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What parents do for children “matters” – or so it is assumed.  Parents act as if they 

“believe” what they do for their children has consequence.   Material and other investments that 

parents make in childrearing have long been considered by social scientists to be “key” to 

predicting the success of the next generation.   Evolutionary biologists and psychologists assume 

there is a biological base to parental investment – it enhances “fitness” and survival of one’s 

genetic progeny.  Economists assume parental investment maximizes parent and child utility.  

Sociologists and anthropologists assume that such investment socializes children into adults who 

can perform successfully in the economy and participate in the institutions of the cultural setting 

in which they live.  All assume that the amount of parental investment in their children is 

conditioned by parents’ values and preferences and by the opportunities and constraints they face 

in making these investments.  

Our particular focus in this chapter is the variation in investment that occurs by 

socioeconomic level of the parent.   Much of the literature on social inequality at the individual 

or household level has focused on the role families play in (re)producing inequality.  For 

example, in the late 1960s and 1970s, the most studied topic in U.S. social stratification was 

intergenerational occupational mobility (Blau and Duncan 1967; Duncan, Featherman and 

Duncan 1972; Jencks 1976) and this tradition of research in sociology has had parallel streams 

within economics (e.g., Haveman and Wolfe’s 1994 book, Succeeding Generations).  Beginning 

with the early work of James Coleman, an extensive literature developed on education that asked 

whether schools made a difference.  The backdrop for these studies was always implicitly family 

investment:  did the quality of schools add to the likelihood of later life success or was variation 

in student performance largely determined within the family (either due to genetic endowment or 

differential family investments or both in combination)?  Recently, the importance of peer 
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influences as determinants of child outcomes have captured the attention of researchers, yet 

again the backdrop remains the relative influence of these factors compared with genetic 

endowment, family factors, and parenting behaviors that help ensure children’s well-being. 

The continued focus on mechanisms through which parents monitor children’s 

educational progress and risk-taking behavior and ensure adult success is also manifest in the 

large and influential literature on the supposed harmful effects of growing up in a single parent 

family.  In the past decade, many studies have tried to improve our understand ing of what 

constitutes “successful parenting” and what costs accrue when the conditions of parenting (e.g., 

poverty or single parenting or both) are less than optimal for producing salutary child outcomes 

(examples include McLanahan and Sandefur’s widely cited 1994 book, Growing Up in a Single 

Parent Family, and Susan Mayer’s 1997 book, What Money Can’t Buy).   

In this chapter, we examine three major ways in which parents invest in their children. 

First, they bestow material resources on their children.  Second, they spend time with them doing 

an array of activities that are aimed at promoting the health and well-being of their offspring.  

Finally, parents contribute or detract from their ability to make investments in rearing children to 

successful adulthood by how well they take care of themselves.  Thus, a third area we focus on is 

the health behaviors of parents.  Although the link between parental health behaviors and child 

outcomes is not as direct as that between outcomes and the time and money spent on children, 

nonetheless parents’ behaviors set examples for children -- and healthier parents are in a better 

position to make the necessary time and money investments that childrearing requires.  

 Despite a considerable literature on trends in generational mobility (e.g., Rytina 2000; 

Biblarz and Gottainer 2000; Grusky and Diprete 1990), we don't fully understand the modes of 

transmission of parent to child inequality.  We know that income inequality has increased in the 
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U.S. and rising income inequality has major long term implications if it leads to increased 

inequality in the opportunities and outcomes of the next generation.  The family income 

distribution for children become more unequal after 1973: The Gini Index for income of 

children’s families increased from 0.356 to 0.470 between 1973 and 1996 (Levy 1998: 164).  

The explanations for this increase in inequality among children’s families are two-fold.  As the 

wage gap between college-educated and less educated workers widened in the 1980s and 1990s, 

income growth for children residing with a college-educated parent outpaced that of children 

with a less than college-educated parent.  Secondly, changing family composition increased 

income inequality among children (Cancian and Reed 1999; Chevan and Stokes 2000; Karoly 

and Burtless 1995; Levy 1998):  growth in single-parent families shifted many children living 

only with their mother to the bottom of the income distribution.  Many would argue that these 

two components are related: women’s inability to find men to marry who can provide income 

security, combined with the availability of public assistance, contributes to the growth in single 

mother families because it erodes the benefits of marriage among less than college-educated men 

and women (Becker 1981; Becker, Landes, and Michael 1977; Murray 1984; Wilson 1987; 

1996). 

An additional change in the family, affecting both income and parental time available to 

children, was the dramatic increase in employment of mothers who responded to increased 

educationa l and labor force opportunities in recent decades (Cohen and Bianchi 1999; Juhn et al. 

1993).  Increasingly, many children reside in two-parent families where both parents are 

employed.  Wives’ employment reached 80 percent for married-couple families that were in the 

top income quintile in 1996, up from 32 percent in 1949 (Levy 1998: Table 2.4).  Families at all 

income levels experienced an increase in wives’ employment but the relatively greater increase 
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in employment of highly-educated versus less well-educated women, combined with high and 

increasing rates of marital homogamy by educational attainment (see Kalmijn 1991; Mare 1995), 

meant that well-educated, dual-earner two parent families came to increasingly typify families at 

the top of the family income distribution.   

As college-educated men’s and women’s earnings rose relative to less educated workers’ 

earnings, some parents became increasingly financially able to make large investments in their 

children.  We ask whether significant growth in inequality in parental investment in childrearing, 

particularly in the three areas of child-oriented expenditures, time spent with children, and health 

behaviors paralleled the increase in income inequality among children’s families.  If, as Levy 

(1998) argues, family income of children’s families became more unequal, other things equal, it 

would follow that expenditures targeted toward children would also have become more unequal.  

This implies that child-related purchases have increased or decreased at the same rate as family 

income has increased or decreased.  However, it may well be that parents protect monetary 

provisions for their children relative to other household expenditures.  If this were the case, we 

would expect such expenditures to be inelastic relative to changes in income over time.  By 

analyzing direct expenditures on children, we can ascertain whether increased income inequality 

has substantially increased the dispersion of material investments in children.  

On parental time investments in children, the predictions are more complex.  The 

increase in family income for those with a college education suggests that these highly educated 

parents may have encountered disincentives to use parental care for their children because 

opportunity costs of time spent parenting, primarily mothers’ time, were also rising.   In other 

words, the greater purchasing power of better-educated parents gave them the means with which 

to purchase high quality substitutes for parental care but also made the decision to use maternal 
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care more costly.    

If there is growing similarity in maternal time investments in childrearing across the 

income distribution as employment rates rise among highly-educated married mothers (i.e., 

mothers in higher income households used to stay at home, at least when their children were 

young, and spend much more time with their children than their counterparts in lower income 

households but this may be changing), then growth in income inequality may not, in and of itself, 

exacerbate inequality in parental time inputs to the next generation.  If, on the other hand, well-

educated parents increasingly can flexibly use time and money to purchase or provide superior 

goods and services for their children, including parental substitutes, highly educated parents may 

be increasingly likely to provide quality investments in their children as less than college-

educated parents become less able to do so.  How these countervailing tendencies affected 

overall parental time with children is not immediately obvious nor is it clear, without empirical 

investigation, whether changes served to heighten socioeconomic differences in parental time 

with children. 

Finally, from the point of view of children, having healthy parents with good health 

behaviors is an important advantage, which is relevant to their own health status both in their 

early and later years.  Studies have suggested that parental health and health-related behaviors 

have an important impact on children’s health and illness.  For instance, children with mothers 

who are healthier and who get adequate prenatal check-ups are less likely to be born with low 

birth weight or die young (Cramer 1987; Hummer 1993).  Lower birth weight and illness in 

childhood have significant long-term influences on health in later years (Barker and Osmond 

1986; Wadsworth 1986).  Thus, staying healthy and maintaining a healthy life style is an 

indirect, but important, “investment” that parents can make in their children to enhance their 
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children’s life chances (see Zill, 1999, 2000). 

There is a well-established health gradient by socioeconomic status (Kitagawa and 

Hause 1973; Preston and Taubman 1994; Williams 1990).  Socioeconomic status can be 

measured in several ways, including income, occupational status, and education, but many 

studies have suggested that education is the best indicator, showing the most robust association 

with mortality and health among U.S. adults (Ross and Mirowsky 1999; Williams 1990).  

Determining causality is complex: are individuals less well off because they are in poor health, 

or does poverty and low income lead to inadequate medical care, less healthy conditions in living 

and occupational environment, or poor health habits which decrease individuals’ ability to 

pursue educational and occupational achievement?  Rather than focusing on causality, we are 

more curious about whether the gap in health and health-related behavior by education among 

parents has been growing during a time of growing income inequality. 

Ross and Wu (1995) argue that adults with higher education are healthier than those with 

lower education, because they not only have better jobs and higher income, they also are more 

likely to avoid health-risk behaviors and to engage in more health enhancing behavior.  They 

smoke less, exercise more, get regular health check-ups and drink more moderately.  Parents are 

known to be a self-selected group who, on average, have better health behaviors than those who 

remain childless (Umberson 1987).  However, we know little about socioeconomic variation in 

health behaviors of parents and whether the variation has changed during the 1980s and 1990s. 

In this chapter, we ask three questions.  First, is there a socioeconomic differential in each 

domain of parental investment?  In particular, what is the differential level of investment 

between college-educated and less than college-educated parents?  Second, what has been the 

trend in investment for parents at different points on the educational (and in the case of 
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expenditure data income and asset) distribution?  That is, are trends in investments in children 

salutary or not, and are trends similar or dissimilar for college-educated and less than college-

educated parents?  Finally, following from this assessment of trends, is there evidence of 

growing bifurcation in parental time with children, expenditures on children, and parental health 

behaviors between the college-educated and less than college-educated parents during the period 

of rising income inequality? 

To accomplish this assessment, we draw together three types of data.  First, we examine 

the series of time diary studies to investigate the college/non-college differential in parental time 

in childrearing.  These data collections span the 1965-99 period, with collections at roughly 10-

year intervals beginning in 1965.  We are particularly interested in levels and trends in parental 

time in childrearing for 1975-95, the period of rising income inequality.  To investigate the other 

two topics, we examine a more limited time frame, in part due to data availability.  We use data 

from the Consumer Expenditure Surveys (CEX) to examine direct dollar expenditures on goods 

that directly benefit children.  Our assessment covers change between the late 1980s and the late 

1990s.  Finally, to track change in parental health habits, we use supplements to the National 

Health Interview Survey conducted in 1985, 1990, and 1995, to examine obesity, smoking, 

doctor visits, self-reported illness and health status, and exercise patterns for parents.  As 

economic returns to education have become more unequal, has the access children have to 

parental time, consumption items, and healthy parents also become less equal? 

The organization of the chapter is as follows:  In Section 1, we focus on (co-residential) 

parents’ time with children.  We document the differential in time with children between college-

educated and less than college-educated parents and assess trends for each educational group.  

Among fathers, we find that the distribution of time spent in child care is highly skewed: some 
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fathers do a lot of childcare on a given day whereas many report doing none.  In Section 2, we 

investigate child-oriented consumption, documenting the stability in average expenditures (in 

constant dollars) between 1988 and 1998, but increased inequality in the overall distribution of 

child-oriented consumption.  We then assess whether expenditures on children became more 

differentiated by parental education, family income and household financial assets between 1988 

and 1998.  In Section 3, we focus on parental health and differentials between college-educated 

and less than college-educated parents in 6 health indicators (obesity, smoking, doctor visits in 

the past two years, subjective health status, illness causing absence from work in the past two 

weeks, and participation in physical exercise).  We also assess trends in these health indicators 

by educational status of parents during the 1985 –1995 window for which we have comparable 

measures of each health indicator.  Finally, in Section 4, we summarize our findings by returning 

to the questions we raised at the outset about levels, trends and increasing differentials in 

parental time, child-oriented expenditure patterns, and health behaviors. 

