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Abstract

This research is about how the quality of childrennfluenced by parental education and

income. There are several strains upon Dutch famphossibly causing a decline in quality.

Furthermore, an integral overview of what the gyadif children is does not exist. The main

research question was: How do the income and theatidn level of parents influence the

quality of children in The Netherlands? This quastwas answered by looking at the way
quality upbringing is defined in scientific litetaie and subsequently looking at how parental
income and education influence this quality of upding. The main hypotheses which were

tested stated that there is a positive and sigmificelation between both parental income and
parental education on the one hand and the quadlityeir children on the other hand.

Quality was conceptualized using five capital typsxcial, cultural, symbolic, economic and
human capital. Social capital is primarily condeal of networks and neighbourhood
indicators, cultural capital of educational attaemhand cultural activities, symbolic capital
of economic indicators, freedom and parental cammnomic capital of allowances and
possessions and human capital of education, skitlshealth.

The level of quality for children was measured fréime point of view of the parents, by
holding a survey among 251 of them. This has lead tdataset of 87 respondents for
education and a dataset of 45 respondents for iacdine survey measured an extensive
amount of quality indictors per capital type, whiakere in turn analyzed using a mix of
regression analysis, Kendall's Tau correlations thiedPhi coefficient.

Evidence has been found for a positive significaatationship between both income and
education of the parents on the one hand and thktygof children on the other hand. The
amount of evidence differs per type of capital. parental income the most evidence was
found with economic capital of children, for pamnéducation there was no type of capital
showing significantly more results than any othgpet The positive and significant
relationship between the two parental indicatorsl dme quality of children cannot be
translated to all determinants for quality, as éheere many variables yielding no significant
results at all.
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1. Introduction

Chapter one serves as an introduction to the resed#rstarts by giving some background
information about the subject, putting the quabychildren in an historical perspective.
Subsequently both the relevance of the researchagmmdblem statement will be discussed,
before moving on to the goal and research questibhse end of the chapter provides an
outline of the rest of the thesis.

The changing world of children

The world of children has been undergoing many gbhan Big differences are notable
between the % century and now. In the middle ages the birth chédd meant uncertainty
(De Hoog, 1994). It was only after a couple of wetdtat a couple could be a little bit certain
about their child’s survival. However, the life lodth the parents and the child remained one
of hazards, where the keyword was not living, butvising. It was not uncommon for
children to start working at a very young age armvparents needed the money, it was not
uncommon to sell children as servants meaningth@athildren would never see the parents
again. This predominantly economic valuation ofdien was culturally acceptable until the
19" century. In the 20 century the emotional and affective asset of tgenildren precedes
the economic valuation. Since this way of thinkiagout children became dominant, the
period that children were allowed to “remain a dhihas more than doubled (De Hoog,
1994). Several developments contributed to thift shthe way of thinking about children.

Zelizer (1985) describes how the death of a chddame something unacceptable during the
19" century and child life became more and more soimgtsacred, something to cherish.
This also meant that a child was increasingly adldwo be a child, and started to live in a
somewhat separate world from adults. From th® &éntury on child labour laws and
compulsory education changed the role of the childbeing economically useless but
emotionally invaluable. Both De Hoog (1994) andiz&sl (1985) describe how this “sacred
child” was blessed with more personal space inytbes onward from the T&entury. This
personal space could be seen in for example carsfpaces outside when the streets became
congested and having an own room inside the holise.personal space has been vastly
growing in the last couple of years, when compuggrge children the possibility to live an
individualized life on the internet or with gameé3pportunities for creating an individual
image of oneself in general have risen (Gidden§1p0Globalization plays a role in this
trend because of enhanced possibilities for comaoation outside of local communities,
meaning that the possibilities for compiling tHe lbne wants to have increased.

From about 1950 onwards, children were establighedsecure group of relatives for the first
time in history, creating what is called a “proledgfamily”. This was because the life
expectancy of people grew creating more generatiomse family than ever. Furthermore
child mortality rates declined. Because of this,combination with higher costs of child
rearing, the number of children within a family tieed (Janssens, 2003). At the same time,
the amount of families living together shrunk. #incthus be concluded that the period from
1950 onwards saw big changes in the world of childand families. Several factors play a
key role in this development; the introduction bfld labour laws and compulsory education,
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changes in the way children were raised, the cingngple for families as a whole and the
consumer society and welfare states which arose ta¢ Second World War.
The decline of child labour and the rise of compuseducation

The 19" century saw the rise of child labour laws and colsgry education, two very
important factors changing the world of childrerut Before that took place industrialization
lead to the increase of child labour in the peravdund 1800. When real incomes rose
though, males were increasingly expected to eafamaly living while children became
unemployed. They would suppress adult wages if theyld keep on working, some said.
The decline of child labour became a controvetsipic. In the United States it was difficult
to get nationwide child labour laws. Economic valuas set against emotional value in two
opposing views. People supporting the “useful ¢hilad arguments like:We don’'t want to
rear up a generation of non-workérs'If a child is not trained into useful work befoege
18, we shall have a nation of paupers and thigvaa&/ork is a socialiser: it keeps them busy
and out of mischiéfand “It is the free will of families to decide whethbeitr children work

or not’. People supporting the “useless child” said commercialization of child life should
not b& and “A child is worthy of the parents’ sacrifiteThe latter view seems to have won
the moral battle (Zelizer, 1985). In the periodtttias moral battle was fought, ambiguity
arose about what should be defined as child laBodrwhat the difference was between child
labour and work for children. The consensus bectratchild labour served the household
economy, whereas child work served the child itsélfis work often came in the form of
household chores, for which children could earn esqggocket money (or allowance) for
themselves while at the same time learning somgthivout the household and the tasks
relating to it (Zelizer, 1985).

In the 28" century education became more and more importsre property to possess;
children need it in order to succeed in life (Dedgby and Cichelli, 2003). Many parents
respond to this need by being active in suppottirey children when it comes to education,
an attitude contradicting the previous view of dreh only being useful when generating
family income. They think that the task of raiscigldren is not complete until the kid finds a
meaningful job, allowing them to earn an own inco®ehooling thus is a family matter, and
it is presented somewhat as a job replacing workpéy and household chores. Children
gradually stayed in school longer, so they were dispendent on the original family for a
longer time (De Singly and Cichelli, 2003).

Some changes in the upbringing of children

Throughout the late fBand the 2B century the focus of raising children was shiftedards
the children getting to know themselves. Autonomy goie de vivre” are still important
traits according to many parents. This autonomgoimething children should adopt in the
course of their childhood. The trial and error vedyachieving this can be difficult to witness
for many parents though (De Singly and Cichellip20 This could cause doubts with the
parents about the correct way of bringing up thilcdn.

Along with a growing autonomy came the fact thatldthn are more often allowed to
negotiate with their parents regarding a lot oluéss diminishing the paternal authority.
Parents used to define everything, from who thkildeen should marry to what toys they
were getting; compliance and discipline used tongortant values (De Hoog, 1994). Self-
development and independence are nowadays moretanp@oals with raising children.
However, because simple raising instruments lik@ards and punishment became less
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socially accepted with the decline of authoritygreg with the trend of a growing autonomy,
parents became a lot more insecure about how teefdyoraise children. The most secure
parents are still the ones maintaining a quite ensative way of raising children (De Hoog,
1994).

The changing role of households and the relevahéanailies

Changes in the world of children are set in an @mnent of changes within the family and
in households. One example of this was alreadyudssd in the previous part about the
prolonged family. In the family rapport of the Dht&ocial and Cultural Planning agency, a
family is defined as being a living arrangementwhich one or more adults have the
responsibility for taking care of the upkeep andrnupging of one or more children. So the
function of this family is raising children and hbging them up (SCP, 2011). Dubois (2000)
claims that a family is associated with three majoles; facilitate social life, provide
psychological support and provide for the wellbewfigts members. A family might be called
a “social cell” in which all these roles shouldgresent.

Throughout the last centuries, material condititorsthe average household improved. New
consumption goals arose in the™@entury due to a broadened choice of consumer
technologies, producing goods that consumers haghsdor. Substitution arose between
those products and time-inputs for the householdhé course of time, specialization within
the household took place. The man made a living,wwboman did the household and the
children learned. De Vries (2008) calls this tymplothe “breadwinner-homemaker
household”. In general this type of household mielear family, consisting of father, mother
and children living together in a home.

Because income was provided solely by the fattmgme and goods bought from it were
increasingly shared when the nuclear family bectimagoredominant form. After about 1950
though, people started to question the value afeshgoods within the household again (De
Vries, 2008). Consumption became more a mattendiidual persons in the household,
which was showed for example in less sharing oflsnemether. There was less household
production, and there were more convenience goaudbs more commercially provided
services bought (De Vries, 2008). These commegaalices include professional care for
children when parents are working. While a houseates a physical context for daily
activities for the family, it went from a place dorated by work and production to a place for
leisure and consumption due to the rising wagesiepdoved securities in life (Lawrence-
Zuniga, 2003).

Changes in marriage and family are thus charaeri®/ specialization and differentiation
(Zwart, 1994). With specialization is meant that ttumber of functions of the family for its
members went down. There are fewer bindings betwesmbers. Differentiation means that
there are these days more different family types karing forms. Besides this it can be
noticed that family and household are not as aftersame anymore as it used to be.

The rise of welfare states

The state influenced a lot of developments durirgggeriod after the Second World War. It
did so by shaping labour force participation, mgkmolicy on education, making labour laws
and pension policies. Also, through for example sglibs incomes were increasingly
redistributed among the population, meaning thenoégg of the welfare state was imminent
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(Johnson, 1999). After consulting different defimiis, the welfare state might be described as
a bundle of policies from different institutionshieh differs from country to country, and
targets socially disadvantaged groups. Living statsl of some previously disadvantaged
people had gone up, nutritional standards got hdtieusing got better and more people
owned a home. Especially in the working class,ifmgrovements on health were made. Job
stability went up and so did the wages (Johnso@9)1%After the 1940’s wage levels were
high enough to allow most of the children to get¢bool for a longer period of time.

In The Netherlands there was enormous economictgratthat time. For all social groups
the welfare level went up. Due to this rising wetfaa “consumer society” grew. At the same
time a greater share of the parental budget wasated to their children (Janssens, 2003).
There were more possibilities for going on holidagending time at an amusement park or
zoo and having space for personal expression ligeudsed earlier in this chapter. More
allowances (meant to teach children how to use yjdnereased the possibilities for children
to buy personal possessions (Zelizer, 1985). Thewuwer society can thus be associated with
a further increase in the quality of life for chigah.

Conclusion

It is clear that childhood has changed considerdibhyng the last two decades. This change
seems to have a big influence on the quality ef idr children. Child labour was replaced
with compulsory education, increasing the knowletigesl for children thus increasing the
possibilities in life. The economic validation diilciren was replaced with seeing childhood
as something sacred, something that should bestieeki This has lead to a higher level of
autonomy with children and a wish to give childfgmie de vivre”, something which was
enhanced by limiting the insecurities of an ungdbmily composition. Negotiation with the
parents became a possibility. At the same time mahteonditions and health standards
became better while parents became richer wittfdireation of welfare states. All of these
developments seem to have one thing in common: THoegase the possibility for children to
build up a high quality life. The developments dome with a price tag though, as parents
became increasingly insecure about the proper wasaise children with the lack of a
dominant raising pattern based compliance andplisel

1.1 Relevance of this research and the problem statemien

The previous chapter has demonstrated how somertampodevelopments add to the
relevance of this research. There have been soargeh in the way children are brought up
while at the same time parents face uncertainth wvagard to what it the best way to raise
their children. This chapter continues by lookingpassible problems these (and other)
changes with families can cause. Furthermore the tof welfare states will continue with
some discourse about how the welfare state is ahgrig The Netherlands, resulting in
significant income effects on families with childréSCP, 2011).

Possible problems with families

In the past few decades the family seemed to loseesof its significance, while people
become more individualized. Families are losing esidn, according to Komter and
Vollebergh (2002) due to woman entering the laboarket, the liberalization of norms and
values and a rising divorce rate.
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They add there are several other demographic Jasidbat can cause strain upon the family:

* Families are getting smaller
* Getting children is postponed
* There is a rising number of children born out ofileek

Besides the demographic developments which causé gipon families there are also
welfare constraints which can do so. Saraceno (2d@3cribes four problems that have
emerged regarding both demographic variables ardthneestates in general. All of them
enhance the chances of families getting involvea stressful situations.

1. The population is ageing, birth rates are reducetlife expectancy rises

2. Jobs for life and marriages for life are gettingiemore rare

3. Values are changed, seen in for example gendercatmns and relationships
between generations

4. Governmental funds are running low while boundatetsween family and state
responsibility are not clear anymore

In most Western societies, the family is still afitg great importance, but Komter and
Vollebergh (2002) wonder for how long this will taSeveral researchers attach value to this
question. Some researchers show that the processdwidualization coincides with a
diminished identification with, and loyalty towarttse family.

The problems displayed above coincide with moresiteons within families. Each transition

in a family is accompanied with a modest increasdehavioural problems for children

(Osborne and McLanahan, 2007). This can be seeex@mple with reconstituted families,

which are families where at least one of the adudis got children from a previous marriage
or relationship. The original parent of this chidll still have influence and power, which

might create difficulties when there is a lack offigient cooperation between both original
parents. When children from different families (atidis different backgrounds) are put
together in one family this might cause strainswieenh the children because of cultural
differences (Giddens, 2001). The instable factsugh as divorces and new family forms,
have however not been rising for the last couplgezrs (SCP, 2011). Families with lower
incomes and low educated parents tend to show tist imstability thus creating the most
chances for problematic behaviour with children RSQ011). This problematic behaviour
can be associated with a lower quality of life.

Problematic behaviour could also be caused by inevtays of bringing up children, for
example with allowing children too much and subsgdly spoiling them. Children and their
parents these days face a lot of non-family spistsaivho tell them what is the best way to
behave. Parents tend to get the idea that it ig bardo the “right” thing. Especially
psychoanalysts nowadays request, once again, ratverdy from parents within boundaries
of autonomous development of the kid (De Singly @nzhelli, 2003). This would actually be
better for both the parents who are gaining morirsy and the children growing into a
higher quality life.

10
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Welfare state reforms: Shifting financial responsiliities

At the time this research was conducted there wasowing number of disadvantaging
circumstances for families in the Netherlands. Tas two Dutch governments saw and see
the financial responsibility of care for children the first place with parents themselves.
Changes implemented include a lowering of discodotssole parents and lowering the
height of governmental benefits for child day cafamilies with a low income are hit
relatively hard compared to other socioeconomiagsoin the population (SCP, 2011). This
could eventually lead to financial problems for soof these families. In 2011, somewhere
between 200.000 and 300.000 children in the Nethdd grew up in relative poverty.

A problem might be that while the state holds thmify accountable for raising children
more than before, the trend is that care withinfdmeily is getting less with the increasing
individualization and some other developments. @bt are for example spending more time
in day care than some years ago, though this mightmitigated these days by the
governmental cuts. The redistribution of respofisés goes along with a growing
uncertainty about them. An unclear distribution ofsponsibilities might lead to
responsibilities not being taken.

Due to all the changes in society at this momenme is once again an important variable
for the quality of children. Income has always pldyan important role in this quality, but for
two centuries long it used to be a driving forcénibd increasing the quality of life for
children. Especially when the welfare states entepgople could finally afford to give their
children a lot more than before. However, with thierent economic problems, income might
just play a different role in shaping quality chéd. It could even be the case that declining
income diminishes quality for a lot of children tromly because of this declining income, but
also because this decline is relatively high comgdo children who still get a lot from their
“rich” parents. These are therefore interestingesrto look at where children’s quality stands.

Conclusion

The information thus far displays how the childhaodl the role of families have changed
considerably during the last two decades. SinceSbeond World War there have been
developments with the role of families in exchanwgéh the rise of welfare states and a
consumer society. The recent changes with bothlissnand welfare states could cause
problems for the development of the quality in fié@ children. Rising insecurities on how
children should be raised can enhance these preblem

The rising income of families and the effects thés had on the role of children in the family
as well as their quality is a central theme in thitter, especially at a time in which there are
uncertainties about the distribution of the burdéthe costs of children between families and
the government. It can also be seen that the @vetlucation has gone up considerably for
both the parents and their children. This has keachore possibilities for building a high
quality life. Also with regards to subsidies foetaducation of children, welfare state reforms
were introduced possibly influencing this quali®dd to that the fact, which has been the
conclusion of a preliminary search on this topmattthere is limited information available on
quality indicators for kinship care and a foundatie laid for researching to contemporary
quality position of children, which can be linkeal the income and education level of their
parents being important indicators for possibléedénces between groups of children.

11
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1.2Goal

The lack of information on kinship care for the mtequality of children is what leads to the
first goal of this research; to give an overviewrefevant literature about the quality of
children. This research includes an overall pictofequality instead of focussing on one
aspect of it, since this overall view on kinshiprecas missing from the literature. The
conceptual framework in chapter two provides thereew of what constitutes the quality of
children.

The second goal is to give an overview about threeati quality situation of children in The
Netherlands by using the determinants from therditee review in the conceptual
framework. This is useful since little is knowntbe overall quality in the current changing
environment for families in The Netherlands. Thalgy was measured from the parental
point of view by using a survey. Income and educatvere used as independent variables for
this research, since both are important indicdtarsglifferences in quality.

1.3Research questions

To reach the goal stated above, some researchiapgesitill have to be answered. They are
outlined below. The main research question willdmswered in the conclusion; the other
guestions serve to give direction to the reseanchvall be related to different chapters and
hypothesis which will be addressed in the concétamework.

Main research question:

* How do the income and the education level of parerfluence the quality of children
in The Netherlands?

The main research guestion will be answered wighfdlHowing questions:

* How is quality upbringing in general defined iretiature?
* How does income of the parents relate to qualitshefchildren?
* How does education of the parents relate to quafitire children?

1.4The outline of the thesis

This thesis contains several sections leading wmswering the research questions. The next
chapter will provide the reader with a conceptuahfework of the key concepts. At first the
independent parental indicators of income and dtucavill be introduced. After that a
review of literature about the quality of childrengeneral will follow. The largest part of the
chapter consists of describing the five differgnets of capital children can obtain. These
types of capital are subsequently used to analjigequality of children. Chapter three
explains the methodology which is used in this aed® A literature review and a survey are
the main research methods. The operationalizatideey concepts follows the methodology
chapter and after that the obtained sample of wdltdoe described using key variables from

12
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the dataset. Chapter four outlines the empirigadifigs from the survey per type of capital
and ends with a list of accepted and rejected Ilngsats. Chapter five follows up on this by
answering the research questions and giving a gsioci on the entire thesis. A discussion
follows in chapter six and some recommendationguture research are provided in chapter
seven. The end of the thesis outlines the soursed and includes some appendices, with the
most important appendix being the survey used tioegalata.

13
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2. Conceptual framework

This chapter serves as a framework for this rebedy consulting theory regarding the
quality of children, a frame is built which was ds® process the data in a structured way.
The first part of chapter 2 will look into the inuendent variables; the parental indicators
income and education. The second part of the chagees as an introduction into the
concept of quality (of children) in general. Buildi on this foundation, the rest of the
conceptual framework will look in-depth at seveledpital forms” as a conceptual way of
measuring the quality of children. At the end otleaapital chapter some hypotheses are
formulated. Together all hypotheses will serve #&sicture for answering the research
guestions.

2.1 Independent variables: Income and education ahe parents

It is expected that both income and education cémta are important indictors for the quality
of children. Parents with a higher income are atdegive their children more (e.g.
allowances/ possessions) while parents with a higlecation have got more possibilities to
give their children a quality life. More on thisstanotion will be discussed in this chapter.
Both indicators are used as independent variablethis research.

2.1.1 Parental income as an indicator for the qualy of children

Magrabi et al. (1991) see it as the ultimate gbdlouseholds to take care for the wellbeing of
its members, including the children living in theusehold. This can be achieved through
consumption, which is described as the use of cadittee by households. Using

commodities consists of the acquisition of goodsing them to maintain wellbeing and

disposing them. Household demand for goods andcesrare mainly determined by the price
of the product as well as the income and wealthlabla in the household in combination

with preferences of the household. Income, wealith prices together make up a budget
constraint, defining what can be bought. Based m@iepences and the budget constraint,
households (and thus parents) try to maximize titdity (Case et. al., 1999).

Households derive income from three main sourceagé¥, property and the government.
The income from labour is the primary income; theandary income (or the income that can
be spent) includes all the extras granted by thesmgonent (SCP, 2011). Wages can vary
depending on the jobs of household members anduhmder of members in the household.
At the same time, education can have an effechernype of job resulting in differing wages
between different families and subsequently difiees in property possession. Governmental
welfare benefits most often go to low income hoot#dh as a way of compensating for the
low income, but still the top earning householdg ire Netherlands have got more available
resources than the households with a low incomeg@a al., 1999). Though the government
grants benefits to families (partly) in return fbe societal (economic) benefit when children
have grown up, families themselves remain the fesponsible for the upbringing of their
children and having enough money to do so.

14
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With the current government in the Netherlands, ¢bsts for the parents only get higher
because of the cutting of several child-relatedsglies. The budget of households is going
down, meaning the utility will generally go downtlvit. Furthermore, having more children
will negatively affect the spendable income. A dmisle in spendable income can be seen
when children get older, but the only noticeabke rin spendable income for parents will
come when children leave the house of their eld@®@P, 2011). The conclusion is thus that
children cost their parents money. The quality lnfdren is subsequently dependent on the
budget constraint of the household and the effottipto taking care of the wellbeing of all
household members.

2.1.2 Parental education as an indicator for the qality of children

Many articles discussing parental influences onliguandicators of children (often on
education and health) not only discuss income efgérents as an influential factor but also
the education level of the parents. As was seechapter 1, the I century saw a rise in
compulsory education laws in the western world. fid=ilt is that all citizens have had some
type of formal schooling, subsequently creatinggh titeracy-rate among citizens (Giddens,
2001). Basic skills like reading, writing and matiese become vital in modern societies and
getting a job requires this education as well aetaof qualified skills and knowledge. As
education became seen as a necessity for childresut¢ceed in life, parents became
supportive towards their children when it comegdaocation (De Singly and Cichelli, 2003).
Schooling became a family matter in which childbmtame at least partly dependent on the
education level of the parents. Parents with |lkthlewledge can be less supportive after all;
they are less able to help with things childrendnée learn at school. Furthermore it is
apparent that parents with higher education lewgiend more time doing interactive
activities, like walking and playing, which can égplained by the felt necessity to invest in
children for their future benefit (SCP, 2011). Tdexctivities can have an influence on the
scholastic achievement of their children, but @ismther child quality indicators like health.

2.2 The quality of children in general

The quality of children is an important concept tms research. Chapter 2.2 aims at
introducing the concept of quality in general, udihg theory on wellbeing, needs and
preferences as well as information about qualitprofessional childcare. Before moving on
to this theory, let’s look at a very broad concéipe, notion of “quality of life”. McCall (1975)
defined Quality of life asThe degree to which an individual or group has ahed the
conditions for happiness and thus a measure of-befig”. So quality of life relates to
wellbeing.

To understand the wellbeing of children, lookingreg wellbeing of households is important.
Families often live in households and children grgwin families. For measuring wellbeing
on a macro-level, Magrabi et al. (1991) mentionessd ways:

1. Objective indexes of wellbeing, like economic siiom, health, employment and
environmental factors.
2. Social indicators, like life expectancy and aversigg&-days.
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3. Subjective measures of satisfaction regarding fxangle health and economic
situation.

4. Process benefits; satisfaction derived from perfiognactivities in which inputs are
used to produce wellbeing.

5. Social welfare indexes, for example security arghglire.

Most of these indicators can be translated to #hell of households, for example the
economic situation of the household, health ofnitsmbers and the feeling of security.
Income is an important concept for wellbeing, biew looking at the level of households,
the concept of consumption is generally regardexsh enore important (Atkinson, 1991). This
consumption in turn relates to several of the ficexplained above (e.g. getting satisfaction
from consumption goods), while income is neededattssume. Consumption is described by
Spicker et. al. (2006) a8The process of using goods and services in a systeneeds and
wants”. Magrabi et. al. (1991) add that the actual condion of household members should
be measured in order to properly measure wellbégjlbeing subsequently becomes a state
of health, comfort or happiness as an outcome $wmption.

Because needs and wants are related to consumasid@picker et. al. (2006) point out, it is
useful to look at what needs are in general and Wiey are for children. When looking at
needs in general, they can be divided into fouegaties according to Spicker:

Normative: According to norms, usually set by exper

Comparative: Problems which arise compared to stiwhio are not in need
Felt need: From the perspective of the needfulqrers

Expressed need: What people say they need

PwbdPR

It is clear when looking at these categories thetdncan be subjective; something can be
needful because someone has less than peopléarisul®undings, or because someone feels
a need because of other reasons. More objectivésrae those that can be considered as
basic needs. Basic needs are said to include wvoeglts (Spicker et. al., 2006):

1. Certain minimum requirements of a family for prizgatonsumption: Adequate food,
shelter and clothing as well as certain househailditure and equipment.

2. Essential services provided by and for the commuaitlarge: Safe drinking water,
sanitation, public transport and health, educadiod cultural facilities.

Basic needs are thus needed for survival, wherthes aeeds are less basic while still felt
like needful. When it comes to children, there diffeerence between raising children taking
into account (basic) needs and raising them upotoak standards. Raising up to social
standards would (in the Western world) mean higtasts than raising taking only basic
needs into account. Physical, social and intelldcbeeds felt due to social expectations all
cost money to obtain. The more the needs of childre met, the higher the quality of those
children can be considered.

General determinants of quality of children

Raising high quality children thus requires muchrenthan raising children according to
basic needs. It already became apparent that ttemtphincome and education can play a
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large role in this (high) quality formation, but athdeterminants can be found when looking
at the concept of quality more in-depth? Lookingsetolarly literature it can be seen that
most articles are about the quality for childrenaimprofessional childcare setting (e.g. day
care), while less information can be found on kipstare. In an article by Helburn and

Howes (1996), the quality in a day care settingpBt into process quality and structural

guality. Process quality is about how children eigreee the care whereas structural quality is
about (objective) quality indicators regulated bg government.

Table 2.1: Quality in day care centres accordingetburn and Howes (1996)

Process quality Structural quality

Interaction  child-adult:  sensitivity, harshney Group size (1)
detachment, involvement

Attitude towards children Adult-child ratio
Learning activities with children Experience with children
Health and safety aspects of the environment Formal education

(1): When translated to kinship care: Becker (1960¢nted a model which suggests that parents rmakeantity-quality trade-off when it
comes to children. In this Quantity-Quality modeisi being argued that the investment per childsgt@vn when more children enter the
family.

The determinants in table 2.1 can at least padlyrénslated into a kinship care environment.
Parents should be sensitive and involved, whileifgava positive attitude towards their
children. Learning activities are good for childrand there should be a safe and healthy
environment at home. At the same time having l&gdslren will in general lead to a higher
guality per child and higher educated parents @ la positive influence on for example the
learning capabilities of children. In a day car@immment formal education would of course
be related to childcare, which will often not beetlbase in a domestic environment.
Experience with raising children might help pareist probably not as much as in a day
care environment the experience of caregivers Whether children will receive the care-
determinants from parents or other adults doesseeim to matter. The development of
children in both short and long term does not seefre harmed when care is given by other
people than the parents (Helburn and Howes, 1996).

Other sources discussing quality care in generatuds similar determinants as those
discussed by Helburn and Howes (1996). The Dutatiaband Cultural Planning agency
argues that the best way of bringing up childrem&de up by the following factors (SCP,
2011):

* Show the children you love them

e Support the children

* Rules, structure and discipline when necessary

» Parents have to trust their competences as a parent

The upbringing of children is meant to guide thenbeing a full participant in society and
can be achieved by providing them with a protectegvironment and transferring
knowledge, values and norms. Parents differ inwag they want to do this and different
children will require different tactics. These iastparents have when raising children can
differ on three levels of strateglyeing supportivéaffection, sensitivity to needs of children),
control (authoritive: giving information on what behaviois acceptable, authoritarian:
conditioning (reward/ punishment/ ignoring) withogiving explanations) andtructure
(rhythm for children and orderly environment as Ivasd consistent behaviour by parents);
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Being supportive and authoritive while maintainisgme structure works the best (SCP,
2011). Reay (2004) adds that taking care of childresolves practical work, educating
children and emotional support.

Social, cognitive and linguistic abilities of chih are all linked to quality child care
(Helburn and Howes, 1996). This is shown for exampl confidence, lack of aggressive
inclinations and proficient language use of childreower quality care can lead to more
aggression with children and a lower achievemengamool. Furthermore the SCP (2011)
says that the upbringing can be negatively affebiedne parent families due to emotional
difficulties and a possible low income of the sqarent. Composed families can also
negatively affect the upbringing as it puts stramthe family and there are possibly different
opinions regarding the upbringing among the parelmsy income and a lower education
level of the parents can also have a negative enfia according to the SCP, which
strengthens the evidence found so far for a relalipp between parental income and
education on the one hand and the quality of abadm the other hand.

Part of a good upbringing thus involves transfeymorms and values to children, but these
norms and values might differ to a large extenanffamily to family. In the rapport of the
SCP (2011) a sequence is published showing whanfsain The Netherlands think are
important norms and values which should be transfieto their children:

[EEN

. Autonomy (feeling responsibility, individual judgemt)
2. Assertiveness (stranding up for oneself, pursue goats)
3. Conformity (good manors, respect for elderly pepple
4. Social feeling (considering other people, beingriaht)
5. Performance (school results, being ambitious)

It can be concluded that many parents will teadirtbhildren accordingly. This does not
mean the “best quality” results will also be aclei@in this way.

2.3 Forms of capital

In order to analyze the data from the survey in @erstructured way, a framework of
determinants is needed. Although the informationchapter 2.2 is useful, no integral
framework for quality children can be build withefe elements. In this research the quality
of children is therefore framed through lookingitafrom a capital forms point of view.
Different forms of capital possessed by both paremd other people can be transferred to
children and altogether define the quality of cteld The literature review below leads to
different hypotheses which will be tested usingdhtaset obtained. The five forms of capital
as will be introduced are social capital, culturapital, symbolic capital, economic capital
and human capital. Before discussing these difteie@ms of capital with their determinants
and importance for this case, a general introdoctioout the “capital point of view” will be
given. The authors associated with capital theoiy e introduced and other concepts
related to the forms of capital (field and habibhesng the most important concepts) will be
discussed.
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2.3.1 An introduction to the forms of capital

According to Lin (2000) the theory on capital cantlbaced back to the theory of Karl Marx,
stemming from the end of the "L@entury. Whereas class used to be considered @ortamt
divider between groups containing different amowitsapital, the focus has since shifted to
an individual (micro) and communities, groups amganizations (macro) based distinction
with less focus on social classes. Furthermore,ftlsas of capital theory used to be on
economics, while authors like Bourdieu, Coleman &unam have since broadened the
scope of the term capital to include for exampldtucal and social aspects. Relevant
investments have to be made in order to acquirdififierent types of capital (Reay, 2004).
These investments subsequently increase the ch&orcedssirable outcomes for actors, such
as getting a better job, receiving higher earnargs having a better health (Lin, 2000).

In this research the capital theory will primaitg discussed in the light of French sociologist
Pierre Bourdieu (1930 — 2002). Bourdieu refersanesal books (like “Distinction” (1984)
and “Forms of capital” (1986)) to four types of #tal) economic, cultural, social and
symbolic (Bourdieu, 1986). Bourdieu posed his fémmrms of capital as an alternative to
human capital theory. In this research the conoképtuman capital is discussed on top of the
four concepts from Bourdieu. All the types of capih interaction with each other determine
advantages and disadvantages of individual actos®eciety (Reay, 2004 & Morrow, 2001).
Furthermore, through complex interaction, differtarins of capital can be transformed into
each other (Reay, 2004).

It is the competence of some people which grangsntlthe power to get, maintain and

reproduce their advantaged position (Leonard, 20BBpple with fewer competences have
got little exchange value when it comes to the edley possess compared to the value
possessed by “competent people”. For it is thdtidm are seen as “naturally incompetent” it
might be difficult for them to convert capital thugh exchange. For capital formation they are
thus largely dependent on others. To the extenddi&ren do exchange capital, the way
they do it might be different for them than for #duthey might for example be less strategic
in what value to pursue for long time gain (Leon&@05).

