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Abstract

Recent decades have shown a gradual rise in thataggich women give birth to their children in
many developed countries. This process of latdlifgrinay have important consequences on
parenting. The present study aims to analyse whette how maternal age influences parenting
practices with respect to the presence of parerttseir children’s daily life. Using data of the@D
Italian Birth Sample Survey, we refer to the eanfancy period and consider three domains of
parenting: a) support for the baby’s care (graneipiar babysitter, or creche), b) the mothers’ retur
to work after childbirth, and c) the father’s tilmpent with his child. Results do not support the
hypothesis that older parents may be more phygipaisent in the daily life of their infants than

the younger ones.
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1. Introduction

Recent decades have been shown a gradual rise iagth at which women give birth to their
children in many developed countries. The fractball births occurring to women above age 35 is
rapidly increasing: in Italy this percentage, whiwghas 18% in 1998, 25.4% in 2004, reached 28.4%
in 2007; similarly, the percentages referred to worwho give birth above 40 passed from 2.8% in
1998, to 4.2% in 2004, and reached 5.3% in 2003inAlar picture is emerging across most of the
European countries (Shaw and Giles, 2009).
This process of late fertility has a number of impot consequences. Medical researches have
frequently emphasised health consequences of letgnancies, such as high frequency of
miscarriages and birth deformations (de La Rocletam and Thonneau, 2002). Moreover, older

mothers may have a different parenting style wehkpect to the younger ones. Most of these
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differences may depend by structural differencéderomothers are indeed more likely to have
higher economic resources (education, labour markgerience, and income) at the time of giving
birth than younger mothers. However, delayed mbihad has also been associated with a number
of advantages such as a sense of maturity. Indelddr mothers tend to possess more life
experience and information and may feel more pdggically ready to assume the responsibilities
of childrearing (Shelton and Johnson, 2006). Bo#ldizal and psychological aspects of late fertility
lead to an interest on the effects of maternal effects on parenting; but — altough studies
suggested that the style of childcare may be assutivith intellectual as well social development
of children (Melhuish, 2003) - the literature or thissociation between maternal age and parenting
practices is not very rich (Bornstein et al., 20Bérgusson et al., 2008).

The present study explores the effects of matexgal(in particular, of late maternal age) on a
specific aspect of parenting practices: the pres@figarents in the daily life of their childrem |
order to study this behaviour, three domains arsidered, namely: a) support for the baby’s care
(grandparents, babysitter, or creche), b) the mmathreturn to work after childbirth, and c) the
father’'s time spent with his child. The referensethe early infancy period: the first years after
delivery constitute, indeed, a period of criticaljstment in multiple domains of parenting
(Bornstein, 2002).

One hypothesis is that older mothers may be moysiglly present in the daily life of infants
than the younger ones. On the one hand, from arcgeospective, they may be more wary of
involving creche or other non-relatives, such aybsitier, in the care of their children and theyyma
prefer to rely on the assistance of relatives wisy know and trust. On the other hand, from an age
perspective, older mothers may prefer to persorati after their children. In addition, in these
cases, the traditional role of mothers in childecactivities is highly valued. These effects may be
particularly true in the case of the first childor@@equently, net of other factors, older mothees ar
expected to prefer to care their children withiaitHamily or their relative network (finding helps
from their partner and/or from other relatives, aball, grandparents) and, if they are employed, to
return to work after childbirth later. These hypeghs may be however contrasted by other
considerations related on the age effects. Firstkiwg mothers — especially those who have their
first child at older ages — may be less prone topadraditional chidcare because presumably
selected as less family oriented. Second, oldertenot being more autonomous and rich of
experience — may have a more pragmatic and lesi@rabbehaviour that makes them less prone
to adopt traditional childcares. As a consequeaseggards the support for the baby’s care, the age

effect might operate in the opposite direction:eold'omen may have less dependent relationships



with their family of origin (particularly with theiown mothers) and they may feel that a
grandmother’s involvement is intrusive, as showrkbygusson and her colleagues (2008).

Fathers’ behaviours are similarly uncertain. Froroolort perspective (which means stronger
gender differences for older cohorts), older mathame expected to have less involved partners,
independently of the parity. From an age perspectiowever, older fathers may be expected to be

more highly involved than the younger ones, paldidy in the case of the first child.

