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ABSTRACT

Past research on household decision-making has focused on the husband-wife dyad and
rarely considered the role of extended family members. This paper extends prior research by
examining whether wives’ parental education is associated with wives’ household decision-
making power and whether this association varies by husbands’ parental education. Using data
from the 2010 and 2014 China Family Panel Studies, we find that a higher level of wives’
parental education is associated with an increase in wives’ probability of having the final say on
household financial decisions, net of the education of wives, husbands, and husbands’ parents.
However, the association between wives’ parental education and decision-making power
decreases as husbands’ parental education increases. Educational attainment in one generation

may have a lingering impact on the marital power of the next generation.



INTRODUCTION

Decision-making power at home is essential to women’s empowerment (Malhotra &
Schuler, 2005). Male-dominance in family decision-making increases intimate partner violence
(Coleman & Straus, 1986), women’s depression (Mirowsky, 1985), and women’s marital
dissatisfaction (Pimentel, 2000). Education may enhance wives’ power by increasing their
socioeconomic resources (Xu & Lai, 2002), exposing them to more egalitarian gender attitudes
(Shu, 2004), and enhancing their abilities to make household decisions (Kabeer, 2005). Past
research, however, has rarely considered that the effect of education on marital power may be
multigenerational, i.e., educational attainment in one generation may have a lingering impact on
the marital power of the next generation. Parental education may indirectly affect wives’
decision-making power by improving wives’ education (Connelly & Zheng, 2003). Parental
education may also directly affect wives’ power through gender-role socialization (Thornton,
Alwin, & Camburn, 1983) and the provision of financial and social support (Katz & Peres,
1985). Furthermore, the association between the wife’s parental education and her own decision-
making power may depend on the education of her parents-in-law. The nuclear family is not a
“closed” system (Liu, Hutchison, & Hong, 1973, p. 94) but is embedded in extended family
relationships (Helms, 2013). Thus, the marital power bargain is likely to be affected not only by
the resources of the husband and the wife (Blood & Wolfe, 1960) but also by the resources of
their respective natal families (Fox, 1973). This study extends prior literature by addressing two
questions: is wives’ parental education associated with wives’ decision-making power at home,
net of wives’ education? How does the association between wives’ parental education and wives’

decision-making power vary by husbands’ parental education?



China provides an interesting case for this study. Extended family relations play
important roles in marital relations in China. Each spouse’s family background has a strong
influence on marriage formation. In traditional Chinese families, a marriage represented the
joining of two extended families rather than two individuals (W. Hu, Sze, Chen, & Fang, 2015).
The tradition of “marriages of matching doors,” i.e., marriages between families of equal social
standing, prevails in contemporary China (Y. Hu, 2016). Parents continue to be involved in the
postmarital lives of their children (Riley, 1994) and maintain control on the basis of filial piety,
i.e., the norm that children should respect and take care of their parents later in life (Lee & Mock,
2005). Conjugal relationships are secondary to intergenerational relationships (Zuo, 2009).
Intergenerational coresidence remains prevalent in contemporary China (Zeng & Xie, 2014) and
serves the needs of adult children for child care and of elderly parents for old-age support (F.
Chen, 2005). The nuclear family is considered to be an extension of the original family (W. Hu
et al., 2015). Intergenerational relations remain strong and involve frequent reciprocal exchanges
of support (Guo, Chi, & Silverstein, 2015). Although postmarital daughter-parent bonds were
traditionally weaker than son-parent bonds due to strong patriarchal norms (Whyte & Xu, 2003),
recent evidence suggests that intergenerational contacts have become increasingly bilateral. Over
half of married couples in China engage in similar levels of financial exchanges with the
husbands’ and the wives’ parents (Yang & Zheng, 2013).

This study focuses on the case of rural wives in China. It defines rural wives as those
with agricultural Hukou. The Hukou system, first established in 1955, identifies two types of
households, agricultural and non-agricultural (which are often referred to in the literature as rural
and urban) (Chan & Zhang, 1999; Wu & Treiman, 2004). The classification of agricultural

Hukou originated from the occupational division in the 1950s. A person has agricultural Hukou if



he or she holds entitlements to commodity grain (Chan & Zhang, 1999). Hukou is an ascribed
status determined at birth by his or her parental Hukou status (Fu & Ren, 2010). Therefore,
although the type of Hukou may not equate a person’s actual occupation (Chan & Zhang, 1999),
an agricultural Hukou indicates that the person comes from an agricultural family. The
opportunities for a person to change from agricultural to non-agricultural Hukou are very limited
(Wu & Treiman, 2004). Households categorized as urban are entitled to exclusive rights and
benefits in housing, employment, medical insurance, pensions, and education (Wu & Treiman,
2007). Migrant workers with agricultural Hukou in urban areas are classified as “peasant
workers” and do not enjoy the same rights and benefits as urban workers with nonagricultural
Hukou (Fu & Ren, 2010). According to the 2010 China Census, 71% of the female population
had agricultural Hukou (Population Census Office, 2012).

Agricultural Hukou status is associated with more traditional gender attitudes and a
stronger influence of extended kinship groups on marital relations (Song & Li, 2017). The
married couple and their respective natal families in rural China are interdependent on major
economic resources including housing and lands (Jiang, Zhang, & Sanchez-Barricarte, 2015; W.
Zhang, 2009). Therefore, this study focuses on wives with agricultural Hukou on the grounds
that if there is an association between wives’ parental education and household decision-making
power, it would be most evident among rural wives.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Wives’ Parental Education and Household Decision-Making

Why would we expect the education of wives’ parents to be associated with their

household decision-making power? A wife’s parental education may directly influence her

decision-making power at home. First, parental education shapes wives’ gender role attitudes and



behaviors. Maternal education is associated with more egalitarian gender attitudes of the children
in rural China (T. Chen, 2011). More educated parents tend to hold more egalitarian attitudes
towards women’s roles (Y. Zhang, Kao, & Hannum, 2007) and these attitudes are transmitted
from one generation to the next through gender-role socialization at home (Thornton et al.,
1983). Observations of how parents perform gender roles during childhood influence how
children perform these roles in their own marriages (Cunningham, 2001). Early socialization
environments with more educated parents help wives accumulate skills and knowledge that
enhance their abilities to make household decisions (Fox, 1973). Wives with more educated
parents may thus acquire more egalitarian attitudes, be more assertive in family negotiations
(Malhotra & Mather, 1997), and have more decision-making power (Shu, Zhu, & Zhang, 2013;
Xu & Lai, 2002).

