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Table 2. Coefficients from OLS Regression Models of Husband's Share in Domestic Work

Model 1 housework + childcare ~ Model 2 housework Model 3 childcare

Dependent variables:

Husband’s share in domestic works Coef. SE Coef. SE Coef. SE
Parity status (ref. = parity 1)

Parity 2 —1.35%* (0.51) —2.56%%%  (0.68) -0.79 (0.70)

Parity 3+ —1.73* (0.70) —2.64%% (0.93) -1.35 (0.96)
Wife's age group (ref. = age 30-34)

Under 30 -0.35 (0.94) 1.11 (1.25) —0.67 (1.30)

35-39 0.31 (0.63) -0.14 (0.84) 0.52 (0.87)

40-44 —1.46% (0.66) -1.26 (0.87) —2.47#* (0.90)

45-49 —2.40%= (0.76) -0.40 (1.01) —4.53%%%  (1.04)
Spousal age diff. (ref. = homogamy)

Age hypergamy (Hus > Wife) 0.47 (0.48) 0.95 (0.64) —-0.17 (0.66)

Age hypogamy (Wife > Hus) 1.68% (0.98) 143 (1.30) 1.93 (1.35)
Tertiary educated wife (ref. = non-tertiary) 3 42%*% (0.47) 302%%%  ((0.62) 3.08++%  (0.64)
Spousal education diff. (ref. = homogamy)

Educational hypergamy (Hus > Wife) 0.06 (0.52) 0.09 (0.69) 0.53 (0.72)

Educational hypogamy (Wife>Hus) —-0.67 (0.58) —0.65 (0.77) —1.37% (0.79)
Wife’s income share (. ] 5 (0.01) 0.13%#%%  (0.02) 0.12%#%  (0.02)
Wife’s share in working hours 008 (0.01) 0.07%**  (0.02) 0.08**+  (0.02)
Constant 14.63%%* (0.80) 15.68%**  (1.06) 14.85%+x  (1.09)
N 3.564 3,564 3.564
R? 0.18 0.10 0.10

Tp<.10, ¥p <. .05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 001.
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Table 4. Estimates from Propensity Score Matching Models with Women’s Childbearing Intention as the Qutcome Variable

Treatment: Husband shares more Observed Counter-factual
than 20% of childcare time (treated) (controls) ATT SE Nt/Nc
All couples
All parity 0.13 0.12 0.01 (0.0D 1.726/1.825
Parity 1 0.39 0.34 0.05* (0.03) 519/505
Parity 2 and above 0.02 0.03 -0.01 (0.0 1,200/1,321
Nontertiary-educated wives
All parity 0.09 0.09 0.01 (0.01) 779/1,046
Parity 1 0.30 0.27 0.03 (0.05) 194/245
Parity 2 and above 0.02 0.02 0.00 (0.01) 587/803
Tertiary-educated wives
All parity 0.17 0.15 0.02 (0.02) 946/770
Parity 1 0.44 0.37 0.07+ (0.05) 321/258
Parity 2 and above 0.02 0.04 -0.01 (0.01) 613/512

Note: Results were estimated using the Kernel matching method. The average treatment effects of the treated (ATT)
measures percentage point differences of fertility intention between the treated and control groups. Abbreviations: Nc, number
of controls; Nt, number of treated.

*p<.10.

P BPPRRIEN X G LB?

B & > 24 * propensity-score matching = ;% (PSM method):& 7 & ¥ F 4 47 o d %
”TmmBWﬂwﬁﬂmiiﬁ?ﬁélﬁﬁﬁi+i?g@m2; Qigb&%@
FAHFEs Fp > AP LERAFE R g A FHRAEF ST R X FliR A
A5 50.7%¢hE F A7 H I X AR L PR L B % 3 20% 0 Fd % b 20%, b g
T T OURE e e X Bk AP iT o S IBATR A A F7(sensitivity tests) s & T 4R
3t 15% 2 25% 5 ERE o 12 20% 5 R e 47 B b 3R AL o

%M'ﬁé?”éﬁ%ﬁ@%%mdwmﬂﬂm;gipfﬂéiiﬁw\iiﬁ
TARE AL ERL AL RTRAL LA FERG AL TR L LR
PEORE AL BB A Bk B3R A 3~ RAE S & 1t 5]>20%” (the treatment) e iE
w & #ic(propensity score) - % o BT & AL 0 A7 1 Kernel fe¥tiz (Kernel
matching method ) #-#2 & & Bcfie 4 » Bzt dm-% 2 5“3 2 3~ BREEF % >20%" 1 2 “%
%&»%EJAQWW’i?Eﬁﬁi%&»%ﬁ4é>m%%@4ﬁ’“iiﬁxﬁﬁ
F Rt I>209%” HE A H AT LR S 0 (T EadZsn %k the average treatment effects
ofﬂwtmamd)o

