5 -11.51 -0.05 -0.01 -0.04
(7.88) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04
Low-High x 0-2 28.90 -0.12 0.36 -0.0¢
(60.70) (0.35) (0.28) (0.33
Low-High x 3-5 43.41 0.44t -0.47* 0.1
(40.37) (0.23) (0.19) (0.22
Low-Medium x 0-2 -29.46** -0.05 -0.14%** -0.0¢
(9.42) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05
Low-Medium x 3-5 -2.48 -0.01 0.04 -0.0¢
(10.01) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05
Low-Low x 0-2 -22.74%** -0.15* -0.06* 0.02
(6.23) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04
Low-Low x 3-5 -23.12%** -0.17*= -0.06% -0.1p*
(7.07) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04
Mother works 3.61 0.03t 0.03* 0.01
part-time (2.82) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02
Mother not 10.70%* -0.03 0.03* 0.0z
employed (2.30) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01
N Child: Twc 5.38* 0.03 -0.07** 0.07%*=
(2.22) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01
N Child: Thres -0.61 0.02 -0.09*** 0.0¢*=*=
or more (3.11) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02
Boy in family 2.26 0.03* 0.01 <0.01
(1.94) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01
Pre-school care 2.80 0.04 0.10*** -0.05*
(3.10) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02
Constant 33.95 0.37** 0.13*** 0.2¢x*
(3.31) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02
Adj R-squared 0.15 0.08 0.23 0.0z

N = 7,433 ; Standard errors are displayed in paesgs below marginal effects.
tp<.10,*p<.05,*p<.01, ¥ p<.001
Source: 2002 and 2008 Italian Time Use SurveysAHTown calculations.
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Table 4
OLS results for couples” time spent in each actiwyton week-ends
Full childcare Basic care Play Teach
(minutes) (%) (%) (%)
High-High 4.37 0.08* 0.04t 0.0z
(4.39) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02
High-Medium -0.75 0.03 0.04 0.01
(5.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03
High-Low 27.46* 0.05 0.17*** -0.02
(10.71) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05
Medium-High 11.88* 0.0% 0.01 0.08x**
(4.80) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02
Medium-Low 1.60 -0.03 0.02 0.01
(3.23) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02
Low-High -15.62 -0.13 0.06 0,10
(10.98) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06'
Low-Medium -2.20 0.02 -0.02 0.0+
(3.59) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02
Low-Low -11.05**  -0.04 -0.03** -0.07+**
(2.58) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01
Youngest Child 96.57*** 0.40+** 0.44%%* - 0.0
Aged 0-2 (3.39) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02
Youngest Child 39.08*** 0.25** 0.28*** <- 0.01
Aged 3-5 (3.71) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02
High-High x 0-2 20.56** -0.04 0.01 0.0°
(7.00) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04
High-High x 3-5 5.86 -0.07 -0.05 0.04
(8.24) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04
High-Medium x 0-2 14.341 <0.01 -0.04 0.0z
(7.71) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04
High-Medium x 3-5 14.841 0.04 0.02 0.0t
(8.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04
High-Low x 0-2 -18.46 -0.12 -0.13t 0.0t
(16.38) (0.10) (0.08) (0.08
High-Low x 3-5 -0.94 -0.02 -0.22% 0.1¢*
(16.23) (0.09) (0.08) (0.08
Medium-High x 0-2 -14.80 -0.08 -0.05 <0.01
(9.47) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05
Medium-High x 3-5 -10.31 -0.13 0.09* -0.0¢
(9.58) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05.
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Table 4 (Cont.)

