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Abstract

Gendered Household Labor Distribution & Morality: Social & Moral Reasoning about
Household Chores in Chinese & South Korean Families

by
Allegra Joie Midgette
Doctor of Philosophy in Education
University of California, Berkeley
Professor Larry Nucci, Co-Chair

Professor Kris Gutiérrez, Co-Chair

Scholars have found that while women across cultures do on average 66% of all household labor,
only 20-30% of women find these gendered distributions unfair. As scholars concerned with
moral development, gender equality, and household functioning, we need to study the processes
underlying the observed tension between the apparent inequality in housework distribution and
the belief by family members that such distribution is fair and acceptable. A limitation of
previous research has been that scholars mainly focused on only one of the members of a
household’s evaluations of gendered housework and primarily concentrated their research within
the United States. In order to address these methodological limitations, this dissertation
employed interviews, surveys, and observations of family meal preparations to investigate all the
members of 12 Chinese and 12 South Korean families’ social and moral reasoning about their
own households’ labor distribution. Furthermore, the home is where children first begin to learn
about issues of justice and gender. Therefore, developmental implications were explored through
interviews and surveys with133 children, half from each country, investigating how they made
sense of their homes’ division of housework as well as their developing understandings of
fairness.

Consistent with previous research, mothers in both countries were reported as doing the majority
of housework. As anticipated, Korean mothers were reported as spending more time on
housework than Chinese mothers. In line with this finding, Korean children and parents were
statistically more likely to find their own family’s division as unfair compared to Chinese
participants. However, consistent with previous findings, only 39.58% of parents in both
countries found their own family’s division as unfair. Surprisingly, while the great majority of
children (81.2%) found a hypothetical scenario in which the mother did the majority of
housework as unfair, children were split when it came to evaluating their own household, and
only 47.7% of children found their family’s division unfair. Interestingly, no gender differences
in fairness evaluations were found. Unexpectedly, interviews revealed that 20.83% of parents
found their division neither fair nor unfair, and instead believed that it was reasonable. Thematic
analysis of family interviews revealed that many parents in both countries did not believe that
fairness should be used to evaluate a family’s division of housework. However, both children
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and adults who evaluated their division as fair were more likely to employ time-availability as a
rationale for why mothers did more housework.

This study’s findings have several implications. One, children in both countries did not
significantly differ from their parents in how they perceived the amount of each family member’s
involvement in their family’s housework distribution. Two, equity served as a justification for
considering smaller proportions of inequality fair, while larger inequalities were considered
unfair. Therefore, rather than relying on conventional norms to accept inequality, individuals
employed moral justifications in their evaluations of the fairness of a gender unequal household
labor division. Three, children’s and adults’ evaluations and reasoning regarding hypothetical
scenarios differed significantly from their assessments regarding their own family’s situation.
This suggests the need for future research to go beyond relying on only hypothetical scenarios to
investigate individual’s evaluations of social issues, since individuals may be less morally
critical of real situations than previously suggested from studies relying solely on moral
evaluations of hypothetical situations. Four, individuals do not appear to connect their individual
experiences of inequality with structural inequities. Educational efforts to encourage critical
thinking should consider both domain-based moral educational approaches as well as critical
pedagogical approaches. Finally, the results suggest that previous research was misleading in the
assertion that the majority of adults find their division fair. Instead, in at least 20% of the cases,
adults in both countries are not evaluating their division through an assessment of fairness at all.
Future research should investigate how individuals coordinate not only moral concerns of
fairness and conventional norms, but also values of intimacy and affect, which may at times take
precedence over moral considerations.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Previous research on moral reasoning about gender inequality has demonstrated that men
and boys reason differently about these issues than women and girls. When asked about issues of
traditional gender norms (Studies in Israel and Benin, West Africa), gender stereotypic activities
(USA), and social exclusion (USA), boys and men tend to employ mostly conventional, or norm
affirming (e.g., this practice is okay because it is the way things are), reasoning (Conry-Murray,
2009; Killen & Rutland, 2011; Schuette & Killen, 2009; Wainryb & Turiel, 1994). In contrast,
women and girls tend to employ more moral reasoning, arguing that such practices are unfair. In
other words, men and boys tend to be more accepting of the exclusion, control, and
subordination of girls and women. This does not mean that women and men are not both capable
of being critical or accepting of gender inequality. Instead, these findings indicate that in general
women and girls have been found to be more critical of cultural practices that disadvantage them.
Social domain theorists have employed the finding that women are morally critical of cultural
practices to support the contentions that cultures are heterogeneous (in Egypt, Israel, USA,
women were documented as critical of certain gender-based practices; Abu-Lughod, 2008; Okin,
1989), that morality is used to evaluate unfair cultural practices, and that those in subordinate
positions are aware of their subordination (Turiel, 2002).

In line with these claims of cultural heterogeneity, social domain theorists have pointed to
empirical evidence (collected in the USA and Israel) indicating that those in powerful positions,
such as men, are less critical of cultural practices that benefit them (Turiel, 2002; Wainryb &
Turiel, 1994). These findings of intra-culture heterogeneity in moral judgments, which served as
a critique of previous anthropological research that assumed universal agreement about cultural
practices within a culture (Turiel, 2002), pose an interesting paradox for developmental accounts
of moral psychology. Given that previous research has shown that individuals in different
cultures, such as those living in China (Yau & Smetana, 2003), South Korea (Kim, 1998; Song,
Smetana & Kim, 1987), Brazil (Nucci, Camino, & Sapiro, 1996), 'Nigeria (Hollos, Leis, &
Turiel, 1986), United States (Smetana, Jambon, & Ball, 2014), draw distinctions among moral,
conventional, and personal considerations (Turiel, 1983), the question becomes, “Why are
individuals in positions of power across societies less likely to be critical of unfair social
practices?”. More specifically, considering developmental psychological processes, why are
men and boys less critical of gendered practices? In the case of gender inequality this question of
the uneven application of moral criteria to social practices is especially vexing given the close
emotional relationships that often exist across gender. In other words, why don’t males, more
generally employ moral reasoning for considering issues that affect their wives, daughters,
sisters, mothers and friends?

Researchers, in the field of gendered household labor distribution are facing a similar
quandary. They have found that while American hetero-married women (across races, but no
emphasis on class) do on average two-thirds of all household labor (in many cases this is in
addition to being employed outside of the home), only 20-30% of women find these gendered
distributions unfair (Coltrane, 2000; Mikula, 1998). This pattern is not only found within the
United States. For example, in China, husbands on average do only 29.6% of the housework
(Hsu, 2008). Zuo & Bian (2001) found that despite the fact that 90% of married women work in

! The study conducted in Brazil actually explored class differences, and found the distinction between these theoretical domains
to also be present in the reasoning expressed by parents.
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China, most couples saw husbands’ unequal involvement as fair. In other words, women in these
two situations are less critical about what is considered clearly gendered unequal practices than
the scholarship expected them to be based on their being in subordinate positions directly
experiencing disadvantages. The question this poses for the field is one that is addressed in the
present research: Why might members of a household, including the women, judge that a
gendered housework distribution is fair? *

Furthermore, feminist scholars have recognized that unequal distribution of household
labor in the family may be a source of confusion for children growing up in such households
(Okin, 1989). In fact, social domain theorists argue that children are able to make moral
judgments about social situations because they observe the inherent consequences that moral
issues invoke (Turiel, 1983). This line of reasoning has argued that since females are more likely
to have “experienced” the effects of certain unfair practices they become more critical of such
practices (Killen & Rutland, 2011). In other words, as Patricia Hill Collins has pointed out
“people who are oppressed usually know it” (Collins, 1990, p.10). Clearly, both boys and girls in
homes in which there are two different-gendered adults living with them, are privy to the
gendered distribution of housework everyday. In their daily life children observe their parents
engaging in housework and are able to discern which parent does most of the housework and
which parent is most likely to engage in conflicts with them about doing the chores (Smetana,
2011). However, despite both girls and boys “experiencing” unequal distribution of labor in the
home, research with American children has suggested that children are more likely to believe
that women should do the double-duty of paid labor and unpaid labor at home (Sinno & Killen,
2009). In other words, a tension exists between children’s experiences of inequality and the
judgments made by children about their family’s household labor.

The challenge for social scientists is to ascertain how family members are coming to
seemingly accept apparent unequal distribution of gendered housework. In other words, as
scholars concerned with issues of social and moral development, gender equality, and household
functioning, there is a need to identify and study the processes underlying this seemingly
contradictory set of findings. Previously, scholars have focused on “experience” or “view-point”
or “cultural context” as reasons for why individuals in the same household may make at times
distinct gendered moral judgments. However, a limitation of previous research has been that
scholars mainly focused on only one of the members of a household’s evaluations of gendered
housework (mostly women) and focused their research within the United States. The present
study explored the viewpoints of all the members of a family as they employed social and moral
reasoning about their own household’s labor distribution. The participants in this research were
outside of the United States in China and South Korea. The reasons for selecting these particular
cultural settings will be addressed below. It is argued that it is in studying the process of
meaning making and coordination of both judgment and action within a family’s own home in
two different cultures that we can come a step closer to answering the questions: Why might
individuals differ in their moral judgments about the gendered distribution of housework? And,
Why do some individuals think the gendered distribution of housework is fair?

In conclusion, there is a need to study how individuals make moral judgments about
apparent, near ubiquitous, unequal distribution of gendered housework. While it is clear is that

2 Please note that previous scholarship tends to ask participants: do you think this is fair? Without asking for participant’s
definitions of fairness. Instead, there are a variety of external theories used as rationales for why participants may suggest their
current division is fair. These theories are reviewed later on in this chapter.



many times women, girls, boys, and men make different judgments about similar gendered
phenomena, there is a need to explore why this is the case. In the next section I review how a
variety of scholars across fields have grappled with the issue of gendered household labor and
issues of justice and equality in the home.

1.1 Literature Review

1.1.1 Developmental Perspectives on Social and Moral Reasoning

The dominant paradigm on the development of social and moral reasoning in the United
States is social cognitive domain theory (Smetana, Jambon, & Ball, 2014; Turiel, 1983; 2002).
Based on over 40 years of research, social domain theory has found that children across a broad
range of cultures differentiate between the conventions of society, personal needs and desires,
and moral concerns having to do with human welfare, justice/fairness and rights (Smetana,
Jambon, & Ball, 2014; Turiel, 1983; 2002). The central thesis of social domain theory is that
individuals construct three distinct domains of social knowledge: conventional, personal and
moral. The moral domain has to do with issues of harm, fairness, and other obligatory standards
of human welfare (Turiel, 1983). The conventional domain is based on social systems standards
and norms and leads to “uniformities in behavior of members of ongoing social systems” (Turiel,
1983, p. 37). Finally, the personal domain describes an area that falls neither within societal
convention, nor universal moral standards of conduct. In other words, according to Nucci (2009),
privacy and personal choice are part of one’s personal domain: the personal domain refers to
actions that form the private aspects of one life’s, such as contents of a diary, and issues that are
matters of preference and choice. In daily life individuals engage in coordinating and balancing
issues within these domains in their evaluations of social practices, such as household labor
distribution. Furthermore, as children develop and reach adulthood they become more adept at
coordinating considerations across domains in generating their moral judgments (Nucci, 2014).

According to social domain theory, the moral domain is developed as children observe
and make judgments about the inherent features of certain acts in social events. In other words,
children develop judgments through abstractions from participating in and observing social
experiences (Turiel, 1983). This occurs as children note the results and consequences of actions
on others that cause pain, other harmful effects as well as the positive experiences, and
consequences resulting from engagement in positive moral actions such as sharing. At the same
time, children also develop concepts of rights as freedoms stemming from the development of
their personal domain (Helwig, Ruck &Peterson-Badali, 2014; Nucci, 2014). This developmental
theory, assumes that the development of such concepts is universal, as they are considered to be
a distinction such as mathematical-logical cognition, occurring as a result of the individuals
experiences with material objects and other individuals (Turiel, 1983). While this theoretical
framework is based on a neo-liberal, Euro-American tradition, it provides a developmental frame
for thinking through potentially, why individuals across contexts are able to be critical of the
oppressions that they experience in daily life.

While, studies in the development of the moral domain are incomplete and ongoing,
current general findings indicate that younger children focus on concrete concepts and results of
harm and welfare, develop the understanding of the difference between equality and equity, and
as they get older they become more aware of the complexities and ambiguities of contextual
variation in moral decision making (Nucci, 2014). Central to this theory is a recognition that
individuals vary in their reasoning and decision making based on the information available to
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them at the time (Wainryb, 1991), cultural norms that place greater or lesser emphasis on certain
aspects of the situation (Conry-Murray, Kim, & Turiel, 2015), and previous experiences of
violence and larger contexts (Posada & Wainryb, 2008). This also holds true for children’s
conceptions of rights, which as children develop become less abstract and more situated based on
context (Helwig, Ruck & Peterson-Badali, 2014). Therefore, in general it has been found that as
children develop they become progressively more adept at balancing and coordinating their
personal goals and desires with conventional standards, moral concerns and other contextual
factors (Nucci, 2014). Differences in coordination then, are posited to lead to differences in
moral judgments.

In addition to coordination, informational assumptions, or assumptions about facts or
reality, have been shown to lead to differences in moral judgments (Turiel, 2002; Wainryb,
1991). For example, Nucci (2001) points out that even the moral concept of “harm” can be
defined and extended based on the information that others in a society provide about reality.
Collective practices may suggest that certain activities, beyond those the child has experienced
are also harmful. Experiences of harm may also be highlighted by the communication of others,
including parents and adults. The child then takes this information into their moral
understandings. This in turn may lead to extension of what gets included as harm. For example,
obvious signs, like crying, may not accompany an action in which another child’s “feelings are
hurt.” Adult provided information will extend the child’s interpretation of similar events as
entailing harm, and thus a cause for moral concern. In a similar fashion children can be
informed by adults and peers that harm can be caused post-hoc, after the other person finds out
what happened (Nucci, 2001). Another example of the impact of informational assumptions
comes from research done by Shweder and colleagues (Shweder, Mahapatra, & Miller, 1987).
Their research describes how different cultural beliefs about social practices may result in
differences in moral judgments, such as how their Indian participants in Orissa in the late 1980’s,
believed that certain behaviors, such as a widow eating fish, may have harmful consequences to
the spirit of her deceased husband. Therefore, while at that time in the U.S. eating fish may be
considered a personal decision (if non-vegetarian), in Orissa it is seen as a moral decision with
potentially harmful consequences. In the case of considering fairness of household labor
distribution, it is highly likely that current informational assumptions related to gender, such as
“women are naturally better at taking care of the household” may also play a role in the
formation of moral judgments (Sinno & Killen, 2011).

Only recently have researchers from the social domain framework begun to consider how
children are evaluating and developing moral judgments about gender inequality (Sinno,
Schuette, & Killen, 2014). The little research that has been done has been mainly conducted in
the United States and has mostly focused on beliefs about gender roles, gender stereotyping, and
gender norm violations (e.g., Can boys play with dolls?; Sinno, Schuette, & Killen, 2014). When
it comes to the issue of parental labor distribution in the home, most of the research has focused
on American children’s and adolescent’s reasoning regarding parental gender roles when it
comes to the division of childcare responsibilities (Brose, Conry-Murray, & Turiel, 2013; Sinno
& Killen, 2009). Research into this area has found that young children (2nd and 5th grade)
endorse both mothers and fathers being breadwinners, however they are likely to find it more
acceptable for mothers be homemakers than fathers (Sinno & Killen, 2009). Despite this, Sinno,
Schuette & Hellriegel (2017) found that most seven and ten-year-old children found it acceptable
for a father to want to be a homemaker. As children age they have been found to employ more
flexible reasoning and to use fewer stereotypes when justifying domestic roles (Sinno & Killen,



2009; Sinno, Schuette & Hellriegel, 2017). In general, however, children (5th grade),
adolescents (8th grade), and young adults (undergraduates) appear to prefer if the mother were to
be the primary caretaker regardless of work arrangement (Sinno, 2007).

Sinno and Killen (2009) found that in general American children viewed their parent’s
domestic roles in fairly stereotypic terms. In a related study, Schuette and Killen (2009) studied
children’s judgments about hypothetical stereotypical scenarios where parents engaging in
gender stereotypic household chores (i.e., mothers cooking and fathers fixing the oil of the car)
had to choose either their son or daughter for help. One hundred twenty children, 40 in each of
the following three age groups: 5, 8, and 10-year-olds, across racial groups, from middle-class
backgrounds were asked to decide whom the parent should ask. They found that children
followed stereotypical expectations and used social-conventional reasoning involving gender
norms to explain their decisions. Particularly of interest, they found that boys viewed family
roles in more stereotypic terms than girls, and they theorized that it may be as a result of boys’
desires to have more freedom in the home context. They also found that social-conventional
reasoning and stereotypic expectations increased with age. In order words, younger children (5-
year-olds) were less stereotypic than the older children. Using counter-choice situations as a
method to see if children’s reasoning would change if provided with another alternative (what if
some other father asked his daughter to help him?) a statistically significant number (but not the
majority of children) showed a change in reasoning, where they accepted the decision and used
moral justifications. However, Schuette & Killen (2009) pointed out that future research should
ask children about their “actual experiences with chores to investigate their experiential
knowledge about the role of gender in the division of labor” (p. 707).

In another study, Brose, Conry-Murray & Turiel (2013) extended Schuette & Killen’s
(2009) work to examine American adolescents’ reasoning about parental gender roles regarding
which parent should stay home and care for a sick child. They interviewed 38 middle-class 16-
year-olds from a variety of racial backgrounds about three hypothetical scenarios where parents
have to decide to go to work or stay to care for a sick child. In addition to analyzing gender
differences they also varied the age of the sick child from infant to being a preschooler, as well
as varying the income of the parents, with one of the scenarios having the mother make more,
one with the father making more and one with them both making the same amount. The results
were that adolescents thought the child’s needs should come before the parent’s personal choice
to work. Following this, most participants identified the mother as the one who should care for
the infant, but when the child was a preschooler whoever made less income was considered the
one who should care for the child (providing pragmatic reasoning). In this way they found that
conventional sex roles, including the belief that mothers are better caretakers influenced their
reasoning. It also showed that the role of “economic power,” or pragmatic reasoning in deciding
who should stay home to take care of the child. Similarly to Schuette & Killen (2009), they
found that boys were more supportive of traditional gender roles than the girls, and therefore
were more likely to believe that the mother had more of a responsibility to take care of the child.
This supported their hypothesis that boys and girls reason differently about gender inequality.

Beyond traditional gender divisions of caretaker or breadwinner, many parents have to
take on the duty of both breadwinner and homemaker, also known as the second-shift. The
second-shift has been primarily used as terminology within the housework distribution field to
describe women’s double-burden of working outside and doing housework (Hochschild, 1989).
Sinno & Killen (2011) evaluated two hundred ten-year-old and 13-year-old children’s reasoning
about second-shift parenting. Participants came from a range of racial backgrounds and from
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both middle class and lower class backgrounds. Through surveys participants were asked to
evaluate two hypothetical scenarios. In one scenario the father was engaged in second-shift
parenting, where he both works and does all of the care taking of the children. In the other
scenario the mother is doing the second-shift parenting. Participants were asked to evaluate what
they thought of the scenario, if it was good or bad, and to explain why. As expected, participants
expected mothers to be the ones to take on the second-shift role, and when fathers were
portrayed to take on the second-shift parenting role participants used moral reasoning and stated
that it was unfair. In other words, participants thought it was unfair to burden the father with the
second-shift parenting role, but did not apply the same reasoning to the situation if mothers were
to be similarly burdened. Instead, some participants relied on gender stereotypes to rationalize
their belief that it is better if a mother does the second-shift of parenting.

Sinno & Killen (2011) also found significant age-related shifts in the application of moral
and conventional reasoning that varied as a function of the gender of the parent. When
considering the benefits of specific arrangements for the family in general, there was an increase
with age in judgments focusing upon the importance of convention. This increased use of social-
conventional reasoning was applied to mothers engaging in second-shift parenting, but not
fathers. In other words, it was considered better for the functioning of the family (conventional
reasoning) for the mother to do the second-shift. On the other hand, when reasoning from the
perspective of the parent doing the second-shift the focus on moral reasoning increased with age.
At the same time, however, participants considered it to be more unfair for the father to take the
second-shift role than the mother. Although they had an even number of male and female
participants, they did not explore potential gender differences.

Family structure and larger community context has also been found to influence
children’s evaluations and reasoning (Sinno & Killen, 2009; 2011; Sinno, Schuette & Hellriegel,
2017). Children from families in which mothers worked full-time or part-time were more likely
to use moral reasoning and consider it unfair that the mother does the second-shift parenting
(Sinno & Killen, 2011). On the other hand, children with only their father’s working were more
likely to employ social conventional reasoning when considering the mother’s situation. In
general when evaluating second-shift parenting as an arrangement in the family, individuals who
reported that both their parents shared equally caretaking roles were more likely to employ moral
reasoning, while individuals who had their mothers do most of the caretaking were more likely to
employ conventional reasoning. Children who came from homes in which the mother was
mainly a homemaker were more likely to find it unacceptable that a father be a homemaker and
to hold gender stereotypic beliefs (Sinno & Killen, 2009).

Sinno, Schuette & Hellriegel (2017) found that children from metropolitan centers, and
from non-traditional families (mother also worked) were more likely to judge it acceptable that a
mother wanted to become a breadwinner. Children from military-minded communities were
more likely to use social conventional reasoning and to emphasize the importance of family
functioning and convention when reasoning about parental gender-role negotiation. In other
words, the division within the child’s own family and the broader context in which they live in
influence their evaluations and reasoning regarding parental distributions of labor.

The only study to my knowledge, that has directly studied individuals’ evaluations
regarding couple’s engagement in housework from a social domain perspective, explored young
adults reasoning from both Euro-Canadian and Asian-Canadian backgrounds. Gere & Helwig
(2012) explored both European and Asian Canadian young college students’ (N=224) reasoning
regarding gender roles within the family through questionnaires and found that in general male
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young adults were more likely in general to endorse traditional gender roles. However, when
presented with the only item regarding housework “A husband should share equally in household
chores if his wife works full time” both genders and both ethnic groups were likely to agree with
this statement and use justifications that supported an egalitarian division. Both women and men
used the same reasons for justifying their endorsement of egalitarian division, but women were
found to be more likely to use fairness (references to ideas of equality and fairness) as a
justification, while men were more likely to use the social organization, stating the current
organization of society requires sharing (since women work they don’t have time to do
housework, and so men have to share), well-being of the individual or the family, and the simple
justification that things would be equal. In other words, when endorsing equal division men
were more likely to rely on social conventional reasoning (women are working so don’t have as
much time) where sharing was needed based on the organization of society), while women were
more focused on the moral aspect of the situation (e.g., it is not fair for women do all the chores).

Gere & Helwig’s (2012) work also suggested that while both Asian and European
Canadian young adults were more likely to endorse egalitarian statements, when it came to
endorsing traditional role divisions in the family Asian young adults were more likely to justify
such divisions based on social convention and gender stereotypes. Asian young adults were also
found to be more likely to see traditional gender roles as positive both for familial well-being and
the individual. However when justifying support for egalitarian divisions, Asian young adults
were more likely to use biology and fairness as a justification while European young adults were
more likely to use justifications based on social organizations that require equal divisions,
personal choice, or similar capabilities between women and men.

To date, no study has directly explored how children and adolescents evaluate and reason
regarding situations involving all of the family member’s behavior in dividing housework.
Previous investigation has suggested that boys may hold more traditional evaluations than girls
(Brose, Conry-Murray & Turiel, 2013; Schuette & Killen, 2009), that stereotypical thinking
decreases with age in some contexts (Schuette & Killen, 2009), that children and adolescents are
more likely to employ social conventional reasoning when evaluating mother’s gender roles than
fathers, and that family structure, community context, and culture may influence moral
evaluations and reasoning. This is a new area of study within the social domain approach, which
came as a result of Goodnow’s (2004) call to bring in children’s perspective of the inequalities
that have been documented at home. Therefore the focus of all of these studies has been
exclusively on children’s reasoning instead of the whole family’s, or parents’ reasoning.
Furthermore, so far the main method employed by this field has relied on hypothetical scenarios
to explore children’s and adolescents’ reasoning about gendered household labor distribution.
Scholars in this area have emphasized the need to for future research to explore how children are
making sense of their day to day experiences as well as exploring the impact of other contextual
factors, such as parent’s beliefs and the potential role that culture plays (Schuette & Killen,
2009).

1.1.2 Adults Judgments of Fairness about Housework

Research into adult’s reasoning about fairness recognizes that perception of the
housework itself plays a central role (Coltrane & Shih, 2010; Goodnow, 2004). This conclusion
emerged as a result of findings that the lack of the expected 50-50 divide of housework in most
households is not considered to be unfair. Instead most American women (~70%) and even more
men regard “unequal” divisions of labor fair (Coltrane, 2000; Mikula, 1998). As a result



researchers have engaged in studying a variety of factors that may be influencing how spouses
are perceiving the “apparent” inequality in the home. Mikula(1998) points out, correctly, that
most of the previous literature has primarily focused on women’s evaluations. With this caveat in
mind, let us turn to a summary of empirical studies in this area.

Research into the evaluations of fairness of household labor distribution can be divided
into two main approaches: fairness as connected to the actual division of labor and fairness as
connected to the symbolic and relational aspects of housework (Nordenmark & Nyman, 2003).
Research linking evaluations of the fairness of housework to actual housework distribution has
followed the four main explanations also used to understand the reason for the unequal division
of housework: time-availability, relative resource, economic dependence, and gender ideologies
(Bianchi & Milkie, 2010; Braun, Lewin-Epstein, Stier, & Baumgirtner, 2008; Coltrane, 2000;
Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010). According to a time-availability approach, whoever has
the most time available will be the person to perform more housework (Becker, 1974). This
choice is perceived to follow human capitalistic rational decision-making based on available time
between market based and domestic work (Becker, 1974; Bianchi, Milkie, Sayer & Robinson,
2000; Brines, 1993). This approach has been supported by some of the evidence, which has
found that wives who have employment outside the home are more likely to have husbands who
engage in a more fair division of housework (Davis & Greenstein, 2004; Lachance-Grzela &
Bouchard, 2010). In other words, it is suggested that because women work fewer hours of paid
work in general they are the ones to do most of the housework (Bianchi & Milkie, 2010;
Coltrane, 2000).

In a similar vein, the relative resource approach suggests that the spouse who earns more
does less housework (Aassve, Fuochi, & Mencarini, 2014). This approach sees income as a
resource that is employed by spouses to negotiate their involvement in housework (Brines,
1993). In testing out this theory it is assumed that the spouses’ absolute earnings will be what
influences the distribution of housework. While income is normally considered the main
resource, other resources a spouse can bring to the relationship includes education and social
status (Davis & Greenstein, 2004). It is further assumed that housework is something considered
by both spouses as something one wishes to “buy out of” (Brines, 1993, p.307). From this
perspective spouses are always open to more negotiation, but since women in general bring
“fewer” resources to the marriage they have less bargaining power (Greenstein, 2000). In general
research has supported this approach and found that wives’ contributions to household income is
related to the division of housework (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010).