 

SECTION 1.  PARENTAL INVESTMENT OF TIME IN CHILDREARING 

Background  

Recent trend analyses of parent’s time spent with children have focused primarily on the 

relative contributions of mothers and fathers (in two-parent families).  Between 1965 and 1998, 

the ratio of married fathers’ to married mothers’ hours with children increased significantly for 

time spent primarily in child care activities (0.24 to 0.55), primary plus secondary child care 

activities (0.30 to 0.45), and time spent with children in any activity (0.51 to 0.65)  (Bianchi 

2000).  Parents’ (mothers’ and fathers’) time with children has increased in the U.S. (Bianchi 

2000).  When two-parent families are considered separately, the increases in children’s time with 
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both mothers and fathers are more pronounced than in single-parent families (Sandberg and 

Hofferth 2001).  Children living in single-parent households in 1997 spent about the same 

amount of time with parents as did such children in 1981, all else equal.     

 A number of studies during the past three decades have directly assessed parental time 

spent with children, though usually for only one point in time.  Early research (e.g., studies using 

time diary data from the mid-1970s to the early 1980s) focused on maternal time with children, 

particularly variation by maternal educational attainment.  More highly educated mothers were 

found to spend more time in direct child care (Hill and Stafford 1985; Zick and Bryant 1996) and 

mother’s time with children declined less steeply with age of the child among better-educated 

mothers (Hill and Stafford 1985).  Maternal education was also related to the type of child care 

activities mothers engaged in with their children: More highly educated mothers spent more time 

reading to their children and less time watching television with their children (Timmer, et al. 

1985).  

In a recent study using two points in time, 1981 and 1997, Sandberg and Hofferth (2001) 

found these differences have not only persisted through 1997, but may have grown wider.   In 

1981, children of mothers with some college spent more time in art and reading and less time 

watching TV than children of mothers with no college.  While the same was true in 1997, further 

differences emerged in 1997.  Children of mothers with some college also spent more time in 

market work, sports, outdoor activities, hobbies, household conversations, studying, other 

passive leisure, and day care.  These differences likely reflect both changed values and the ability 

of more highly educated parents to afford such activities for their children.  However, it is not 

clear to what extent this reflects increasing inequality between highly educated mothers and 

mothers with no college because, with the exception of television viewing, the overall 
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differences in activities between children of college and non-college educated mothers remain 

small when 1981 and 1997 are compared. Also trends were similar for the two educational 

groups.  Children of college-educated mothers spent almost 7 more hours per week with their 

mother in 1997 than in 1981, and children of mothers without a college education spent about 5.5 

additional hours per week (Sandburg and Hofferth 2001)..   

 The focus of recent research has shifted to fathers with assessments of father’s education 

and time with children.   Two studies report that education has no effect on physical care of pre-

school age children (Aldous, Mulligan and Bjarnason 1998; Marsiglio 1991) but that more 

highly educated fathers spend more time playing with, reading to, or going on outings with 

preschool age children (Cooney, Pederson, Indelicato and Palkovitz 1993).  Studies that have 

examined the effect of paternal education on time with school-age children have either found no 

relationship (Barnett and Baruch 1987; Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane 1992a; Pleck 1981; Zick and 

Bryant 1996) or a posit ive relationship (Aldous, Mulligan and Bjarnason 1998; Fisher, 

McCullough, Gershuny 1999; Haddad 1994; Marsiglio 1991; Yeung et al 2001).     

Additionally, there is some indication that fathers’ educational attainment is associated 

with the types of activities fathers do with their children.  Married fathers with some post- 

secondary education spend more time on weekdays with children on achievement-oriented 

activities and more on social related activities (Yeung et al 2001).   More specifically, fathers 

with higher levels of education are more likely to help their children with homework and reading 

assignments as well as have one-on-one conversations with them (Marsiglio 1991).  One study 

that observed fathers and their infant children indicated that the college-non college differential 

appears to matter early in a child’s life: fathers with higher levels of education were observed to 

stimulate, respond to, and provide care more frequently with their 9-month-old infants (Volling 
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and Belsky 1991). 

 Research also indicates that the level of father involvement is associated with the father’s 

ability to provide the family’s financial support.  Fulfilling the provider role is an essential 

element of being a “good” father, and is perceived by fathers to be important in affecting the 

child’s physical, mental and emotional well-being (Lamb 2000).  Marsiglio and Cohan (2000) 

posit that fathers with less education, and hence reduced earnings and career prospects, may 

expend most of their energy on providing financial support for their children.  Less -educated 

men are more likely to be employed in occupations with rotating shifts or inflexible hours.  

Additionally, because of cutbacks in work hours and wages in jobs filled by persons with low 

education, fathers with less education may also have to work two jobs to make ends meet.  

Consequently, less educated fathers may have limited time, energy, or motivation for active 

engagement with children. 

 More highly educated men tend to be older when they become fathers and fathers who 

delay the transition to parenthood are more involved with their children and have more positive 

feelings about their parental responsibilities, perhaps because “late” fathers have met early career 

goals or have more mature or stable personalities (Cooney, Pederson, Indelicato and Palkovitz 

1993).  The association between “late” fathering, parental education, and time with children may 

be intensified by marital homogamy.  Married couples who have delayed the transition to 

parenthood have a more equitable division of housework and child care (Ishii-Kuntz and 

Coltrane 1992b).   

Moreover, paternal time with children does not appear to substitute for maternal time 

with children: The more time mothers invest in child care, the more time fathers also spend with 

their children (Aldous, Mulligan and Bjarnason 1998).   When mothers hold a college degree, 
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children spent about 4.5 hours more per week with their fathers than children whose mothers do 

not have a degree (Sandberg and Hofferth 2001).  Children in all family types spend more time 

with either parent when their mothers hold a college degree (Sandberg and Hofferth 2001). 

 While most studies on time with children have focused on variation by parental 

education, some studies have also considered the effect of income on parent’s time with children.  

Income has been operationalized in multiple ways: wage level of the parents, household income, 

and the proportion of income earned by each parent.  Because of these inconsistencies as well as 

the limited number of studies examining this effect, little can be said definitively regarding 

trends over time.  There is one study that suggests that family income may be positively related 

to parent’s time spent in particular activities with children such as household work and eating 

(Bryant and Zick 1996), but most studies suggest there is no significant association between 

household income and parents’ time spent with children (Cooney, Pedersen, Indelicato, and 

Palkovitz 1993; Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane 1992a; Coverman and Sheley 1986; Sandberg and 

Hofferth 2001; Hofferth 2001).    

Sandberg and Hofferth (2001)’s study using the 1981-1997 Panel Study of Income 

Dynamics-Child Development Supplement found the effect of income on children’s time with 

parents has remained insignificant over the past two decades.  They found that in two-parent 

families, neither the wage level of the father nor the wage level of the mother affects the time 

spent engaged with children, all else equal.  What does seem to matter, however, is the 

proportion of the family income that the mother earns in two-parent families.  Children whose 

mother earns 25 to 50 percent of the family income spend significantly less time with their 

parents.  Sandberg and Hofferth speculate that this is because mothers in dua l-earner families can 

purchases substitute services for many of her tasks rather than sharing them with her husband, 
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thus replacing both parents’ time with children. 

  

Time Diary Data 

The best data for assessing parental time with children in the U.S. have been collected in 

periodic time diary studies of representative samples of adults.  Time with children often occurs 

in disjointed segments throughout the day and it is exceedingly difficult to accurately recall and 

add up such time in response to a stylized question such as “How much time do you spend with 

your child on an average day?”  The time diary mode of data collection “walks” a respondent 

through his or her day, most often the day previous to the interview, and asks the respondent to 

recall activities in a sequential order as they occurred during the day. 

 One of the advantages of the diary mode of data collection is that respondents are forced 

to adhere to the 24-hour constraint.  Especially for unpaid work and family caregiving activities 

like housework and childcare, diary estimates are to be preferred to estimates derived from 

answers to stylized questions.  The latter estimates often result in hours estimates that exceed the 

daily 24-hour constraint.  Recent comparisons of housework hours elicited in the diary format to 

estimates from survey questions suggest that the estimates from survey questions tend to be 50 

percent higher, though the relationship of covariates to the estimates under either format tend to 

be similar (Bianchi et al. 2000). 

 The trends presented in this paper are estimated from the series of time diary data 

collections in the U.S., collected at roughly ten-year intervals beginning in 1965.  Figure 1-1 

provides summary information for each of the data collections we use.  The National Science 

Foundation funded data collections in 1965 and 1975, conducted at the University of Michigan, 

and in 1985 and 1998-99 at the University of Maryland.  All sampled cross-sections of the U.S. 
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adult population from which we select identified parents as those living with children under age 

18.  The 1975 study also included diaries with spouses of married respondents.   For 

comparability with other years, we exclude the spousal diaries from our analysis.  We include 

two other national surveys, both collected at the University of Maryland, one in 1995 and funded 

by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) and another conducted in 2000 using a national 

probability sample of 1200 parents living with their children under age 18 and funded by the 

Alfred P. Sloan Foundation’s Working Families Program. 

[Figure 1-1 about here] 

 A standard methodology for administering the time diary and a comparable set of coding 

conventions has been used across this time period in the U.S.  All data collections included 

reports of “primary activities” during a 24-hour period, that is, the sequential reporting that a 

respondent gives to the question, “What were you doing?”  These activities might be regarded as 

the most salient activity for a respondent and are collected so as to fix beginning and ending 

times for each activity.  We have primary activity data for each of our time points and the child 

care estimates we report include time coded into the following eight activity categories: 

baby care, child care, helping/teaching, talking/reading, indoor playing, outdoor playing, medical 

care for child, other child care, and travel for child care. 

[Figure 1-2 about here] 

 In most but not all of the data collections, respondents were also asked to report “what 

else they were doing” resulting in estimates of secondary activity.  Researchers have suggested 

that child care activities in particular may be substantially underestimated because child care is 

often done in conjunction with other activities and may go unreported when only primary 

activity is ascertained.  In addition, several of the collections also collect “with whom” data, that 
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is, respondents were asked to report on “who was with you” during each activity during the day, 

providing yet another measure of time “with children.”   

 For the trend analysis in this paper, we focus on primary child care time of mothers and 

fathers on the diary day.  This results in low estimates of the proportion of parents who engage in 

childcare, particularly for those with older children who are less likely to be doing direct child 

care activities such as changing diapers and reading to their children.  These differences are 

illustrated with the 2000 data in Table 1-1.  For example, whereas the estimate of primary time 

of parents in child care activities is 87 minutes a day on average, this estimate rises by almost 50 

percent when secondary child care time is added.  Time spent “with children” is three times as 

great as the combination of primary and secondary child care time.  The distribution for fathers is 

affected by the choice as well: when the focus is on primary child care time, the ratio of fathers 

at the 75th to the 25th percentile cannot be calculated because more than one quarter of fathers of 

children under age 18 report no direct time in the activities coded as child care whereas fathers at 

the 25 percentile report spending an average of 120 minutes, or two hours a day “with” their 

children.   

[Table 1-1 about here] 

We concentrate on primary activity time in childcare rather than a more expansive 

definition that includes all time with children due to data limitations.  The diary data deposited at 

ICPSR for 1965 only include summed minutes of primary and secondary time per day in each 

coded activity and we cannot determine what portion of secondary child care time overlaps with 

primary child care time.  To avoid double counting child care time, and violating the 24-hour 

constraint, we focus on primary time.  Similarly, the diary data deposited for 1985 only include 

primary time.  Finally, secondary activities were not ascertained in the 1995 EPRI collection. 
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 A final caveat concerns the 2000 data.  All time diary data collections include the diary 

portion of the questionnaire within a survey that asks demographic information and includes 

questions on activities that vary from survey to survey.  All surveys except the 2000 collection 

were done with cross-sections of all adults, parents as well as non-parents, and hence the 

questions surrounding the diary are not particularly “child focused.”  This was not true of the 

2000 Sloan-funded collection, a collection funded to collect diary and survey estimates on 

parents and about parenting.  The questions surrounding the 2000 diary collection were hence 

much more focused on parental activities and feelings about their children.   