Habitus and field

The theoretical work of Bourdieu encompasses mbea fjust the forms of capital itself.
Other concepts related to capital are the concefpfteeld and of habitus Social action is
generated trough all three components; throughalafield and habitus (Dumais, 2002). The
field is a social space containing actors possgsdifferent amounts of certain types of
capital. This is the setting in which actions aengrated. In the words of Bourdieu and
Wacquant (1992, p. 97) the field ia network, or a configuration, of objective relatis
between positions”Groups and individuals are said to struggle fomtl over resources in
the field. Some actors are more dominant than sthBne dominant actors have got the
largest influence on reproduction of the field (Bé&ercqg & Voronov, 2009). Bourdieu’'s
notion of field is located at the meso level, forample on the level of communities or
organizations (Anheier, 1995).

The field is the social space, capital forms aeerdsources in that space and habitus, the third

concept, is the orientation towards the usage isfrésource. This habitus is embodied in a
person through cognitive and somatic structures@ecq & Voronov, 2009). It is a socially
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constructed vision of the world, influenced by the@ernal environment throughout one’s life.
The expectations of the ability to use resources thie ability to gain relevant resources
(together forming habitus), together with othertéas like aspirations might even be more
important than the capital itself (Dumais, 2002abiHus gives people a head start when one
feels like capable of doing something and thuse@sdt partly) defines what is possible in your
life.

Since the concepts of capital, field and habitues rasw introduced, the separate forms of
capital can be explained more in-depth in the paxt. Social capital and cultural capital will

be discussed in the first two parts. Both typesehgained much interest from scientists and
policy makers during the last decades. The thind pdroduces symbolic capital and the

fourth part economic capital. The fifth and lasttpaill discuss human capital in the light of

the theory about the other four capital types.

2.3.2 Social Capital

The first form of capital that will be discussed man-depth is social capital, a concept which
has gained much interest in recent decades (Hetvatl., 2003). In every chapter about a
form of capital, at first there will be an introdian in which the concept of the type of capital

is explained and defined. Then there will be arimeitof several aspects that determine the
concept, which eventually formed the basis forghestions in the survey. The importance of
the concept will be explained for every type of italpand every chapter ends with a short
conclusion, where a link is made to this researthltg/potheses are given.

Introduction

The theory about social capital embodies some iclasgial ideas, like the fact that social
involvement by persons in a community has got p@sgffects on the person itself as well as
the community as a whole. Social capital theorpfien focused on positive effects and
places social phenomena within a wide range ofrayypes of capital, often explaining the
benefits of it for gaining these other capital far(Portes, 1998).

Bourdieu, Coleman and Putnam are the authors nftest associated with the concept of
social capital (Horvat et. al., 2003). Bourdieu wias first author to systematically analyse
and describe social capital (Portes, 1998). Henddfsocial capital @5 he aggregate of the
actual or potential resources which are linked twspession of a durable network of more or
less institutionalized relationships of mutual aaipgance or recognition{Bourdieu 1986, p.
248). Portes (1998) calls the description of thecept by Bourdieu the most theoretical
refined one. From the definition two elements cardbrived that make up social capital; first
a social relationship allowing persons to entepoueses of other people (“possession of a
durable network”) and second the amount and quafitthese resources (“aggregate of the
resources”). Those resources can be made up &fal of other capital, like cultural and
economic. Social capital becomes effective whenfoeted by other types of capital, said
Bourdieu. Morrow (2001) describes two key elemafitsocial capital; social networks (the
connections with people providing resources throimgraction) and sociability (sustaining
networks with skill and dispositions. According ltorvat et. al. (2003) both material and
immaterial resources which individuals and famikkes access through social bonds make up
social capital.
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Another definition of social capital is formulateg Coleman:A variety of entities with two
elements in common: They all consist of some agescial structures, and they facilitate
certain action of actors -whether persons or cogieractors- within the structurgfColeman
1988: p. s98). The social capital is thus a parsafial structures and people within these
structures take certain actions because of thistatafPortes (1998) discusses the main
limitation in the literature of Coleman; the appdrkack of differentiation between the person
possessing social capital, the sources of thisaoapital and the resources of social capital
itself. It should be acknowledged that there [geason executing a social strate@person
donating resourcego this person and then there are tesources that are donated
themselves, which can be —as discussed- for exavtipée forms of capital.

In the concept as discussed by Putnam there age tomponents: Moral obligations and
norms, social values and social networks (Siisi@irg000). The focus is on mutual values
(creating trust) in society and consensus. Sinealidituations of consensus and trust will
never fully emerge, the concepts of Bourdieu wimetbere is rather talk about a constant
struggle for power in society must be includedmalgsis of subjects regarding social capital
according to Siisiainen.

Definitions from other authors add for example tbatial structures might not only exist of

people close to you, but it might even pay off & gew influences of other type of people
that you know, containing other information andortgses then the people closer to you
which often share interests and resources up @&taic amount (Burt, 1992, p.9). Lin (2000,

p.786) adds that both the quantity and quality esfources in the network of a person are
important.

Bonding, bridging and linking social capital

A distinction between two different forms of sociehpital has been made by Putnam
(Morrow, 2001). These two forms are bonding socipital and bridging social capital.
Bonding social capital is the type bonding grougr®ating solidarity within the group by
bonding members with a shared set of norms ancesaBridging capital exists when groups
have got connections with members of other grospsapart for example by gender, social
class, ethnicity and generation. Inequality in abdapital exists because people tend to
cluster in groups with similar socioeconomic ch&ggstics, thus creating certain (limited)
possibilities for gaining capital. Socializing oidis of your closest group can create
opportunities for gaining more and more useful @piLin, 2000). New influences from
people with other characteristics might bring miafermation and more resources of all kind
(Burt, 1992).

Determinants

There is still a lack of tools for measuring thencept of social capital in empirical research
(Ferlander, 2007). Social capital is a multi-dimenal concept and often only one or several
dimensions are used for empirical research. Thighyg large differences in the ways of
measurement can be seen (Ferlander, 2007). Examplésterminants can be found with
several authors. Morrow (2001) mentions social @mmunity networks, civic participation,
community identity, sense of belonging to the comity) norms of co-operation, reciprocity
and trust in others as elements of social capidlen it comes to social capital for children,
parental networks are most commonly mentioned a&erdral dimension (Horvat et. al.,
2003). Coleman (1988) sees the optimal surrounitinghildren for gaining social capital as
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a two parent family with little children in whiclmé mother is a housewife (Leonard, 2005).
Social capital can be gained from both family andew society through social processes
(Reay, 2004).

Because there is a large difference in determinasgsl in empirical research a selection of
possible determinants for this case has been madexplanation is given on why and how
these determinants influence social capital. Thecien of determinants is: Family stability,
number of siblings, communication fluency with tiparents, number of friends and
neighbourhood safety and indicators.

More siblings can cause increased gaining of saapltal, because this extends the family
with more people to make social exchange with. Adsiolings might be a source for learning
because they might have other friends who provitferdnt resources which can be passed
on to their siblings. Communication fluency withethparents is important because
miscommunication can slow down the process of legrnMore friends provide more
possible resources. A safe environment is requioedbeing able to have decent social
contacts and thus gain social capital. Neighbouwtkaan have influence on the social capital
in two ways. When there are not a lot of facilitidgere are fewer chances for meeting other
people and gaining social capital. Getting friemtsl meeting people then becomes harder.
When it comes to indicators of the neighbourhocgigimbourhoods with social-economic
disadvantages are seen as less child and fanelydiy. In these neighbourhoods there is less
support from the informal network, if there is amgtwork at all (SCP, 2011). No network
means no social capital and no resources.

The importance of social capital

Portes (1998) explains that a literature reviewjales three basic functions of social capital,

as a source of social control, as a source forlyasuipport and as a source of benefits from
networks outside of the family. The first functimoften seen in communities and sometimes
in families and serves to maintain certain norms \adues in a group. In families norms and

values are taught to children, leading to a certaimount of social reproduction. Leonard

(2005) however contradicts the idea that childrenraainly a product of their parents. The

first function of social capital seems to suggeste-way traffic’ regarding norms and values.

Rather there is interaction between children andltadinfluencing each others norms,

obligations and expectations (Leonard, 2005).

The second function is about family support. Noltyas the family supposed to be a strong
social community sharing norms and values (functoe) but it also consists of members
with a natural function to help and care for eattten(Komter and Vollebergh, 2002). This in
turn can help children gain all types of capitdteffe are some problems in society however
nowadays, jeopardising this second function ofaazapital. Komter and Vollebergh (2002)
wonder how long the family will stay of great impamce in Western societies. Families seem
to be losing the significance of being a strongaammmunity. Families are losing cohesion
and are getting smaller, getting children is posgaband the liberalization of norms and
values is partly to blame for a rising divorce ratel a rising number of children born out of
wedlock.

The last function, receiving resources outsidehef tamily, is most commonly associated

with social capital as it was discussed by Bourdidatworks outside of the family help
people with getting all kinds of resources. The tmmsmmon resources that are achieved
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outside of the family are related to employment aotdsequently to generating economic
capital (Flint & Rowlands, 2003). With children shcan already be seen, as many children
are engaged in paid employment when of a certagn Bgighbours and local relatives are
often useful in getting a job and are being used¢ambination with the friends of those
children when looking for job opportunities (Leoda2005). Furthermore some social capital
gained when being a child can lead to sourcesrfisi@/ment when a child is older (Portes,
1998).

A lack of any of the three basic functions can eapsoblems in a community or for
individuals. For example, when networks are limitecan be difficult to find a job and when
family support is absent, intellectual developmehthildren might be tampered. If social
control is absent, (criminal) problems with youtight appear.

Possible negative effects of social capital

Social capital can also have some negative consegae The existence of social networks
with ties bonding the members of a group can camsatty lead to other people being left out
of this network, thus restricting them in the pbbsiadvantages (resources) they could have
had from the network. In networks with norms antliga that will, on the other hand, easily
let people in, this can work the other way arouNeéw entrants can demand too many
resources, leaving a network or community exhauiedther negative consequence is that
strong social control (as a function of social tapican lead to less personal freedom for
members of a community. People may leave the contynim search of more personal
freedom. The last negative consequence exists wiggaup is against everything mainstream
in society. Whenever someone in such a group hag &nd of success (and members could
get resources from this person) he or she will®@uded because this is contradicting the
norms and values of the group. The “social positiminthe group as a whole is kept low
because of such processes (Portes, 1998).

Conclusion

Social capital is made up of resources for gairahgther types of capital. In line with the
theory of several authors it consists of a pers@tuating a social strategy, a person donating
resources and the resources that are donated. determined by for example family
characteristics, the number of friends and somécamoks of the neighbourhood. Social
capital serves as a source of social control, fasipport and benefits from people outside of
the family, but can also have negative consequeti&esdiminishing personal freedom and
creating a downward social spiral in groups. Aahéarns to gain social capital by making
friends and should in normal circumstances getasaaipital from the family. This can lead to
some positive outcomes in the form of gained resesithrough this capital.

Regarding this case it can be noted that sociaitatajs not specifically linked to the
education or income of parents and how this affdetsquality (in term of social capital) of
children. However, there are some determinant®oifik capital which are indirectly related
to the income of parents and can thus indirectigcafsocial capital accumulation of children,
the most prominent being the neighbourhood, sihe¢ is where networks can be formed.
Some indicators of the neighbourhood are good ¢oumulating social capital while some
are not. Following up on these conclusions, theotiyses tested are some general
hypotheses about the influence of the two paremmdicators on the social capital
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accumulation of children, but in the analysis acsdefocus is on the neighbourhood
indicators. The two hypotheses are:

la. Social capital of children is positively reldte parental income.
1b. Social capital of children is positively reldteo parental education.

When these hypotheses are accepted this meangatiestal income and/ or education have
got a positive influence on the quality of childrdry means of building a larger amount of
social capital.

2.3.3. Cultural capital

The second form of capital that will be discussectultural capital. A short introduction
about culture in general will be given before mgvon with the definition and an explanation
of the theory regarding cultural capital. Some dateants will be given and the importance
of this type of capital will be explained. In thenclusion a link to the case will be made and
hypotheses will be derived from the theory discdsaehis chapter.

Introduction

Culture as a general concept has been describ®dog Ecientists. Many definitions, models
and dimensions can be found (Martins & Terblan@®®3). Detert et. al. (2000) say already
in 1952 about 150 different definitions had beendied. Many authors refer to Edgar Henry
Schein when discussing the concept of culture. iBathefines culture along the way td
pattern of shared basic assumptions, which arentea; discovered and/ or developed by a
group while this group solves their problems wixiteenal adaption and internal integration”
(derived from Schein, 1996, 1990, 200 e basic assumptions are tested in time andaseen
valid. In cultural capital theory this transfer asso discussed and described with cultural
reproduction theory, as will be discussed later on.

The concept of cultural capital and the theory@umding the concept is generally associated
with Bourdieu (Kingston, 2001) and can be tracedkbi him (Thorsby, 1999). Having
cultural capital means having certain assets thabciety can be linked to things we see as
culture. Differences in cultural capital have oniglly been attributed to class-differences, but
in “Distinction” (1984) Bourdieu expanded the thgtw include differences between all kinds
of social groups (Prieur et. al., 2008).

Of all the types of capital described by Bourdieultural capital has become the most
thoroughly examined one in the field of sociologgarding education (Dumais, 2002 and
Throsby, 1999). Indeed a literature search on rlltcapital yields many articles related to
education. Upbringing and education leads to theumalation of credentials, skills and
knowledge which together form cultural capital (Fl& Rowlands, 2003).

Central in the theory of Bourdieu (1986) is the @apt of cultural reproduction. In short, this
is the process in which culture is passed on fremegation to generation. Children will learn
certain norms, values and beliefs at home fronr thaients (De Clercq & Voronov, 2009).
When some norms, values and beliefs are deemetiiatg in a certain group “symbolic
violence” might arise against people involved ia troup but having a different set of norms
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and values. This symbolic violence in turn leadsdoial exclusion (Prieur et. al., 2008). In
schools this might happen when the culture of ddathoes not fit the dominant culture in

school. It will not only lead to social exclusidmjt can also lead to problems with learning.
Several researchers have shown that parental @udtapital influences children’s educational
attainment (De Graaf et. al., 2000). Being unfaanivith capital expressions like reading and
visiting museums could lead to a smaller chanciteeed in higher level education.

Two different kind of conceptual descriptions

There are two kind of conceptual descriptions dfucal capital. The first one is in line with
the original theory of Bourdieu, focusing on diffaces in class and social reproduction
determined by it. The second description statesdhliural capital encompasses more than
the classical “highbrow” symbols associated witfjhhtlass.

The first kind is what De Graaf et. al. (2000) chié classical operationalization. Parental
“highbrow” cultural activities like attendance &eatres, museums, classical music concerts
and art-exhibitions are important indicators whistdefinition. These indicators are reflected
in a “dominant” class and are said to be valued mvwhrded by the educational system.
Schools require certain abilities from children, ieth are associated with this highbrow
culture and children lacking these qualities fahimd. Schools are said not to provide these
abilities, so the cultural capital has to be inteerifrom the family. The higher the social class,
the more likely that the family has these certailiuzal values and thus the more chance the
child will succeed in school (Dumais, 2002). Thadelp explain why children from lower
classes can develop more difficulties with learnithgis ending up —like their parents- in a
working-class job.

This social reproduction theory has been questidnedor several authors. According to

Reay (2004) most studies on cultural capital fotmes much on those capacities that are
supposedly valued high in society as well as higibactivities and the knowledge and

competences relating to it, neglecting the fullgamf dimensions of cultural capital and its

implications. Lareau and Weiniger (2003) add thaheo forms of competence and

knowledge, like technical and human skills, are tften completely separated from the

concept of cultural capital. Kingston (2001) furtinere says that cultural advantages may
come from parents in every social class, thus ehgihg the link between social privileges

and cultural privileges. A second doubt is expressgout cultural privileges being such an

important indicator for academic success. Perhagetare equally or even more important
indicators. Lareau and Weiniger (2003) suggest tbs¢archers use an interactional set of
diverse skills (not only related to highbrow adi®s) which can indeed (partly) be inherited

from parents like also suggested in dominant disssu

The evidence against the classical operationatizastems from as early as 1988, when
Lamont and Lareau found out that there were diffees between the implications of cultural
capital in the original French context from the Wwdrom Bourdieu and Passeron, and an
American context. In 2003 Lareau published an lartigth Weiniger in which was stated that
cultural capital is indeed relative and not as arsal as the theory of Bourdieu suggested. For
empirical studies this is an important notion (laar& Weiniger, 2003).

Prieur et. al. (2008) conclude that class is lesportant as a cultural capital divider

nowadays. Furthermore education is still an impdrtactor in accumulating cultural capital,
but it does not measure all the nuances of it. i§diaset of determinants is needed. What
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properly determines cultural capital will be definiey the setting and period in an empirical
research.

Three states of cultural capital

Whether the classical or the more contemporary atjperalization is used, one aspect
discussed in the theory of Bourdieu (1986) is stilévant within the cultural capital concept;
the fact that cultural capital manifests itself tiree different states. First there is the
embodied state, which is in place when a personah&sultural disposition of mind and
body”, showing in for example language, presentatigtiquette and confidence). When a
person is in the second, objectified, state thitucal disposition is turned into material goods
that society links to culture, for example books maintings. In the third state, the
institutionalised state, the cultural capital iagnised by society with some credentials
(academic qualifications being important) (Bourdi@986 and Throsby, 1999 and Dumais,
2002 and Reay, 2004 and De Clercq & Voronov, 20@9Morrow, 2001). In order to get to
the third state, doing something with knowledge skitls, social capital is needed: Networks
are needed to get credentials. Cultural and seaipital are thus often entwined (Throsby,
1999).

Determinants

Several determinants can be found for cultural tegppartly depending on whether the

classical conceptualization is used or the moretetoporary one. In a broad sense the
classical version states that social class andréfeting cultural capital of parents are

important indicators for cultural capital of thehildren, as described by cultural (and social)
reproduction theory, while the contemporary congalitation states that social class plays a
limited role allowing for other indicators to play important role. Determinants that could
differ from one social class to another accordiog@burdieu include certain habits, skills,

attitudes, knowledge, knowhow and taste (PrieusleR008)Language use is also something
that could differ per level of class, as Gidden80@® acknowledges by discussing theory
from Bernstein (1975) about restricted code antbazkted code. Restricted code is being
used, in general, by poorer children, living inteosg family and or neighbourhood culture.

This culture allows the children to develop a waysing language, in which many norms

and values are taken for granted. This way of comaoating can be hard to understand by
people outside of this culture. Middle class claldrdevelop a more elaborated code. This
elaborated code, which is learned from parentstaadeighbourhood, is a better fit for the

academic culture. Underachieving at school has lassociated with restricted code speech
and this is linked to for example not understandimg (abstract and unemotional) language
the teacher uses and not understanding concepsiigctions within the theory discussed at

school.

In each of the two conceptualizations, the famifycbhildren is the primary source for
accumulating cultural capital. Ways of thinkingrteen dispositions and sets of meaning are
some examples of what children usually inherit fithieir parents. Most of the cultural capital
Is inherited from the mother, since she usuallyndgemore time with the children than the
father (Reay, 2004). De Graaf et. al. (2000) shbat tn the Netherlands, parental reading
behaviour is the most important indicator for agkment of their children in school.
Linguistic and cognitive skills of parents are mas®n and a home full of books provides
examples for learning and a stimulating learningimmment. This environment provides a
cultural link with school, where reading is reqdi@nd information is provided.
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In the end there are quite a lot of determinant&chvican be attributed to cultural capital.
What set of determinants or skills is relevant epehdent on empirical characteristics,
because culture differs from one country to theeotdnd even within a country (Prieur et. al.,
2008). For example, valued music among the elitghtndiffer from one nation to another.
The cultural differences issue is still a subjeictiebate in academic literature. In empirical
research, determinants are often chosen somewdittaay (Kingston, 2001).

The importance of cultural capital

As became apparent in this chapter, cultural chigiinportant for influencing the chances of

educational success of children and it subsequertigases chances in life for people. Since
this relationship is very important for the conceptcultural capital is has been discussed
extensively. But cultural capital is also very imamt when looking at the relationship

between this kind of capital and all other typescapital. This is for example because

language is considered a part of cultural capmal Enguage has got a universal utilitarian
function, meaning it supports acquiring other typésapital. Cultural capital can also be

turned into economic capital, not only through tpath of education and getting an

(academic) job, but also by delivering paid sersiosated to culture, like painting (Throsby,

1999 and Flint & Rowlands, 2003). There is an iedirelationship between cultural capital

and economic capital, since education is an impbortondition for economic success

(Kingston, 2001). A concluding remark has to be enabout the importance; what cultural

capital determinants are considered important atntloment might not be important in the

future, since culture is always developing and ddatls on what is considered to have a
cultural value change because of this (Prieurl e2Q8).

Conclusion

Cultural reproduction theory helps us understana boltural capital can be transferred from
parents to children, although there has yet torbagieement about whether this primarily
relates to highbrow culture, or to a broader sefcaftural) competences. Cultural capital is
often linked to education, stating that culturgbita transfers from parents to children could
help children achieve a high educational attainmdiite cultural capital of parents is
subsequently in part determined by their educdgawal, which is an independent variable for
this research. Cultural capital is an importantrfaf capital, since it encompasses language.
Language has got a universal utilitarian functianlife. Through education and language
cultural capital can be transformed into primaggonomic capital.

The theory of cultural reproduction with culturapital transfers from parents to children is a
reason to test the following hypothesis:

2b. Educational attainment of children is positwetlated to parental education.

In order to get an adequate picture of the infleen€ both independent variables, the
following hypothesis is added:

2a. Educational attainment of children is positwetlated to parental income.

In the theory it was seen that culture encompassa® then education alone, primarily
activities that groups perceive as culture. Fordeain this might be seen with cultural
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activities, which subsequently can lead to cultucalpital formation. The following
hypotheses cover the cultural activities part ¢f doncept:

3b.The number of cultural activities of childremissitively related to parental education.
3a. The number of cultural activities of childrenpiositively related to parental income.

In order to measure cultural capital in its enyirdhe following hypotheses will also be
tested:

4a. Cultural capital of children is positively ré&ad to parental income.

4b. Cultural capital of children is positively reé&ad to parental education.

2.3.4 Symbolic Capital

Symbolic capital is a concept added to the thetwyutforms of capital by Bourdieu in his
book “Distinction”. It relates to values which aresociety addressed to certain people and
behavioural tendencies. It is related to statussatlis symbols in a certain environment or
field.

Introduction

In order to understand symbolic capital, understandifestyles and distinction among
different lifestyles is important. Lifestyles cae befined by classifying practices following
distinctive preferences of people within a certgioup. Certain attributes and activities are
considered valuable, useful, right or good whilkeos are valued in a negative way. People
sharing a certain lifestyle share a set of valuettires. Different lifestyles are interacting
with each other through a process of distinctiorouilieu, 1984). Symbolic capital is
subsequently not considered a principal type oftahut rather what every expression or
possession of another form of capital might becammen obtaining explicit or practical
recognition within a group (Jarvinen & GundelachQ02). Symbolic capital creates
perception towards values and understanding ofegadtributed to capital forms (Doherty &
Dickmann, 2009). It is the form acknowledging tmeportance of other forms of capital
(Morrow, 2001).Although symbolic capital is something possessedinalviduals, it is
constructed through a social process, making soajaital important to this concept (Flint &
Rowlands, 2003 and Doherty & Dickmann, 2009).

Acknowledging the symbolic value of capital is leik to the lifestyle theory of valued
practices within groups. Symbolic capital creatssiction from other groups or individuals
and it defines prestige within fields (Flint & Raamlds, 2003). When people share symbolic
values with other people they will generally beogtized and admired by the group of
people sharing these values. The more recognizetbaic capital a person has within a
group, the more right to speak one has, grantimgepan the long run, or as De Clercq and
Voronov (2009, p 400) put itThe ability to impose definitions of phenomenaather field
participants”. This means that in the power battle in the figldory of Bourdieu symbolic
capital is important.
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Symbolic capital influence is especially very sggomhen it is not perceived as such (De
Clercqg & Voronov, 2009) and when imposed on otlitecan be taken as a for granted way of
doing things, or as common practice (Doherty & Diekn, 2009). People or groups of
people containing little symbolic value in a sogiean feel the pressure of social dissociation,
feeling different than others and being confront&itth it in daily life.

Determinants

Symbolic capital is this dependent on the contexit\@hat is deemed legitimate by a group it
becomes symbolic capital (Doherty & Dickmann, 2008i)nce there are many different
groups and cultures, almost everything might beceymabolic capital when valued by a
certain group. Even with children symbolic capithiffers from one group to another
subsequently raising the question what symbolidtals determined by and what sets it
apart from other types of capital.

In general prestige, reputation and personal aiiyhare embodiments of symbolic capital.
Furthermore wealth is a strong power and prestiggeband serves as a strong symbol
(Doherty & Dickmann, 2009). However, this is leagpbrtant when is comes to children. It
might be related to their parents though. Pareiitis & larger amount of money are able to
spend more on their children if they wish to doBleey can give higher allowances or spend
money on material possessions directly. These mahggossessions can in turn give kids
symbolic power. Material possessions and allowamessthus be an indicator of symbolic
capital, although this will still be dependent b particular field in which children will be as
not all groups will value high allowances and magossessions. Not only allowances and
possessions can give children prestige or reputdbiot being able to make their own choices
might also form a base for prestige and a goodtatijpn among peers.

Allowances and material possessions are also patanomic capital, as will be shown in
the next chapter. What really sets symbolic capipalrt in this case is the notion of care. The
theory behind this is that some norms and valuesganerally regarded positive in society
meaning that people who live according to thesensaand values can be regarded as having
symbolic capital. Examples are not being egoistid being empathetic, as both will be liked
by most people. This can subsequently lead to a geputation and personal authority. The
positively valued norms and values, so to say, lmamnherited from the parents who teach
children to live in a certain way. They can alsochéivated by certain ways of upbringing,
like showing love and support for the children, e and supervision are two basic
consumption needs for children (Magrabi et. al91)9 The freedom for children to express
themselves, recognizing needs of children and comemt of the parents are important
(Kontos et. al., 1995). These possibilities for itadptransfer which could be turned into
symbolic capital are measured in the survey.

The importance of symbolic capital

Symbolic capital is related to the attached valfieeotain traits of persons and also to which
persons as a whole are valued within groups (Dghé&rtDickmann, 2009). In school,
children with different backgrounds and thus dfar values are put together, which can
clash. When children can'’t find shared values destyles” with other children they might
feel socially dissociated. When this happens it lsighool during puberty (when children are
sensitive for recognition) it might influence theim the long run; lead to feelings of in
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security and possibly of being unwanted altogetirilding a symbolic foundation for
prestige and personal authority might help preteist

For children, especially when small, certain syntealues of the parents are important with
this, for example when fulfilling emotional need&ish are mostly provided by the mother
(Reay, 2004). Reay refers to this as emotionaltabplhile she says that Bourdieu does not
speak specifically of this type of capital, Bourdigpparently did propose a key role of the
mother for affective relationships, generating dmm generosity and solidarity: All values

which could serve as symbolic capital later on wpassed on to children.

Symbolic capital can also be used as a facilitidorthe conversion of social and cultural
capital into economic capital (Doherty & Dickmar2®09). This is because symbolic capital
serves as a power base, which in turn can be osexptoit social and cultural capital the best
a person can. With children this might not happenanscious as with adults though.

Conclusion

All forms of capital can be turned into symboligial in certain social processes in certain
fields. An acquired capital asset has got symba@ioe when it is related to status or prestige.
Dependent on the field, a lot of different deteramts may be thought of for symbolic capital
to arise. For children, symbolic capital might jpsay an important role for children in the

educational environment. Getting high allowancesnynpossessions or a lot of freedom
might help, but what sets symbolic capital apavtrfrother types is the amount of care and
supervision received from the parents which catubeed into symbolic capital in later stages
of life. The hypotheses are derived from this natio

5a. Good parental indicators like care and supeaonsare positively related to parental
income.

5b. Good parental indicators like care and supaonsare positively related to parental
education.

To measure symbolic capital as an integral condketallowances, possessions and symbolic
freedom indicators are added to test the followipgotheses:

6a. Symbolic capital of children is positively redd to parental income.

6b. Symbolic capital of children is positively reld to parental education.

2.3.5 Economic capital

The fourth type of capital is economic capitalislitone of the principal forms of capital as
discussed by Bourdieu, but seems not to have deselon the social sciences in a way in
which social, cultural and human capital did. Oagain an introduction about the concept is
given before continuing with some determinants tredimportance of economic capital. The
chapter ends with the hypotheses.
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Introduction

Bourdieu considered economic capital as the roaildlpes of capital (Morrow, 1999). The
term economic capital reflects capital with a mangtor exchange value. This includes
financial capital, but also possessions. Finaragital is defined by Coleman as income or
wealth (Teachman et. al. 1997). The term finanzaglital however is often used in relation to
businesses, not individual consumers and househelids & Rowlands (2003) subsequently
describes economic capital as financial resourcesekample gained with income (Anheier,
1995)) which can be used for consumption. Reay 4p0fkes economic capital as en
equivalent of wealth which is gained from interans of individuals within “the economy”.
In a broader sense Bourdieu sees both materiagyantolic goods as economically valuable,
whenever these goods are sought after in partididlls making scarcity an indicator for
economic value. Just like with other types of apiconomic capital performs as a resource
which can be used to gain a position in a socildfiMoney is the major currency of
economic capital (Anheier, 1995).

Different classes can be divided by the economptabobtained by people in the class, as
Bourdieu argues. Economic capital used to be tha dieider, but cultural capital has gained

ground. Certain amounts of certain types of capitaly lead to a certain lifestyle. This

lifestyle can be a choice, but it may not be a ohavhen for example economic capital is
very limited. This lead to the concept of povemgvitably related to economic capital.

Poverty is a concept hard to define. It can be ssem condition in which people are unable to
buy the basic necessities in life; absolute povéttyan also be seen more relative, being poor
in comparison to other people with higher incomad€et. al., 1999). Both ways of defining
poverty could lead to arbitrary decisions, whethas about what basic necessities are, or
what percentile is relatively poor.

Spicker at. al. (2006) gives a definition from WNHF on child poverty in particular:
“Children who experience deprivation of the matergdiritual and emotional recourses
needed to survive, develop and thrive, leaving theable to enjoy their rights, achieve their
full potential or participate as full and equal miers of society” Child poverty differs from
adult poverty because even the impact of brief golsriof (severe) poverty can cause
permanent psychological and mental damage. Mosinathild poverty relates to family
poverty.

Determinants

Two main views exist when it comes to explainingyvelome people are poor. The first view
blames individuals for having little skills and nwattion, thus depending on others to gain
resources. The second view concerns looking aesdgrocesses on a high level, which are
said to distribute wealth unevenly and making fficlilt for the poor underclass to change
anything about it; social and financial processetemnine the amount of capital (Flint &
Rowlands, 2003). Elderly, sick, children, woman atbnic minorities have an increased
chance of being poor (Giddens, 2001).

In this case, the income of parents is an indepgndariable and the question is how this
income, as well as the education level, influertbeseconomic capital of children. Because
the economic capital of children is measured, sdifferent determinants play a role than it
would be with economic capital of adults. Childidgrive economic capital in the monetary
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form from allowances and perhaps a small job. Ecoo@apital encompasses more than just
the monetary form, so different kinds of materiabgessions can also be thought of. Example
could be having a smartphone and owning a laptefsdnal space, like having an own room
in the parental home can also be considered anosuonasset. Some non-material
“possessions” like going on holidays and amuserparits are measured. This study focuses
on parental income and education levels and thdiuance on capital acquirements of
children. A link between high income parents aniddcbn with high economic capital seems
obvious.

The importance of economic capital

Economic capital (or lack of it) influences the gibdities for gaining all other types of
capital. When it comes to cultural capital, child@ming from parents with a higher income
spend more years in school (Teachman et al, 1@9ldren from higher income parents will
have potential access to better schools. Also thstes regarding education will be different
and expectations will be higher (Carneiro & Heckp2003). Families with lower incomes in
general have got children who are less productass motivated and with less abilities to
prosper in school (Heckman, 1999).