2. Data and methods

2.1 The sample

We use data from thikalian Birth Sample Surveyarried out in Italy in 2005 by the National
Statistical Institute (ISTAT), which interviews abst 16,000 mothers about 21-26 months after
their childbirth. The survey provides information the socio-demographic characteristics of the
newborn, and his/her parents and on the econoratassof the family. In particular, mothers’
employment status, formal and informal childcaremoeks, and the division of household chores
after childbearing are investigated. In this wayformation on the three domains of parenting

mentioned in the Introduction is available.

2.2 Measuring the outcomes

Support for the baby’s care
In the questionnaire, the support for the baby'se da investigated through different questions
according to mother's employment status at therwieger. Employed mothers (at the time of
interview) are asked who principally cares for thehild when they are at work. Not employed
mothers and those who were in maternity leave etithe of the interview are asked whether and
how often they happen to involve non-maternal #gum the care of their child; for those who
answer their child receives non-maternal care dailjor more days in a week, who is this non-
maternal figure is investigated. In this way, twiiedtent categorical variables are used to stu@y th
choice of the support for the baby’'s care. Employednen (8,254 observations) are distinguished
in three categories: those whose children are ipaifly cared for by a créche, those who have
childcare by a baby-sitter, and those who care tfeidren with the help of their partner and/or of
their parents (or other relatives). For women wieret employed (6,869 observations) or who are
in maternity leave (745 observations) at the tirhéhe interview (thus, for 7,614 observations), a

different categorization is used: children who aret cared for only by their parents are



distinguished depending on whether they are caredy their grandparents (or other relatives) or
by non-relatives, such as a baby-sitter or a créche

The mother’s return to work after childbirth

The question about the return to work after chiiitbis referred to mothers who were employed
before pregnancy and who are employed or in majeleave at the time of interview (they total
8,354). They are asked about their children’s adbear return to work and they can choose among
five categories (with right closed intervals): 3mtits or less, 3-6 months, 6-9 months, 9-12 months,
and more than 12 months.

This categorization is used also in the followintplgses and it was chosen considering the
Italian legislation on the maternal leavers. Itallagislation provides for a period of compulsory
maternity leave that lasts 5 months, 2 months lkeedmid 3 months after the birth (in fact, thewv
53/2000introduced the flexibility according to which ioree cases the maternity leave may be 1
month before and 4 months after the birth). Dutimg compulsory leave the woman is entitled to
80% of her salary; in the public sector or in laogenpanies the same amount as the usual salary
(100%) is paid. An additional period of optionaave which can last up to 6 months (and which
can be taken until the child’s 8th birthday) is terarated at the 30 per cent of earninigaw(
151/200); again women working in the public sector orange companies have better conditions,
being paid at 100% of the usual salary in the tfgshese additional months. Self-employed women
have a lower level of protection, with no compujstgave and only a period of optional leave
which can last up to 3 months (and which can beralntil the child’s 1st birthday) with a
remuneration of 30% of the usual earning. Worketh fixed term contract are entitled to only the
compulsory leave, with a remuneration of 80% ofrthalary, but not to any of the optional leaves.

The father’s time spent with his child

Information on the father’s time spent with hisldhs collected only for biological fathers (23
step-fathers are not included in the analyses) lhbhg with their child’s mothers (413 single-
mothers are excluded). Moreover, fathers who ansidered for this question are those employed
at the interview (504 not employed fathers are wetl). In this way, 14,793 observations are the
sample of interest for this parenting aspect. Iheasured by the hours a father spends on average
with his child in a weekday. In this way, the défon of fathers’ involvement is limited to the tem
that requires the physical proximity of the fath@stivities that may entail cognitive or emotional
investment of fathers when they are not physica#ar their child are beyond the scope of this
article). In our preliminary analyses (see Tablew®) consider a categorical variable grouping

fathers according to they spend: 2 hours or lesis their children in a day, from 3 to 4 hours a,day



and spending 5 hours or more; subsequently, inthkivariate models, we use the variable as

expressed in the original format (as a number féoim 12).

2.3 Measuring the covariates
Mother’s age at the birth of child

To isolate the effects of maternal gugr se multivariate analyses have been used.