Second, wives with more educated parents are more likely to receive financial support
from their families of origin and thus acquire more economic resources. An important form of
financial transfer from the wife’s natal family to her is dowry. In China, dowry is a premortem
inheritance that symbolizes the social standing of the bride’s natal family and is intended to
prevent maltreatment of the bride by her in-laws (J. Zhang & Chan, 1999). The bride is supposed
to have the sole control over her dowry even when she lives with her parents-in-law. Therefore,
dowry is an important indication of a wife’s individual control of economic resources within
marriage (Brown, 2009). Prior studies suggest that the dowry enhances the wife’s bargaining
power in intrahousehold allocation decisions in rural China (Brown, 2009; J. Zhang & Chan,
1999).

Third, wives’ parents may provide important social support that increases wives’ non-

economic resources. Postmarital daughter-parent bonds in rural China were traditionally weak



given strong patriarchal norms (Whyte & Xu, 2003). However, recent evidence suggests that ties
between married daughters and their natal families have strengthened and support exchanges
have increased in contemporary rural China (Judd, 1989; Shi, 2009; Yang & Zheng, 2013; W.
Zhang, 2009). Married daughters benefit from financial advice, emotional support, and help with
child care from their natal families (Shi, 2009; W. Zhang, 2009). Economic and non-economic
support from the wife’s natal families improves her bargaining position at home and increases
her decision-making power (Katz & Peres, 1985).

A wife’s parental education may indirectly enhance her decision-making power at home
by increasing her own education. Despite the strong son preference for old-age support in rural
China (Cong & Silverstein, 2012), parental education increases a child’s education for both sons
and daughters (Connelly & Zheng, 2003). More educated mothers are less likely to hold
traditional gender attitudes and have higher educational aspirations for their daughters than less
educated mothers (Y. Zhang et al., 2007). More educated parents provide more goods for
educational purposes and spend more time helping their children with homework, and the
allocation of these educational investments does not vary by the gender of the child (Brown,
2006). Wives’ education may enhance their power at home by increasing their economic
resources (Xu & Lai, 2002), exposing them to more egalitarian gender attitudes (Shu, 2004), and
enhancing their abilities to make household decisions (Kabeer, 2005).

This study hypothesizes that the wife’s parental education is directly associated with her
decision-making power, net of her own education. This paper provides some exploratory
analyses on whether the association between wives’ parental education and their decision-

making power may be mediated by some observed measures of parental influence on gender-role



socialization and economic and non-economic resources. However, a formal test of these
mediating mechanisms is beyond the scope of this study.
Education of Parents-in-law and Household Decision-Making

The education of wives’ parents-in-law may undermine the association between wives’
parental education and their decision-making power at home because the marital power bargain
between the husband and the wife may be determined by the relative resources of the husband’s
and the wife’s respective natal families.

Resource theory posits that each spouse’s decision-making power is determined by the
value of resources a spouse contributes to the marriage (Blood & Wolfe, 1960). Each spouse
provides the other with access to his or her resources to satisfy the latter’s needs in exchange for
the latter’s compliance. Both wives’ absolute level of resources and their level of resources
relative to their husbands’ are expected to increase their power (Blumberg & Coleman, 1989).
The balance of power will be on the side of that partner who contributes greater resources to the
marriage (Blood & Wolfe, 1960). These resources are not limited to economic ones and can be
noneconomic, such as affection and companionship (McDonald, 1980; Safilios-Rothschild,
1976). A spouse’s parental education is a power resource (Becker, Fonseca-Becker, & Schenck-
Yglesias, 2006; Fox, 1973). Parents provide important economic resources such as housing and
lands (Jiang et al., 2015; W. Zhang, 2009), as well as noneconomic resources such as social
capital, emotional support, child care support, and housework help (Riley, 1994; Shi, 2009; Zeng
& Xie, 2014; W. Zhang, 2009).

Prior studies of Turkish and Jewish families suggest that the wife’s parental education
has a stronger effect on her power than the husband’s parental education on his (Fox, 1973; Katz

& Peres, 1985). The husband’s parental education may be weakly associated with household



decision-making in societies with strong patriarchal norms because the husband’s power is
ascribed (Rodman, 1972). However, the effect of the wife’s parental education on her power may
depend on the husband’s parental education. Wives whose natal families are of higher social
status than their husbands’ tend to have more decision-making power in China (Yang & Zheng,
2013; Zuo & Bian, 2005). Wives’ parents may provide more resources than husbands’ parents
when wives’ parents are more educated than husbands’ parents. Conversely, as the education of
wives’ parents-in-law increases, the relative resources provided by their own parents decrease.
Therefore, the association between wives’ parental education and their decision-making power at
home weakens as husbands’ parental education increases.

It is worth noting that an alternative approach to study how the relative resources of the
wife’s and the husband’s respective natal families influence household decision-making is to
examine the difference between her and her husband’s parental education. This study focuses on
the interaction between her and her husband’s parental education because the main purpose of
this study is to examine the direct association between the wife’s parental education and her
decision-making power and the variation in this association by the husband’s parental education.

In summary, this study hypothesizes that a higher level of education of the wife’s parents
is associated with a higher probability of her having the final say on household decisions, net of
her own education. However, the association between the wife’s parental education and her
decision-making power is expected to weaken as the husband’s parental education increases.

METHODS
Data
This paper used 2010 and 2014 data from the China Family Panel Studies (CFPS). The

CFPS is a nearly nationwide longitudinal biennial survey since 2010 in 25 provinces or their



administrative equivalents, representative of 95% of the national population (Xie & Lu, 2015).
The unit of analysis in this paper is a wife. The survey constitutes of individual modules on every
household member and a family module answered by the family respondent'. All outcome,
predictor, and control variables in the analyses were collected from either wives’ interviews or
the family module. In the exploratory analyses on whether the association between wives’
parental education and decision-making power was mediated by parental influence on gender-
role socialization and economic and non-economic resources, husbands’ gender and filial
attitudes, income, and housework hours were collected from husbands’ interviews?.

The analytic sample was constructed in the following steps. First, we excluded wives
who were not interviewed in 2014. This is because decision-making outcomes and wives’ and
husbands’ gender attitudes were only measured in 2014. Wives’ living arrangements and
whether wives’ and husbands’ parents were alive were measured in 2014 to focus on the
household structure within which decisions were made. All other covariates were measured in
2010. Of the 13,875 wives surveyed in 2010, 3,558 were not interviewed in 2014. Panel
sampling weights were applied to adjust for sampling design and loss to follow-up (Xie & Lu,
2015). Second, we excluded wives who did not live with their husbands. Of the 10,317 wives
surveyed in both waves, 1,623 did not live with their husbands in both waves; 44 were no longer
married in 2014. Decision-making patterns in households where wives do not live with their

husbands are documented elsewhere (Zuo, 2008). Finally, the sample was restricted to wives

! The interviewer asked who the most appropriate person to answer family structure questions was, and this person
was selected to be the family respondent. To be selected, this person had to be a household member aged 18 and
over.