Social capital is also influenced by economic apiCommunities are often less tight when
there are high levels of unemployment and subsdlyutow levels of economic capital
(Giddens, 2001). Social structures and networks usr@ermined by this, which in turn
influences for example the educational attainmeatk of means of transportation can also
play a role, since social events might requiregpantation. When people are poor, exclusion
from society might occur (Giddens, 2001).

Symbolic capital is also influenced by economici@pConsumption can play a role with
this, since being able to gain symbolic capitaéoftequires consumption. Consumption time
has become very important in western societies {les, 2008). Income and economic
capital has an effect on the possibilities of coamgtion and the standard of living is at least
partly defined by it (Atkinson, 1991). Consumptican also be related to human capital and
health; economic capital has got a positive retatuith sport attendance (Wilson, 2002).

Conclusion

Economic capital is largely determined by incomé&hwnoney as a way of measurement.
Children can get economic capital from their padantthe form of allowances or material

possessions and when old enough from paid worksbk@s. Because parental income is an
independent variable in this study, this can be laéxt to economic capital indicators

(allowances and possessions) of children. The oMetl hypothesis would thus be;

7a. Allowances and (im)material possessions ofdotil are positively related to parental
income.

The education related hypothesis is once againdadde

7b. Allowances and (im)material possessions ofdotil are positively related to parental
education.
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In order to measure the entire economic capitatepnwhich is needed to get to an answer
on the main research question, these two hypotlesesdded:

8a. Economic capital of children is positively rield to parental income.
8b. Economic capital of children is positively reld to parental education.

Looking at the last two hypotheses will take inc@nt more than just allowances and
possessions of children. Examples of this are tbedbm to spend money on what children
want and economic values taught by parents.

2.3.6 Human capital

Human capital is the last type of capital that wél discussed in this chapter. The roots of this
concept are found well before Bourdieu wrote abiegt theory on capital and Bourdieu
actually saw his four types of capital as an expdndew on capital formation, claiming that
human capital was rather limited in its view. Th@dd setting of the types of capital is
maintained for this research, while also explainthg theory on human capital since it
consists more than what was discussed with ther afipes of capital. Health is the most
important part of human capital discussed in thigpter.

Introduction

Human capital is an intangible asset possessedte or lesser extends by people. It can be
placed within the theory on capital accumulatiamcsiit can be used to gain power and other
outcomes in a certain field and in life as a whdlee concept had been discussed before
Bourdieu, primarily by Becker in 1964 who saw huntampital in the light of companies as
the physical capital in production (Throsby, 1999jce human capital in the economical
discourse is often used when looking at capitabtass companies, this particular view on
human capital will not be discussed. Human cajpitahore contemporary literature is often
said to be an embodiment of skills, knowledge arpegence of people, largely gained
through education (Teachman et. al 1997). Sometpeesonality is added to the concept of
human capital, as being part of the human beingnaiucapital, just like economic capital, is
a private good, meaning it belongs to an individuad is realized by the individual, whereas
for example social capital is a good created by bedefiting all members in a network
(Conley, 2010). Human capital is an investment gaoeated by families, schools and firms
(Carneiro & Heckman, 2003).

Since the contemporary conceptualization of hunegpital involves all things that make a
human being the concept of health is a part dfatlander (2007) uses a definition from the
World Health Organization for health, in which Heak “a state of complete physical, mental
and social wellbeing and not merely the absencdis#ase or infirmity He does however
add that this is a rather broad and utopian defmiand that most empirical studies define
health as the absence of ill-health. The reasonadade health in the analysis of human
capital seem obvious; health is of utmost imporaioc daily human functioning and thus has
got influence on all kinds of capital and the oWlecmality of children and of people in
general.
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Determinants

Schuller (2010) describes three ways of measurungam capital on a macro-level; the
highest level of education completed by citizehs, level of skills and earnings. Comparable
ways of measurement can be seen when looking atidodls. Boxman et. al. (1991)
measured human capital by three indicators; foedatation (total years of education), work
experience in years after school and the numbfarofer jobs. Needless to say, the latter two
measurements don’'t apply to this case. Goldsmitlalat{1997) mention formal schooling,
accumulation of basic skills and work experiencaggects of human capital.

Both the education determinant and the skill deiteamt discussed by multiple authors can be
measured with children. The first has been disaugselepth in the cultural capital chapter.
With skill formation the family is very importansjnce both the skills and the motivation to
learn skills increase productivity with people dater age when they are cultivated at a young
age (Carneiro & Heckman, 2003).

The third determinant added to human capital i tesearch is the concept of health, playing
a vital role in the accumulation of all types ofpital. Adding health to the human capital
form sets human capital apart from cultural caphigalth is determined by a large amount of
socioeconomic factors. Economic, social and cultcapital are all related to health and can
in fact together be seen as a broad set of detantsirior health. Besides accumulated capital
in persons there are of course also genetic infleemn health, which will not be subject to
discourse in this study.

According to Ferlander (2007) health on a macrdesda often operationalized through
morbidity, which is not quite useful for this thesMorrow (1999) says that children will
(obviously) not experience clear health problemgemms of morbidity, but do however
engage in activities which might pose a risk tarthealth and wellbeing. Ferlander (2007)
mentions some of these activities; smoking, alcaisel, drug use, (lack of) physical activity,
diet and sexual behaviour. People in lower sodedses will in general expose themselves to
more health hazards (Giddens, 2001).

Social capital

The relationship between social capital and heladth been the subject of a lot of research
during the last decade, but can be traced backut&Him at the end of the ®entury. In
general it is believed that social capital has @bsitive influence especially on mental but
also on physical health. This also goes for devakeq, health and wellbeing of children and
adolescents, with one aspect in particular beingpntant; informal social control (Almedom,
2005). Physical health is increased with neighboodhsafety and mental health with safety
and connections between people in a neighbourhdieds¢h et. al, 2005).

High social influence, especially when combinedhwiimited information, can enhance
unhealthy norms (Ferlander, 2007). Furthermore wlbeking in detail, for example high
social support is related to more smoking and bidgeking (Carpiano, 2007), so not all
social capital has got a positive influence. Thigsdings can be related to the part discussed
earlier about “negative social capital”’; high sb@tachment leads to more obligations and it
can lead to downward spiralling social norms (Pori®©98).
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With a lack of social control children could engageproblematic behaviour endangering
their health. In the rapport of the SCP (2011)e fdifferent forms of problem behaviour are
mentioned:

1. Problems with behaviour (disobeying, being angny aggressive, lying, stealing)

2. Problems with other children (unable to get so@&dtions: having little friends, being
bullied)

3. Hyperactivity (restlessness, attention problems, nceatration problems,
impulsiveness)

4. Emotional problems (mood swings, fears, being c&d@d

5. Problems with pro-social behaviour (little empathgt being able to share, not being
helpful towards others).

The SCP (2011) states that “better” neighbourhoads associated with less problem
behaviour of children and an overall better hedtlt, this is mainly because parents in poor
neighbourhoods more frequently use authoritarieatesgies for the raising of their children.
These strategies are associated with more probmavimur. More informal networks in a
neighbourhood can contribute in a positive wayh® upbringing of children because parents
can partly learn how to be a good parent from opleeple.

Economic capital

Family income (together with the education levdl}te parents is the main explanation for
better or worse health of children (SCP, 20BP9verty is an important factor in a lack of
health (Groenendaal & Dekdayi2000). Morrow (1999) discusses how unemploymert a
relative poverty has got a negative impact on lmoémtal and physical health. When parents
face these conditions the health of their childséhlikely also be influenced through family
income, mental state of parents and pressure ddrehito start working early or leave the
home early. Both physical and mental health aresegiently better with higher income and
higher education levels (Ziersch et al, 2005). &het. al. (2004) found that psychological
illness is more frequent among people who feeltthey are not managing financially.

There is also some evidence against the positiatioeship between economic capital and

health. The wide array on possible influences adtheneans that the class distinction often

made by Bourdieu does not always holds truth; neigaid higher classes do not necessarily
raise healthier children (Morrow, 1999).

Cultural capital

As was discussed in the part about economic camthication level of the parents is an
important explanation for better or worse healthchildren. Norms and values play a role
with this, as unhealthy norms might be the normgafents having less cultural capital.
Knowledge about deceased and possible influences @ertain behavioural tendencies on
health plays a role with this. Furthermore, wherldcln are sick the parents with less
(general) knowledge are less likely to act in testlpossible way for improving the health of
their children (Abel, 2008).
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The importance of human capital

In most literature human capital is discussed ilati@n to labour outcomes, producing
economic value. It is discussed not only relatmgndividual wages, but also to the outcome
for companies and nations. Schuller (2010) notegehier that when measuring the effects of
human capital, one should be careful not to foaug on tangible and immediate economic
returns; there are also other outcomes, like theamred quality of social existence.
Furthermore health is of utmost importance for fiomng in daily life.

Education, knowledge and skill formation all leachigher personal wages (Case et al, 1999),
(Goldsmith et. al., 1997). This process was alreseln by Becker in 1962, who added that
not all investments in human capital lead to highaeges because some returns are going to
companies and nations as a whole. In a broaderoetorsense human capital is therefore
increasingly seen as important for the prosperify mations and their economic
competitiveness (Schuller, 2010).

Conley (2010) says human capital is important fbildcen and their development and
wellbeing. Life chances of children are increaséegmvhuman capital of parents is higher, for
example because of positive parenting behaviourimcreased parental participation in the
schooling of their child. Children from parents whee better educated spend on average
more years in school (Teachman et al, 1997). Howyea® Teachman et. al. discuss, the
influence of human capital is mediated through aocapital. Without social capital, other
forms of capital will likely not be transferred ¢bildren.

When beginning to invest in the learning of childet a young age, they have got a long time
in which this can be turned into an advantage. Thisiade easier by the fact that having
skills enhances the possibilities for new skillffation (Heckman, 1999); human capital

grows when it is being used.

Health

The most important thing to consider with the cqtad health is that it is essential for daily
functioning. In general, a (chronically) ill persas unable to perform his or her duties in
society, which usually also influences other peapleund this sick person. Time, energy,
strength and emotions might get drained (Gidde@81R To a certain extend the same will
also go for children, although duties are differamd consequences can be less serious.
Health is important for the general developmenttoldren though, for example when taking
part in all kinds of activities might be limited eto health problems (SCP, 2011). This might
in turn jeopardize social capital formation (MorrowQ99), by limiting opportunities for
social engagement (Carpiano, 2007) and could inldhg term lead to social exclusion
(Ferlander, 2007).

Conclusion

Human capital can be seen as a set of skills, ceanpes and knowledge gained through
education and training, including health as an mssefactor for human functioning. For
children, family is important because human capitamulation starts with birth and the
sooner a foundation is laid, the more it will hgasitive future effects. The most important
effects can be seen after childhood; the total amhofi education and income. So when
looking at this specific case it is hard to getttot of conclusions when it comes to human
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capital relating to overall quality of children, asany outcomes will only show beyond
childhood. There are however parent indicators oreaswhich are associated with the
formation of human capital of their children; incerand especially education and certain
indicators of human capital with children are meadyeducation related), although it will be
difficult to relate this to future quality outcomels does not have to do with quality of
children per se, but more with future quality of atrare children now. So some of the
hypotheses related to this chapter will be:

2b. Educational attainment of children is positiwetlated to parental education.
2a. Educational attainment of children is positwetlated to parental income.

The hypotheses are the same as with cultural ¢apita measuring human capital as an
entire concept two other topics will be analyzedné&ral knowledge and health. It is expected
that parents with higher educational attainment wefigage in more knowledge transfer
moments with their children then parents with loveelucation. These are the hypotheses
related to knowledge:

9a. General knowledge of children is positivelatetl to parental income.
9b. General knowledge of children is positivelatetl to parental education.

Health is important for daily functioning, whichsal goes for children. It has got a dynamic
interaction with other types of capital, meaningtteocial, economic and cultural capital can
influence health to a certain extend, but that theg@roblems will also have negative
consequences for these types of capital. Whemtesao social capital, the neighbourhood is
an important indicator. This leads up to the fingbotheses:

10a. Neighbourhood indicators which can be seepastive for the health of children are
positively related to parental income.

10b. Neighbourhood indicators which can be seepastive for the health of children are
positively related to parental education.

In order to measure the health of children as alevhoncept, the following hypotheses are
added:

11a. The health of children is positively relatecoarental income.

11b. The health of children is positively relatecpairental education.

2.3.7 Summary of hypotheses

In concept, there is a flow of capital from paratghildren which plays an important role in
quality formation during childhood. Children receiand possess capital of different forms.
Some of these forms are described by sociologistd@eu (1986) in “The forms of capital”.
Other forms are derived from different fields afidy, like economy and health care. For this
research the following forms of capital have beealuded: Social, Cultural, Symbolic,
Economic and Human capital. Theory about thosetalajoirms have led to the formation of
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several hypothesis per type of capital. The inddpenhvariables are always both income and
education level of the parents, while the dependanéables differ per type of capital and are
related to the quality of children. The hypothedesved are the following:

Social capital of children

la. Social capital of children is positively reldt® parental income.

1b. Social capital of children is positively reldteo parental education.

Cultural capital of children

2a. Educational attainment of children is positivetlated to parental income.

2b. Educational attainment of children is positivetlated to parental education.

3a. The number of cultural activities of childrenpiositively related to parental income.
3b.The number of cultural activities of childrerpissitively related to parental education.
4a. Cultural capital of children is positively rdé&d to parental income.

4b. Cultural capital of children is positively rdé&d to parental education.

Symbolic capital of children

5a. Good parental indicators like care and supeaonsare positively related to parental income.
5b. Good parental indicators like care and supeaonsare positively related to parental education.
6a. Symbolic capital of children is positively riegld to parental income.

6b. Symbolic capital of children is positively reld to parental education.

Economic capital of children

7a. Allowances and (im)material possessions oflohil are positively related to parental income.
7b. Allowances and (im)material possessions ofiohil are positively related to parental education.
8a. Economic capital of children is positively reeld to parental income.

8b. Economic capital of children is positively reld to parental education.

Human capital of children

2a. Educational attainment of children is positivetlated to parental income.
2b. Educational attainment of children is positivetlated to parental education.
9a. General knowledge of children is positivelyatet to parental income.

9h. General knowledge of children is positivehatet to parental education.

10a. Neighbourhood indicators which can be seepaaitive for the health of children are positivedyated to
parental income.

10b. Neighbourhood indicators which can be seepaaitive for the health of children are positivedfated to
parental education.
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11a. The health of children is positively relatecbarental income.

11b. The health of children is positively relatecpaarental education.
The main hypothesis underlying those hypothesisrafecting the conceptual scheme are:

» There is a positive and significant relation betweabe income of parents and the
quality of their children.

» There is a positive and significant relation betweelucation level of parents and the
quality of their children.

The hypotheses will be tested using the datasetirgch with the previously described
method. How the concepts in the hypotheses areurezhf the survey will be explained in
more detail in the next chapter.

39



The impact of parental income and education omtladity of their children June 2014

3. Data and methods

Chapter three serves to explain the methods uséaisresearch as well as describing the
data. The first part is about the methodology. &die literature was explored, a survey

formed the backbone of the study and the analyas done with SPSS. The second part of
this chapter consists of the operationalizationhef key concepts income and education (of
parents) and the types of capital (of childrenthi@ survey. The last part gives an introduction
regarding the results of the survey by describimg $ample obtained with the survey. It

served as a background for further analysis im#h chapter.

3.1 Methodology

In order to answer the research questions givechapter one, several methods were used.
For a start an extensive literature study was cotedl This literature review had several
functions; to show how the current situation regagdaising children in the Netherlands was
founded through development over the last few gegwand thus serve as a background for
reading the rest of the rapport, to determine hosvduality of children can be defined and
about the consequences of this (lack of) qualitycfoldren themselves. The survey was also
based on the literature research and has beerdédifter feedback from the supervisor and
some trials among respondents. The main purposkeo$urvey was to have a look at the
guality of children (living at the parental homae)the Netherlands, while making a distinction
between low-income families and high income famsjlias well as between low-educated
parents and high-educated parents. The surveydasdistributed among parents to see how
they feel the quality of their children is. The Ditversion of this invitation can be found
with the survey in appendix 1.

Distribution of the survey

The survey was an E-survey, published online onebsite calledhesistools providing a
service tool for students with which they can buld entire survey for free and distribute it
amon% chosen recipients with an URL. The survey adme for a period of four months.
The 5" of November 2013 was the last day people couldrfithe questionnaire. Results
could be obtained from this website in windows HExiggmat, as well as in a HTML
document format showing the questions and the teetadether, like this (but with green bars
corresponding to the outcome):

Bent u een..?

Man 39 (31.2 %)
Vrouw 86 (68.8 %)

n = 125
#125

The respondents were obtained making use of thengdists from some online marketing

programs, in this casEOeurorace.conandcentenland.nlBoth programs have since ceased
existing, probably due to financial shortages. Awthe world, many of such programs exist,
giving members the opportunity to get “cashback” pprchases and make a little bit of
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money by reading e-mails sent to them. Those esns&ibw readers both commercials and
invitations to take part in commercial surveys. TWe selected programs were targeting at
the Dutch market and were thus suitable for thisvesy In the invitation e-mail it was
mentioned that it would take approximately 30 masuto fill in the survey. This time-
estimate followed testing the survey with a limitagmber of respondents before putting the
final version online. Gift coupons (1x 20 euro &d10 euro) were sent to three respondents.
The opportunity to win those coupons was mentioimethe e-mail, in order to serve as a
possible stimulus for filling in the survey.

Analyzing the data

The dataset gathered with the survey was analyz#d the statistical computer program
SPSS.The purpose of this research was to see if twopedéent variables (income of the
parents and education level of the parents) inflteeseveral quality indicators of children.
This meant not only looking at correlations betwésn variables, but also at how income
and education can predict the quality indicatoms. é&xample; does income have an influence
on the allowances children get and if so, how midiebs an increase of income contribute to
the increase of allowances? In order to better tataied this relationship with two predictors,
regressions analysis was chosen to analyse the data

Two separate datasets were used; one with 87 aadading all persons that answered the
education question and one with 45 cases, contpilinthe respondents who answered the
income question. Analyzing all the data for botkependent variables with just the first
dataset would have created false results with @rerpal income variable. Outliers were
removed from analysis when the standardized relsicieared more than 4.

Both independent variables were recoded to thréegodes (low, middle, high). This
categorical representation meant that dummy vasabld to be used for all three (six in
total) groups. This approach made it possible tmpare the different categories to each
other, where with the regression analysis the lom high groups were compared to the
middle groups to check for significant differences.

In an early stage of analysis it became apparattthie small amount of cases was to cause
little results when analyzing separate items (orabdes) from the dataset. At the same time,
the amount of variables in total was very highlatast 300 separate variables. In order to get
better results and save time, variables were cathmut of multiple items wherever possible.
The compilations were based on the type of caphalsubject within this capital type and the
measurement of the items. For example; if there avagt of items all relating to cultural
capital and more specifically to cultural freedowhile all being measured with a 5-point
likert scale, they were added together for analykis was necessary variables were recoded
so that with all variables the largest score onwaeable stands for a larger amount of the
type of capital it is measuring. Missing values evdefined in the dataset so they would not
influence the outcomes. Subsequently the scales ghecked for reliability by looking at the
Cronbach’s Alfa for the items together. Scales isgopabove 0.70 were included in the
analysis. If the Cronbach’s Alfa was lower, itemsrevdeleted from the scale in order to get a
scale with a Cronbach’s Alfa that was high enoufh.solution was not possible, items were
left separate from each other for analysis.

It became apparent that choosing regression asatgsne with some problems regarding the
assumptions needed to do the analysis. The regreasalysis was still conducted for all the

41



The impact of parental income and education omtladity of their children June 2014

variables, but with these limitations in mind atigtives were also used to strengthen the
evidence with significant findings. The linear reggion results were scanned for all the
significance values less than 0.20. These relatipeswould then be tested a second time
with the Kendall's Tau (b) coefficient. Kendall’'sall is useful when linearity is lacking with
the data analyzed, but also useful with small @dsaasnd many scores in the same rank.

From the linear regression the coefficients, sigarice levels and adjusted R-square are
reported. The adjusted R-square is used insteadeohormal R-square because it gives a
better estimation of the model fit when small datasare analyzed. From the Kendall's Tau
the coefficients and the significance levels apored.

The Phi-coefficient was used as an alternativédgistic regression for all variables with yes/
no answers. This coefficient is considered to bakle for two binary variables; in this case
the dummy variable and the yes (0)/ no (1) answé&hge coefficient is a correlation
coefficient for the two variables. Whereas the esgion coefficients are comparing one group
(low or high) to the middle group, both Phi and T@ampare one group two both other
groups.

3.1.1 Operationalization of key concepts

This part of the chapter is meant to introducewlag concepts were operationalized in this
research. The key independent variables incomeedundation of the parents will first be
discussed. After that it will be shown how the talpconcepts were operationalized in the
survey.

Operationalization of the two independent variables
Income

Income of the parents is expected to be an impopeedictor for the quality of the life of
their children; children cost money. The more ptrezarn, the more they can spend on
making life better for their kids. In the surveyopée were asked about their average income
from paid labour per month, defined as the sumunb’s deposited on one’s bank account.
The question was formulated after consulting seévetiaer surveys asking income-related
guestions. The possible answers people could choatsef were compiled after consulting
data from government agencies in The Netherlantie. dverage standardized income for
2012 was set on 23,200 euro per year net income&s(@B13). Translated to a monthly
income this is about 1900 euro per month. Basedntimemation of the CBS, income was
measured in the survey with the following groupgdme per month):

* Noincome

e 0-500 euro ....onwards to ....4501 — 5000 euro
¢ 5001 - 6000 euro

¢ 6001 - 7000 euro

* More than 7001 euro

For the analysis these groups were combined to &olow income, middle income and a high
income group. The low income group contained redpots with an income up to 1500 euro
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a month, the middle income group between 1501 & &uro and the high income group
contained all of the respondents earning more 801 euro per month.

Education

Education is the second concept expected to héaga influence on the quality of children.
Theory underpinning this expectation has been dismliin chapter two, especially in the part
regarding cultural capital. In the survey peopleenaesked about the highest grade achieved in
school, excluding several courses only taking atsamount of time. The possibilities for
answering were derived from some government puimics. The central agency for statistics
has divided education levels according to a stahsaeasurement, called the “standard
education classification” (SOI) (CBS, 2011). Combgnthis SOI with the different types of
(contemporary) education provides us with the feifg information:

Table 3.1: Types of education grouped

SOI (Groups) Types of education

Toddler education. Lower education groups 1 and 2.
Elementary education. Lower education beyond group 2.
Secondary education, first phase. V(m)bo

First 3 years of havo / vwo

Secondary education, second phase. Havo
Mbo
Vwo
Higher education, first phase. Hbo
Bachelor Wo
Higher education, second phase. Master Wo
Higher education, third phase. Everything beyond Master WO

In the survey these categories were brought badkeofollowing answering possibilities
(with per category all possible types of educatiespondents could have followed):

* Elementary education

* High school

» Secondary education LBO

» Secondary advanced education MBO
» Higher education HBO and WO

In order to analyze the data using dummy variatdethe education level of the parents, first
the highest level of education among both parems derived from the data. Based on these
results, three groups were made containing low a&edcparents, average educated parents
and high educated parents. The low educated groofaioed elementary, high school and
secondary education combined. The average groupdbisisted of higher education HBO
and the high educated group of WO and everythirygied WO.
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Operationalization of capital concepts in the surve

Now that the independent variables income and dmuncéevel of the parents have been
operationalized, the capital concepts can be distlsThe basis for the operationalization can
be found in chapter 2, where the definition andedwinants of all the different types of
capital can be found. The theory about capitalléad to the formation of several themes per
type of capital. Within these themes certain deteamts were selected which together define
a theme. The survey itself was at first dividedbitihe different types of capital and the
different themes per capital type. A certain amanfrquestions for every type of capital and
theme was generated. In order to generate a srftieimount of questions, some inspiration
was found with surveys conducted by other reseaschéth similar topics (children,
households, families). The list of questions wadsequently refined following some
feedback sessions and (when a final selection vaejrput into a conceptual version of the
survey. In this version the previous sequence @stions was partly mixed, dividing the
survey into different groups of questions. An exémgf such a group is the thentiee
neighbourhoodwhich contains questions regarding difficult typd capital. There were also
questions with a list of propositions, relatingatbkinds of capital forms but all relating to the
neighbourhood of respondents. The purpose of tbepgng strategy was to make the survey
easier to fill in by respondents. Maintaining la@mounts of alternations between different
types of questions would make the survey moreadiffito understand. Some questions and
propositions were featured more or less twice oicehin the survey, in order to see if
respondents were serious when filling in the sunMuilti-item-scales for better reliability
and validity were used. While these questions stogdther in the initial version, they where
mixed in the final version so people were lesslyike start questioning why there were
similar questions featured multiple times.

The survey started out with a selection variabd&jray respondents to fill in the composition

of their household. When people responded living household without children, they were

sent to a separate screen thanking them for tinegr and effort but explaining that they were

not part of the envisioned sample. The survey moed by asking respondents about their
highest scholastic achievement and that of thetnpa (if any). This question measured one
of the two important independent parental variabl@sher independent variables were
measured in the following questions, some regardimg parents (e.g. gender), some
regarding the household (e.g. size) and some detateéhe children (e.g. age).The different
groups of questions followed, from time to time agped by a text in order to explain what
people could expect in the next part of the survidye questionnaire concluded with the

second important independent variable; income. rAftes income-question, a couple of

income-related questions followed, like “how wallyiour household able to sustain with this
income?”. Respondents could then fill in any rersakout the survey along with their e-mail

address if they wanted a chance to win the gitifazates.

Some questions in the survey concerned the eldgdiving at home with the parents, some
were about all children and some about (an opiregarding) children in general. It would of
course give a more complete picture of qualtyen a lot of data about all children living
with the respondents was obtained, but this woadeHed to a very long survey with the
expectancy of a large number of drop-outs befaristiing. Therefore a selection of questions
has been shortened to include only the oldest cBifbosing the youngest child would also
have been a possibility, but with that method isweapected that a relatively large amount of
people would not have been able to give usefulrmétion regarding some questions. For
example, if the average age of the youngest chddlavhave been low, a lot of them would
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not have received allowances yet and the data ah@utopic would thus be limited. The
questions about children in general were meantdesereference parenting behaviour with
opinions about how parenting should be done. IrroWords; measuring both how parents
want to raise children and how they do raise tbein children. This could potentially reveal
a gap between the ability to raise children ancp@t desires, and in that way give a more
in-depth understanding about capital transfers fpaments to children.

The appendices contain the entire survey in Dupipéndix 1), as well as an overview of the
operationalization itself; the survey questions fype of capital (appendix 3). In the survey
the questions are numbered and per question #sstahich variables are included in this
question.

3.2 Description of the sample
Comments at the end of the survey

Before continuing with the description of the saenphd some first “general” results of the
survey itself, first some comments that were madthe end of the survey will be briefly
discussed. Although most comments were not relat¢lde survey itself, some were and thus
are described in this section as a way of reflgcthom a respondent point-of-view. Two
respondents said the survey was (fairly) long. @espondent claimed to have become
confused with questions sometimes relating to aldeen, but sometimes to only the eldest
child. One person claimed missing some questiome &xamples he formulated were:
“Should the legal drinking age be raised” and “Stdbere be more male teachers in front of
the classroom”. Six persons filled in the entirevey, though not having any children living
at their parental home. The comment “some questi@re not relevant for me” came as no
surprise with two of these six respondents.

Some of the comments discussed may have an inuendhe results. If this is the case it
will be discussed in chapter five.

Description of the sample

The first results that will be discussed in thigpter are some general results regarding the
sample of respondents. It serves to better unawer$bee sample of data used for this research.
This part starts with an introduction with someufigs regarding the sample. Following that is
a description of some key variables and backgrovewiables. There will also be some
crosstabs for better understanding of the samplepyrThe last part features a question about
the opinion people had about raising children, mgpecifically whether they think the
mother of father should do more of the raising.

The marketing programs were selected with the totehber of members being the most
important argument for choosing specifically thggegrams. The first program had about
5000 members, the second about 900. A total numibfErur mailings have been sent to all
members, of which only one with the second webgitezas not known how many people
have actually opened the e-mail with the invitatidable 3.2 on the following page features
some figures on the people who did respond totmaié
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Table 3.2: Key figures of data collection

Total number of respondents 248
Response rate compared to invitations sent 4,2 %
Total number within the target group 129
Respondents who have completed the survey 71
Respondents answering education question 87
Respondents answering income question 45

The figures in table 3.2 relate to the originaladat before removing two respondents who
did not belong to the target group after all andrespondents who have filled in the survey
more than once. What can be seen is that a veraitoaunt of people who have received the
e-mail with the invitation have actually respondedt, although not al people receiving the e-
mail had children living at their home. A total if9 people began to fill in the survey despite
not having children living at their home. 58 peogie not finish the survey. Even though 129
people were part of the target group, only 87 pe@piswered the education question at the
beginning of the survey and only 45 the income tjoesat the end of the survey. The rest of
the results below depict the group of people infitst dataset (the respondents answering the
education question N = 87) on the left and the grotipeople in the second dataset (the
group answering the income question N = 45) orritjig.

Regarding background information

Table 3.3 reflects how the type of household opoeslents is related to the number of
persons in the household:

Table 3.3: A crosstab containing household typeardons in household

Persons in|N=87 |2 |3 |4 |5|6 |Avg.|N=45 2 (3 |4 |5|6 |Avg
household>
House- | Married, 44 2 |20|17|5|0 |357]|23 0211|102 |0 |3,61
hold-> | children (50,6%) (51,1%)
living at
home
One parent 1 1 ]/0 |0 |O0]|O 2,00 0 0|0 |O [O]|O0 |--
(father) with | (1,1%) (0,0%)
children
One parent 21 12|8 |0 |1]|0 2,52 | 13 715 |0 1|0 |262
(mother) (24,1%) (28,9%)
with children
Living 21 4 19 |6 |1]|1 |333]|9 07 [0 1|1 |356
together with| (24,1%) (20%)
children
Total 87 19(37 (23|71 |324]45 7123|104 |1 |331

Most of the people in the target group (44) wereried. There were 21 people living
together with a partner. 22 people belonged toglsiparent family, of which only 1 was a
man. This crosstab serves for a better understgrafithe relationship between the number
of persons in a household and the type of houseotbuple of things stand out from this
table. The first thing is that two people statedédiving as a married couple with children at
the parental home, while at the same time havihgusehold with only two people. This is
not possible. Those respondents have been recadeeleied depending on other answers.
The second thing that might be noticed is thateghgas only one father without spouse,
having only one child living at home. This respomodid not make it into the final sample.

In the group “living together with children” it caance again be seen that four people in the
original group claimed to live with two persons \ehthere should at least be two adults and
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some children in the household. One turned outatee two children but did not finish the
survey. Two of them had one child and did not firtise survey.

Table 3.4: Gender distribution of the respondents

Gender N =87 N =45
Male 30 (35,7%) 15 (33,3%)
Female 54 (64,3%) 30 (66,7%)

The gender question came after the household catigposjuestion. Three people in the
education dataset did not fill in their gender. ¢e be seen, the majority of respondents
(about two-third) are female. The percentages lier group of people which filled in the
gender question are just about the same as themtages in the group of people who filled in
the entire survey and belonged to the target gfouthis study.

Regarding income

Table 3.5 shows the income of respondents. The tatlly shows the results for the income
dataset, since the income question was at the etite survey. There used to be two more
categories; 5001- 6000 and 6001 — 7000 euro. Nbtteeaespondents stated to have such an
income. About one out of five respondents chosamanswer this (important) question. This
will be discussed in chapter six.

Table 3.5: Income distribution of the respondents

Income N =45 Three categories
No income 2 (4,4%) Low

0 — 500 euro 0 (0,0%) 14 (31.1%)
501 — 1000 euro 4  (8,9%)

1001 — 1500 euro 8 (17,8%)

1501 — 2000 euro 9 (20%) Middle

2001 — 2500 euro 6 (13,3%) 23 (51.1%)
2501 — 3000 euro 8 (17,8%)

3001 — 3500 euro 4  (8,9%) High

3501 — 4000 euro 2 (4,4%) 8 (17.8%)
4001 — 4500 euro 1 (2,2%)

4501 — 5000 euro 1 (2,2%)

More than 5001 euro 0 (0,0%)

Average income in euro*: 2083,33

*Taking the average in euro’s per category.