 First, we examine time diary data and show the trend in mean child care time of mothers 

and fathers by educational status.  Next, we describe the distribution of parental primary child 

care time and discuss the selectivity of parents, especially fathers, who provide large amounts of 

child care for their children.  Finally, we concatenate all the years of time diary data and estimate 

college-education and year effects on parental time in child care.  The multivariate models are 

used to describe trends and are run with and without controls for additional factors that tend to 

select for high parental involvement (e.g., having young children in the home). 

Figure 1-3 graphs the trend in average (mean) time caring for children for mothers and 

fathers.  Solid lines show the trends for college-educated parents, dotted lines for less than 

college-educated parents.  Estimates are reported in minutes per day.  The trend in Figure 1-3, 

apparent in all lines, is curvilinear: reported child care time dropped from 1965 to 1975 and rose 

thereafter.  The first data point, 1965, was near the end of the baby boom when households with 

children still included relatively large numbers of (young) children.  At the next data point, 1975, 

the baby bust was in full swing with declining numbers of (young) children per household.  If we 

also take 1975 as a rough marker of the beginning of a period of dramatically rising income 
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inequality, Figure 1-3 suggests that an increase in the mean parental child care time coincided 

with rising inequality.  At each point the line for college-educated parents is higher than for less 

than college-educated parents and, not surprisingly, lines for mothers are much higher than for 

fathers. 

[Figure 1-3 about here] 

 Table 1-2 shows the mean child care times by educational attainment.  We separate child 

care time into two components: one we label “engagement” and this includes activities such as 

reading and talking to children, helping with homework, playing, and so forth.  The bulk of child 

care time is the other component that we label “basic care” time.  Shown in the table is the ratio 

of time for college-educated relative to less than college-educated mothers and fathers.  For 

mothers, the ratio at all time points is in the range of 1.1 to 1.3.  The ratio for fathers is more 

variable: in 1965 college-educated fathers had means twice as high as less educated fathers and 

this ratio declined and fluctuated between 1.0 and 1.7 at each of the data points between 1975 

and 1998.  In the 2000 data collection, estimates for college-educated and less than college-

educated fathers were virtually the same.  However, as noted earlier, we suspect that this 

collection may not be strictly comparable to earlier cross-sections because questions surrounding 

the diary were more child focused.   

[Table 1-2 about here] 

 Table 1-3 reports descriptive statistics on not only the mean and standard deviation of 

children care time for parents, mothers and fathers, but also median, 75th and 25th percentile of 

the distribution of child care time.  As the mean rises between 1975 and 2000, the standard 

deviation of the distribution rises as does the reported amounts of time at the 75 percentile of the 

distribution.  However, what is most striking in the table is the relatively high proportions of 
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fathers who, on a given day, report no time in direct child care between 1965 and 1995, hence 

resulting in medians and 25th percentiles of zero for the distribution of fathers’ time.  

[Table 1-3 about here] 

Table 1-4 shows the distributional characteristics of parental child care time for the 

restricted sample of married parents and single mothers.  The estimates are similar to those in 

table 1-3 except that estimates tend to be higher when unmarried fathers and mothers are 

excluded.  Still, the picture is one of bifurcation, especially for fathers, with perhaps a small 

group of highly involved fathers but most spending little time on a daily basis in direct child 

care. 

[Table 1-4 about here] 

Who are these fathers who report no time caring for children on the diary day, and how 

do they compare with the fathers who are above the 75 percentile in the distribution of child care 

time?  Table 1-5 shows demographic characteristics that differentiate the two groups of fathe rs.  

Fathers whose child care time is at the 75th percentile or above are more often college educated.  

Further, fathers who report large amounts of child care are much more likely to have pre-school-

age children and are more likely to be married.  Employment differences do not uniformly 

distinguish between the two groups of fathers.  The suggestion is that the big “investors” in 

(primary) child care time among men are those with relatively young children who are married 

and more highly educated.  However, to get a somewhat more complete descriptive picture, we 

turn to regression analysis where we can effectively standardize for family factors and examine 

educational differences net of other factors. 

[Table 1-5 about here] 

 The first column of table 1-6 shows the bivariate estimate for time in child care among 
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the college-educated as compared with those with less education: college-educated mothers 

spend about 26 minutes more per day in child care than less educated mothers spend with their 

children while college-educated fathers are estimated to spend over 40 minutes more per day in 

primary child care than less than college-educated fathers.  The linear relationship between year 

and time expenditures is also shown in this model, with both mothers and fathers spending 

significantly more time in childcare in 2000 relative to the 1970s.   

[Table 1-6 about here] 

Coefficients for college education, although reduced slightly for fathers, remain 

statistically significant in models 3 and 4, which include the linear trend (column 3) and show 

estimates with controls for age, marital status, children and employment of the parent (column 

4).  Models 5 and 6 test whether primary child care time of parents has become increasingly 

differentiated for college-educated as compared with less than college-educated parents.  None 

of the interaction terms for year and education are statistically significant in either the models for 

mothers or for fathers.  This suggests that any inequality in parental investment of time in 

children has not grown larger during the period of increased income inequality.  

  

 

SECTION 2.  CHILD-ORIENTED EXPENDITURES 

Consumer Expenditure Survey Data 

To assess how spending for children has changed over time, we use data from the 1988 

and 1998 Consumer Expend iture Survey (U.S. Department of Labor, 1988).  The data represent a 

sample of the noninstitutionalized, urban and rural population. Sample sizes were approximately 

5,000 households until 1998, and 7,500 thereafter. Expenditure data from each household is 
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collected once per quarter for four quarters, and each interview covers the previous three months. 

For the analysis, we use all the expenditure data for each of the calendar years 1988 and 1998.  

Households contribute between 1 and 12 months of data to the sample.  We annualize the data 

for each household by dividing the expenditures by the number of months each household 

reports for the calendar year and then multiplying by 12.  Demographic characteristics of the 

sample are collected at an initial interview, and updated at each additional interview.  We use the 

information reported from the last interview for each household. 

 The unit of analysis in the Consumer Expenditure Survey (CEX) is the consumer unit, 

which includes all members of the household when they are related by blood or legal 

arrangement.  Other individuals and groups that share living expenses, whether alone or in 

households with others, are considered separate consumer units. Some households therefore 

include multiple consumer units.  We include those consumer units in which there is at least one 

child age 15 or younger.  The resulting sample size is 3,755 in 1988, and 4,501 in 1998; the 

analyses are unweighted. 

 Complete information on spending targeted solely at children is impossible to obtain 

from the CEX.  Some goods and services -- from housing to milk -- are shared, and their 

consumption cannot be attributed to one household member.  Families with children may spend 

more money on housing, but we do not try to determine what portion of the housing expense is 

intended for children for each household.  On the other hand, the CEX includes a number of 

detailed expenditure categories for goods and services that clearly are intended for consumption 

by children in the household (we exclude items purchased as gifts for people outside the 

household).  We focus only on these spending categories, while acknowledging that they 

represent an unknown portion of all spending for children.  An important caveat is the CEX does 
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not collect information on how much of any particular good or service is purchased, merely the 

dollar amount spent.  For example, we cannot distinguish one hour of child care at $8 from two 

hours at $4 each. 

 The spending categories we use are described in Figure 2-1: infant furniture; infant 

equipment; school bus fees; playground equipment; school books and supplies; elementary and 

high school tuition; school meals; toys, games, hobbies, and tricycles; day care and related 

expenses; childcare (in own or another home); and clothes and shoes for infants and children.  

We break these expenses into four groups to represent different types of investment in children.  

The first includes all the child-related spending categories, the broadest measure.  The second 

includes all categories except day care and childcare expenses.  We consider a category 

excluding day care and childcare because such spending may reflect less investment of parental 

time with children, and therefore is not an unqualified investment in children.  That said, we also 

examine spending on childcare, day care and related expenses as our third group.  Finally, the 

fourth group of expenditures includes only clothing and shoes for infants and children, 

representing the best indicator we have of child-specific spending on necessities.  The dependent 

variables reflect annualized spending for each group of expenditures, with the 1988 figures 

adjusted to 1998 dollars. 

[Figure 2-1 about here] 

We construct models for each expenditure group using consumer unit characteristics as 

predictors. Most variables measure characteristics of the reference person -- identified by 

respondents as "the person or one of the persons who owns or rents the home."  These variables 

include: race (White, Black, Latino, other), age, education level (less than high school, high 

school only, BA or higher degree completed).  Consumer unit variables include: income rank 
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(consumer unit income ranking in the total population, from 0 to 1), financial assets (the sum of 

checking and savings account balances, bonds and securities), family type (married couple, 

single father, single mother, other), number of children under age 2, and number of children ages 

2-15.  Descriptive statistics for the sample are presented in Appendix Table 2. 

 

Results 

 Descriptive statistics for the expenditure analysis show a change from 1988 to 1998 in the 

pattern of spending on children, but not much change in the overall level (Table 2-1).  The only 

substantial increase was in spending on day care and related expenses, which increased 64% to 

$968 per child in 1998.  Non-day care related spending dropped a corresponding amount, so that 

the total spending stayed almost the same (increasing from $1,933 to $2,009 in total spending per 

child). 

[Table 2-1 about here] 

 Using the per-child spending totals for each consumer unit, and weighting each consumer 

unit by the number of children present, we compute child- level Gini indices for each group of 

spending categories.  The results are presented in Table 2-2 and show increases in inequality 

among children, with the exception of day care and related expenses.  This group presumably 

shows a decrease in inequality principally because there are fewer children with no day care 

related spending. The overall increase in inequality in total expenditures, from .570 to .614, is 

greater than that shown for the clothing and shoe group, which also showed the least mean 

change and the smallest increase in the standard deviation (consistent with our interpretation of 

this as an essentials group). 

[Table 2-2 about here] 
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 Table 2-3 shows the results from OLS regressions computed separately for each spending 

group. In each analysis, the samples from 1988 and 1998 are pooled, with a time interaction for 

each variable. For presentation, we show coefficients for each variable for each period, and the 

1988-1998 changes, in separate columns. 

[Table 2-3 about here] 

 We concentrate on the results related to increases in economic inequality: education, 

income, and financial assets. Coefficients for each of these variables at both time periods show 

significant inequality in spending on children. However, the change over time in these effects is 

either insignificant or marginally significant in the direction opposite that predicted by the 

increasing- inequality hypothesis. The coefficients for income rank show the difference between 

the lowest- and highest- income consumer units. In each case the effect of this variable decreased 

from 1988 to 1998, but the effect is only significant for clothing and shoes. The education effects 

show positive effects on spending associated with higher levels of education, and also decreased 

for each spending group except day care and related expenses (although the change was only 

marginally significant for the high school coefficient in two models). Fina lly, the financial assets 

effect is positive and significant in each model, but shows no significant change over the period. 

 Also of interest are the race/ethnic differences, which are most pronounced with regard to 

day care and related expenses. Children of both Black and Latino parents received less spending 

on these items in 1998 -- a gap which increased from 1988 to 1998. In other words, the large 

increase in spending on daycare and related items was concentrated among White households. 

 

SECTION 3.  PARENTAL HEALTH BEHAVIORS 

National Health Interview Survey Data 
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Data for the analysis of health and health-related behavior are drawn from supplements of 

the National Health Interview Survey (NHIS).  The NHIS is an on-going national survey of the 

civilian non- institutionalized population of the United States annually conducted by the National 

Center for Health Statistics (NCHS).  Information about health-related behavior is obtained in 

Current Health Topics, special supplements in which different topics are included in each year.  