? Some husbands of the wives in the sample were not interviewed. The missing values of the variables collected
from the husbands’ interviews were imputed (Young & Johnson, 2013).



aged 20 to 50 with agricultural Hukou in 2010. Sensitivity analyses suggest that the results did
not vary by age. The final analytic sample size was 3,943.

Multiple Imputation by Chained Equations was applied to handle missing data. Results
were combined across 50 imputations using standard formulas (Rubin, 1987). The main source
of missing data was on whether the wife’s parents were alive in 2014 and whether the husband’s
parents were alive in 2014; 30% of wives lacked data on whether their parents were alive in 2014
and 20% on whether their parents-in-law were alive. Multiple imputation models included
whether wives’ parents-in-law were alive in 2010 (4.3% missing) and 2016 (8% missing) and
whether wives’ parents were alive in 2010 (6.6% missing) and 2016 (10% missing) as auxiliary
variables to augment the imputation3 (White, Royston, & Wood, 2011).

Outcome Variable

This study measured a wife’s decision-making power as whether she has the final say on
any of the following household financial decisions, 1) household expenditure, 2) savings,
investment, and insurance, 3) buying a house, and 4) buying expensive goods (such as
refrigerators, air-conditioners, and furniture sets). Initial analyses estimated separate models for
whether the wife has the final say on each of the four decisions. The regression results were
substantively similar for each decision, although the descriptive distribution of each decision
outcome differs. The four decision outcomes have very high internal consistency (Cronbach’s

alpha = .92). This study thus focused on how the wife’s parental education is associated with her

® The questions on whether parents were alive were asked in the family module (answered by the family respondent)
in 2010 and 2014. In 2010, the module asked whether the parents of each household member were alive. In 2014,
the related question was skipped for most of the parents who were not in the household. In 2016, whether parents
were alive were asked in the individual modules regardless of whether the parents were in the household. If a parent
was alive in 2016, the parent was assumed to be alive in 2014. If a parent was deceased in 2010, the parent was
assumed to be deceased in 2014. The remaining missing values were imputed. The results were similar when the
analyses controlled for whether wives’ parents and in-laws were alive in 2010 instead of whether they were alive in
2014. The results were also similar when the analyses controlled for whether wives’ parents and in-laws were alive
in 2016 instead of whether they were alive in 2014.
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having the final say on at least one realm of household financial decisions. The results were
substantively similar when the outcome was measured by the total number of decisions where
the wife had the final say.

Decision-making outcomes were reported by the family respondents. The 2014 survey
asked the family respondent “who has the final say” on each of the decisions. The interviewer
asked who the most appropriate person to answer family structure questions was and chose such
a household member aged 18 and over as the family respondent. Of the final analytic sample of
married women, 44% of their outcomes were reported by themselves, 40% by their husbands,
and 16% by others. The models controlled for who the respondent was. The family respondent
was instructed to select one final decision-maker from the household members. The respondent
did not have the option to report that no one had the final say or that household members had an
equal say. The analyses combined women whose husbands had the final say with those for whom
another household member had the final say. The results were substantively similar when they
were conditional on the married couple having the final say. A total of 22 wives in the analytic
sample had missing values on the outcome. This study included the imputed outcomes because
the proportion of missingness on the outcome was very small and the number of imputations was
large (Johnson & Young, 2011). The results were similar when imputed outcomes were
excluded.

Predictor Variables

The main predictors are the educational attainment of the wife, her husband, her parents,
and his parents. Years of schooling vary significantly by sex and birth cohort in rural China (Wu
& Zhang, 2010). The schooling variable is a percentile score that measures a person’s relative

education in his or her same-sex five-year birth cohort in the 2010 Census (Population Census
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Office, 2012; Zeng & Xie, 2014). This standardization technique helps to adjust for
compositional differences in age and sex among the wife, her husband, her parents, and his
parents, thereby facilitating comparisons of the associations between the educational attainment
of these individuals and wives’ decision-making power (Zeng & Xie, 2014).

The following example illustrates how the schooling variable is constructed. In the 2010
Census, 69% of women aged 30 to 34 did not have a high school degree; 85% of women aged 30
to 34 did not have a college degree. Therefore, a woman in the age range from 30 to 34 with a
high school education received a percentile score of 77, the mean of 69 and 85. The percentile
score for the wife’s parents was the maximum of the percentile scores of her father and mother.
The results were not sensitive to whether parental education was measured as the maximum or
the mean of the percentile scores of the wife’s father and mother. The percentile scores of the
husband and his parents were measured in the same way as those of the wife and her parents.
Sensitivity analyses were conducted to examine whether the results varied using alternative
measures of education. The results were substantively similar when education was measured by
years of schooling (see Tables A1l and A2 in the Appendix).

Covariates

The following variables were controlled for in the analyses. First, I controlled for the
living arrangements of the wife’s parents (0 = both her parents were deceased or did not live in
the same county, 1 = either parent lived in the same household, 2 = either parent lived in the
same county) and whether her parents were deceased (0 = none (reference category), 1 = either
parent is deceased, 2 = both deceased). Living arrangements of the husband’s parents and

whether his parents were deceased were measured in the same way.

12



Second, demographic characteristics of the wife’s parents and parents-in-law were
measured by the wife’s age, the difference between the wife’s age and the husband’s age, the
difference between the wife’s age and the mean age of her parents, the difference between the
mean age of the wife’s parents and the husband’s parents, whether either the wife or the husband
was an ethnic minority, and whether the husband had agricultural Hukou. Third, household
characteristics included whether the wife’s household was in an urban area, whether the
household engaged in farm work, number of the wife’s children in the household, who the family
respondent was (1 = wife (reference category), 2 = husband, 3 = another household member),
and the region in which the household was located (1 = North (reference category), 2 =
Northeast, 3 = East, 4 = South Central, 5 = Southwest, 6 = Northwest).