The covariate of interest in this paper is the radthage at the time of giving birth. It is
measured by a categorical variable, considering &ge groups: under 29, 30-34, 35-36, and 37 or
over. Particular attention has been paid to older group. This variable is the focus of our study
and the other covariates we mentioned in the faligware used as controls: in the text we
presented results of the effect of this variablglmoutcomes of parenting, whereas the complete
models are reported in the Appendix.

Child’s parity

Another important covariate is baby’s parity. Irelpninary analyses (not shown here for space
reasons) it was considered as a covariate, simsk Hirths are more common among younger
mothers (see table 2): they are 69% among womeer 8t 44% among 30-34, and they decreases
to 25% among women aged 37 or over (converselyenigrder births are more common among
older mothers). In this paper, in order to evaluht interaction effect between age and parity,
different models for the first birth and for thecead or higher order births were estimated.

Background covariates

Then, several socio-economic and demographic asakere evaluated as potential covariates
(a complete list of all the covariates used asrobr@nd of their effects on the outcomes can be
found in the models - Tables Al, A2, B, and C, e Appendix). In particular, in the analyses of
the first two aspects of parents’ behaviour (thegarding the mothers: the support fort the baby’s
care and the mother’s return to work after childtirmaternal socio-economic conditions, such as
education and employment status, and job’s charsiits (for employed mothers) were controlled
for. The focus restricted only to maternal chanasties is motivated by the fact that maternal and
paternal characteristics are often strongly paslyivelated within families, and so the inclusidn o
both in the analyses could confound interpretatibn.addition, a focus only on maternal
characteristics allowed us to consider also motketis children who have no resident fathers.
Instead, in the analysis of father's behaviour,rap@m maternal employment status, father’s
economic condition (education and job’s charadiesswas controlled for.

Lastly, in all analyses, some baby’s charactegs{@ge, birth weight and prematurity), the

family structure, the economic condition, and tksidence region were considered as controls.



Unfortunately we cannot control for the mother'satiwe network (particularly for presence and

availability of both parents and parents-in lawg da the lack of proper data.

2.4 Analytical strategy

The support for the baby’s care is analysed thraughinomial logistic regression models. The
estimation of these models is analogous to the lsameous estimation of several binary logistic
models: a set 08-1 coefficients is estimated for each explanatoryiade, whereJ equals the
number of categories of the dependent variables(there,J = 3). The estimated coefficients
indicate the effects of the independent variablethe log-odds (odds when exponentiated) of each
outcome category in relation to the reference aated-or mothers employed at the time of the
interview, the reference category is women whosklrem are cared by parents and grandparents
(or other relatives); for women who are not emptbge who are in maternity leave, the reference
category is defined by mothers whose children aeed for only by their parents. Models
estimation was done with PROC CATMOD in SAS (Alhsd999).

The children’s age at their mothers’ return to wisrkonsidered through an ordered logit model,
which is also known as “proportional odds logistic regres” (Agresti, 2002). lextends logistic
regression to handle an ordinal response varidlile.dependent variable assumes values ranking
between 1 (for mothers who returned to work wheairtbhild was less than 3 months) and 5 (for
mothers who returned when their child was 12 morhsnore). Each outcome has its own
intercept, but the same regression coefficiente. 8$timated coefficients indicate the effects ef th
independent variables on the logarithm of the aofdgeing in a certain rating or higher, so they
describe the probability of returning to work latdter childbirth. The estimation was done with
PROC LOGISTIC in SAS (Allison, 1999).

Lastly, the hours a father spends on average W#hchild in a weekday are modelled by a
Poisson model (Cameron and Trivedi 1998). The ed@ithcoefficients indicate the effects of the
independent variables on the expected number aklspent on average by the father with his child
in a weekday. Again, the estimation was obtairg@dguSAS, in particular, the PROC GENMOD.

3. Descriptive analyses

Descriptive analyses show that maternal age inflegrarenting, especially for some parenting
aspects.