We use four supplements: the 1975 Physical Fitness Supplement (the 1975 PFS) (for exercise 

participation only), the 1976 Health Habits Supplement (the 1976 HHS) (for other health 

indicators we examine in this section), the 1985 Health Promotion and Disease Prevention 

Supplement (the 1985 HPDP), and the 1995 Year 2000 Objectives Supplement (the 1995 Year 

2000 Objectives). 

The “core” of the 1975 NHIS is composed of 41,649 households containing 116,289 

persons.  The 1975 PFS was drawn from the core person file using a multistage probability 

sampling of all persons aged 18 or older in the households (n = 11,741).  The core of the 1976 

NHIS consists of 41,559 households containing 113,178 persons.  The 1976 HHS was drawn 

from the core person file using multistage probability sampling of all persons aged 19 or older in 

the households (n = 23,088).  The core of the 1985 NHIS is composed of 36,399 households 

containing 91,531 persons with an oversampling of the black population.  One adult, age 18 or 

older, was selected from each family for the 1985 HPDP supplement (n = 33,630).  The core of 

the 1995 NHIS is composed of 41,824 households containing 102,467 persons with 

oversampling of black and Hispanic populations.  In the 1995 Year 2000 Objectives supplement, 

one adult in half of the households was interviewed (n = 17,317).  For each year, we selected 

those who live with their children under age 18.  The sample sizes for parents are n = 6,302 in 

1975, n = 12,320 in 1976, n = 12,248 in 1985, and n = 6,242 in 1995. 
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We examine six indicators of health and heath-related behavior: cigarette smoking, 

physician contacts during the past two years, obesity, exercise participation, subjective health, 

and work loss due to illness or injury during the past two weeks.  Figure 3-1 describes the 

measurement of each health indicator.  Current cigarette smokers include those who currently 

smoke cigarettes everyday or some days of the week.  Physician contacts is measured by the 

question, “About how long has it been since you last saw or talked to a medical doctor or 

assistant?”  We consider no contacts with medical professionals for over two years as a sign of 

inadequate health care (see Zill, 1999).  Obesity is defined as Body Mass Index (BMI) of 30.0 or 

more, with BMI calculated using information on weight and height collected in the survey 

(National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute, 1998).  Exercise participation is measured by 

whether respondents participate in one or more of five listed exercise activities, including 

walking for exercise, lifting weights, jogging or running, riding a bicycle, and swimming, on a 

regular basis (for the 1975 supplement) or in the past two weeks (in the 1985 and 1995 

supplements).  The questions on exercise participation in the 1975 survey are not strictly 

comparable to those in the 1985 and 1995 surveys.  Thus we are cautious about our findings on 

trends in exercise participation rates, although the issue of comparability is less critical for within 

year comparisons of college-educated parents and less than college-educated parents.  Subjective 

health is measured by the question, “Would you say – health in general is excellent, very good, 

good, fair, or poor?”  We consider reports of “fair” or “poor” health as an indicator of negative 

states of subjective health.  Work loss due to illness or injury during the past two weeks is 

measured by the question, “During the past two weeks, how many days did you miss more than 

half of the day from job or business because of illness or injury?”   

[Figure 3-1 about here] 
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Results 

Table 3-1 presents the percentage who are current cigarette smokers, who have had no 

doctor visits during the preceding two years, who are obese, who participate in exercise activities 

of lifting weights, jogging, riding bicycle, or swimming, who are in fair or poor (subjective) 

health, and who have had work loss during the past two weeks.  College-educated mothers show 

better levels of health and health-related behavior than mothers with less than a college education 

on all indicators in all years except for work loss in 1976 and 1985.  For instance, in 1995, 

mothers with a college education, compared to their less than college-educated counterparts, 

were only 40 percent as likely to be current smokers; only 56 percent as likely to have had no 

contact with medical doctors for over two years; only 64 percent as likely to be obese; 26 percent 

more likely to participation in exercise; only 32 percent as likely to report that they are in fair or 

poor health; and only 58 percent as likely to have missed a day during a two-week period from 

work due to illness or injury.   

[Table 3-1 about here] 

Table 3-2 suggests a similar picture for fathers.  College educated fathers show better 

levels of health and heath-related behaviors than less than college educated fathers on all 

indicators in all years.  In 1995, fathers with a college education, compared to fathers with less 

than college education, were only 39 percent as likely to be current smokers; only 82 percent as 

likely to have had no doctor visits in the past two years; only 68 percent as likely to be obese; 26 

percent more likely to participate in exercise; only 27 percent as likely to report that they were in 

fair or poor good health; and only 80 percent as likely to have missed a day during the two-week 

period from work due to illness or injury. 
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[Table 3-2 about here] 

Trends in health and health-related behaviors among mothers suggest both rises and 

declines in good health and health-related behaviors, depending on the health ind icators.  

Smoking declined from the mid-1970s to the mid-1990s among all mothers regardless of college 

education, but the decline was dramatic among college-educated mothers from the mid-1970s to 

the mid-1980s (Figure 3-2).  Regardless of college education, the percentage of mothers who 

report no doctor contacts over two years changed little from 1976 to 1995.  There was an 

increase in obesity, particularly from 1985 to 1995, regardless of the level of education (Figure 

3-3).  Exercise participation rates increased for both college educated and less than college 

educated mothers during the two decades.1  The percentage of mothers who reported fair or poor 

health declined dramatically from 1976 to 1985 among those with less than college education, 

whereas it changed little among those with college education over the period (Figure 3-4).  The 

percent of less than college-educated mothers who missed one or more workdays due to illness 

or injury slightly increased from 1985 to 1995, whereas for college-educated mothers it declined 

from 1985 to 1995. 

[Figures 3-2 to 3-4 about here] 

Trends among fathers from the mid-1970s to the mid-1990s suggest similar patterns with 

a few exceptions.  There was a decline in smoking for both college-educated and less than 

college-educated fathers over the period (Figure 3-5).  The percentage with no doctor contacts 

over two years increased from 1976 to 1985 but declined again from 1985 to 1995 for both 

college-educated and less than college-educated fathers.  Regardless of college education, there 

was an increase in obesity, particularly from 1985 to 1995 (Figure 3-6).  Exercise participation 

                                                                 
1  We cannot be totally confident about the estimated increase between 1975 and 1985 because of the unknown 
effect of the change in question wording. 
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increased between 1975 and 1985 regardless of college education, then declined between 1985 

and 1995 among college-educated fathers.  There was little change in subjective health among 

fathers with a college degree, whereas the percentage of those who reported fair or poor health 

declined from 1976 to 1985 among those with less than a college education (Figure 3-7).   There 

was little change in the percent of fathers who missed workdays because of illness or injury over 

the period regardless of college education. 

[Figures 3-5 to 3-7 about here] 

Tables 3-3 to 3-14 present results from logistic regressions for each indicator of health 

and health-related behaviors for mothers and fathers.  In each analysis, the samples from 1975 

(for exercise only) or 1976 (for other health indicators), 1985, and 1995 are pooled.  The number 

of cases varies depending on the indicator because of missing cases.  Model 1 shows the 

bivariate relationship between college education and each indicator of health.  Model 2 shows 

the bivariate relationship between the year of interview and each indicator of health.  Model 3 

includes both college education and the year of interview.  Model 4 adds control variables, 

including age, race (non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic, and other race), marital 

status, presence of children under the age 6, number of children, and employment status (except 

for the analysis of work loss days in which the sample is restricted to those who are employed).  

Model 5 includes college education, the year of interview, and interactions of college education 

with the year of interview.  Model 6 adds other control variables to Model 5.  All regressions are 

weighted. 

College education has a significant negative effect on the likelihood of cigarette smoking 

for mothers, regardless of whether the year of interview and demographic variables are 

controlled (Table 3-3).  The coefficients for the effect of the year of interview suggest a linear 
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decline in smoking among mothers from 1976 to 1995, regardless of whether demographic 

variables are controlled.  There are significant interaction effects between college education and 

the year of interview (Models 5 and 6).  This suggests that the differences in the likelihood of 

currently smoking widened over the two-decade period between college-educated and less than 

college-educated mothers, particularly between 1976 and 1985.  College education also has a 

significant negative association with smoking for fathers (Table 3-4).  The coefficients for the 

effects of year suggest a linear decline in smoking among fathers between 1985 and 1995 (Model 

2).  Again, there are significant interaction effects between college education and the year of 

interview (Models 5 and 6), suggesting that the differences in the likelihood of currently 

smoking between college-educated and less educated fathers widened by 1995. 

[Tables 3-3 and 3-4 about here] 

College educated mothers are significantly less likely than their counterparts with less 

education to have had no physician visits for over two years regardless of whether the year of 

interview and demographic variables are controlled (Table 3-5).  The coefficients for the year of 

interview suggest that from 1976 to 1985 the likelihood that mothers did not see a doctor in the 

preceding two years declined.  There are no significant interaction effects between college 

education and the year of interview.  This suggests that there was no significant change in the 

differential between college-educated and less than college-educated mothers in the likelihood of 

[no] doctor visits over two years.  The patterns for fathers are very similar, except that 

differences by college education in no doctor visits may be smaller for fathers than mothers 

(Table 3-6).  Also, fathers are much more likely to go without seeing a doctor during a two year 

period than are mothers.   

[Table 3-5 and 3-6 about here] 
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College education has a significant negative association with obesity regardless of 

whether the year of interview and demographic variables are controlled (Table 3-7).  The effects 

of the year of interview suggest a statistically significant linear increase in obesity from 1976 to 

1995.  There is a significant interaction effect between college education and the year of 1995 

without controlling for demographic variables (Model 5), but it disappears when control 

variables are added (Model 6).  This suggests that there were few changes in the differences 

between college-educated mothers and less than college-educated mothers over time, controlling 

for demographic variables.  Obesity among fathers suggests similar patterns, except that 

differences by college education in obesity may be smaller for fathers than for mothers.  There is 

also no interaction between year and college education for fathers (Table 3-8). 

[Tables 3-7 and 3-8 about here] 

College educated mothers are significantly more likely than less than college educated 

mothers to participate in the five exercise activities including walking for exercise, lifting 

weights, jogging, riding bicycle, and swimming (Table 3-9).  The coefficients for the effect of 

the year of interview suggest that there may be a linear increase in exercise participation among 

mothers from 1975 to 1995.   There are no significant interaction effects between college 

education and the year of interview.  This suggests that the gap in exercise participation rates 

between college-educated and less educated mothers did not change between 1975 and 1995.  

The patterns for fathers are very similar to those of mothers (Table 3-10). 

[Tables 3-9 and 3-10 about here] 

College-educated mothers are less likely than less educated mothers to report fair or poor 

health, regardless of whether the year of interview and demographic variables are controlled 

(Table 3-11).  There was a significant decline in the likelihood of reporting fair or poor health 
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among mothers, particularly from 1976 to 1985.  There is no interaction effect between college 

education and the year of interview.  The patterns for fathers are similar (Table 3-12).   

[Tables 3-11 and 3-12 about here] 

Finally, among employed mothers, the effect of college education on having missed a day 

or more of work due to illness or injury during a two-week period depends on the year of 

interview (Table 3-13).  Whereas Models 1 to 4 of Table 3-13 show no significant effects of 

college education on work loss due to illness or injury, Models 5 and 6 show a significant 

negative interaction effect between college education and the year of 1995.  This suggests that 

college educated mothers were less likely to miss days from work due to illness or injury in 1995 

than in 1976, whereas less than college-educated mothers showed little change in work loss due 

to illness or injury during the period (See the bivariate relationship we have seen in Figure 3-3).2  

College educated fathers are less likely than less than college-educated fathers to miss days from 

work due to illness or injury during the two-week period, regardless of whether year and 

demographic variables are controlled (Table 3-14).  The effects of year suggest that fathers were 

less likely to miss days from work in 1985 than in 1976, but the likelihood of missing days from 

work went up again in 1995 to the 1976 level.  There are no significant interaction effects 

between college education and the year of interview.  