In 2012, the average net income of households par was 43.600 euro (CBS Statline,
2013). This makes 3633 euro per month for housshible average. This number, unlike the
figures above, includes allowances from the govemtmThis might at least partly explain
the difference between this number and the numhehe table above. In the bar chart on the
following page the original distribution of incomse displayed, showing quite a normal
distribution. The Shapiro-Wilk test confirms thetaléas normally distributed, showing a level
of 0,373 when leaving out the respondents who ahoos$ to answer this question (N = 45).
What is apparent from the table above is that wthitee logical categories of income are
chosen for the analysis with dummy variables, tis&ibution is still highly concentrated with
the middle incomes while leaving only eight respamtd in the high income group.
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Figure 3.1. Bar chart income of the respondents
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While one person spends a lot of money on things ¢buld be considered not affordable,
others might tend to maintain a lifestyle wherergymssible cent is saved. In order to see if
income says anything about the ability to make andst, a question about the latter was
asked. These are the results:

Table 3.6: Extend to which respondents can make arekbt

Making ends meet N =45

Very hard 8 (17,8%)
Hard 9 (20%)
Not hard not easy 19 (42,2%)
Easy 3 (6,7%)
Very easy 6 (13,3%)

As can be seen most people do not find it harchey & get by with the income they receive.
However, there are more people who find it harenttke ends meet than there are people
who find it easy. The Shapiro-Wilk test for nornalshows the results are not considered
normally distributed because of this. A Kendall’'auTcorrelation conducted between the
income variable and the variable above shows afgignt positive correlation at p-level
0.05, meaning that there is a strong relationsbkiveen income and the ability to make ends
meet.

Having an income as operationalized in the sungyeas with having a paid job. In table 3.7
the work situation of the respondents is shown:

Table 3.7: Work situation of respondents

Work situation N =87 N =45

Paid employment <18h 8 (9,3%) 2 (4,4%)

Paid employment 18-32h 18 (20,9%) Total employed | 6 (13,3%) Total employed
Paid emplorment >32h 25 (29,1%) 51 (59,3%) 13 (28,9%) 21  (46,7%)
Unemployed, WW 7 (8,1%) 3 (6,7%)

Unemployed, Bijstand 4  (4,7%) 4  (8,9%)

WO invalide-uitkering 1 (1,2%) 1 (2,2%)

Pensioner/ VUT 2 (2,3%) 2  (4,4%)

House(wo)men 16 (18,6%) 10 (22,2%)

Other 5 (5,8%) 4  (8,9%)
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One person is missing in the education datasefusecthis respondent did not fill in the
question. The distribution is more or less the santle in both tables. The number of people
not having a job but working at home in the househ® relatively high (18,6% and 22,2%
respectively). The reason for this is probablywss in which the sample was retrieved. It is
plausible that a relatively large number of pegpdeticipating in online cashback programs
are doing this as an extra activity besides worlahgome (and thus having the time to earn a
little bit of extra money online). This can also the reason for a relatively large number of
unemployed people participating in this survey.

The unemployment rate is relatively high in thisnpée. CBS Statline (2014) published an
unemployment rate of 8,5% of the total Dutch labimuce during the period this survey was
held (39 quarter 2013). Although this seems to be an inidicaof a large difference between
this sample and the Dutch population, differencesneasurement make it impossible to
accurately compare those two figures.

Table 3.8 is about the type of house responderdsttair children live in and whether this
house is owned by the respondent and/ or partnemoed.

Table 3.8: Cross-tabulation of type of house angshawnership of respondents

Type of house Owner No owner Owner No owner

N =87 N =87 N =45 N =45
Detached 7 (15,9%) 0 (0,0%) 4  (15,4%) 0 (0,0%)
Terrace house 33 (75%) 29 (76,3%) 19 (73,1%) 16 (84,2%)
Apartment/ Flat 2 (4,5%) 9 (23,7%) 2  (7,7%) 3 (15,8%)
House with shop/ 1 (2,3%) 0 (0,0%) 1 (3,8%) 0 (0,0%)
farm
Other 1 (2,3%) 0 (0,0%) 0 (0,0%) 0 (0,0%)
Total 44 (53,7%) 38 (46,3%) 26 (57,8%) 19 (42,2%)

One person in the education dataset filled in anlg out of the two questions, accounting for
difference between the N stated above the table thadnumber of respondents in total
featured in the different categories. One persbindiin “other” lived in a “corner house”,
which is probably a terrace house on the corner.

Detached houses are usually houses people will tabely and not be able to rent, which
explains the results regarding this category. Aat house is what in Dutch is called a
“rijtjeshuis” (house in a row of attached housds)is category also includes “twee onder €én
kap” (two houses underneath one roof). Most respotsd(by far) are in this category. About
half of the respondents rent this type of home. fitn@ber of respondents living in a flat is a
little bit higher than the number living in a ddtad house. Most flats are rentals, as shows in
the results. In total the number of people reninome is about as large as the people
owning a home.

Regarding education
The following variable shows the second key indeleat variable for this research;

education of the parents. It is being researcheat wie influence of this education level is on
several quality indicators of children.
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Table 3.9: Education of the respondents

Education respondent N =87 N =45
Elementary school 5 (5,7%) 3 (6,7%)
High school 26 (29,9%) 15 (33,3%)
Lower advanced education 14 (16,1%) 7 (15,6%)
Secondary advanced education | 28 (32,2%) 14 (31,1%)
College (Higher advance| 14 (16,1%) 6 (13,3%)
education and university)

Percentage-wise, both groups are just about the.s@he amount of respondent who have
only finished high school is about the same astimaber of respondents finishing secondary
advanced education and about the same as the doywgsadvanced and college together. A
couple of respondents did not finish anything belyetementary school. In the table below
are the results regarding the partner of resposdérany):

Table 3.10: Education of partners of respondents

Education partner N =87 N =45
Elementary school 7 (8,0%) 3 (6,7%)
High school 19 (21,8%) 11 (24,4%)
Lower advanced education (Ibo) | 19 (21,8%) 8 (17,8%)
Secondary advanced educati 20 (23,0%) 12 (26,7%)
(mbo)

College (Higher advance| 5 (5,7%) 2 (4,4%)
education and university)

No partner 17 (19,5%) 9 (20,0%)

The categories “high school”, “lower”- and “secongdadvanced education” are just about the
same. The amount of partners having finished cellisgabout the same as the amount of
people not having a degree beyond elementary school

For the analysis the education variable was fishlgined into a variable containing the
highest education level among both partners andesptently divided into three categories.
The results of this are found in table 3.11:

Table 3.11: Highest education among both parerttsrée categories

Highest education N = 87 N =45

Elementary school 5 (5,7%) Three 3 (6,4%) Three
High school 15 (17,2%) categories: 9 (20%) categories:
Lower advanced education (lbo) | 19 (21,8%) 39 (44,1%) 9 (20%) 21 (46.7%)
Secondary advanced educati 32 (36,8%) 32 (36,8%) 18 (40%) 18 (40%)
(mbo)

College (Higher advance| 16 (18,4%) 16 (18,4%) 6 (13.3%) 6 (13.3%)
education and university)

Both for education and for income these variables reot to be considered as normally

distributed. Due to the nature of the categoriesdéitegory of low educated people has got
the highest amount of respondents, while the cayebmh educated has got the lowest

amount. What is remarkable is that there are afltdw educated respondents (with partners
not being higher educated) who took part in thevesur With 45% for the education dataset

and 46% for the income dataset, it was the largesip in both datasets. Usually it is quite

hard to get respondents in this category and haailgg of them in the sample increases the
chance of getting significant results for this leducated group.
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The relationship between income and education level

For these correlation coefficients the dataset vihias been used to analyze education as an

independent variable (N = 87) has been used.

Table 3.12: Coefficients for the relationship betweducation and income

June 2014

Kendall's Tau Significance
Education - Income 0,310 .011
Three categories 0,366 .008

compared

The results show that there is a very significasgifive relationship between education and
income of the respondents. This relationship, ddithto the three categories per variable, is
displayed in this crosstab:

Table 3.13: A crosstab on the relationship betwadhurtation and income

Low income Middle income High income
Low education 11 8 2
Average education 2 12 4
High education 1 3 2

Especially with low and middle income with regandetducation the relationship is very clear.
Regarding raising children
To see what kind of attitude respondents had tosvird responsibility of raising children, a

question was asked about who should take careeofliidren (man or woman) and who is
actually taking care of the children. The followiregsults emerged:

Table 3.14: Gender taking care of children andiopimbout gender roles

Should  take| N =87 N =45 Takes care of| N=87 N =45

care of children

children

Only woman 6 (6,9%) 3 (6,7%) Only woman 20 (23%) 10  (22,2%)
Man helps| 9  (10,3%) 7 (15,6%) Man helps| 12 (13,8%) 8 (17,8%)
sometimes sometimes

Man helps often| 10 (11,5%) 5 (11,1%) Man helps often| 11 (12,6%) 8 (17,8%)
Both equal 54 (62,2%) 28 (62,2%) Both equal 35 (40,2%) 16 (35,6%)
Woman helps 0 (0,0%) 0 (0,0%) Woman helps 0  (0,0%) 0 (0,0%)
often often

Woman helps 0 (0,0%) 0 (0,0%) Woman helps 1 (1,1%) 1 (2,2%)
sometimes sometimes

Only man 0 (0,0%) 0 (0,0%) Only man 1 (1,1%) 0 (0,0%)
No response/ 8 (9,1%) 2  (4,4%) No responsel 7  (8,0%) 2 (4,4%)
No opinion No opinion

Most people think both woman en man should equake care of children, although it is
very apparent that while there is a group of peaygie think women should take (more) care
of the children, there is not a single respondem stated that the man should take more care
of the children than the woman. Traditional genades are still showing in this result. The
results of the second question show that the “egeiatler roles” group is quite a lot smaller;
the group of respondents stating that only the wotakes care of children is rather large. A
crosstab showed that most of the respondents sncitlegory were living in a household
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without a man, so this explains the high figure nMaking more care of children than women
are also the exception with the question about adtoally raises the children.

The Kendall's Tau correlation coefficient (condutteith the final education dataset N = 87)
between the two questions after removing the “naiop” answers is 0,479 with a p-value of
.000. This means there is a very significant catieh between taking care of children and the
opinion about who should take care of the childi@eople will generally distribute the
burden of upbringing in the way they think it shibble done.

Conclusion

There are several things that stand out with thyeik@icators of the sample. The first thing is
that the response rate was very small and the dtapte high, which lead to a rather small
dataset especially for income. Two of the consegeemf this small dataset are that not all
variables are normally distributed and the amodirtiages in the three groups for income and
education are small. On the level of individualiahles it can be seen that most respondents
are part of a marriage; one parent families areosinall with a female parent; most
respondents are indeed female; the middle incoraapgrs the one with most respondents
while with education the low education group isgl @rather large percentage is unemployed.
The sample might not be indicative for the entiretdd population because of the small
number of respondents in combination with the testdr these variables, but since the
analysis is done with three dummy variables foritidependent groups this does not matter:
The three groups are compared to each other.

Now that an introduction has been given on the $ampd some of the (more general)

results, an in-depth look can be given into theiltesper type of capital. The next chapter
features all the results, which are used to forteutanclusions with regard to the hypotheses.
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4. Empirical findings

In chapter four all the findings from this reseanan be found. The purpose it to accept or
reject the hypotheses stated in chapter two. Thidone by analyzing the dataset obtained
from the respondents filling in the survey. The ptka is divided by capital type and
subsequently a division has been made into therdift hypotheses per type of capital. With
every capital type the chapter ends with the amalyssome variables not directly related to
the stated hypotheses. Altogether this leads up tonclusion about every type of capital
children can obtain and how this capital is relgtedoth the income of parents as well as the
highest education level among them.

4.1 Social Capital

In the conceptual framework, social capital wasraef as a type of capital which can be used
to gain resources for other types of capital thiouglationships with other people and
networks. It consists of a person receiving theueses, a person (or persons) donating them
and the resources themselves. It is assumed, foliptie literature, that certain “positive”
neighbourhood indicators could form a basis foriaocapital accumulation. These
neighbourhood indicators will feature in the fisgction of this chapter as a special part of
social capital indicators.

As is the case with all capital types, the varialtleat are used are partly compiled out of
multiple variables, or multiple questions from ghevey. When this is the case, a Cronbach’s
Alfa analysis is conducted to see whether diffek@mtables can be used on one scale. A short
elaboration about this will follow which each conepi variable, before showing the actual
results. The tables containing the results dispheyR2 as well as the coefficients from the
regression analysis and the Kendall's Tau. With esoocategorical variables, a Phi —
Coefficient is displayed instead. All variables Baween coded in a way that higher scores
relate to higher accumulated capital for childré&espite the small number of cases
(especially with the income dataset), some sigaificesults were found.

As was outlined in chapter three, all variablesobging to a certain type of capital were
divided into several themes, allowing for a moral@pth analysis to take place. With regard
to social capital, four themes are identified:

1 = Influence neighbourhood

2 = Possessed (family/ elsewhere)

3 = Freedom/ Possibility to accumulate

4 = Social norms and values
The number of the theme can be found in front efv&riable name in the tables.
Neighbourhood and social capital of children
The survey, which can be seen in its entirety ipeaplix 1, had several questions about

neighbourhood indicators relating to the socialitehqpof children. After the process of
compiling new variables, three variables remainedtuch two are compiled variables. The
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first compiled variable is “possibilities social pgl neighbourhood”, measuring the
possibilities for gathering social capital in thrEghbourhood.

Table 4.1: Possibilities social capital neighbourthoCronbach’s Alfa 0,727

» Respondent feels letting children go out to plagafe (does not agree — agrees)
* Enough to do when children want to play outsideefoot agree — agrees)
» Enough playground in vicinity for children (doest mgree — agrees)

The second compiled variable consists of nine Elpos. It measures the amount of
“positive” neighbourhood indicators according te fmarents. Three of them were reversed for
analysis, so that whenever people stated “I agoeethe five point likert scale, it meant that
there is a positive relation to the indicatorshe heighbourhood.

Table 4.2: Positive neighbourhood indicators. Cemtits Alfa 0,826

» Respondent has lots of contact with direct neighb@dioes not agree — agrees)

» Respondent feels letting children go out to plagafe (does not agree — agrees)

» Respondent says people in neighbourhood go alg®gtter well (does not agree — agrees)
» Respondent lives in neighbourhood with solidaritg€s not agree — agrees)

» Enough to do when children want to play outsideefoot agree — agrees)

e People in neighbourhood hardly know each otherefisad) (does not agree — agrees)

» Often nuisance from direct neighbours (reversedggchot agree — agrees)

»  Enough playground in vicinity for children (doest mgree — agrees)

» Lot’s of bicycles stolen in neighbourhood (reve)s@hbes not agree — agrees)

Whereas the separate variable, which was safeghbeurhood, did not yield a significant
result with any of the independent (dummy) variaptbe two compiled variables did. These
results are shown in table 4.3. With each tabléstadf variables that did not yield any
significant result is included in the bottom pddetails about those (and all other) variables
can be found in appendix 4, which contains allrésailts.

Table 4.3: Neighbourhood indicators for social talpi

Theme(s) | Question/ Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Adj. Low High
R2 R2
1,3 Possibilities social Linear .051 -.685 1.624* N.S.F.
capital neighbourhood
Kendall's Tau .218**
1,3 Positive neighbourhooc Linear .056 =742 4.98** N.S.F.
indicators
Kendall's Tau .222%
Safety neighbourhood. N.S.F.
**x*= gignificance .000 **= gignificant at leMe< .05
***= significant at level < .01 *= significant devel < .10
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It can be seen that the R2 values are very lowreTeeen were some negative R2 values with
the income tests. Whenever these negative values seen the results are replaced with
“N.S.F.”, which stands for “no solution found”.

With regard to the possibilities for accumulatingcisl capital in the neighbourhood,
regression analysis gave a significant result atstgnificance level < 0.10 for high educated
parents. This means that respondents falling imi dategory score on average 1,624 units
higher when it comes to the possibilities for gagnsocial capital in the neighbourhood than
people in the average education group. This regue the basis for further analysis with a
Kendall's Tau. The Tau correlation coefficient igrsficant at the level < 0.05 with a score of
0.218. This means there is a significant deviafimm both the lower and the average
educated categories, showing a positive relatignbbiween being higher educated and the
score on possibilities for social capital accumalain the neighbourhood.

Regarding the positive neighbourhood indicatordoial, a similar correlation was found.
This time the relation is significant at the lewel0.05 for both the regression analysis
(comparing it to the average educated group) aeadK#ndall's Tau analysis (comparing it to
the lower and the average educated groups). Indttisset, higher educated people seem to
live in neighbourhoods which score better whenoihes to subjects as safety, facilities for
children and being socially involved with each otHéhances are lower than 5 percent that
this correlation occurred by chance.

Conclusion

It can be concluded from these results that theie significant positive correlation between
being high educated and living in a good neighboadhfor gaining social capital. Although
there are no significant results found with the lesucated group, results show that there are
significant results with the high educated group oth variables indicating a relationship
between education and positive neighbourhood imolisa The other question, whether
respondents feel unsafe when going out at nigldwsho significant results but contains
only a single question. There is no evidence foundupport of a relationship between
neighbourhood indicators and parental income.

Social capital of children

The second set of variables deals with social abpit children as a whole. This possessed
social capital is measured in the setting of fanméiations (e.g. playing games with the
family) and on other relations (e.g. visiting sdciatwork sites). The related hypotheses are:

la. Social capital of children is positively reldtto parental income.
1b. Social capital of children is positively reldteo parental education.

Seven variables in the survey indicate somethirauathese hypotheses. Three of them are
related to experiencing social events in a famditisg and four in other settings. The first
three (playing games, visiting amusement and wagiplayground) were combined into one
variable at first, but yielded a Cronbach’s Alfaafly 0,642 with no solution of combined
items possible. Therefore, these three variablesire separate items in the analysis. Hobby
club total covers the total number of hobby clubs bldest child is a member of. Social
sports total comes forward out of a question aldith sports the oldest child practices and
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in what relation (association, with people outsate association or without other people).
Whenever a sport was practiced with other peoplei association and/or other context) it
was coded 1. The total number of sports combingalted in this variable.

Table 4.4: Social capital of children

Theme(s) | Question/  Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Adj. Low High
R2 R2
2 Playing games Linear .049 -.527** -.165 N.S.F.
Kendall's Tau - 271*
2 Visiting amusement Linear .048 -.331** -.170 N.S.F.
Kendall's Tau -.273*
2 Hobby club total (N = Linear N.S.F. .250 .500* .000
12)
Kendall's Tau .661*
2 Social networks (nly) Phi-coefficient | ---- -.004 144 -.299* .108
(N =55)
2,3 Social sports total (N = Linear .051 -.467 2 N.S.F.
29)
Kendall's Tau -.367**
Friends at home N.S.F.
Visiting playground N.S.F.
****k= gignificance .000 **= gignificant at leve< .05
***= gignificant at level < .01 *= significant devel < .10

The hobby club total variable yielded only twelhaduable cases, because most children were
not part of any hobby club. The social networksalde has got only 55 valuable cases and
social sports total only 29. The latter is becaheee were many children not playing sports

in an association and were thus left out. Yet ggaiost R-squared values are low. Hobby

club total is an exception to this, but with onl2 tases with education and even 9 with

income, conclusions still need to be drawn witrecar

With income there were only two small significaesults with hobby club total and social
networks. The hobby club variables had only 9 cdsesncome, of which two were in the
low income group. One out of those two scored Jagh with two hobby clubs, the only
respondents indicating this much hobby clubs hémsesignificant result.

There are more things to be concluded from thdioglship between parental education and
several of the variables tested. Playing gamesjngsamusement and social sports total all
yield significant outcomes for low education atepdl <0.05 for the Kendall's Tau
coefficients. All are negatively correlated, meanihat low educated respondents on average
(compared to average and higher educated pargrégsyidess time playing games with their
children, less frequently visit the zoo and/ or aement parks and their children are on
average involved in less “social sports”. The fokthose two conclusions can also be drawn
when comparing low educated parents to only thea@ee educated parents, using the
coefficients from the regression analysis.
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Conclusion

Low educated parents do seem to be associatedchilitiren in less possession of family
generated social capital, at least when lookinglating games together and visiting the zoo
and/ or amusement parks. Children of low educatednts are also involved in significantly
less “social sports”, although the figure statedswgenerated using only 29 cases. When
looking at family possessed social capital, playgagnes together does not show the same
evidence as the other two variables. Furthermdreset out of four variables regarding
possessed social capital outside of the family showsignificant results. Based on these
results it is not possible to reject hypothesesdd 1b entirely, but neither is it possible to
definitively confirm them. The conclusion thus isat partial evidence is found for the
hypotheses.

Other social capital indicators of children and paents

This last part serves to give some additional imsigto the relationship between social
capital of children and education as well as theoimne of the parents. Ten variables are
included. Some of the variables serve as factorssiply influencing social capital
accumulation (instable factors and communicatiarerity with the parents, both derived
from the conceptual framework) while others rel@te range of different things associated
with social capital (e.qg. is a child allowed to eelbs the parents in an informal way).

Two of the variables are combined variables. Thst fis social freedom, measuring what
freedom parents would give to a child of ten ohrae-point scale.

Table 4.5: Social freedom. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,856

» Time of coming home in the evening (parents de€idaildren decide)

» Staying at a friends house (parents decide — ehildecide)

*  Which friends can stay over (parents decide — ohildiecide)

* What a child does on the computer (parents decittéldren decide)

» Hobby of child (parents decide — children decide)

» What child does on the Smartphone (if any) (pardatsde — children decide)

All the above variables have been reversed, sotligaanswer with the highest score stands
for the most freedom and this the maximal possybibr gaining social capital for children.

The second combined variable is level norms valnesasuring the level of most often
positively valued norms and values in society. Raravere asked whether they thought a
certain value was important with their own child@na five point scale.

Table 4.6: Level norms values. Cronbach’s Alfa @,86

» Important that children pay attention to other deqdoes not agree — agrees)

» Important that children having good manners (dagsagree — agrees)

» Important that children have got a feeling of respbility (does not agree — agrees)

* Important that children obey the parents (doesagote — agrees)

» Important that children (if of sufficient age) heifth household chores (does not agree — agrees)
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Three variables (misunderstandings, misunderstgadiespondent and misunderstandings
partner) were combined in to a single variable alibe level of understanding between

parents and their children. The Cronbach’s Alfa flois scale was only 0,454, with no

possible solutions of combined items. The variaklese left on their own. For analysis the

results are split into the categories instabledi@tcommunication fluency and norms and
values to make the interpretation of the resulsseea

Table 4.7: Instable factors in the household

Theme(s) | Question/  Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45

variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Ad|. Low High
R2 R2

Parental separation Linear N.S.F. .057 -.224 .223

Kendall's Tau -.268*
Instable factors total (N57) N.S.F.
Moving out total (N57) N.S.F.

****k= gignificance .000
***= significant at level < .01

**= gignificant at leve< .05
*= significant devel < .10

The instable factors possibly effecting social tapaccumulation as discussed in the
conceptual framework are essentially measured tmithvariables (divorces oldest child has
experienced and times oldest child has moved watfergs), with a third variable being a
combination of the two added together. The varigideental separation containing low
income as an independent variable is the only oitfe avsignificant result, albeit only at p-
level <0.10 and only with the Kendall's Tau cortela test. Children from low-income
families might be involved in significantly morevdrces, but evidence is quite low. Of all the
respondents 33,9 percent said their oldest chilat Weough one or more parental divorces.

Table 4.8: Level of understanding between childied parents

Theme(s) | Question/  Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Ad|. Low High
R2 R2
3 No misunderstandings Linear N.S.F. .077 -.848** -.598
Kendall's Tau -.292** -.022
3 No misunderstandings Linear .021 -.024 -.604* N.S.F.
EEfPEITeETe Kendall's Tau -.215*
No misunderstandings partner N.S.F.

**x*k= gignificance .000
***= significant at level < .01

**= gignificant at leve< .05
*= significant devel < .10

The results in table 4.8 reflect the level of ustiending between the oldest child living at the
parental home and his or her parents. Once agast Rwsquare values are relatively low.
Despite this, two results are found. It is perhapsewhat surprising that higher educated
parents seem to have a lower level of understanditig their children (significance level
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<0.10). Maybe children from higher educated parém® more own opinions due to getting
higher education themselves (resulting in more ledsf, maybe the parents do not have
enough time for their children resulting in argunserbut another thing to notice is that the
education level is measured as being the higheshgmespondent and partner, meaning that
the respondent is not necessarily the one beinlgehigducated (see chapter three). Since a
comparable result is not seen with the level ofeusihnding between partner and child and
the low significance of the result, no definite clusions can be drawn from these figures.
More significant is the result that parents withwlincomes have got significantly more
misunderstandings with the oldest child more a\ml <0.05.

Table 4.9: Norms and values children

Theme(s) | Question/ Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Adj. Low High
R2 R2
Opinion disco 15y/o is Linear 141 .195 - N.S.F.
normal 1.165*
Kendall's Tau -
.383**
First name basis N.S.F.
Social freedom N.S.F.
Level norms values N.S.F.
**x*= gignificance .000 **= gignificant at leMe< .05
***= gignificant at level < .01 *= significant devel < .10

Only one (highly) significant result can be deriviedm all the variables. This is a variable
consisting of only one item. Parents with a highaadion find it significantly less normal for
15 year old children to be allowed to go to disdwygheir parents. Translated to the effect for
the own children this means higher educated paeggtsignificantly less likely to allow their
children (if 15) to go to the disco. This resulsignificant at a P-value below 0.01 compared
to average educated parents as well as averagdoan@éducated parents. This lack of
freedom is not seen with the freedom indicatorthensocial freedom variable. No significant
differences have been found regarding freedom tityear-old children, not with the level
of social norms and values of the own children #rete are no significant differences in
whether children are allowed to speak informativelyheir parents or not.

Conclusion social capital
In the tables displayed in the conclusion part lué tapital types, like table 4.10, the

significance is displayed for the Kendall’'s Tauules The results are all framed in the way it
would probably influence the children themselves.
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Table 4.10: Results social capital

Social capital

Low income High income Low education High education

Less children visit socia Playing less games wit| Higher possibility for

networks regularly* the family** gaining social capital in
the neighbourhood**

Parents have gone thou Visiting amusement par| Better neighbourhood

more separations* and zoo less** indicators**

More misunderstanding Attending less sports witl More misunderstandings

with both the parents** social connection** with the respondent*
Less likely to be allowed
to go to the disco when
15 years old***

In this chapter some significant results have bdescribed regarding the influence of
parental income and education on the social capitathildren. Few significant results

regarding the influence of income have been folire are more results with education as
an independent variable. Looking at the hypothabsut neighbourhood indicators, results
seem to suggest higher educated parents live ighbeurhoods scoring higher on the
“positive indicators” scale. This translates in emvironment where children in general will

feel safer, where there is more to do for childreanting to play outside and to more

possibilities for social interaction with people the neighbourhood. All these indicators
provide a better basis for gaining social capitaéwbeing a child.

When it comes to the possessed social capital etitlilren (family wise or through other
social arrangements) the data shows that low eddigadrents on average tend to play less
games with their children and to pay less visitth® zoo and amusement parks. These facts
are not enough to accept hypotheses. Adding toifesmation it can be seen that there is
one other significant finding, which is that highestucated parents are very significantly so
less likely to allow their 15 year old children &@ify) to the disco’s.

Looking back at the conceptual framework, some icagpibns are found. When less social
capital is built up in low educated families, pbdgies for developing social capital with
children might be compromised. However, social tedpvith family support consists of more
than playing games and going to the zoo and/ caransement park, so the data does not
necessarily build a foundation for evidence regaydiossible problems with low educated
families and social capital formulation in the loregm. Whenever social capital is lacking in
families it can be found outside of the family, lngsides the better neighbourhood (which
might build a foundation for social capital buildiroutside of the family) with higher
educated families there is no evidence any ladornial capital with low educated parents is
counteracted by social capital accumulation outeidbe parental home.

In the conceptual framework care from parents aid pmployment were also mentioned as
a possible basis for social capital formulationeTdoncepts of parental care and parental
supervision will be discussed in the chapter alsymbolic capital. Paid employment is in
focus in the chapter about economic capital.
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4.2 Cultural Capital

Culture in general is linked to norms and valuesciviare binding groups. Cultural capital
can subsequently be defined by what certain grafigseople value as culture, with some
outings valued higher than other outings. Sociaslis (still) considered to be an important
divider between cultural activities rated high owlin society. Cultural reproduction theory
follows up on this line of reasoning, with familyeibg the source of distinction being
produced.

Cultural capital can be very broad. This is becaugk and low valued cultural outings differ

from group to group. This can especially be seethénso-called embodied state of cultural
capital, with language (which is also the basisddot of other capital types accumulation)
differing from society to society. The survey amguayents covered mostly this embodied
predisposition, with education as an important mheitgant of cultural capital, but it also

covered cultural activities pursued by the childneth their parents as well as the children on
their own or with peers.

Just like in the social capital chapter this partdivided into several peaces, with the
hypotheses being the most important divider. Thist fpart deals with the educational

attainment of children in relation to both educatend income of the parents. The second
part is about cultural activities the children wemgaged in. After that, possessed cultural
capital as a whole will be discussed. The chaptéir cwnclude with some other themes

relating to cultural capital, but not directly rietey to the hypotheses formulated earlier in the
research. Every part will begin with explaining tt@mpiled variables before moving on to

the results. The different themes are once agabetfound in front of the variable name. In

the case of cultural capital, these are the themes:

1 = Norms and values

2 = Education

3 = Cultural expressions

4 = Freedom to explore culture

As is apparent from these themes, the second artt dbver the hypotheses, whereas the
other two cover subjects discussed separatelyeatrd of the chapter. After each part a short

conclusion will follow, which will in the end leatb a conclusion about children and their
cultural capital related to income and educatiothefparents.

Educational attainment and cultural capital of children

The first part is about cultural capital in therfoof educational attainment. The hypotheses
that suit this part are directly derived from theerhture discussed in the conceptual
framework. They are:

2a. Educational attainment of children is positwetlated to parental income.

2b. Educational attainment of children is positwetlated to parental education.
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There are not many questions in the survey regartie education of children. Educational
attainment should be quite easy to measure by gsWmat levels of schooling children attend
of have attended in the past. The survey accouiotethis by asking the highest level of
education for all children living at the parentahte.

Only high school levels (low/ medium/ high) wereeds making it possible to interpret the
results. Unfortunately this left only 29 cases wiis variable, since other children were not
in high school. The only other question giving dea about educational attainment which
could be achieved by the children is the one askirgespondent about how important he or
she feels it is that children at least finish hggihool. Although this is no guarantee of school
achievements, it gives somewhat of an idea of theuat of “push” parents would engage in
order to get good school achievement of the childiide results from the linear regression
analysis did not provide a basis for further analyas all significance levels were above 0.20.
Judging by these results, a significant relatiotwken the income and education of parents
on one hand and educational attainment on the bied is not found. The hypotheses thus
cannot be accepted, despite the evidence foundhanliterature with regards to cultural
reproduction theory.

Cultural activities and cultural capital of childre n

Four variables are relating to cultural activitehildren and with it to the next hypotheses:
3a. The number of cultural activities of childrenpositively related to parental income.

3b. The number of cultural activities of childrenpositively related to parental education.

Two of the variables are constructed out of mudtigjuestions. The first one is cultural
activities total; the amount of time the respondesd spent visiting several cultural venues
with the oldest child. Although it is a sum of tirmeending and as such not a scale of items, it
is still interesting to see that the Cronbach’saAdin all venues together is 0,887. There is a
strong relation between visiting the different vesu

Table 4.11: Cultural activities total. Cronbach’$a20,887

Classical concert
Pop concert
Opera

A play

Ballet

Cabaret

Musical

Movie

Museum
Dance-evening

For the variable above, one outlier was removethfemalysis. This respondent had scored
the maximum amount of visits for every cultural uenThe second constructed variable was
visiting library measured on a five point scalegwh in table 4.12 on the next page.
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Table 4.12: Visiting library. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,891

e Oldest child; visiting library with parents (nevemultiple times a week)
e Oldest child; visiting library by itself (never —uitiple times a week)

Both variables are recoded such that a higher starels for more visits to the library. One
outlier was removed from analysis.