Table 1 shows that older working mothers are lg®tyl to involve grandparents in the care of
their children and more likely to use a babysi#ted a creche than younger mothers. The situation

is obviously completely different among women whe aot employed or who are in maternity
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leave at the time of interview: most of them do mse any type of child-care. In fact, the
percentages of mothers who involve grandparenttraar relatives are not negligible, particularly
among younger ones: even if the differences wittelomothers are not very strong, the choice of
grandparents as their children’s support is aggss tommon among older mothers. Moreover, it is
interesting to note that younger mothers are thase have their children cared for by creche or
baby sitter in the lowest percentages.

As regards the children’s age at the return to wedasidering, for example, mothers who
returned to work when their children were 6 monthdess, or those who returned when their
children were more than 12 month, we note thatrohdethers are weakly more prone to return
earlier than younger ones.

Lastly, as regards the hours spent by fathers tivéeh children in a weekday, considering fathers
who spent, on average, 2 hours or less with thHeldren, we can observe that children of older

mothers have fathers who spend less time with tihem that of older mothers.

Table 1: Parenting practices according to maternal age.

Under30  30-34 3536 '  Total
over

Support for the baby’ care:
employed mothers
Creche 24.0 27.8 28.9 32.3 27.5
Baby-sitter 3.9 7.8 10.5 17.0 8.6
Grandparents and other relatives 72.1 64.4 60.6 7 50. 63.9
Total = 100 2,801 2,890 971 1,592 8,254
Support for the baby’ care:
Not employed mothers or in maternity leave
Parents 85.9 84.0 85.0 88.1 85.6
Grandparents and other relatives 10.5 10.8 9.3 6.7 9.9
Créche, baby sitter 3.6 5.2 5.7 5.2 4.5
Total = 100 3,782 2,088 687 1,057 7,614
Child’s months at the mother’s return to work
3 months or less 11.1 12.7 115 13.5 12.2
3-6 months 27.4 26.9 26.6 28.7 27.4
6-9 months 19.8 21.8 22.0 20.9 21.0
9-12 months 19.1 19.5 20.9 19.3 19.5
more than 12 months 22.6 19.1 19.0 17.6 19.9
Total = 100 2,690 2,984 1,025 1,655 8,354
Father’s time spent with his child
2 or less hours 18.0 21.8 25.5 27.3 21.4
3-4 hours 46.0 48.2 45.4 42.2 46.3
5 or more hours 36.0 30.0 29.1 30.5 32.3
Total = 100 5,959 4,784 2,510 1,240 14,793




However, these descriptive analyses should be derexd with caution. As previously suggested,
indeed, socio-demographic and socio-economic factdien confound the associations between
maternal age and parenting practices. As tableo&sholder mothers are indeed more likely to be
employed, to have higher occupations, higher edutaand higher economic resources than
younger mothers (and higher resources may, for plgmmean more availability of resources for
paid childcare services). In fact, their pregnasmtiave also more problems (percentages of preterm
and low birth weight child are higher). Table 2 wis@lso that, at the opposite, younger mothers are
more likely to live in non traditional families, &lu as single-mothers and cohabiting with their
partner. In addition, they presumably have moreilfaohildcare resources due to the presence of
younger grandparents, but, on the opposite dinectiess siblings given the decresing fertility
through the birth-cohorts (unfortunately, these gspects cannot be controlled for in our analyses)
As a consequence, the effects of maternal age Ineuskamined taking into account also other co-

occurring factors.

Table 2: Some maternal characteristics according to matesats.

Under3o 3034 3536 /% Total
over

% employed at the time of the interview 46.7 63.4 63.8 64.5 56.7
Type of occupations
(for employed women)
Managerial and professional occupations 6.2 150 721 225 13.7
Blue-collar workers 31.3 17.8 15.4 12.2 21.1
White-collar workers 48.6 56.6 57.2 56.1 53.8
Craftman 13.9 10.6 10.2 9.3 114
Education
High (university) 9.3 25.2 26.5 27.7 19.2
Middle (high school) 48.6 43.0 40.9 38.5 44.3
Low (junior school or less) 42.1 31.8 32.6 33.8 536.
Experience of problematic pregnancies
% with pre-term or low birth weight child 9.3 8.9 11.1 12.4 9.9
Family structure
Single mothers 4.1 1.1 1.2 2.6 2.6
Mothers cohabiting with a partner 8.5 5.9 6.7 81 47
Mothers married with a partner 87.4 93.0 921 89.390.0
Parity
First birth 69.0 44.1 30.8 25.4 49.9
Second birth 27.4 45.1 51.9 44.3 38.3
Third or higher order parity 3.6 10.8 17.3 30.3 811.