[Tables 3-13 and 3-14 about here] 

In sum, college-educated mothers and fathers show better health and health-related 

behavior than their less than college-educated counterparts on all indicators we examined here.  

Trends in health and health-related behavior among parents suggest that both American mothers 

and fathers have developed better health-related behavior over time in terms of smoking and 

                                                                 
2  We are cautious about these findings because the goodness-of-fit tests suggest that our models do not fit well in 
predicting whether mothers missed days from work due to illness or injury.   
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exercise but became less healthy in terms of obesity and physician contact from the mid-1970s to 

the mid-1990s.  Fewer mothers and fathers reported fair or poor health in both 1985 and 1995 

than in 1976.  Fewer fathers missed days from work due to illness or injury in 1985 than in 1976, 

although the level went back to the 1976 level in 1995.  On one health indicator, smoking, the 

differential between college-educated and less educated parents did widen between 1975 and 

1995, the period of increased income inequality.  

 

SECTION 4. CONCLUSION 

 
 Since 1973, income inequality has increased in the U.S. and family structure has changed 

dramatically, with more working mothers and more single parenting today than three decades 

ago.  During this period of increased family change and growing income inequality, we 

speculated that we might find increased differentials in parenting between college-educated and 

less than college-educated parents.  The former experienced far more salutary economic 

conditions.  However, we also noted at the outset that some conditions, such as the rapid growth 

of maternal labor force participation among more highly-educated, married mothers, might 

mitigate differences. 

 We discovered that maternal time with children was relatively high in the 1960s, but then 

fell in the 1970s, rose in the 1980s and fluctuated thereafter.  College-educated mothers invest 

more time in childrearing, other things equal, but this differential investment in caring for 

children did not grow larger during the period. 

 Among fathers, an examination of the distribution of child care time suggested that the 

expenditure of time on children was highly bifurcated with a sizable minority spending 

considerable time in child care and the majority doing little or no primary child care.  A look at 
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the two groups suggested that “high” investor fathers might be increasingly selected from among 

more highly educated fathers.  However, the multivariate analysis of paternal time in child care 

indicated that, although college-educated fathers do more child care, the educational differential 

did not increase significantly during the period.   

 After 1985, some children increasingly benefited from paternal as well as maternal time 

investments in their care.  The children in those families with high investments by fathers tend to 

live with college-educated, married fathers.  But this was also true in the past.   

The results from the expenditure analysis show that indicators of economic inequality 

predict inequality in child-oriented expenditures, at least for the spending categories we 

investigate here.  Clearly, children under the care of adults with higher incomes, more education, 

and greater financial assets receive benefit from higher levels of spending on their needs, net of 

race/ethnicity, family structure, age and number of children.  However, there was little evidence 

for increasing effects of these economic variables over time.  The increasing- inequality 

hypothesis does not receive support from the spending analysis. 

Finally, in terms of the health indicators we assessed, it is also clear that children of 

college-educated parents compared with those who live with less than college-educated parents 

benefit from living with parents who less often smoke, have a higher likelihood of being 

regularly seen by a physician, have a lower incidence of obesity, have a higher probability of 

getting physical exercise, are less often in fair or poor health, and miss fewer days of work due to 

illness.  The differences in smoking behavior between college-educated and less than college-

educated parents widened from the mid-1970s to the mid-1990s.  For other health indicators, 

however, there is not much evidence that the health differential between college-educated and 

less than college-educated parents has grown since 1975. 
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If we were to return to the questions raised at the outset: how much do the level of 

parental investments differ for college-educated versus less than college-educated parents, our 

best estimate is that in the late 1990s, children of college-educated parents averaged 21 percent 

more time with mothers, were more likely to live with their father and when they did, averaged 

67 percent more time with their father than children with less than college-educated fathers.  In 

terms of child-oriented expenditures, our estimates suggest that in 1998, a child of a college-

educated parent could expect 76 percent more in total expenditures, 171 percent higher 

expenditures on childcare, 26 percent more on basic necessities such as clothing and shoes 

(Based on predicted spending for children in households with White, married, 35-year-old 

reference people at the median of the income distribution, no financial assets, and two children 

between ages 2 and 15).  With respect to health, a child of a college-educated mother (father) 

was only 40 (30) percent as likely to live with a mother (father) who smoked, only 56 (82) 

percent as likely to have a mother (father) who had no contact with a medical doctor for over two 

years, only 64 (68) percent as likely to have a mother (father) who was obese, 26 (26) percent 

more likely to live with a mother (father) who participated in exercise activities such as walking, 

lifting weights, jogging, riding bicycle, and swimming, only 32 (27) percent as likely to have a 

mother (father) in very good or excellent health, and only 58 (80) percent as likely to have a 

mother (father) who missed a day of work during the past two weeks from work due to illness or 

injury. 

What might we conclude about the trends in each of these indicators of parental 

investment?  In terms of trends in time spent with children, these were generally salutary (more 

time spent in child care) for both educational groups during the period of growing income 

inequality with no evidence that parental time investments were becoming more differentiated by 
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educational attainment.  With respect to child-oriented expenditures, there was relatively little 

change in real dollar terms between 1988 and 1998 except that more was being spent on child 

care at the later point, perhaps because of spending by an increasing share of parents.  

Expenditures did become more unequal, as measured by the Gini Index, but it was not clear that 

this growing inequality was closely linked to parental educational attainment.  Finally, the 

general trends in parental health are mixed with positive trends in some indicators (e.g., reduced 

smoking and declines in self-reported fair or poor health) for both educational groups, but the 

opposite trends in other indicators (e.g. an increased inc idence of no doctor visits over two years 

and more obesity) for both education groups.  Here again, although children of college-educated 

parents are advantaged, there is relatively little evidence that their advantage grew during the 

period we examine, 1975 to 1995, a period when the fortunes of the college-educated continued 

to outpace those of the less than college-educated with one important exception.  The differences 

in smoking cigarettes between college-educated parents and less than college educate parents 

increased over the two-decade period.  Whereas the percentage of current smokers among 

parents for both education groups declined from 1975 to 1995, the decline was significantly 

steeper for college-educated parents than less educated parents.  This finding is especially 

noteworthy because of the direct child health consequences of exposure to second hand smoke 

and warrants further attention. 
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1965 1975 1985 1995 1998 2000
Location conducted Univ. of Mich. Univ. of Mich. Univ. of MD Univ. of MD Univ. of MD Univ. of MD
Funder NSF NSF NSF; ATT EPRI NSF Sloan
Sample Total = 1244 Total = 2406 Total = 5358 Total = 1200 Total = 1151 Total = 1200

Parents = 742 Respondents =1519 Parents = 1612 Parents = 493 Parents = 496 Parents = 1200
 Spouses = 887
Parents = 1087

Age range 18-65 18+ 12+ 12+ 18+ 18+
Months Oct.-Nov. Oct.-Dec. Jan.-Dec. Jan.-Dec. Mar.-Dec. June-May (one-day)

Aug.-June (weekly)
Mode/Response Rate Personal (72%) Personal (72%) Mailback (51%) Telephone (65%) Telephone (56%) Telephone (64%)

Telephone (67%) Mailback (23-30%)
Personal (60%)

Diary Type Tomorrow (1244) Yesterday (2406) Tomorrow (3890) Yesterday (1200) Yesterday Yesterday
Yesterday (130) Yesterday (1468) Last Week

Sample Restrictions Residents of Excludes households households in the households in the households in the parents living with
labor force families on military contiguous U.S. contiguous U.S. contiguous U.S. children under age 18
in non-farm, urban reservations (48 states + D.C.) in household in 
locations contiguous U.S.

Parent ID? "Do YOU have any Constructed from Variable indicating Variable indicating Flag created by Liana Interviewer asks if there
children 18 years of age household roster: the children under 18 children under 18 Sayer based on are children under 18 in
or younger living in number of children years of age in years of age in marital status and # the household and asks
this household?" aged 17 or younger household household of adults in home to speak with parent

in household
Misc. Spouse interviewed weekly diaries went

as well as respondent to select parents*
*parents that worked at least 10 hrs/wk for pay and at least one of the parents had some college education were given weekly diaries
**there is some indication the same question from 1965 (# of kids in househould) was followed up in 1975, but I couldn't find it in print

Figure 1-1. Methodological Features of U.S. National Time Diary Studies



h Time Diary Questions

h What were you doing? (PRIMARY)

h Were you doing anything else? (SECONDARY)

h Who was with you? (TIME WITH)

h

h Care of infants / children

h Arranging social / extracurricular activities of child

h Medical care of child

h Helping or teaching

h Talking or reading

h Indoor and outdoor play

h Traveling related to child care activities

Coding Categories of Child Care Activities

Figure 1-2. Measurement of Child Care Time



Figure 1-3.  Maternal and Paternal Primary Time (Minutes Per Day) Caring for Children
 by Educational Status: 1965-2000
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h

h

h

h Clothing / Shoes

Figure 2-1. Measurement of Child Oriented Consumption

Total - infant furniture, infant equipment, school bus 
fees, playground equipment, school books / supplies, 
school tuirtion, school meals, toys, games, hobbies, 
tricycles, day care and related expenses, child care (in 
own or another home), clothes and shoes

Total minus day care and child care expenses

Day care / Child care expenses



 

Figure 3-1.  Measurement of Health/Health-Related Behavior 
                                                                          

 
Ø Current Cigarette Smokers: 

• “Do you now smoke cigarettes everyday, some days, or not at all?” (Everyday and 
someday smokers are combined into current smoker category.) 

 
Ø No Doctor Visits Over Two Years: 

• “About how long has it been since you last saw or talked to a medical doctor or 
assistant?” 

 
Ø Obesity: 

• Obese = Body Mass Index (BMI) of 30.0 or more 
• BMI = [Weight in pounds ÷ Height in inches ÷ Height in inches] ×703 

 
Ø Exercise Participation in Five Activities: 

• The 1985 HPDP and the 1995 Year 2000 Objectives: “In the past 2 weeks, have you 
done any of the following exercises, sports, or physically active hobbies ?“ 

• The 1975 PHS: “Do you do any of the following exercises on a regular basis?” 
(Five items that are commonly asked in all three surveys include walking for exercise, 

lifting weights, jogging, riding bicycle, and swimming.) 
 

Ø Subjective Health: 
• The 1976 HHS: “Would you say – health in general is excellent, good, fair, or poor?” 

• The 1985 HPDP and the 1995 Year 2000 Objectives: “Would you say – health in 
general is excellent, very good, good, fair, or poor?” 

   (People who answered “fair” or “poor” are considered as positive states of well-being.) 
 