The third main theory also follows an economic perspective, suggesting that women do
most of the housework as a result of their being more likely to be economically dependent on
their husbands (Brines, 1994).> Similar to the previous approach, the spouse who earns less and
is therefore more economically dependent on their spouse is expected to do more of the
housework as part of their “duty” (Aassve, Fuochi, & Mencarini, 2014). However, this
perspective does not also hold true for husbands in the same way as it does for wives. While
some research does support the idea that wives who are more economically dependent on their
husbands do more housework, husbands who are more economically dependent on their wives

* This economic framework is supposedly gender neutral in its approach. It also ignores issue of race, class, dis/ability, sexuality,
and their intersections. However, as Glenn (2010) has pointed out, the home is a space that has been characteristically imagined
with the US white-middle class context, as a space for women to do the care work, with the expectation by the state that women
labor for their husbands.
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do not necessarily do more housework (Brines, 1994; Greenstein, 2000). Brines (1994) found
that men who are at either extreme of dependence do much less housework, while those closer to
having equal share in providing household income are more likely to do more housework. Brines
(1994) argues this to be as a result of traditional gender norms, where husbands attempt to have a
traditional household as a way of continuing their gender display. Greenstein (2000) replicated
Brines’ findings, and suggested instead that spouses’ amount of housework is linked to
neutralizing deviant identity linked to gender expectations both at home and in the career space.

All of the above “theories” have been criticized for being gender neutral and for
overemphasizing the importance of the economics to decision making (Brines, 1993; Coltrane,
2000). In fact, while all the theories do have some explanatory power, American women who
work, have a higher paying job, and are not dependent on their husbands are still more likely to
do the housework (Aassve, Fuochi, & Mencarini, 2014; Brines, 1993; Coltrane, 2000;
Hochschild, 1989; Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010). More recently, research has been
supporting the idea that gender ideology or the beliefs about how to “do” or construct gender has
a large influence on the actual distribution of labor in the home (Greenstein, 2000). Scholars who
study gender ideology have normally assumed a socialization perspective on gender. Feminists
have pushed back against this view, and have suggested that theorizing take a more performative
perspective, where gender is seen as constructed in action (Coltrane, 2000; Lachance-Grzela &
Bouchard, 2010). From this perspective beliefs about doing gender that see masculinity as
connected with the role of being an economic provider, or the belief that women should be
responsible for the home influences the housework performance by gender (Coltrane, 2000). On
the other hand, both women and men who have more egalitarian gender ideologies are more
likely to have a more equitable share of housework (Coltrane, 2000; Lachance-Grzela &
Bouchard, 2010). This perspective is helpful for understanding how gender expectations may
explain men’s low involvement in the housework and why women may not try to negotiate out
of their expected gendered involvement in housework (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010).
However, Bianchi and colleagues (2000) have suggested that husbands’ egalitarian ideologies do
not necessarily lead to an increase in their own housework, just a decrease in their wives’
housework.

Research into the evaluations of fairness of housework division has found that the factors
identified by each of the above explanatory approaches play a role in fairness evaluations.
Spouses who share the housework, women who make more money, who have higher education,
and who have more equitable gender ideologies are more likely to perceive unequal sharing as
unfair (Greenstein, 2009; Jansen, Weber, Kraaykamp & Verbakel, 2016). Macro factors have
also been found to influence perception of fairness, with countries that are more egalitarian
having more men and women who think housework should be shared equally (Greenstein, 2009;
Jansen, Weber, Kraaykamp & Verbakel, 2016). Although the findings are varied, Coltrane (2000)
suggests that proportion of the housework that the husband does it the greatest predictor in a
wife’s evaluation of fairness.

More recently, empirical work has turned to cognition and how adults are giving meaning
to housework. In this work, researchers have found that perception of appreciation for
housework strongly correlated with perception of unfairness of the household labor division
(Mikula, 1998; Mikula & Freudenthaler, 2002). Within approaches that consider issues of
fairness of housework distribution related to symbolic and relational aspects, the most dominant
theory is the distributive justice framework (Jansen, Weber, Kraaykamp & Verbakel, 2016).
According a distributive justice framework, three factors are considered to contribute to a sense
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of fairness: comparison references, outcome values, and justifications (Thompson, 1991).
Comparison reference refers to the standard that individuals use to evaluate their situation. In
other words, who is the wife or husband comparing themselves to? Is it feasible to receive what
one desires? Outcome values means the desired outcome, what the individual wants or values
from a situation or relationship. And finally, justifications refer to evaluations of how appropriate
is the method or reason that created the current conditions one is facing. In other words, is the
cause for inequality justifiable? Research in this area has shown that a simple rule of equality as
50:50 is considered impersonal, and that intra-gender and inter-gender comparisons are
important (Nordenmark & Nyman, 2003). While this framework has been helpful in
understanding fairness evaluations, its main limitation is that it focuses only on wives’
perceptions (Nameda, 2013; Oun, 2013).

Issues of fairness in housework are also related to macro level factors such as egalitarian
countries versus non-egalitarian as well as micro issues such as gender ideologies (Greenstein,
2009). One argument has been made that time-availability, resource dependence and gender
ideology may be used by individuals themselves to “legitimize” the inequality they see in their
homes (Braun, Lewin-Epstein, Stier, & Baumgértner, 2008). Another method of legitimization
connects to the macro-context, where individuals comparing one’s situation to others in a
country where most women work and have husbands who share more equitably would most
likely see unequal sharing as unfair. In fact, Oun (2013) found that out of the 22 countries
studied, countries in which gender equality* was endorsed, men and women became more
concerned with equality in the household. Indeed, Greenstein (2009) has argued that perceptions
of fairness is situated in national context, to the extent that for women living in a low gender
egalitarian country the extent of inequality of housework has very little effect on their
perceptions of fairness. Greenstein (2009) goes so far as to suggest that individual gender
ideology has no statistical significance when macro national levels of gender equality are
considered. However, Greenstein’s (2009) findings were based on survey materials collected
only from wives’ perspectives. Furthermore, it is difficult to separate gender ideologies held by
individuals from those “generally” held.

In summary, it can be said with certainty that a variety of factors, both macro and micro,
influence spouses’ judgments about the fairness of the inequality of their household labor
distribution (Braun, Lewin-Epstein, Stier, & Baumgirtner, 2008; Coltrane, 2000; Greenstein,
2009). In fact, outside of the factors previously mentioned, other factors such as sense of
entitlement (Mikula, 1993), how important the marriage is, how loving their husband is outside
of doing housework, also affect wives’ judgments about the fairness of housework distribution
(Coltrane, 2000). While, Mikula’s (1998) overall review suggests that cognition methods, or the
ways in which individuals are giving symbolic meaning to the activity of household labor is
better able to predict and understand judgments about fairness than analysis of the time or effort
required to do the housework itself, the multi-varied reasoning and multiplicity of factors
connected with evaluations of fairness in the distribution of labor suggests difficulty in capturing
wives and husbands’ actual reasoning.

Overall, previous empirical work on the fairness evaluation of housework distribution has
suggested some important factors, but has had several methodological limitations. As
Mikula(1998) points out in his review, most of the work has studied which “variables” can

* In these approaches gender equality is normally assessed based on Gender Empowerment Measures, which indicates women’s
opportunities for employment, economic power, and participation in politics (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010).
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affect these judgments of fairness through regression analysis. Furthermore, most studies are
unclear about their definitions of fairness or justice, and can confuse satisfaction with a sense of
fairness. In other words, research into the “fairness’ of housework division, has not had a clear
theoretical definition nor a definite measurement (Coltrane, 2000). I argue that a unified
theoretical framework that considers both spouses’ reasoning in a holistic and unified sense and
differentiates between societal knowledge, personal preferences, and moral evaluations of
fairness is needed. To truly understand individuals’ reasoning about whether a practice is fair or
not, there is a need to understand how individuals are coordinating their distinct understandings
of social reality, and how their judgments are connected to their evaluations of the social
practices that they are engaging in as a whole.

In addition, several researchers are beginning to suggest that housework should be
considered as a process, not as a fixed overall method (Mikula, 1998). In particular Goodnow
(1998) suggests that perceptions of fairness are tied to the distribution of particular tasks and the
use of particular procedures. Mikula, Freudenthaler, Brennacher-Kroll, and Schiller-
Brandl(1997) suggest that the relationships and feelings within the family also influence
perceptions of equality. In other words, “housework” is not a totality, but includes meaning
making of particular tasks that are done and negotiated in certain ways within particular
relationships within a family. Approaching the issue of the fairness of housework division
through considering the process of meaning making and the differing values and emotions
connected to this division as part of larger system is promising and goes well with methodology
suggested in activity theory (reviewed later in methodologies) which suggests looking at various
activity systems, such as the home, as a space involving various processes of negotiation and
construction of meaning making (Engestrom, 2014).

In summary, presently, there is little agreement about the “why” in evaluations of fairness
in household labor division. Research using social domain theory has only explored American
children’s reasoning about gender inequality in the home. As a result, research on adult’s social
and moral reasoning from this theoretical framework is “missing.” On the other hand, household
labor studies have focused primarily on Euro-American adult’s (mainly women’s) evaluations of
fairness of their spouse’s involvement in housework using primarily rationalistic models. Both
fields have also mainly employed surveys and quantitative analysis, with relatively few studies
using interviews exploring deeper reasoning. At the same time, both fields recognize the
importance of studying individuals cognition in context, in particular as researchers argued
during the 2000’s, the allocation of household labor can not be thoroughly understood without
taking into account the cultural context in which individuals are part of (Lachance-Grzela &
Bouchard, 2010). In fact, most of the work within this field has been done in Western countries
(Greenstein, 2009; Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010). In the next section I will briefly explore
what little research has been done outside the United States on evaluations of fairness of
housework distribution and move on to explain my choice in studying China and South Korea.

1.1.3 Researching Household Labor in the East Asian Context

“There is a dearth of internationally comparative studies on issues of perceived equity in
the division of household labor” (Braun, Lewin-Epstein, Stier, & Baumgirtner, 2008, p.1146).
Although the near universality of the unequal gendered distribution of housework is uncontested
(Jansen, Weber, Kraaykamp & Verbakel, 2016), for example research has found that women do
most of the housework in most European countries (Kil, Neels & Vergauwen, 2016), and in East
Asian countries (Hsu, 2008; Oshio, Nozaki & Kobayashi, 2013), it remains to be seen if



12

individuals in different countries are making the same judgments for the same reasons about this
near universal phenomenon. In this section I provide a brief overview of how scholars have
attempted to push research beyond a focus on American households, explain my rationale for
why I chose to study China and Korea, and then provide a brief review of the literature related to
these two countries.

Almost all of the cross-national research that has been published in English of gendered
household labor division has focused on macro-level variables such as economic and political
structures, or have tested the economically driven theoretical explanations described previously,
such as time-availability or relative resources (Cooke & Baxter, 2010; Fuwa, 2004; Hsu, 2008).
Research conducted cross-culturally has normally employed large-scale quantitative surveys
collecting participants’ ideologies in addition to their reported experiences of housework division
and then compared these to national differences in policies and market economies. In fact, it has
become clear in the past decade that macro factors interact with individual level factors. A
central point emerging from this work is that negotiations in individual homes are more likely to
be successful in countries that are more egalitarian, defined according to Gender Empowerment
Measures, which indicates women’s opportunities for employment, economic power, and
participation in politics (Fuwa & Cohen, 2007; Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010). This core
finding has led researchers to emphasize the need for individuals and their families to be studied
within their greater social and cultural contexts (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010). In
addition, a review of the research done in the first decade of the 21* century has shown that most
research trying to explain inequality of the home has focused on quantitative methodology. This
has led critics to argue that ““ to gain a better understanding of the meanings that people attach to
their division of labor patterns, more qualitative research needs to be conducted” (Lachance-
Grzela & Bouchard, 2010, p. 778).

The above review suggests that performing mixed method or qualitative research on both
men and women’s reasoning about household labor division in almost any country outside of the
United States would be addressing a gap in the literature. Moreover, current research has
established that a gendered division of household work occurs almost universally (Braun, Lewin-
Epstein, Stier, & Baumgirtner, 2008; Cooke & Baxter, 2010), while the exact nature of that
division varies by country and even by household (Fuwa, 2004; Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard,
2010). Thus, there is good reason to engage in cross-cultural research employing mixed methods
to explore the interaction of micro-level and macro-level factors involved in the production and
alteration of gendered household labor distribution. Beyond exploring “difference” and
“similarity,” a well-implemented study of how individuals make sense of gendered housework in
different countries can elucidate and expand our knowledge, impacting how scholars in the field
think about gendered inequality in housework as both a cultural and location-specific
phenomenon and a near-universal problem.

In this dissertation I examined how households in China and South Korea make sense of
the potential inequality in the gendered distribution of housework. Previous studies in these two
countries have typically employed the rationale that it is useful for Western scholars to study
non-Western countries or cultures (Hsu, 2008; Kim, 2009), or that China is the “most populous
nation in the world” (Leong, Chen & Bond, 2015, p. 78). When these two East Asian countries
are studied together, the argument has normally followed that they should be studied together
because they are both influenced by Confucianism (Hsu, 2008; Oshio, Nozaki, Kobayashi,
2013). Scholars in both the feminist, anthropologist, cultural psychological, and developmental
fields have become critical of generalizing whole populations of individuals based on
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geographical, racial, historical, gendered, economic similarities (Mohanty, 2003; Gutiérrez &
Rogoff, 2003; Turiel, 2002). At the same time, scholars in these same fields have acknowledged
the usefulness and importance of studying practices, belief systems, and development in general
in different “contexts” (Cole, 1998; Kim, 2009). One of these reasons comes from the
recognition that there is human diversity, and that cultural practices vary in time and space
(Saxe, 2012).

I, the researcher, a cis-hetero female mixed-race Brazilian-American, growing up both in
Spain, Brazil, and different states in the USA, place myself in this field as someone who also
believes that there is inherent value in studying variances and similarities of human experience
and development across contexts. An additional reason that I have elected to move away from
studying the United States comparatively with another country stems from a feminist desire to
decenter (Mohanty, 2003) American narratives and center other experiences. With this reason in
mind, my justification for studying China and Korea can be said to be twofold.

One, as a researcher I have studied the languages, learned some of the customs, and taken
the necessary steps to familiarize myself with the historical and current conditions of these two
countries. At the same time, as a researcher in these two countries I would be a peripheral learner
(Lave & Wenger, 1991; Rogoff, 2003), where both the participants and myself are aware that |
am a “learner” at that particular time and therefore do not speak from a place of authority, but
instead as of a student. The second reason follows from my desire to capture the diversity of
human experience as people engage in cultural practices distinct from those that are familiar to
most of the researchers in the field of gendered housework division in the United States. In
addition, I chose to study both China and Korea because I hope to be more nuanced in my
analysis of how different households in these two countries make sense of gendered housework,
and move away from the temptation to generalize these practices as “Asian,” “East Asian,” or as
a direct result of Confucianism. China is a large country with 56 distinct ethnicities, and many
regional cultures and dialects, and South Korea also has diverse regional cultures, dialects, and
histories Therefore, the research I am engaged in will not be representative of “China” or
“Korea,” but instead will be specific to the families I will study in the urban center of Changchun
and Seoul. I am assuming that since gendered housework in these two countries is experienced
differently (Hsu, 2008;0shio, Nozaki, Kobayashi, 2013), individuals engaged in housework will
also make sense of these experiences differently.

Contextualizing localities. While I will go more in-depth in the following chapters, it is
important to keep in mind the larger context from which I will be talking to my participants.
China has a population of a little over 1.3 billion living within its borders (National Bureau of
Statistics of China, 2011). Meanwhile, South Korea has a population of 51.44 million people
(Statistics Korea, 2018). Any venture into describing these countries’ historical and socio-
cultural context is by necessity summative and superficial, and needs specificity. Briefly
summarized, it can be agreed that the main reviews conclude that the socio-historical factors that
influence both country’s current general approach to the family are Confucianism and shifts in
policies and approaches to social and economic development.

Confucianism, a “worldview, a social ethnic... a way of life,” has traditionally impacted
various aspects of Chinese life (Tu, 1998, p.3). While the influence of Confucianism in China
has grown and waned throughout the 2,000 years since it first began, there is no doubt that it still
has implications for Chinese people’s daily lives to this day (Tu, 1998). The aim of
Confucianism was to allow people to live in harmony through a process of self-realization and
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self-cultivation (Tu, 1998). Within this greater context, the role of the family was seen as a
central location for self-cultivation and learning how to be human. This was particularly through
the role of filial piety, where children respected and revered their parents for providing them with
life. The family was seen as a place where children learned to embody ideals that allowed them
to move away from self-centeredness (Tu, 1998). At the same time, traditionally, self-
development was seen as part of the goals of the family in the case of men, as men would be the
ones to continue the family’s name. In the case of women, “her personal development may
conflict with the responsibilities traditionally assigned to her by marriage” (Shen, 2004, p.249).

Therefore, traditional Confucian families included a value system in which family roles
were specifically determined and assigned by age and gender. Traditionally Chinese families
followed a patriarchal (male dominated), patrilineal (male inherits property), and patrilocal
(family lives in male’s hometown) system (Santos & Harrell, 2017). Within this system, through
the combination of filial piety and respect for elders, male seniors had most of the power within
the family. This familiar system was also reflected in the political spheres—* the ideal of the
relationship between emperor and subjects was modeled on that between father and son or
parents and children.... domestic and extra domestic structures reinforced each other” (Santos &
Harrell, 2017, p.11).” This particular family system was supported by larger social structures that
legally supported the property ownership passing down from father to son.

Santos and Harrell’s (2017) analyses of patriarchy in Chinese families points out that age
and gender interacted differently and was inconsistent: “Confucian maxims held that a woman
should always be subordinate to a man—to her father when young, to her husband when adult,
and to her son when old—and at the same time that the primary obligations of a son were to both
his parents” (p.11). This allowed for power to be available to women once they aged, as mothers
and mothers-in-law. However, this power was primarily within the family’s domestic domain.
This is in keeping with the old Chinese adage “Men outside/women inside.” Women were
expected to care for family affairs, while men worked outside. In sum, traditionally, Chinese
families were hierarchically organized by age and by gender. Confucianism supported the
hierarchy of the family through the emphasis of filial piety, requiring obedience to those older
and male.

With the establishment of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in 1949, the family as a
social institution, as well as the values placed on hierarchy and gender were greatly
changed/challenged. From 1949 until 1977, China was under the Maoist era (Santos & Harrell,
2017). During this era, the Party had gender equality as one of its goals, which resulted in the
1950 Marriage Law which allowed adult children to choose their own partner (previously parents
arranged marriages), and outlawed prostitution, child betrothal, and polygamy (Davis & Harrell,
1993). In contemporary China there is a series of contradictions in the family, along with rapid
economic development, and women’s high participation in the labor force legacy from the
socialist period, there is also the resurgence of traditional Confucian values such as filial piety
for the continued care of the elderly and the continued gendered expectations of women taking
care of the family (Ji, Wu, Sun & He, 2017).

> As Santos & Harrell (2017) point out in their well-argued introduction, the family and gender is produced through the
interaction of various structures, such as the military and political positions only being available to men allowed for men to have
more decision making power in the family. Though not reviewed here, it should be noted that other gendered traditions, such as
foot binding also influenced women’s position in the home. It was only in during China’s Republican era (1919-1949) that foot
binding was abolished and women began entering the industrial workforce.
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Changchun (1$%), meaning Long Spring in English, is a city located in the northeast of
China, capital of Jilin Province. Changchun is a 2™ tiered city, with a population a little less than
8 million. Within China, the northeastern region is considered more traditional than other parts of
China, especially when it comes to issues of gender. Moreover, Seoul, with a population of 10.29
million is the capital of South Korea. Seoul, like Changchun, is an urban center, which matches
the experiences of most of the Korean population as the overwhelming majority (88.3 %) of
Koreans live in urban settings (Young & Walsh, 2011).

In South Korea (hereafter written Korea)®, on the other hand, there has been a trend of
more late marriages and no marriages at all. In 2016, Koreans had a 7% decline in marriages
from 2015. This is as a result of an increasing belief, according to the media and popular opinion,
that women have negative ideas about marriage (Salugsusan, 2017). This phenomenon is in
keeping with the general lag between Korea’s fast economic development, and the slow changes
within the family regarding gender roles (Park, Lee-Kim, Killen, Park, & Kim, 2011). In keeping
with this, South Korea in particular, has a relatively high Human Development Index (HDI) and
the Gender-related Development Index (GDI) (Lee & Park, 2011). However, South Korea has
been found to have one of the lowest male participation rates in housework out of 29 OECD
countries (OECD, 2008/2009). Over the past thousand years, South Korea has been influenced
by Chinese Confucianism, and has been considered as embracing Confucian traditions to a
greater extent than the Chinese (Hyun, 2001). Confucianism has been particularly powerful in
the realm of Korean families, where the emphasis has been on child bearing, and the social
relationship expectations between husbands and wives (Park & Cho, 1995). Korean feminist
scholar Lee(2005) points out that there is a “basic understanding of the Korean traditional
culture as a patriarchal culture is the common premise of Women’s studies in Korea™ (p.70). She
also points out that similar to the public/private spheres criticized by Western feminists, in Korea
there was also a “distinction of space for the two aspects of life and activities to be conducted in
each, according to gender” (p.81).

1.1.4 Research on Housework Distribution in China & South Korea

While not as abundant as research in the United States, previous empirical research
published in English done on Chinese and South Korean gendered household labor division has
demonstrated some important patterns. Oshio, Nozaki & Kobayashi (2013) collected surveys in
2006 from spouses in China(N=2,346), Japan(N=997) and Korea (N= 990) on their engagement
in housework and their satisfaction with their marriage. They reported that 90% of married
women in China worked outside of the home, while in Korea 50% of married women worked.
Chinese couples were found to share the most equitably out of the three countries. Chinese
husbands were reported to do 29.6% of the housework compared to Korean husbands (18.4%). It
was found that higher share of housework was negatively associated with higher marital
dissatisfaction only in Korea. In general, the findings suggest that Chinese couples are more
egalitarian, while Korean couples are less egalitarian in their housework division, and Korean
husbands are more likely to be in favor of divisions of labor where women do most of the
housework.

% North Korea is likely to have very different patterns of housework and of moral reasoning around it, but as far as I know no
studies on this topic have been carried out in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.
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In a mixed method dissertation study conducted on gender and household labor
distribution in China, South Korea, Taiwan, and Japan, Hsu(2008) found similar patterns as
described above. In this study Hsu (2008) used both the traditional survey data collected from
the East Asian Social Survey (EASS) carried out in 1997 and the 2002 Family and Changing
Gender Roles III of the International Social Survey Program (ISSP) along with a series of
interviews. Descriptive analysis of the surveys suggested that Chinese wives spend 24 hours per
week on housework, while Chinese husbands report spending 8 hours. Korean wives report
spending 26 hours per week on housework, while husbands reported spending 2 hours (For
purposes of comparison, in the U.S. women spend 13.5 hours per week on housework while men
report doing 6.5 hours). Based on statistical analysis of the quantitative data, Hsu(2008) found
that although South Korean women do most of the household labor, the more income a wife
earns relative to her husband the less housework she does. However, neither Korean women’s
paid hours nor gender attitudes are related to their actual participation in housework.
Furthermore, Korean wife’s income does not affect the housework that their husbands do. Only
the husband’s education was associated with husbands’ increased contribution to household
labor. Meanwhile, Chinese husbands’ and wives’ gender role attitudes were found to influence
how much housework they did.

As mentioned above, Hsu(2008) was also one of the few researchers to include
interviews as part of the data collection across countries. Hsu interviewed eleven South Korean
and eleven Chinese participants. From these interviews Hsu (2008) found that the most labor-
intensive household work for Korean and Chinese participants was to prepare meals. However,
Chinese participants reported eating out more often than Korean participants. Hsu found that
although most of the wives reported doing most of the housework, half of the Korean
participants rejected the gender division of labor. Korean wives were reported to ask their
husbands for help if needed, and husbands reported being willing to help in household tasks
including washing dishes, cleaning the house and preparing meals. Chinese husbands were found
to also be willing to help with household tasks, though they also maintained traditional gender
roles. In addition, those participants who did accept gender division of household labor
expressed the importance of prioritizing family and children, believing that the family is the
responsibility of the wife. Therefore, although a level of contradiction is present in the accounts
of individuals reasoning and experiences, even in the same household, the general trend is one in
which Chinese and South Korean couples describe the division of their household’s labor to be
based on gender differences. How these contradictions are considered through a moral lens was
not addressed in this research.

Research on Chinese household’s perspective of the fairness of division of labor is also
relatively scarce. Zuo & Bian (2001) investigated 39 Chinese married couples’ opinions of the
fairness of housework division through in-depth interviews. They suggest that although wives
still do most of the housework, despite the fact that 90% of women work in China, most couples
saw this as fair. The reason for this perspective was theorized to be as a result of gender-role
expectations, and the power that doing gendered housework provides wives who may be seen as
demasculinizing their husbands by working outside the home or working on non-feminine jobs.
It was suggested that gendered resources, such as providing income for husbands and housework
for women was more important in deciding a sense of fairness than the unequal distribution of
housework.

In support of these findings, other research has found that while Chinese households have
relatively egalitarian levels of housework distribution, they are in general more traditional in
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terms of their gender ideologies than American households (Wang, Schoebi, & Perrez, 2010). As
a result, Chinese households provide a paradox for the theories that suggest gender ideologies are
the most important micro-factor in household labor divisions (Leong, Chen & Bond, 2015).
Wang, Schoebi and Perrez (2010) suggest that not all American theoretical models can be used
for the Chinese context, and that cultural ideologies and cultural practices, such as the fact that in
Chinese families elders, such as grandparents also help with housework need to be considered.

In a similar vein, Kim (2009) argues that when considering gendered housework in South
Korea and the United States, it is important to move away from economic models of
explanations and to take a more feminist approach. Kim (2009) suggests the importance of
gender ideologies, larger institutions such as schools, social and cultural customs, and avoidance
of conflict all influence inequality of gendered housework. At the same time, a study exploring
Korean fathers’ involvement in housework suggests that while gender ideology is important, it is
mediated by the very long hours that Koreans are expected to work (Moon & Shin, 2015). In
other words, researchers studying both China and Korea are suggesting that the diversity in
contexts and experiences need to be further explored.

In summary, previous research on Chinese and Korean housework distribution has found
Chinese husbands to be more egalitarian than Korean husbands. However, wives in both
countries still do most of the housework. Both wives and husbands tend to find the division of
labor fair; however men tend to find it fairer than women. Research in this area is relatively new,
and much less has been studied about how spouses are reasoning about housework distributions.
An in-depth analysis of how married couples make sense of these divisions, the reasons they use,
is rarely present.

1.1.5 Research on Children’s Evaluations of Family Gendered Practices

In addition, little to no research exists on children’s evaluations of the fairness of these
gendered housework practices. Instead, researchers have recently begun to study Chinese
children’s involvement in housework. Research has found that fathers’ involvement in
housework influences boys’ involvement in housework but not girls (Hu, 2015). However,
research on children’s thinking about housework is relatively scarce. Researchers suggest the
need to study both behavior and ideologies to understand “the factors that impeded Chinese
females from translating egalitarian domestic gender values into behavior” (Hu, 2015,p. 1140).
As for Korean children, research on their involvement on housework or their perspectives of
gendered housework division is almost non-existent. However, social domain research has found
that South Korean children ages 5, 7, 9 who evaluated hypothetical gender norm violations were
less accepting than American children (Conry-Murray, Kim, & Turiel, 2015). In other words,
consistent with the research described above, South Korean children may be more accepting of
gender norms.