4. Multivariate analyses

4.1 The effect of maternal age on ...

As mentioned in Section 2.2, in this section wesprged the results of the effect of maternal age
on the outcomes of parenting, net of the effectotbier covariates (the complete models are
reported in the Appendix).

... baby’s care

Table 3 reports the effect of maternal age on biwece of support for the baby’s care.

The upper part of the table shows the effect whepleyed women are considered. The results
suggest that children of older mother are mordyikihan women aged 30-34 — reference category)
to be cared for by persons not belonging to thédljaon relative network - baby-sitter or créchen- i
comparison than relatives such as grandparentshasids true for all the parities. For example,
considering the first births, the odds that oldetimers (those who had their first child when they
were 37 or over) have their child cared for by aybsitter rather than by relatives are about 2.6
times (2.6 = exp(0.96)) the odds for mothers wha tieeir first child when they were 30-34. As
analyses (not shown here for space reasons) iedicat the difference between the coefficient of
creche and that of baby-sitter is statisticallynffigant, we may also conclude that the order of
“preferences” among employed older mothers is: kstbgr, creche, relatives. On the contrary,
younger mothers are less likely to involve nonireés in the care of their children, even if the
effect is significant only for second or higher ergharity in the baby-sitter/relative contrast.

The lower part of Table 3 considers the behaviduwamen who are not employed or who are
in maternity leave (at the time of the intervieResults show that older mothers are less likely to
involve relatives (such as grandparents) in the oéitheir children, and this is particularly trios
the first child: mothers who had their first chihen they were 37 or over have odds of having
their children cared for by relatives vs. caringrthwithin their family that are about half (0.48 =
exp(-0.74)) of those for mothers who had theirt fiisild when they were 30-34. In fact, older ages
have no significant effects on the contrast noatnets/parents for all parities, so that the odids o
children of older mothers to be cared for theirgpés equal those to be cared for by non-relatives.
Instead, younger mothers are less likely to invaleerelatives figures, such as creche and baby-
sitter, and more likely to receive help by relasive the care of their second or higher order parit
children, even if these effects are not complesaiypificant (no significant effects are observed fo
the first child).



Table 3: Coefficients of maternal age influencing the supgdor the baby’s care according to

multinomial logistic models.

First birth Second or higher order births

EMPLOYED MOTHERS

Creche/ Baby-sitter/ Creche/ Baby-sitter/

relatives relatives relatives relatives
Maternal age
Under 30 -0.11 -0.19 -0.17 -0.42**
30-34 (ref.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
35-36 0.21 0.43* -0.07 0.09
37 or over 0.31** 0.96*** 0.25%** 0.63*

MOTHERS WHO ARE NOT EMPLOYED OR WHO ARE IN MATERNM LEAVE

Non-relatives/ Relatives/ Non-relatives/ Relatives/

parents parents parents parents
Maternal age
Under 30 -0.02 -0.03 -0.43* 0.24*
30-34 (ref.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
35-36 0.32 0.12 0.09 -0.19
37 or over -0.29 -0.74%** 0.16 -0.32*

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

. mother’s return to work

Table 4, which shows the effect of the mother’s agéer child’s age at the return to work after
childbirth, suggests that older women do not seemeturn significantly later with respect to the
others, even when the child is the first one: igassof the coefficients, at the opposite, revial t
they are more likely to return earlier, but theeef§ are not significant. More generally, mother’'s
age is irrelevant for the time spent outside therjarket after the childbirth. The complete models
reported in Appendix (Table B) show that the stemgredictors of the return to work are
connected with the characteristics of the job (amtipular, the public or private sector and the
position — subordinate or self-employed).

... the time spent by the father with the baby

As regards the father’'s time spent with his chidhle 5 shows that partners of older mothers
have behaviours that are not different from thdsthe partners of women aged 30-34 and this is
irrespective of the child parity. A specific behawi is however shown by partners of younger
mothers: in the case of first birth they seem tantoee involved in spending time with the baby, but
this effect is not very strong. More precisely, thgected number of hours they spent with their
child in a weekday is 100*(exp(0.035)-1) = 3.6%MHag than for fathers whose child’s mother is
30-34. The complete models reported in Appendibbl@ &) show that strong predictors of the time
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a father spends with his child on average in a dagkare connected with the type of his job’s

position.