This study tested whether the association between parental education and wives’
decision-making power was mediated by parental influence on gender-role socialization,
economic resources, and non-economic resources. Measures of parental influence on gender-role
socialization included wives’ and husbands’ gender and filial attitudes. Gender attitudes were
measured by four items, each of which was rated on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = strongly disagree, 5 =
strongly agree). The items were 1) “Men should focus on career, while women should focus on
family;” 2) “Marrying well is more important for women than doing well;” 3) “Women should
have at least one child;” 4) “Men should do half of the housework.” Filial attitudes were
measured by six items, each of which was rated on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = strongly disagree, 5 =
strongly agree). The items were 1) “Children should treat parents well however badly parents
treat them;” 2) “Children should give up their own pursuits to achieve parents’ dreams;” 3) “A
man should live with his parents after marriage;” 4) “Women should give birth to at least one

boy to continue the family lineage;” 5) “One should do things that glorify the family name” 6)
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“Children should visit parents regularly even if they are working away from home.” Each item of
the gender and filial attitudes was treated separately in the regression models. Second, measures
of parental influence on economic resources included the wife’s dowry, measured in constant
2010 yuan, the couple’s individual annual income, ownership of the household, and migrant
status (defined as moving away from one’s county at birth). Third, measures of parental
influence on non-economic resources included the couple’s individual hours of housework.
Wives’ and husbands’ parents may provide noneconomic resources such as help with housework
and child care, which may influence wives’ and husbands’ housework hours. Finally, this study
included a measure of parental influence on how the couple met (1= introduced by relatives and
friends (reference category), 2 = on their own (the couple met at school, work, residence, other
places, or on the internet), 3 = arranged by parents).

Analytic Strategy

This study estimated a series of logistic regressions to examine the association between
wives’ parental education and decision-making power. Let Y denote whether the wife has the
final say, WP the education of the wife’s parents, HP the education of the husband’s parents, W
the wife’s education, and H the husband’s education. X is the vector of control variables,
including parental and household characteristics. Assuming Y follows a Bernoulli distribution
with probability of success =, this study estimated the following logistic models.

Models 1 and 2 test the first hypothesis that a higher level of education of the wife’s
parents is associated with a higher probability of her having the final say on household decisions.
In Model 1, a; estimates the association between the wife’s parental education and whether she
has the final say, net of the husband’s parental education. In Model 2, o] estimates the association

between the wife’s parental education and whether she has the final say net of her education, her
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husband’s education, and her parents-in-law’s education. This study hypothesizes that a; and
o, are significant and positive. Model 2 also allows us to compare the association between the
wife’s parental education and her decision-making power with the association between her own
education and decision-making power by examining the difference between o and a;.
logit(m)=ay+ay WP+a, HP+o3 X (1)
logit(m) =0g+a) WP+ayHP+az X+oy, W+asH 2)
Models 3 and 4 test the second hypothesis that the association between the wife’s
parental education and her decision-making power depends on the husband’s parental education.
Model 4 tests whether the interaction between the wife’s parental education and the husband’s
parental education is mediated by her education and his education. This study hypothesizes that
B, and B; are significant and negative (opposite signs of 3, and BT) in Models 3 and 4.
logit(m)=P,+p,WP+B,HP+p,WP*HP+B X (3)
logit(m) =By +B, WP+B, HP+B, WP*HP+B, X+B W+B H 4)
Model 5 tests whether the associations between wives’ parental education, husbands’
parental education, the interaction between wives’ and husbands’ parental education, and
whether wives have the final say are mediated by gender-role socialization and economic and
noneconomic resources. M is the vector of mediating variables, including measures of parental

influence on mating, gender-role socialization, and economic and noneconomic resources.

logit(m)=y+y; WP+y,HP+y;WP*HP+y ,W+ysH+yX+y,M (5)

RESULTS
Descriptive Results
Table 1 describes sample outcome distributions; 42% of the wives in the analytic sample

had the final say on at least one of the financial decisions measured. Wives were the least likely
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to have the final say on buying a house. For about 11% of the sample, household members other
than wives and their husbands had the final say.

Table 1 Sample Percentages of the Outcome Variables (N = 3,943)

%

Wife has the final say on any of the following decisions 423
Who has the final say on:
Allocation of household expenditure

Wife 30.6

Husband 58.3

Other 11.1
Savings, investment, and insurance

Wife 27.4

Husband 62.5

Other 10.1
Buying a house

Wife 22.3

Husband 67.0

Other 10.7
Buying expensive consumer goods, such as refrigerators, air-conditioners, and furniture sets

Wife 32.7

Husband 57.4

Other 9.9

Note: Numbers were weighted by survey panel sampling weights to adjust for loss to follow-up and
sampling design and combined across 50 imputations.

Table 2 describes sample distributions of the education of the wife, her parents, the
husband, and his parents. Wives on average had fewer years of education than their husbands
(5.5 vs. 7). Wives’ and husbands’ parents had similar years of education. Although the wife on
average had more years of schooling than her parents (5.5 vs. 4.2), she had lower percentile
scores of education than her parents (25.8 vs. 39.5). This finding is due to educational
differences by birth cohort. If the wife and her mother both had a middle school education, the
wife would receive a lower percentile score than her mother because receiving a middle school
education is more prevalent among younger cohorts than older cohorts. Similarly, the husband’s
parents had higher percentile scores than both the wife’s and husband’s parents, because the
husband’s parents were older, on average, than the wife’s parents and the husband. The mean

percentile scores of the wife, her parents, her husband, and husband’s parents would have been
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closer to 50 had this study used the distribution of education by age and sex in the analytic
sample instead of the census to construct the percentile scores. The results were substantively
similar when education was measured as a person’s relative education in his or her same-sex

five-year birth cohort in the analytic sample.

Table 2 Sample Descriptive Statistics of Educational Attainment of Wives, Wives’ Parents, Husbands,
Husbands’ Parents (N = 3,943)

Variable Mean SD
Years of education (0-22)
Wife 5.5 4.0
Husband 7.0 3.9
Wife’s parents 4.2 4.2
Husband’s parents 4.2 4.1
Education in percentile score (1-100)
Wife 25.8 25.4
Husband 323 27.3
Wife’s parents 39.5 26.3
Husband’s parents 40.6 253

Note: Numbers were weighted by survey panel sampling weights to adjust for loss to follow-up and
sampling design and combined across 50 imputations.

Table 3 describes sample distributions of the covariates. Although patrilocal coresidence
was more prevalent than matrilocal (28.9% vs. 3.5%), most wives lived in the same county as
their own parents. The majority (71%) of wives in the sample were introduced to their husbands
by their relatives and friends, though arranged marriages were rare (2.8%). Wives’ mean annual
income in local currency was only a third of their husbands’. Husbands were more likely to own
the household than their wives (72% vs. 12%). For 74% of wives in the sample, their households
engaged in farm work, although 40% of wives lived in urban areas. Wives’ and husbands’

attitudes on filial obligations and gender roles were similar.