Full childcare Basic care Play Teach
(minutes) (%) (%) (%)
Medium-Low x 0-2 1.61 -0.03 <0.01 0.0
(5.55) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03
Medium-Low x 3-5 -10.85% 0.01 -0.10***  <-0.01
(6.04) (0.09) (0.03) (0.03
Low-High x 0-2 28.41 0.28 0.25* -0.01
(20.32) (0.12) (0.10) (0.10
Low-High x 3-5 48.107 0.01 0.15 0.4
(25.99) (0.15) (0.13) (0.13
Low-Medium x 0-2 -5.29 -0.0i7 -0.04 0.0z
(7.01) (0.09) (0.04) (0.04
Low-Medium x 3-5 -15.19* -0.11 -0.08* -0.0z
(7.19) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04
Low-Low x 0-2 -19.20%** -0.14** -0.09%** 0.0:
(4.94) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03
Low-Low x 3-5 -1.29 -0.19~ -0.05t 0.01
(5.00) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03
Mother works 5.21* 0.05** 0.03* 0.0z
part-time (2.08) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01
Mother not 5.61***  <-0.01 0.02* <0.01
employed (1.75) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01
N Child: Twc 3.38* 0.03* -0.07%** 0.02+**
(1.67) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01;
N Child: Thre« 1.24 0.0z -0.10%** 0.0€**=*
or more (2.32) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01
Boy in family 5.32%** 0.02* 0.03*** 0.01
(1.45) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01;
Pre-school care 10.46*** 0.0% 0.09*** - 0.04+*
(2.39) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01;
Constant 31.71%*= 0.32* 0.12%* 0.27+**
(2.52) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01;
Adj R-squared 0.21 0.12 0.22 0.0z

N = 12,515 ; Standard errors are displayed in gheses below marginal effects.

tp<.10,*p<.05 *p<.01, * p<.001
Source: 2002 and 2008 Italian Time Use SurveysAM§Town calculations.

In order to make the main findings more easily nomtetable, figure 1 shows the predicted
mean minutes that educationally homogamous cowgplesd on total child care, and figures 2
to 4 illustrate the probabilities of engaging irrigas childcare tasks on workdays and week-
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ends by child’s age and parental education. Allesgion coefficients have been included in
the computations for the figures.

An “education gradient” exists so that universitiueated couples (high-high) have a higher
probability to engage in basic care tasks duringkd@ays, and in basic care and play during
week-ends. Moreover, there exist a “developmentadignt” in total child care time of highly
educated homogamous couples when the youngest ishdded from 0 to 2 years during
week-ends. The differences between couples are¢egteduring week-ends when the young-
est child is less than 2 year old (Figure 1). Thp getween university-educated couples and
high school-educated couples in total care timevisr 20 minutes per week-end day when
youngest children are aged below 2. Families with lowly educated parents spend about 30
minutes less than couples with secondary educatitm their children below age 2 during
week-end days.

Figure 1
Predicted mean minutes that couples spend in
total child care by the age of youngest child andgrental education
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160 160
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0

140
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Minutes in Total Care, Workday

0-2 years 3-5years 6-13 years 0-2 years 3-5 years 6-13 years
Age of the Youngest Child Age of the Youngest Child
==ll==High-high Medium-medium m=fll== High-high Medium-medium
Low -low Low -low

Source: 2002 and 2008 Italian Time Use SurveysATown illustrations.

For couples” propensity to engage in basic cagajfgiant negative interactions emerge for
low-medium and low-low couples and youngest chgd groups that suggest a “developmen-
tal gradient” in couple’s time in basic care. Tleducation gradient” of basic care is on aver-
age 9 per cent greater for high-high couples duwogkdays, and 8 per cent greater during
week-ends when compared to medium-medium couplmp@ced to couples with secondary
education, couples with less than secondary edurcatiovide basic care to their O to 2-year-
old children 18 per cent less often during week-dags, and 15 per cent less often during
workdays. Quite similar pattern emerges for plag. Agure 3 illustrates, highly educated
couples have more or less the same probabilityayfiqg with a child as couples with high
school education, and lowly educated couples hawesvar probability of playing with chil-
dren on all days of the week. The education gradeestatistically significant only during

elJTUR, 2015, Vol. 12, No. 1 63



Marit Rebane: Double advantage or disadvantage? —
Parental education and children's developmentajssain Italy

week-ends when highly educated couples have a dgmémgreater probability of playing with
children than couples with medium education (sdderTd).
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Probability of Basic Care, Week-End

=== High-high
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Figure 2
The probability of basic care by the age of youngéshild
and parental education
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Source: 2002 and 2008 Italian Time Use SurveysAMTown illustrations.

There is no statistical proof of a developmentadgnt in the probability of play between

couples with tertiary and secondary education.
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Figure 3
The probability of play by the age of youngest chil and parental education
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Source: 2002 and 2008 Italian Time Use SurveysATown illustrations.
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However, couples with less than secondary educ&izme a 9 per cent lower probability to
play with their children aged below age 2 when cared to couples with secondary educa-
tion. In the case of play, statistically signifitasifference exists between lowly educated
couples and couples who have at least secondacatolo.