Table 4.13: Cultural activities of children

Theme(s) | Question/ Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Ad|. Low High
R2 R2
3 Cultural activities (N = Linear .041 -.880 .800 .035 -.486 1.448
55)
Kendall's Tau .269*
3 Reading  stories  fc Linear .022 -.616* -.008 .038 -.860* -.342
children
Kendall's Tau -.220* -.241*
3(4) Visiting cities (n/y) (N = Phi-coefficient | ---- .069 .268* -.223 .028
38)
Visiting library N.S.F.
****k= gignificance .000 **= gignificant at leve< .05
***= gignificant at level < .01 *= significant devel < .10

The low N with visiting cities is because only cagming on vacation in the last year were
included. Many people had not gone on a holiday wheir children last year. None of the
results are very significant. There are some gigamt results on the <0.10 level though. High
income parents spent more time visiting culturadlvéges with their children compared to
middle and low income parents. Both low income bwl educated parents spent less time
reading to their children, compared to both midatie high education. This result is a bit odd,
because as can be seen when looking at higher teduaad higher income parents, these
groups too score lower on the amount of readinght&r children compared to middle
educated and middle income groups. Apparently tiddle groups spent much more time
reading to their children. Compared to the low eded this might be a cultural capital
transfer attempt from the parents. In the caseigtidn income and educated parents, they
might be busier than the middle group parents witrer things, like employment, causing
them to have less time for reading to their chitdre

The last result in this section is that higher eded parents are more likely to go on a cultural
holiday (visiting a city) than the middle educaggdup of parents. In total there were only six
respondents who had indicated going on holiday ¢@yain the past year. Three out of those
six were in the high educated group of parentseihe open to question way of measuring
a cultural vacation (going on city trips), the valof this result might be considered low.
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Conclusion

On the basis of the results presented, both hypethen cultural activities are considered
rejected. There are some indications on a coupiecébles that the hypotheses might hold
ground at significance level 0.10, but this selaVves a large margin of error. No convincing
evidence is found that there is indeed a positigeetation between income and / or
education and cultural activities the children weet

Cultural capital of children
4a. Cultural capital of children is positively ré&ad to parental income.
4b. Cultural capital of children is positively reé&ad to parental education.

For cultural capital formation as discussed in ¢baceptual framework, the most important
indicator is the level of schooling of the childrels was seen in the part above about
education, no significant results were found os ttariable. On the basis of this information,
together with the other variables already discusHesl hypotheses about possessed cultural
capital of children in relation to parental educatand income must be rejected.

Other cultural capital indicators of children and parents

In this part some other indicators of cultural talpaccumulation will be discussed, with a
focus on cultural freedom and norms and valuesedtwf the variables are combined
variables. The first one is cultural freedom, altbetfreedom parents would give to a 10 year
old child. Only the propositions which had anythitogdo with culture are selected for this
compiled variable.

Table 4.14: Cultural freedom. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,872

*  Which television programmes to watch (parents deeighildren decide)
» What child does on computer (parents decide — i&hildecide)

e Which hobby (parents decide — children decide)

* What music child listens to (parents decide — chiiddecide)

* What child does on smartphone (parents decideldrehidecide)

Another combined variable is norms values commdigut several commonly positively
valued character traits or norms and values togetheating a very reliable scale. All
guestions are about how important the parents ttentain traits with children are.

Table 4.15: Norms values common. Cronbach’s Algb8,

» Important that children care about other childoes not agree — agrees)

» Important that children want to know why things pap in the world (does not agree — agrees)
» Important that children have got manners (doesgmte — agrees)

» Important that children have got a feeling of respbility (does not agree — agrees)

» Important that children have self control (doesagtee — agrees)

» Important that children are neat (does not agragrees)

* Important that children are doing their best abstlidoes not agree — agrees)

* Important that children obey the parents (doesagote — agrees)
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When adding help household, the importance of thwe children helping with the household
we get norms values total about the norms and satuéotal. It does decline the Cronbach’s
Alfa a little bit to 0,938, which is still very hig The Cronbach’s Alfa for help household is
0,884. The two items included in this scale are:

Table 4.16: Help household. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,884

» Important that children help with household chqdses not agree — agrees)
* Important that children clean own room (does notag- agrees)

The variables included in the total norms and v@Mere added together in a later stage and
first analysed separately for the independent dduc@arental indicator. That is the reason
the importance caring variable is listed as anaefdonsult appendix 4 for details); it yielded a
significant result for the Kendall’'s Tau at p-lew#.10. Of all the extra variables, this was the
only one yielding a (small) significant result. Lagducated parents seem to attach less value
to their children caring about other children coneglato average and high educated:

Table 4.17: Other cultural capital indicators

Theme(s) | Question/ Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Adj. Low High
R2 R2
1 Importance caring for Linear .021 -.206 122 N.S.F.
others
Kendall's Tau -.208*
Cultural freedom N.S.F.
Importance finishing school N.S.F.
First name basis N.S.F.
Norms values common N.S.F.
Norms values total N.S.F.
Help household N.S.F.
**x%k= gignificance .000 **= gignificant at leve< .05
***= significant at level < .01 *= gignificant devel < .10

In order to see what norms and values Dutch pathirtk are important, a description of the
sample for the education dataset is provided belittv the mean scores per question. The
higher the score, the more important parents tthekvalue is, with 5 being the maximum.

Table 4.18: Average scores on norms and valuepitigns

Important that children: Mean Std. Deviation
Care about other children 4,69 ,573
Want to know why things happen in the world 4,50 ,692
Have got manners 4,69 547
Have got a feeling of responsibility 4,69 ,547
Have self control 4,59 ,623
Are neat 4,54 ,627
Are doing their best at school 4,58 ,599
Obey the parents 4,39 723
Help with household chores 4,18 ,828
Clean own room 4,31 ,816
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What can be seen is that all propositions scork, mgeaning that parents think all values and
acts are important or very important. The houselabldre related propositions score the
lowest with the highest standard deviation, indigathat parents care less about these acts
being done by their children than they care ableetvalues. From these values the one about
obeying scores lowest, which could be in line while theory about families getting more
democratic as stated in the first chapter.

Conclusion cultural capital

Table 4.19: Conclusion cultural capital

Cultural capital

Low income High income Low education High education

Parents are reading lej Children going on morg Parents are reading lej More likely to visit cities
stories to their children* | cultural activities with| stories to their children* | on the holiday with
parents* parents*

Parents think it is les
important  that their
children care about othg
children*

Based on the results the dataset yielded, noneedhypotheses regarding cultural capital can
be accepted. In fact, there were only a coupleapiables significant at level <0.10. Parents
with a high income seem to spend more time in tatating various cultural activities with
their oldest child than parents with a lower incofarents with a low income, as well as the
low educated parents spent less time reading to¢hiégdren when compared to parents with
higher education/ income and even more so comgaredddle educated and middle income
parents. Parents with higher education are lesdylito go on a cultural holiday the data
seems to suggest. However, due to the very smaipleasize and the somewhat strange
definition of what cultural holidays are, this réduas to be taken with a grain of salt. The last
significant correlation was found regarding parenith lower education caring less about
their children caring about other people.

The conclusion is that this data hardly tells tlkeader anything useful about a possible
relation between income of the parents and thau@llicapital of their children. This goes

against the literature review in the conceptuahiwork, stating that there are cultural capital
transfers from parents to children based on edutalihe most significant results came with
the variables relating to cultural activities. Tmsight indeed be the best indicator for
measuring cultural capital with children when kegpin mind conceptual problems regarding
educational attainment of children.

4.3 Symbolic Capital

Symbolic capital can be quite an ambiguous ternabse what is considered to be symbolic
capital, or valued practices, differs from grougtoup. Wealth serves as an example for this,
as it is symbolically valued in many groups butlwidt be so in all groups and cultures. Apart
from wealth, status, prestige and reputation atenovalued making them part of symbolic
capital. With children determinants might thus ghtallowances, many possessions or going
on days out or holidays with the parents oftentHa conceptual framework it was also
discussed how praiseworthy character traits arebelinally valued. These traits can be
inherited when parents raise their children, inchihtare and supervision serve as a sort of
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proxy. Symbolic freedom is yet another part of sgiitocapital for children; the amount of
freedom the children get to express them selvesdandhat they want to do. With all these
determinants of symbolic capital the rule is thatvill not be valued in every group, as is
inherent with symbolic capital.

In this chapter, the first part will be about thenisfers of care and supervision from parents to
children. This can turn into praiseworthy charadtaits with the child. The second part is
about possessed symbolic capital, which is measaréte form of allowances, possessions
and freedom. The last part covers all other surpegstions related to symbolic capital in
order to come to a conclusion about symbolic chpga concept at the end of the chapter.

The four themes that can be distinguished in tineesuquestions are in line with the topics as
discussed in the conceptual framework and sumnubalkeve:

1 = Freedom for child

2 = Love, care attention

3 = Positive norms and values
4 = Possessions (material)

Care and supervision from the parents and symbolicapital of children

The first part is related to care and supervisiamfthe parents. The hypotheses formulated
to go along this subject are:

5a. Good parental indicators like care and supaonsare positively related to parental
income.

5b. Good parental indicators like care and supedonsare positively related to parental
education.

When these hypotheses are accepted it will giveesadication about the chances of children
developing character traits that are (in generafisalered praiseworthy in Dutch society (if
not in any). Several variables are combined oumatftiple questions and/ or propositions
from the survey. Some combinations could not mageate and are left separate.

The first combined variable is about care and sugen when it comes to drinking alcohol
and going out. The scores on the items have beamnsed so that a higher score stands for
more freedom, but as one could argue at the sangestiands for less care and supervision of
the parents.

Table 4.20: Freedom alcohol disco. Cronbach’s Alie21

e  Children should not drink alcohol before reaching age of 16 (does not agree — agrees)
e | do not understand parent who let their 15 yedrobildren go out in disco’s (does not agree —egjre

The next variable is an important indicator foreganeasuring items like being at home with
small children, sending children to day care andgusorrecting hits or not.
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Table 4.21: Home with children. Cronbach’s AlfaZil7

June 2014

» Both parents work outside; family should preferatalye care of children (does not agree — agrees)
e Children come home from day care, parents shoukt beme (does not agree — agrees)

e “Caorrecting hits” not contemporary norm (does ngite&2 — agrees)

« Part of good upbringing is “correcting hits at dndn”* (does not agree — agrees)
e Children going to day care two mornings a weekoisanproblem* (does not agree — agrees)

» Women having baby should temporarily stop workidggs not agree — agrees)

 Would never send kid to day care (255) (does niaeag agrees)

When deleting the first proposition about familkitey care of the children, the Alfa rises to
0,801. This is “home with children 2”. The two pagitions about correcting hits are joined
in the correcting hits variable, with an Alfa of885. The two propositions with stars are
reversed to reflect more / better care with higloares on the variables.

An attempt was made to unite three variables (utdonsupport, visibility help and giving
much) on one scale, but no scale was possible glfanlevel of only 0,452. The two
variables about dinner choices (influence out fimndr and influence dinner choice) had a
negative Cronbach’s Alfa of -0, 01. The variablesw communication between the oldest
child and the parents together (misunderstandimgsunderstandings respondent and
misunderstandings partner) only yielded a Cronkmaélfa of 0,454 with no scale possible.

Table 4.22: Care and supervision of parents

Theme(s) | Question/  Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Adj. Low High
R2 R2
1 Freedom alcohol/ disco Linear 111 .706 -1.374* N.S.F.
Kendall's Tau .286** =
.323**
2 Giving much to children Linear .054 .353 -.387 N.S.F.
Kendall's Tau .207*
2 Talk about future Linear .028 -.343* -127 .072 -.460** -.031
Kendall's Tau -.231* -.324**
2 No misunderstandings Linear N.S.F. .077 -.848** -.598
Kendall's Tau -.292** -.022
2 No misunderstandings Linear .021 -.024 -.604* N.S.F.
fEEE ST Kendall's Tau -.215*
2 Reading stories to Linear .022 -.616* -.008 .038 -.860* -.342
children Kendall's Tau -.220* -.241
Home with children N.S.F.
Home with children 2 N.S.F.
Correcting hits N.S.F.
Bring to school N.S.F.
Unlimited support from parents N.S.F.
Visibility help N.S.F.
Influence out for dinner N.S.F.
Influence dinner choice N.S.F.
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Visiting playground N.S.F.

No misunderstandings partner N.S.F.

Knowledge subjects child N.S.F.

Help homework N.S.F.
****k= gignificance .000 **= gignificant at leve< .05
***= significant at level < .01 *= gignificant devel < .10

There are some significant findings in the tableg cof the correlations is even very
significant. When looking at the amount of freedggarding alcohol habits and going out to
disco’s, significant effects have been found witlu@tion as an independent variable. Low
educated parents are associated with giving meezlérm than those that have gotten a higher
education. The significance level is <0.05. Witgher educated parents, the opposite effect is
seen at a significance level of less than 0.01héfigeducated parents tend to give their
children less freedom regarding alcohol usage\atuag age and regarding going to disco’s
when young. For these hypotheses this effect hdsettranslated to care and supervision.
Based on these results it must be concluded thata@d supervision measured with these
two propositions goes up significantly with higheducated parents, while dropping
significantly with low educated parents, as 15 yaldrchildren are not allowed to consume
alcohol or go to regular disco’s.

A small significant effect (at level <0.10) is faliwith low educated parents being more
likely to give their children everything they wisbr if they could, compared to those with a

higher education. This could translate to more teiag given by low educated parents, but
at the same time this care could be bad for thidrem; a spoiled child might encounter

psychological problems in the long run.

When it comes to talking with children about thé&ufe, something which can be considered
part of taking good care of your children, sigrafit effects can be seen with low educated as
well as with low income parents. While the effestmore significant with low income
parents, results seem to indicate that both graupdess likely to talk about the future with
their children, spending less time guiding theiildrien along the path of life and preparing
them for what might happen.

When it comes to communication fluency betweenpdorents and the oldest child, significant
effects can be seen with two out of three propmssti(the third one being about fluency
between the partner and the oldest child). Theeesanificantly more misunderstandings
between oldest child and parents when the paresms got a lower income (P < 0.05).
Perhaps monetary restrictions lead to a lower le¥einderstanding. Although P-values of
parents in the highest income group are above 0eBdjts do seem to point in the direction
of the least misunderstanding in the middle incaraup, since coefficients for the higher
income group are also negative. The same can be wile regard to education for the
misunderstandings respondent variable and higherateld people. Possible explanations are
given in the chapter on social capital.

When it comes to reading stories to the childremjais already seen with cultural capital that

both low educated and lower income parents on geespend less time reading to their
children, translating in less care. The signifiatevel however is relatively small.
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Conclusion

Regarding income, there are a couple of indicatwasthere is a difference between the level
of care from parents with a low income and parevite a high(er) income. Parents with a
low income are less likely to talk to their childreabout the future, have got more
misunderstandings with their oldest child and ass llikely to read stories to their children.
The results seem to suggest that these differemmesargely in comparison to the middle
income group of parents. This means that ther® iBnear relationship between the income
of parents and the amount of care they give thkildien. The 0-hypothesis is therefore
maintained; there is no significant difference kegw parental income and care or
supervision. Only partial evidence has been found.

The results regarding the education level of themia seem to point in the same direction.
The only real apparent result is that they careemadyout (their own) children not using

alcohol before it is legal and not going to discb&fore the age of 16. Regarding talking
about the future, misunderstandings and readingwedbr the conclusion is the same as with
income: Low educated parents score lower on thel lef/care than parents in the average
education group, but this difference cannot be seémthe higher educated group meaning
that there is not a linear relationship betweencation level of the parents and care-
indicators. The 0-hypothesis is maintained withygrdrtial evidence available supporting the
alternative hypotheses.

Symbolic capital of children

The second set of hypotheses is about the possegsdablic capital of children in the form
of freedom and in the form of allowances and pagsas which can both generate status
among their peers. The hypotheses are:

6a. Symbolic capital of children is positively redd to parental income.

6b. Symbolic capital of children is positively reld to parental education.

There are three propositions in the survey reggrditowances being independent from the
allowances of other children. Though the subjeeatisut the same in these three propositions,
together they only account for a Cronbach’s AlfaD¢#41. There is no solution possible with
regards to putting the items together on a scale.

Then there is a scale measuring what is in this called “symbolic freedom”, combined of

several items in which parents indicated how muebdom they would give to a child of 10
years old. Table 4.23 on the next page shows ¢hasiincluded in this variable.
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Table 4.23 Symbolic freedom. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,929

e Choice of sport (parents decide — children decide)

» Time of coming home at night (parents decide —dcii decide)

» Time of going to bed (parents decide — childrenaisc

»  Whether child goes along on a holiday (parentsdieeichildren decide)
e Staying over at friends house (parents decide ldretn decide)

e Choice of tv-program (parents decide — childrendic

» Decorating bedroom (parents decide — children @gcid

*  Which friends can stay over for the night (paretgside — children decide)
* What child does on holiday (parents decide — céildiecide)

* What child does on computer (parents decide — ichildecide)

» Choice of hobby (parents decide — children decide)

e Choice of music (parents decide — children decide)

e What child does on smartphone (parents decidelerehidecide)

Five other questions, which together form a surtot#l things the oldest child has to pay for
himself, stand for a Cronbach’s Alfa of 0,723. Thisalso the maximum amount possible
with this combination of items. The possessionsstjaeed about in the survey are paying
themselves for clubs, clothes, for savings, goimigamd paying for lunch at school.

The possessions child variable contains the amotiitems possessed by the oldest child

living at the parental home. The following possessiare included in the survey:

Table 4.24 Possessions child

e Smartphone
e Regular mobile phone
e Desktop pc

e Laptop pc

*  Own television
» DVD-player

*  Mp3-player

e Tablet

Table 4.25 shows the results for symbolic capitalan be seen at page 72.
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Table 4.25: Symbolic capital of children

Theme(s) | Question/ Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Adj. Low High
R2 R2
1 Freedom alcohol/ disco Linear 111 .706 -1.374* N.S.F.
Kendall's Tau .286** -
.323**
*
1 Freedom spendings Linear .023 .050 .815* N.S.F.
Kendall's Tau .209*
4 Dependence allowance Linear .059 197 -.946** .061 -.325 -1.182*
Kendall's Tau -.259** -.305**
4 Vacation total Linear 114 - .040 .031 -.441 .130
573**
Kendall's Tau - -.242*
A410**
4 Visiting amusement Linear .048 -.331** -.170 N.S.F.
Kendall's Tau -.273**
4 Allowance total Linear N.S.F. .120 453** .614**
Kendall's Tau .204 .225
4 Possessions child Linear N.S.F. .081 - .196
1.376*
*
Kendall's Tau -.303**
4 Type of home Linear .057 -.007 .598** N.S.F.
Kendall's tau .321**
*
4 Rooms home total Linear .081 -.447 1.214* .220 - 1.217
* 1.706*
*k
Kendall's Tau .316** - .300**
* 454**
*
Extra allowance N.S.F.
Allowance comparison N.S.F.
Paying child N.S.F.
Symbolic freedom N.S.F.
**x*= gignificance .000 **= gignificant at leMe< .05
***= significant at level < .01 *= gignificant devel < .10

Considering rooms total there were two outlierscihihave been removed. The results are
discussed in three different categories: Freeddlowances/ possessions and immaterial
possessions.

Freedom
As was already seen in the first part of this ceggow educated parents allow their children
more freedom when it comes to alcohol usage andggout to disco’s, whereas higher

educated parents allow their children, even mageifstantly so, less freedom. In terms of
possessed symbolic capital, children from highercated parents will have less among many
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of their peers. When looking at the freedom to sp@oney in a way children want to spend
it themselves, there is an indication with a p-eabf less than 0.10 that children of higher
educated parents are allowed more freedom comparaderagely educated as well as low
educated parents. The last indicator of freedonensoved from the table because it did not
generate any significant result. When it comeshitden of 10 years old, parents from all
categories allow them about the same amount ofdéme at least with no significant
differences.

Allowances and possessions

The first result shows that both with higher incoamel with higher education the allowances
children get are significantly (p <0.05) less degert on what children from other parents get
when compared to low educated and lower income ngaréNVhether children get an
allowance as well as a clothing allowance (alloveamatal) does not differ significantly
between the three education groups. When lookinigcatme however, it is clear from the
linear regression that both lower income parentshagher income parents are more likely to
give allowances than the middle income group. Blés means there is no linear relationship
between the income of the parents and the chana#osiances for children. It is clear that
the middle income group is the exception, becausenwa Kendall’s Tau is conducted to
compare low income to higher income and high incamelower income there is no
significant result either way. The adjusted R-squarrelatively high, even though the sample
is very small; meaning a large amount of variarscexplained by income. Allowances do not
guarantee a certain amount of possessions thoughafount of items possessed by children
in low income families is significantly lower thahe amount of items in both middle and
higher income families.

Immaterial possessions

With regard to going on vacation with the childr@mnd visiting a zoo or amusement park,
children from low educated parents are significalgss likely to go along on such trips than
their peers from higher educated families. In thgsecof holidays the significance is less than
0.01 and in the case of going to the zoo or an amast park it is less than 0.05. Another
“possession” that might be considered giving syntboépital is the size of the house the
parents live in. It is apparent that the housedaager with higher educated families and there
are also more rooms in those homes. When comptritogy educated families, the p-value is
less than 0.01 in both cases, when comparing widhagie educated parents it is less than
0.05. With differences in income, no significansults can be seen when looking at the type
of home. This could perhaps partly be explainedngysmall sample size, after all it is a bit
odd that there is quite a distinction with eduaatiut the same cannot be said about income
(which would seem more logical). Looking at the tnemof rooms however, there is a clear
significant relationship between income and the lpemof rooms in the parental home.
Lower income families have got significantly les®ms in the home at a p-value less than
0.01. This average compares to all higher incomibe.Kendall's Tau also shows that higher
income families have got significantly more roomshe houses (p < 0.05) compared to all
lower incomes.

Conclusion

Regarding symbolic freedom, whether children hawé more or less freedom seems to
depend on the subject of freedom. When it comesrtoes like drinking alcohol, children
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from higher educated parents seem to get lessdneeWhen it comes to spending money,
they get more than their peers from low educatedrs. In terms of allowances, the height
of them is less dependent from that of other chidwith high educated and high income
parents. Groups with middle income parents ardethst likely to get allowances and clothing
allowances. Kids from low income families possesss lluxury items. Children with parents
having got a lower education are less likely toagpa holiday with the parents or to an
amusement park while at the same time having sntadiees with fewer rooms. Low income
parents do also raise their children in smallersesuvith fewer rooms.

What does this mean for possessed symbolic castalwhole? Although there is not a very
clear relation, the trend seems to be that thene fact a relation between symbolic capital
and both income and education. There are at leestigle of factors proving this relationship
exists. Except for freedom regarding drinking alalolind such, children from low educated
families and from lower income families do enjogdesymbolic capital than other children.
The conclusion is that both hypotheses are accepted

Other symbolic capital indicators of children and marents

There is one other variable related to symboliataipwhich is in line with the theory that
care and supervision often lead to the buildinglaracter traits with their children which are
in general valued positively in society. This i® thcale measuring positive character traits
valued by parents.

Table 4.26: Importance positive traits. Cronba&ifa 0,953

Important that children pay attention to other deddoes not agree — agrees)
Important that children have good manners (doesgte — agrees)

Important that children are neat (does not agragrees)

Important that children have got a feeling of respbility (does not agree — agrees)
Important that children have got self-control (does agree — agrees)

The Cronbach’s Alfa for this compiled variable i®9%8, meaning it is a good scale for
measuring positive character traits. However, wth@ing the analysis it turned out that there
were no significant findings with this variable. & lamount of value parents attach to their
own children having various positive charactert¢raioes not differ per group. The positive
value attached to these traits might be more stiogethan thought, causing the lack of
significant variation among the scores.
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Conclusion symbolic capital

Table 4.27: Results symbolic capital

Symbolic capital
Low income High income Low education High education
Less likely to talk abouj Allowance less| More freedom for| Less freedom fo
the future with theirf dependent on what othq¢ drinking alcohol and drinking alcohol and
parents** children get** going to the disco** going to the disco***
More misunderstanding| Higher chance of gettin{ Parents more likely tq¢ More misunderstandings
with both the parents** | both general allowancg give children as much g with the respondent*
and allowances fo| possible*
clothes**
Parents are reading le More rooms in thg Playing less games wit| More freedom on how to
stories to their children* | parental home** the family** spend own money*
Going on vacation with Visiting amusement par| Allowance less
parents less* and zoo less** dependent on what other
children get**
Higher chance of gettin Less likely to talk abou| Living in higher category
both general allowance the future with their home***
and allowances fo parents*
clothes**
Less possessions** Parents are reading le{ More rooms in theg
stories to their children* | parental home***
Less rooms in the Going on vacation with
parental home*** parents less***

The theory behind this last section is that syntbalapital, measured through care,
allowances and possessions as indicators, is dekateparental income and to parental
education. Care could build future symbolic capiiglbuilding positively valued character
traits, allowances and possessions could hold slyebalue for the children when young.
There is no evidence that care and future positaies are in fact related, but the data does
seem to suggest that care from parents does net d&ray relation to parents valuing these
positive traits with their children. Whether theediny holds ground or not isn't very
important, since the evidence base supporting ypetheses regarding care is not very high.
There seems to be more evidence for a relationséigveen income and education of the
parents on the one hand and possessed symbolitalcapichildren on the other. The
relationship seems to be positive and significamt both income and education, at least
regarding some determinants that make up symbajiitad.

4.4 Economic Capital

Possessing economic capital is about having bothesnand possessions. It is a useful type
of capital for acquiring other types of capitaly Bfxample cultural capital by visiting cultural
venues. Consumption thus is an important termedléd economic capital. Since income of
the parents is one of the independent variableshauic capital of the children is an
important indicator for their quality of life inihresearch.

There were several themes attached to the questidng survey. There were questions about

material possessions, immaterial possessions,igngstlated to money and questions about
financial raising and responsibility. These themesnumbered in the output tables as such:
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1 = Material
2 = Immaterial
3 = Monetary

4 = Raising/ responsibility

The chapters below are divided between allowangessessions and other economic
indicators.

Allowances and (im)material possessions and econanaapital of children

The first two hypotheses regarding economic capital about both the allowances and the
possessions. Together they make up part of theepssd economic capital of children. These
are the hypotheses:

7a. Allowances and (im)material possessions ofdotil are positively related to parental
income.

7b. Allowances and (im)material possessions ofdotil are positively related to parental
education.

Because all possessed economic capital is coverethdse hypotheses, the following
hypotheses will be regarded as being equal tortks above when analyzing the data:

8a. Economic capital of children is positively rield to parental income.
8b. Economic capital of children is positively reld to parental education.

There were fifteen questions related to this supp#owvhich four were deleted from the table

because they did not yield any significant resulise first of the eight questions measures
whether children get an allowance, allowances fothes or both (allowance total). The

second is about getting allowances for clothes.ohhen there is a question about whether
the oldest child has got an own income, after whalttof the variables above are combined
into a variable measuring spendable income of kivest child.

The next is about the total number of items pogskby the oldest child. Which items were
included was already explained in the symbolic teyghapter. The last question is about the
number of insurances the parents pay for theirstldhbild. There were several insurances
included in the question, for example a life insww& and study insurance, but parents also
had the opportunity to include extra insurancedjraglto the total number of insurances.

The two questions about home indicators were addedne scale with similar ways of

measurement (5 point categorical scale), but thlg gielded a Cronbach’s Alfa of 0,506.
The items were thus left separate.
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Table 4.28: Economic capital of children
Theme(s) | Question/  Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Adj. Low High
R2 R2
3 Allowance total Linear N.S.F. .120 453** .614**
Kendall's Tau .204 .225
Allowance clothes (n/y) Phi-coefficient | ---- .079 -.070 .301** .160
3 Income child (n/y) Phi-coefficient | ---- -.052 271 -.273* 127
Spendable money Linear .022 .182 .607* .145 .335 .978*+*
Kendall's Tau 171 .336**
2 Vacation total Linear 114 - .040 .031 -.441 .130
.573**
Kendall's Tau - -.242*
.410%*
2 Spending holiday (N = Linear .072 - 781.87 N.S.F.
38) 308.68 1*
Kendall's Tau 4 .216
2 Visiting amusement Linear .048 -.331* -.170 N.S.F.
Kendall's Tau -.273*
1 Type of home Linear .057 -.007 .598** N.S.F.
Kendall's Tau .321**
*
1 Rooms home total Linear .081 -.447 1.214* .220 - 1.217
* 1.706*
**
Kendall's Tau .316** - .300**
2 AB4x*
*
1 Possessions child Linear N.S.F. .081 - .196
1.376*
*
Kendall's Tau -.303**
3 Insurances paid by Linear N.S.F. .142 .435 2.026***
parents (N = 48)
Kendall's Tau .303**
Allowance N.S.F.
Paying parents N.S.F.
Pets total N.S.F.
Paying child N.S.F.

****= significance .000

***= significant at level < .01

**= gignificant at leve< .05
*= significant devel < .10

There were some results regarding the hypothesisincome as an independent variable as
well as with education. In the previous chaptewdts already seen that both high income
parents and low income parents are more likelyayp glowances to their children than the

middle income parents. Added to that, children flom income families are more likely to
get an allowance for clothes, which is part of tikal allowances variable and helps explain
this result since there are no significant reswith the “normal allowances” variable.
Children from high educated parents are more likelyeceive an own income, compared to
those with average educated parents. Children foamincome families are less likely so.
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The sum of all the questions about the allowanaglslg/a highly significant result with high
income parents and their children. Their spendedgleme will on average be higher than the
children from middle income families. The same eiffeut with a smaller significance level
can be seen with children who have got parents gher education levels. Remarkable is
that the middle income parents and middle edugadeents are the groups scoring lowest on
the questions about allowances.

When looking at the questions about going on hglidéth the children, despite the low
number of cases there is a very significant effgth regards to low educated parents being
less likely to spend holidays together with théildren. With low income families there is a
similar effect found in comparison to families wighhigher income, but this result is less
significant. It can also be seen that high educptednts on average spend 782 euro more on
a holiday with the children, which is an effect ve p-level of less than 0.10. As was seen
before in earlier chapters, children from low edaddamilies are also less likely to visit the
zoo or amusement parks.

The two questions about the home children liveamehbeen discussed in the chapter about
symbolic capital. In short it can be seen thatdrkih from high educated families live in
larger homes with more rooms than other childrecome of the parents has got a significant
linear effect on the number of rooms in the horhe; ltigher the income, the more rooms in
the home adding to the feeling of children havirtggh economic capital.

The amount of items possessed by children fromitmome families is on average less than
with other families with a P-value of less than3).The last thing that can be seen is that
parents with a high income on average pay for twtcagnsurances for their oldest child than
the middle income class. When compared to both middd lower income families, the
result is still significant, but with a lower P-ua!.

Conclusion

No relationship has been found between educatidrelowances or possessions of children
on a lot of the items. Significant results were rfduwith getting an own income and on

spendable money, going on holidays as well as @oztho or an amusement park and the
scales regarding home characteristics. Partiakene for the hypotheses is found.

With income, there are quite a lot of difference®¢ found. For allowances, the 0-hypothesis
would be maintained. There is no linear relatiopdietween the allowances and income and
children from low income families seem to be eveorenlikely to get allowances than their
peers from high income families. With spendableome there is also no linear relationship.
There is no significant relationship with regardsnbrmal allowances and paying to parents
for living at home. Only having an own income yeeld linear relationship, but there is only a
small significance level with low income parentartial evidence is found, but not enough to
accept the alternative hypothesis.

With regard to possessions it is clear that chidrem low income families possess fewer
items, whereas children from high income familiet more insurances from their parents
(though there isn't a clear linear relationshipazsn income and the number of insurances).
Children from low income families are less likety go on a holiday with their parents and
live in homes with fewer rooms, with the latter izgiopposite for high income parents and
their children. No significant effects have beemirfd with regards to the number of pets

78



The impact of parental income and education omtladity of their children June 2014

possessed by the oldest child. Altogether thimesevidence in support of hypothesis 8a,
but rejecting the 0-hypothesis on the basis ofeliesults, while there are some contradicting
results with the allowances too would go a litde. fOnly partial evidence is found.