Table 3 Sample Descriptive Statistics of Covariates (N = 3,943)

Variables Mean/%

Parental characteristics
Living arrangements of wife’s parents

Either of wife’s parents lives in the same household 3.5
Either of wife’s parents lives in the same county 64.5
Both of wife’s parents lives in a different county or are deceased 32.0

17



Living arrangements of husband’s parents

Either of husband’s parents lives in the same household 28.9
Either of husband’s parents lives in the same county 43.3
Both of husband’s parents lives in a different county or are deceased 27.8
Wife’s number of deceased parents
Wife has no deceased parents 52.6
Either parent of the wife is deceased 31.0
Wife has no living parents 16.4
Husband’s number of deceased parents
Husband has no deceased parents 40.5
Either parent of the husband is deceased 37.4
Husband has no living parents 22.1
Wife’s age in 2010 38.8
Wife’s age — husband’s age in 2010 -1.9
Mean age of wife’s parents * — wife’s age in 2010 29.5
Mean age of wife’s parents — mean age of husbands’ parents* in 2010 -1.9
Either wife or husband is an ethnic minority 14.1
Husband has agricultural Hukou 93.7
Marital characteristics
Dowry in 2010 constant yuan 3,425.8
How the couple met
Introduced by relatives and friends 70.6
By themselves 26.6
Arranged marriage 2.8
Individual characteristics
Wife’s income in 2010 (yuan) 5,362.6
Husband’s income in 2010 (yuan) 14,494 .1
Wife owns the household 11.8
Husband owns the household 71.5
Wife lives away from her county at birth 21.1
Husband lives away from his county at birth 10.6
Wife’s hours of housework per day 2.9
Husband’s hours of housework per day 1.3
Household characteristics
Number of wife’s children in the household 1.3
The household is in an urban area 37.3
The household engages in farm work 73.7
Family questionnaire is answered by
Wife 442
Husband 40.2
Other 15.6
Region where the household is located
North 20.7
Northeast 8.2
East 22.9
South Central 22.6
Southwest 20.6
Northwest 4.9
Wife’s attitudes toward .... (1-5, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)
“Children should treat parents well however badly parents treat them.” 4.6
“Children should give up their own pursuits to achieve parents’ dreams.” 3.7
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“A man should live with his parents after marriage.” 3.6

“Women should give birth to at least one boy to continue the family lineage.” 3.4
“One should do things that glorify the family name.” 4.0
“Children should visit parents regularly even if they are working away from home.” 4.6
“Men should focus on career, while women should focus on family.” 4.2
“Marrying well is more important for women than doing well.” 3.8
“Women should have at least one child.” 4.4
“Men should do half of the housework.” 4.1
Husband’s attitudes toward .... (1-5, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)
“Children should treat parents well however badly parents treat them.” 4.7
“Children should give up their own pursuits to achieve parents’ dreams.” 3.7
“A man should live with his parents after marriage.” 3.6
“Women should give birth to at least one boy to continue the family lineage.” 3.6
“One should do things that glorify the family name.” 4.1
“Children should visit parents regularly even if they are working away from home.” 4.6
“Men should focus on career, while women should focus on family.” 4.2
“Marrying well is more important for women than doing well.” 3.5
“Women should have at least one child.” 4.1
“Men should do half of the housework.” 4.0

Note: Numbers were weighted by survey panel sampling weights to adjust for loss to follow-up and sampling
design and combined across 50 imputations. a. The age of a deceased parent was calculated as the difference
between 2010 and the parent’s year at birth.

Logistic Regressions

Table 4 presents the multivariate logistic regression results. Model 1 examines how
wives’ and husband’s parental education are associated with wives’ decision-making power. As
hypothesized, the wife’s parental education was positively associated with her having the final
say on household decisions. The coefficient of the wife’s parental education was 0.53; that is, all
else constant, the odds of a wife having the final say if her parental education had been at the
100" percentile was 1.7 times the odds of her having the final say if her parental education had
been at the 0™ percentile. The husband’s parental education, however, was not associated with
the wife’s having the final say on household decisions. Model 2 tests whether the associations
between wives’ and husbands’ parental education and wives’ decision-making power hold, net of
wives’ and husbands’ education. In the presence of controls for wives’ and husbands’ education,
the coefficient of wives’ parental education was slightly smaller (0.45 vs. 0.53) but still

statistically significant. The coefficient of wives’ parental education was three-fifths of the size
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of the coefficient for wives’ education (0.45 vs. 0.75). All else constant, the odds of a wife
having the final say if her parental education had been at the 100" percentile was 1.6 times the
odds of a wife having the final say if her parental education had been at the 0™ percentile. All
else constant, the odds of a wife having the final say if her own education had been at the 100™
percentile was 2.1 times the odds of a wife having the final say if her education had been at the
0™ percentile.

Figure 1 displays the predicted probabilities of the wife’s having the final say by the
educational percentiles of the wife, her husband, her parents, and his parents. The predicted
probabilities were derived from Model 2 in Table 4. The predicted probabilities were calculated
using the “observed value approach,” where each of the other covariates was held at the observed
values of each observation (Hanmer & Ozan Kalkan, 2013). The relevant probabilities were
calculated for each observation and then averaged over all observations. Changing the wife’s
parental education from the bottom to the top of its distribution would increase the probability of
her having the final say by 0.08. In comparison, changing her own education from the bottom to
the top of its distribution would increase the probability of her having the final say by 0.14. In
other words, the change in the probability of the wife’s having the final say when her parental
education increased from the 0™ percentile to the 100™ percentile was three-fifths of the change
in the probability of her having the final say when her own education increased from the 0™
percentile to the 100™ percentile. Changing the husband’s parental education from the bottom to
the top of its distribution would decrease the probability of the wife’s having the final say by
0.04. In comparison, changing the husband’s education from the bottom to the top of its

distribution would decrease the probability of the wife’s having the final say by 0.12.
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FIGURE 1. PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF THE WIFE’S HAVING THE FINAL SAY ON HOUSEHOLD
EXPENDITURE, SAVINGS, HOUSING, OR EXPENSIVE PURCHASE ON THE PERCENTILE SCORES OF

EDUCATION OF THE WIFE, THE HUSBAND, HER PARENTS, AND HIS PARENTS

- @ - wife's education

—e— wife's parental education
0501 - ® - husband's education
—o— husband's parental education .