Ao EA AT ARTEF AL LA R A R Y R
Tmm4%ﬁ’%% +mﬁ?ﬂﬁ,“4%%%%@+4wwﬂmﬁgﬁa%4i
?iﬁﬂAﬂ301SBﬂn%rwﬂﬁ%—’“iiix%%&w~*“%>m%“75a e 7R
3 - feend S et ¥ R B (ATT=.05 SE=03) > e 845 2 nm b endk + hd 7 &
K JPE,% #jz;._~ \}‘%,\)»ﬁﬁ}g;z—r—ﬁmbh'&l#&—dfgigﬁ :,.ii;‘;,, m?,ﬁ'}“"l
g {.—5r.,km"‘?,z,/f'f“°2};Tab|e4é1"¥§x'f—‘—"‘f3’>‘\lf?‘—Jﬁ ’E"ﬁr’gfﬁéf}ﬁ‘
i MR BAEF A B1>20%7 € R M 4 £ F 4 5 LRE(ATT=.02, SE=.02) >
S A T R A H B F(ATT=07,SE=.05) > { B =X A2 X 50

F
Nl
>
s

oy

w

‘\d’.



B EBEFREDL I AP RS A BI>20%7F g H AL AT R T
2 Table 3#7T R e % 4pfH » L A HBEF LT REAHL I AT e
FHRTRAEMNE XALIRG S AT

BEHmERS
A TR TR - EARR G A AN VIR TN T - E g2 v A hid
ERFle LMW RE I AL HE CRFL  ARFAY ;it“@/g’%’%“ﬁ'f V5B A
PR 2R A A A TR T ERER A T A 10 bR Fl R R
TR RREFLF AT ARORE AP L EEL T RTAREI AR
BRI IR REP A 4L BRI BHEGIHA T F L RS s 3
BRI AESHE R ABPEF 2T HIHE T A2 5 - R RREE SR AN REY
ol G 7 ¥ & L A RAES S Gt HlARES Hrg B 4 2 T RS
b S A > T 2P ek B R PR TP AL AR T AR IR
L CELE 9 W i WS AR g} 6 SR S N
¥iE L 4 ?%};—;}{;’v’ﬂﬁﬁfﬁfic’ T RARIEAL It e B 3R U AP RS
LI GG G0 B f kR MR SLehg Y ePRT 3 59 T A RS A 12 e % (Cooke,
2004, 2009 ; Kato etal., 2018) » &f7r 1 324 BAE+ L+ hf T & AT2 2ehi £ ¢ { L £
B -FLREFFEBOEF AL QN m S5 Ao L A REATL THET 4 PR
Flet R %%'z»/\ﬁ@/éﬁﬂ“*mﬁi)i:x TEARAITA SN E WS TRt R &
FREATORHT RFORE An & d RPERG NG g@’ R A RAEF LS
BEBE >  HEFRFALGE T2 GG T FHER o AP SRR F
MR AR PREFE T AT TS §fﬁﬁﬂi—”fﬁiﬂ’(ifpﬁif??br§ 8 Frend )
Fla iz~ RE 5o fed 8 Feuha RS a2 i (B EFT X DTG
Ao s TP B o§ ATEE (& - (well-educated women) ¥ (7 £ 7 £ b A o HATA @
Ak im@* PFo P 3 RSTA Y  REA - B RERERT T
i 5 counterfactual analyses » 2 P LI A BAEF > T MEHL F 4 T
LR 5 - #5 BRseand ¥ AR B AW s\rﬁ?l’i’aﬂﬂmp 5 B
TLHE i en % % (Miettinen et al., 2015; Pinnelli & Fiori, 2008) - { # i” R n AR A RAE
F AN IR AL T T LR A PO B R AR Fi’ IECE S e b S g
LR B BB R RAAA LT PR T AP T L FRT R L EAN
#zo%p{;@?_fﬂamﬁ "Tﬂ} iuﬁ,éérs;g_,mqt ry g)ggl—};@gfr SN ﬁ RE T2
FER2ARTEGL IR A P R E RIS I A 0T v %R > 0T daRds
AL TIARELF R LY AT FRETVAARRME S BT R A
KA FFREINTEDTIRA 1> &7 s AT S PRI BAR B ¥ F 5
p ¥ ERT~ g ‘\lr:r-%}igmx’ Lo REFE P A H? TEORIA IR LTRE § 4
Aﬁﬁlim%ﬁ > Mills, Mencarini, Tanturri, and Begall (2008) % g+ e 3 2 > B %
?ﬁi)i:%“ﬁ@%ri&%mi&%%#g P e IR TR R R S 0 A B4 %z»/w\
s Tt BB 2 TR F B Ry AARRMSA P RO T ARaE A L

H:
N



A E AT AR FI 0 R RE KR LG BT AR R Y RS
REREFFOREZFS FEIRTHBEEL THD DR E RFET FEFDT Ko
BIHEAE A% B0 % 2 PPN R 4 (the second stage of gender revolution ;
Goldscheideretal., 2015) e 42 2.7 =+ # (A~ 5 7 B3R T LR )7 i 7 - R 5]
WP RY Bl ERREDgR -