Prior research exploring Korean and Chinese children’s reasoning regarding parental
gender roles and housework is scarce. Previous research has shown that Korean and Chinese
children make the same social domain distinctions found by social domain theorists in the USA
(Kim, 1998; Park et al., 2012; Yau & Smetana, 2003), and that they coordinate these domains
when considering social issues, such as democratic and authority-based decision making
(Helwig, Arnold, Tan & Boyd, 2003), parent-adolescent conflict (Smetana, 2011), judgments
regarding peer exclusion (Park, Killen, Crystal & Watanabe, 2003) and gender norms violations
in the case of helping another (Conry-Murray, Kim & Turiel, 2015). However, the research has
rarely turned to children’s evaluations of parental behavior in the home.
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Despite research findings that Korean parents have more traditional gender beliefs than
American parents (Conry-Murray, Kim, & Turiel, 2015) and Japanese parents (Sagara & Kang,
1998), a study into the social and moral reasoning of Korean children has found that they
morally evaluate parental restrictions that are gender-stereotypic (Park et al., 2012). Park and
colleagues (2012) investigated third (9-year-olds) and sixth grade (12-year-olds) Korean students
evaluations of whether a parent was allowed to prevent a child from engaging in counter-
gender-stereotypic activities, such as preventing a daughter from playing soccer. The majority of
children found this to be wrong, and used moral reasoning to justify their evaluation. Girls and
older children were more likely to judge the parent’s decision to exclude a child based on gender
as wrong. Stereotypical reasoning was also found to decrease with age.

Research into the social and moral reasoning of Chinese children regarding family is also
scarce, but one study has explored how children evaluate parental negotiation to engage a child
to do a household chore (Bowes, San, Chen & Yuan, 2004). Bowes, San, Chen & Yuan (2004)
studied 6, 8, and 10-year-old children’s reasoning regarding the fairness of a vignette in which a
child and friend created a mess in the table and the child was asked by the parent do clean it all
up. Children were asked to evaluate the reasons that the parent could potentially provide and
which they found fair. Most children found reasons suggesting that 1) the child caused the mess,
2) the child is a part of the family, 3) the child is good at doing it, and 4) they were of a certain
age, as fair reasons to make a child clean up. Most children also thought it was fair for a mother
to say she is tired and needs help, but did not think it was fair for the father to use the same
reason. Bowes, San, Chen & Yuan (2004) suggested children may have this gender-distinction as
a result of reporting that fathers rarely use such reasoning with them. Even so, no research has
directly explored how children in China (Mainland) and Korea reason about their experiences in
the family, either regarding parental gender roles or housework distributions. Instead, most of
the research has focused on parental socialization and parenting approaches (Bowes, San, Chen
& Yuan, 2004; Chen, Dong & Zhou, 1997; Fung, 1999; Zhang, Kao & Hannum, 2007).

However, recent scholarship has begun to explore Chinese and Korean children’s
involvement in housework. Goh & Kuczynski (2014) studied urban Chinese families regarding
housework and found that Chinese caregivers were more likely to see housework as a distraction
from doing homework than as a means of socializing their children. However, Chinese girls have
been found to do more housework than Chinese boys (Hu, 2015). Like their Chinese
counterparts, Korean children are heavily involved in academic, and Korean girls have been

found to do more housework than boys(0],2004). Korean children ages 8-12 years old were

found to most commonly spend their time not in school doing homework, followed by watching
T.V. (Joo, Ahn, Yoo & Kim, 2015). Younger children and girls were more likely to report doing
some housework than boys and 12-year-olds, but it was still done less than other activities (Joo,
Ahn, Yoo & Kim, 2015). It is therefore quite likely that Chinese and Korean children do less
than their American counterparts.

As of yet, on the other hand, no research has directly investigated Chinese and Korean (or
American) children’s and adolescent’s social and moral reasoning regarding the gendered nature
of the distribution of housework. While some studies have shown that children employ several
domains of reasoning when considering parental behavior in the home, and that family structure
and context matter, these studies have been limited in scope. Most of focus has been on two age
groups reasoning about hypothetical situations regarding parental caretaking roles within mainly
the US context. Research on Chinese and Korean children’s reasoning has shown that they are
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also capable of morally evaluating parental decisions and reasoning, but they have also been few
in number. How children and adolescents are evaluating and reasoning about gendered
housework distribution in the family has yet to be explored. Furthermore, beyond relying on just
vignettes and hypothetical scenarios, which has been the exclusive method of the studies
described so far, there is a need to consider how children are evaluating their own experiences of
their household’s distribution. The question remains, as to whether children are critical
regarding the gendered distribution of housework, and whether they find one parent doing more
than the other to be a moral consideration of fairness or to fall within other domains.

In the next section I describe how my study will begin to contribute to the literature by
addressing both the need for research that explores and addresses cultural practices, and spouses
and children’s moral and reasoning about the experiences of gendered housework labor.

1.2 Overall Framework, Research Questions & Hypotheses

This dissertation explored the reasoning, or making sense processes, employed by
husbands, wives, and their children about the gendered distribution of household labor in China
and South Korea. This study addressed two main elements missing in most of the literature on
gendered household distribution: social and moral reasoning about cultural practices, and
developmental processes.

This study set out to explore how Chinese and Korean individuals’ evaluations and
reasoning regarding housework distribution may differ based on their country’s unique (distinct)
situations. Comparing these two countries’ individual’s reasoning can provide insight into how
two countries that have shared cultural and historical roots through Confucianism (Kang &
Kang, 2006; Kim, 1993; Park & Cho, 1995; Won & Pascall, 2004) and have undergone rapid
economic development (Hu, 2018; Ji, Wu, Sun & He, 2017; Kim, 2017), but also have present
day distinct social organizations of gender and labor (OECD, 2008/2009), can bring a more
nuanced understanding regarding cultural influences on social reasoning beyond broad
comparisons of “East” and “West,” or “traditional” and “progressive.” Considering the
complexity of the structural and cultural context of children’s lives, this study set out to explore
Chinese and Korean individuals’ evaluations and reasoning regarding their own and hypothetical
gendered housework distributions in the family.

Employing a social domain theoretical (SDT) framework allowed for analyses of the
domains of reasoning applied by each participant in their understanding of the fairness or
legitimacy of housework division. Social domain theorists have shown that reasoning about
gender is a multi-faceted, involving both societal expectations of performing gender and
organizing society, moral issues of fairness and equality, and personal choices regarding how to
perform gender (Sinno, Schuette, & Hellriegel, 2017). Previous research employing a social
domain framework has been able to explore gender in the family and analyze both moral
reasoning, social conventional expectations, personal preferences as well as gender stereotypes,
and pragmatic considerations, such as financial welfare (Brose, Conry-Murrray, Turiel, 2013,
Schuette & Killen, 2009). SDT also allows for considering how cultural differences may result in
informational assumptions about gender (gendered ideologies) that may be employed or rejected
as individuals evaluate and make judgments (Brose, Conry-Murrray, Turiel, 2013). As such,
employing SDT allows for exploring nuances, informational assumptions, and domain
coordinations in the justifications used by participants for their evaluations of the fairness of
gendered housework distribution, as well as capturing developmental differences. Through such
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an analyses we can come a step closer to understanding what domains and informational
assumptions are considered as important in deciding and evaluating the fairness of gendered
housework and explore gender, age, and national differences. This study also extends previous
findings by inquiring after individual’s thoughts on both hypothetical scenarios and their own
family’s distribution.

To understand the how individuals are reasoning about the fairness of household labor
distribution this study investigated the following questions:

1.2.1 Research Questions
What is the reasoning/making sense employed regarding the fairness of gendered
household labor distribution in the home?
a) How do children and adults coordinate considerations of societal norms
(conventions), personal preferences (personal), and issues of equality and equity
(morality), monetary considerations ( pragmatic), when they consider the issue of
gendered household labor distributions?
b) What role does positionality play in this reasoning? In other words, are there
developmental, gender and national differences?
¢) What informational assumptions contribute to the current distribution of household
labor? Do differing informational assumptions relate to different evaluations of the
current distribution of household labor?

d) Does the current division of labor (whether mother does more or not), or family
structure, connect back to reasoning about whether the division is fair or not and
what domain of reasoning is applied?

e) Are there differences between how individuals evaluate and reason regarding a
hypothetical situation and their own family’s situation?

1.2.2 Hypotheses

Child reasoning. It was expected that the majority of children would find mothers doing
more housework as fair and acceptable and use social conventional reasoning, based on previous
findings suggesting that children are more likely to endorse mothers taking on the second-shift of
parenting or being the primary caretaker (Brose, Conry-Murray & Turiel, 2013; Conry-Murray,
2015; Schuette & Killen, 2009; Sinno & Killen, 2011; Sinno, 2007). Older adolescents would be
more likely than children to find it unfair that one parent does more than the other, and would be
more likely to use moral reasoning, as stereotypical thinking decreases with age (Park et al.,
2012; Sinno & Killen, 2009; Sinno, Schuette & Hellriegel, 2017). Based on findings that family
structure influences social and moral evaluations (Sinno & Killen, 2011; Sinno, Schuette &
Hellriegel, 2017), it was expected that children from families where the mother did most of the
housework, would be more likely to find it fair that women do more than men (Sinno & Killen,
2009) and to use more conventional reasoning (Sinno & Killen, 2011). Children who reported
their family was egalitarian would be more likely to use moral reasoning (Sinno & Killen, 2011).
There would be no difference between hypothetical scenario fairness evaluation and reasoning,
as children have been found to use similar reasoning and evaluation regarding real life
transgressions and hypothetical ones (Turiel, 2008).

Based on the fact that community context influences children’s social and moral
reasoning (Sinno, Schuette & Hellriegel, 2017), it was exploratively hypothesized that Korean
children would be more likely than Chinese children to think that their women do more
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housework is fair and use social conventional reasoning since Korean fathers do very little
housework (OECD, 2008/2009). It was also hypothesized that girls would be more likely to find
mothers doing more housework as unfair and employ more moral reasoning than boys, while
boys would use more social conventional reasoning (Brose, Conry-Murray & Turie, 2013; Gere
& Helwig, 2012). Children would be more likely find if unfair if they reported that their father
does most of the housework, because it goes against gender stereotypes (Sinno & Killen, 2011).

There were several counter hypotheses. It is possible that the majority of children would
find it unfair that mothers do more housework (Acar, 2017; Gere & Helwig, 2012; Park et al.,
2012). Another counter hypothesis holds that adolescents would be more likely to find it fair that
one parent does more than the other, and would use more conventional reasoning, as they
become more adept at coordinating different considerations and have a greater understanding of
the role of social conventions (Midgette, Noh, Lee & Nucci, 2016). It is also possible that
Korean children would be more likely to find gendered housework distribution as unfair and use
more moral reasoning as a result of observing a more extreme form of gendered housework
distribution in their own homes (OECD, 2008/2009).

Adult reasoning. Based on previous research on adult reasoning about the fairness of
household labor it was expected that most women and men would find the distribution of
household labor as reasonable and fair using social-conventional reasoning and gendered
ideologies (Coltrane, 2000; Mikula, 1998). It was expected that in households where the wife
does the most housework, she would be more likely to use moral reasoning and find it unfair
(Coltrane, 2000). It was also expected that men would be more likely to use conventional
reasoning and to find gendered division of housework fair than women (Coltrane, 2000; Killen &
Rutland, 2011; Smetana, 2011; Wainryb & Turiel, 1994).

Cultural differences. Based on previous studies comparing China and South Korea, it
was expected that South Korean participants will show more conventional reasoning about
gendered division housework, as they have been found to be more gender norm affirmative
(Conry-Murray, Kim, & Turiel, 2015) and Korean households are less egalitarian than Chinese
families (Oshio, Nozaki & Kobayahsi, 2013). It was also hypothesized exploratively that
informational assumptions about the nature of housework and gendered stereotypes would play
an important role in individuals’ evaluations of the fairness of the household labor distribution.

In conclusion, this dissertation explored how individuals are reasoning about the
gendered nature of the division of housework, what factors are prioritized, as well as what
informational assumptions are being taken into consideration when evaluating the fairness of
housework distribution in order to come a step closer to understanding how fairness, gender, and
culture intersect as well as provide potential insight into potential educational interventions.
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Chapter 2. General Issues of Methods & Identification of the Sample

This study explored developmental, gender, and cultural factors in the moral and social
reasoning involved in evaluating issues of fairness in gendered household labor distribution. In
order to explore these issues in-depth, this study employed a mixed-methodology. This chapter
reviews the general methods used across sub-samples, that are later analyzed separately and
described in more detail in the following chapters: children’s social and moral reasoning
(Chapter 3), adult couples’ social and moral reasoning (Chapter 4), and thematic analysis of
family members’ conceptualizations of a fair household labor distribution (Chapter 5).

2.1 Participants

A total of 133 children and 24 adult couples, and an additional 2 elder women
(grandmothers) participated in this study. Sixty-five of the children were Chinese and the other
68 children were South Korean, while half of the adult couples were Chinese and the other half
South Korean. Out of the 133 children interviewed, 13 Chinese children and 16 Korean children
were also part of family observations. The grandmothers only participated in the family
interviews and observations. In China, as mentioned in the introduction, there are 56 ethnicities,
and according to the National Bureau of Statistics of China (2010) Han make up around 90% of
the population. Out of the 65 participating Chinese children, 13.8% or nine were of ethnic
minority descent (2 Huizu, 4 Manchu, 1 Chaozu, 1 Mengu, and 1 Miaozu)’. All participants were
part of middle-class to upper-middle class families (based on their parent’s reported occupation).
Descriptive statistics of participating children’s ages and gender are described in Table 2.1. As
can be seen in Table 1, children in three age groups, 9-11, 12-14, and 16-18 years participated in
the study. These ages were selected based on previous developmental research suggesting that
these age groupings are associated with shifts in patterns of social and moral reasoning (Nucci,
Turiel & Roded, 2017; Smetana, Jambon, Ball, 2014).

Table 2.1

Child Participant Descriptive Statistics

Age South Korea China

Female/Male Average Age Female/Male Average Age
9-11 12/14 10.49(.73) 11/11 10.42(.71)
12-14 10/10 13.35(.54) 13/10 12.9(.98)
16-18 10/12 17.14(.46) 10/10 16.52(.49)
Total 32/36 34/31

* In parenthesis are standard deviations.

" The majority of Machus and Huizus live in the Northeast of China.
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This study’s 48 adult participants were made up of 12 heterosexual couples per country
with children falling within the ages previously mentioned in order to also complete analyses of
the entire household®. All 48 adults were interviewed in the context of family observations. An
additional 2 grandmothers participated, but were only included in the analysis on family
observations. Two of the adults, from different couples, and one grandmother, identified as
Huizu. All participants were part of middle-class to upper-middle class families. For a complete
description of average age, years of schooling, work and income for the adult participants refer

Table 2.2.

Table 2.2

Adult Participant Descriptive Statistics

China Female Male Overall

Age 41.80(4.11) 43.87(3.62) 42.8(3.97)
Years of School 16.5(1.93) 16.3(1.87) 16.41(1.86)
Years of Work 15.41(6.96) 14.5(8.03) 14.95(7.36)
Hours worked per week 29.3(15.07) 41.1(3.8) 35.52(12.47)

Income (RMB)

125,833 205, 833.33

165,833 (172,976.919)

In dollars 20,020.03 32,748.08 26,384.03(27,520.63)
Household Income(RMB) 267,500( 153,940.982)
In dollars $42,559.25 (24,492.01)
Years married 16(3.5)
# of Children 1.2 (41)
Korea Female Male Overall
Age 45.49(4.75) 47.79(4.42) 46.64(4.64)
Years of School 16.41(2.06) 17.16(3.12) 16.79(2.62)
Years of Work 11.16(7.08) 17.62(6.95) 14.39(7.61)
Hours worked per week 28.33(21.59) 49.12(18.37) 38.72(22.29)
Individual Income (Won) 38,725,000 85,818,182 62,690,000 (41,783,475.70)
In dollars 36,378.26 80,617.60 58,890.99 (39,251.40)
Household Income 107,136,842 (37,600,475.92)
In dollars 100,644.35 (35,321.89)
Years married 18(4.69)
# of Children 1.91(.65)

2.2 Criteria for Sampling

The current study employed the following criteria for creation of a participant sample that
had the potential of revealing gendered patterns of household labor, and that would allow for
uncovering developmental patterns in children’s understandings of the gendered nature of
household labor. All participants were part of households that met the following criteria: 1)
parents were married (cohabitation in South Korea and China is very rare, especially with
children), 2) both parents lived at home at least part of the time, 3) had at least one child between

8 For this study’s purpose a household was defined as a two-parent family with at least one child.
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9-18 years, 4) families met criteria listed below for inclusion as middle class. The purpose of the
third criterion was to allow observation of potential developmental trends in children’s reasoning
about their family. The fourth criterion limiting the sample to middle class families was included
for the following reasons. Previous research in China and South Korea has suggested that there
exist at times significant differences in the economic conditions, values, and experiences of rural
households versus urban households (Fuligni & Zhang, 2004; Hong, 1997; McGee, 2008;
Sicular, Ximing, Gustafsson & Shi, 2007; Zimmer & Kwong, 2003). There is also research
suggesting that social class may result in developmental differences in social reasoning (Nucci,
Camino & Sapiro, 1996). Middle-class households make up 60% of Korean families (Cha,
2015), and are in the rise in China (Barton, Chen & Jin, 2013; Zhou, 2008). Therefore, to avoid
conflating cultural-political-historical differences with SES, this initial study focused on urban,
consistency was sought by recruiting families from professional and white-collar households.

Adult couples and their children were recruited if they met the following requirements: 1)
at least one of the parents had attended college; 2) one or both of the parents had a white collar
profession (engineer, office worker, teacher, nurse, accountant, etc); 3) Household annual
income in Chinese families ranged from 80,000 to 700,000 RMB and South Korean families
ranged from 50,000,000 won to 190,000,00 won. These criteria were based on the standard set
by previous scholarship suggesting that profession, education, and income are the markers for
SES (Caro, McDonald, & Willms, 2009; Lareau, 2002; Z=, 2016; Ravallion, 2010; Zhou, 2008).
Within each country, scholars were consulted for what was considered a middle class/ white
collar profession, and because of the variability of income in the middle class, especially in
China’s changing economy (Z, 2016), more weight was placed on profession and education
than income.

Parents working outside the home from 0-60 hours were sampled. As previously
mentioned, China has a higher female participation in the labor force than Korea (Qian & Sayer,
2016). In an effort to have a wide sample of family formations, while maintaining the same class
background, families with a diversity of works hours, from not working outside the home to full-
time 40 hours and more were sampled.

In addition, the sample included 2 families in which grandparents also lived within the
household. As has been mentioned previously, in China many families have grandparents as part
of the household (Xie, 2013). At the same time, according to United Nations (1998) as cited by
Hsu(2008), South Korean family structures have changed in the last 30 years so that most
households are composed mainly of the nuclear family.

2.3 Recruitment

This study recruited two distinct sub-samples: 1) whole families who were visited at their
homes and each member was interviewed, and 2) children who were interviewed solely to collect
developmental data. The first sub-sample consisted of all couples and their children, and in the
case of China two grandmothers. The second sub-sample involved recruitment of children in the
age groups 9-11, 12-14, 16-18, at local schools in order to collect developmental data.
Recruitment for Chinese participants occurred in the city of Changchun a 2™ tiered city and
capital of Jilin province, located in the Northeast China and bordering North Korea. The main
method of recruitment was through word of mouth and teacher recommendations throughout
local schools and public schools attached to the main universities in the city. Half of the
participants were recruited directly through classrooms per teacher recommendation and the
other half were through parent networks and academy instructor recommendations. Most of the
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family interview recruitment was through the same channels. Teachers connected with parents
they considered might be interested in participating in the study. Parents also connected with
other parents whom they thought might be interested in participating. Recruitment for Korean
participants occurred in Seoul, where about 20% of South Koreans live (South Korea Population,
2016). Participants were recruited mainly through local public schools and teacher
recommendations. Families were recruited through word of mouth.

2.4 Procedures

In Changchun, China, for developmental interviews, students and parents were informed
about the study and after parental verbal consent and child verbal assent was provided
participants filled out a Participant Demographic Information Questionnaire and Daily Routine
Survey Checklist. Children who were recruited at the school, after completing the questionnaire
and survey participated in a 30 minute to 45 minute interview in a teacher office room
individually during lunchtime. The interview was recorded. Children who were recruited through
word of mouth were brought over by their parents to the researchers’ office at one of the local
universities after school or on the weekend. At the office, participants completed the
questionnaire and survey, and then participated in a 30 minute to 45 minute interview in
Mandarin Chinese. The interview was recorded. Children were offered SORMB (~$8), for
completing the study, however most participants did not accept the money as it is not customary
in China for research participants to be paid. For family interviews, the researcher came to the
family’s home and introduced the study, obtained parental consent, and each participant’s verbal
assent. Each family member completed the Participant Demographic Information Questionnaire
and a Daily Routine Survey Checklist. Then each family member was interviewed individually
in one of the quieter rooms in the home. Each interview was recorded and took on average 45
minutes to one hour to complete. After completing family interviews, family members were
observed as they prepared a meal. During meal preparation conversations were recorded, and the
researcher completed field-interviews about their experience preparing the meal. The researcher
took pictures of the meal preparation process. Meal preparation observation on average took one
hour. Total time spent in the family home averaged 6.5 hours. Families were offered 325 RMB
(~$50) for their time, however most participating families did not accept compensation.

In Seoul, South Korea, for developmental interviews, standard research practice is to
obtain approval from the child’s school principal for research conducted at the child’s school in
lieu of parental consent. As a result, at each participating local school principal approval was
obtained, and children’s verbal assent received. Participating students completed a Participant
Demographic Information Questionnaire and Daily Routine Checklist Survey. After the
questionnaire and survey were completed students were individually interviewed in a quiet room
in the school, either an office or teacher resting area. Interviews were recorded. No compensation
was offered to participants. Since I have limited fluency in spoken Korean (three years of
language courses), interviews were conducted by a trained female Korean research assistant
fluent in Korean and English, while I accompanied her and asked additional probing questions.
For family interviews, the trained research assistant and I visited each family home and
introduced the study, obtained parental consent, and each participant’s verbal assent. Each family
member completed a Participant Demographic Information Questionnaire and a Daily Routine
Survey Checklist. Then each family member was interviewed individually in one of the quieter
rooms in the home. Each interview was recorded and took on average 45 minutes to one hour to
complete. After completing family interviews, family members were observed as they prepared a
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meal. During meal preparation conversations were recorded, and the research assistant
completed field-interviews with family members about their experience preparing the meal. The
researcher took pictures of the meal preparation process. Meal preparation observation on
average took one hour. Total time spent in the family home averaged 5.5 hours. Participating
families were compensated 100,000 KWON ( ~$93.94) for their time.

2.5 Measures

2.5.1 Participant demographic information questionnaire. All 183 participants
completed a basic questionnaire assessing participants’ background characteristics such as age,
gender, and family composition. Chinese and Korean scholars’ fluent in both their native tongue
and English translate the participant demographic information questionnaire into Mandarin
Chinese and Korean. Two types of questionnaires were provided: one for adults and one for
children. In both types, the questionnaires asked for birth month and year (age in South Korea
and China is described differently), gender, years of schooling, both parents’ occupations, the
composition of the family (i.e., who lived in the house) and which family member performed
most of the basic chores assessed by previous research: cooking, cleaning, grocery shopping,
laundry, as well as taking out the trash and paying the bills. The questionnaire also asked
whether the current distribution of housework, considering both unpaid and paid labor, in the
house was fair. The question included a likert-scale to assess the level of fairness (1:Very Unfair;
3: So-So; 5 :Very Fair). Participants were then asked to explain their reasoning. In addition to
the previously described questions, adult questionnaires also included questions about household
income as well as individual income, years of working in current occupation, total hours worked
per week, as well as years of marriage, and the number of children and their age. These were all
variables normally assessed by researchers analyzing housework distribution (Coltrane, 2000).
The only difference between the Chinese version and Korean version of the questionnaire was
that that the Chinese version asked for participants’ ethnicity.

2.5.2 Daily routine survey checklist. All 183 participants also completed a daily routine
survey check-list that collected quantitative data on frequency and time spent by members of the
household on housework as well as other related areas activities such as when they woke up,
went to work/school, how many hours they spent on homework/ work at home, and how much
time spent on leisure activities (e.g.,watching tv, reading, etc) (See Appendix A for full survey).
The survey was translated by fellow Korean and Chinese scholars from English into their
respective languages. The survey check-list included questions on who completed daily chores,
such as making breakfast, dinner, laundry, dishes, etc. Participants were also asked to estimate
the time taken to complete these daily activities. Participants shared their own daily schedule,
including when they usually woke up, attended work or school, arrived back home, time spent
working or doing homework at home, leisure time, and bed time. The survey also collected
participants’ estimates of the total time spent on housework by the other family members each
day. This survey allowed for calculations of estimated time spent on housework as well as

? T would like to thank Professor Gaodi from Northeast Normal University and his graduate students for reviewing my
questionnaires and interview questions and translating all my materials into Chinese. I would also like to thank Dr. Jeeyoung Noh
for translating all of my questionnaires, surveys and interviews in Korean, and to my South Korean research assistants for
reviewing the questionnaires and interviews again.
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proportional analyses of time spent on housework by each family member, in order to capture
“real time” spent on housework, similar to previous survey research in housework distribution
(Coltrane, 2000).

2.5.3 Interviews. All 183 participants were interviewed regarding their evaluations about
the gendered nature of housework as well as their own family’s distribution. The interview
consisted of three portions: 1) two hypothetical scenarios regarding the fairness of the division of
housework; 2) questions about the nature of their own family’s division and the fairness of this
division; 3) questions regarding informational assumptions on the nature of gender, and general
questions about the fairness of a gendered division of housework.

Hypothetical scenarios. Following previous moral developmental methodology (Nucci,
Turiel, & Roded, 2017; Smetana, Jambon, & Ball, 2014), participants were provided with two
hypothetical scenarios regarding a household’s distribution of the housework (Scenarios can be
read in Appendix A). They were asked to read the stories in a specific order. The first scenario
states that there is a father and mother, both of whom are teachers. The father is a middle school
teacher and the mother is an elementary school teacher. The father feels tired from teaching and
grading and decides he can only do housework on the weekends, and will only do it if he
remembers to do it or if his wife asks him to help her. In the second scenario, there are again
two parents, but in this story, they work at the same company, begin and end work at the same
time, and take turns doing the housework, including picking up their daughter and cooking
dinner. On the weekends they avoid housework by eating out. They also take turns taking out the
trash. Participants were asked their first impressions of each story, and to assess whether they
thought the situation was fair and why. If they thought the story was fair, they were asked “ how
would you make this story unfair?” and “why would that be unfair?” If they thought the story
was unfair, they were asked the reverse “ how would you make this fair” and “ why would that
be fair?” For the first story participants were asked “ if there are 10 hours of housework, how
should they divide the housework?”” and “why?”. Following this, if participants did not note that
the father was “busier,” they were given a counter-suggestion following Schuette & Killen’s
(2009) methodology and asked, “Well, the father is a middle school teacher, and middle school
teachers are generally busier than elementary school teachers, how should they divide the
housework?” Finally, participants were asked to consider the reverse, “what if the father was an
elementary school teacher and the mother a middle school teacher? How should they divide the
housework?” Interview questions were designed to explore what individuals find fair, the
domain of individual’s reasoning based on their justifications, how issues of time (based on the
time-availability approach) and gender (based on gender ideology) came into play when
assessing fairness, as well as what individuals considered to be important in considering what is
fair or not fair in dividing the housework.