Ø Absent from Work Due To Illness or Injury During the Past Two Weeks: 
• “During the past two weeks, how many days did you miss more than half of the day 

from job or business because of illness or injury?” 
                                                                          

 



Figure 3-2.  Percentage of Current Smokers and No Doctor Visits Past Two Years Among 
American Mothers: NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995
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Figure 3-3.  Percentage of Obese and Exercise Participation Among American Mothers: NHIS 
1975/76, 1985, 1995.
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Figure 3-4.  Percentage of American Mothers Who Reported Fair or Poor Health and Who 
Were At least One Day Absent From Work Due to Illness During Past Two Weeks: NHIS 
1976, 1985, 1995
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Figure 3-5.  Percentage of Current Smokers and No Doctor Visits Past Two Years Among 
American Fathers: NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995
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Figure 3-6.  Percentage of Obese and Exercise Participation Among American Fathers: NHIS 
1975/76, 1985, 1995
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Figure 3-7.  Percentage of American Fathers Who Reported Fair or Poor Health and Who 
Were Absent From Work Due to Illness During Past Two Weeks: NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995
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Primary or Total Time
Primary Secondary with Children

TOTAL PARENTS
  Mean 87 123 372
     (Std Dev) 115 155 261
  75th Percentile 127 185 540
  Median 45 67 325
   25th Percentile 0 0 160
Ratio 75th/25th 3.4

TOTAL MOTHERS
  Mean 108 159 437
     (Std Dev) 112 161 257
  75th Percentile 165 235 655
  Median 70 110 402
   25th Percentile 11 30 225
Ratio 75th/25th 15.0 7.8 2.9

TOTAL FATHERS
  Mean 62 80 293
     (Std Dev) 113 130 241
  75th Percentile 85 115 450
  Median 15 30 255
   25th Percentile 0 0 120
Ratio 75th/25th 3.8

Table 1-1. Child Care Time (Minutes Per Day) in the U.S: 2000



              
1965 1975 1985 1995 1998 2000

MOTHERS
Primary Child Care 87.2 74.1 71.8 82.2 104.4 108.0
  College Educated 99.7 85.3 86.8 86.6 118.4 125.3
  Less than College 86.2 72.4 68.7 81.3 100.8 102.9
Ratio College/Less 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.2 1.2

Engagement Time 12.5 16.4 15.3 22.1 27.9 26.9
  College Educated 26.5 20.1 16.7 33.8 31.3 32.5
  Less than College 11.4 15.8 15.0 19.6 26.9 25.2
Ratio College/Less 2.3 1.3 1.1 1.7 1.2 1.3

Basic Care Time 74.1 57.7 56.5 60.2 76.6 81.1
  College Educated 73.2 65.2 70.1 53.1 87.1 92.8
  Less than College 74.8 56.6 53.7 61.7 73.8 77.6
Ratio College/Less 1.0 1.2 1.3 0.9 1.2 1.2

FATHERS
Primary Child Care 21.2 22.2 22.5 37.9 57.3 61.7
  College Educated 37.8 27.2 32.8 53.3 78.2 61.8
  Less than College 18.7 20.8 18.9 33.0 49.8 61.4
Ratio College/Less 2.0 1.3 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.0

Engagement Time 9.7 5.2 7.9 13.7 21.5 19.1
  College Educated 11.0 10.6 11.0 13.4 22.7 20.8
  Less than College 9.5 3.8 6.8 13.8 21.1 18.5
Ratio College/Less 1.2 2.8 1.6 1.0 1.1 1.1

Basic Care Time 11.5 16.9 14.6 24.2 35.8 42.7
  College Educated 26.7 16.5 21.8 39.9 55.5 40.7
  Less than College 9.2 17.1 12.1 19.2 28.7 43.3
Ratio College/Less 2.9 1.0 1.8 2.1 1.9 0.9

Sample Size
Mothers 417 369 913 312 273 728
  College Educated 41 39 154 71 84 243
  Less than College 376 330 759 241 189 485
Fathers 343 251 699 181 163 472
  College Educated 67 57 180 62 64 163
  Less than College 276 194 519 119 99 309

Table 1-2. Differentials in Mean Total Primary Child Care Time, Engagement Time, 
and Basic Care Time (Minutes Per Day) Between College-Educated and Less-

Educated Mothers and Fathers In the U.S.: 1965-2000

Engagement Time includes time spent helping and/or teaching child, talking and/or reading 
to child, indoor and outdoor play with child

Basic Care Time includes caring for infants, arranging social/extracurricular activities of 
child, medical care of child, and traveling related to child care activities



1965 1975 1985 1995 1998 2000
TOTAL PARENTS
  Mean 57 51 48 63 85 87
     (Std Dev) 78 76 85 96 106 115
  75th Percentile 82 78 60 100 140 127
  Median 28 15 0 5 50 45
   25th Percentile 0 0 0 0 0 0

  % Reporting Any Primary 61.5 59.5 49.2 50.8 62.9 66.5
    Child Care Time in Diary Day

TOTAL MOTHERS
  Mean 87 74 72 82 104 108
     (Std Dev) 89 82 97 102 110 112
  75th Percentile 140 105 102 140 180 165
  Median 60 52 30 40 70 70
   25th Percentile 15 0 0 0 0 11

  % Reporting Any Primary 90.1 76.0 63.9 57.6 70.6 76.6
    Child Care Time in Diary Day

TOTAL FATHERS
  Mean 21 22 23 38 57 62
     (Std Dev) 42 53 56 77 94 113
  75th Percentile 30 25 20 55 90 85
  Median 0 0 0 0 15 15
   25th Percentile 0 0 0 0 0 0

  % Reporting Any Primary 38.7 38.2 33.4 41.7 52.1 54.2
    Child Care Time in Diary Day

Sample Size
    Total 760 620 1612 493 436 1200
    Mothers 417 369 913 312 273 728
    Fathers 343 251 699 181 163 472

Table 1-3. Trends in the Distribution of the Primary Child Care Time of Parents (Minutes Per Day) 
in the U.S: 1965-2000



            
1965 1975 1985 1995 1998 2000

MARRIED MOTHERS
  Mean 91 76 80 94 106 112
     (Std Dev) 86 83 99 105 111 113
  75th Percentile 140 105 115 150 180 170
  Median 65 55 45 65 75 80
   25th Percentile 25 0 0 0 0 13

  % Reporting Any Primary 85.2 76.2 69.2 64.8 72.3 77.2
    Child Care Time in Diary Day

SINGLE MOTHERS
  Mean 65 69 50 56 100 100
     (Std Dev) 105 78 87 94 107 110
  75th Percentile 60 110 60 80 160 145
  Median 5 45 0 0 70 65
   25th Percentile 0 0 0 0 0 10

  % Reporting Any Primary 50.5 75.6 48.9 41.7 65.9 75.3
    Child Care Time in Diary Day

MARRIED FATHERS
  Mean 22 23 26 43 59 58
     (Std Dev) 42 54 60 83 97 99
  75th Percentile 30 25 30 60 90 85
  Median 0 0 0 0 15 15
   25th Percentile 0 0 0 0 0 0

  % Reporting Any Primary 41.2 38.8 37.6 47.5 53.4 54.3
    Child Care Time in Diary Day

Sample Size
    Married Mothers 358 278 673 200 194 506
    Single Mothers 59 91 240 112 79 222
    Married Fathers 326 239 588 133 141 412

Table 1-4. Trends in the Distribution of Primary Child Care Time (Minutes Per Day) of Married 
Mothers, Single Mothers, and Married Fathers in the U.S.: 1965-2000



1965 1975 1985 1995 1998 2000

% College Educated
  75th Percentile and Above 21.3 23.0 37.8 35.6 36.2 25.9
  No Care 8.2 18.5 21.2 17.2 13.0 21.4

% Married
  75th Percentile and Above 95.7 94.6 96.4 75.4 90.0 86.8
  No Care 87.3 79.4 79.4 65.8 88.2 87.1

% With Children < 6*
  75th Percentile and Above 67.5 66.4 53.4 78.4 75.6 77.3
  No Care 45.4 46.2 22.7 28.0 28.3 38.8

% Employed
  75th Percentile and Above 96.2 89.8 87.0 88.6 93.0 87.8
  No Care 98.3 92.9 78.7 84.1 89.3 94.1

Weekly Hours Employed (Diary Estimate)**
  75th Percentile and Above 33.9 36.7 32.4 27.8 26.2 29.9
  No Care 43.0 42.9 36.2 33.8 38.3 37.8

Sample Size
  75th Percentile and Above 102 65 181 46 42 123
  No Care 199 155 469 102 67 206

*Children < 6, except in 1985 and 1995 where it is children < 5
**Estimate is based on hours report on diary day times 7.  Includes reports for weekend days which explains
   low mean hours.  

Table1-5.  Education, Marital Status, Presence of Young Children and Employment of Fathers Who 
Report Large Amounts of Child Care Time and Who Report No Child Care Time



    
Mothers

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
College Educated 26.1*** 24.1*** 29.3*** 15.9 41.1*

yr65 17.8 19.2* 4.4 18.7* 2.8
yr85 -15.1# -16.1* 20.3** -18.4* 20.6**
yr95 -10.0 -11.1 14.2 -10.6 16.5
yr98 27.6 25.7# 43.2*** 25.6# 44.1***
yr00 36.7*** 34.3*** 50.3*** 32.6** 46.5***

yr65*college -0.5 -17.2
yr85*college 14.9 -29.0
yr95*college -0.6 -19.8
yr98*college 3.9 0.8
yr00*college 10.7 -17.5

CONTROLS
Age -1.13** -1.15**
Married 17.7* 17.8*
Children  < 6 95.2*** 95.5***
Number of Children 12.1*** 12.1***
Employed -25.3*** -25.1***
Weekly Hours Employed -0.6*** -0.6***

Fathers
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

College Educated 43.4*** 40.8*** 38.7*** 70.7** 44.7#

yr65 -0.4 2.3 0.5 -5.6 -4.6
yr85 -8.9 -11.8 9.2 -18.9 5.9
yr95 27.3# 25.3 32.1* 16.8 28.4
yr98 66.3*** 63.1*** 62.1*** 50.0* 55.6**
yr00 74.2*** 72.3*** 64.6*** 76.1*** 68.4***

yr65*college -5.7 7.4
yr85*college -19.7 -10.7
yr95*college -13.8 -8.5
yr98*college -60.2 -36.6
yr00*college -48.2 -22.5

CONTROLS
Age 1.4** 1.5**
Married 19.5 19.5
Children  < 6 100.2*** 99.7***
Number of Children -0.5 -0.8
Employed 33.9* 34.0*
Weekly Hours Employed -1.1*** -1.1***

Year will be coded as yr65=1, yr75=1, yr85=1, yr95=1, yr98=1, yr100=1 in this concatenated data
*** p < .001    ** p < .01 level    * p < 0.05     # p < .10 level

Notes:

Table 1-6. Tobit Models Predicting Primary Child Care Time (Minutes Per Day) of Mothers and Fathers 
1965-2000, with 1975 as omitted category

Marstat coded as married only.  Children < 6  (except in 1985 and 1995 where it is children < 5). No variable 
for workhours consistent across all years, so summed activity measures of work time based on "Total Work 
Time, no Travel" in diary.



1988 1998 1988 1998
Total ($) all child categories 1,933 2,009 6.67 6.54

(Std Dev) (2,676) (3,813) (1.89) (2.02)
Day care and related 590 968 2.26 4.04

(Std Dev) (1,556) (2,270) (3.24) (3.21)
Total less day care 1,344 1,041 6.35 5.74

(Std Dev) (2,032) (2,923) (1.84) (2.20)
Clothing and shoes only 611 594 5.33 5.15

(Std Dev) (807) (869) (2.18) (2.33)
N

Table 2-1. Descriptive Statistics, Expenditure Analysis: Households with 
Children, 1988-1998

Note: Spending is annual consumer unit spending per child under 15, in 1998 
dollars.

Dollars Logged

3,755 4,501



1988 1998 Change
Total all child categories .570 .614 .043
Total less day care .552 .613 .061
Day care and related .863 .793 -.070
Clothing and shoes only .556 .576 .020

Table 2-2. Gini Indices: Spending On Children (per child), 1988-
1998



1988 1998 Change 1988 1998 Change
Intercept  5.813 *** 5.765 *** -.047 5.202 *** 4.056 *** -1.146 ***

Black -.405 *** -.176 * .229 + -.446 *** -.033 .412 **

Latino -.180 + -.179 * .001 -.178 .046 .224
Other race/ethnicity -.415 ** -.386 ** .029 -.371 * -.260 * .111
Age of reference person -.013 *** -.009 ** .003 .001 .015 *** .014 **

Income rank 2.047 *** 1.959 *** -.087 1.690 *** 1.451 *** -.240
Financial assetts (ln) .028 ** .030 *** .002 .025 * .045 *** .020
High school only .528 *** .319 *** -.208 + .461 *** .226 ** -.234 +

BA or more .651 *** .563 *** -.088 .582 *** .399 *** -.183
Single father .083 -.511 ** -.594 * .015 -.594 ** -.609 +

Single mother .160 .143 + -.017 .092 .066 -.026
Not own children -.372 *** -.286 ** .086 -.460 *** -.477 *** -.017
Children under 2 -.146 * -.048 .097 -.107 .385 *** .492 ***

Children 2-15 -.140 *** -.166 *** -.026 -.100 ** -.041 .060
Adjusted R2 .137 .115
 + p < .10 * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.
N= 8,276
Excluded categories: White; less then high school; married couple w/ own children.