0.46 -7

0.454

0.404

Predicted probability of the wife having the final say

0.354

0.47

0 25 50 75
Percentile score of education

Note: Predicted probabilities were derived from Model 2 in Table 4. Dashed black lines plot the predicted

probabilities by the wife’s education when all other covariates are at their observed values. Solid black

lines plot the predicted probabilities by the wife’s parental education when all other covariates are at their

observed values. Dashed grey lines plot the predicted probabilities by the husband’s education when all
other covariates are at their observed values. Solid grey lines plot the predicted probabilities by the
husband’s parental education when all other covariates are at their observed values. Numbers were
weighted by survey panel sampling weights to adjust for loss to follow-up and sampling design and

combined across 50 imputations.
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Table 4 Coefficients from Logistic Regressions of Whether Wives Had the Final Say on Household
Expenditure, Savings, Housing, or Expensive Purchase on Percentile Scores of Education (N = 3,943)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Predictor B(SEB) B(SEB) B(SEB) B(SEB)
Wife’s parental education (in percentile score /100) 0.53%%* 0.45% 1.29%%* 1.26%*
(0.20) (0.20) (0.38) (0.38)
Husband’s parental education (in percentile score /100) -0.21 -0.21 0.52 0.56
(0.21) (0.21) (0.38) (0.38)
Wife’s education (in percentile score /100) 0.75%** 0.77%**
(0.21) (0.21)
Husband’s education (in percentile score /100) —0.68%** —0.70%**
(0.19) (0.19)
Wife’s parental education x Husband’s parental education —1.76* —1.87*
(in percentile score /100) (0.75) (0.75)
Parental characteristics
Living arrangements of the wife’s parents
(reference = both not in the same county or deceased)
Either parent of the wife lives in the same household —0.05 —0.08 —0.04 —0.07
(0.29) (0.29) (0.29) (0.29)
Either parent of the wife lives in the same county —-0.19 —-0.19 —-0.19 —-0.19
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13)
Living arrangements of the husband’s parents
(reference = both not in the same county or deceased)
Either parent of the husband lives in the same household  —0.81***  —0.81***  —0.82***  —(.82%**
(0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22)
Either parent of the husband lives in the same county —0.387 -0.37F —0.39% —0.38%
(0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21)
Wife’s number of deceased parents (reference = none)
Either parent of the wife is deceased 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)
Wife has no living parents —-0.24 —-0.26 -0.23 -0.25
(0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20)
Husband’s number of deceased parents (reference = none)
Either parent of the husband is deceased 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.19
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13)
Husband has no living parents —0.45F —0.45F —0.47F —0.467F
(0.25) (0.25) (0.25) (0.25)
Wife’s age 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Wife’s age — husband’s age 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Mean age of wife’s parents — mean age of husbands’ parents —0.01 —0.01 —0.01 —0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Mean age of wife’s parents — wife’s age 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Either wife or husband is an ethnic minority —0.33* —0.31* —0.32* —0.307
(0.16) (0.15) (0.16) (0.15)
Husband has agricultural Hukou in 2014 —0.05 —0.12 —0.07 —-0.14
(0.20) (0.21) (0.20) (0.21)
Household characteristics
Number of children in the household 0.12* 0.13* 0.13* 0.13*
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(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
The household is in an urban area 0.15 0.13 0.15
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11)
The household engages in farm work —0.14 —0.14 —0.13
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12)
Family questionnaire is answered by (reference = wife)
Husband =2.00%**  —]95%** ) (QF**
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10)
Other —1.85%*% ] 83kk* ] B4k
(0.15) (0.15) (0.15)
Region where the household is located (reference =
northern)
Northeast 0.66%** 0.65%** 0.68%**
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18)
East -0.17 —-0.14 —-0.15
(0.15) (0.15) (0.15)
South Central —0.50%** Q. 47*%**  —(.50%**
(0.14) (0.14) (0.14)
Southwest —-0.11 —-0.14 -0.10
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17)
Northwest —0.60** —0.59** —0.58**
(0.21) (0.21) (0.21)
Constant 0.65 0.64 0.42
(0.51) (0.52) (0.52)
v 529.1 542.1 531.1
df 26 28 27

(0.05)

0.14
(0.11)
~0.13

(0.12)

(0.10)
(0.15)

0.68%%*
(0.18)
~0.13
(0.15)
(0.14)
~0.12
(0.17)
—0.57%*
(0.21)
0.40
(0.52)
5443
29

Note: tp <.1.*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. Numbers were weighted by survey panel sampling
weights to adjust for loss to follow-up and sampling design and combined across 50 imputations.

Model 3 tests the interaction between wives’ parental education and husbands’ parental
education. The coefficient for wives’ parental education was positive whereas the coefficient for
the interaction term was negative. In other words, consistent with the hypothesis, the association
between wives’ parental education and decision-making power decreased as husbands’ parental
education increased. As shown in Model 4, the interaction remained significant (and of similar
magnitude) after controlling for wives’ and husbands’ education. The linear combination of the
coefficient of wives’ parental education and the interaction term was —0.61 and not statistically
significant (p = .19). In other words, an increase in wives’ parental education was not associated
with an increase in wives’ decision-making power when husbands’ parental education was at the

top of its distribution.
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Figure 2 displays the predicted probabilities of the wife’s having the final say by the
educational percentiles of the wife’s parents and the husband’s parents. The predicted
probabilities were derived from Model 4 in Table 4. If all other variables are held constant at
their means or proportions, changing the wife’s parental education from the bottom to the top of
its distribution would increase the probability of her having the final say by 0.23 when the
husband’s parental education was at the bottom of its distribution. However, changing the wife’s
parental education from the bottom to the top of its distribution would decrease the probability of
her having the final say by 0.11 when the husband’s parental education was at the top of its
distribution.

FIGURE 2. PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF THE WIFE’S HAVING THE FINAL SAY ON HOUSEHOLD
EXPENDITURE, SAVINGS, HOUSING, OR EXPENSIVE PURCHASE ON THE WIFE’S’ AND HER HUSBAND’S
PARENTAL EDUCATION IN PERCENTILE SCORES

0.60
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Percentile score of the education of the husband's parents

§ @0
— @
S 0.554 25
o= -®- 50
(]
k= ®- 75
an
§ 100
= 0.504
p=
z
(]
=
S 0.45-
z
5 042
R -
% 0.40
< 0.404
k3! 0.38
=
et
A~ 0.35

0.354

0 25 50 75 100

Percentile score of the education of the wife's parents

Note: Predicted probabilities were derived from Model 4 in Table 4. Covariates other than wives’ and
husbands’ parental education in percentile scores were held at their observed values. Numbers were
combined across 50 imputations.
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Table A2 in the Appendix presents the multivariate logistic regression results that
explored possible mediating mechanisms of how parental education affects wives’ decision-
making power. Observed measures of potential mediators including dowry, how the couple met,
wives’ and husbands’ respective income, ownership of the household, migrant status, housework
hours, and attitudes about filial obligations and gender roles explained very little of the
association between parental education and wives’ decision-making power.