Other economic capital indicators of children and arents

Apart from the economic capital possessed, finhneiging of children is another issue
related to economic capital which was asked abwothe survey. There were seven questions
about this, but four of them did not yield any sfgant results. Furthermore, an attempt was
made to create a scale about the amount of redplaysof spending money children would
get from their parents. The three items includedewsaying no”, “freedom money” and
“independence allowance”. Together they create@gative Cronbach’s Alfa, even though

the coding on all variables was correct. The it@ge been left separate.

Table 4.29: Other economic capital indicators

Theme(s) | Question/ Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Adj. Low High
R2 R2
34 Freedom spending Linear .023 .050 .815* N.S.F.
Kendall's Tau .209*
34 Dependence allowance Linear .059 197 -.946** .061 -.325 -1.182*
Kendall's Tau -.259** -.305%*
14 Giving much to children Linear .054 .353 -.387 N.S.F.
Kendall's Tau .207*
Saying no N.S.F.
Extra allowance N.S.F.
Allowance comparison N.S.F.
Good economic teaching N.S.F.
**x*k= gignificance .000 **= gignificant at leve< .05
***= significant at level < .01 *= gignificant devel < .10

The most significant result is found with the vateabout the dependency of allowances
upon the allowances of other children of the sagee(endependence allowance). Parents with
a high income and parents with a high educatiorcatd that the allowances they give to their
children are less likely to be dependent on whiagothildren get. There is another question
in the survey which is about the children statig the parents that they get smaller
allowances than their classmates. Parents coulidaitedwhether this would influence the

amount of allowances. With this variable, thereaveo significant results. There were also
no significant results with the question about wieetchildren would get more money if they

have spent all of their allowance.

Parents with a high education level indicate thatrtchildren are responsible themselves for
what they do with their money, significantly moethan parents with lower education levels
(perhaps only compared to average educated pargéhts)significance of this effect however
is not very big. There is also an effect with refglly little significance when comparing low
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educated parents to higher educated parents wgharde to trying to give the children
everything they wish for. Low educated parents m@e likely to do so. This does not
automatically mean they will give children everyttpithey wish for.

Conclusion economic capital

Table 4.30: Results economic capital

Economic capital
Low income High income Low education High education
Higher chance of getting More spendable money*| Going on vacation with Higher chance of having
allowance clothes** parents less*** an own income**
Lower chance of having¢ More rooms in thg Visiting amusement par| More spendable money*
an own income* home** and zoo less**
Going on vacation with More insurances paid bl Parents more likely tq Larger spending per
parents less* the parents** give children as much g holiday with parents*
possible*
Less possessions** Allowance less| Living in higher category
dependent on what othg home***
children get**
Less rooms in thq More rooms in thg
parental home*** parental home***
More freedom on how to
spend own money*
Allowance less
dependent on what other
children get**

When looking at economic capital in its entiretgrénis not enough evidence to conclude that
education and income have got a positive and $gmf correlation with it. Significant
relationships can be found on the level of indiadscales and items though. With regards to
the data available for this research, the only iBaggmt linear relationship that suits the
hypothesis is the one about the relation betweemtimber of rooms in the parental house
and the income of the parents. When it comes #nfiral raising, allowances for children in
high educated families and high income familiesrsée be less dependent on allowances of
other children and the same children seem to ge¢ mesponsibility themselves for the way
they spend their money. It is possible that a lamgaset would yield more evidence,
especially with regards to the link between theoe level of the parents and economic
capital of the children, since this seems to belanous relationship.

4.5 Human Capital

In the framework human capital contained an edaongtart, a knowledge part and the notion
of health. There were several hypotheses relewahtitnan capital accumulation of children.
The hypotheses about human capital in relatiordta&ion have already been discussed in
the chapter on cultural capital. Three variables ratated to these hypotheses: Whether the
respondent thinks it is important children in gehdmish high school, the average high
school level of the own children and the importan€éhe own children doing their best at
school. With none of the three variables any sigarft results were found. There is no basis
upon which to accept the hypotheses. They willdfuee not be discussed any further.

Then there are the hypotheses regarding generahl&dge, which only refer to two
guestions; one about skills being applied in thesetiold and the other about curiosity. This
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makes the last section about health the biggestgbdhis chapter. The hypotheses for this
part of the chapter state that the possessed hafatthildren is positively correlated to both
income and education of the parents.

General knowledge and human capital of children

These were the two hypotheses related to this stubje

9a. General knowledge of children is positivelatell to parental income.
9b. General knowledge of children is positivelatell to parental education.

The variable about skills applied in the househsldompiled out of five things that could
possibly happen in a household; making own bread, mayonnaise, own cake, own jam and
the tinning (or bottling/ canning) of vegetablefieTiotal number of skills applied makes up
this variable. Since this is a sum of skills, ited®’t necessarily have to be on the same
scale. This is fortunate, because the Cronbachs far this scale would only be 0,592. In
reality this probably means that there are nottaigeople executing all skills, while at the
same time there are not a lot of people executorge rof the skills. This makes a significant
correlation quite unlikely.

Table 4.31: General knowledge of children

Theme(s) | Question/ Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Adj. Low High
R2 R2
Skills household (N = Linear .059 -.643** .024 N.S.F.
%) Kendall's Tau -.253**
Curiosity N.S.F.
**x*= gignificance .000 **= gignificant at leMe< .05
***= significant at level < .01 *= significant devel < .10

The number of people included in this sample wdg 68, but there was a significant result
at level <0.05 for low educated parents. Low edeatatarents tend to apply significantly less
skills in the household than average educated tmr8oth the regression analysis and the
Kendall's Tau confirm this significant differenc&Vith income the relationship lacks
linearity, as well as significant results. The ag number of skills applied in the households
of respondents was only 1,2 per household.

Curiosity of children could be something transfdrfeom parents to children, which in turn
could lead to the children learning more skillsrttwher children because of this curiosity.
Although curiosity with the children was not measirit can be concluded from the data that
there were no significant differences in the amainvalue parents attach to this curiosity
with their own children. No significant results lealsgeen found with this variable and it was
deleted from the table above.
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Conclusion

The concept of knowledge is primarily measured witle variable about the number of skills
applied in the household. Results with this vagabliggest that the hypothesis regarding
education of the parents and knowledge is acceptbde at the same time rejecting the
hypothesis for income of the parents. However, esitie result is only based on this one
significant result, the conclusion will have to bead with a note of caution: If more

knowledge related variables would have been medsasailts could have been different.

Health and human capital of children

Economic situation, being educated and the sooxdt@nment all play a role in maintaining
health. For children this is no different, except that they are largely dependent on their
parents for money, getting educated and creatsurel setting. So income and education of
the parents are important independent variables\wdaking at both the physical and mental
health of children. In the survey questions abaihtkinds of health were asked. In front of
the variables the number 1 stands for physicalramdber 2 for mental health. There are also
variables which can say something about both tgpégalth together.

This part about health will begin with a short ewiabout the social environment and how
this relates to parental income and education. 3tagal environment can influence the health
of children. After discussing the main topics otatdealth this section about health will end
with some additional survey questions which giveidea about how parents think about
certain health topics. This can serve as backgronfmmation about the relationship
between parents and the influence on their childregalth.

Neighbourhood indicators and human capital of childen

The questions regarding neighbourhood indicatoeslagely based on the notion that they
will influence social capital. This influence hasedm discussed in the part about social capital
and the outcome was that higher educated paremdistéelive in neighbourhoods scoring
better on indicators like safety and social bondsthe neighbourhood. There was one
proposition in the survey more directly relatingtte health of children, both mental and
physical. This proposition stated that the neiglmboad would be safe for children to go out
by their own. There is a significant relation fouattda P-level less than 0.05 with this variable.
Low educated parents indicate they live in neiglboads where they feel it is not safe for
children to go out by their own significantly moadéten than the two groups of higher
educated parents. For children living in such surdings this could pose a threat to their
health. This evidence strengthens the acceptanteediypotheses about the neighbourhood
indicators versus the education of the parents.hWégard to income, no (additional)
evidence has been found.
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Table 4.32: Neighbourhood indicators for health
Theme(s) | Question/  Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Adj. Low High
R2 R2
1,2 Safety neighbourhood Linear .038 -.372 .454 N.S.F.
CLliE Kendall's Tau -.229**

**x*= gignificance .000

***= significant at level < .01

**= gignificant at leMe< .05
*= gignificant devel < .10

The total health of children

Table 4.34 gives insight into the relationshipswasin the two parental indicators and the
health of children. The following hypotheses astdd:

11a. The health of children is positively relatecoaarental income.

11b. The health of children is positively relategparental education.

So with these hypotheses some indicators of pasddssalth are measured, although some
are indicators about behaviour which could posélpras to one’s health and often only in
the long run. Five variables gave significant resulvhile a large majority of seventeen did
not. The first variable in the table is a combioatof the children eating varied meals and the
children eating sufficient vegetables.

Table 4.33: Varied meals. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,825

e Itis important that my children eat varied measgs not agree — agrees)
» | pay attention to it that my children eat suffiti&zegetables with dinner (does not agree — agrees)
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Table 4.34: The health of children

Theme(s) | Question/  Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Adj. Low High
R2 R2
1 Varied meals Linear .072 -.970** -.542 .050 -.817* .326
Kendall's Tau -.183 -.235*
1,2 Health children Linear .020 -.320* -.084 N.S.F.
Kendall's Tau -.201
1,2 Children alcohol (N = Linear. N.S.F. .087 33.333 -14.719
56) *
Kendall's Tau .352**
1 Sports total (N = 45) Linear .059 .006 1.236* N.S.F.
Kendall's .262*
Tau
2 Parental separation Linear N.S.F. .057 -.224 .223
Kendall's Tau -.268*
Sufficient vegetables N.S.F.
Happiness children N.S.F.
Children smoking N.S.F.
Enough sleep N.S.F.
Exercise amount N.S.F.
Salty snacks frequency N.S.F.
Frequency illness N.S.F.
Chronic deceases N.S.F.
Deceases total N.S.F.
Friends at home N.S.F.
Moving out total N.S.F.
Instable factors total N.S.F.
Moving out total N.S.F.
Instable factors total N.S.F.
Enough sleep 2 N.S.F.
Safety neighbourhood children N.S.F.
***k= gignificance .000 **= gignificant at leve< .05
***= significant at level < .01 *= significant devel < .10

When first looking at the varied meals variablegah be seen that children of low educated
parents eat less healthy, but only compared tabeage educated group. The P-value is less
than 0.05. When looking at income, children frorwéo income families on average eat less
healthy compared to children in other income categowith a P-value of less than 0.10.
With the low educated group, parents indicate &acebn the health of their children. The
score for this variable is significantly lower th#re score with averagely educated parents,
but with a margin of coincidence larger than 5 patcThe average health of all children in
the sample was 4,23 on a five-point scale accortlinghe parents, whereas the average
happiness of all children was only 3,82 out of Grtkermore the linear regression shows that
children from low income families are 33 percentrenbkely to drink alcohol compared to
the middle income group. Compared to both middld &rmgh income groups, using a
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Kendall's Tau as measure, the correlation is everersignificant. In the long run this could
have an effect on the health of those children.

Results also show that children from high educate@nts engage on average in 1,2 types of
sports more than the other children. The signifteais not very high though and there were
no significant findings with the variable “amourftexercise oldest child”, meaning that the
number of sports might not say too much about theumt of exercise.

The last variable in the table is related to meh&ilth, with the amount of separation of the
parents being the determinant. Children from loeome families seem to suffer from parents
who get significantly more divorces. The correlatamefficient is not very significant though
at p-level <0.10.

Conclusion

There are some significant findings when it conzethé health of children and how it relates
to the parental indicators. Most importantly, lowacome parents are connected to less
healthy food and more alcohol usage. When lookindne& number of variables not yielding
any significant results though, it cannot be shat there is a significant relationship between
income and education on the one hand and the h&fadtiildren on the other hand. Even with
the variables that do yield results, significaneeels are often low and there are no definite
linear relationships to be found. Furthermore, sin@any variables have been left out due to
lack of results, no significant differentiation cae made between possessed physical and
mental health when discussing the results. Thisns¢laere is only partial evidence found,
where the burden of evidence is relatively low.

Other health indicators of children and parents

There are two variables about parental indicatérisealth consciousness. One is a question
about whether respondents know the “schijf van”.vifthis is a well known aid in The
Netherlands for being conscious about what you €he other variable is about how
conscious the parents are about children’s healtbeneral. If parents are less conscious
about health and the health of children, they @ss likely to make sure their own children eat
sufficient vegetables and such. The second variedmsisted of three propositions from the
survey:

Table 4.35: Consciousness health parents. Cronbadta 0,737
e Children at age 12 should not smoke (does not ageggees)

e | don’t understand parents who do nothing abolit theldren being fat (does not agree — agrees)
e Children under the age of 16 should not drink abtgtioes not agree — agrees)
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Table 4.36: Other health indicators

Theme(s) | Question/ Final Type of | Education N =87 Income N =45
variable in dataset analysis
Adj. Low High Adj. Low High
R2 R2
Consciousness  health  Linear .193 - .327 .005 -.976 -.244
parents (N = 57) 1.773*
*%
Kendall's Tau - -.160
A24%*
*%
Knowledge “schijf vijf’ Phi-coefficient -.231* 141 -.176 -.277*
(nly)

**x*k= gignificance .000
***= gignificant at level < .01

**= gignificant at leve< .05
*= significant devel < .10

One outlier was removed with the first variable.isThariable yielded the most significant
coefficient of the entire study. Low educated p&seatore 1.77 points lower on the scale of
consciousness about children’s health in generadting a p-value of less than 0.01. Because
the regression analysis is flawed, like with matiyeo variables a Kendall’'s Tau correlation
coefficient was produced. The coefficient showsgative correlation between low education
and health consciousness. Because dummy varialeles wged this means that when people
score a 1 one the low educated scale, they aredessious about the health of children than
people who score a 0 on this scale (meaning tleat &ne in the average or high educated
group). This was the only result with a P-valu®@f00, meaning it is a very significant result
and is very unlikely to be the result of coincidentt is indeed what one would expect when
reading theory about health and education. It cbelthe cause of children behaving in a way
that is bad for their health and parents behawirgway that is bad for their children’s health,
though results from the previous section suggesethare not a lot of significant differences
between the low educated group of parents anddbeaf the sample when it comes to
healthy behaviour. The significant result can kdehatted to a significant variance with the
low educated group of parents:

Table 4.37: Distribution of health consciousnessaide

Low educated Average educated High educated
Valid cases 24 22 10
Mean 12,000 13,773 14,100
Std. Deviation 2,187 1,631 0,738
Variance 4,783 2,660 0,544

The variable about the “schijf van vijf’ gives lesgnificant findings, but still tells us that
low educated parents are less likely to know then tevith a significance level of less than

0.10. There is a significant negative correlatietzen being low educated and scoring yes
on this variable. At the same significance levaghhincome parents show a negative
correlation. Out of eight respondents with a higtome, four said not to know the “schijf van
vijf”. Out of all the respondents 76,2 percent k& schijf van vijf.
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Conclusion human capital

Table 4.38: Results human capital

Human capital

Low income High income Low education High education
Eating less varied* Parents are less likely § Less skills being applie( Playing more kind of
know the “schijf van| inthe household** sports in total*.
vijf*
More chance of drinking Less safe neighbourhoa
alcohol** environment for
children**
Parents have gone thoug Having a lower health*

more separations*

Parents are less conscio
about the health o
children in general****

Parents are less likely t
know the “schijf van
vijf*

Correlations between the two parental variables tardhuman capital of children manifest
with some individual determinants of human capitalit not with enough variables to
positively confirm any of the related hypotheseswlLeducated parents are associated with
less skills being applied in the household, butgbhestion is whether this is enough to serve
as a proxy for general knowledge of children ashala: With regards to health, although
there are some (very) significant findings regagdime formulated hypotheses, there are also
a large amount of variables not giving any evideon€ea relationship between income/
education and the health of children.

The discourse found in literature might be neaomasensus about the relationship between
various factors and health, but evidence is lackmipis research. Children will generally be
healthier than older people, which could serveragxplanation for the lack of correlations
found.
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4.6 List of hypotheses and the outcomes

Table 4.39: List of hypotheses confirmed or rejdcte

Num | Dependent Correl | Dependent | Status Comments

ber ation

la Social capital Positive Income Partially accepted Partial evidence found
only with low income

1b Social capital Positive Education Partially accepted Partial evidence found
especially with
neighbourhood
indicators

2a Educational attainment Positive Income Rejected No results

2b Educational attainment Positive Education Rejected No results

3a Cultural activities Positive Income Rejected Only 2 variables with
p-level <0.10

3b Cultural activities Positive Education Rejected Only 2 variables with
p-level <0.10

4a Cultural capital Positive Income Rejected No results

4b Cultural capital Positive Education Rejected Only 1 variable with p-
level <0.10

5a Good parental indicators | Positive Income Partially accepted Partial evidence found

5b Good parental indicators | Positive Education Partially accepted Partial evidence found

6a Symbolic capital Positive Income Accepted Many significant
findings

6b Symbolic capital Positive Education Accepted Many significant
findings

7a Allowances and Positive Income Partially accepted Partial evidence found

possessions for possessions
7b Allowances and Positive Education Partially accepted Evidence found with
possessions high education

8a Economic capital Positive Income Partially accepted Partial evidence found
for possessions

8b Economic capital Positive Education Partially accepted Evidence found with
high education

9a General knowledge Positive Income Rejected Based on one variable

9b General knowledge Positive Education Accepted Based on one variable

10a Neighbourhood indicators | Positive Income Rejected No results

10b Neighbourhood indicators | Positive Education Accepted Safety neighbourhood
important

1lla Health Positive Income Partially accepted Partial evidence found
many variables
without results

11b Health Positive Education Partially accepted Partial evidence found

many variables
without results
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5. Conclusion, discussion and recommendations

5.1 Conclusion

This chapter will elaborate on the conclusions tbwnth the analysis. The goal of this
research was to give an overview of relevant litesregarding the quality of children in a
kinship care setting, as well as to provide an eer of the quality situation of children in
The Netherlands. The problems stated were thanntegral overview of what quality of
children determines in a kinship setting is missamgl that families in The Netherlands face
changes in the welfare state as well as changedheirroles for the family. Income and
education were chosen as independent variablethiforesearch. A literature review and a
survey were the main methods for achieving the gyoethe way of analyzing the quality of
children was done with five capital types; soc@lltural, symbolic, economic and human
capital. Several research questions were formulatedder to achieve the stated goals:

* How is quality upbringing in general defined ireliature?
* How does income of the parents relate to qualitshefchildren?
* How does education of the parents relate to qualitthe children?

The main research question was:

* How do the income and the education level of pararituence the quality of children
in The Netherlands?

There where a total of eleven hypotheses formulaaéidtwo folded to include both the
income of parents and the education of parents.hipetheses related to the five types of
capital children can accumulate during childhood atated that parental income as well as
parental education has got a positive relationsliip the accumulation of all types of capital
by children. The main hypotheses underlying thésesa hypotheses were:

* There is a positive relation between the incom@arents and the quality of their
children

* There is a positive relation between the educalémel of parents and the quality of
their children

In order to answer the second and third researelstqun and test the hypotheses, the first
research question about what constitutes qualitg@reim had to be answered. The quality of
children, as well as the raising of children, candefined in many different ways. Central in

the concept of general quality of life is the natiof wellbeing. Some determinants of

wellbeing are the economic situation, health (bo#ntal and physical) and environmental
factors. In a household setting consumption is iciemed to be important for satisfying the

needs with regard to wellbeing. In the scientifterhture, the needs of more specifically
children are often determined in a setting of pgsienal child care, for example in day care
centres, which can partly be translated to a kmshuation of care: Kinship members need to
be sensitive about the needs of children, neect tmmlved, need to support the children as
well as show them they love them. At the same tinege is a need for rules, structure and
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discipline, which should be balanced with the nefmiscare. A safe environment is also
mentioned as being important for children, espbcwahen they are small.

A way to integrally conceptualize the needs ofarah for getting a quality life is by looking
at the concept of capital types. The higher the lath@f capital obtained, the higher the
quality of children will be the theory states. Aeliature search led to the in-depth
conceptualization of five types of capital; socialitural, symbolic, economic and human
capital. Social capital exists of persons in theawnding of a child donating resources which
can be used to gain other types of capital anceisrohined by for example the amount of
time spent with family and the amount of time spenth friends. Cultural capital is
determined by norms and values, education and arealby society considered to be cultural
activities. Especially education is an importargeagor success in life and thus quality of life.
Symbolic capital is an odd variant, which can exigtall other types of capital and their
determinants, as long as they are recognized aachaymbolic value by people around the
person possessing the symbolic capital. For childreonomic capital is part of symbolic
capital, but what sets symbolic capital apart is tkesearch is the symbolic freedom children
can get from their parents as well as several icalieators of the parents. Economic capital
of children is mainly determined by allowances gmokssessions, also by nonmaterial
possessions like going on vacation. The fifth aaxl type of capital is human capital, which
was operationalized with the determinants educatigeneral knowledge and health.
Especially health is an important determinant femian functioning.

Using the information from the first research gigsthe other two research questions can be
answered. By distributing a survey (containing goes about all the types of capital) to
parents with children living at their parental hoare overview about the quality of children
in The Netherlands is given. Both linear regressaamd a Kendall's Tau correlation
coefficient were used to analyze the ordinal vaesbwhereas several binary variables were
analyzed with a Phi-coefficient. Dummy variables thee two independent parental variables
were used to analyze differences between parerts avlow income/ education level and
parents with a high income/ education level.

The results per type of capital

For social capital, only high income parents asef@rence group yielded no significant
results. The most significant results were foundhwieighbourhood indicators for social
capital, showing a clear significant positive riglat with being higher educated. Partial
evidence with other variables was found for the dtlgpses which stated that there is a
positive significant relation between the two paatmdicators and social capital of children.

The concept of cultural capital yielded very litdggnificant results, despite the expectation
that education would have an influence on culteagital indicators of children. The few
significant results that were found only had a Weldetween 0.05 and 0.10. These results are
in line with expectations though, showing a positrelationship between cultural capital of
children and the two parental indicators.

The symbolic capital type showed partial evideraretlie positive relationship between both
parental income and education on the one hand anel indicators on the other end.
Furthermore there were some results regardingytimdalic freedom indicators, but only with

education as an independent variable. The amouine@fiom given by low or high educated
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parents seems to depend on the kind of freedomb&jencapital also included allowances
and possessions as indicators, both also parooioeaic capital.

With this economic capital, some significant redaships have been found with both the
income and the education variables. All in all thex some evidence for the significant and
positive relationship between parental income/ atlan and economic capital, but there is
also some evidence against it, even though thisrlatvidence is based on fewer variables
than the evidence in support of a positive relatiop.

The last type of capital, human capital, includédaation of children as a determinant. No
results were found with this determinant. With melgto the knowledge/ skills determinant,

evidence was found for a significant positive rielaship between education of the parents
and skills being applied in the household. Healts an important determinant for human
capital. A few variables showed evidence for a fpasirelationship between both parental
income and education and the health of childremyMariables did not show any significant

relationship though.

Some surprising results

There were some surprising results found with thedyesis. One surprising result was that the
cultural capital type yielded little significantlagionships, even not a single one with a P-
value below 0.05. Especially with parental educats an independent variable for cultural
capital, some results were expected. Scientifierdiure clearly indicated a significant
relationship between parental education and eduedtattainment of the children as well as
other cultural capital indicators could be expected an item-level there were four surprising
results. First of all, high educated respondent®wshhaving significantly more
misunderstandings with their oldest child, which negative for the social capital
accumulation of children. The second result was ¢thddren from low income parents are
more likely to get both a general allowance andabmwance for clothes, which seems to
highly depend on the clothing allowance variablecsithis variable gives the same result
while the general allowances variable does not.thind surprising result showed that parents
of low educated families are more likely to giveitichildren as much as they could possibly
wish for. The last surprising result on an itemisvas that parents with a high income are
significantly less likely to know the “schijf vanj.

The results related to the last two research qoesti

The analysis of the survey results discussed aleads to answers on the second and third
research question and subsequently to the mairardsejuestion. The second research
question wasHow does income of the parents relate to qualityclufdren? The general
tendency with most significant results is that ¢hes a positive relationship between income
of the parents and the quality of children, withyavo exceptions on item level pointing in
the other direction. There are however relatively significant results when compared to the
total number of variables tested, which means thate is only partial evidence for the
relationship between parental income and the advepadlity of children. The strongest
evidence for the positive relationship is seen veitionomic capital, yielding relative to the
total amount of variables tested a high amountigrficant results pointing in the direction
of a positive relationship. This is in line withetlexpectations formulated in the hypotheses.
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The third research question is about the educétiel of the parentddow does education of
the parents relate to quality of childrer®ith this research question the same can be
concluded as with the income question above; patimlence is found for a positive and
significant relationship between the parental etiandevel and the quality of children. The
burden of evidence is higher than it is with incoiyet there are two results contradicting the
general tendency. Furthermore there are a lot véias not yielding any significant result,
especially with health/ human capital. Also, whihere are significant results pointing in a
certain direction, often there is no evidence fdinaar relationship between the independent
and the dependent variables. Surprising is thakethee few relationships found regarding
parental education and cultural capital (and trdiscation) of their children, while there are
more significant results with lower P-values fdrather capital types.

The results related to the main research question

All the results thus far have lead up to an answethe main research questidiow do the
income and the education level of parents influetive quality of children in The
Netherlands?The income as well as the level of education ofpitieents has got a significant
influence on a sample of items associated withgtieity of children. This influence is of a
positive nature, meaning that when the income athdacation rise, so do these quality
indicators. The body of evidence in this researcbsdnot provide a basis for assuming that
the relationship holds for all determinants of dreh’s quality. Furthermore, the impact of
parental income and education on quality diffeosrfrone type of capital to the other.

5.2 Discussion

Chapter 5.2 contains a discussion about the rdsaauat its results. Four things are subject to
discussion; the low number of cases in the dataseme changes in the methods used, the
distinction between different types of capital ahel questions in the survey.

The low number of cases in the dataset

The most obvious point of discussion with this egsh is the small amount of respondents
that filled in the entire survey, resulting in esipdly a low N with income as an independent
variable. More than 250 people responded to thitatien to take part in the survey. At first
this seemed a promising result, but soon it becelese that there were some problems with
this figure. A large portion of the original sammel not pass the selection variable at the
beginning of the survey, because they did not fEwechildren living at the parental home
after all. Furthermore many people quit beforestimg the entire survey. Not only did a
large amount of people stop before getting to ticerne question at the end, but subsequently
about 20% of the respondents left with this quastiboose not to answer it. The question
was being put in the end because asking peoplet abem income at the beginning could
scare them off altogether. In hindsight it mighvéandbeen better to put it at the beginning
anyway. The income dataset only had 45 cases asiog the chances of getting non-reliable
results. In this dataset the high income groupefample had only eight cases and the high
education group only sixteen out of 87 cases. ahgelamount of dropouts could perhaps be
attributed to the length of the survey; some redpats finishing the survey mentioned the
survey was long.
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Another problem causing the low N was the probldriow quality respondents. This could
have been caused by the way of sampling; gettioglpevho participate in online marketing
programs meant to earn a small amount of extra. dash possible that many respondents
were particularly interested in winning the giftritiecates and were not serious about the
survey itself. There were some indicators for lavalgy respondents: Some people filled in
the survey multiple times, which showed in the sawgail addresses being filled in more
than once. Furthermore some people skipped a yarigfuestions. Also there was a question
in the survey simply asking people to fill in onktbe answers. From all the respondents,
20% filled in the wrong answer. Maybe they did notlerstand the question, maybe they just
did not fill in the survey seriously.

Adjustments with the methods

The low quality of the respondents meant some ladtaa to be taken to increase the validity
of the research. Some respondents were deletedlgratind with some variables outliers were
removed. Unfortunately this meant the number oksdsft in the dataset decreased some
more. This had some implications for the methodst lf all, low R2-values could be seen
all throughout the regression results due to thallsnumber of cases (in combination with
analyzing with only two independent variables).ofvIR2 does not have to provide a serious
problem, since this research is not aiming at npirecise predictions about the relationship
between independent and dependent variables. Afisant relation still tells something
about a significant deviation from the medrhere were some other problems with the
regression analysis though. Assumptions like natynalf the distribution (of variables as
well as the residuals), but also the sample sitetlaa linearity assumptions were broken with
many variables. Promising results from the regogssinalysis were therefore subjected to a
second test for an increased validity; the Kenddllau correlation test. This test was chosen
for being non - parametric, meaning the necessitynbrmally distributed values does not
apply, just as well as for example the linearityuasption. Whether this was the best
alternative or not could be debated. Spearman’sf®hexample is a rather similar alternative
and whether Kendall's Tau is more suitable whengisi small dataset seems still to be up for
debate in scientific discourse. The problems seémthe linear regression also arose with the
logistic regression, meant to test the hypothesesdme binary variables. A decision was
made to not do the logistic regression, repladingth the Phi-coefficient. This coefficient is
suitable when testing the relationship between Imary variables, in this case the dummy
variable and a yes/ no question.

In order to get better results, another measure tatasn in the form of recoding some
variables. Not all answers on questions were cagd@dwvay in which the highest score would
be equal to a positive score for a certain typeapital. These variables were all recoded for
the purpose of easier analysis. There was alsolagm with all of the questions regarding
allowances. The idea of those questions was tounedise height of certain allowances, but
there was no time-indication given in the questi®ome people seemed to put in the amount
per year and some respondents the amount per maoetren per week. It was impossible to
tell with certainty what time period the individuamounts filled in were about. These
questions were subsequently recoded into wheth&reh would get allowances (yes/ no)
questions. The value of the results obtained isedsed by doing it this way, but it was the
only way to get any result out of it. Some otheesfions were recoded to fit into a linear
regression analysis by ranking the answers. The ¢ffhome is an example, in which certain
types of homes were ranked higher than others dicgpto the probable higher value of
certain types of homes.
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Distinction between the capital types and the $elieterminants chosen

A thing that was probably apparent for people negdhis research was that the boundaries
between several capital concepts were not cleaefned. Several determinants were
allocated to multiple types of capital. The mosviobs examples were symbolic capital,
featuring many determinants from economic capitahd human capital featuring
determinants from cultural capital. This overlapldopartly be explained by the lack of an
integral framework of quality determinants for dapin the scientific literature. The selection
of items thus came about combining determinant® fseveral authors and applying the most
suitable determinants to this case. There was jcu® element in this process, since many
capital determinants were not specifically deteingrthe quality of children. Another thing
to note is that the different types of capital rat# with each other, making it difficult to
determine clear boundaries between the differgreagy

The symbolic capital concept gave rise to the md@stussion, since determinants for this type
of capital depends on the group analyzed. In coatimin with the lack of proper determinants
for children in scientific literature, the choseet ®f determinants was somewhat arbitrary
(like it often is with research on types of capitageneral). Conclusions on symbolic capital
with the way it is measured can thus only be agpte groups actually valuing the four
chosen determinants, which may be the majorityhdéicen but will never be all children.

Having a (large) set of determinants, which togetmakes up a type of capital, makes
accepting or rejecting hypotheses a bit ambiguduwre were always some variables
yielding significant results and some variableddjiegy no results. Furthermore there were
four conflicting results as was discussed in thectigsion. The way of coping with this in this

research was to partially accept most hypothesdy, accepting hypotheses when a large
proportion of variables yielded results in suppdrthe hypotheses.

The strength of the survey

The survey itself was quite strong: It was extemsivas measuring concepts on multi-item
scales and was clearly separated into differenestgtaking the respondents along on a set
out path through the questionnaire. The survey masle up of a minimum amount of
questions per type of capital, in order to maxinilze possibility of getting enough evidence
per type of capital to draw accurate conclusiorfse internal consistency reliability of the
scales used turned out to be very high, displahigéy numbers with the Cronbach’s Alfa.
The scales consistently yielded more significasults than the variables based on just one
item. R2 values were also higher for the scales tt@ individual items. The only real
downside turned out to be the length of the suraeywyas discussed in this chapter.
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5.3 Recommendations for future research

The discussion leads to some recommendations forefuesearch-uture research could be
done with some adjustments regarding the seleafomdependent variables, the way of
obtaining respondents and the approach towardsidgfquality.