ERAR NI nd TR T PR A LY A3 g d BA A
AR Rl o 3 A vk %éi‘i-ﬂf?’ii-ﬂi?ﬁ?@%%}ﬁkg ;? L VIR
AEAFPRPBLEAT LA FATAHERS F 2 o FALAHLATHRRT RH T
ZFATRAFEEMN EI L AR A BRART B DT 0 R L R
(Puur, Olah, Tazi-Preve, & Dorbritz, 2008) - F]}* » A Pty B %2> 23 E &7 8 fF
d 34 TRBERE VAL FP ’ﬁ4%m4?&@oﬂ T R N
WAFRT Fa e FRTENER L ER S TG B4R E £ F RIS L DD
TR AR EA TR SR IEALT L s TR -

SRS 1
ARFLFUTABRUGDAPFFAL I T A P AFFEAT 75 o 2 A9 the
theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991): # % 7 5 — B in s FIMM L F 2 (4 i %
AT RT3 s3ERIE % 24 v 7 5 (Rindfuss, Morgan, & Swicegood, 1988; Schoen,
Astone, Kim, Nathanson,& Fields, 1999) o — #xm T T B1 A4~ A2 7 ~ U2 R4 8
Hk LT R D ILE A T ehT & Bt 4 4 T 03+ #ig(Morgan & Rackin, 2010;
Quesnel-Vallée & Morgan, 2003) ; 4p & 1> % s‘@r‘s ERT R L R R RGO AT
¥ #%(Toulemon & Testa, 2005) - A P e & 2 2 > % F - P52 %4> ¥ 7 3] 8%+ 30
%’%Wﬁi@ﬁﬁﬁom4?&@p—aﬁm4’wuip HARITEFLIMPG -
I% B oo 2)A T i F AR X RIFY By ’E‘rq_\@ gﬁ»“"fii‘)‘; LEE o — B hiE
:@r‘é FRT AR AR EDORIIF B ST RS F Aok AP TE Y B
AT R ORI QERE ARG E LR A
RAFIIFEHL AT AP EDFER G L JF:ﬂ%%lﬁ’nﬁPi
L& o R PRI AL AT g Fw@m“A (2018)* p * £

FAEI PR P R ARBERIBEF DT EHL AT R A2 ”pmi/ﬁ?
R R AR AN NARS REF B4 ERES AR TR AR A
R A B RIES B i~ A2 R liﬁ?’w?wwﬁﬁﬁkﬁ1,£¢

PN FIRF O G ETREFE N P U LR T ERE LT A

c &

1\
fﬂ \\\?@,

>‘\¢

J

o
‘"lE

Gh

3

T
)2
S,

z 2

F

&mg}a@%

|

E

&= E

;%1‘ o= ‘l‘;“.{‘
=

M- \:‘\z 4.

‘FH F—“ ¥z

A “W

g oLk
LR

AREL AT A FBE B 6L T LT LR AL S kT AR §
Zpﬁzﬁrgg?i?ﬁi)iiﬂ-m{%’ FIEA L HA TR

CREARA AR PSM R AP R REAE T ATTE AR EET hE ALY 5 X H o g 7R FoRl g S
‘T’?‘i"’ﬁ it £ B (R 1 > heterogeneity)



FIELIHATIROPEL 7 - R Ap AERRTE (12 ﬂxp"’)*riz;%;fu{ *
PrFrEF SRS OREATCLIFIEATARERT »4ph (Japan : Kato et al.,
2018 and Nagase & Brinton, 2017 ; Korea : Klm,2017) v Y WA M Y
(Yang, 2017) c iz {x P e € APV S Py =+ > ¢ WA A BERy ﬁi)i:%ﬁ W KT o A
2010 » ¥ B > 25-29fk cnt f Y 5 Q%05 G < F B o fw BLH 8 I R R RO B4R
4z #60% (Barro & Lee, 2013) -

Big AP REBE- BRLEARACEGHEIAT B EERD | Lo ARE
KA M FERTIVDARRARE PR FRTARE DAL EF E KT D
L2 R B (ChengZOlS)’ Flpt MRS s A T F R A F AR
BtAZ A T HNE R T N AP R B e iR .12‘»?9& 25
..sﬁ]&mf Bom W, x F ek B E ﬁpéc > AEE (R E T e » AR i R Y B
F]et % I >+ Second Demographic Transition Theory g B 2% 930 & Rl & 527 € # jF
AT KA EFF NG T AEHABH ALY A fERALE (B
(Goldscheider et al.,2015) - ¥ & ﬂ WEEFFEA S APRG - X & AP DY
SWEAMTHE PR T 727 ERAINT AFPRE 2 /5\ PegaetmRTg L

457 Fwdagm o

10