Table 2-3. OLS Coefficients: Four Categories of Spending Per Child (ln), 1988-1998

Total all child categories Total less day care



1988 1998 Change 1988 1998 Change
Intercept  3.993 4.035 *** .043 3.009 *** 4.398 *** 1.389 ***

Black -.160 .103 .263 + -.274 + -.464 *** -.190
Latino -.161 .213 * .373 * -.202 -.691 *** -.490 *

Other race/ethnicity -.210 -.252 + -.042 -.621 ** -.860 *** -.239
Age of reference person .003 .005 .002 -.075 *** -.056 *** .019 *

Income rank 1.513 *** 1.102 *** -.411 + 2.522 *** 2.324 *** -.198
Financial assetts (ln) .046 *** .051 *** .005 .057 *** .034 * -.023
High school only .317 ** .101 -.216 .362 ** .556 *** .194
BA or more .401 ** .233 + -.168 .774 *** .996 *** .222
Single father .151 -.600 * -.751 * .318 -.589 + -.907 +

Single mother .260 * .108 -.152 .272 + .124 -.148
Not own children -.326 * -.466 *** -.140 .324 + .086 -.239
Children under 2 .312 *** .622 *** .310 ** .096 -.096 -.192
Children 2-15 -.059 -.045 .013 .015 .022 .007
Adjusted R2 .057 .165
 + p < .10 * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.
N= 8,276
Excluded categories: White; less then high school; married couple w/ own children.

Clothing and shoes only Day care and related expenses

Table 2-4. OLS Coefficients: Four Categories of Spending Per Child (ln), 1988-1998



% Current Smoker
Total sample n/a 35.8 35.0 26.8
College Educated n/a 23.3 12.4 11.2
Less than College n/a 37.3 34.5 27.8
Ratio College/Less than College n/a 0.62 0.36 0.40

% No Doctor Visits Past Two Years
Total sample n/a 8.3 9.9 8.9
College Educated n/a 5.3 6.9 5.5
Less than College n/a 8.7 10.3 9.7
Ratio College/Less than College n/a 0.61 0.67 0.56

% Obese
Total sample n/a 9.6 11.0 18.2
College Educated n/a 3.6 6.8 12.1
Less than College n/a 10.3 12.3 19.0
Ratio College/Less than College n/a 0.35 0.55 0.64

% Participation in Leisure-Time Physical Activitiesa

Total sample 44.4 n/a 56.7 59.9
College Educated 54.2 n/a 64.3 72.1
Less than College 43.4 n/a 55.5 57.0
Ratio College/Less than College 1.25 n/a 1.16 1.26

% Fair or Poor Health
Total sample n/a 14.0 7.5 7.0
College Educated n/a 4.6 3.4 3.4
Less than College n/a 15.1 9.4 10.7
Ratio College/Less than College n/a 0.30 0.36 0.32

% At Least One Day Absent from Work Due to Illness Past Two Weeksb

Total sample n/a 6.5 4.5 6.1
College Educated n/a 7.2 8.5 4.7
Less than College n/a 6.4 6.7 8.0
Ratio College/Less than College n/a 1.14 1.27 0.58

% College Educated 9.4 10.6 13.4 19.3

n 3,346 6,478 7,630 3,887

b Only for currently employed mothers.

a In any of the five lised activities including walking for exercise, lifting weights, jogging, riding bicycle, and 
swimming.

Table 3-1.  Percentage of Current Smoker, No Doctor Visits Past Two Years, Obese, Exercise Participation, 
Subjective Health, and Absent from Work Past Two Weeks For College Educated Mothers and Less Than 
College Educated Mothers: NHIS 1975/1976, 1985, 1995

1995
Year

1975/1976 1985



% Current Smoker
Total sample n/a 45.0 31.5 24.6
College Educated n/a 30.5 19.3 12.5
Less than College n/a 48.3 39.5 31.9
Ratio College/Less than College n/a 0.63 0.49 0.39

% No Doctor Visits Past Two Years
Total sample n/a 18.8 25.0 21.6
College Educated n/a 15.5 20.3 18.5
Less than College n/a 19.6 26.3 22.7
Ratio College/Less than College n/a 0.79 0.77 0.82

% Obese
Total sample n/a 8.4 11.6 17.7
College Educated n/a 5.6 7.6 13.5
Less than College n/a 9.0 12.0 19.8
Ratio College/Less than College n/a 0.62 0.64 0.68

% Participation in Leisure-Time Physical Activitiesa

Total sample 42.6 n/a 53.5 54.0
College Educated 54.9 n/a 67.1 63.8
Less than College 39.8 n/a 49.6 50.5
Ratio College/Less than College 1.38 n/a 1.35 1.26

% Fair or Poor Health
Total sample n/a 11.7 8.6 9.3
College Educated n/a 3.3 1.7 2.3
Less than College n/a 13.6 9.1 8.6
Ratio College/Less than College n/a 0.24 0.19 0.27

% At Least One Day Absent from Work Due to Illness Past Two Weeksb

Total sample n/a 5.8 7.0 7.3
College Educated n/a 4.0 4.1 5.2
Less than College n/a 6.2 4.6 6.5
Ratio College/Less than College n/a 0.65 0.89 0.80

% College Educated 18.3 18.3 22.0 26.2

n 2,956 5,842 4,718 2,355

b Only for currently employed mothers.

a In any of the five lised activities including walking for exercise, lifting weights, jogging, riding bicycle, and 
swimming.

Table 3-2.  Percentage of Current Smoker, No Doctor Visits Past Two Years, Obese, Exercise Participation, 
Subjective Health, and Absent from Work Past Two Weeks For College Educated Mothers and Less Than 
College Educated Fathers: NHIS 1975/1976, 1985, 1995

1985 1995
Year

1975/1976



College Educated -1.06 *** -1.02 *** -1.02 *** -0.68 *** -0.70 ***

yr76 (reference) --- --- --- --- ---

yr85 -0.20 *** -0.17 *** -0.21 *** -0.13 ** -0.16 ***

yr95 -0.54 *** -0.47 *** -0.47 *** -0.44 *** -0.43 ***

yr76*college (reference) --- ---

yr85*college -0.63 *** -0.59 ***

yr95*college -0.44 ** -0.40 *

CONTROLS

Age -0.01 *** -0.01 ***

Married -0.24 *** -0.24 ***

Race

White (reference) --- ---

Black -0.13 * -0.13 *

Hispanic -0.78 *** -0.78 ***

Other race -0.78 *** -0.79 ***

Children < 6 -0.03 -0.03

Number of children 0.01 0.01

Employed 0.03 0.03

Intercept -0.65 *** -0.58 *** -0.49 *** 0.22 * -0.52 *** 0.18 *

-2 Log Likelihood Ratio 357.41 *** 131.41 *** 456.38 *** 714.88 *** 477.19 *** 732.54 ***

df 1 2 3 11 5 13

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table 3-3.  Logistic Regression Coefficients Predicting Current Smokers for Mothers: NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995 (n 
= 17,614)

Model5 Model 6Model 4Model 3Model 2Model 1



College Educated -0.97 *** -0.94 *** -0.95 *** -0.75 *** -0.79 ***

yr76 (reference) --- --- --- --- ---

yr85 -0.42 *** -0.40 *** -0.44 *** -0.36 *** -0.41 ***

yr95 -0.80 *** -0.76 *** -0.77 *** -0.69 *** -0.71 ***

yr76*college (reference) --- ---

yr85*college -0.25 * -0.21

yr95*college -0.43 ** -0.40 **

CONTROLS

Age -0.01 *** -0.01 ***

Married 0.33 *** 0.33 ***

Race

White (reference) --- ---

Black 0.07 0.07

Hispanic -0.37 *** -0.37 ***

Other race 0.10 0.11

Children < 6 -0.08 * -0.08

Number of children -0.01 -0.01

Employed -0.15 ** -0.15 *

Intercept -0.35 *** -0.20 *** -0.04 0.45 *** -0.07 * 0.40 ***

-2 Log Likelihood Ratio 419.72 *** 271.13 *** 657.28 *** 758.13 *** 667.87 *** 766.63 ***

df 1 2 3 11 5 13

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table 3-4.  Logistic Regression Coefficients Predicting Current Smokers for Fathers: NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995 (n = 
11,922)

Model5 Model 6Model 4Model 3Model 2Model 1



College Educated -0.51 *** -0.52 *** -0.49 *** -0.54 ** -0.46 *

yr76 (reference) --- --- --- --- ---

yr85 0.19 ** 0.20 ** 0.34 *** 0.19 ** 0.34 ***

yr95 0.07 0.11 0.20 * 0.12 0.22 **

yr76*college (reference) --- ---

yr85*college 0.10 0.02

yr95*college -0.08 -0.16

CONTROLS

Age 0.02 *** 0.02 ***

Married -0.12 -0.11

Race

White (reference) --- ---

Black -0.17 -0.17

Hispanic 0.34 *** 0.34 ***

Other race 0.69 *** 0.69 ***

Children < 6 -0.64 *** -0.64 ***

Number of children 0.13 *** 0.13 ***

Employed -0.07 -0.07

Intercept -2.25 -2.40 *** -2.35 *** -2.92 *** -2.35 *** -2.93 ***

-2 Log Likelihood Ratio 32.78 *** 9.42 ** 43.32 *** 312.32 *** 43.95 *** 313.00 ***

df 1 2 3 11 5 13

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table 3-5.  Logistic Regression Coefficients Predicting No Doctor Visits in the Past Two Years for Mothers: 
NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995 (n = 17,856)

Model5 Model 6Model 4Model 3Model 2Model 1



College Educated -0.28 *** -0.30 *** -0.28 *** -0.29 ** -0.28 **

yr76 (reference) --- --- --- --- ---

yr85 0.36 *** 0.37 *** 0.34 *** 0.38 *** 0.35 ***

yr95 0.17 ** 0.20 *** 0.12 * 0.19 ** 0.10

yr76*college (reference) --- ---

yr85*college -0.05 -0.03

yr95*college 0.03 0.07

CONTROLS

Age -0.01 ** -0.01 **

Married -0.17 * -0.17 *

Race

White (reference) --- ---

Black 0.12 0.12

Hispanic 0.42 *** 0.43 ***

Other race 0.48 *** 0.47 ***

Children < 6 0.04 0.04

Number of children 0.03 0.03

Employed 0.33 *** 0.33 ***

Intercept -1.22 *** -1.46 *** -1.41 *** -1.48 *** -1.41 *** -1.48 ***

-2 Log Likelihood Ratio 30.34 *** 62.77 *** 96.68 ** 200.97 *** 97.11 *** 201.54 ***

df 1 2 3 11 5 13

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table 3-6.  Logistic Regression Coefficients Predicting No Doctor Visits in the Past Two Years for Fathers: 
NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995 (n = 12,752)