For the second scenario, in addition to general questions about the fairness of the
situation depicted, how to make it unfair, and how they should divide the housework,
participants were also asked to assess additional factors. Participants were asked to consider “If
one of the spouses likes doing housework can they do more? And if so, is that fair?” in order to
assess how they considered personal desires (the personal domain) to play into their assessment
of fairness (moral domain). This is also relevant to previous literature that suggests that
housework may not be seen as a negative activity, but as a source of enjoyment and a way of
showing caring (Goodnow, 2004; Mikula, 1998). Participants were also asked to consider if the
father made more money should this change the housework arrangement, in order to test whether
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the relative resources theory (who brings in more resources to the family has more negotiating
power) held any value in their assessment of how housework should be divided. In addition,
participants were asked again to consider if the father worked longer hours than the wife how the
housework should be divided as well as the rationale. Finally, participants were also asked to
assess if the wife is a housewife, how the housework should be divided and why. This allowed
for assessing beliefs about gender roles as well as the potential influence of the time-availability
approach ( who has more time), and economic dependence model ( who brings in more money).

Own family’s division. In addition to hypothetical scenarios, participants were asked
about their own family’s housework division. Participants were asked whether they thought each
family member did the same amount of housework, and why their family had the current division
that they had. Participants were also asked whether they believed the current division was fair,
and if so why. To assess the value placed on fairness, participants were asked whether fairness
was important in deciding how to divide housework. In the concluding section of this interview
they were asked how they defined fairness.

Information assumptions about gender. In the third portion of the interview, participants
were asked whether they thought that men and women had different abilities and capacities when
it came to housework. Participants were asked to share whether they thought men or women
were better at the following housework activities: childcare (classically a female stereotypical
activity), fixing things around the house (classically a male stereotypical activity), cooking (
neutral), cleaning (classically a female stereotypical activity), grocery shopping (neutral) and
earning money (classically a male stereotypical activity) (Berk, 1985; Coltrane, 2000; Starrels,
1994; Twiggs, McQuilan & Ferree, 1999). Participants were asked to provide reasons for their
judgments and whether these stereotypes also applied to their own family. These questions were
designed to capture whether participants professed “traditional” or progressive assumptions
about gender-based capacities and abilities. In other words, whether they were supportive of
stereotypically gendered assumptions or not (Sinno & Killen, 2009). In the same vein, to capture
whether issues of “pragmatics” or ability, played a role in deciding the division of housework,
participants were asked “if someone did a particular housework well, should that be important in
deciding who does the housework?”” and * if the wife cooks well, does that mean she should do
most of the cooking?” In the concluding section of the interview participants were asked two
questions directly linked to gender and the division of housework: 1) “ If in another country, men
do most of the housework, and women do not, what do you think about that? Is that fair?” and 2)
“In your country (China/ Korea), women do most of the housework. Why do you think that is?
And is that fair?” The first question is a classical social domain question that allows for analyses
of whether the participant considers the issue to be variable based on country or culture and
therefore is using social conventional reasoning (Turiel, 1983). The second question was a direct
approach to seeing how participants think about the issue of gender and the division of labor in a
system’s level (societal level). The interview concluded with a reflective question, where
participants were asked if they had any other thoughts they would like to share, reflections, or
questions they would like to ask.

Family specific interview. In addition to the interview described above, the 39 Chinese
and 40 Korean individuals who agreed to participate as a family in this study, were asked an
additional set of questions. Participants were also interviewed about the history and future of
their family’s housework division. Parents and grandparents were asked to share their own
parents’ division, whether they thought it was fair, and if they compared their parents’ division
with their own, did they think there was a difference. Parents were also asked to share their
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expectations of their future division of labor once they were retired, as well as their wish for their
own children’s division of housework. Children were asked how they planned to divide the
housework once they were married themselves. All participants were asked how their family
decided the current division of labor. At the end, participants were also asked to reflect on the
purpose of a household, or “ What is the purpose and meaning of having a family?”

2.5.4 Observations of a meal preparation.23 households (one Korean family only
participated in the interviews) and 75 individuals were observed as they engaged in preparing a
meal and field-interviewed. Each of the participating families were observed as they either
prepared lunch or dinner. Families were asked to prepare the meal as they usually would, so at
times one or another family member did not perform any activity related to the task of preparing
a meal. As families were observed preparing the meal, they were asked their thoughts and
opinions about the housework they engaged in, the reason they engaged in the housework, and
whether they liked engaging in the housework. Observation also allowed for an analysis of the
family’s division of housework within the particular activity of meal preparation, as well as
observation of collaboration in families where more than one member was engaged in preparing
the meal. Pictures were taken of the individuals as they engaged in the meal preparation. Field-
notes were written reflecting on the observations following the conclusion of the observation.
Field-notes noted the nature of the tasks, who was present, the roles assumed, emotions
expressed, and how the activity was accomplished (template taken from Gutiérrez & Vossoughi,
2010). Observations combined with interviews provided a unique methodological contribution to
linking social and moral reasoning with social context and individual experience.

2.6 Data Reduction & Analyses

2.6.1 Participant demographic information questionnaire. Basic statistical analyses of
background information and likert-scale assessment of fairness were performed across the
participant samples. Regression analyses were run on independent variables such as age, gender,
and nationality against the fairness scores provided by participants. T-tests were performed to
analyze the differences in report of which family member did most of the housework by activity:
laundry, cooking, cleaning, grocery shopping, paying the bills, and taking out the trash. In other
words, tests were run to see whether mothers are more likely to be reported as being responsible
for specific housework activities, versus fathers, children or grandparents. Analyses were also
run to see if there were national differences in reports, which were averaged to decrease
individual bias (Coltrane, 2000), as well as if there age or gender differences in the reporting of
who does the most of these housework activities to explored potential issues of overreporting or
underreporting of time spent by gender or age (Achen & Stafford, 2005)

2.6.2 Daily routine survey checklist. Regression analyses and t-tests were run on the
time and frequency engaging in specific housework tasks, with a special focus on housework
tasks known to be to occur daily and to be more time consuming, such as cooking, washing
dishes and cleaning, and doing laundry (Coltrane, 2000), by age, gender, and nationality.
Analyses allowed the study of the “actual” and proportional time reported by participants of each
of their family member’s engagement in specific housework tasks, as well as the overall time
spent on housework. These analyses provided quantitative data that supplemented reports by
participants in their interviews.
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2.6.3 Social domain analysis of interviews. Chinese and Korean interviews were
transcribed by Chinese and Korean native speakers, respectively. Both Chinese and Korean
transcriptions were coded in their original language. Coder reliability for Chinese data was
established between me and a 2™ trained Chinese coder. Coder reliability for Korean data was
established between two trained Korean research assistants. For both countries, coder reliability
was calculated based on 20% of the interviews completed in each country. For Chinese data, the
overall coder reliability had a Cohen’s Kappa score of .85 for domains and .83 for justifications.
For Korean data, the overall coder reliability had a Cohen’s Kappa score of .88 for domains and
.86 for justifications. Each hypothetical scenario was coded for initial judgment: fair/ not fair,
and a following response to the question Why or Why not?” were coded as a justification (Brose,
Conry-Murray & Turiel, 2013). Justification types were coded based on previous social domain
work exploring social and moral reasoning about gender roles and morality (Brose, Conry-
Murray & Turiel, 2013; Sinno & Killen, 2009; 2011), with additional codes adapted to the
current topic of housework ( For coding scheme see Appendix B).

Each justification type was coded as falling within one of the four domains described in
social domain theory: moral, conventional, personal, and pragmatic (Smetana, Jambon, & Ball,
2014; Turiel, 1983). Justifications involving issues of rights, welfare, justice, and equality were
coded as moral. Justifications involving issues of maintaining the family, societal expectations,
and gender norms were coded as social conventional. Justifications involving issues of personal
desire, will, and hobbies were coded as personal. Justifications that involved issues of feasibility
and ability were coded as pragmatic. Other justifications falling outside of the four domains,
were developed based on the responses provided by participants, including justifications
revolving around conflict/ harmony and affect. In terms of participant’s own family situation,
including which family member did the most work, as well as whether it was considered fair/ not
fair, and the justification and domain of justification were all coded.

As for the gendered informational assumptions, participants’ response to whether they
believed men and women differed in terms of their ability to perform specific household labor
tasks were coded for their gender assumptions (women are better=1, men are better=2, they are
the same=3; 4= they are different (without specifying which is better)). Additional family
interviews on the historical and future goals of housework were coded for presence of change or
continuity.

Following social domain theory based conventional statistical analyses (Wainryb, Shaw,
Laupa & Smith (2001), proportions of total justifications types were calculated and a repeated
measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) run on family structure, age, gender, and nationality
with justification type as the repeated measure. Analyses of statistically significant results were
run through follow up with Tukey Honest Significant Tests (HSD) and pairwise comparison test
of means.

2.6.4 Thematic analysis of interviews completed by family members. The 12 Chinese
and 12 Korean family member’s individual interviews including hypothetical scenarios and the
additional family specific interviews) were also analyzed by a separate set of research assistants
for independently developed themes. Thematic analysis is “a method for identifying, analyzing
and reporting patters (themes) within data. It minimally organizes and describes your data set in
(rich detail)” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.79). Transcriptions of each interview (either in Chinese,
Korean, or with some English) were read over several times by the research assistants and
myself. Two research assistants native to Korea, and two research assistants native to China were
trained by me and we worked together on developing codes for the interview data from each
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respective country. Each research assistant was instructed to read over each individual interview
and create codes based on the concepts or “ideas” that participants were giving in each interview.
Codes such as “sacrifice” were developed, defined such as “ presenting evaluation of the
situation as involving sacrifice” and subcodes were further created such as “ sacrifice as
expected/ not ideal.” We met and refined codes based on discussion and agreement on the
definition of each code and an example of the application of the code in the data.

Each research assistant then created their own codebook (Boyatzis, 1998), where they
wrote down the name of the code, the definition of the code based on what concept that was
being captured by the code, and provided examples from the interview data that would fall
within the code. For each country data set, the two research assistants each created their own
codebook independently, and then we came together and discussed and finalized a uniform
codebook. Based on the tentative finalized codebook created for each country’s data, the
research assistants tested the codebook on 10% of the interviews and modified the codes and
definitions if they could not agree on its application or definition. Based on this finalized
codebook, through discussions, the research teams applied the codes to 20% of the data.
Following this, coder reliability was established using Dedoose to calculate agreement on
excerpts taken from 20% of the interviews. For the Korean team, coders had a Cohen’s Kappa of
.85-.86 (R1, R2). For the Chinese team, coders had a Cohen’s Kappa of .81-.90( R1, R2).
Following the establishment of coder reliability, each research assistant coded half of the
remaining data.

Following the development of a codebook and its application to each interview, through
Dedoose I collected the frequencies of each code application. The top 30 most applied codes for
each country’s data were chosen in order to focus the analysis on concepts that were used
frequently, and therefore hold some salience, and are likely to suggest patterns (See Appendix C
for Codebooks). The applications of these salient codes were also indexed according to their
usage by the sex of participants (F or M), and by age-associated role: (grandmother, parent, \
elementary school student, middle school student, and high school student). Furthermore, the
clustering of codes and relationships (such as co-occurrence) between them were analyzed using
the qualitative data analysis software Dedoose. Themes were developed based on the indexing
of codes, their usage during interviews, and the relationships between codes and their co-
occurrence, as well as how they related to each family member’s conceptualization and
application of fairness to the issue of household labor distribution. This method allowed for the
analysis of in which families, and which family members, and in what situations were the codes
mentioned in order to capture consistencies and variations in how families and individuals made
sense of matters such as fairness, and smaller themes such as father lazyness.

2.6.5 Analysis of observations. Field-notes were written following observing families.
Field-notes were analyzed for corroboration of family interviews on the family’s division of
labor (who was observed doing what household tasks, for how long, etc). Photos were analyzed
for how they captured reported family practices, such as how children were involved in the
housework, as well as gender differences in engagement in specific household tasks.

The following chapters of this dissertation describe the resulting data collected from the
methods discussed in this chapter. Chapter 3 discusses the findings of 133 Chinese and Korean
children’s reasoning about the fairness of gendered housework division through analyses of the
Participant Demographic Information Questionnaire, Daily Routine Survey Checklist, and
interviews collected. Chapter 4 discusses the findings collected from the 24 Chinese and Korean
couples, or 48 adults’ experience of the division of housework and moral reasoning of the
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gendered division of housework through analyses of Participant Demographic Information
Questionnaire, Daily Routine Survey Checklist, and interviews collected. Finally, Chapter 5
presents analyses of 24 households’ experiences and conceptualization of the fairness of the
division of household labor through thematic analysis of both children’s, parents’, and
grandparents’ interviews, Participant Demographic Information Questionnaire, Daily Routine
Survey Checklist, and observations of 23 of household’s one-time meal preparation.
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Chapter 3. Chinese and South Korean Children’s Social and Moral Reasoning about
Housework Distribution

As outlined in the methods section, an aspect of this study was to explore children’s
perspectives regarding their family’s housework distribution, as well as their general moral
reasoning regarding how housework should be distributed. In this chapter I present the findings
collected from questionnaires, surveys, and interviews that all 133 children studied completed (a
subset of these children will be included in the chapter that includes families observed). Chinese
children’s reports confirmed previous statistical findings that most Chinese mothers work
(OECD, 2008/2009). Only three out of sixty-five (4%) Chinese participants reported having a
mother who was a housewife. On the other hand, twenty-two out of sixty eight (32.3%) Korean
participants reported having mothers who were housewives. All participants reported having
fathers who worked. Most parents worked either as office workers, educators, or as civil
servants.

3.1 Overall Housework Engagement

In the Daily Routine Survey Checklist, participants reported the overall amount of time
that they perceived each of their family members to be engaging in housework per day (for
average time reported for each family member by country refer to Table 3.1). Consistent with
previous findings (Coltrane, 2000; Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010), mothers were reported
as doing significantly more housework than fathers (t=9.70 p<.00). As expected, there were
significant country differences in reporting mother’s involvement in overall daily time spent on
housework (OECD, 2008/2009). Korean children perceived their mothers as significantly more
involved in doing housework each day than Chinese children (F(4,128)=72.72, p<.00), N*=.36.
No gender or age differences in reporting mother time spent on housework were found.
Interestingly, there were no country, gender, or age differences in reporting fathers and
children’s involvement in housework. Surprisingly, there were gender differences in reporting
grandparent involvement in housework, F(1,41)=4.37, p<.04, N’=.09. Female participants were
more likely to report their grandparents spent more time on housework than male participants
(Malepean=60min, SD=55.56; Femalepjcan=97.6 min, SD=64.08). There were no age, country, or
gender differences in reporting grandparent involvement.

Table 3.1

Children’s Report of Family Members’ Time Spent (in minutes) on Housework Daily by Country

Mothers Fathers Child Grandparents
Overall 103.9 (60.1) 42.74(35.15) 18.73(20.29) 77.17(61.89)
China 67.58(40.82)  39.23(29.46) 19.18(15.36) 73.28(58.49)
South Korea 138.67(54.94)  46.10(39.78) 18.30(24.19) 86.07(70.55)

Note: Standard Deviation in parenthesis.

3.1.1 Family member’s engagement in specific housework tasks. In general, children’s
reporting of each family member’s engagement in housework tasks appeared to follow the
gendered lines also found in the US (Coltrane, 2000). Participants were given a Participant
Demographic Information Questionnaire and asked to report which family member did most of
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the following common household tasks: cooking, laundry, cleaning, grocery shopping, taking out
trash, and paying bills. In general, mothers were reported to engage in doing most of the cooking,
cleaning, and grocery shopping. Contrary to American findings, taking out the trash was also
mainly reported as the mother’s responsibility. Also surprising, while in the US laundry has been
found to be mainly a female task (Coltrane, 2000) in China fathers were reported as engaging in
doing laundry more often than mothers. In both countries, paying the bills was a task fathers
mainly carried out.

Country differences. Chi-square analysis of the reported frequency of which family
member most engaged in specific routine housework tasks revealed significant country
differences, but no differences in reporting by gender or age (See Table 3.2 for all percentages).
Korean children were significantly more likely to report that their mothers did most of the
cooking, X*(1)=6.18, p<.01. On the other hand, while in Chinese households mothers did most
of the cooking, compared to Korean children Chinese children were twice as likely to say that
their fathers cook most, and three times more likely to say their grandmothers did most of the
cooking, X*(3)=12.43, p<.00. Grandmother’s greater involvement in Chinese families is
reflective of the fact that Chinese children were more likely to report having their grandmothers
live with them.

This pattern in which in Chinese children were more likely to report other family
members outside of the mother as also being involved in housework tasks was found in other
specific tasks. Korean children were almost eight times as likely to say their mother did most of
the laundry, while Chinese children were almost five times more likely to say their fathers did
most of the laundry, and nine times more likely to report children as doing most of the laundry,
X?(3)=53.22, p<.00. Reports of which family member was primarily responsible for paying the
bills also differed significantly by country, X*(3)=18.13, p<.00. Korean children were much
more likely to say that their mothers pay the bills. Chinese children were much more likely to say
both parents paid the bills.

Significant country differences were also found in reporting who took out the trash most
frequently (X2(5)=19.06, p<.00). Surprisingly, Korean children were more likely to report they
(the children) took out the trash most frequently, and almost four times more likely to say their
fathers took out the trash. On the other hand, Chinese children were also much more likely to say
mothers were primarily responsible for taking out trash, X*(1)=9.82, p<.00.

Country differences in reporting which family member did most of the grocery shopping
were also found, X*(5)=20.51, p<.00. Chinese participants were three times more likely to say
everyone (including children) participated in grocery shopping, while Korean participants were
more likely to say only parents went grocery shopping.

No country differences were found in reporting which family member cleaned the house
the most.

Table 3.2

Family Member Who Does Most of Housework Tasks in Percentage by Country

Most Involved Family Member

Task Mother Father Parents All Grandmother Child
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Cooking 61.60 15.70
China 46.15 21.54
Korea 76.47 10.29

Laundry 39.09 21.80
China 9.23 36.92
Korea 67.64 7.35

Clean 58.40 7.70
China 65.10 4.70
Korea 52.20 4.40

Grocery 42.80 7.50

China 33.80 7.70
Korea 51.40 7.30
Trash 33.00 21.00
China 40.00 9.20

Korea 26.40 32.30
Bills 21.90 37.10
China 9.20 36.90
Korea 343 37.30

12.03

15.38
8.82

9.00
7.69
10.29

12.30
14.20
4.40

16.50
7.70
25.00

31.00
26.10
16.10

34.80
43.00
26.80

1.00

1.50
.00

9.00
12.30
5.88

11.50
7.90
14.90

21.00
32.30
10.30

11.20
16.90
5.90

5.30
9.20
.00

9.70

15.38
4.41

6.00
6.15
5.88

6.90
6.30
7.40

5.20
7.70
2.90

3.70
3.00
4.40

1.00
.00
1.51

.00

.00
.00

15.03
27.69
2.94

3.00
1.60
4.40

6.70
10.70
2.90

9.70
4.60
14.70

.00
.00
.00

3.1.2 Overall fairness evaluation of family division. Children’s perception of the
fairness of their household’s distribution was assessed with a five point Likert scale (1=very

unfair, 3=s0-s0, 5=very fair) included within the Participant Demographic Information

Questionnaire. For each group’s mean fairness evaluation refer to Table 3.3. Analysis employing
one-way ANOVAS revealed that in general, Chinese children were significantly more likely than
Korean children to evaluate their family division as fair, F(1, 128)=10.75 p<.00, N*=.07.
Contrary to expectations, no age or gender differences in evaluating the fairness of family

household work distribution were found.

Table 3.3

Participants’ Fairness Evaluation Means

Age South Korea China Overall
9-11 3.26(1.28) 4.04(1.33) 3.63(1.34)

12-14 3.00(1.16) 4.00(0.69) 3.52(1.06)

16-18 3.31(1.28) 3.40(0.99) 3.35(1.14)
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Overall 3.20(1.24) 3.83 (1.06) 3.51(1.19)

Note: Standard Deviation in parenthesis.
3.2 Reasoning about Hypothetical Situations

3.2.1 Scenario 1: gender unequal division. Contrary to this study’s hypothesis, the
majority of children found the 1* hypothetical scenario, depicting a gender unequal household
labor division where both parents work but the mother did the majority of housework, unfair. In
general 81.20% of children evaluated the 1* scenario as unfair (For a breakdown of fairness
evaluation across countries, gender, and age refer to Table 3.4). Binomial probability test found
this difference to be different from chance (assumed p=.5, observed p=.18). Interestingly, chi-
square analysis revealed significant family structure differences in fairness evaluations
(X?(1)=3.55, p<.05), but no significant country, gender, or age differences. As hypothesized,
children from families in which the mother was reported as doing most of the housework were
significantly more likely to evaluate the story as fair. Although not statistically significant, as can
be seen by Table 3.4, middle school children appear to be slightly more likely to consider the 1*
story fair than the other age groups. Unexpectedly, significant age differences were found within
the female population, X*(2, N=67) = 6.27, p <.04. As can be seen by Table 3.4, 12-14-year-old
girls were found to be more likely to say the story is fair than the other two age groups.

However, no age differences were found within the male population, X*(2, N=66) = 1.13, p <.56.
Intriguingly, although not statistically significant, Korean participants (23.5%) were almost twice
as likely to evaluate the 1* story as fair compared to Chinese participants (13.85).

Table 3.4

Children’s Fairness Evaluations of First Story in Proportions, by Age, Gender, Family Structure and Country

Fairness Evaluation

Grouping Not Fair Total
Age Group

9-11 89.8(44) 10.2(5) 100 (49)
Female 91.6(22) 8.4(2) 100 (24)
Male 88.0(22) 12.0(3) 100 (25)

12-14 71.4(30) 28.6(12) 100 (42)
Female 63.6(14) 36.5(8) 100 (22)
Male 80.0(16) 20.0(4) 100 (20)

16-18 81.0(34) 19.0(8) 100 (42)
Female 85.0(17) 15.0(3) 100 (20)
Male 77.3(17) 22.7(5) 100 (22)
Country

China 86.1(56) 13.9(9) 100 (65)

Korea 76.5(52) 23.5(16) 100 (68)
Gender

Female 80.3(53) 19.7(13) 100 (66)
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Male 82.1(55) 17.9(12) 100 (67)
Family Structure
Mother does most 76.6(69) 23.3(21) 100 (90)
Other division 90.5(38) 9.5(4) 100 (42)
Overall 81.2(108) 18.8(25) 100 (133)

This study employed repeated-measures ANOVAs to test the relationship between
justification type, fairness evaluation (Fair/ Not Fair) and children’s characteristics including age
group(3), country (2), and family structure (2 mother does most housework or not) and gender
(2). The use of repeated-measures ANOVA is generally accepted in the analysis of reasoning,
especially within developmental data involving within-subject design (Wainryb, Shaw, Laupa &
Smith, 2001). To interpret the effects found within ANOV As, post hoc Tukey HSD and pairwise
comparisons using independent-samples t-test were conducted.

The repeated-measures ANOV As revealed that justification types varied at statistically
significant levels, F(3, 520)=173.34, p<.00, N°=.50 ( Refer to Table 3.5 for justifications
breakdown). Post hoc tests showed that for the 1% story equality (i.e., expectation that sameness
in conditions should result in the same amount of involvement in housework) was significantly
more likely to be used than any other type of justification. To explore possible interactions that
may be obscured, repeated-measures ANOV As were conducted for justifications with gender,
country, family structure, and age as factors interacting with justification types. This analysis
revealed a significant interaction between justification type and age group, F(6,520)=2.40, p<.02,
N’=.02. Consistent with previous findings (Nucci, Turiel & Roded, 2017), post hoc tests
revealed that the youngest participants, 9-11-year-olds were significantly more likely to employ
equality as a justification than the other two age groups. No country, gender, or family structure
differences were found.

Table 3.5

Gender Unequal Division Hypothetical Scenario Justifications in Proportions by Age, Country, Gender, and Family
Structure

Justifications

Grouping Participation = Equality Equity Family Membership
Age Groups

9-11 .07(.247) .80(.34)* .02(.14) .01(.07)

12-14 .10(.30) .635(.44) .10(.27) .05(.14)

16-18 .06(.22) .67(.43) .08(.24) .07(.20)
Country

China .05(.19) .68(.38) .06(.21) .07(.20)

Korea .10(.30) 73(.43) .06(.24) .00(.05)
Gender

Female .09(.27) .68(.42) .07(.21) .05(.17)

Male .06(.24) 73(.39) .06(.23) 03(.11)
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Family Structure

Mother does most .10(.30) . .68(.43) .06(.22) .04(.15)
Other division .02(.10) 75(.36) .07(.23) .03(.12)
Overall .07(.25) T71(.41) .06(.22) .04(.14)

Note. Standard deviation in parenthesis. * denotes statistical significant difference at p<.05.

To explore the relationship between fairness evaluations and justification type, repeated-
measures ANOVA was conducted with fair (2x) justification (4x) and fair x justification
interaction, with justification type as the repeated factor. The model showed that there was a
justification by fairness evaluation interaction, F(3, 524)= 135.07, p<.00. The interaction had an
effect size of N*=.43. Such an interaction, although not consistently explored in other social
cognitive domain empirical studies, is not entirely unexpected, as previous research has also
found an interaction between evaluation and reasoning type (Mulvey & Killen, 2016). Post hoc
pairwise comparison showed that the usage of different justifications significantly varied based
on whether children evaluated the story as fair or not. Participation (t=8.45, p<.00), or the
justification that there should be involvement in housework without reference to the amount of
involvement, and equity (t=6.11, p<.00), or the expectation that differences in condition, such as
time-availability should result in differences in time spent on housework, were significantly
more likely to be employed as justifications when a child evaluated the story as fair. On the
other hand, equality was significantly more likely to be employed by those who evaluated the
story as not fair ((t=17.29, p<.00). No significant differences were found in the use of family
membership as a justification.

In order to explore the significant effect of the interaction between fairness evaluation
and justification type usage, a repeated measures ANOVA was conducted separately examining
the interaction between age X justification, gender X justification, family structure X
justification, and country X justification, when the story was evaluated as fair=1, and when the
story was evaluated as unfair=0. Surprisingly, this analysis found a significant country x
justification interaction, F(3, 424)=10.30, p<.00, N*=.06, for children who evaluated the story as
not fair (fair=0). Post hoc comparisons revealed that equality was significantly more likely to be
used in Korea than China (t=5.05, p<.00). On the other hand, family membership was
significantly more likely to be used in China than Korea (t=2.27, p<.02). In other words, Chinese
children who found the first story unfair were more likely to use the justification that a family
member has the responsibility to contribute to the family, while Korean children were more
likely to argue that there should be equal (same amount) involvement between the father and
mother. For participants who evaluated the story as not fair (Fair=0), there were also age X
justification interactions, F(6, 420)=2.14, p<.04, N°=.02. Consistent with previous findings, post
hoc pairwise comparisons revealed that 9-11-year-olds were significantly more likely to employ
equality than 16-18-year-olds (t=2.26, p<.02). Interestingly, it was also found that 16-18-year-
olds were significantly more likely to employ family membership as a justification than 9-11-
year-olds (t=2.51, p<.01).

