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Abstract - Utilizing 2009 CHNS data this paper decompose the direct and indirect effects on the
options of the urban and rural labor housework time Occupation configuration with HLM. Studies
have shown that-rural household chores time configurations ranging from sex is not more serious
than urban households occupational differences between urban and rural labor is one of the fac—
tors which influence ; housework time configuration Occupation education level practitioners and
Urban male labor force positively correlated Occupation income rural and urban men and women

labor housework time configuration negatively correlated ; educated occupational characteristics

22014 - 09 - 26; 12015 -4 - 15
( 12YJC790062) ; “ .
"( LY13G030010) .
(1975—) : . (1985—)

50 -



of household division of labor within the family and time configuration options have an indirect
effect of regulation but there are differences between rural and urban interaction strength and
occupational income characteristics the indirect effects of female labor housework time configu—
ration options ;affect the flexibility of working hours for labor Occupation housework time configu—
ration options is not obvious. Empirical findings of this paper have practical policy implications.
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(0LS) (ANOVA)

(Bias) » OLS ANOVA .
( ) N ¢ )
(Hierarchical Liner Model HLM) (so-
cial contexts) (outcome measure)
(independent observations) - (homoscedasticity)
(normal distribution) (
2008) » o
3.3 HLM
HLM

Level -1 modle:

Ln hhwtime = BO + B1" (age) + B2" (sqage) + B3" (educ10) + B4" (incshare) + BS™ (marri) + B6™ (hh-
size) + BT (sqhhsize) + B8" (Inleisur) + B9" (south) + R

Level =2 modle:

B0 =G00 + GO1™ X + U0

B1 =610

B3 =G30+G31" X + U3

B4 =G40 + G41" X + U4

B5 =G50

B6 = G60

B7 =670

B8 =680 + 691" X + U8

B9 = G90

HLM 1.

(2003)
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Lnhhwtime ( N ) N / 2

Age ;

Sqage ;
Eduel0 10 - -1 =0;

Incshare . P

Marri =1 =0;
Hhsuze
Sqhhsize

Lnleisur N N N /

South

R 1 ’
B0 ~ B10 BO 1 ;

Vabias

Educl0 10 ; %

Lnavindin ; (
G00.G10. = =+ * G90 2 ;
G01.G31.G41.G91 2 ;
U0.U3.U4.U8 2

4.34  5.07 4.09 5.02
)0

783.64  766)
( 1155.19  1012.89)

“ ” -
’

( 0.61.0.32  0.54.0.30)

; ( 10.14.9.99  9.60.
9.75)

4.2
(The Null Model) (Variance Component Analysis)
ICC (Intra — class Correlation Coeffi—

cient) o
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MEAN SD MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Level -1
( ) 1342 969 5.07 4.34 0.47 0.51 3.91 3.00 6.11 5.89
1342 969 44.54  44.56 10.95 10.97 18.25 18.00 60.90 60.95
1342 969  2103.21 2106.02 927.14 923.25 333.06 324.00 3708.81 3714.90
1342 969 0.44 0.58 0.50 0.49 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
1342 969 0.29 0.41 0.27 0.35 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
1342 969 0.87 0.84 0.34 0.37 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
1342 969 3.49 3.46 1.27 1.28 1.00 1.00 11.00 9.00
1342 969 13.79 13.63 11.21 10. 86 1.00 1.00 121.00 81.00
( ) 1342 969 8.43 8.48 0.26 0.26 6 .04 6.52 9.81 9.77
1342 969 0.56 0.55 0.50 0.50 0 .00 0.00 1.00 1.00
Level = 2
10 12 783.64 766.00 656.45 589.39 136.40 141.20 1909.59 1978.77
10 12 0.54 0.61 0.32 0.28 0.01 0.15 0.92 1.00
( ) 10 12 9.60 10. 14 0.56 0.32 8.99 9.40 10.35 10.58
3
MEAN SD MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Level — 1
( ) 1606 1417 5.02 4.09 0.45 0.58 3.91 2.30 6.17 5.63
1606 1417 43.74  42.65 10. 81 10. 80 18.72 18.04 60.97  60.75
1606 1417  2030.05 1935.74 907.40 894.36 350.44 325.44 3717.34 3690.56
1606 1417 0.10 0.16 0.30 0.37 0.00 0. 00 1.00 1.00
1606 1417 0.29 0.35 0.47 0.51 -6.11 -12.02 13.02 2.64
1606 1417 0.91 0. 86 0.28 0.35 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
1606 1417 4.19 4.11 1.66 1.59 1.00 1.00 13 00 11.00
1606 1417 20.29 19.45 17.21 15.92 1.00 1.00 169.00 121.00
( ) 1606 1417 8.36 8.38 0.26 0.29 5.89 5.89 9.39 9.80
1606 1417 0.54 0.54 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
Level -2
10 11 1012.89 1155.19 818.70 659.10 225.02 211.63 264.33 2283.69
10 11 0.30 0.32 0.25 0.26 0.04 0.10 0.81 0.81
( ) 10 11 9.75 9.99 0.60 0.36 9.10 9.53 11.18 10. 59
4 0.200 0.232
0.847 0.732 ICC (Intra — class correlation coefficient) 0.200/
(0.2000 +0.847) =19.10% 0.232/(0.232 +0.732) =24.07%
( ) 19. 10%
24.07% o
5 0.016 0.018
0.089 0.084 ICC 0.016/(0.016 +0.089) =15.24% 0.018/(0.018 +0.084) =
17. 65% ( )
15.24%  17.65% .
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T P
( ) 4.978 4.352  0.045 0.058 109.990 75.425 0.000 0.000
P
-2 ( 0.200 0.232 9 11 191.753 136.492 0.000 0.000
-1 ( 0.847 0.732
Cohen
5 (ICC
T P >0.138)
D) 4.916 4.078 0.045 0.045 109.167 90.673 0.000 0.000  HLM
P
-2 ( 0.016 0.018 9 10 167.849 58.457 0.000 0.000 °
-1 ( 0.089 0.084 4.3
( HLM)
60
4.3.1
¢y’ (
0.0001 5% 10%) “ ”
@)
( 0.2915 10%) »
(€)) (
-0.4500 -0.2176 5% 1% )o
4.3.2
6
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€))

-0.3014)
( 0.7152 1%
)
0. 0439
( 0.1250 10%
) .
6
( )
( )
4 .9459™% 4.3783™* 6.9863 7 4.1090*
0.0001 ™ 0.0001"
0.2915" 0.3042
( ) - 0.4500™ -0.2176™*
0. 4751
0.0150  -0.0013 0.0238™* 0.0212" -0.0749
-0.0001  0.0001 -0.0002™ -0.0002"
~0.3014™  0.0022  -0.0105 0.0439
0.7152 ** 0.1250"
0.4751" -0.0177 0.0865°  —0.0749
0.0003 * -0.0001"
—-0.5645™ (
- 0. 5645
. ok .02 0292 . 0940%*
0.1265 0.0297 0.029 0. 0940 5%)
y ( -0.3978
0.0870™ -0.0154  0.0312 0.0243
10%)
—0.0102™ 0.0019 -0.0042" —-0.0052 °
( )
-1.7536  0.1197  -2.0371 -0.0847
( ) 0.1933" 0.2212"
0.6302 0.0001"
—0.1280™ 0.0005 -0.0751™* -0.0086
TR Sk | ok 10% 5% 1%
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