According to child development literature, the kaye for teaching children is from 3 to 5
years of age. We can see from figure 4 that higllycated couples have the highest probabil-
ity of teaching 3 to 5 year old children during Wends, and teaching 6 to 13-year-olds dur-
ing workdays. An education gradient in teaching &ee only during week-ends when cou-
ples with a lowly educated mother (low-high, lowdnen, and low-low couples) show a
smaller probability to teach a child than coupleghwnore educated mothers. The only statis-
tical evidence of a developmental gradient comesnadomparing couples with medium and
low educational backgrounds. During workdays, loetiucated couples with 3 to 5-year-old
children engage 11 per cent less often in teachatigities than couples with medium educa-
tion (Table 3).

Unfortunately it is not possible to distinguish havany children receive parental care simul-
taneously. As the average number of children iatgst in families with less than secondary
education (2.04 children in low-low families comedrto 1.76 children in high-high and me-

dium-medium families), it is plausible that theuks are biased downwards. A complemen-
tary data analysis with one-child families (avadalipon request) reveals that the results
about the “education gradient” and “developmentadgnt” remain the same.

Figure 4
The probability of teaching by the age of youngesthild and parental education
T 1.00 % 100
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Source: 2002 and 2008 Italian Time Use SurveyEAIS, own illustrations.
4.2 Educationally heterogamous couples

For couples where the wife has university diplomd the husband less than high school de-
gree (high-low), the coefficients for full childegrand basic care are significant and greater
than for a couple with medium education during vdarks. However, the interaction terms for
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full care, basic care, and teaching are negativiee\both coefficients and interaction terms
are taken into account, a 0 to 2 year-old chilchwithighly educated mother and a lowly edu-
cated father, receives about 7 extra child carauteghnduring workdays, and 21 extra child
care minutes during week-end days compared tolé with two highly educated parents.

In couples where the husband has university edutadnd the wife has less than high school
degree (low-high), 0 to 2 year-old children recemgemuch child care time than children with
two highly educated parents during workdays. Duviregk-end days, 0 to 2 year-old children
in low-high families receive less active childcdamme than their counterparts in high-high
families, but still about 13 minutes more than dteh in medium-medium families. For ex-
ample, 0 to 2 year-olds in low-high families haeeder cent higher probability of receiving
basic care, and 3 to 5 year-olds have 29 per éghehprobability of receiving teaching care
during week-ends compared to children of the sagearamedium-medium families (Table 4
in Appendix). Low-high families tailor the compasit of their their childcare time according
to child development literature during week-ends.

5 Discussion

In order to understand the complex dynamics of rgatechild care, both mothers’, and fa-
thers” time should be considered and a distindimmade between workdays and week-ends.
The present study shows how both parents” educatiluence not only the amount of time
they spend with children (which may not be relateefficiency in a linear fashion) but also
the composition of that time with their childrendifferent ages. The “education gradient” in
parental childcare is found in most cases: higklycated mothers and fathers have a higher
probability to engage in basic care, and play tless educated parents. During week-ends
when parents are expected to be more free to gpradvith their children, children with two
highly educated parents receive additional basie,qalay, and teaching time from parents
which results in higher amount of full childcaren& by both mothers and fathers during
week-ends when compared to children with two pareiith secondary education.

Although highly educated Italian parents do notnsde tailor their time as much as US
mothers do (Kalil et al. 2012), education gapsaneptal child care time remain statistically
and substantially significant with all the contk@riables. A separate analysis with mothers
reveals that Italian children receive more primehydcare from their mothers than children
in USA. Devoting more time to children at all dey@nental stages may reduce the pressure
to tailor childcare time. While holding all otheanables constant, and taking into account
only statistically significant regression coeffioig, 0 to 2 year-olds with two university-
educated parents receive, on average, 41 extr@dcahd minutes per week, while 0 to 2 year-
olds with two lowly educated parents receive, oerage, 152 childcare minutes less per
week, when compared to children of the same ageiggoin families with two parents with
secondary education. This net difference masks fitapbvariations in basic care, play, and
teaching which are all more pro child developmarfamilies with highly educated parents.
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5.1 Developmental gradient