For those who said the story was fair (N=25), there were no significant interactions
found, likely as a result of a small sample size (N=25).
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Table 3.6

Justifications by Fairness Evaluation in Proportions by Country and Age

Justifications
Grouping Participation  Equality Equity Family Membership
Country
China
Not Fair .01(.06) 78(.31) .02(.11) .08(.20)
Fair 27(.43) .05(.16) .33(.42) .05(.16)
Korea
Not Fair .00(0) .94(.20) .00(0) .01(.06)
Fair .46(.49) .06(.24) 27(.44) .00(0)
Age Group
9-11
Not Fair .01(.07) .90(.22) .00(0) .01(.07)
Fair .59(.54) .00(0) .19(.44) .00(0)
12-14
Not Fair .00(0) .85(.26) .01(.09) .05(.15)
Fair .37(.47) .08(.28) .33(.43) .04(.14)
16-18
Not Fair .00(0) .81(.34) .03(.12) .09(.22)
Fair 31(.45) .06(.17) 31(.45) .00(0)
Evaluation
Not Fair .00(.04) .86(.27) .01(.08) .05(.16)
Fair .39(.47) .06(.21) .29(.42) .02(.09)

Note. Only justifications with overall usage of .05 or higher presented.

Summary of findings. As found in previous research examining adult self-reports, the
majority of child participants in the present study reported that their mothers engaged in doing
most of the housework. In general, specific housework tasks were found to follow traditional
gendered expectations, where mothers were reported to engage in doing most of the grocery
shopping, cooking, and cleaning. Also consistent with previous survey data, Korean children
perceived their mothers as engaging in more time spent on housework than Chinese children.
However, across countries the majority of participants reported that mothers spent more time
doing housework than fathers. In keeping with Korean children perceiving their mothers as
engaging in more housework than Chinese children, Korean children were less likely to evaluate
their family’s division as fair than Chinese children.

Contrary to this study’s hypothesis, the majority of children found the story where the
mother and father both work but the mother does most of the housework as unfair. However,
children from families in which the mother was reported as doing most of the housework were
more likely to find this story fair. For this hypothetical scenario, the main justification used was
equality (i.e., they have sameness in condition, work, and yet one person is doing more). As
expected, younger participants (9-11 years of age) were significantly more likely to employ
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equality as a justification. Interestingly, there was a significant interaction between fairness
evaluation and justification used. Equality was significantly more likely to be employed by
participants who evaluated the story as unfair, while participation and equity were significantly
more likely to be employed by those who evaluated the story as fair. For those who found the
story not fair, Korean participants were significantly more likely to employ equality as a
justification, while Chinese participants were more likely to use family membership as a
justification. For those who evaluated the story as fair, older participants (16-18-year-olds) were
significantly more likely to employ family membership as a justification than younger
participants (9-11-year-olds), who were more likely to use equality.

3.2.2 Scenario 2: strictly equal division between parents. Nearly all participants
(98.5% of 131) found the second hypothetical scenario where both parents work at the same
company for the same hours and divide the housework 50-50, as describing a household work
distribution that was fair (i.e., when asked, “is this story fair?”’ children responded in the
affirmative). This lends support to Gere & Helwig’s (2012) findings that individuals endorse the
equal division of housework. There were no significant differences based on age, gender,
country, or family structure. This sweeping support of an equal division of housework provides
further evidence to social domain theory’s assertion that individuals across cultures are able to
evaluate straightforward moral situations (Nucci, Turiel, & Roded, 2017). Universally,
participants who evaluated the story as fair, used equality as a justification for their evaluation
(i.e., they both work, they both do the same amount of housework; they take turns). Only two
participants did not find the story fair (1 in Korea, 1 in China). The reasons given were, 1) both
are having to work too hard, and will be too tired; 2) a little unfair, since men are stronger and
therefore if they both work the same, he should do a little more.

3.2.3 Time availability, money, and personal enjoyment as factors. To test whether
several factors previously theorized to affect adult’s decision-making in dividing the housework
(Coltrane, 2000) influenced children’s evaluations and reasoning, participants were asked to
consider whether the following situations should lead to changes in the housework distribution:
1) the father working more than the mother, 2) the father making more money than the mother,
and 3) one parent enjoying doing housework and wanting to do more.

Working hours as a factor. Consistent with the time-availability hypothesis, 87.7% (116)
of participants said that if the father worked longer hours than the mother, the mother should do
more housework. Only 10.62% (14) of participants said that even if the father worked longer
hours, both parents should do the same amount of housework, while 1.52% (2) said that the
couple should discuss and decide between themselves what should be done. Interestingly, no
differences in country, gender, age, or family structure in evaluations were found.

On the other hand, a repeated measures ANOVA revealed a significant interaction
between justification type and evaluation, F(4,383)=75.38, p<.00, N*=.44. Post hoc pairwise
comparison revealed that those who said it shouldn’t change were significantly more likely to
employ equality as a justification (they should equality divide it) than those who said it should
change (t=12.00, p<.00) or that the two should discuss ( t=4.62, p<.00). As expected, equity was
significantly more likely to be employed by those who believed that the mother should do more
if the father worked longer hours than those who said it should stay equally divided( t=12.05,
p<.00), or that it should be discussed ( t=5.21, p<.00).
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Interestingly, significant justification and country interactions were found, F(2,
389)=5.24, p<.00, N*=.02. When asked to justify their evaluation, perspectivism (i.e., wife
should understand her husbands situation and needs) was significantly more likely to be
mentioned as a justification by Chinese participants (t=2.37, p<.01) than Korean participants.

There was also a significant age and justification interaction, F(2, 386)=208.58, p>.00,
N’=.04. Post hoc pairwise comparison, unexpectedly showed that younger participants, 9-11-
year-olds (t=3.41, p<.00) and 12-14-year-olds (t=3.08, p<.00) were significantly more likely to
employ equity than older participants (16-18-year-olds). No gender or family structure
differences were found.

Money as a factor. Contrary to previous theorizing that money is an important factor in
deciding who does the housework (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010), 91.73% (122) of
participants stated that if the father made more money, it should not impact the family’s
distribution of housework. Only 8.27% (11) of participants suggested that money would impact
the family’s distribution of housework. Evaluations of whether money should change the
distribution did not vary significantly by country, gender, age, or family structure.

Repeated measures analysis of the interaction between justification type usage and
evaluation of whether making money should make a difference, revealed a significant interaction
between justification used and evaluation, F(3,524)=18.20, p<.00, N*=.09. Post hoc analysis
revealed that participants who evaluated that money shouldn’t change the division were
significantly more likely to use the justification that there is no relationship between money and
housework (t=3.15, p<.00), and work amount is the same and has not changed (t=4.97, p<.00).
Not surprisingly, those who said money does change the housework distribution were
significantly more likely to use the justification that making more money means that the father is
working harder/more, or has more stress (t=4.84, p<.00).

Surprisingly, significant interactions between country and justification type were also
found, F(3,524)=3.44, p<.01, N*=.02. Post hoc pairwise comparison revealed that Chinese
participants were more likely to say there is no relationship between housework and money
(t=1.91, p<.05), and making more money doesn’t mean that the father has a higher status in the
family (t=2.02, p<.04). South Korean participants were more likely to say both are still working
the same amount of time (t=1.19, p<.05). A small justification and gender interaction was also
found, F(3,524)=2.60 p<.05, N*=.01, where girls were more likely to use the justification that
they still work the same amount than boys (t=2.02, p<.04). No family structure and justification
interaction were found.

There were also significant interactions between age and justification type
(F(6,520)=2.61, p<.01), N*=.03. Younger participants, 9-11-year-olds (t=2.11, p<.03) and 12-14-
year-olds(t=3.00, p<.00) were more likely to say that the working amount hasn’t changed than
16-18-year-olds. Consistent with previous research suggesting that by mid-adolescence children
are better able to understand hierarchy and social systems (Midgette, Noh, Lee & Nucci, 2016),
16-18-year-olds were more likely than 9-11-year-olds to state that the status of the father isn’t
higher because he earns more ( t=1.97 p<.04).

Personal enjoyment as a factor. The great majority of participants (92.97%) judged that
if one of the parents liked doing housework, they could do more. Evaluations did not
significantly differ by country, gender, age, or family structure. Repeated measures ANOVA
revealed a significant interaction between evaluating whether the division can change and
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justification used, F(1,250)=325.95, p<.00, N’=.56. Those who said they can do more were
significantly more likely to use personal justifications (the person likes doing it and wants to)
(t=13.54, p<.00). Those who said the division can’t change despite the parent enjoying doing
housework, were significantly more likely to use equality as a justification (t=11.94, p<.00). No
age, family structure, country, or gender effects were found.

Furthermore, participants were asked to evaluate whether it was fair if as a result of an
individual liking doing housework they do more housework. Interestingly, 79.23% of
participants (103) evaluated it as fair if one of the parents does more housework as a result of
enjoying doing housework, while 20.77% (27) of participants evaluated it as not fair. Evaluations
did not differ significantly by country, gender, age, or family structure.

Repeated-measures ANOVA analysis of justification proportion usage, justification type
and fairness evaluation revealed significant interaction between justification type and evaluation
whether fair or not, F(4,381)=79.93, p<.00, N*=.45. Post hoc pairwise comparison revealed that
those who evaluated doing more because one likes it as fair were significantly more likely to
employ enjoyment (t=13.12, p<.00) and willingness (t=2.15, p<.03) as justifications. Consistent
with reasoning about the unfairness of other situations described previously, equality was
significantly more likely to be used as a justification by those who evaluated the situation as
unfair (t=12, p<.00). There was also a significant interaction between gender and justification
type, F(2,387)=5.61, p<.00, N’=.02. Surprisingly, Tukey HSD post hoc test revealed that girls
were significantly more likely to employ enjoyment as a justification (t=2.34, p<.01), and boys
were more likely to use equality (t=2.28, p<.02). No significant family structure, country, or age
differences in justification usage were found.

Summary of findings. As expected, the majority of participants, independent of gender,
age, country, or family structure, found a strict 50-50 equal division of housework as fair.
Consistent with the time-availability hypothesis, the majority of participants found that if the
father worked longer hours it should affect the division of housework. There was a significant
evaluation and justification interaction, with equality being more likely to be used as a
justification by those who evaluated that the father’s longer working hours should not change the
division of housework. On the other hand, equity was the main justification used to explain why
the father’s longer hours should change the division of housework. Surprisingly, equity was
significantly more likely to be employed by younger participants (9-11 and 12-14-year-olds) than
older participants (16-18-year-olds).

Unexpectedly, the majority of participants did not believe that if the father made more
money that it should impact the housework distribution. There was a significant interaction
between justification and evaluation of whether money affected the distribution. Those who said
that money shouldn’t change the division were significantly more likely to use the justifications
that 1) there is no relationship between money and housework and 2) that the amount of work
needed around the house is the same irrespective of income. Those who said money would
change the housework distribution were significantly more likely to use the justification that
making more money means that the father is working harder/more outside of the home, or has
more stress.

The great majority of participants judged that if one of the parents liked doing
housework, they could do more, and the majority found this fair. The main justification
employed by participants for why enjoyment can be a reason for an individual to do more
housework was personal (the person likes doing it and wants to). The few who did not believe
enjoying doing housework is a legitimate rationale for one parent to do more housework than
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another provided equality as the main justification. Unexpectedly, gender differences were found
in justification usage, with boys more likely to employ equality as a justification while girls were
more likely to employ enjoyment as a justification.

3.3 Reasoning about One’s Own Household

Consistent with participants’ survey reports on the time spent on housework by each
family, most participants 68.7 % (N=90) reported during their interviews that their mothers did
most of the housework. Almost fifteen percent (14.5%) of participants reported that their fathers
did most of the housework, while 10.7% stated their grandmothers did most of the housework,
the remaining 6.11% of participants reported that the division was evenly split (For specific
breakdown by family member and independent variables refer to Table 3.7). As expected,
country differences in reporting who did most of the housework were found, X*(3)=8.48, p<.03.
Consistent with our hypothesis, and previous survey data (OECD, 2008/2009), Korean children
were significantly more likely to report that their mothers did most of the housework. However,
there were no gender or age differences in reporting.

Table 3.7

Description of Who Does Most of the Housework in Percentages

Family Member Who does Majority of Housework

Mother Father Grandmother Equal

Country
China 57(37) 20(13) .15 (10) .08(5)
South Korea .80(53) .09(6) .06(4) .05(3)

Gender
Female 74(48) A1(7) .14(9) 01(1)
Male .63(42) .18(12) .07(5) .10(7)

Age Group

9-11 .68(32) .08(4) 17(8) .06(3)
12-14 .64(27) 21(9) .07(3) .07(3)
16-18 73(31) .14(6) .07(3) .04(2)
Overall .69(90) .14(19) .10(14) .06(8)

Note. Frequencies in parenthesis.

3.3.1 Justifications for family’s current division. Repeated-measures ANOVA
analysis found significant differences in usage between justification types, F(4, 629)=65.64,
p<.00), N*=.29, (Refer to Table 7 for justification type usage). Consistent with the time-
availability hypothesis, Tukey HSD post hoc test revealed that equity was significantly more
likely to be used than any other justification type, as the rationale for participants’ current
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division of labor. Participants’ justification type usage did not differ significantly by age, gender,
or country.

As expected, there was a significant interaction between reporting who does the most
housework (family structure) and the justification type used, F(4,624)=3.10, p<.00, N°=.05. Post
hoc pairwise comparisons revealed that equality was significantly more likely to employed when
the housework was described as equally divided across family members. On the other hand,
equity was significantly more likely to be used for any other distribution type (mother does most,
father does most, grandmother does most) than an equal division. Feasibility (i.e., it can’t be
helped) was significantly more likely to be used to explain why the grandmother does most
housework than for mother (t=2.21, p<.02) or father(t=2.05, p<.04).

Table 3.8

Justifications for Current Family Division in Proportions by Age, Country, Gender and Family Division

Justifications

Characteristics Equality Equity Feasibility Gender Perspectivism
Age

9-11 .08(.28) .52(.47) .15(.34) A1(.31) .02(.10)

12-14 .02(.15) .61(.42) .09(.27) 13(.31) .05(.15)

16-18 .03(.16) 44(.48) 11(.30) 12(.32) .03(.11)
Gender

Female .03(.17) .60(.44) 15(.33) .09(.29) .05(.15)

Male .06(.24) .52(.47) .09(.27) 15(.33) .01(.08)
Country

China .09(.29) .55(.44) 12(.30) .07(.23) .06(.16)

Korea 57(.47) 12(.31) .18(.37) .00(0) .00(0)
Family Division

Mother .02(.15) .60(.45) 11(.30) 13(.33) .02(.09)

Father .00(0) .54(.49) .07(.24) 15(.33) .05(.15)

Grandmother  .00(0) .48(.39) .28(.42) .07(.26) .07(.18)

Equal .50(.52) 27(.45) .06(.17) 12(.31) .06(.17)
Overall .05(.21) .56(.45) 12(.31) 12(.31) .03(.12)

3.3.2 Family fairness evaluation. Unlike in the case of hypothetical scenarios, there was
no clear majority in participants’ evaluation of their own family’s division of housework. Out of
132 children (1 did not answer) 47.73% (63) of children stated that their family division was not
fair, while 50 %(66) thought their family’s division of housework was fair. An additional
2.27%(3) children were unwilling to evaluate their family’s situation as 100% fair, but believed
the situation to be reasonable or okay. Evaluations of fairness differed significantly by country,
X*(2)=11.67, p<.00. Consistent with this study’s survey likert-scale findings, Korean children
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were significantly more likely to say their family’s division of housework is unfair. As
hypothesized, there were also significant differences between family fairness evaluations and
family structure, X*(2)=8.59, p<.01. Participants were more likely to say the family division is
unfair if the mother was reported as doing most of the housework. Contrary to expectation, no
statistically significant gender or age differences were found.

While not statistically significant, as can be seen in Table 3.9, there appears to be a
general age trend of younger children (9-11-year-olds) being more likely to find their family’s
division as fair, and as they grow older to become less likely to find their family division fair.
While also not reaching statistical significance, male children appeared more likely to say their
family division was fair than did female children.

Table 3.9

Children’s Evaluation of Own Family Division Fairness (Percentages)

Characteristics Fair Not Fair Reasonable
Age Group
9-11 60.0(29) 40.0(19) .00(0)
12-14 50.0(21) 48.0(20) 2.0(1)
16-18 38.0(16) 57.0(24) 5.0(2)
Country
China 61.5 (40) 33.8(22) 4.0(3)
South Korea 38.8(26) 61.2(41) .00(0)
Gender
Female 44.0(29) 53.0(35) 3.02)
Male 56.0(37) 42.0(28) 2.0(1)
Family Division
Mother 41.0(37) 56.6(51) 2.0(2)
Father 68.4(13) 31.6(19) .00(0)
Grandmother 57.3(8) 35.7(5) 7.0(1)
Equal 87.5(7) 12.5(1) .00(0)
Overall 50.0(66) 47.7(63) 2.27(3)

Note. Frequency in parenthesis.

3.3.3 Justifications following fairness evaluation. There were significant differences in
usage of justification types, F(5, 756)=9.31, p<.00, N°=.05 and significant interactions between
justification type and country, F(5, 763)=9.04, p<.00, N°=.05. However no gender, age, or family
structure differences were found (Refer to Table 10 for all justifications). Tukey HSD post hoc
tests on justification type usage revealed that equality, followed by equity were significantly
more likely to be employed than any of the other types of justification. Interestingly, post hoc
pairwise comparison analysis of country differences revealed that Chinese participants were
more likely to use participation (they are participating, doing something and amount doesn’t
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matter) as a justification (t=3.07, p<.00). Korean participants were more likely to use equality as
a justification (t=5.11, p=.00). Chinese participants were also more likely to use equity (t=2.03,
p>.04) overall.

As found in hypothetical scenarios, there were significant interactions between fairness
evaluation (fair/not fair) and justification types, F(10, 756)=25.74, p<.00, N’=.25. Post hoc
pairwise comparison revealed that those who evaluated their household as having a fair
distribution were significantly more likely to employ participation as a justification (t=2.82,
p<.00). Those evaluating their family’s division as not fair, were significantly more likely to
employ equality than those saying it was fair (t=13.53, p<.00) or reasonable(t=4.26, p<.00) as
justifications. Equity was significantly more likely to be used by those who say their family is
fair (t=6.60, p>.00), and those who say it is reasonable (t=2.81, p<.00) than those who said not
fair. Feasibility was significantly more likely to be employed by those saying the situation is
reasonable instead of fair(t=3.22, p<.00) or not fair (t=3.60, p<.00).

Table 3.10

Justifications for Fairness Evaluations of Own Household by Age, Gender, Country, and Family Structure

Justifications
Grouping Part Equality Equity Perspectivism Contractual  Feasibility
Age
9-11 .07(.25)  .48(.47) .20(.38) .06(.20) .02(.14) .02(.10)
12-14 .07(.25)  .60(.46) .18(.36) .01(.07) .02(.15) .02(.10)
16-18 11(.30)  .56(.47) 12(.32) .05(.15) .07(.25) .04(.17)
Gender
Female 10(.30)  .53(.47) 21(.38) .03(.15) .03(.17) .02(.14)
Male 06(.22)  .57(.47) 13(.33) .05(.15) .04(.21) .03(.12)
Country
China 16(.35)  .40(.44) 21(.37)  .06(.16) .00(0) .05(.17)
Korea 01(.12)  .70(.44) 13(.34) .02(.13) .07(.26) .00(.06)
Family Structure
Mother most .06(.23) .57(.47) A18(.37)  .03(.15) .05(.20) .04(.15)
Other division 14(.33)  .49(45) 15(.32) .06(.16) .02(.15) .01(.08)
Overall .08(.27) .55(.47) .17(.36) .04(.15) .04(.19) .03(.13)

As a result of the significant interaction between justification used and fairness
evaluation, a repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted of justifications as a function of
country, gender, age, and family structure when fairness evaluation was fair and when fairness
evaluation was not fair. There were significant country justification interaction for those
evaluating their family’s division as not fair, F(5,364)=4.02, p<.00, N’=.05. Pairwise comparison
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tests revealed that equality was significantly more likely to be employed by Korean participants
(t=2.59, p<.01). Perspectivism was significantly more likely to be employed by Chinese
participants (t=3.20, p<.00).

Interestingly, there was a significant interaction between gender and justifications used
for those evaluating their family’s division as fair, F(5,368)=2.19, p<.05, N’*=.02. Post hoc
pairwise comparisons revealed that female participants were significantly more likely to employ
equity as a justification compared to boys (t=2.51, p<.01). No other age, gender, country, or
family structure interactions were found.

Table 3.11

Justifications for Fairness Evaluations of Own Household by Fairness Evaluations

Justifications
Grouping Part Equality Equity Perspectivism Contractual  Feasibility
Country
China
Fair 22(.40)  .21(.39)  .31(.43) .05(.15) .00(0) .05(.15)
Not Fair .06(.23)  .76(.33) .02(.10) .09(.19) .00(0) .00(0)
Reasonable  .00(0) A1(19)  .22(.19) 11(.19) .00(0) 44(.50)
Korea
Fair .03(.19)  .28(.43) .33(.47) .06(.47) .06(.22) .16(.37)
Not Fair .00(0) 94(.21)  .02(.15) .00(0) .02(.15) .00(0)
Reasonable
Gender
Female
Fair 200.40)  .17(.36)  .42(.46) .03(.18) .03(.18) .01(.09)
Not Fair .02(.16)  .84(.30) .04(.18) .03(.11) .03(.16) .00(0)
Reasonable  .00(0) .00(0) .16(.23) .16(.23) .00(0) .66(.47)
Male
Fair 15(.34)  .24(40)  .32(.44) .05(.18) .06(.24) .04(.13)
Not Fair .02(.13)  .88(.27) .02(.14) .03(.12) .02(.12) .00(0)
Reasonable .00(0) A1(19)  .22(.19) 11(.19) .00(0) 44(.50)
General
Fair 15(.34)  .24(40)  .32(.44) .05(.18) .06(.24) .04(.13)
Not Fair .02(.13)  .88(.27) .02(.13) .03(.12) .01(.12) .00(0)
Reasonable .00(0) A1(19)  .22(.19) 11(.19) .00(0) 44(.50)

Note. Empty cells represent no justification used, because none of the participants evaluated it as reasonable.

Summary of findings. Most participants described their mother as doing most of the
housework. Consistent with the time-availability hypothesis, most participants described their
family’s current division to be based on equity (who had more time did more). In homes where
the family was described as having an equal division, equality was the main justification used.
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Surprisingly however, participants were almost evenly divided on their evaluation of whether
they found their family’s current division as fair. However, in families where the mother was
reported as doing the bulk of the housework, participants were more likely to evaluate it as unfair
(although not universally). Consistent with this finding, as Korean participants were more likely
to report that their mothers did the most of the housework, they were also more likely to find
their family’s division unfair. Justifications for evaluating one’s family’s division varied
significantly by country. Chinese participants were more likely to use participation and equity as
a justification, while equality was significantly more likely to be used by Korean participants.

When justifying their fairness evaluation of family practices, participants who evaluated
their family’s division as fair were more likely to use (lack of) equality as a justification, while
equity was the main justification used to justify why the current division was evaluated as fair.
When evaluating their family’s division as not fair, Korean participants were more likely to
employ equality as a justification, while Chinese participants were more likely to employ
perspectivism (i.e., they need to think about the other’s needs) as a justification. Interestingly,
when evaluating the division as fair, girls were more likely to employ equity as a justification as
compared to boys.

3.4 Fairness Evaluation Across Situations

Interestingly, children’s evaluations across the two hypothetical scenarios and their own
family’s division all significantly differed from each other, X*(4)=177.30, p<.00. As expected,
participants were much more likely to say the story of strict equality was fair and the story where
the mother does the bulk of the housework was unfair (Refer to Table 3.12 for breakdown).
Furthermore, as anticipated, children were significantly more likely to find the hypothetical
scenario of perfect equally as fair than their own family’s division, X*(2)=78.44, p<.00.

However, contrary to previous findings (Turiel, 2008), participants did not evaluate the
hypothetical scenarios and their own family’s divisions similarly. Although most children
reported having family situations where the mother did most of the housework, surprisingly
children were much more likely to say that the hypothetical scenario in which the mother did
most housework was unfair than they were to say their own family’s situation was unfair,
X3(2)=33.33, p<.00.

Table 3.12

Fairness Evaluation Across Situations (Percentages)

Evaluation
Situation Not Fair Fair Reasonable
Gender Unequal Situation (1% .81(108) .19(25) .00(0)
Perfect Equality (2™ .01(2) J98(131) .00(0)
Own Family .48(63) .50(66) .02(3)

Note. Frequency in parenthesis.
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3.5 Changing Family Division

Most participants believed that their family’s household labor division should change.
Most (64.1% of 133) of participants stated that they thought their family’s situation should
change, while 35.8% of participants stated that they did not think their family division should
change. Surprisingly, no gender or age differences were found (Refer to Tables 3.13 and 3.14 for
details). However, consistent with country differences found in fairness evaluations, country
differences were found in evaluations of whether family division should change, X*(1) =10.84, p
< 0.00. Korean participants were significantly more likely to believe that their family division
should change.

Table 3.13

Evaluations of Whether Family Division Should Change (Percentages)

Change
Grouping Yes No
Age
9-11 59.6(28) 40.3(19)
12-14 57.2(24) 42.8(18)
16-18 76.2(32) 23.8(10)
Country
China 50.0(32) 50.0(32)
Korea 77.6(52) 22.4(15)
Gender
Female 69.7(46) 30.3(20)
Male 58.5(38) 41.5(27)
Family Division
Mother 71.9(64) 28.1(25)
Father 42.1(8) 57.9(11)
Grandmother 71.4(10) 28.6(4)
Equal 25.0(2) 75.0(6)
Overall 64.1(84) 35.8(47)

As expected, participants who evaluated their family division as not fair were
significantly more likely to believe their current family division should change, X*(2)=52.77,
p<.00. Furthermore, family structure significantly affected evaluations of whether current family
division should change, X*(3)=12.05, p<.00. Participants were significantly more likely to say
that the family division should change if the mother was reported as doing most of the
housework. Interestingly, participants were also more likely to say the family division should
change if the grandmother was reported as doing most of the housework.
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Table 3.14

Evaluations of Whether Family Division Should Change by Fairness Evaluation (Percentages)

Change
Grouping Yes No
Fairness Evaluation
Fair 36.9(24) 63.1(41)
Not Fair 95.2(60) 4.8(3)
Reasonable 1.0(3)

Note. Empty cell represents no cases of those who evaluated it as reasonable and thought the division should change.

3.6 Assumptions about Gender

Contrary to expectations, most participants believed that women and men are both
equally capable of engaging in housework in general, and in specific tasks (Refer to Table 3.15
for percentages for each task). No country, gender, age, or family structure differences were
found in assessing both genders as equally capable for most tasks. One of the significant
reported differences in housework tasks were in the task of fixing things. To “fix things” was the
only activity that the majority of participants believed men to be naturally better at
accomplishing.

Interestingly, significant country differences were found, X*(2)=9.72, p<.00. Korean
children were significantly more likely to say that both genders were equally capable of doing
repairs/fixing things around the house, while Chinese participants were significantly more likely
to say that men were naturally more capable of fixing things.