Building a model for the quality of children usirggression analysis

This research had several problems with the reigressalysis, including low adjusted R-
squares. These low R-squares could at least feertattributed to using only two independent
variables. In order to properly define what conséis the quality of children, a choice could
be made to use other or more independent variakdéiser than using only income and
education of the parents. The researcher couldsehowmny possible indicators to allow for
model building to happen. This would be viable aesk because it could fill the knowledge
gap when it comes to properly determining the qualf children and more specifically the
role of parents in this quality development. Thisdal can subsequently be used to elaborate
on the quality situation of children in certaints®gs, for example like this research tried to
do in the setting of the changing environment fatdren in The Netherlands. A model helps
predict how a changing setting influences the duali children.

The survey and the way of obtaining respondents

The quality of the respondents was rather low d&eddropout rate was high. Several things
can be done to prevent these problems with fuesearch. One of those things is to make the
survey shorter, but more importantly it was seext &m online survey was not the best way to
conduct this research. When conducting this rekeafftine, chances are the dropout rate
would be much lower even when the survey would $éoag as it was with this research.
Furthermore the way of getting respondents; thaugime marketing programs meant to earn
a little extra cash, was not the best way of gettjnality respondents. Another way of getting
respondents could be used, for example by askirepnfaawaiting their children at school to
fill in the survey, or visiting day care centresoirder to get respondents.

The approach towards defining quality

The way of analyzing the quality of children, by asaring the possession of five types of
capital, came with some difficulties. Determinasp&cifically suitable for children were hard
to find and the several types of capital overlapp#tti each otherSome adjustments to the
theory behind this approach could therefore be madéuture research. This research
conducted was grounded in the light of theory fidourdieu, which served as a backbone for
the rest of the conceptual framework. Instead elistng on quality in the light of capital
accumulation following Bourdieu, focus could alse bn other determinants. Needs and
preferences could form the basis, to name an exarbpllooking at what needs are met and
the amount of importance that is attributed to #irsd of need. Research on the literature
regarding needs would be necessary to work outaghysoach further, but it seems the needs
of children are better defined in scientific liteenee than the capital determinants for children.
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7. Appendices

7.1 Appendix 1: Survey as published online

Note: The questions below are displayed in the thagistoolsdisplayed them to the person

using it. Respondents have seen a slightly difteregrsion, whereby differences for

respondents are most notable in the layout andattieof certain additions included in the

questions below. With some questions, for exantpkeword “kies” (choose) is added in the
version below. Respondents did not get to seeaithistion. Inspiration for the questions in

the survey was partly acquired by browsing surveyther researchers regarding similar
topics.

The invitation e-mail:

Beste deelnamer van dit spaarprogramma,

Op dit moment ben ik bezig met een onderzoek vapr studie. Voor dit onderzoek ben ik
op zoek naar ouders met thuiswonende kinderereriroaline enquéte wil ik deze doelgroep
graag vragen stellen binnen het thema "tijdsbesgedan thuiswonende kinderen". Het kost u
ongeveer een half uur om deze enquéte in te villlergegevens worden anoniem verwerkt
en onder de respondenten worden enkele VVV-bonadoot (1x20 euro en 2x 10 euro,
uitgaande van 100 deelnemers). Dit alles gebeuwgomet toeziend oog van mijn begeleider.
Valt u binnen deze doelgroep of kent u mensen binleze doelgroep die deze vragenlijst in
willen vullen zou u mij zeer helpen. Mocht u de e@ig op een later moment in willen vullen
of door willen sturen naar mensen in uw omgevingtkude volgende link gebruiken:
http://www.thesistools.com/web/?id=359786

Als u op de vergoedingslink onderaan deze mait kithknt u ook bij de enquéte terecht.
Vriendelijke groeten,

Tom

The welcoming text in the survey itself:

Een onderzoek naar hedendaagse tijdsbestedindnadarén

Deze enquéte wordt afgenomen in het kader vanfetrdaervak. Het onderwerp is
“tijdsbesteding van thuiswonende kinderen”. Sommviggen gaan over uw mening ten
aanzien van kinderen in het algemeen en sommiggrrgaan specifiek in op de situatie ten
aanzien van uw eigen thuiswonende kinderen. In eeste gevallen wordt gevraagd hierbij
van het oudste thuiswonende kind uit te gaan. D@&e zal ongeveer 30 minuten van uw
tijd in beslag nemen. De gegevens worden anoniemevkt. Er zijn geen foute antwoorden,
wij zijn op zoek naar uw eigen mening en ervaring!
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Onder de deelnemers die de enquéte volledig enweeatheid hebben ingevuld worden drie
VVV-bonnen verloot (1x20 Euro en 2x10 Euro). Wilhier kans op maken kunt u aan het
einde van de enquéte uw gegevens achterlaten. iy&arns worden aan het einde van dit
kalenderjaar gekozen.

Bij voorbaat dank voor het invullen!

Thanking text at the end of the survey:

Dank u voor uw medewerking. Indien u andere memsew omgeving kans wilt laten
maken op de VVV-bonnen, kunt u ze de link toestulienn het originele bericht vermeld
stond.

Thanking text if not belonging to the target group:
Helaas behoort u niet tot de doelgroep voor degeé&e. Bedankt voor uw tijd en moeite. Op
de volgende pagina kunt u de enquéte afsluiten.

The survey itself as published online

Pagina: 2

Een onderzoek naar hedendaagse
tijdsbesteding van kinderen

(Var. 1/ Var. 2)

Onder welke van de volgende beschrijvingen valt uw huishouden of woonvorm (één
antwoord mogelijk)? Vink het juiste antwoord aan.

Huishouden zonder kinderen

Getrouwd, thuiswonende kinderen
Eenoudergezin met vader en kinderen thuis
Eenoudergezin met moeder en kinderen thuis
Samenwonend met thuiswonende kinderen
LAT relatie met kinderen

oooononon

Anders, namelijk.... ‘
Pagina: 3

(var. 3)
Bent u een..?
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E Man
C Vrouw

(var. 4)

Kunt u mij zeggen uit hoeveel personen uw huishouden bestaat, u zelf
meegerekend?

2
Pagina: 4

(Var. 5. Var. 6)

Welke situatie is op u van toepassing (één antwoord aanvinken)? -

Betaalde baan <18h

Betaalde baan 18-32h

Betaalde baan >32h

Werkloos met WW-uitkering
Bijstand

WO met invalide uitkering
Gepensioneerd / VUT
Studerend/ schoolgaand
Huisman/ huisvrouw zonder werk

Overig, namelijk

oooooooonan

Pagina: 5
Er volgen enkele vragen over uw eigen opleiding en die van uw partner (indien van
toepassing).

Pagina: 6

(vVar. 7. Var. 8)

Wat is de hoogst voltooide opleiding van uzelf? Wij bedoelen het onderwijsniveau, de
school, bijvoorbeeld niet een cursus van een paar dagen.
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Lagere school (basisonderwijs)

Middelbare school (mavo, mms, ulo, mulo, havo, hbs, vwo, lyceum)
Lager beroepsonderwijs (leao, Its, Ibo, Ihno, vglo, lavo)

Middelbaar beroepsonderwijs (measo, mts, hbo)

Hoger beroepsonderwijs/ universiteit (heao, hts, hbo, wo)

OoOonononn

Anders, namelijk

(var. 9. Var. 10)

Wat is de hoogst voltooide opleiding van uw partner (indien van toepassing)? -

C Lagere school (basisonderwijs)
C Middelbare school (mavo, mms, ulo, mulo, havo, hbs, vwo, lyceum)
> Lager beroepsonderwijs (leao, Its, Ibo, Ihno, vglo, lavo)
C Middelbaar beroepsonderwijs (measo, mts, hbo)
> Hoger beroepsonderwijs/ universiteit (heao, hts, hbo, wo)
> Anders, namelijk
L Niet van toepassing
Pagina: 7

De volgende vragen gaan over uw kinderen in het algemeen.

Pagina: 8

(var. 11 — Var. 25)
Wilt u van al uw kinderen de leeftijd en het geslacht geven en aangeven of een kind
nog thuis woont of niet? U kunt beginnen met het oudste kind. In de eerste kolom
selecteert u "ja" wanneer het kind een man is, in de tweede kolom "ja" wanneer een
kind nog thuis woont. In de laatste kolom kunt u de leeftijd invullen. Indien u
bijvoorbeeld slechts 2 kinderen heeft kunt u bij kind 3 tot en met 5 in de kolom leeftijd
0 invullen en in de eerste twee vakjes nee.

Indien u meer dan 5 kinderen heeft, vul deze vraag dan in voor de jongste kinderen,
beginnend met de oudste van de 5 jongste kinderen.

Man Thuiswonend Leeftijd

Kind 1 |
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(oudste)
Kind 2
Kind 3
Kind 4

Kind 5

RN

(Var. 26)
Hoeveel van uw kinderen die niet meer bij u thuis wonen zijn nog wel (deels)
financieel afhankelijk van u en/of uw eventuele partner? Dat wil zeggen dat u ze
bijvoorbeeld een financiéle toelage geeft of verzekeringen betaalt. Vul hier beneden
het aantal kinderen in.

Ea

(Var. 27. Var. 28)
Wie zou volgens u voor de kinderen moeten zorgen en wie zorgt er bij u in
werkelijkheid voor de kinderen?

Vrouw, Vrouw, . Man, Man, Ik wens deze
Beiden .
Vrouw man man even vrouw vrouw Man vraag niet te
alleen helpt helpt veel helpt helpt alleen beantwoorden/
soms vaak vaak soms Geen mening
Zou [ e e e e E e e
moeten
zorgen
Zorgt [ e e E E E E E
voor
(var. 29 — 38)

Wilt u in de onderstaand tabel per thuiswonend kind invullen naar welke school ze op
dit moment gaan, beginnend met het oudste nog thuiswonende kind?

Gaat
Gaa Middelba niet
Invull
t nog ar vwo meer Niet van Andersen
niet Basisonder Middelba Middelba(atheneu naar -

- ) toepassi . anders
naar wijs ar: vmbo ar havo m of school namelij nameli
scho gymnasiu vanwe k.. i
ol m) ge ]

leeftijd
Kin[z [ E E E E E E
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dl

glg E - e e e e e e —

glg E e e e C C C —

glz E e e e C C C —

glg E e e e C C C —
Pagina: 9

Nu volgen er enkele vragen over uw woning. Vanaf dit moment gaan alle vragen over
uw kinderen slechts over de kinderen die nog bij u thuis wonen.

Pagina: 10

(Var. 39. Var. 40)
In welk soort woning woont u? Is dat een:

> Vrijstaande eengezinswoning
> Eengezinswoning (rijtjes, 2 onder 1 kap)

> Appartement, flat, boven of benedenwoning, etagewoning, portiekwoning,
maisonnette

> Woning met winkel en/of werkplaats, deel van een bedrijfsgebouw, boerderij of
woning bij een tuinbedrijf

E Woonboot, caravan, chalet

> Anders, namelijk...

(Var. 41. Var. 42)
Bent u, of is één van de leden van uw huishouden, eigenaar van de woning
(koophuis)?
£ Ja

E Nee

> Anders, namelijk
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(Var. 43)
Hoeveel kamers zijn er in uw woning? Tel hierbij elke ruimte die groter is dan
ongeveer 8 vierkante meter. De kamer zou qua grootte bijvoorbeeld als slaapkamer,
woonkamer, studiekamer of woonkamer gebruikt moeten kunnen worden.

—

(Var. 44 — Var. 49)
Wilt u hier onder per thuiswonend kind aangeven welke er een eigen kamer hebben,
oftewel een kamer die ze niet delen met een broertje, zusje of ouders. Zet alstublieft
boven het oudste kind neer, hier onder het op €én na oudste kind etc. Vink het vakje
aan als het desbetreffende kind een eigen kamer heeft

Kind 1 (oudste kind)
Kind 2
Kind 3
Kind 4
Kind 5

Niemand heeft een eigen kamer

0 R N N B

Pagina: 11

De volgende vragen gaan over uw buurt. Allereerst volgen er enkele stellingen en
hierna nog enkele losse vragen.

Pagina: 12

(var. 50 — Var. 58)
Hier volgen een aantal stellingen met betrekking tot uw buurt. Wilt u per stelling
aangeven voor hoever u het met de stelling eens bent? Bent u het bijvoorbeeld totaal
niet eens met een stelling, vul dan het meest linker vakje in. Als u het niet eens, maar
ook niet oneens met een stelling bent dan kunt u de middelste aanvinken. Als u het
bijvoorbeeld een beetje eens bent kunt u het vierde cirkeltje aanvinken.

Niet mee eens Mee eens
Ik heb veel contact met mijn directe i - - e -
buren
Ik heb het gevoel dat ik mijn kinderen 0 e e e e
veilig in hun eentje naar buiten kan
laten gaan
In deze buurt gaat men gezellig met e e e e e
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elkaar om

Ik woon in een buurt met veel i i o e e
saamhorigheid

Als mijn kinderen in hun vrije tijd buiten 3 i i i i
willen spelen is er genoeg voor ze te
doen

Mensen kennen elkaar in deze buurt i i i e e
nauwelijks

Ik ondervind vaak overlast door directe i i i o e
buren

Er zijn in onze omgeving voldoende 0 0 0 0 0
speelplaatsen voor kinderen.

In deze buurt worden veel fietsen i i o e e
gestolen

(Var. 59)

Zijn er in de wijk of buurt waar u woont plekken of straten waar u ’s avonds liever niet
alleen zou komen?

Dropdown: Ja/ Nee

Pagina: 13

Er volgen nu een aantal stellingen met betrekking tot opvoeding in het algemeen en
vervolgens met betrekking tot financiéle opvoeding van uw kinderen.

Pagina: 14

(Var. 60 — Var. 69)
De volgende stellingen gaan over wat u belangrijk vind voor wat betreft de opvoeding
van kinderen in het algemeen. Kunt u wederom per stelling aangeven in hoeverre u
het er mee eens bent of niet?

Niet mee eens Mee eens
Ik vind het belangrijk dat mijn kinderen e e e e e
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rekening houden met anderen

Ik vind het belangrijk dat mijn kinderen

willen weten waarom dingen in de wereld

gebeuren

Ik vind het belangrijk dat mijn kinderen
goede manieren hebben

Ik vind het belangrijk dat mijn kinderen
verantwoordelijkheidsgevoel hebben

Ik vind het belangrijk dat mijn kinderen
zelfbeheersing hebben

Ik vind het belangrijk dat mijn kinderen
netjes zijn

Ik vind het belangrijk dat mijn kinderen
hun best doen op school

Ik vind het belangrijk dat mijn kinderen
ons als ouders gehoorzaamt

Ik vind het belangrijk dat mijn kinderen,
indien oud genoeg, helpen bij

huishoudelijke klusjes als de afwas en het

stofzuigen

Ik vind het belangrijk dat mijn kinderen

hun eigen kamers schoonmaken (indien

oud genoeg)

(var. 70 — Var. 82)

Wilt u bij deze vraag aangeven wat u zou doen bij kinderen van 10 jaar?

kinderen hierin kinderen daarbij (enige)

Wij laten onze Wij geven onze
behoorlijk vrij vrijheid

Keuze sport [3 C

Hoe laat een [ o

kind ’s

avonds thuis

mag komen

Hoe laat een [ o

kind ’s

June 2014

Dat beslissen wij als
ouders helemaal zelf

C
C
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avonds naar
bed gaat

Ofeenkind [3
mee op
vakantie gaat

Of een kind [3
bij een

vriendje of
vriendinnetje
mag logeren

Naar welke [
tv-
programma’s
een kind mag
kijken

Hoe de i
slaapkamer
ingericht

wordt

Welke e

vriendjes of
vriendinnetjes
een kind mee
naar huis
mag nemen
om te blijven
logeren

Wat uw kind [3
op vakantie
doet

Wat uw kind [
op de

computer

doet

Welke hobby [
uw kind
uitoefent?

Welke o
muziek uw
kind luistert?

Wat uw kind [
op een

June 2014
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smartphone
doet

(var. 83 — Var. 87)
Hier volgen een aantal stellingen met betrekking tot financiéle opvoeding. Wilt u per
stelling aangeven voor hoever u het met de stelling eens bent?

Niet mee eens Mee eens
Ik vind dat kinderen zelf i i i i i
verantwoordelijk zijn voor wat ze met
hun geld doen.

De hoeveelheid zakgeld die ik mijn o o o o o
kinderen geef is onafhankelijk van wat

andere ouders geven (indien u geen

zakgeld geeft, beantwoord deze vraag

dan met uw mening)

Als mijn kinderen al hun geld hebben o o o o o
uitgegeven krijgen ze geen extra geld

Als mijn kinderen zeggen dat ze minder [ e e e e
zakgeld krijgen dan anderen in hun klas
krijgen ze van mij meer

Ik vind dat ik mijn kinderen goed met e e e e e
geld leer omgaan

(\Var. 88)

Mogen uw kinderen u met je of jij aanspreken?

Dropdown: Ja/ Nee
Pagina: 15

Er volgt nu een deel waar in we u vragen naar de bezittingen van uw kinderen.

Pagina: 16

(Var. 89)
Hoeveel zakgeld krijgt uw oudste thuiswonende kind? Indien dit kind geen zakgeld
ontvangt, vul dan 0O in. Zakgeld is het geld wat uw kind beschikbaar krijgt voor uitgave
naar eigen inzicht. Kleedgeld valt hier in dit geval niet onder. Rond het bedrag af op
hele euro's.
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—

(Var. 90)
Hoevee*l kleedgeld krijgt uw oudste thuiswonende kind? Rond het bedrag af op hele
euro's.

0
(Var. 91)

Heeft uw oudste thuiswonende kind daarnaast eigen inkomsten, zo ja hoeveel?
Indien u dit niet weet, geeft u dan alstublieft een schatting. Rond het bedrag af op
hele euro's.

—

(var. 92)
Betaalt uw oudste thuiswonende kind kostgeld, zo ja hoeveel? Wanneer dit niet het
geval is kunt u 0 invullen. Rond het bedrag af op hele euro's.

-

(var. 93 — Var. 97)
Hoe worden de volgende uitgaven aan het oudste kind voornamelijk betaald? Het
gaat hier om directe betaling, dus wanneer een kind van zijn zakgeld lunch koopt
kunt u dit invullen onder “oudste kind zelf”.

Oudste kind zelf U en/of uw lemand anders Niet van
partner toepassing
Clubs, 0 [ [ -

verenigingen
Kleding

Sparen

O 0 0 0
O 0 0 0
O 0 0 0

e
e
Uitgaan o
e

Lunch op
school

(var. 98 — Var. 106)
Wilt u aankruisen welke van de onderstaande artikelen uw oudste kind in zijn of haar
bezit heeft voor eigen gebruik?
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Smartphone (mobiele telefoon met veel extra functies)
Gewone mobiele telefoon

Eigen desktop pc

Eigen laptop

Eigen televisie

Dvd-speler

Mp3speler/ipod

Tablet

Geen van deze

[ R R I R AN RN B B

Pagina: 17

(var. 107)
Heeft uw oudste kind huisdieren en zo ja, hoeveel?

Dropdown: Geen huisdier/ 1/ 2/ 3/ 4/ 5 of meer.

(Var. 108)
Kunt u aangeven in welke mate uw oudste kind gebruik maakt van een computer
thuis (eigen computer of een gedeelde computer)?

> Dagelijks meer dan 4 uur

Dagelijks, 2 tot 4 uur
Dagelijks, minder dan 2 uur
Enkele dagen per week
Minder

Ooo0onn

(var. 109) )
Kunt u aangeven hoeveel uw oudste kind gemiddeld televisie kijkt?

> Dagelijks meer dan 4 uur

Dagelijks, 2 tot 4 uur
Dagelijks, minder dan 2 uur
Enkele dagen per week
Minder

Ooo0onan

(Var. 110)
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Heeft uw kind een abonnement op één of meerdere tijdschriften? Zo ja, hoeveel?

Dropdown: Nee/ 1/ 2/ 3/ 4/ 5 of meer.

Pagina: 18

De nu volgende vragen gaan over uw vakantie(s) met de kinderen.

Pagina: 19

(var. 111)
Hoe vaak bent u het afgelopen jaar met de kinderen op vakantie geweest?

We zijn niet op vakantie geweest met de kinderen
1 keer
2 keer
3 keer
4 keer

oooonano

5 keer of meer

Pagina: 20

(var. 112. — Var. 119)
Wat voor vakanties waren dit voornamelijk? Indien u meer dan 4 keer op vakantie
bent geweest, vult u dan de nu volgende vragen in voor de laatste 4 vakanties.

Zon/strand : Actieve Steden Niet van Anders, Invullen
. Wintersport . . ..' anders
vakantie vakantie bezoeken toepassing namelijk.. "
namelijk
Vakantie[? 0 e e e C
1
Vakantie[? 0 e e e C
2
Vakantie[? i i o o o
3 |
Vakantie[? 0 e e e C
4
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(var. 120 — Var. 127)
Waar is tijdens uw vakantie(s) voornamelijk overnacht (1 antwoord per vakantie)?

Invull
Eigen Ei Niet Ander en
g 9 Tent/cara Appartement/bun Hotel/pen van S, ander
huis/stacar en . .
van etc. galow sion toepass namelij s
avan boot .
ing K... namel
ijk
Vakan[? C - C e C e
tie 1
Vakan[Z C C C C C C
tie 2
Vakan[? C - C e C e l_
tie 3
Vakan[? C - C e C e
tie 4

(var. 128 — Var. 135)
Wat is het voornaamste vervoermiddel waarmee u naar uw vakantiebestemming
gereisd bent (1 antwoord per vakantie)?

Niet van Anders nvullen
Trein Bus Auto Vliegtuig Boot . anders
toepassing namelijk... namelijk
Vakantie[? [ [ i 0 0 i
1
Vakantie[? 0 0 0 0 0 i
2
Vakantie[ 0 0 0 0 0 i
3
Vakantie[? [ [ i 0 0 i
4

(var. 136 — Var. 139)
Welk bedrag is er per vakantie in het totaal ongeveer besteed? Vul een bedrag in en
rond dit af op hele euro's. Indien niet van toepassing, vul 0 in.
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Vakantie 1|
Vakantie 2|
Vakantie 3|
Vakantie 4|

Pagina: 21

De nu volgende vragen gaan over de lichamelijke activiteiten van uw oudste
thuiswonende kind.

Pagina: 22

(var. 140)

Hoeveel dagen in de week beweegt uw oudste kind minimaal een half uur matig
intensief volgens u? Twee keer een kwatrtier telt bijvoorbeeld ook.

Matig intensief houdt in: inspannende lichaamsbeweging waarvan u merkbaar sneller
gaat adem(*en. Het gaat niet alleen om sporten, maar ook om bijvoorbeeld wandelen
en fietsen.

> Dagelijks

Enkele keren per week
1 keer per week
1 tot 3 keer per maand

Ooo0nn

Minder dan 1 keer per maand

(vVar. 141 — Var. 160)
Hier volgt een lijst met verschillende sporten. Kunt u aangeven of uw oudste kind
deze beoefent en of dit in verenigingsverband, ander verband of geen enkel verband
is?

Vereniginasverband Ander Geen Beoefent
ging verband verband niet
Voetbal (geen zaalvb.) i e e e
Hockey e i e e
Handbal [ e e e
Paardrijden i e e e
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Volleybal e e C e
Badminton C C e C
Squash C C e e
Fitness/aerobics/gymnastiek[?] e e e
Zaalvoetbal C C e C
Zeilen C e e C
Hardlopen, trimmen . e C C
Skaten C C e C
Zwemmen C e e C
Tennis C e e C
Fietsen en/of wandelen e e e C
Golf C e C C
Skién C e e C
Roeien C C e C
Ballet C e C C
Anders C e e C
Pagina: 23

Nu volgen er een aantal vragen over voeding en eetgewoonten.

Pagina: 24

(var. 161 — Var. 164)
Kunt u aangeven hoe vaak het volgende in uw huishouden voorkomt?

. 1x per maand of 2 of 3x per 4x per maand of
nooit .
minder maand vaker
Met het [ [ e e
gezin
uit eten
gaan
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Een 0 0 e C
kant en

klaar
maaltijd
halen/
eten

Eten [2 0 e C
voor het

gezin
laten
brengen

Eten [3 0 e C
voor het

gezin
afhalen

(Var. 165)
Kent u de schijf van vijf?

Dropdown: Ja/ Nee.

(Var. 166)
Hoe vaak eet uw oudste kind chips, zoutjes of aanverwante snacks naar uw idee? ~

Dagelijks

Enkele keren per week

1 keer per week

1 tot 3 keer per maand
Minder dan 1 keer per maand

oooonano

Nooit

(Var. 167)
Zorgt u ervoor dat uw kinderen voldoende groenten binnenkrijgen bij (vrijwel) elke
maaltijd?

Dropdown: Ja/ Nee.

(Var. 168. Var. 169)
Wilt u aangeven in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende twee stellingen?
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Niet mee eens Mee eens
Ik vind het belangrijk dat mijn kinderen [ e e £ E
gevarieerd eten
Ik let er op dat mijn kinderen voldoende [ e e e i

groenten binnen krijgen bij hun
avondmaaltijd

Pagina: 25

De volgende vragen gaan over de persoonlijkheid en eventuele hobby’s van uw
oudste kind.

Pagina: 26

(Var. 170)
Heeft uw oudste kind naast sport hobby’s, zoals musiceren, zingen, ballet,
toneelspelen, schilderen of tekenen, handwerken, 'doe-het-zelven', verzamelen of
computeren? Zo ja, welke? Vul de hobby's achter elkaar in, gescheiden door een
komma.

—

(var. 171)
Is uw oudste kind lid van een hobbyvereniging, zoals een zang- muziek of
toneelvereniging? Zo ja, welke? Vul de vereniging(en) achter elkaar in, gescheiden
door een komma.

—

Pagina: 27

De volgende vragen hebben als onderwerp de gezondheid van uw oudste
thuiswonende kind

Pagina: 28

(var. 172)
Hoeveel keer per jaar is uw oudste kind ziek? Ziek wil in dit geval zeggen dat uw kind
niet naar school zou kunnen.

—

(var. 173)
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Heeft uw oudste kind een chronische aandoening, zoals bijvoorbeeld astma? Vul
hieronder de hoeveelheid chronische aandoeningen in.

—

(var. 174 — Var. 183)
Kunt u hieronder aangeven hoe u de mate van geluk zou beoordelen van uw
thuiswonende kinderen, waarbij 5 het hoogste is en 1 het laagste?

1 Ongelukkig 5 Zeer gelukkig n.v.t.
Kind 1 (oudste) C e C e C r
Kind 2 e - E e C [
Kind 3 e e e e C N
Kind 4 i i i i i B
Kind 5 e e e e C N
(var. 184 — Var. 188)

Roken uw thuiswonende kinderen?

Ik weet het niet Niet van

Ja Nee .

zeker toepassing
Kind1l [3 0 e e
(oudste)
Kind2 [3 0 e e
Kind3 [ e E C
Kind4 [3 0 e e
Kind5 [ e E C

(var. 189 — Var. 198)
Kunt u hieronder aangeven hoe u de mate van gezondheid zou beoordelen van uw
thuiswonende kinderen, waarbij 5 het hoogste is en 1 het laagste?

1 Ongezond 5 Zeer gezond n.v.t.
Kind 1 (oudste) C e C e C r
Kind 2 e e C C e -
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Kind 3
Kind 4

Kind 5

(Var. 199 — Var. 203)

Drinken uw thuiswonende kinderen alcohol?

Ja, maar alleen wanneer ik Ja, (00K)
en/of mijn partner er bijis buitenshuis

Kind1l [3
(oudste)

Kind2 [
Kind 3 [3
Kind4 [

Kind5 [3

Pagina: 29

C

O 0 0 0

Hier volgen een aantal vragen over cultuur

Pagina: 30

(Var. 204 — Var. 213)

n

O 0 0 0

June 2014
e e [
e e [
e e [
Ik weet Niet van
het niet toepassing
e e
e e
e e
e e
e e

Wilt u aangeven hoe vaak u met uw oudste thuiswonende kind in de afgelopen 12
maanden de volgende culturele voorzieningen heeft bezocht of hij/ zij dit alleen of

met vrienden gedaan heeft?

Niet
bezocht
Concert klassiek [?
Popconcert i
Opera i

Toneelvoorstelling[s

Ballet o

1 keer

C

C
C
C
C

2-3 keer

C

C
C
C
C

4-11 keer

C

C
C
C
C

Eens per maand of

vaker

C

C
C
C
C
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Cabaret C e e C C
Musical C e e C C
Film e e C e C
Museum C e e C C
Dansavond C C e e C

(var. 214. Var. 215)
Kunt u aangeven hoe vaak u met uw oudste thuiswonende kind naar de bibliotheek
gaat en hoe vaak u denkt dat hij of zij alleen of met anderen naar de bibliotheek
gaat?

Meerdere keren per
week
|k__0f C C C C C
mijn
partner
met
kind

Wekelijks maandelijks Zelden Nooit

Het kind[3 e - e C
zelf of

met
anderen

(Var. 216)
Hoe vaak leest u of uw partner uw oudste kind voor of heeft u hem/ haar vroeger
voorgelezen?

> Dagelijks
L Wekelijks
£ Maandelijks
> (Bijna) nooit

Pagina: 31

Er volgen nu nog enkele vragen over diverse onderwerpen.
Pagina: 32
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(Var. 217 — Var. 223)
Welke van de onderstaande verzekeringen heeft u op dit moment afgesloten voor uw
oudste thuiswonende kind? Het gaat hier om verzekeringen waarvan u de rekening
betaalt.

Q
Z

ee
Aansprakelijkheidsverzekering

Uitvaartverzekering
Levensverzekering
Rechtsbijstandverzekering

Studieverzekering

O 0O 000 0o
O O 00 nono

Eventuele andere verzekering
1

Eventuele andere verzekering
2

n
n

(Var. 224)
Weet u welke vakken uw oudste kind op school heeft?

Dropdown: Nee/ Ja, ongeveer/ Ja, precies/ Niet van toepassing.

(Var. 225)
Praat u wel eens met uw kinderen over de toekomst?

E Zelden of nooit
> Regelmatig
E Vaak

(Var. 226 — 230)
Hoe vaak helpt u of een van uw andere kinderen uw kinderen thuis met hun
huiswerk? Begint u alstublieft met invullen bij het oudste kind als “kind 1”. Indien uw
kind te oud is om hulp te bieden met het huiswerk of te jong is om huiswerk te
krijgen, vul dan “niet van toepassing” in.

Zelden of Maakt gebruik van Niet van
nooit huiswerkklas toepassing

Kind1 [3 e e e e e

Dagelijks Wekelijks Maandelijks
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(oudste)
Kind2 [3 C C e e C
Kind 3 [ C e e C C
Kind 4 [3 C C e e C
Kind5 [ C e e C C
Pagina: 33

(var. 231)

Indien u kinderen heeft tussen de 4 en 12 jaar oud, brengt u deze dan (meestal) naar
school?

E ja
»
»

nee
niet van toepassing

(var. 232)
Hoe vaak doet u spelletjes met uw kind(eren)?

L2 (bijna) Dagelijks

wekelijks
een paar keer per jaar

0Oon0on

nooit

(var. 233)
Hoe vaak bezoekt u met uw kind(eren) een attractiepark of dierentuin?

L2 (bijna) Dagelijks

wekelijks
een paar keer per jaar

0Oon0on

nooit

(Var. 234)
Hoe vaak bezoekt u met uw kind(eren) een speeltuin?

L2 (bijna) Dagelijks
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wekelijks
een paar keer per jaar
nooit

Ooo0onn

niet van toepassing vanwege leeftijd

(var. 235)
Bezoekt uw oudste kind met regelmaat sociale netwerksites als hyves, facebook en
twitter?

E ja

E Nee

C Ik weet het niet

(Var. 236) )
Brengt uw oudste thuiswonende kind regelmatig vrienden mee naar huis?