Sensitivity Analyses

This study conducted the following sensitivity analyses. First, squared terms of parental
education were included to examine whether the association between parental education and
wives’ decision-making power was non-linear. The squared terms were not significant. Second,
interaction terms between parental education and living arrangements were included to examine
whether the association between parental education and wives’ decision-making power varied by
whether the married couple lived with the husband’s or the wife’s parents, whether the married
couple lived close to the husband’s or the wife’s parents, and whether the married couple had
any living parents. The interactions were not significant. These results suggest that the
association between wives’ parental education and decision-making power may not be
contingent on the physical presence of the parents. The education of deceased parents may
influence wives’ decision-making power through early gender-role socialization. Third,
interaction terms between parental education and the wife’s and the husband’s education were
included to examine whether the association between parental education and decision-making
power varied by the wife’s and the husband’s education. The interactions were not significant.

Finally, the interaction term between the wife’s education and the husband’s education was
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included to examine whether the association between the wife’s education and decision-making
power varied by the husband’s education. The interaction was not significant.
DISCUSSION

This study extends prior research on household decision-making by examining the role of
parents and parents-in-law. It examines whether the wife’s parental education and her husband’s
parental education are associated with the wife’s decision-making power, net of her and her
husband’s education. This study finds that on average, in rural China, a higher level of wives’
parental education, is associated with an increase in wives’ probability having the final say on
household financial decisions, net of the education of wives, husbands, and husbands’ parents.
However, the association between wives’ parental education and decision-making power
decreases as their husbands’ parental education increases.

Observed measures of potential mediators, including wives’ dowries, who introduced the
couple, wives’ and husbands’ income, ownership of the household, migrant status, housework
hours, and attitudes towards filial obligations and gender roles, explain very little of the
association between parental education and wives’ decision-making power. These results,
however, should not be interpreted as evidence that parental education does not affect wives’
decision-making power through other indicators of gender-role socialization and economic and
noneconomic resources. This study lacked data on direct measures of economic and
noneconomic parental support, such as financial and child care support received from wives’
parents and in-laws and the frequency of contact with wives’ parents and in-laws. Although it
measured spousal ownership of the household, it lacked direct measures of whether the wife’s
and the husband’s parents were involved in purchasing the house. This study focuses on parental

education rather than parental occupation to compare the association between wives’ education
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and decision-making power with the association between wives’ parental education and
decision-making power. Future research may examine the association between the wealth of the
family of origin and wives’ decision-making power.

In conclusion, the association between education and marital power is multigenerational
in rural China. Educational attainment in one generation has a lingering impact on the marital
power of the next generation. Although on average, wives’ parental education is associated with
a higher probability of wives’ having the final say on household financial decisions, the
association between wives’ parental education and decision-making power decreases as
husbands’ parental education increases. These findings demonstrate that marital relationships are
embedded in extended family relationships. Research on decision-making power in marriage
should consider the impact of the extended family. The division of household decision-making
power is determined not only by wives’ and husbands’ education but also by the education of the
couples’ parents.
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Appendix. Supplementary Material

Table A1 Coefficients from Logistic Regressions of Whether Wives Had the Final Say on Household
Expenditure, Savings, Housing, or Expensive Purchase on Years of Education (N = 3,943)

Model Model A1 Model A2 Model A3 Model A4
Predictor B(SEB) B(SEB) B(SEB) B(SEB)
Wife’s parental education (in years of schooling) 0.04** 0.03* 0.06** 0.06**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Husband’s parental education (in years of schooling) —-0.01 —0.01 0.01 0.02
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Wife’s education (in years of schooling) 0.06%*x* 0.06%**
(0.01) (0.01)
Husband’s education (in years of schooling) —0.05%*x* —0.05%**
(0.01) (0.01)
Wife’s parental education x Husband’s parental education -0.01* —0.01*
(in years of schooling) (0.00) (0.00)
Parental characteristics
Living arrangements of the wife’s parents (reference = both
not in the same county or deceased)
Either parent of the wife lives in the same household —0.06 —0.09 —0.04 —0.08
(0.29) (0.29) (0.29) (0.29)
Either parent of the wife lives in the same county —-0.19 —-0.19 —-0.19 —-0.19
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13)
Living arrangements of the husband’s parents (reference =
both not in the same county or deceased)
Either parent of the husband lives in the same household —0.81%**  —0.80***  —(.82%**  —(.82%**
(0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22)
Either parent of the husband lives in the same county —0.387 -0.37F —-0.407F —0.39%
(0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21)
Wife’s number of deceased parents (reference = none)
Either parent of the wife is deceased 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.12
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)
Wife has no living parents —0.24 -0.25 -0.23 —-0.24
(0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.21)
Husband’s number of deceased parents (reference = none)
Either parent of the husband is deceased 0.18 0.19 0.17 0.18
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13)
Husband has no living parents —0.45F —0.45F —0.487F —0.47F
(0.25) (0.25) (0.25) (0.25)
Wife’s age 0.02+ 0.02* 0.02+ 0.02*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Wife’s age — husband’s age 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Mean age of wife’s parents — mean age of husbands’ parents  —0.01 —0.01 —0.01 —0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Mean age of wife’s parents — wife’s age 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Either wife or husband is an ethnic minority —0.33* —-0.307F —0.32%* —0.29F
(0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16)
Husband has rural Hukou in 2014 —0.05 —-0.10 —0.06 —0.12
(0.20) (0.21) (0.20) (0.21)

Household characteristics
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Number of children in the household 0.12%* 0.13* 0.12%* 0.13*
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
The household is in an urban area 0.15 0.13 0.16 0.13
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11)
The household engages in farm work -0.14 -0.13 -0.14 -0.13
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)
Family questionnaire is answered by (reference = wife)
Husband —2.00%*%* -] 95%%k*x ) (Q]%*k*k ] 95wk
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10)
Other —1.84%*% ] 4¥EkE ] RFwkk ] QFkkk
(0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15)
Region where the household is located (reference = northern)
Northeast 0.65%** 0.65%** 0.66%*** 0.65%***
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)
East -0.16 -0.13 -0.17 -0.13
(0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15)
South Central —0.50%**% -0 46%** -0 5]%** () 47k%*
(0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14)
Southwest —-0.10 —0.11 —0.11 -0.11
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17)
Northwest —0.60** —0.56** —0.59%* —0.55%*
(0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21)
Constant 0.37 0.26 0.33 0.22
(0.55) (0.57) (0.55) (0.57)
X2 527.5 542.9 531.4 546.1
df 26 28 27 29