The only other difference in assumptions about gender-based differences in task ability
was in terms of grocery shopping. Significant age differences were found in reporting gender-
based differences in grocery shopping, X*(4)=9.76, p<.04. Young adolescents (12-14-year-olds)
were significantly more likely to report that women were better at shopping than the other two
age groups. Consistent with previous literature on stereotypical thinking (Sinno & Killen, 2009;
Sinno, Schuette & Hellriegel, 2017), older adolescents (16-18-year-olds) were significantly more
likely to report that both genders are equally capable of doing grocery shopping.

Table 3.15

Gender Differences in Abilities to Engage in Particular Tasks in Percentages

Household Task
Does Most Housework  Childcare Cook Clean Fix Shop Earn Income
Same 66.4(87) 59.9(79)  68.9(89) 73.1(95) 34.6(45) 60.7(79) 75.5(99)
Women 29.0 (38) 37.9(5) 28.7(37) 21.5(28) .08(1) 33.8(44) .08(1)
Men 2.29 (3) 1.52(2) 1.5(2) 4.6(6) 64.6(84) 538(7) 23.7(31)

Different 2.3(3) .08(1) .08(1) .08(1)
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Total 131 132 129 130 130 130 131

Note. Empty cells represent no cases.

3.7 Discussion

This chapter’s findings lend further support to previous research on the gendered nature
of housework distribution. However, the results expand previous research that has mainly
focused on adult’s reports. The findings suggest that, like their parents, children are perceiving
their mothers as engaging in doing the bulk of the housework. Also consistent with Chinese and
Korean adult survey reports (OECD, 2008/2009), Korean children were more likely to report
their mothers as doing most of the housework as compared to Chinese children. Unexpectedly,
and contrary to the hypothesis, Korean children were more likely to judge their family’s division
as unfair than Chinese children. Korean children’s greater likelihood to find their family’s
division unfair, suggests a connection between experienced family division and fairness
evaluation. Furthermore, contrary to the hypothesis that children would be more likely to be in
support of stereotypical consistent behavior (Sinno & Killen, 2011), especially as a result of their
own family’s stereotypical division (Sinno & Killen, 2011; Sinno, Schuette & Hellriegel, 2017),
independent of country, children who report their mother as doing most of the housework were
more likely to evaluate their family’s division as unfair. Also, contrary to hypothesis, no gender
differences were found in children’s evaluations of the fairness of their family’s division, nor
was one gender found to use more conventional or moral reasoning than the other (Brose, Conry-
Murray & Turiel, 2013; Gere & Helwig, 2012). Consistent with this surprisingly negative
evaluation of the mother doing most of the housework, children who reported their mothers as
doing most of the housework were more likely to believe that their family’s division should
change. Children who believe their family’s division should change were also more likely to
have evaluated their family’s household labor division as unfair.

However, it should be noted that, while in both countries mothers were reported as more
likely to do the bulk of the housework, and across countries fathers were reported as engaging in
the same amount of housework a day, Korean mothers were reported as spending significantly
more time on housework than Chinese mothers. In support of the counter-hypothesis that
Korean children’s actual observation of extreme differences in gendered labor would result in
more morally critical evaluations and reasoning, it is likely that Korean children’s greater
likelihood of finding their family’s division as unfair may also be a result of not only mother’s
greater involvement (like their Chinese counterparts), but also the greater proportion of time that
Korean children reported their mothers spending on housework relative to Korean fathers. In
other words, Korean children may be more likely to consider a division unfair as a result of the
greater visibility created by the larger discrepancy of involvement between spouses.

The findings suggest a strong connection between children’s evaluations regarding the
fairness of situations and their justifications. In situations that children evaluate as unfair, they
were significantly more likely to employ the justification of equality (should have sameness of
condition). If the situation is evaluated as fair children were more likely to rely on equity
(differences in situation/time should lead to differences in doing housework). When children
found the family household labor division unfair, interestingly, Chinese children were more
likely to employ perspectivism as a justification, while Korean participants were more likely to
use equality as a justification.
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As expected, in general children found a strictly equal division of housework in which
both parents work the same and do the same amount of housework as fair. However, of note,
children believed that time-availability (father works more) and personal preferences (parent
enjoys doing housework) were legitimate factors that should result in a difference in housework
distribution. Interestingly, they did not consider income as a sufficient factor to warrant
differences in housework distribution.

However, contrary to previous findings that suggested that children’ used same
evaluations regarding hypothetical and real transgressions (Turiel, 2008), unexpectedly children
did not apply the same evaluations across hypothetical and their own family’s situation. While
children were almost universally evaluating a hypothetical scenarios in which both parents work
and the mother does most of the housework as unfair, and a situation in which both work and
both do the same housework as fair, they were almost 50-50 split in their fairness evaluations
regarding their family’s division of housework. Furthermore, while in the hypothetical scenario
in which the mother was reported as doing the majority of housework, consistent with Sinno &
Killen’s (2011) work, children from family structures in which mothers did the majority of the
housework were more likely to find the story fair, the same evaluation and reasoning did not
directly translate to their own family’s division. In other words, while children who reported that
their mothers did the majority of the housework were more likely to find a hypothetical scenario
that had a gender unequal division fair, they were just as likely to find their own family’s
division as unfair. However, as the split in fairness evaluations of one’s own family labor
division attests, perceiving the mother as doing most of the housework was not in itself sufficient
to cause children to consider their family’s division as unfair. Although children were rarely
reporting equal divisions of housework in their family, they were only slightly more likely to
find their mothers doing most of the housework as unfair. Interestingly, they were even less
likely to find their fathers or grandmothers doing most of the housework as unfair. Furthermore,
when questioned about their gender assumptions, most children were surprisingly non-
stereotypical. Explicit gender stereotyped- thinking then, did not appear to be a main factor in
reasoning regarding the acceptability of an uneven distribution of housework.

Finally, it should be noted that while equity was the most often employed rationale to
justify an unequal division of housework in the family, when reasoning about time-availability,
younger participants (9-11 and 12-14) were more likely to employ equity as a justification than
older participants (16-18). Furthermore, when reasoning about income as a factor older
participants (16-18) were more likely to be critical and reason that income should not change the
status of the father within the family. In addition, while not statistically significant, consistent
with the initial hypothesis, with age there was a general trend towards participants becoming less
likely to evaluate their family’s division as fair. The findings suggest that not only are young
participants using similar rationales as adults by employing equity as a reason to justify
inequality, but that as children age and become more critical, they are more likely to be leery of
using equity as a justification. Contrary to developmental findings that suggest that employing
equity is a sign of greater moral understanding, in the case of housework, it is actually employing
equality as a justification that shows a greater understanding of systemic inequality. In other
words, older adolescents may be a little more likely to recognize what OECD(2008/2009)
statistics suggest, which is that when you combine hours laboring in the workforce and laboring
in the home, women still end up laboring more.
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Chapter 4. Chinese and South Korean Adults’ Social and Moral Reasoning about
Housework Distribution

As reviewed in the introduction, most of the literature on adults’ experiences about their
housework distribution has relied upon survey data from Western samples of female participants.
In this chapter I present the findings regarding perceptions of the distribution of housework
obtained through a combination of questionnaires, surveys, and interviews conducted with
couples heading households in two East Asian locations. A total of 24 men and 24 women from
12 couples in China and 12 in South Korea comprised the sample for this part of the research.
Self-reports obtained through the Participant Demographic Information Questionnaire indicated
that all but one of the Chinese women in this sample worked outside of the home. (At the time
of this research one Chinese mother in the study was currently on motherhood leave'®). These
findings with the present sample are consistent with previous survey research indicating that
most mothers in China work (OECD, 2008/2009). Similar to previously reported Korean
population statistics, 5 of the 12 women of the couples interviewed in Korea considered
themselves housewives''. All fathers in both of the countries studied worked full-time.

4.1 Overall Housework Engagement

The Daily-Routine Survey Checklist obtained participants’ self-reports of the overall
amount of time that they perceived each of their family members to be engaging in housework
per day. (For average time reported for each family member by country refer to Table 4.1). Time
reported spent on housework significantly differed by family member, F(3,144)=39.10, p< .00,
N°=. 44. Consistent with previous findings (Coltrane, 2000; Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard,
2010), Tukey HSD post hoc analysis revealed that mothers were reported as doing significantly
more housework than fathers and children. As expected and consistent with prior research
(OECD, 2008/2009), there were significant country differences in reporting mother’s
involvement in overall daily time spent on housework, Korean participants reported significantly
more time spent by the mother doing housework than did Chinese participants (t=3.70, p<.00).
Interestingly, no significant differences were found in reports of father and child time spent on
housework. No gender differences in reporting family member involvement were found.

Table 4.1

Participants’ Report of Family Members’ Time spent (in minutes) on Housework Daily by Country

Mothers Fathers Child Grandparents*
Overall 96.66(50.9) 36.77(37.53) 15(15.17) 63.75(77.5)
China 72.5(33.8) 43.12(47.77) 14.34(11.8) 63.75(77.5)
South Korea 120.83(54.18) 30.41(22.64) 15.71(18.45) --

* Two Chinese households had grandparents living in residence, while none of the Korean households observed had
grandparents living in the same house.

10 All participants from China were Han, except for one father and one mother (from different couples) who identified as Hui.
"1t should be noted that identifying as a housewife at the time of the survey did not mean that these mothers did not or had not
worked outside of the home. All of them either assisted their husbands in their careers, worked part-time on and off over the
years, or had previous careers that they took a break from to educate their children.
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4.1.1 Family member’s engagement in specific housework tasks. Participants were
given a Participant Demographic Information Questionnaire and asked to report which family
member did most of the following common household tasks: cooking, laundry, cleaning, grocery
shopping, taking out trash, and paying bills. Interestingly, reports on which family member
engaged in doing most of these daily housework tasks did not differ significantly by country or
gender of respondent. This indicates that the perception of who was doing the housework,
mothers or fathers, was independent of the role of the person providing the information. The
reports of the distribution of specific household tasks appeared to follow previous research on
gender differences in housework tasks (Coltrane, 2000). Cooking was primarily reported to be
the mother’s responsibility. Although not reaching statistical significance, X*(3)=6.75, p<.08),
Chinese participants were more likely to report fathers as doing the primary aspect of cooking
than Korean participants. Across countries taking out the trash was more likely to be reported to
be a task done by fathers. Cleaning and doing the laundry were more likely across countries to
be reported to the mother’s responsibility.

Table 4.2

Family Member Who Does Most of Housework Tasks in Percentages

Task Mother Father Grandmother  Parents/Equal Child
Cooking 76.60 17.02 4.26 2.13

Trash 19.15 40.43 0 29.79 10.6
Laundry 78.26 8.70 4.35 8.69

Cleaning 56.52 13.04 2.17 19.57 8.70
Shopping 35.42 14.58 2.08 47.92 0
Bills 21.28 44.68 0 34.04 0

4.1.2 Overall fairness evaluation of family division. Participants’ perception of the
fairness of household distribution was assessed with a five point Likert scale (1=very unfair,
3=s0-s0, 5=very fair) included within the Participant Demographic Information Questionnaire.
The average overall reported fairness evaluation of one’s own family division was
3.43(SD=1.18). No significant gender differences in fairness evaluation were found. On the
other hand, country differences in fairness evaluation reached borderline statistical significance
(t=1.87, p<.06), with Chinese participants being more likely to perceive their distribution as fair.
For each group’s mean fairness evaluation refer to Table 4.3.

Table 4.3

Participants’ Fairness Evaluation Means by Country & Gender

Characteristics Mothers Fathers Overall

Country
China 4.00(0.95) 3.50(1.31) 3.75(1.15)
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Korea 2.83(1.26) 3.41(0.99) 3.12(1.15)

Combined 4.10(1.24) 3.45(1.14) 3.43(1.18)

Note: Standard Deviation in parenthesis.

4.2 Reasoning about Hypothetical Situations

4.2.1 Scenario 1: gender unequal division. Contrary to this study’s hypothesis, the
majority of participants found the 1* hypothetical scenario, depicting a gender unequal
household where both parents worked but the mother did the majority of housework, unfair. In
general 75% of parents evaluated the 1% scenario as unfair (For a breakdown of fairness
evaluation across countries, and gender refer to Table 4.4). Unexpectedly, when asked whether
the situation described in the story was fair or not, 10.4% of participants refused to evaluate the
story as either, suggesting that the story was neither fair or unfair, just reasonable or so-so.
Interestingly, chi-square analysis revealed no significant family structure, country, or gender
differences. Intriguingly, although not statistically significant, Chinese participants were almost
20% less likely to evaluate the 1*' story as unfair compared to Korean participants.

Table 4.4

Fairness Evaluations of First Story in Percentages, by Country, Gender, and Family Structure

Fairness Evaluation Fair Not Fair So-So
Country

China 16.6(4) 66.6(16) 16.6(4)

Korea 12.5(3) 83.3(20) 4.2 (1)
Gender

Female 20.8(5) 75.0(18) 4.2(1)

Male 8.3(2) 75.0(18) 16.6(4)
Family Structure

Mother does most 16.6(6) 75.0(27) 8.3(3)

Other Division 9.1(1) 81.8(9) 9.1(1)
Overall 14.58(7) 75.0(36) 10.4(5)

Note: Frequency in parenthesis.

This study employed repeated-measures ANOVAs to test the relationship between
justification type, fairness evaluation (Fair/ Not Fair) and participants’ characteristics including
country (2), and family structure (2 mother does most housework or not) and gender (2). The use
of repeated-measures ANOVA is generally accepted in the analysis of reasoning, especially
within developmental data involving within-subject design (Wainryb, Shaw, Laupa & Smith,
2001). To interpret the effects found within ANOV As, post hoc, Tukey HSD and pairwise
comparisons using independent-samples t-test were conducted.
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The distribution of justifications provided for judgments of the situation in Story 1 is
provided below in Table 4.5. The repeated-measures ANOV As revealed that justification types
varied at statistically significant levels, F(6,314)=3.30, p<.00, N*=.06. Post hoc tests showed
that for the first story equality was significantly more likely to be used than any other type of
justification. To explore possible interactions that may be obscured, repeated-measures
ANOVAs were conducted for justifications with gender, country, and family structure factors
interacting with justification types. This analysis revealed a significant interaction between
justification type and country, F(6,321)=2.05, p<.05, N’=.03. Post hoc pairwise comparison
revealed that equity was significantly more likely to be employed by Chinese couples than
Korean couples (t=1.95, p<.05). On the other hand, equality was significantly more likely to be
employed by Korean couples than Chinese couples (t=2.07, p<.03). Surprisingly, no gender or
family structure interactions were found.

Table 4.5

Gender Unequal Division Hypothetical Scenario Justifications in Proportions by Country, Gender, Family Structure

Justifications

Grouping Equality Participation Equity Perspective Contractual Gender  Family Membership
Country

China 46(.47)  .01(.06) 12(.26)  .03(.11) .10(.25) .08(.23) .09(.18)
Korea .65(.45)  .12(.33) .00 .09(.28) .04(.20) .01(.06) .06(.22)
Gender

Female .63(.45)  .10(.28) .04(.13)  .03(.11) .02(.10) .02(.10) 11(.24)

Male 48(.48)  .04(.20) .08(.23)  .08(.23) 12(.30) .07(.22) .04(.14)

Family Structure
Mother most .61(.48)  .09(.28) .06(.20)  .05(.19) .04(.18) .05(.18) .03(.17)
Other A43(41) .00 .04(.15)  .09(.29) 13(.31) .00 21(.24)

Overall 56(47)  .07(24)  .06(.19) .06(.21)  .07(22)  .05(17)  .07(.20)

Note. Standard deviation in parenthesis. Only justifications above .05 presented in this table.

To explore the relationship between fairness evaluations and justification type, a 2
(Fairness Evaluation) X 4 (Justification) repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted with
justification type as the repeated factor. The model showed that there was a justification by
fairness evaluation interaction, F(12,314)=9.98, p<.00, N’= 27. Such an interaction, although
not consistently explored in other social cognitive domain empirical studies, is not entirely
unexpected, as previous research has also found an interaction between evaluation and reasoning
type (Mulvey & Killen, 2016). Post hoc pairwise comparison revealed that equity was
significantly more likely to be employed by those that evaluated the story as fair than those that
said it was unfair (t=2.80, p<.00). Gender was significantly more likely to be employed by those
who evaluated the story as fair than those who said unfair (t=2.15, p<.03). Similarly,
participation was significantly more likely to be employed as a justification by those who said
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fair than those who said unfair (t=2.49, p<.01) and reasonable (t=2.12, p<.03). On the other hand,
contractual was significantly more likely to be employed by those evaluating the story as neither
fair or unfair (reasonable), than fair (t=3.90, p<.00) or not fair(t=5.64, p<.00). Moreover, equality
was significantly more likely to be employed by those who evaluated the story as unfair than
those that said fair (t=5.83, p<.00) and reasonable (t=6.20, p<.00).

In order to explore the significant effect of the interaction between fairness evaluation
and justification type usage, a repeated measures ANOVA was conducted separately examining
the interaction between age X justification, gender X justification, and country X justification,
when the story was evaluated as fair=1, and when the story was evaluated as unfair=0.
Interestingly, this analysis found a significant country by justification interaction, F(6, 34)=3.00,
<.01, N*=.34, for adults who evaluated the story as fair (fair=1). Post hoc pairwise comparison
revealed equity was significantly more likely to be used by Chinese couples (t=2.33, p<.02).
Moreover, Korean participants were significantly more likely to use participation as a
justification (t=2.59, p<.01). In other words, Chinese participants who found the first story fair
were more likely to use the justification that the father was busier than the mother and therefore
could do less, while Korean participants were more likely to argue that the story was fair because
the father was participating in doing some of the housework. For participants who evaluated the
story as not fair (Fair=0), there was also a family structure X justification interaction, F(6,
420)=2.14, p<.04, N’=.02. Family membership was significantly more likely to be employed as a
justification by participants who had a family housework division in which the mother did not do
the majority of the housework (t=3.88, p<.00).

Table 4.6

Justifications by Fairness Evaluation in Proportions ( by country)

Justifications
Grouping Equality Participation Equity Perspective Contract Gender Family Membership
Country
Korea
Fair 33(.57) .66(.57) .00(0) .00(0) .00(0) .00(0) .00(0)
Unfair  .73(.41) .05(.22) .00(0) 11(.30)  .00(0) .01(.07) .07(.24)
So-so .00(0) .00(0) .00(0) .00(0) .99(0) .00(0) .00(0)
China
Fair .00(0) .00(0) 37(.25)  12(.25)  .12(.25) .37(.47) .00(0)
Unfair  .70(.41) .02(.08) .03(.12) .02(.08) .00(0) .00 (0) 13(.21)
So-So
Overall
Fair 14(.37)  .33(.51)  .21(.26) .07(.18)  .07(.18) 21(.39) .00(0)
Unfair 71(.40)  .03(.17) .01(.08) .07(.23) .00(0) .00(.05) .10(.22)
So-so .00(0) .00(0) .19(.44)  .00(0) .59(.41) .10(.22) .00(0)

Note. Only justifications that occurred overall more than 5% of the time are included in this table. Empty
cells represent no justification used, because none of the participants evaluated it as reasonable.

Summary of findings. As found in previous research examining adult self-reports, the
majority of participants in the present study reported that the mothers engaged in doing most of
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the housework. In general, specific housework tasks were found to follow gendered
expectations, where mothers were reported to engage in doing most of the cooking, cleaning and
laundry. Meanwhile, fathers were reported as more likely to take out the trash. Also consistent
with previous survey data, Korean mothers were reported as spending significantly more time on
housework each day as compared to Chinese mothers. Interestingly, no country or gender
differences were found in reporting the fairness evaluation of their family’s current housework
division.

Contrary to this study’s hypothesis, the majority of participants found a gender unequal
division of labor hypothetical scenario unfair. Surprisingly, around 10% of participants
considered the story neither fair nor unfair (reasonable). In their reasoning regarding a gender
unequal division of labor, participants were most likely to use equality (expectation of sameness)
as a justification. For example, many participants stated both spouses were described as both
having a full-time profession, and therefore the couple should be equally sharing the housework.
Korean participants were found to be significantly more likely to use equality as a justification
compared to Chinese participants.

Interestingly, there was a significant interaction between fairness evaluation and
justification used. Equality was significantly more likely to be employed by participants who
evaluated the story as unfair, while participation, equity, and gender were significantly more
likely to be employed by those who evaluated the story as fair. Significant country differences
were found in justification usage when the story was evaluated as fair. Within the group of
participants that evaluated the gender unequal division as fair, Korean participants were
significantly more likely to employ participation (i.e., it is fair because all family members are
doing some labor) as a justification, while Chinese participants were more likely to use equity
(i.e., it is fair because the husband is working longer/harder at his job) as a justification.
Furthermore, it is contractual (i.e., it is agreed between the two parties) was significantly more
likely to used as a justification by those who evaluated the story as neither fair nor unfair, but
reasonable. Within the group of participants who evaluated the story as not fair, those who came
from a family in which the mother did not do the majority of the housework were significantly
more likely to employ family membership (i.e., they should all participate in the housework
division since they are family members) as a justification.

4.2.2 Scenario 2: strictly equal division between parents. The great majority of
participants (89.58%) found the second hypothetical scenario where both parents work at the
same company for the same hours and divide the housework 50-50, as describing a household
work distribution that was fair. This lends support to Gere & Helwig’s (2012) findings that
individuals endorse the equal division of housework. There were no significant differences
based on gender, country, or family structure. Moreover, while an additional 6.25% found the
story to be neither fair nor unfair, but reasonable, only 4.17% found the story unfair. This
sweeping support of an equal division of housework is consistent with prior findings that
individuals across cultures agree in their evaluation of straightforward moral situations (Nucci,
Turiel, & Roded, 2017).

Repeated-measures ANOVAS revealed that justifications following fairness evaluations
varied significantly from each other, F(2,135)=5.45, p<.00, N*=.07 (Refer to Table 7 for
justification usage). Tukey HSD post hoc tests revealed equality significantly more likely to be
employed than any other justification.
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Table 4.7

Equal Division Hypothetical Scenario Justifications in Proportions by Country, Gender, Family Structure

Grouping Justifications
Equality Gender Harmony

Country

China .82(.34) .06(.22) .08(.27)

Korea .84(.34) .04(.20) .00(0)

Gender

Female .92(.22) .04(.20) .00(0)

Male 74(.41) .06(.22) .08(.27)

Family Structure

Mother does most .82(.35) .06(.24) .02(.16)

Other division .85(.32) .00(0) .09(.29)

Overall .83 (.34) .05(.21) .04(.19)

Note. Justifications only with a .05 proportion or higher presented in table.

Repeated-measures ANOVA revealed a significant justification and fairness evaluation
interaction, F(4, 135)=18.86, p<.00, N’=.35. Post hoc pairwise comparison revealed that equality
was significantly more likely to be employed by those saying it was fair than those saying it was
not fair (t=6.12, p<.00). Gender was significantly more likely to be employed by those saying it
was not fair (t=3.15, p<.00) or reasonable(t=2.50, p<.01) than those saying fair. On the other
hand, harmony was significantly more likely to be employed by those saying the story was
reasonable than those saying it was fair (t=2.45, p<.01). Interestingly, there was also a significant
gender and justification interaction, F(2,138)=3.46, p<.03, N*=.04. Post hoc pairwise comparison
revealed that women were significantly more likely to employ equality than men ( t=2.39,
p<.01).

Table 4.8

Equal Division Hypothetical Scenario Justifications in Proportions by Fairness Evaluation

Justifications
Equality Gender Harmony
Fairness Evaluation
Fair 90(.24) 01(.07)  .02(.15)
Not Fair .00 49(.70) .00

Reasonable 33(.57) 33(.57) 33(.57)
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Note. Justifications only with a .05 proportion or higher presented in table.

4.2.3 Time availability, money, and personal enjoyment as factors. To test whether
several factors previously theorized to affect adults’ decision-making in dividing the housework
(Coltrane, 2000) influenced couples’ evaluations and reasoning, participants were asked to
consider whether the following situations should lead to changes in the housework distribution:
1) the father working more than the mother, 2) the father making more money than the mother,
and 3) one parent enjoying doing housework and wanting to do more.

Working hours as a factor. Consistent with the time-availability hypothesis, 95.83% of
participants stated that if a husband works longer hours the wife should do more housework. No
differences in country, gender, or family structure in evaluations were found.

On the other hand, a repeated measures ANOVA revealed that justification usage
significantly varied, F(3,179)= 14.50, p<.00, N*=.19 (Refer to Table 4.9 for breakdown of
justification usage). Consistent with the time-availability hypothesis, Tukey HSD post hoc test
revealed that equity (acceptance of difference based on differences in time availability) was
significantly more likely to be employed than any other reason.

Interestingly, significant justification and country interactions were found,
F(3,183)=6.45, p<.00, N’=.09. In this context, post hoc pairwise comparison revealed that equity
was significantly more likely to be employed by Korean participants (t=3.38, p<.00). On the
other hand, feasibility (e.g. it isn’t possible to do it another way since the father is absent and
can’t do the housework) was significantly more likely to be employed by Chinese participants
(t=2.25, p<.02).

Table 4.9

Justifications of Whether Working Longer Hours Can Change Division in Proportions by Country, Gender, Family
Structure and Evaluation of Whether Distribution Can Change

Grouping Justifications
Equity Perspectivism  Feasibility Affect

Country

China .37(.44) 22(.35) .26(.38) .06(.22)

Korea .76(.41) .08(.23). 06(.16) .04(.13)
Gender

Female 47(.48) .20(.35) .20(.32) .08(.23)

Male .67(.53) .09(.24) .12(.30) .02(.10)
Family Structure

Mother does most .60(.46) .15(.30) 11(.23) .06(.20)

Other division .52(.47) .16(.32) .27(.40) .00

Can Distribution Change?
Yes .60(.46) .13(.28) 17(.31) .05(.18)
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No .00 49(.70) .00 .00

Overall 57(.46) .15(.30) 16(.31) .05(.18)

Money as a factor. Contrary to previous theorizing that money is an important factor in
deciding who does the housework (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010), 87.50% of participants
evaluated that money should not affect the division of housework. Evaluations of whether money
should change the distribution did not vary significantly by gender or family structure. However,
interestingly, significant country differences in evaluating the influence of money on housework
distribution were found, X*(1)=6.85, p<.00. Only Chinese participants reported believing that
money should be a factor in deciding the division of housework in the family.

A repeated measures ANOVA conducted on justifications revealed that justification type
usage differed significantly, F(3, 183)=7.93, p<.00, N°= .11 (Refer to Table 4.10 for
justifications). Tukey HSD post hoc tests revealed that this overall effect was due to the more
frequent use the argument that “money doesn’t affect the hours worked.” “Money doesn’t affect
the hours worked” was also significantly more likely to be employed than “money doesn’t make
their status higher within the family.”

Repeated measures analysis of the interaction between justification type usage and
evaluation of whether making money should make a difference, revealed a significant interaction
between justification used and evaluation, F(3,183)=12.60, p<.00, N*=.17.Post hoc pairwise
comparison revealed that “no relationship between housework and money” was significantly
more likely to be employed by those saying that money should not change the distribution of
housework (t=2.59, p<.01). “Money doesn’t mean working more hours than the spouse” was also
significantly more likely to be employed by those saying money should not change the division
of housework (t=2.37, p<.01). “Making more money means working more hours” was
significantly more likely to be employed by those saying that the division should change (t=5.03,
p<.00).