According to hypotheses 1, highly educated parar@sexpected to spend more time in basic
care when the child is aged below 1 year, more impaying with children when the child is

1 to 3 years old, and more time in teaching whencttild is from 3 to 5 years old. Hypothe-
ses 1 is only partially correct in the Italian cadé€'developmental gradient” is present in full
care during week-ends. One can see that in thmrtalase, the high-high and medium-
medium families are not that different from eacheotin tailoring their time according to
child development stages. Indeed, low-low famikes$ quite differently when compared to
medium-medium families (Tables 3 and 4).

When comparing the results from Italy to those &AJwe have to be aware of the fact that
activity codes inside each broad activity categdiffer from each other (Table 1). Another
major difference concerns teaching children. Wtiike peak teaching age in USA is from age
3 to 5 (preschool period), in Italy the teaching gp@tween highly and lowly educated parents
widens further at early school age from age 6 tgdds. This may be due to the peculiarity of
the Italian school system which puts more emphasieomework than other school systems
(Mencarini et al. 2014). These differences do rextcessarily mean that Italian parents are
less aware of child development compared to therparin the USA. The differences may
well be contextual.

In a nutshell, both the “education gradient” ane tevelopmental gradient” exist in Italian
families with two university-educated parents. Hemeral pattern echoes the findings report-
ed by Ramey and Ramey (2010), who describe a “tugce” among highly educated par-
ents, meaning that such parents spend an eveagsiegeamount of time in childcare in order
to increase the chances that their children woald gccess into a good college. In Italy, the
education gradient appears in households with tungest children, which may mean that
parents have adopted the mantra, present in acadesaarch (e.g. Heckman et al. 2013) and
popular press, that parental investments in thisestiyears are the key ingredients for chil-
dren’s lifelong success.

5.2 Educational homogamy and heterogamy

Analysing both mother’s and father’s time use diamglously provides a deeper insight into
the everyday decisions, and “rugrat race” in clidge. According to hypothesis 2: In educa-
tionally heterogamous families, the more educatem tailors his/her childcare time more
than is common for highly educated parents in hanagus couples in order to compensate
for the lack of childcare knowledge from the spoudee most extreme cases of educational
heterogamy are those where one spouse has unyedsitation and the other less than high
school education. The results indicate that whednghly-educated mother is married to a
lowly educated husband, their children receive egs Iparental care than children with two
highly educated parents. This finding is mainlywdn by highly educated mothers doing ad-
ditional childcare tasks. It may partially be driviey the greater bargaining power of women
in these families which may increase childcare iafrom the lowly educated husband.
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A different case of extreme educational heteroghappens when a university-educated man
marries a woman with less than high school diplomauch families, children do not receive
less childcare than in high-high families. Duringek-ends, these children receive more pa-
rental childcare than children with two parentshwsecondary education. Highly educated
fathers in educationally heterogamous families alempensate for the lack of childcare
knowledge and involvement from their lowly educatedes. Longitudinal data with child
outcomes is needed in order to answer the questi@ther the children in educationally het-
erogamous families turn out like their highly ediechor lowly educated parent. At the mo-
ment | can just conclude that in educationally fegamous families the parent with higher
education is more involved in child raising thancemmon for highly educated parents in
educationally homogamous couples.

Children in educationally heterogamous familieswahe highly educated and one lowly ed-
ucated parent receive more direct parental chigdtaan children with two parents with me-
dium education, and in some cases even more thilal care time than children with two
highly educated parents. There are several expbarsator this finding. First, the highly edu-
cated parent in educationally heterogamous famihay try to make up the relative disad-
vantage that their children face, and do more chile than highly educated parents in educa-
tionally homogamous families do. Second, the loadyicated parent in educationally heter-
ogamous families may try to invest more in childtban lowly educated parents in educa-
tionally homogamous families for knowing more abohild development from the more ed-
ucated spouse, or in order to gain approval froemtighly educated spouse (bargaining).
Third, “high-low” and “low-high” families are smalh number and the lowly educated men
and women who marry highly educated women and mehighly selected people.