Model5 Model 6Model 4Model 3Model 2Model 1



College Educated -0.61 *** -0.69 *** -0.61 *** -1.11 *** -0.94 ***

yr76 (reference) --- --- --- --- ---

yr85 0.21 *** 0.23 *** 0.41 *** 0.21 *** 0.39 ***

yr95 0.71 *** 0.76 *** 0.92 *** 0.72 *** 0.88 ***

yr76*college (reference) --- ---

yr85*college 0.46 0.34

yr95*college 0.57 * 0.46

CONTROLS

Age 0.02 *** 0.02 ***

Married 0.01 0.005

Race

White (reference) --- ---

Black 0.85 *** 0.85 ***

Hispanic 0.22 * 0.21 *

Other race -0.11 -0.11

Children < 6 -0.11 * -0.11 *

Number of children 0.09 *** 0.09 ***

Employed -0.16 ** -0.16 **

Intercept -1.92 *** -2.25 *** -2.19 *** -3.42 *** -2.17 *** -3.39 ***

-2 Log Likelihood Ratio 58.54 *** 129.88 *** 206.26 *** 582.29 *** 212.14 *** 585.93 ***

df 1 2 3 11 5 13

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table 3-7.  Logistic Regression Coefficients Predicting Obese for Mothers: NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995 (n = 17,655)

Model5 Model 6Model 4Model 3Model 2Model 1



College Educated -0.42 *** -0.49 *** -0.51 *** -0.51 *** -0.49 ***

yr76 (reference) --- --- --- --- ---

yr85 0.30 *** 0.32 *** 0.42 *** 0.31 *** 0.43 ***

yr95 0.88 *** 0.92 *** 1.02 *** 0.91 *** 1.02 ***

yr76*college (reference) --- ---

yr85*college 0.01 -0.04

yr95*college 0.04 -0.02

CONTROLS

Age 0.01 *** 0.01 ***

Married 0.55 *** 0.554 ***

Race

White (reference) --- ---

Black 0.22 ** 0.22 **

Hispanic 0.19 * 0.19 *

Other race -0.46 * -0.46 *

Children < 6 -0.14 * -0.14 *

Number of children 0.06 ** 0.06 **

Employed -0.03 -0.03

Intercept -1.98 *** -2.39 *** -2.31 *** -3.39 *** -2.31 *** -3.39 ***

-2 Log Likelihood Ratio 36.67 *** 166.00 *** 215.05 *** 330.11 *** 215.11 *** 330.17 ***

df 1 2 3 11 5 13

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table 3-8.  Logistic Regression Coefficients Predicting Obese for Fathers: NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995 (n = 12,751)

Model5 Model 6Model 4Model 3Model 2Model 1



College Educated 0.53 *** 0.47 *** 0.54 *** 0.44 *** 0.46 ***

yr75 (reference) --- --- --- --- ---

yr85 0.49 *** 0.48 *** 0.45 *** 0.49 *** 0.46 ***

yr95 0.63 *** 0.58 *** 0.62 *** 0.55 *** 0.58 ***

yr75*college (reference) --- ---

yr85*college -0.07 -0.01

yr95*college 0.23 0.29

CONTROLS

Age -0.02 *** -0.02 ***

Married -0.16 *** -0.17 ***

Race

White (reference) --- ---

Black -0.16 ** -0.16 **

Other race including Hispanic -0.47 *** -0.46 ***

Children < 6 -0.04 -0.04

Number of children -0.03 * -0.03 *

Employed -0.20 *** -0.20 ***

Intercept 0.11 *** -0.23 *** -0.27 *** 0.75 *** -0.27 *** 0.79 ***

-2 Log Likelihood Ratio 104.98 *** 189.38 *** 272.43 *** 498.13 *** 278.68 *** 504.73 ***

df 1 2 3 11 5 13

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
a Walking for exercise, lifting weights, jogging, riding bicycle, and swimming.

Table 3-9.  Logistic Regression Coefficients Predicting Exercise Participationa for Mothers: NHIS 1975, 1985, 
1995 (n = 14,656)

Model5 Model 6Model 4Model 3Model 2Model 1



College Educated 0.67 *** 0.65 *** 0.78 *** 0.61 *** 0.70 ***

yr75 (reference) --- --- --- --- ---

yr85 0.44 *** 0.42 *** 0.38 *** 0.40 *** 0.35 ***

yr95 0.46 *** 0.41 *** 0.42 *** 0.43 *** 0.42 ***

yr75*college (reference) --- ---

yr85*college 0.12 0.18

yr95*college -0.06 0.001

CONTROLS

Age -0.02 *** -0.02 ***

Married -0.45 *** -0.45 ***

Race

White (reference) --- ---

Black 0.07 0.07 *

Other race including Hispanic -0.20 ** -0.20 *

Children < 6 -0.02 -0.02

Number of children -0.01 -0.01

Employed -0.26 *** -0.26 ***

Intercept -0.12 *** -0.30 *** -0.42 *** 0.85 *** -0.41 *** 0.86 ***

-2 Log Likelihood Ratio 210.39 *** 107.06 *** 302.60 *** 537.03 *** 305.53 *** 540.45 ***

df 1 2 3 11 5 13

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
a Walking for exercise, lifting weights, jogging, riding bicycle, and swimming.

Table 3-10.  Logistic Regression Coefficients Predicting Exercise Participationa for Fathers: NHIS 1975, 1985, 
1995 (n = 9,835)

Model5 Model 6Model 4Model 3Model 2Model 1



College Educated -1.24 *** -1.21 *** -0.98 *** -1.30 *** -1.03 ***

yr76 (reference) --- --- --- --- ---

yr85 -0.55 *** -0.53 *** -0.33 *** -0.54 *** -0.34 ***

yr95 -0.46 *** -0.39 *** -0.27 *** -0.40 *** -0.27 ***

yr76*college (reference) --- ---

yr85*college 0.22 0.10

yr95*college 0.09 0.02

CONTROLS

Age 0.04 *** 0.04 ***

Married -0.33 *** -0.33 ***

Race

White (reference) --- ---

Black 0.93 *** 0.93 ***

Hispanic 0.54 *** 0.54 ***

Other race 0.50 ** 0.50 **

Children < 6 -0.07 -0.07

Number of children 0.02 0.02

Employed -0.60 *** -0.60 ***

Intercept -2.00 *** -1.82 *** -1.73 *** -3.02 *** -1.73 *** -3.02 ***

-2 Log Likelihood Ratio 168.42 *** 109.27 *** 264.84 *** 1117.01 *** 265.49 *** 1117.16 ***

df 1 2 3 11 5 13

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table 3-11.  Logistic Regression Coefficients Predicting Fair or Poor Health for Mothers: NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995 (n 
= 17,943)

Model5 Model 6Model 4Model 3Model 2Model 1



College Educated -1.60 *** -1.57 *** -1.34 *** -1.54 *** -1.25 ***

yr76 (reference) --- --- --- --- ---

yr85 -0.50 *** -0.47 *** -0.23 ** -0.45 *** -0.21 **

yr95 -0.58 *** -0.50 *** -0.34 ** -0.52 *** -0.35 ***

yr76*college (reference) --- ---

yr85*college -0.21 -0.34

yr95*college 0.18 0.07

CONTROLS

Age 0.04 *** 0.04 ***

Married 0.18 0.18

Race

White (reference) --- ---

Black 0.71 *** 0.71 ***

Hispanic 0.39 *** 0.40 ***

Other race 0.25 0.25

Children < 6 -0.11 -0.11

Number of children 0.02 0.02

Employed -1.35 *** -1.35 ***

Intercept -2.10 *** -2.02 *** -1.85 *** -2.77 *** -1.85 *** -2.78 ***

-2 Log Likelihood Ratio 268.65 *** 80.48 *** 334.49 *** 1300.16 *** 335.77 *** 1302.09 ***

df 1 2 3 11 5 13

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table 3-12.  Logistic Regression Coefficients Predicting Fair or Poor Health for Fathers: NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995 (n 
= 12,864)

Model5 Model 6Model 4Model 3Model 2Model 1



College Educated 0.003 -0.01 0.01 0.14 0.14

yr76 (reference) --- --- --- --- ---

yr85 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.05

yr95 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.25 * 0.24

yr76*college (reference) --- ---

yr85*college 0.12 0.13

yr95*college -0.72 * -0.68 *

CONTROLS

Age -0.003 -0.003

Married -0.20 * -0.19 *

Race

White (reference) --- ---

Black 0.05 0.05

Hispanic -0.10 -0.11

Other race 0.10 0.09

Children < 6 0.14 0.14

Number of children 0.005 0.005

Intercept -2.61 *** -2.67 *** -2.67 *** -2.50 *** -2.69 *** -2.53 ***

-2 Log Likelihood Ratio 0.001 1.37 1.38 11.14 11.56 * 20.66

df 1 2 3 11 5 13

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table 3-13.  Logistic Regression Coefficients Predicting At Least One Day Miss Work Due to Illness in the Past 
Two Weeks for Employed Mothers: NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995 (n = 9,800)

Model5 Model 6Model 4Model 3Model 2Model 1



College Educated -0.272 ** -0.27 ** -0.28 ** -0.45 ** -0.47 **

yr76 (reference) --- --- --- --- ---

yr85 -0.25 ** -0.25 ** -0.23 * -0.30 ** -0.29 **

yr95 0.06 0.08 0.14 0.05 0.09

yr76*college (reference) --- ---

yr85*college 0.33 0.35

yr95*college 0.13 0.24

CONTROLS

Age -0.007 -0.007

Married 0.19 0.19

Race

White (reference) --- ---

Black 0.04 0.04

Hispanic -0.41 * -0.41

Other race -0.52 -0.53

Children < 6 0.02 0.02

Number of children 0.02 0.02

Intercept -2.82 *** -2.80 *** -2.75 *** -2.70 *** -2.72 *** -2.66 ***

-2 Log Likelihood Ratio 7.601 ** 11.33 ** 19.03 *** 32.52 *** 20.98 *** 34.69 ***

df 1 2 3 11 5 13

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table 3-14.  Logistic Regression Coefficients Predicting At Least One Day Miss Work Due to Illness in the Past 
Two Weeks for Employed Fathers: NHIS 1976, 1985, 1995 (n = 11,294)

Model5 Model 6Model 4Model 3Model 2Model 1



College educated 0.17 0.23

Age 35.65 37.60

Married 0.74 0.87

Children  < 6 0.45 0.45

Number of Children 2.02 2.02

Employed 0.57 0.89

Weekly Hours Employed 18.50 37.20

N 3,012 2,109

Means are weighted.

Appendix Table 1.  Means for Variables in Time Diary Analysis for 
Mothers and Fathers: 1965,1975, 1985, 1995, 1998, 2000

Mothers Fathers



1988 1998
Race 

Black .14 .15
Latino .10 .15
Other race/ethnicity .05 .06

Age 37.11 38.08
Income rank .56 .56
Financial assetts (ln) 3.31 3.04
Education

High school only .58 .59
College educated .21 .24

Single father .02 .02
Single mother .14 .16
Not own children .10 .12
Children under 2 .25 .22
Children 2-15 1.60 1.63
N 3,755 4,501

Appendix Table 2. Means for Variables In Expenditure 
Analysis: Households with Children 1988-1998



College educated 0.14 0.22 0.14 0.21

Age 35.48 37.24 35.99 37.77

Married 0.75 0.86 0.75 0.87

Race

White 0.75 0.78 0.75 0.78

Black 0.14 0.11 0.14 0.11

Hispanic 0.09 0.09

Other race 0.03 0.03

Children < 6 0.48 0.48 0.49 0.48

Number of children 2.07 2.07 2.17 2.15

Employed 0.56 0.88 0.55 0.87

N 14,863 10,029 17,995 12,915

Means are weighted.

0.110.11

Appendix Table 3.  Means for Variables in Health Analysis for Mothers and Fathers: 
NHIS 1975/76, 1985, 1995

Fathers FathersMothers Mothers

1975, 1985, 1995 1976, 1985, 1995

(Exercise only) (Other health indicators)