Interestingly, significant interactions between country and justification type were also
found, F(3, 183)=15.74 p<.00, N*=.20. Pairwise post hoc comparison revealed that Chinese
participants were significantly more likely to employ “no relationship between housework and
money” as a justification ( t=2.99, p<.00). Korean participants were significantly more likely to
say that “making more money doesn’t mean that the individual worked more hours than their
spouse” (t=5.60, p<.00). Chinese participants were more likely to employ “making more money
means working more hours” as a justification (t=2.40, p<.01).

There were also significant interactions between family structure and justification type,
F(3,179)=3.74, p<.01, N2=.05. Post hoc pairwise comparison revealed that “making more money
means working more hours” was significantly more likely to be employed by those in families
with family structures in which the mother did not do the majority of the housework (t=2.27,
p<.02). Moreover, “making more money doesn’t mean that the individual worked more hours
than their spouse” was significantly more likely to be employed by those in family structures in
which mothers were reported as doing the majority of the housework (t=2.40, p<.01).
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Table 4.10

Justifications in Proportions by Country, Gender, Family Structure of Whether Making More Money Should Change
Housework Division

Grouping Justifications
No Relationship Money Doesn’t More Money More Money Doesn’t
Between Money & Mean Working Means Working Gives Higher

Division More Hours More Hours Status at Home

Country

China .55(.50) .04(.20) .24(.43) 12(.33)

Korea .24(.43) .61(.48) .00 .00

Gender

Female .33(.47) .33(.47) .16(.37) 12(.33)

Male 47(.50) .33(.47) .08(.27) .00

Family Structure

Mother does most .36(.48) 41(.49) .05(.22) .05(.22)

Other division A45(.51) .09(.29) .36(.49) .09(.29)

Should Division Change?

Should .00 .00 .82(.40) .00

Should Not .44(.49) .37(.48) .02(.15) .07(.25)

Overall .40(.49) .33(.47) 12(.33) .06(.24)

Note. Justifications only with a .05 proportion or higher presented in table.

Personal enjoyment as a factor. All participants believed that if one of the spouses
enjoys doing housework, they could do more housework. The universal justification given fell
within the personal domain (Nucci, 2014), “ the person enjoys/likes it” (M=.98). Consistent with
their evaluation of the acceptability of doing more housework if one enjoys it, 89.13% of
participants evaluated that if a spouse enjoys housework and they did more housework it would
be fair. Only 6.52% of participants evaluated it as not fair, and 4.35% evaluated it as reasonable.
No significant gender, country, or family structures differences were found. Interestingly,
although not statistically significant, all of those who said a situation in which a person does
more housework because they enjoy it is not fair, were Korean and from a family housework
division in with the mother did the majority of the housework.

Repeated-measures ANOVA of justification usage varied at significant levels,
F(2,132)=59.22, p<.00, N*=.47 ( Refer to Tables 4.11 and 4.12 for justifications). Tukey HSD
post hoc tests revealed that “likes/enjoys it” was significantly more likely to be employed than
any other justifications. No significant country, gender, or family structure differences were
found. In addition, a significant interaction between fairness evaluation and justification type was
found, F(4, 129)=2.61, p<.03, N°=.07. Post hoc pairwise comparison revealed that enjoy/likes it
was significantly more likely to be employed by those that found the situation fair than unfair
(t=4.13, p<.00) or reasonable (t=3.49, p<.00).
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Table 4.11

Justifications in Proportions by Country, Gender, Family Structure of Whether Enjoyment Changes How
Housework Can be Divided

Grouping Justifications
Likes Choice Equality Relational

Country

China .60(.43) .06(.23) .00 15(.32)

Korea 78(.41) .08(.27) .08(.27) .00
Gender

Female 77(.38) .04(.20) .04(.20) .06(.22)

Male .62(.45) .10(.29) .04(.20) .08(.24)
Family Structure

Mother does most .74(.40) .05(.22) .05(.22) .05(.19)

Other division  .54(.49) .14(.33) .00 .14(.33)
Overall .69(.42) .07(.25) .04(.20) .07(.23)

Note. Justifications only with a .05 proportion or higher presented in table.

Table 4.12

Justifications in Proportions by Fairness Evaluation of Whether Enjoyment Changes How Housework Can be
Divided

Grouping Justifications
Likes Choice Equality Relational
Evaluation
Fair 73(.40) .08(.26) .00 .08(.24)
Not Fair .00 .00 .66(.57) .00

Note. Justifications only with a .05 proportion or higher presented in table.

Summary of findings. As expected, the great majority of participants, independent of
gender, country, or family structure, found a strict 50-50 equal division of housework as fair.
Consistent with the time-availability hypothesis, the majority of participants found that if the
father worked longer hours it should affect the division of housework. In further support of the
time-availability hypothesis (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010), equity was the main
justification used to explain why the father’s longer hours should change the division of
housework. Interestingly, equity was significantly more likely to be employed by Korean
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participants, while feasibility was significantly more likely to be employed by Chinese
participants.

Unexpectedly, the majority of participants did not believe that if the father made more
money that it should impact the housework distribution. Interestingly, Chinese participants were
more likely to report that money should be a factor in deciding how to divide the housework
within the family. Therefore, Chinese participants were also more likely to argue that “making
more money means working more hours” than Korean participants. On the other hand, Korean
participants were more likely to employ the justification that “making more money does not
mean working more hours,” while Chinese participants were more likely to suggest that “ there is
no relationship between housework and money” as a justification. There was also a significant
interaction between justification and evaluation of whether money affected the distribution.
Those who said that money shouldn’t change the division were significantly more likely to use
the justifications that 1) there is no relationship between money and housework and 2) that
making more money doesn’t imply working more hours. Those who said money would change
the housework distribution were significantly more likely to use the justification that making
more money means that the father is working more.

Surprisingly, although not the most often used justification, “making more money means
working more” was significantly more likely to be employed by those in families where the
mother did not do the majority of the housework. On the other hand, families where the mother
did the majority of the housework were more likely to suggest that “ making more doesn’t affect
the hours worked.”

Suggesting the importance placed by individuals on their personal domain (Nucci, 2014),
all participants judged that if one of the parents liked doing housework, they could do more, and
the majority found this fair. The main justification employed by participants for why enjoyment
can be a reason for an individual to do more housework was personal (the person likes doing it
and wants to). Those who evaluated it fair that a person who enjoys doing housework can do
more were significantly more likely to enjoy “enjoys/likes it” as a justification than those who
evaluated the situation as unfair or reasonable.

4.3 Reasoning about One’s Own Household

Consistent with participants’ survey reports on the time spent on housework by each
family, the majority of participants, 76.60%, reported that mothers did most of the housework.
However, family housework divisions where the mother did not do the majority of the
housework were also reported. Almost thirteen percent (12.77%) of participants reported that
their fathers did most of the housework, while 6.4% stated their grandmothers did most of the
housework, the remaining 4.26% of participants reported that the division was evenly split (For
specific breakdown by family member and independent variables refer to Table 4.13). As
expected, country differences in reporting who did most of the housework were found,
X?(3)=8.48, p<.03. Consistent with our hypothesis, and previous survey data (OECD,
2008/2009), Korean participants were more likely to report that mothers do most of the
housework than were Chinese participants, X*(3)=7.46, p<.05.However, there were no gender
differences in reporting.
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Table 4.13

Who Does Most of the Housework in Percentages

Family Division

Mother Father Grandmother Equal

Country

China 60.9 17.4 13.0 8.7

Korea 91.7 83 0 0
Gender

Female 75.0 12.5 8.3 4.2

Male 78.3 13.0 43 43
Overall 76.6 12.8 6.4 43

4.3.1 Justifications for family’s current division. Repeated-measures ANOVA analysis
found significant differences in usage between justification types, F(4,215)=16.84, p<.00, N*=.23
(Refer to Table 4.14 for justification type usage). Consistent with the time-availability
hypothesis, Tukey HSD post hoc test revealed that equity was significantly more likely to be
used than any other justification type, to explain the rationale for participants’ family’s current
division of labor. Participants’ justification type usage did not differ significantly by gender or
family division. However, a significant country and justification interaction was found,
F(4,215)=3.43, p<.00., N*=.05. Post hoc pairwise comparison revealed that Chinese participants
were significantly more likely to employ equity as a justification than Korean
participants(t=2.83, p<.00).

Table 4.14

Justifications for Current Family Division in Proportions by Country, Gender, and Family Division

Grouping Equity Feasibility Gender Perspective Habit Lazy
Country
China .65(.41) .06(.23) .02(.10) .06(.23) .09(.24) .06(.17)
Korea .38(.44) 21(.38) .19(.38) .04(.20) .08(.24) .02(.10)
Gender
Female A45(.45) 15(.31) .04(.21) 11(.30) 11(.26) .04(.14)
Male .58(.43) 12(.34) 17(.35) .00 .06(.22) .04(.14)
Who Does Most

Mother 55(.44) 17(.35) .11(.30) .00 .08(.25) 03(.11)
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Father 24(41) .00 .16(.40) 33(.51) .16(.25) .00

Grandmother  .50(.50) .16(.28) .00 .16(.28) .00 .16(.28)

Equal* .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Overall 51(.44) 14(.32) 11(.29) .05(.21) .08(.24) .04(.14)

*Equal division only used equality as a justification, however this justification occurred less than .05.

4.3.2 Family fairness evaluation. Unlike in the case of hypothetical scenarios, there was
no clear majority in participants’ evaluation of their own family’s division of housework. Around
forty percent (39.58%) of participants found their family division fair, while 39.58% found their
family division as unfair, and the remaining 20.83% found the division neither fair nor unfair,
but reasonable. Evaluations of fairness differed significantly by country, X*(2)=11.28, p<.00.
Chinese participants were significantly more likely to find their family’s division as fair, while
Korean participants were significantly more likely to find their division as unfair. Evaluations
also differed significantly based on family division, X*(2)=5.89, p<.05. Participants were more
likely to find their family unfair if the mother was reported as doing most of the housework than
other family divisions. Contrary to expectations, no statistically significant gender differences
were found.

Table 4.15

Evaluation of Own Family Division Fairness in Percentages by Country, Gender and Family Division

Fairness Evaluation

Fair Not Fair Reasonable

Country

China 50.0(12) 16.6(4) 33.3(8)

South Korea 29.2(7) 62.5(15) 8.3(2)
Gender

Female 50.0(12) 41.7(10) 8.3(2)

Male 29.2(7) 37.5(9) 33.3(8)
Who Does Most Housework

Mother 50.0(18) 33.3(12) 16.7(6)

Father 66.7(4) 0 33.3(2)

Grandmother 66.7(2) 33.3(1) 0

Equal 50.0(1) 0 50.0(1)
Family Structure

Mother most 50.0(18) 33.3(12) 16.7(6)

Other division 63.6(7) 9.1(1) 27.3(3)

Overall 39.6(19) 39.6(19) 20.8(10)
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Note. Frequency in parenthesis.

4.3.3 Justifications following fairness evaluation. There were significant differences in
usage of justification types, F(6,315)=4.49, p<.00, N*=.07, and significant interactions between
justification type and family structure F(6,315)=3.38, p<.00, N*=.06. However no gender or
country differences were found (Refer to Table 4.16 for all justifications). Post hoc pairwise
comparison revealed that equality was significantly more likely to be employed than any other
justification. Interestingly, post hoc pairwise comparison analysis of family structure revealed
that equality was significantly more likely to be employed by those in families where the mother
does the most than other family structures(t=2.88, p<.00). Perspectivism was significantly more
likely to be employed by those in family structures in which mothers did the majority of the
housework (t=2.37, p<.01). Contractual (i.e., it was agreed upon by the two of them) was
significantly more likely to be employed by those in a family structure in which the mother did
not do the majority of the housework(t=2.09, p<.03).

Table 4.16

Justifications for Fairness Evaluations of Own Household by Country, Gender and Family Structure

Justification
Grouping Equality  Equity Perspective  Contractual ~ Family Feasible Affect
Membership
Country
China 24(.34)  .19(.37) .08(.16) .07(.22) .04(.20) .15(.30) 12(.24)
Korea 43(.49)  .04(.20) 22(.41) .04(.20) .08(.23) .06(.22) .00
Gender
Female .36(.46)  .09(.28) 17(.34) .05(.21) .08(.27) .01(.06) .08(.23)
Male 36(.40)  .13(.33) 13(.30) .06(.22) .04(.13) .20(.35) .03(.11)
Family Structure
Mother does most 41(.44)  .10(.28) .20(.35) .00(.05) .04(.18) .07(.21) .04(.12)
Other division 13(.32)  .18(.40) .00 .22(.40) 13(.31) 13(.32) A13(.31)
Overall 34(.43)  .11(.30) 15(.31) .05(.21) .06(.21) A1(.27) .06(.18)

As found in hypothetical scenarios, there were significant interactions between fairness
evaluation (fair/not fair) and justification types, F(12,315)=5.07, p<.00, N°=.16. Post hoc
pairwise comparison revealed that equality was significantly more likely to be employed by
those saying not fair than fair(t=5.35, p<.00) or reasonable(t=4.84,p<.00). Equity was
significantly more likely to be employed by those saying fair than not fair(t=2.50,p<.01).
Contractual was significantly more likely to be employed by those evaluating their family
division as reasonable than not fair (t=2.06, p<.04). Feasibility was significantly more likely to
be employed by those evaluating their family division as reasonable than fair (t=2.17, p<.03), or
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not fair(t=2.81, p<.00). Affect was significantly more likely to be employed by those who
evaluated the story as fair than those who evaluated as not fair(t=2.08, p<.03).

Table 4.17

Justifications for Fairness Evaluations of Own Household by Fairness Evaluation

Justification
Equality Equity Perspective Contractual Family Feasible Affect
Membership
Evaluation
Fair .11(.20) 22(.41) 13(.27) .05(.22)  .07(.24) .06(.16) 13(.27)
Not Fair 70(.44) .00 18(.37) .00 07(.24)  .02(.11) .00
Reasonable .08(.17) A13(.31) A13(.31) .18(.33) .00 .34(.46) .03(.10)

Summary of findings. Most participants described their mother as doing most of the
housework. Consistent with the time-availability hypothesis, most participants described their
family’s current division to be based on equity (who had more time did more). In homes where
the family was described as having an equal division, equality was the main justification used.
Surprisingly however, participants were almost evenly divided on their evaluation of whether
they found their family’s current division as fair. Interestingly, 20.83% of participants rejected
the dichotomous assignation of fair or not fair, and instead evaluated their division as reasonable.
However, in families where the mother was reported as doing the bulk of the housework,
participants were more likely to evaluate it as unfair (although not universally). Consistent with
this finding, as Korean participants were more likely to report that mothers did the most of the
housework, they were also more likely to find their family’s division unfair. Justifications for
evaluating one’s family’s division varied significantly by country. Chinese participants were
more likely to use equity as a justification than Korean participants.

When justifying their fairness evaluation of family practices, participants were more
likely to use (lack of) equality as a justification than any other justification. Equality was most
likely to be used as a justification by those evaluating their division as unfair, while equity was
significantly more likely to be used as a justification by those who evaluated their family
division as fair. When evaluating their family’s division as neither fair nor unfair, but rather
reasonable, participants were more likely to employ contractual and feasibility as justifications.
Moreover, affect (they love each other) was significantly more likely to employed as a
justification by those who evaluated the division as fair than those who evaluated it as unfair.

Interestingly, justifications varied significantly by family structure. Families who had a
household labor division in which the mother did the majority of the housework were more
likely to employ equality and perspectivism (he isn’t thinking about her needs or feelings) as
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justifications. On the other hand, contractual was most likely to be employed as a justification by
those from families in which the mother did not do the majority of the housework.

4.4 Fairness Evaluation Across Situations

Interestingly, participants’ evaluations across the two hypothetical scenarios and their
own family’s division all significantly differed from each other, X*(4)=63.97, p<.00. As
expected, participants were much more likely to say the story of strict equality was fair and the
story where the mother does the bulk of the housework was unfair (Refer to Table 4.18 for
breakdown). Furthermore, as expected, participants were more likely to find the hypothetical
scenario of perfect equally as fair than their own family’s division.

However, contrary to previous findings (Turiel, 2008), participants did not evaluate the
hypothetical scenarios and their own family’s divisions similarly. Although most participants
reported having family situations where the mother did most of the housework, surprisingly
participants were much more likely to say that the hypothetical scenario in which the mother did
most housework was unfair than they were to say their own family’s situation was unfair,
X(4)=11.34, p<.02.

Table 4.18

Fairness Evaluation Across Situations in Percentages

Fairness Evaluation

Not Fair Fair Reasonable
Gender Unequal Situation (1% 75(36) 14.5(7) 10.5(5)
Perfect Equality (2™ 4.1(2) 89.6(43) 6.3(3)
Own Family 39.6(19) 39.6(19) 20.8(10)

Note. Frequency in parenthesis.

4.5 Changing Family Division

Participants were also almost evenly divided regarding whether their family’s current
division should change. A little over fifty percent (53.2%) of participants stated that they
thought their family’s situation should change, while 46.8% of participants stated that they did
not think their family division should change. Surprisingly, no gender or country differences
were found (Refer to Table 4.19 for details). However, a significant relationship between fairness
evaluation and an evaluation of whether the family division should change were found, X*(1)
=21.21, p <0.00. Participants were significantly more likely to say their family’s division should
change if they thought that their family division was not fair. All those who evaluated the family
division as reasonable did not believe the family division should change. Furthermore, family
structure significantly affected evaluations of whether current family division should change,
X?(1)=4.27, p<.03. Participants were significantly more likely to say that the family division
should change if the mother was reported as doing most of the housework.
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Should Family Division Change (Percentages) Evaluation by Country, Gender, and Family Structure

Change
Yes No

Overall 53.2(25) 46.8(22)
Country

China 43.5(10) 56.5(13)

Korea 37.509) 62.5(15)
Gender

Mother 58.3(14) 41.7(10)

Father 47.8(11) 52.2(12)
Family Structure

Mother does most 88(22) 12.0(3)

Other division 61.9(13) 38.1(8)

Note. Frequency in parenthesis.

In addition, those who evaluated that fairness was important in deciding how to divide
the housework were significantly more likely to believe that the family division should change,
X?(1)=4.85, p<.02. Chinese participants were significantly more likely to consider fairness as not
important in considering how to divide the housework, X*(1)=12.00, p<.00 (# of Participants that
found Fairness Important: China=6; Korea=18). Those who evaluated that fairness was
important were significant more likely to evaluate their family division as unfair, X*(2)=8.33,
p<.01,(Important: Fair=8; Unfair= 14).

Table 4.20

Should Family Division Change (Percentages) Evaluation by Fairness Evaluation and the Importance of Fairness

Change
Yes No

Fairness Evaluation

Fair 42.1(8) 57.1(11)

Not Fair 89.5(17) 10.5(2)

Reasonable .00 100.0(9)
Fairness Important?

Yes 69.6(16) 30.4(7)

No 37.5(9) 62.5(15)

Note. Frequency in parenthesis.
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4.6 Assumptions about Gender

When it came to stating whether they believed there to be naturally occurring gender
differences in abilities to perform certain tasks, participants provided distinctly gendered
responses. (Refer to Table 4.21 for percentages for each task). Surprisingly there were no gender
differences in reporting gendered beliefs regarding task ability. However, the majority of
participants believed that women were better able to care for children, while men were believed
to be naturally better at fixing tings around the house. While 43.75% of participants that men and
women were both naturally good at doing housework, a slightly higher percentage (47.92%)
believed women were better able to do housework in general. Participants were also evenly
divided on whether men and women were equally able to clean, or whether women are better at
cleaning. On the other hand, around 60% of participants believed men and women were equally
able to cook, make money, or to shop for groceries.

Interestingly, significant country differences were found. Country differences were found
in reporting gender competence in fixing things (23 out of 24 adults in China believed men did it
better), while in Korea they were almost equally divided (11 thought it was the same 13 thought
men did it better), X*(1)=11.11, p<.00. Country differences were also found in assumptions
about gender-based differences in ability to make money, X*(2)=7.96, p<.01, South Koreans
were significantly more likely to report that there are no gender differences (same=19,
female=1, male=3), while Chinese participants were significantly more likely to report that men
are better at making money (same=12, male=12).

Table 4.21
Gender Differences in Abilities to Engage in Particular Tasks in Percentages

Housework  Childcare Cook Clean Fix Shop Earn Income
Same 43.75 37.50 25 59.57 46.67 61.70 64.96
Women 47.92 56.25 0 36.17 42.22 31.91 2.13
Men 2.08 4.17 75 4.26 11.11 6.38 31.91
Different 6.25 2.08 0 0 0 0 0

4.7 Discussion

This chapter’s findings lend further support to previous research on the gendered nature
of housework distribution. As expected, the majority of participants reported that women did the
majority of the housework (Coltrane, 2000; Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010). In addition,
mothers in South Korea were more likely to be reported as doing the majority of the housework,
and to be spending more time each day doing housework than Chinese mothers (OECD,
2008/2009). This suggests that despite rapid economic changes, the gendered distribution of
housework remains a relatively stable phenomenon.

However, contrary to this study’s hypothesis, the majority of participants found a gender
unequal division of labor hypothetical scenario unfair. Interestingly, there was a significant
interaction between fairness evaluation and justification used. Equality was significantly more
likely to be employed by participants who evaluated the story as unfair, while participation,
equity, and gender were significantly more likely to be employed by those who evaluated the
story as fair. Therefore, while as expected conventional reasoning expressed through using
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conventional gender norms as a justification, was more likely to be employed in support of an
uneven distribution, moral considerations such as participation (regardless of amount) and equity
(expected difference based on different circumstances) was also supportive of inequality. In
addition, as hypothesized, country differences were found. For those who found the story fair,
Korean participants were significantly more likely to employ participation as a justification,
while Chinese participants were more likely to use equity as a justification. However, unlike the
hypothesis, Chinese and Korean participants did not differ in the domain of reasoning used, but
the type of justification within the moral domain. That is, both employed moral reasoning to
make sense of the hypothetical scenario, but differed in their focus on either participation (i.e.,
both spouses are doing something) versus equity (i.e., they differ and therefore the amounts they
do differ).

As expected, in general participants across countries found a hypothetical scenario
involving a strictly equal division of housework in which both parents work the same and do the
same amount of housework as fair. However, in support of both the time-availability hypothesis
and social domain theory’s emphasis on importance of exploring the coordination of the personal
domain and the moral domain (Nucci, 2014), adults believed that time-availability (father works
more) and personal preferences (parent enjoys doing housework) are legitimate factors that
should result in a difference in housework distribution. Interestingly, they did not consider
income as a sufficient factor to warrant differences in housework distribution. While the majority
of participants were likely to believe that time-availability was a legitimate reason for differences
in housework, interesting country differences were found. Korean participants were more likely
to justify an uneven distribution to be an issue of equity (the spouses have differences in time-
availability), while Chinese participants were more likely to justify an uneven distribution to be
an issue of feasibility (e.g. the circumstances don’t allow it to be any other way). This suggests
the importance of considering the role that issues of how pragmatic considerations play a role in
justifying gender differences in different social contexts (Brose, Conry-Murray & Turiel, 2013).

Surprisingly, and contrary to this study’s hypothesis, no gender differences were found in
either evaluating or reasoning regarding the fairness of hypothetical or own family divisions of
housework (Brose, Conry-Murray & Turie, 2013; Gere & Helwig, 2012). Consistent with the
time-availability hypothesis, most participants described their family’s current division to be
based on equity (who had more time did more). However, and also contrary to hypothesis,
participants were evenly split regarding whether the gendered division of housework in their
home was fair or not. In addition, unexpectedly, 20.8% of participants did not consider their own
family’s division as an issue of fairness, and instead suggested it was a reasonable division.
Unlike previous findings then (Coltrane, 2000; Mikula, 1998; Zuo & Bian, 2001), it cannot be
said that there is a clear majority that believes that their family’s division is fair. Rather,
individuals appear to be almost evenly divided in their evaluations of their family’s division as
fair, unfair, or neither fair nor unfair.

It was anticipated that Korean participants, who had more gender unequal family
structures, would be more affirmative of gender norms in their evaluations of how housework
should be divided. Instead, they were found to be more critical of gendered divisions of labor and
employed mainly moral reasoning for their justifications. Consistent with Coltrane’s (2000)
suggestion that men’s proportional involvement in housework is one of the greatest predictors of
whether women find the distribution fair, Korean participants were more likely to report that
mothers did the most of the housework, but they were also more likely to find their family’s
division unfair. In addition, justifications for evaluating one’s family’s division varied
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significantly by country. Chinese participants were more likely to use equity as a justification
than Korean participants. This might suggest that a greater proportion of inequality may not be
justifiable based on differences of time-availability alone.

Interestingly, justifications regarding the fairness of one’s own family division varied
significantly by family structure. Families who had a family structure in which the mother did
the majority of the housework were more likely to employ equality and perspectivism (i.e., he
isn’t thinking about her needs or feelings) as justifications. On the other hand, contractual was
most likely to be employed as a justification by those from family structures in which the mother
did not do the majority of the housework.

Surprisingly, assumptions about gendered abilities did not appear to play as an important
role as expected when reasoning regarding housework distribution. Although when directly
asked, as described in the gender assumptions section, participants held gendered assumptions
regarding skills surrounding housework tasks, most participants, whether finding gendered
divisions of labor fair or unfair, employed moral reasoning (e.g., equality or equity) as their
justifications and did not focus on explicit gender norms.

These findings provide additional insight to previous research on distributive justice and
housework distribution (Mikula, 1998). For example, in direct contrast to the relative resource
hypothesis (Aassve, Fuochi, & Mencarini, 2014), at least in this Korean and Chinese sample, the
majority of participants did not believe that income should be a factor in deciding how the
housework should be divided. Furthermore, when discussing why they found their family
division fair, none of the participants made social comparisons with others as a rationale for their
acceptance (Nordenmark & Nyman, 2003; Thompson, 1991). However, a great majority of
participants’ believed that time-availability was an important factor in both deciding housework
and justifying an uneven division of labor (Becker, 1974). Most of their justifications in support
of an unequal division resulted from assumptions of differences in time-availability. Therefore,
time-availability by itself, and not resource dependence or gender ideology, appears to be one of
the main approaches used by individuals to “legitimize” the inequality they see in their homes
(Braun, Lewin-Epstein, Stier, & Baumgértner, 2008).

The overall findings regarding fairness evaluations of the gendered housework
distribution suggests a more complicated picture than previously suggested. One, the fact that
20.8% of participants found their distribution neither fair nor unfair, suggests that relying on a
dichotomous survey of “fair” or “not fair” is not providing an adequate assessment of
individual’s actual evaluation of their family’s division. The findings also suggest a strong
connection between individual’s evaluations regarding the fairness of situations and their
justifications. In situations that participants evaluated as unfair, they were significantly more
likely to employ the justification of equality (should have sameness of condition). If the situation
was evaluated as fair participants were more likely to rely on equity (differences in situation/time
should lead to differences in doing housework). However, contrary to previous findings
suggesting that individuals evaluate hypothetical and real observed transgressions similarly
(Turiel, 2008), similar to findings in the children’s results chapter, Korean and Chinese adults
did not apply the same evaluations to their own family’s division as they did to a hypothetical
scenario that also involved a more gender unequal division of labor.