Table 4: Coefficients of maternal age influencing their dhéin’s age at their return to work

according to ordered logistic models (later retusrmodelled).

Second or higher order

First birth births
Maternal age
Under 30 0.01 0.09
30-34 (ref.) 0.00 0.00
35-36 0.08 -0.01
37 or over -0.09 -0.07

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

Table 5: Coefficients of maternal age influencing the fathéime spent with his child according to
Poisson models (dependent variable: hours a faspends with his child in a weekday).

Second or higher order

First birth births
Maternal age
Under 30 0.03%* 0.022
30-34 (ref.) 0.000 0.000
35-36 -0.022 -0.004
37 or over -0.001 -0.003

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

4.2 Other results

Considering the complete models reported in theefdx, we can examine the effects of the
parental socio-economic resources on the three idsnascribing the presence of parents in the
daily life of their children. In summary, we cantaahat higher resources of parents lead to a lower
presence in their children’s daily life.

As regards the choice of support for the baby'ss qdrable Al), we can see that working
mothers with higher educational level are morelyike receive support by persons not belonging
to the family or relative network in comparisonrih@latives such as grandparents and this is true
for all the parities. In line with this result, Ingr educated women who are not employed or who are
in maternity leave (table A2) are more likely tocewe help in the care of their children,
particularly by non-relative figures.

The effect of maternal education is less strongdafconsider the return to work after childbirth
(particularly for second or higher order paritylitlit is in the direction of an earlier return t@nk
for higher educated mothers (Table B). The role/gdiaby the type of occupation is in the same
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direction: mothers with higher resources (for exlnphose with professional and managerial
occupations) are more likely to return to work eaylboth for the first and for the second or highe
order children. In fact, this may be expressiom @gbnstraint and it may not be a preference: higher
occupations may mean more responsibilities ands, tfewer opportunities to stay outside the
labour market longer after childbirth (the positigiect of working in the public sector on the
probability of returning later to work seems to fion this hypothesis).

As regards the father’s time spent with his childlfle C), again, higher resources mean a lower
presence of the parent (in this case, the fathetheir children’s daily life: higher educated fath

and fathers with higher occupations are less iratin spending time with their baby.

5. Conclusions and discussion

The results of our analyses do not support the tingsts that older mothers may be more present
in the daily life of infants than the younger oree= this is documented even in the case of first
child. Older mothers who were employed before theaignancy return to work after childbirth with
the same speed of the younger mothers and if tloel after childbirth, they are more supported
than younger mothers in the child-care by non-retat such as baby-sitter and creche. Only among
not employed women, children of older mother areenikely to be cared for by parents than by
relatives but: a) this is clearly evident only toe first child; b) the probability to be cared toy
the parents equals that of be cared for by nonivela Thus, older mothers do not show more
traditional behaviours than the younger ones, sstgge that the cohort/age mechanisms
hypothesized to explain this oucome might not dgera

Moreover, as our results suggest that older mottiersot present different involvement in the
daily life of their child’s father, we should conde that children born from older mother do not
experience a stronger presence of their parentel@ives) in their daily life than those bornrfro
youger ones. On the opposite, as younger mothermare likely to have more involved father (at
least in the case of first birth), we may assunag, tith respect to the parenting practices, younge
men show a less gender specific behaviour.

However, these results have to be read with caution

With respect to the support for the baby’s carewes interpret the results assuming that older
mothers are freer to choose for non traditionaldclaire; as a consequence they may for example
have less dependent relationships with their owarga and prefer them a baby-sitters or a créches.
On the other hand, it is however possible thatestimates are biased because of omitted variables.
Children of older mothers probably have older gpardnts, who may be dead or may be less able
to care the baby (as shown by Del Boca et al. 20@5;presence of near and healthy grandmother”
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has a negative effect on the choice of privatedchile). Family network resources in terms of both
the presence of grandparents and the relationskipelen mothers and their parents are not
controlled for in our analyses, due to the lackpadper data and this may be at least partially
responsible of these results. The higher propensidrave children cared by a baby.sitter showed
by the older employed mother might support thislaxgtion: it could be the answer of mothers
who would prefer traditional care to the constrains to their limited family network.