Note: tp <.1.*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. Numbers were weighted by survey panel sampling
weights to adjust for loss to follow-up and sampling design and combined across 50 imputations.
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Table A2 Coefficients from Logistic Regressions of Whether Wives Had the Final Say on Household
Expenditure, Savings, Housing, or Expensive Purchase on Selected Observed Mediators (N = 3,943)

Model Model 5 Model AS
Predictor B (SE B) B (SE B)
Wife’s parental education 1.13** 0.05**
(Model 5: in percentile score /100) (Model A5: in years of schooling) (0.40) (0.02)
Husband’s parental education 0.40 0.01
(Model 5: in percentile score /100) (Model A5: in years of schooling) (0.39) (0.02)
Wife’s parental education x Husband’s parental education —1.61* —0.007
(Model 5: in percentile score /100) (Model A5: in years of schooling) (0.78) (0.00)
Wife’s education 0.61%* 0.05%**
(Model 5: in percentile score /100) (Model A5: in years of schooling) (0.22) (0.01)
Husband’s education —0.87*%**  —0.06%***
(Model 5: in percentile score /100) (Model A5: in years of schooling) (0.20) (0.01)

Parental characteristics

Living arrangements of the wife’s parents (reference = both not in the same
county or deceased)

Either parent of the wife lives in the same household 0.17 0.16
(0.32) (0.32)

Either parent of the wife lives in the same county —0.02 —0.02
(0.17) (0.17)

Living arrangements of the husband’s parents (reference = both not in the same
county or deceased)

Either parent of the husband lives in the same household —0.92%**  —(93%**
(0.23) (0.23)
Either parent of the husband lives in the same county —0.53* —0.54*
(0.22) (0.22)
Wife’s number of deceased parents (reference = none)
Either parent of the wife is deceased 0.11 0.12
(0.13) (0.12)
Wife has no living parents -0.19 —-0.18
(0.22) (0.22)
Husband’s number of deceased parents (reference = none)
Either parent of the husband is deceased 0.227 0.21
(0.13) (0.13)
Husband has no living parents —0.56* —0.58%*
(0.26) (0.26)
Wife’s age 0.02* 0.02**
(0.01) (0.01)
Wife’s age — husband’s age —0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.02)
Mean age of wife’s parents — mean age of husbands’ parents —0.01 —0.01
(0.01) (0.01)
Mean age of wife’s parents — wife’s age 0.01 0.01
(0.01) (0.01)
Either wife or husband is an ethnic minority —0.29F —0.29F
(0.16) (0.16)
Husband has rural Hukou in 2014 —-0.11 -0.07
(0.21) (0.21)

Household characteristics
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Number of children in the household 0.13*

(0.06)
The household is in an urban area 0.09
(0.11)
The household engages in farm work —0.13
(0.13)
Family questionnaire is answered by (reference = wife)
Husband —1.95%*x*
(0.11)
Other —1.85%%*
(0.15)
Region where the household is located (reference = northern)
Northeast 0.54%**
(0.19)
East —0.267F
(0.16)
South Central —0.44**
(0.14)
Southwest —-0.307F
(0.18)
Northwest —0.56**
(0.21)
Marital characteristics
Dowry in 2010 constant RMB (in thousands) —-0.01
(0.01)
How the couple met ( reference = introduced by relatives and friends)
On their own —0.05
(0.12)
Arranged by parents 0.16
(0.31)
Individual characteristics
Wife’s income (in thousands of RMB) 0.00
(0.01)
Husband’s income (in thousands of RMB) 0.00
(0.00)
Wife owns the household 0.66%***
(0.16)
Husband owns the household 0.01
(0.13)
Wife lives away from her birthplace 0.257
(0.15)
Husband lives away from his birthplace —0.42*
(0.17)
Wife’s hours of housework per day —-0.01
(0.03)
Husband’s hours of housework per day —0.02
(0.03)
Wife’s attitudes toward .... (1-5, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)
“Children should treat parents well however badly parents treat them.” —0.07
(0.07)
“Children should give up their own pursuits to achieve parents’ dreams.” —0.08+
(0.05)

0.13*
(0.06)
0.09
(0.11)

-0.13
(0.13)

(0.11)
(0.15)

0.53%*
(0.19)
-0.25
(0.16)
—0.43%*
(0.14)
~0.29
(0.18)
~0.54*
(0.21)

~0.01
(0.01)

~0.04

(0.12)
0.18

(0.30)

0.00
(0.01)
0.00
(0.00)
0.67%%*
(0.16)
0.01
(0.13)
0.26%
(0.16)
~0.45*
(0.17)
~0.01
(0.03)
~0.03
(0.03)

~0.07
(0.07)
~0.07

(0.05)
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“A man should live with his parents after marriage.” —0.12%* —0.12%*

(0.04) (0.04)
“Women should give birth to at least one boy to continue the family lineage.”  —0.13** —0.12%%*
(0.04) (0.04)
“One should do things that glorify the family name.” 0.02 0.02
(0.05) (0.05)
“Children should visit parents regularly even if they are working away from 0.01 0.00
home.” (0.07) (0.07)
“Men should focus on career, while women should focus on family.” 0.11* 0.11*
(0.05) (0.05)
“Marrying well is more important for women than doing well.” —0.05 —0.05
(0.05) (0.05)
“Women should have at least one child.” 0.10% 0.10%
(0.05) (0.05)
“Men should do half of the housework.” 0.06 0.06
(0.05) (0.05)
Husband’s attitudes toward .... (1-5, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)
“Children should treat parents well however badly parents treat them.” 0.02 0.02
(0.07) (0.07)
“Children should give up their own pursuits to achieve parents’ dreams.” —0.05 —0.05
(0.04) (0.04)
“A man should live with his parents after marriage.” —0.02 —0.01
(0.05) (0.05)
“Women should give birth to at least one boy to continue the family lineage.”  —0.05 —0.05
(0.04) (0.04)
“One should do things that glorify the family name.” 0.01 0.02
(0.05) (0.05)
“Children should visit parents regularly even if they are working away from —0.06 —0.07
home.” (0.07) (0.07)
“Men should focus on career, while women should focus on family.” —-0.00 0.00
(0.06) (0.06)
“Marrying well is more important for women than doing well.” —0.04 —0.04
(0.04) (0.04)
“Women should have at least one child.” 0.02 0.03
(0.05) (0.05)
“Men should do half of the housework.” —0.03 —0.03
(0.05) (0.05)
Constant 1.40% 1.36F
(0.77) (0.81)
v 607.2 603.6
df 60 60

Note: tp <.1.*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. Numbers were weighted by survey panel sampling
weights to adjust for loss to follow-up and sampling design and combined across 50 imputations.
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