In his latest book, Esping-Andersen (2009) warnsualincreasing social polarisation based
on the educational homogamy of couples. It happeicause people tend to marry a partner
with similar values, interests and a world-view.rigadi (2003) has found that educational
homogamy has started to increase for the youngesircin Italy. In my nationally repre-
sentative sample, approximately two thirds of cesapkith children aged from O to 13 years
have an educationally homogamous marriage. Thdtsesulicate that university-educated
parents, parents with high school diploma, andmareith less than high school diploma all
have statistically and substantially significarftetences in childrearing activities.

53 Time constraints

“Time famine” or “time squeeze” is an increasinglgmmon part of contemporary family

life. Time constraints are greatest for dual-eagriouples with small children. As mother’s
higher education increases her chances to worlyigtdy educated couples should face more
time constraints than couples with high school aetioo or less where one parent is often
working part-time or is at home with children. Fath and mothers with high school educa-
tion may surpass parents with university educaitototal childcare at some child develop-
ment levels during workdays. However, during weellse university-educated parents sur-
pass less educated parents in their combined enddime at all child development levels.
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Moreover, they tend to tailor their time more tHass educated parents in order to foster
child development at different stages. Although meas who are employed full-time, spend
less time in childcare than mothers who stay atdyaime general findings on the education
effect remain the same. Families with least edanaspend significantly less time in all pri-
mary child care tasks during week-ends comparefdrtolies with secondary education or
more. The third hypothesis: The educational gradgestronger for Saturdays and Sundays in
general and in particular for fathers, finds engairisupport.

§) Conclusion

In ltaly, the education gradient in childcare isdg@ronounced compared to the USA. For ex-
ample, during week-ends American mothers with usitye degree spend additional 82
minutes on all childcare when children are agedo@d®pared to mothers with less than high
school education (Kalil, Ryan & Corey 2012). Inlytamothers of 0 to 2-year-olds with ter-
tiary education spend around 51 extra minutes ongwy child care tasks during a week-end
day than mothers with less than secondary educdti@important to note that on average,
Italian mothers spend more time in primary chilécat all child developmental stages regard-
less of their educational background than Amerigasthers. This finding is important for
child well-being scholarship, and may mean eitlet titalian mothers face less time con-
straints than American mothers with small child(drthey face less time constraints, they
may not need to tailor their childcare time thatcimy or that Italian mothers are more child-
oriented, regardless of their educational backgiourhis result is in line with Tanturri’s
(2012) finding that Italian children are particijatime-intensive.

It is important to note three limitations of therrant study. First, | have no data on child out-
comes at various child development levels. Secbhdye no longitudinal data on the same
families with children. Due to these limitationgin unable to assess the impact of various
child care activities during different child devptoent stages on children's school outcomes,
enrolment rates to universities, future work, sglanarriage, parenthood, health, and life ex-
pectancy. However, previous research (e.g. Heckeba. 2013, Lareau 2011) implies that
such future benefits exist for the “concerted ealiion” of children. Third, | do not know
which child receives the childcare minutes repoliggarents. It is plausible to presume that
the youngest child in the family receives morerdita than older children. Therefore, the
analyses are done based on the age of the youwtgkkin family just like Kalil et al. (2012)
have done. Moreover one third of Italian familiashe sample have only one child. A com-
plementary analysis done with only one-child faeslisupports the findings on “education”
and “developmental gradients” in the childcare afreneducated Italian couples.

The main contribution of my study is the focus mwhboth mother’s and father’s child care
time in the same family varies across families vdifierent educational backgrounds, and
children of different ages, during different weekyd. Scholars have rarely conceptualized
children’s life stages as a central unit of analyand no-one has done it while analysing the

elJTUR, 2015, Vol. 12, No. 1 69



Marit Rebane: Double advantage or disadvantage? —
Parental education and children's developmentajssain Italy

full picture of parental childcare. The main reswdte: 1) both education gradient and devel-
opmental gradient exist in the childcare patterh&ighly educated Italian parents, raising
concerns about the diverging destinies of the odildf university-educated parents and their
less-advantaged peers, 2) child raising differedacationally homogamous and heteroga-
mous families, in the latter the more educated rgatempensates for the deficit from the
less-educated parent’s side 3) the education grtadigreater during week-ends showing that
without work-related time constraints, the eduaatgradient in childcare would be even
greater in Italy.
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