With respect to the return to work, we do not cdasihow many employed women have left
definitively their work after the childbearing othether there is a change from full to part-time job
In addition, as regards employed mothers, the ehat childcare may depends on the
compatibility of the available childcare with theother's working hours, but, again, this
information is not controlled for in our analysasedo the lack of proper data.

In general, the study suggests that the strategiesigh which the parents choose to care their
babies may be very complex and an in depth anabfsthem need more proper and detailed
information on parents’ preference and motivatias well as on parents’ (environmental)
constrains and resources. In addition, data whiolwa us to distinguish a cohort effect from adife
course effect (age effect) would be preferred. Iyagh this paper we focus on only a subset of
potential parenting practices and further aspetigacenting should be worthwhile (we could not

examine for example the types of activities in ahiathers are involved with their child).
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APPENDIX

Table Al: Coefficients of maternal age influencing the supgor the baby’s care according to
multinomial logistic models. Employed mothers.

. : Second or higher
First birth order births
Creche/ Baby- Creche/ Baby-
relatives S|tt_er/ relatives 5|tt_er/
relatives relatives
Intercept -1.21%x* -3.02%*  _].62%** -2 57
Maternal age
Under 30 -0.11 -0.19 -0.17 -0.42**
30-34 (ref.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
35-36 0.21 0.43* -0.07 0.09
37 or over 0.31** 0.96***  0.25*** 0.63***
Child’s parity (ref: third or higher order)
Second -- -- 0.10 -0.47%**
Child’s age (ref: 24 months or over)
Under 24 months -0.32%** -0.05 -0.25%** 0.09
Child’s problems (ref: no)
Low birth weight or pre-term birth -0.03 -0.04 0.01 -0.06
Maternal education (ref: junior school ofess)
University 0.61*** 1.08***  (.81*** 0.98***
High school 0.29*** 0.09 0.39*** 0.45%**
Maternal job’s sector (ref: private)
Public sector 0.04 0.11 0.05 0.13
Maternal job’s contract (ref: full-time)
Part-time or with reduced days -0.23*** -0.08 -0.17** -0.22*
Maternal job’s contract (ref: fixed-term)
Open-ended contract 0.16* 0.04 0.21** 0.42**
Maternal job’s position (ref: white-collar workers)
Managerial occupations -0.07 0.19 0.21 0.76***
Blue-collar workers -0.28*** -0.47* -0.29** -0.62***
Professionals 0.10 0.29 0.11 0.55%**
Craftsman -0.32** -0.45 -0.28** 0.26
Employement status before pregnancyref: not employed)
Employed -0.02 0.33 0.10 0.41
Family structure (ref: married mother)
Single-mother 0.49*** 0.23 0.36 0.19
Mother cohabiting with a partner 0.19* -0.46* 0.63*** 0.11
Family economic difficulties(ref: no)
Yes 0.39*** -0.25 0.34*** -0.02
Family income (ref: suffient)
Unsufficient 0.16 0.32 0.46*** 0.14
Residence regior{ref: South)
North 0.12 -0.25 0.22** -0.37***
Centre 0.11 -0.06 0.37***  -0.40***

*=p<0.10, * = p <0.05, ** = p < 0.01
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Table A2: Coefficients of maternal age influencing the supgor the baby’s care according to
multinomial logistic models. Mothers who are notpésged or who are in maternity leave at the
time of the interview.