L2 Ik heb constant vrienden van mijn oudste kind over de vioer

Met regelmaat
Soms

(Bijna) nooit

Ooo0onan

Nee, maar mijn oudste kind gaat wel vaker langs anderen

(Var. 237 — Var. 241)
Komt het volgende voor in uw huishouding (kruis aan)? Kruis ja of nee aan.

Ja Nee

Zelf brood [ E
bakken

Mayonaise e e
maken

Cake of taart . [
bakken

Jam maken i [
Groenten i i
wecken
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Pagina: 34

Er volgen nu enkele vragen over mogelijke minder stabiele factoren in uw
huishouden. U hoeft op geen van deze vragen een antwoord te geven indien u dit
niet wilt.

Pagina: 35

(Var. 242)
Is uw oudste kind betrokken geweest bij €één of meer scheidingen?

L Nee (dit is mijn eerste huwelijk)
> Ja, het kind heeft één scheiding meegemaakt
> Ja, het kind heeft twee scheidingen of meer meegemaakt

E Geen antwoord

(Var. 243)
Hoe vaak bent u verhuisd sinds de komst van uw oudste kind?

> Nog nooit

Eén keer

Twee keer

Drie keer of meer

Ooo0nn

Geen antwoord

Pagina: 36

Er volgen nu nog een aantal stellingen over diverse onderwerpen.

Pagina: 37

(Var. 244 — Var. 270)
Wilt u deze verschillende stellingen beantwoorden?

Niet mee eens Mee eens
Mijn oudste kind en ik begrijpen elkaar 0 0 e e e
over het algemeen goed
Mijn oudste kind en mijn partner (indien e e e e e

van toepassing) begrijpen elkaar over het
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algemeen goed

De kinderen hebben geen invloed op de o o o o o
vraag of wij uit eten gaan

Bij een goede opvoeding hoort af en toe e e e e i
een corrigerende tik

Het is geen bezwaar als kinderen twee o o o o o
ochtenden per week naar een

kinderdagverblijf gaan (als ze nog niet

alleen thuis kunnen of zouden kunnen

blijven)

De kinderen horen invloed te hebben op 0 0 0 e e
de keuze voor een hoofdmaaltijd

Een vrouw die een kind krijgt moet o o o o o
(tijdelijk) stoppen met werken.

Er ontstaan veel misverstanden tussen 0 0 0 0 0
ons en ons oudste kind

Een van de ouders moet altijd thuis zijn e e e e e
om op de kinderen te letten wanneer deze
jonger zijn dan 12 jaar

Het komt regelmatig voor dat mijn oudste [ e e e e
kind naar mijn idee te weinig geslapen

heeft

Ik vind dat een corrigerende tik niet van e e e e e

deze tijd meer is

Ik zou mijn kind nooit naar een e e e e e
kinderdagverblijf sturen.

Het verdient de voorkeur dat wanneer [ [ [ [ i
beide ouders buitenshuis werken, familie
voor het kind zorgt

Als ouder moet je thuis zijn als kinderen o o o o o
van de basisschool thuiskomen

Ik probeer mijn kinderen zoveel mogelijk i i i i i
te geven wat ze wensen

Ik heb het idee dat mijn kinderen i i i i i
voldoende slaap krijgen

Soms moet je kinderen nee verkopen als [ e e e e
ze iets willen, zelfs al heb je geld genoeg
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om het te kopen

Wanneer mijn kind hulp nodig heeft zie ik
dat gelijk

Ik vind het belangrijk dat kinderen
onderwijs volgen tot ze ten minste de
middelbare school met succes hebben
afgerond

Selecteer het meest linker vakje (niet mee
eens)

Ik vind dat kinderen van 12 niet horen te
roken

Ik snap niet dat sommige ouders slechts
toekijken zonder actie te ondernemen
terwijl hun kind te dik is

Als ik een kind van 10 jaar zou hebben en
deze wordt de klas uitgestuurd, ga ik
“verhaal halen” bij de leraar

Ik vind dat kinderen tot hun zestiende
verjaardag van alcohol af moeten blijven

Ik steun mijn kind onvoorwaardelijk

Ik vind het onbegrijpelijk dat ouders het
toelaten dat hun 15-jarige kinderen
uitgaan in discotheken

Een prettige kant van het hebben van
kinderen is voor mij dat het je een
verantwoordelijkheidsgevoel geeft

Pagina: 38

Tenslotte nog enkele vragen over uw inkomen.

Pagina: 39

(var. 271)

June 2014

Hoeveel bedraagt het netto huishoud maandinkomen? Hiermee wordt in dit geval de
som van bedragen die maandelijks op uw rekening(en) wordt gestort bedoeld.
Kinderbijslag, vakantiegeld e.d. mogen dus niet meegerekend worden. Indien u een
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jaarinkomen heeft, bijv. bij een zaak, of inkomen uit vermogen, wilt u dit dan
omrekenen tot een gemiddelde per maand?

Dropdown: Geen inkomen/ 0-500 euro/ 501-1000 euro/ 1001 — 1500 euro/ 1501 —
2000 euro/ 2001 — 2500 euro/ 2501 — 3000 euro/ 3001 — 3500 euro/ 3501 — 4000
euro/ 4001 — 4500 euro/ 4501 - 5000 euro/ 5001 - 6000 euro/ 6000 - 7000 euro/ Meer
dan 7001 euro/ Weet niet/ wil ik niet zeggen.

(Var. 272)
Hoe gemakkelijk of moeilijk kan uw huishouden rondkomen van het totale
besteedbare huishoudinkomen?

Zeer moeilijk Zeer makkelijk
Kies: C e e C e

(Var. 273 — Var. 276)

Mensen gaan op verschillende manieren met geld om. Hoe gaat u zelf met uw geld
om? En hoe vind u dat uw partner met geld omgaat?

Erg zuinig Erg royaal n.v.t.
U zelf C C e e e -
Uw partner e C e C e r

Pagina: 40

U heeft zojuist de laatste vraag beantwoord. Sluit dit venster niet af voordat u de
gegevens verstuurd heeft! Heeft u nog opmerkingen over de enquéte?

E2
| 2
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Indien u kans wilt maken op de VVV-bonnen, vul dan hier uw e-mail adres in. Indien
u wint wordt er contact met u opgenomen. Het e-mail adres wordt niet gebruikt voor
andere doeleinden dan het notificeren van de winnaars.
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7.2 Appendix 2: Tables and figures

Number | Name | Page
2.1 Quality in day care centres according to Halland Howes (1996) 17
3.1 Types of education grouped 43
3.2 Key figures of data collection 46
3.3 A crosstab containing household type and psrsohousehold 46
3.4 Gender distribution of the respondents 47
3.5 Income distribution of the respondents 47
3.6 Extend to which respondents can make ends meet 48
3.7 Work situation of respondents 48
3.8 Cross-tabulation of type of house and houseeostrip of respondents 49
3.9 Education of the respondents 50
3.10 Education of partners of respondents 50
3.11 Highest education among both parents in tbagegories 50
3.12 Coefficients for the relationship between edion and income 51
3.13 A crosstab on the relationship between edutatnd income 51
3.14 Gender taking care of children and opiniorudlgender roles 51
4.1 Possibilities social capital neighbourhood.rixach’s Alfa 0,727 54
4.2 Positive neighbourhood indicators. Cronbachfa 8,826 54
4.3 Neighbourhood indicators for social capital 54
4.4 Social capital of children 56
4.5 Social freedom. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,856 57
4.6 Level norms values. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,864 57
4.7 Instable factors in the household 58
4.8 Level of understanding between children anémtar 58
4.9 Norms and values children 59
4.10 Results social capital 60
411 Cultural activities total. Cronbach’s Alfa 88 62
4,12 Visiting library. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,891 63
4.13 Cultural activities of children 63
4.14 Cultural freedom. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,872 64
4.15 Norms values common. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,953 64
4.16 Help household. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,884 65
4.17 Other cultural capital indicators 65
4.18 Average scores on norms and values proposition 65
4.19 Conclusion cultural capital 66
4.20 Freedom alcohol disco. Cronbach'’s Alfa 0,721 67
4.21 Home with children. Cronbach'’s Alfa 0,721 68
4.22 Care and supervision of parents 68
4.23 Symbolic freedom. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,929 71
4.24 Possessions child 71
4.25 Symbolic capital of children 72
4.26 Importance positive traits. Cronbach’s Alfa53 74
4.27 Results symbolic capital 75
4.28 Economic capital of children 77
4.29 Other economic capital indicators 79
4.30 Results economic capital 80
4.31 General knowledge of children 81
4.32 Neighbourhood indicators for health 83
4.33 Varied meals. Cronbach’s Alfa 0,825 83
4.34 The health of children 84
4.35 Consciousness health parents. Cronbach’sOAIfar 85
4.36 Other health indicators 86
4.37 Distribution of health consciousness variable 86
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4.38 Results human capital 87
4.39 List of hypotheses confirmed or rejected 88
Fig. 3.1 | Bar chartincome of the respondents | 48
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7.3 Appendix 3: List of variables per type of apital
Capital form/ Subject measured for the children Questions
Concept related
Social capital Neighbourhood indicators 15
Safety neighbourhood 16
Own children; importance of character traits 17
Children of 10 year old; social freedom diverse 18
Own children; first-name basis 20
Oldest child; hobby club membership 44
Own children; playing games together. 59
Own children; visiting zoo/ amusement park together 60
Own children; visiting playground together 61
Oldest child; visiting social network websites 62
Oldest child; taking home friends 63
Children in general; visiting clubs at age 15 67
Cultural capital Own children; level of schooling 10
Own children; norms and values diverse 17
Children in general; (lack of) freedom diverse ot 18
Own children; first-name basis 20
Own children; type of holiday with parents 32
Oldest child; sport attendance 37
Oldest child; hobby (club) 43, 44
Oldest child; visiting cultural things together 51
Oldest child; visiting library 52
Oldest child; reading stories by parents 53
Children in general; finishing high school 67
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Symbolic capital Household; type of home 11
Household; number of rooms in home 13
Own children; having room for itself 14
Own children; symbolic norms and values diverse 17
Own children; symbolic freedom of choice diverse 18
Own children; allowance compared to other children 19
Oldest child; allowance 21
Oldest child; allowance for clothes 22
Oldest child; paying for diverse things themselves 25
Oldest child; diverse possessions 26
Own children; times been on vacation with children 31
Children in general; diverse symbolic capital stetats 67
Freedom of choice for the children 18
Financial care upbringing 19
Oldest child; reading stories by parents 53
Own children; knowing their subjects at school 55
Own children; talking about their future 56
Children helping with household chores 57
Own children; taking them to school if young 58
Various propositions regarding care 67
Economic capital Household; type of home 11
Household; number of rooms in home 13
Own children; having room for itself 14
Own children; financial raising 19
Oldest child; allowance 21
Oldest child; allowance clothing 22
Oldest child; own income 23
Oldest child; amount paid to parents for living 24
Oldest child; paying for diverse things themselves 25
Oldest child; diverse possessions 26
Oldest child; number of pets 27
Own children; times been on vacation with children 31
Spending per holiday 35
Oldest child; number of insurances paid by parents 54
Own children; visiting zoo or amusement park 60
Own children and children in general; giving thefmatthey want 67
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Human capital , ,
Own children; level of schooling 10
Own children; curiosity and doing their best ateuh 17
Household; production of homemade goods 64
Children in general; importance finishing high sasho 67
Neighboorhood safety 15
Oldest child; enough excercise 36
Oldest child; sport attendance 37
Parents; knowhow food diversity 39
Oldest child; eating snacks 40
Own children; eating enough vegetables 41
Own children; eating varied and enough vegetables 42
Oldest child; sickness 45
Oldest child; chronic sickness 46
Own children; happiness 47
Own children; smoking 48
Own children; health 49
Own children; alcohol consumption 50
Oldest child; friends 63
Oldest child; divorces parents 65
Oldest child; moving of parents 66
Various propositions regarding health 67
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7.4 Appendix 4: Table of results
Variable number and Name Type | Education N87 Income N45
question of
regre - - - - - - - -
: Adj | Low | Sig | High | Sig | Adj | Low | Sig | High Sign
ssion
.R2 n n .R2 n
Social capital
Adj. | Low Sign | High Sign | Adj. | Low Sign | High Sign
R2 R2
1. Social freedom respondent Social freedom Linear| - -.466 .554 | .563 620 - -.022 983 | .978 426
would give to a child of 10 .015 .030
2. Normal for 15 year old childrer) Opinion disco 15y/o| Linear | .141 | .195 543 - .007 | - -.006 989 | .190 727
to be allowed in disco’s by their is normal 1.165* .044
parents according to the **
respondent Kendal - .002
I's Tau .383**
*
3. Level of social norms and Level norms values | Linear | .016 | -.923 171 .463 633 | - .109 908 | .234 .838
values own children .046
Kendal -.157 .136
I's Tau
4. First name basis spoken to First name basis Phi- | --- .073 531 | -.115 325 ---- -.019 .899 .011 .939
parents (no/ yes) coeffici
ent
5.1 Own children; playing gameg Playing games Linear | .049 | -527* | .032 | -.165 603 | - =177 557 | -.266 466
together. Kendal =271 | .027 .031
I's Tau
5.2 Own children; visiting zoo/ | Visiting amusement| Linear | .048 | -.331** | .030 | -.170 393 | - -.152 410 | .098 .661
amusement park together Kendal 5737 | 035 .018
I's Tau
5.3 Own children; visiting Linear | -.08 .000 1 .000 1 - .202 .683 | -.333 .580
playground together Visiting playground .063
6.1 Hobby club membership (total  Hobby club total Linear | - -2 .526 | .05 .861| .250 .500* .084 | .000 1.000
|
number) Kendal | 137 §N9' 661 | 061
I's Tau
6.2 Oldest child; visiting social Social networks Phi- | --- -.004 975 | .144 285 - -.299* .058 .108 482
network websites (no/ yes) coeffici
ent
6.3 Oldest child taking home Linear | .014 | -.157 489 .327 276 - | -.261 .356 | .025 .945
friends freq. Friends at home .024
7. Number of sports oldest child|  Social sports total | Linear | .051 | -.467 145| .2 564 | - .055 .908 | -.545 .347
attends. Kendal 3677 | .046 053
I's Tau
8. Possibilities for gaining social| Possibilities social | Linear | .051 | -.685 .330| 1.624* .097| - -.032 974 | 1.057 .380
capital in the neighbourhood capital .026
neighbourhood Kendal .218** | .026
I's Tau
9. Positive neighbourhood Positive Linear | .056 | -.742 .665| 4.98* | .037 | - -.195 943 | 3.948 .257
indicators for gaining social neighbourhood .011
capital. indicators Kendal .222** .021
I's Tau
10. Places in neighbourhood Safety Phi- -.078 491 | .050 657 - -.005 971  -.026 586
where respondent rather not go at  neighbourhood coeffici
night (yes/no) ent
Cultural capital
Adj. | Low Sign | High Sign | Adj. | Low Sign | High Sign
R2 R2
11. Freedom parents would givel  Cultural freedom Linear| - -.610 .382 | -.067 947 - -.621 510 | -.103 .928
10 year old for cultural capital .016 .036
accumulation
12. Important children at least Importance finishing indar | - -.035 .875| .265 361 - -.137 .568 .185 .524
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finish high school school .015 .021
13. Average level of high school|  Level high school Linear| .01§ -.153 628  .542 .207034 | .633 .255| -.167 .683
all children
14. Importance of children caring Importance caring fo Linear | .021 | -.206 .159| .122 .562
about other children others Kendal 208 074
I's Tau
15. Importance of children Linear | .008 | -.221 215 .107 675
wanting to know why things
happen in the world
16. Importance of children having Linear | .001 | -.178 .209| .022 918
good manners
17. Importance of children having Linear | .001 | -.178 209 .022 918
a felling of responsibility
18. Importance of children having Linear | - -.063 .696 | .207 .373
self control .008
19. Importance of children being Linear | - -.041 .800 | .044 .851
neat .027
20. Importance of children doing Linear | - -.05 749 | .107 .633
their best at school .021
21. Importance of children Linear | - -.167 374 | -.081 .764
obeying parents .017
21.1 Norms and values common| Norms values | Linear | - -1.178 294 | 552 731 - .053 973 | .696 .709
common .003 .044
21.2 Norms and values total Norms values tota Lingar 03.9 -1.498 .284| 1.059 .59/ - .320 .867 | .963 .693
.045
22. Importance of own children Help household Linear| .00Q -.181 .607  .507 3L7 - 267 .559 | .553 .343
helping with the household .023
4. First name basis spoken to First name basis Phi- | --- .073 531 | -.115 325 ---- -.019 899 .011 .939
parents (no/yes) coeffici
ent
24. Going on cultural holidays Visiting cities Phi- | --- .069 671 | .268* .098| - -.223 247 .028 .885
(amount not specified) (no/ yes) coeffici
ent
25. Amount of time spent with Cultural activities Linear | .041 | -.880 .203| .800 .368 .035  -.486 .5381.448 144
oldest child visiting various total
cultural venues Kendal 260* 050
I's Tau
26. Oldest child visiting library Visiting library Linear | .013 | -.741 .147| .033 .960 | .003| .667 .155 .238 .684
with parents and/ or by himself/
herself Kendal -.166 175 .199 175
I's Tau
27. Oldest child; reading stories by Reading stories to | Linear | .022 | -.616* | .097 | -.008 .986 | .038| -.860* | .059| -.342 .528
parents now or when child (time children Kendal 2207 073 YT 093
I's Tau
Human capital
Adj. | Low Sign | High Sign | Adj. | Low Sign | High Sign
R2 R2
12. Important children at least | Importance finishing| Linear | - -.035 875 | .265 361 - -.137 .568 | .185 .524
finish high school school .015 .021
13. Average level of high school|  Level high school Linear| .01§ -.153 628  .542 .207034 | .633 .255| -.167 .683
all children
15. Importance of children Curiosity Linear | .008| -.221 .21 .107 675 - | -.149 .568 | .065 .836
wanting to know why things .035
happen in the world
20. Importance of children doing| Importance school | Linear | - -.05 749 | .107 .633| - .006 977 | .060 .820
their best at school effort .021 .046
28. Number of (various) skills Skills household Linear | .059 | -.643* | .041 | .024 952 | - -.119 772 | -.130 .799
applied in the household Kendal 2537 | 045 .048
I's Tau
Symbolic capital
Adj. | Low Sign | High Sign | Adj. | Low Sign | High Sign
R2 R2
29. Freedom regarding alcohol Freedom alcohol | Linear | .111 | .706 191 -1.3744 .05§ - -.491 505 | .152 .864
habits and going out to disco’s /disco Kendal 86+ | 015 | - 006 .033
I's Tau .323**
*
30.1 Caring; parents being with | Home with children Linear| .00l .864 53F -1.65p 135 - .595 719 | 2.095 .320
children or not .025
30.2 Caring; parents being with | Home with children 2|  Linear| .007  1.136 372 -1.3 214| - .333 .825 | 2.333 .225
children or not .011
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31.Respondent does not agree Correcting hits Linear| - .120 .878 | -.600 559 - .050 .958 | 1.228 .289
with “correcting hits” .027 .018
32. If kids between 4 and 12, Bring to school Phi- | ---- -.096 .645 | -.058 782 - .091 .70 .161 .506
brings children to school always or coeffici
regularly (no/ yes) ent
34. Importance of children having Importance positive | Linear | - =717 .306 | .419 676 - .071 .940 | .500 .666
various positive values traits traits .002 .043
according to parents
35. The amount of freedom the| Symbolic freedom Linear| - -1.459 369 | .041 986 - -.876 675 | .821 746
respondent would give to a child .015 .037
of 10
36. Children may determine Freedom money Linear | .023 | .050 .873| .815* .074 | - .519 247 | 341 .527
themselves where to spend thei .013
money on. Kendal .209* .052
I's Tau
37.1 Allowances are independent Dependence Linear | .059 | .197 550 -.946* | .049 | .061 | -.325 471 -1.182* .034
of what other parents give their allowance
children (reversed) Kendal -.259* | 017 -.305** .027
I's Tau
37.2 If my children have spend al Extra allowance Linear| .010 .251 378 -.378 .38 -| -.171 .678 | -.207 .678
of their money they don't get extra .041
37.3 If my children say they get Allowance Linear | .002 | .382 .160 | .096 .805 | .03 .332 331 -.489 .245
less allowance then other children comparison
in class | give them more Kendal .170 124
I's Tau
38. Times been on vacation with Vacation total Linear | .114 | - .005 | .040 .885 | .031| -.441 1191 .130 .699
children 573**
*
Kendal - .001 -.242* .094
I's Tau 410**
*
39.1 Resp. Gives unlimited Unlimited support | Linear | - .287 329 | .387 315 - .286 424 | 125 772
support to own children from parents .010 .032
39.2 When kid needs help Visibility help Linear | .016 | -.377 116 | -.017 955 | - -.202 A78 | .120 .728
respondent sees it immediately| Kendal 204 o1 .026
I's Tau
39.3 Resp. Trying to give childrer Giving much to Linear | .054 | .353 178 | -.387 259 | - .099 754 | .207 591
as much as they possibly wish children Kendal D07 092 .040
I's Tau
40.1 Kids have got influence on Influence out for Linear - .049 .889 | .209 650 - -.034 936 | .234 .648
whether going out to dinner or nqt dinner .032 .041
40.2 Kids have influence on Influence dinner Linear - 247 392 | .187 621 - .102 768 | .424 317
dinner choice choice .022 .023
5.1 Own children; playing games Playing games Linear | .049 | -527* | .032 | -.165 603 | - =177 557 | -.266 .466
together. Kendal -271% | .027 .031
I's Tau
5.2 Own children; visiting zoo/ | Visiting amusement| Linear | .048 | -.331** | .030 | -.170 393 | - -.152 410 | .098 .661
amusement park together Kendal 5737 | 035 .018
I's Tau
5.3 Own children; visiting Linear | -.08 .000 1 .000 1 - .202 .683 | -.333 .580
playground together Visiting playground .063
42. Talks with children about their  Talk about future | Linear | .028 | -.343* .063 | -.127 595 | .072| -.460**| .031| -.031 .906
future Kendal -.231* .068 -.324* | .027
I's Tau
43. Frequency (average) of Help homework Linear | - -.362 401 | .205 709 - -.167 .768 | .146 .838
helping children with homework .018 .085
44.1 Total allowances oldest chilg Allowance total | Linear | - -.002 990 | .081 751  .12Q .453* .037 | .614* .020
.029
Kendal .204 162 | 225 124
I's Tau
45. Amount of things oldest child Paying child Linear - .190 .707 | .326 611 - 173 .782 | -.100 .886
has to pay himself .032 .052
46. Amount of items possessed ly Possessions child | Linear | .000 | .067 .891| .919 .183| .081 - .033 | .196 797
oldest child 1.376*
*
Kendal 154 .150 -.303* | .022
I's Tau
47.1 Lots of misunderstandings No Linear | - -.273 449 | -.013 978 .077 -.848* | .027 | -.598 .190
between parents and oldest child misunderstandings .024
Kendal -.292* | .036 | -.022 .875
I's Tau
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47.2 Oldest child and resp. No Linear | .021 | -.024 .930| -.604* .100 | - -.391 234 | -.266 .501
understand each other well misunderstandings Kendal 515+ | 083 .010
respondent )
I's Tau
47.3 Oldest child and resp. partner No Linear | - -.024 942 | .243 561 .04Q0 -.414 298  .548 .243
understand each other well misunderstandings .029
partner
27. Oldest child; reading stories by Reading stories to | Linear | .022 | -.616* | .097 | -.008 .986 | .038| -.860* | .059| -.342 .528
parents now or when child (time children Kendal 2207 073 YT 093
I's Tau
49. Respondent knows what Knowledge subjects| Linear | - -.016 941 | .081 774 .03Q0 -.152 557 .381 .205
subjects oldest child follows at child .047
school
50. Household; type of home Type of home | Linear | .057 | -.007 .970| .598** .019 | - -112 .658 | .299 331
Kendal .321** .003 009
I's tau *
51. Household; number of roomg Rooms home total | Linear | .081 | -.447 301 1.214* | .036 | .220 | - .009 | 1.217 121
in home * 1.706*
**
Kendal .316** .001 - .001 | .300** .029
I's Tau * A54**
*
Economic capital
Adj. | Low Sign | High Sign | Adj. | Low Sign | High Sign
R2 R2
53.1 You'll have to say no Saying no Linear| .020| .184 466 -.396 235 .0B3 3.36| .212 | -.315 .369
sometimes when children want
something, even though you've
got enough money (reversed)
36. Children may determine Freedom spendings| Linear | .023 | .050 .873| .815* .074 | - .519 247 | 341 527
themselves where to spend thei .013
money on. Kendal .209* .052
I's Tau
37.1 Allowances are independent Dependence Linear | .059 | .197 .550| -.946* | .049 | .061 | -.325 A71| -1.182* .034
of what other parents give their allowance
children (reversed) Kendal -.259* | .017 -.305** .027
I's Tau
37.2 If my children have spend al Extra allowance Linear] .010 .251 378 -.378 .38 -| -.171 .678 | -.207 .678
of their money they don't get extra .041
37.3 If my children say they get Allowance Linear | .002 | .382 .160 | .096 .805 | .03 .332 331 -.489 .245
less allowance then other children comparison
in class | give them more Kendal .170 124
I's Tau
54. | think | teach my children to Good economic Linear | - -.008 975 | -.037 915 - .286 .396 | .000 1.000
get along with money in a good teaching .029 .028
way
38. Times been on vacation with Vacation total Linear | .114 | - .005 | .040 .885 | .031| -.441 1191 .130 .699
children 573**
Kendal - .001 -.242* .094
I's Tau 410**
5.2 Own children; visiting zoo/ | Visiting amusement| Linear | .048 | -.331** | .030 | -.170 393 | - -.152 410 | .098 .661
amusement park together (rev. Kendal 5737 | 035 .018
I's Tau
39.3 Resp. Trying to give children Giving much Linear | .054 | .353 178 -.387 259 | - .099 754 | 207 591
as much as they possibly wish .040
Kendal .207* .092
I's Tau
44.1 Total allowances oldest child Allowance total | Linear | - -.002 990 | .081 751  .12Q .453** .037 | .614* .020
.029
Kendal .204 162 | 225 124
I's Tau
81 Allowance oldest child (no/ Allowance Phi- -.086 481 | 114 347 - .070 637  .237 112
yes) coeffici
ent
82 Allowance clothes oldest child  Allowance clothes Phi- .079 515 | -.070 566 ---- .301*%|  .043 .160 .284
(no/ yes) coeffici
ent
83 Oldest child; own income (no, Income child Phi- | --- -.052 669 | .271* .025| - -.273* .067 127 963
yes) coeffici
ent
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84 Oldest child; paying parents far ~ Paying parents Phi- | --- .130 .284 | .055 649 - .096 .52p .232 119
living (no/ yes) coeffici
ent
44.2. Oldest child: Spendable Spendable monely Linear | .022 | .182 432| .607* .065| .145 | .335 211 .978%* .004
Kendal 171 135 .336** .017
I's Tau
45. Amount of things oldest child Paying child Linear | - .190 .707 | .326 611 - 173 .782 | -.100 .886
has to pay himself .032 .052
46. Amount of items possessed ly Possessions child | Linear | .000 | .067 .891| .919 .183 | .081 - .033 | .196 797
oldest child 1.376*
*
Kendal 154 .150 -.303* | .022
I's Tau
60. Number of pets Pets total Linear | - .327 .327 | .560 225 .023 .656 132 | -.152 .765
.003
Kendal 135 .348
I's Tau
61. Oldest child; number of Insurances paid by | Linear | - -.190 .707 | .286 .688| .1441 435 .4632.026*** .009
insurances paid by parents parents .033
Kendal .303** .044
I's Tau
50. Household; type of home Type of home | Linear | .057 | -.007 970 .598** | .019 | - -.112 .658 | .299 331
Kendal .321* | .003 | .009
I's Tau *
51. Household; number of roomg Rooms home total | Linear | .081 | -.447 301 1.214* | .036 | .220 | - .009 | 1.217 121
in home * 1.706*
**
Kendal .316* | .001 - .001 | .300** .029
I's Tau * A54**
*
62. Spending per holiday averaged Spending holidgy Linear | .072 | - 483 | 781.87 | .091 | - - .814 | 450.000 401
308.68 1* .041 | 125.00
Kendal 4 .216 118 0
I's Tau
Health capital
Adj. | Low Sign | High Sign | Adj. | Low Sign | High Sign
R2 R2
63. Parents are conscious about Consciousness health Linear | .193 | - .002 | .327 .635| .005| -.976 1471 -.244 .760
children’s health in general parents 1.773*
*%k
Kendal - .000 -.160 .249
I's Tau A24*
*%k
64. Children of respondent eat Varied meals Linear | .072 | -970* | .012 | -.542 .289 | .050| -.817* .093| .326 574
varied and enough vegetables
Kendal -.183 125 -.235* .093
I's Tau
65. | make sure my children eat| Sufficient vegetables| Phi- | - -.151 230 | .113 369 - .041 .782  -.059 .692
sufficient vegetables (no/ yes) coeffici
ent
66. Average happiness of all Happiness children | Linear | - .219 537 | .330 488 .04 .281 .367-.534 .159
individual children according to .023
the parents. Kendal -.167 232
I's Tau
67. Average number of children Children smoking Linear | .059 | -14.876| .131| 13.258 317 - -.227 .986 | -8.561 .598
not smoking (percentage) .046
Kendal -.209 .105
I's Tau
68. Average health of all Health children Linear | .020 | -.320% .089 | -.084 730 | - .075 750 | -.187 .516
individual children according to .033
the parents. Kendal 201 | 101
I's Tau
69. Average number of children Children alcohol Linear. | - -2.652 .846 | -13.48H .445 .087 33.333 | .056 | -14.719 464
not drinking alcohol (percentage .026 *
Kendal .352* | .026
I's Tau
70.1 I think my children get Enough sleep Linear| - -.280 .304 | .100 778 - -.230 489 | -.087 .828
enough sleep. .006 .036
71. Amount of exercise of oldest Exercise amoun Linea.001 | -.469 .158| -.335 .455 - -.240 550 -.455 .351]
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child Kendal -.120 .319 .024
I's Tau
72. Type of sports oldest child Sports total Linear | .059 | .006 .990| 1.236* .051| - .000 1.00 | -.222 .783
attends (total) .066 0
Kendal .262* .058
I's Tau
73. Frequency of eating salty Salty snacks Linear | - -.089 794 | -225 627 - -.299 452 | -.477 321
snacks. frequency .030 .018
74. Frequency of illness. Frequency illnesq Linear - | .202 540 | .167 709 - .230 590 | -.413 425
.027 .015
75. Chronic deceases, if any. Chronic deceases | Linear | - .013 .859 | .087 .370, .018 .130 .149 | .130 .244
Kendal 020 .180 .243
I's Tau
75.1 Deceases total (descending) Deceases tota| Linear .180 .628 | .217 661 - 371 446 | -211 727
.030 .026
6.3 Oldest child taking home Friends at home Linean .014 -.157 489 327 76 -| -.261 .356 | .025 .945
friends freq. .024
77. Oldest child involved in Parental separation| Linear | - -.092 543 | .148 458 .057 -.224 173 | .223 .261
separation of parents + frequengy .008
if involved. Kendal -.268* .075
I's Tau
78. Parents have moved during Moving out total Linear | - .266 .383 | .391 324 - -.155 662 | .130 762
lifetime oldest child + frequency i .013 .037
involved.
78.1 Instable factors combined Instable factors tofal nekir | - .156 .684 | .539 .280 - -.379 372 | .353 491
.015 .003
70.2 Oldest child regularly sleepg Enough sleep 2 Linean - -.035 918 | .065 .883 - -.394 .327 | -.109 .823
too little. .035 .023
79. Neighbourhood safe for Safety Linear | .038 | -.372 .186| .454 247 | - -.357 401 | .250 .626
children to go outside by their neighbourhood .015
own. children 2297 | 029
80. Respondent knows what Knowledge “schijf Phi- -.231* .066 | .141 .264| - -.176 .23y -277* 640
“schijf van vijf’ is (no/ yes). vijf” coeffici
ent

****xSignificance .00
*** Significance <.01

**

Significance <.05

*  Significance <.10
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