. , Second or higher
First birth order birthg
Non- Relatives/| M- Relatives/
relatives/ relatives/
Parents parents Parents parents
Intercept -4.28%* 253 L4 19%*F 2,667
Maternal age
Under 30 -0.02 -0.03 -0.43* 0.24*
30-34 (ref.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
35-36 0.32 0.12 0.09 -0.19
37 or over -0.29 -0.74%** 0.16 -0.32*
Child’s parity (ref: third or higher order)
Second -- -- 0.16 -0.14
Child’s age (ref: 24 months or over)
Under 24 months -0.17 0.14 -0.05 -0.26**
Child’s problems (ref: no)
Low birth weight or pre-term birth 0.24 -0.21 0.25 0.17
Maternal education (ref: junior school ofess)
University 1.74%x* 0.78*** 1.55%** 0.17
High school 0.97*** 0.38*** 0.83*** 0.19
Employment status at the interview(ref: not employed)
In maternity leave 1.31%** 1.58*** 0.88*** 1.22%**
Employment status before pregnancyref: not employed)
Employed 0.77*** -0.02 0.84*** 0.39**
Family structure (ref: married mother)
Single-mother 0.93** 1.21%x* 0.87 0.28
Mother cohabiting with a partner 0.39 0.05 0.34 -0.48
Family economic difficulties(ref: no)
Yes 0.25 -0.20 -0.04 0.03
Family income (ref: suffient)
Unsulfficient 0.28 -0.09 -0.09 -0.21
Residence regior{ref: South)
North -0.16 0.06 -0.09 0.29**
Centre -0.20 0.19 0.05 0.48***

*=p<0.10, * = p<0.05, **=p<0.01
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Table B: Coefficients of maternal age influencing their dnéin’s age at their return to work

according to ordered logistic models (later retusrmodelled).

Second or
First birth higher order
births
Intercept 5 -1.98** -2.60**
Intercept 4 -0.95** -1.56**
Intercept 3 0.01 -0.56**
Intercept 2 1.92* 1.32**
Maternal age
Under 30 0.01 0.09
30-34 (ref.) 0.00 0.00
35-36 0.08 -0.01
37 or over -0.09 -0.07
Child’s parity (ref: third or higher order)
Second -- 0.05
Child’s age (ref: 24 months or over)
Under 24 months 0.01 -0.01
Child’s problems (ref: no)
Low birth weight or pre-term birth 017 0.23*
Maternal education (ref: junior school otess)
University -0.27** 0.01
High school -0.14 -0.03
Maternal job’s sector (ref: private)
Public sector 0.45** 0.55**
Maternal job’s contract (ref: full-time)
Part-time or with reduced days 031 0.50**
Maternal job’s contract (ref: fixed-term)
Open-ended contract 0.06 0.31**
Maternal job’s position (ref: white-collar workers)
Managerial occupations -0.27* -0.29*
Blue-collar workers 0.09 0.37*
Professionals -1.95** -2.13**
Craftsman -1.41** -1.74%*
Family structure (ref: married mother)
Single-mother -0.45** 0.03
Mother cohabiting with a partner 0.13 -0.03
Family economic difficulties(ref: no)
Yes 0.12 0.01
Family income (ref: suffient)
Unsufficient -0.02 0.15
Residence regior{ref: South)
North 0.79* 0.76**
Centre 0.43** 0.29**

*=p<0.10, * = p<0.05, **=p<0.01
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Table C: Coefficients of maternal age influencing the fathéime spent with his child according
to Poisson models (dependent variable: hours aefaspends with his child in a weekday).

Second or
First birth higher order
births
Scale parameter 0.808 0.866
Intercept 1.484** 1471
Maternal age
Under 30 0.035** 0.022
30-34 (ref.) 0.000 0.000
35-36 -0.022 -0.004
37 or over -0.001 -0.003
Child’s parity (ref: third or higher order)
Second -- 0.019
Child’s age (ref: 24 months or over)
Under 24 months -0.031** -0.02G6
Child’s problems (ref: no)
Low birth weight or pre-term birth 0.003 0.025
Father’s education(ref: junior school otess)
University -0.064** -0.072**
High school 0.001 -0.016
Father’s job’s position (ref: white-collar workers)
Managerial occupations -0.128** -0.156**
Blue-collar workers -0.006 -0.04%*
Professionals -0.127** -0.177*
Craftsman -0.085** -0.102**
Father’s help in domestic work(ref: no)
Yes 0.119** 0.165**
Mother’'s employment status(ref: employed)
Not employed or in maternity leave -0.007 OgB**
Family structure (ref: married mother)
Mother cohabiting with a partner -0.008 0.034
Family economic difficulties(ref: no)
Yes -0.005 0.002
Family income (ref: suffient)
Unsufficient -0.007 -0.023
Residence regior(ref: South)
North -0.107** -0.116&**
Centre -0.044** -0.055**

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