Finally, individuals appeared to assume that the issue of the gendered distribution of
labor was an issue between two gender-neutral individuals. As shown in the gender assumptions
section, while participants hold gendered assumptions regarding natural abilities to engage in
specific housework tasks, rarely were these gendered capabilities directly referenced in their
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justifications for how the housework should be divided within their own home. Individuals
expected their housework’s distribution to be resolved mainly through equality, equity, or
contractual agreement. Rarely did participants acknowledge the societal forces in place that
made it so that the majority of mothers so happened to do the majority of housework. The
findings suggest that the evaluation of the fairness of one’s housework distribution can appear
gender neutral (without direct references to gender), and as a straightforward moral issue of
equity or equality, because many times participants do not consider the societal structures in
place that make it so “mother’s have time.”
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Chapter 5. Thematic Analysis of Family Members’ Conceptualizations of a Fair Household
Labor Distribution

In this chapter, I explored how the individual members of the 24 Chinese and Korean
families I interviewed and observed approached the issue of dividing household labor fairly. As
mentioned in the introductory literature review, no one previous theory has been able to fully
explain the continued gendering of housework distribution or why individuals might find this fair
(Coltrane, 2000). In addition, rarely have studies explored all of the family members’
experiences and reasoning for the gendered division of labor that they experience (Beagan,
Chapman, D’Sylva, & Bassett, 2008). Furthermore, the majority of social domain theoretical
studies, as well as the previous chapters were limited to describing evaluations and justifications
of a fair division of household labor in generalized and abstracted terms. Infrequently has the
literature turned to how individuals are conceptualizing fairness and the underlying expectations
and assumptions that individuals hold regarding the context (such as the family) that they are
asked to evaluate and reason about.

Through a thematic analysis focused primarily on 39 Chinese and 40 Korean family
members’ interviews, I examined in greater detail how individuals are conceptualizing the issue
of a fair division of household labor. Through such an analysis, it was possible to go beyond
understanding just direct evaluations (fair or not fair) and a supporting justification (it should be
equal), to also foreground the underlying concepts, ideas, and narratives that support individuals’
moral evaluations and justifications. In particular, extending and heeding social domain theory’s
emphasis on the importance of context, this chapter analyzed how individuals contextualized
their evaluations and reasoning, through analyzing when they consider certain evaluations
appropriate and the intermingling of assumptions that can help explain inconsistent fairness
evaluations across families and individuals. In the following pages, I present findings on how
individuals conceptualized a fair division of household labor, why individuals may be accepting
of an uneven/unequal distribution of labor, and cultural and gender assumptions that underlie
their reasoning regarding how the household’s labor should be divided.

5.1 Within-Family Agreement on Reported Household Labor Division & Fairness
Evaluation

Supporting previous research on household labor distribution (Coltrane, 2000; OECD
2008/2009), in the majority of participating families, women were observed and reported as
doing the bulk of the housework. In all observed Korean families except for one, the mother did
most of the housework. In one Korean family, the father did most of the housework. Mothers
were reported as doing most of the housework in seven out of the 12 Chinese families. Two
families that had grandmothers living with them reported the grandmothers as doing the bulk of
the housework (mainly cooking). Of the remaining three Chinese families, in two of them the
father did most of the housework, while in one both parents reported an even division between
them. Interestingly, although interviewed individually, there was almost universal agreement
between family members regarding which family member did most of the housework. In only
four out of the 24 families was there disagreement about who did most of the household labor. In
all cases, parents agreed. In four families the children disagreed, reporting the father as more
involved than the parents reported.
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However, there was much less within-family agreement when it came to evaluation of the
fairness of the family’s division of household work. In ten out of the 12 Chinese families
(83.3%), there was within-family disagreement on whether the family division was fair. In nine
out of 12 Korean families (75%) members disagreed with each other about the fairness of the
division. Overall, 41.7% (33) of participants said their family division was not fair, while
48.2%(38) said the division was fair, and 10.1%(8) said that the division was neither fair nor
unfair, but reasonable.

While rarely explored, this study suggests that although most family members are in
accord with who they perceive as doing the most housework, how they make sense of the
division and their reasoning regarding such divisions markedly differ. This indicates, that as
found in prior research, perceiving differences in housework involvement is not a sufficient
cause for evaluation of the division as unfair (Braun, Lewin-Epstein, Stier & Baumgértner, 2008;
Lachance-Grzela, McGee & Ross-Plourde, 2019). In order to better understand and account for
inconsistencies in how individuals within these families make sense of the issue of fairness in the
division of housework, it is important to first understand individuals’ expectations regarding how
household labor should be divided.

5.2 Amount Doesn’t Really Matter, but it can’t be Nothing

In evaluating the fairness of different divisions of housework, one main theme
participants provided was an (minimum) expectation of involvement. When presented with a
scenario in which the father decided he was only going to do housework on the weekends if he
remembered to, the majority of participants expected that he be more proactively involved, and
at least help do some of the housework. For example, a Chinese 12-year-old boy argued,“The
man also can’t let the woman do everything, he should also take on some of the woman’s burden,
although there is a big burden on their (man’s) shoulder.” (35 ABASEEGA L2 A, Bl
HE L NI BIRE _EAEA 4 RBR).

As alluded to in the boys’ statement above, participants expected a minimum of
involvement in household labor participation independent of the other factors that might be
affecting a spouse’s ability to fully engage in household tasks, such as being busy, being tired, or
making more money. Emphasizing that being busy does not excuse one from doing housework, a
Chinese mother argued:

It doesn’t matter if I am busy at work, or not busy, the family is communal/ shared.
Actually, if he is tired from work and does housework, that is a way of participating in
the family. It should be this way.

AAVE R TARC Gy, ATty e, LR, Sl TARRER M 5
NG HENZE, BAZRXER]

As illustrated in the above two excerpts, the majority of participants believed that the
burden of housework should be shared. No involvement was almost universally accepted as
unfair. For example, a Chinese father stated: “That is a family right? It is formed by both parties.
It doesn’t matter how much, you still have to do it (housework). Rather it shouldn’t be not doing

even a little bit, that is not very reasonable” ( ABZ¢ RENS , Xy RN RE, ToIe iy
Z /0, BB . AR IZ— REAK, IX @A A1E ). As can be seen by the
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father’s statement, participants tended to argue that since one is a member of the family, one
should do at least some housework. However, at the same time as participants emphasized the
importance of participation, they tended to de-emphasize the need for considering “how much”
housework the family member who was expected to participate should engage in.

Hand in hand with statements declaring the need for family members to engage in their
household labor, were concurrent statements that specifying how much housework each family
member completed was unimportant or unnecessary. Explicit statements of the non-importance
of quantifying amount of housework involvement were mainly found within Chinese families.
Echoing the previous statement by a Chinese father illustrated above, a Chinese mother argued:

I think when it comes to a family, it should be both people together put in effort, although
I don’t care —don’t fuss over how little or much effort one of the people put in. But, you
can’t say you won’t do even a little ( won’t do anything at all).

AAFHS T A FERGIZ WD NLFEA . BIAAET AT 2 Hfr—
NN Z 5D, HRARESE— RAREA T

Rather than the amount of housework that each family member completed, participants
argued that what mattered was that a family member should do something'?. Chinese participants
expected that each family member “participate” in doing the housework, since household work
was seen as all family members’ responsibility. However, they did not quantify or qualify the
type of participation, or specifically stated that they believed the amount did not matter.
Underlying such an approach was a greater emphasis on the importance of “doing something”
rather than “doing how much.” For example, at 16-year-old Chinese daughter stated “Every
person should take on some of the burden, I can’t really say specifically how much” (£~ A\ #F
R — S, RHZ /D EBEUE ) . The Chinese daughter’s statement was typical of
the majority of statements in which an expectation of participation was mentioned. Participants
tended to either dismiss the amount of participation expected, or to leave out the expectation of
amount of involvement altogether in their responses.

5.2.1 Even Steven: rarely even. As illustrated by the above excerpts, the expectation of
involvement was often characterized in unclear and undefined terms regarding the amount of
involvement. Participants rarely explicitly suggested the amount of housework that family
members should engage in. When amount of housework was specified, it was in terms of an even
split. Although most statements regarding involvement of housework tended to not specify the
amount of labor expected, a strictly 50-50 division of housework was expected when both
spouses were seen as being in the same situation, either through both being income earners,
working full-time, or being seen as equally tired. For example, in Korean households, if a couple
were both income earners and both worked, participants were more likely to believe that their
family’s housework should be equally divided. As a Korean mother pointed out “Anyways, since
we do the same work with each other and work together, we are able to divide the work between

ourselves. It fits. So I think we have a good division” (OFRE EL|7} 0f- 20| 20| YS 5t &

12 Housework was seen as a form responsibility towards the family.
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O L= L7t of 2B Of 0= OfF A & 7HHM SHAROIR. HRAM. J2{L7t 2 20|
E O|FX|= A ZotR).

For Korean participants, children were more likely to mention an expectation of a 50-50
division than their parents. Of the total times that “even split” was mentioned in the interviews,
64.2% of the mentions were made by children rather than by their parents. Children were more
likely to believe that a fair division is one in which there is an even split. For example, a Korean
9-year-old-boy pointed out “Neither of them should be doing more work than the other, but
rather be fair and do the same amount” (EC+ E0|5H Qt=| 1 ZHSHAH H£Z0| ofH EAZ0IR.
... ol= 0| EZCH=71R). This may be as a result of children’s greater emphasis on equality,
and less consideration for other factors that may complicate how the division should be made
(Nucci, Turiel, & Roded, 2017), or in support of previous research that has found that Korean
children reject inequality solely based on gender (Noh & Midgette, 2018). Parents less frequent
mentions of an equal division seems to suggest a gap between children’s and adult’s expectations,
with adult Korean participants being less likely to expect an equal division of labor.

On the other hand, Chinese families seemed more likely to expect equality within the
family than Korean participants in general, especially in situations where both spouses were
described as working full-time and equally tired. For example, a Chinese mother stated:
“Actually both of them are teachers, both of their work is tiring. Then, when it comes to
housework, I think it should be equal” (HLEEP AERZE T, TAFARZRRI. ASAEXTT
FEWILIX—H )L, Fowfs iz 2 F2:1)) . As can be seen in the Chinese index of code
application usage (Appendix C), Chinese children and adults were equally likely to expect a 50-
50 division. A little over half (54.8%) of all mentions of an even split were made by adults, while
the remaining 45.2% were made by children. This suggests a greater agreement within Chinese
families regarding an expectation of equality within circumstances that are seen as similar, as
well as a potential greater agreed upon expectation of equality in the division of labor. In another
family, a Chinese father shared his thoughts on the expectation of an even division “It should, it
should, if their work time is the same, they should do the same, the same amount of housework”

(BiZoe, Wiz, MR NTAERE (—FEZ) , NWiZa i —rEm. FFERZE ).
Table 5.1

Frequency of instances of mentions for different forms of participation in household labor by country

Country
Form of Participation Korea China
To Help 463 (1% 402 3')
To be Proactive -- 374(4™)
To Participate -- 289(6™)
To Collaborate 159(6™) 211(8™)
Even Split 67 (15™) 170 (9™)

Note. In parenthesis is the rank of most frequent application within each countries’ dataset ( 1% is the highest).
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However, in their interviews participants were more likely to consider that no
involvement in household labor is unfair, than to emphasize that a fair division of labor is one
characterized by an even division. Participants’ greater emphasis on the importance of (an
unspecified) participation rather than in an “equal” participation is best illustrated by the rarity of
mentions of an expectation of equality. As presented in Table 5.1, both Chinese and Korean
participants rarely mentioned an expectation of an even split. Furthermore, suggesting a greater
cultural acceptance and expectation of equality in housework division, Chinese participants were
more likely to expect an “even split” than Korean participants. As can be seen by the table, an
even split was the 15™ most commonly used code in Korean families, while it was the 9™ most
applied code in Chinese families. On the other hand, other forms of participation that were not
explicit on their amount of involvement, were much more common. For example, in Korean
interviews “to help” was the first most applied code, while “to collaborate” was the 6™ most
applied code (See Table 1 for frequencies). Similarly, within Chinese interviews “to help” was
the 3™ most applied code, followed by “to be proactive” as the 4™ most applied code, “to
participate” as the 6™ most applied code, and “to collaborate” as the 8" most applied code.

5.2.2 Doing something, rather than doing equally: how fathers and children meet
their obligations. As presented above, rather than strict equality, the majority of participants
expected various non-specified amounts of participation. As evidenced in Table 5.1, in both
countries, the main expectation of some involvement tended to be described through the
terminology of “help.” As previous researchers have argued (Beagan, Chapman, D’Sylva, &
Bassett, 2008; Zuo & Bian, 2000), “help” is a conceptually murky term that does not place full
responsibility on the “helping” family member to be as much engaged in the housework as the
other family member being “helped”.

This clear conceptual difference between taking full responsibility for the housework
versus helping can be best illustrated by one of the Chinese father’s explanations: “Housework
should be something you sometimes help to do, or help do a little, even if it is not your main
responsibility, but you should help together, together do housework, I think it should be done this
way” (ZEFXPZRME/RTE— N, B e — M, MR AL 1S, HEH—E,
—EMFE S, IR IE N IZIXFE %), As argued previously, this father expected that
individuals be involved in doing some housework, but was careful in not clarifying how much
housework should be done. Rather, the focus in this father’s explanation of how housework
should be divided, was less on “division” and more on a vague expectation of a form of limited
involvement that can be considered a joint activity, where the spouses are seen as doing the
housework “together.”

The expectation to “help” tended to be almost always applied to the family member that
was reported as having limited involvement in household labor. Help was thus seen as an
expectation for meeting a minimal standard of participation. The following statement by a
Korean mother describing her husband’s participation captures the notion that helping to do
housework was not considered to be synonymous with taking an equal share in household
responsibilities, “I obviously think we’re supposed to do it together, but the other person thinks
of it as helping me out.”(Lt= &5 20| s{OFstCt M2h sh=0| T2 ' EtECHD YZto}
HEQ). Thus, those described as helping or expected to help, were often those that did less
housework.
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In both countries fathers were much more likely to be described as the one who should
“help.” Thus, fathers, who were often reported as doing less housework than mothers, were
expected to make up for their lower involvement by “helping.” As can be seen in Table 5.2, it
was significantly more likely for participants to expect that the one who should help should be
the husband/father, followed by children, and least of all wives/mothers'>. Out of all the
utterances that were coded for suggesting that a family member should help the other, 83.8% of
Korean and 51.9% of Chinese helping utterances specified that fathers should be the one to help.
Korean participants specified that a child should help 14.6% of the time, while Chinese
participants were slightly more likely to believe that the child should help, by specifying the
expectation that the child should help in 31.5% of the utterances. Mothers were least likely to be
expected to help. Thus, less involved family members were more likely to be expected to help.
However, reflecting the fact that in a few Chinese families fathers did more housework, in
Chinese families 16.6% of the helping utterances specified expectations for the mother to help,
while in Korean families 1% of utterances expected mother’s to “help.”

Table 5.2

Instances of Statements Specifying Who should Help with Housework (Percentages) by Country

Country
Who Should Help Korea China
Father 83.8 51.9
Child 14.6 31.5
Mother 1.0 16.6

As presented in Table 5.2, Chinese children were slightly more likely to be expected to
help do the housework. Much of this expectation came from children themselves. In Chinese
families, 65% of the statements made regarding an expectation that children should help were
made by children. Surprisingly, 75% of statements made expecting children to help were made
by female participants. This may be as a result of the societal and cultural practice that
encourages and results in daughters’ greater involvement in housework (Hu, 2018). On the other
hand, in Korean families, parents were slightly more likely to believe that children should help
with housework than their children. 62.1% of statements suggesting children should help were
made by parents. This may be as a result of Korean children’s relatively low involvement in
housework compared to other countries (Rees, 2017).

5.2.3 Collaborative meal making: a gendered practice. The general expectation that a
family member who does not do the bulk of the housework should “help” do some of it was
accompanied by other expectations for involvement expressed through statements revolving

'3 Country differences in reporting expectation in father’s involvement in housework because in China fathers are
more likely to do more housework, and in some families, mothers did less housework than other family members.
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around participation. These included the notion that “people should do something” and engage in
“collaboration.” Collaboration, or doing the housework jointly, in particular, was used frequently
in both Chinese and Korean households in conjunction with the concept of helping (See Table
5.1). For example, a Korean father stated, “That’s why they need to help out with the housework.
That’s why the men — is the expression “helping” the (right) one? — should do it together...

together. Even if they’re exhausted. ” (AL|7t LS =F|OFE. JB{L[7} X7} EbELCH=
HEO0| & 71 20| aljoFx 20|, ElEC{2 k). The father’s statement helps illustrate how “ to

help” and to “do it together” were seen as conceptually synonymous, while also revealing how
“to do it together,” similar to “help” were described as behaviors that still assumed that one
family member would still be taking on the majority of the household labor.

The majority of behaviors described as involving a form of participation, such as helping,
engaging in doing the housework jointly, and other forms of engagement tended to be described
in generalized terms, without specifying or assessing the extent of the participation. The
generalized expectation that a family member should do “something” without specifying how
much or how often, is well illustrated by one of the Chine mother’s statement “I think the
husband should still jointly take on the burden with his wife. You can’t say the wife should keep
going on like that. Um, I think if he proactively goes on to take on the housework, the wife will
be much happier” (AN LIGEZ MAZ A ZEFAL R 20K 4H, AR — H ik 7 X
fie W, A RAMRENS LA LRI 5T 1E . F RS HEEGR) o As can
be seen by the Chinese mother’s statement, proactive engagement, helping, and jointly taking on
the burden, were all forms of participation expected of those who did less housework. However,
such terms were employed and described in ways that masked the actual amount of participation
that could or should be expected.

Observations of families as they prepared a meal revealed, that just like “helping” had
gendered differences in its application, collaborative or joint engagement in housework was also
distinctly gendered. While participants tended to report that they were jointly engaged in making
meals, observational data revealed some interesting gendered patterns in the collaborative
activity of meal making. For example, in both countries, if fathers participated in meal-
preparation, they tended to be in charge of the frying/ cooking of the dishes, while mothers
tended to prepare all the ingredients, by taking them from the refrigerator or pantry, washing
them, cutting them, and getting the spices, while the men “manned” the stove. In this manner,
mothers (and at times grandmothers) tended to take on many more actions while the fathers
tended to focus on frying/cooking. If the father did the frying/cooking, mothers tended to put the
dishes on the table, while if the father did not assist with cooking he would put the dishes on the
table (see Figure 5.1). Therefore, while fathers could be described as “cooking,” they were more
peripherally engaged in preparing the meal, rather than would be expected by the neutral
description of “we cook together.”

Figure 5.1 Gendered Collaboration of Tasks in Meal Making
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Family 1: Korean family with 13-years-old daughter: Mother prepares, father cooks, mother sets
table.

Mother prepares Father fries meat Mother sets table.

Family 2: Korean Family Son 10-years-old— Mother does the cooking, father sets table

Mother serves rice Mother cooks Children and father set table

Family 3: Chinese Family Daughter 16-year-old - Mother cooks, father sets table

Mother cooks Mother serves food Father sets table

Family 4: Chinese Family- Son 12.7 05/14 Father fries, mother prepares, all set table

Father fries Mother cuts ingredients Mother and son set table Father sets table
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Overall, observations suggested the gendered nature of “collaboration” that in interviews
was masked by gender-neutral statements such as “we should do it together” * it should be done
jointly.” Observations of family collaborative involvement in meal preparation revealed the often
times gendered division in meal preparation, where mothers tended to prepare ingredients, while
fathers cooked/fried the food on the stove or helped set the table. Therefore, while family
members were co-present in the process of meal making, they were not equally involved.

5.2.4 Summary of expectations of how household labor should be divided. Rather
than a strictly 50-50 equal division, the majority of participants expected family members to
engage in different forms of participation in household labor in which the amount was not
specified. The most common forms of expected participation found in both countries, such as “to
help,” and “to collaborate,” were vague in their description of the amount of involvement
expected. An expectation to help was mainly used to describe expectations for fathers and
children, but not mothers. Also gendered, was the actual division of labor within “collaborative”
activities, such as meal making, in which fathers specialized in a few tasks, while mothers tended
to take on more of the meal preparation. Chinese participants in particular, were explicit in their
statements what mattered was that each family member participate in housework, rather than the
amount of participation. While participants expected each family member to do some
housework, rarely did they expect an even division of labor. It was only mainly in situations
where spouses were described as having the same working situation, working the same number
of hours, and being equally tired, that participants described expecting an even distribution.
However, rather than sameness or equality, participants were consistently more likely to assume
that there would be differences between family member’s involvement in doing housework.

5.3 Gendering Equity: Accepting Gendered Differences

Underlying many of the evaluations of how housework should be distributed was the
assumption and acceptance that there would be differences between family members in how the
housework was divided. As mentioned previously, participants rarely expected an even split in
the division of housework, instead they assumed that one family member would end up doing
more housework than the others. From a moral reasoning perspective, the expectation that
individuals should differ in the rewards, labor, or resources they receive, based on their
differences in effort or need or resources has been termed equity (Nucci, Turiel & Roded, 2017;
Rizzo & Killen, 2016). In the case of household labor, equity theory (Adams, 1965; Walster,
Walster & Berscheid, 1978) would suggest that a fair distribution is one in which there is an
equal ratio of “input and output” between partners (Braun, Lewin-Epstein, Stier, & Baumgirtner,
2008). For example, Braun, Lewin-Epstein, Stier, & Baumgirtner (2008) argued that from an
equity perspective, individuals would find it fair if there is difference in the housework division
based on the fact that the other spouse spends more time working. In other words, differences in
time spent in paid-labor served as a legitimizing reason for differences in time spent on
housework.

Participants shared several main factors believed to legitimize an unequal division of
labor. The main factor believed by family members in both countries to create and result in a fair
yet unequal division of housework were the differences between family members’ time
availability. Other factors included differences in energy levels, ability or skill, and sense of
responsibility (See Table 5.3). However, while these factors appeared to be and have been
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treated theoretically as gender neutral (Coltrane, 2000), participants consistently employed these
factors in gendered ways.

5.3.1 Differences in time: women have time to labor, men are too busy. Time
availability, or the suggestion that differences in available time at home should result in
differences in involvement in household labor (Becker, 1974), was one of the most frequent
rationales for a fair but unequal division of labor made across countries. As can be seen in the
Chinese Index (Appendix C), in Chinese families, time availability was the most frequently
applied code (1149 mentions), making up 20% of all code applications from the top 30 codes
applied to family interviews. In Korean families (refer to Korean Index Appendix C), time
availability was the second most frequently applied code, making up 10.1% of all code
applications applied by the top 30 codes. An exemplary statement of time availability can be
seen by the following Chinese father’s statement “At home it’s just who has time, does a little

more, who is busy does a little less” (1F 2% B AN, 2Mf—L, LD fi—L).

Table 5.3

Instances of Gendered Applications of Main Factors in Expectation of Difference (Percentages)

Country
Factors that Differ per Individual Korea China
Time availability
Husband busier/ Wife More Time  88.6% 57.6%
Wife busier/ Husband More Time  11.4% 24.5%
Both are busy -- 17.9%
Tiredness
Wife is tired 55.2% 43.9%
Husband is tired 44 .8% 47.3%
Both are tired - 8.8%
Household Labor Skills
Women better 81.1% 47.2%
Men better 18.9% 52.8%

However, as evidenced by Table 5.3, time availability, along with other factors, was
consistently gendered in its application and in its underlying assumptions. While theoretically
time availability could be gender neutral, most participants assumed that women had more time
than men, while men were seen as busier. Korean participants in particular, were most likely to
point out that the father is busier than the mother. This time availability difference tended to be
used as a rationale for why mothers/ the wife would end up doing a little more housework'®. For
example, a Korean mother stated, “Naturally, the wife would do more housework because she

14 Children were also seen as not having the time to do much housework because they had to study. *Korean (28) Chinese (35)
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spends more time at home.” (OFF 2= £210[ T ool Toi| /= A[ZH0| H2L[7} TR E i3
& O B0| 5H21%). While it seemed “natural” that the wife should do more housework, since she

has “more time,” few participants considered the structural factors in place that made it so that
women were more likely to work less paid-hours.

In addition, similar to the case of an expectation of participation, participants did not clarify
to what extent mothers should take on more of the housework. For example, a Chinese father
said “In our house the mother does more (housework) and the father less, because the mother has

more time and the father has less time, it’s based on their time” (RTR B 2 & E MK 2 L%
a2, FAREREZS, RKERELD, BIEMATEEISR). Such statements of “more”

and “less” obscured the fact that if paid and non-paid household labor are combined, both
Korean and Chinese women on average work more total hours than men (OECD, 2008/2009).
While mothers were expected to pick up the slack, rarely did participants mention the need for
fathers to make up the differences in laboring hours once they were back home.

Discursively, a father’s greater involvement in the paid-labor force seemed to give carte
blanche in terms of his lesser (or non) involvement in housework, while naturalizing the fact that
mothers took on the majority of the housework. For example, a Korean son (9 years) stated,
“Since the mother has more time, she is bound to do more work. Even if the father wants to help,

he can’t because of work” (F0t7F FH A|7H0| BeL|7t B HO| E=pHtof| SIS AL, Ottt =
QtF AN E Lif20f| ZE=FF7|UHE0]). Rather than a strict sense of equity (combining the

hours of labor), greater involvement in paid labor seemed to remove the expectation for the
father to do a specified amount (if any) of household labor. For example, a Korean father stated,
“On top of that, well, on weekdays the husband comes back from the office, exhausted after
working, so I don’t think he would have time to do a lot of housework... he probably doesn’t

have any time to spare.” (52 ¥ B & Z2 2= HHO| &0l L oiCt &l EA oL Bol &
AZEZERE.. AZEZEXR 0127t @12 A Z20). However, observations of Korean families revealed

that even when “free” during the weekend, fathers did not make themselves available to do
housework. It would seem that rather than a strict move towards equity, time differences in paid
labor was used as a method for justifying and accepting women’s greater involvement, without
strict monitoring or expectation of an equitable involvement on the father’s side.

5.3.2 Gendering tiredness: home as a place of rest (for men). In addition to time
availability, tiredness and differences in energy levels were described as important factors in
influencing how the housework should be divided. However, while both parents of both genders
were thought to be tired (Table 3), the cause of their tiredness was distinctly gendered. Fathers
were in general, described as tired as a result of their work. For example, a Korean father pointed
out “If the husband has a lot of work outside the house, wouldn’t he be tired when he comes
home?” (2 HHE B0l A 5t= 0| M2 o] @2 m|=&t A OfL|0|R). On the other hand,
mothers were primarily described as tired as a result of doing the housework, or as a result of the
double burden of both work and household labor. As a 13-year-old Chinese boy said “Because
they have the mother do all the housework, this way the mother is very tired, more and more
tired.” (A AN EEMEEIFMRS, IHGFRRR, HRHER-).

While both genders were considered to be tired, men’s tiredness was seen as a rationale
for why they did not have to do (much) housework. Chinese father explained his situation:
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Well, for example, I am very busy, I am actually very busy, I am also tired, so maybe
when I come back home I just don’t have any energy (strength) to do it (housework).
Maybe coming back home I need to “have a rest,” then my wife can do a little more, take
care of me

AREEIM AR, FASLARAT, B ARER, ATRERIBIBI R Bt nl REBA IR MT
o AIREFR[EIEI 5K AT RE TS Eihave a rest, IRFRIFEF 2 i—LE, B — 3K

As seen by this father’s explanation for his lack of involvement, being tired from laboring
in the marketplace freed him up to rest at home, while the mother (who also worked), was
expected to do ““ a little more” and take care of the husband so that he could rest. Another
Chinese father echoed how his tiredness prevented him from participating in making dinner:

My wife is a little tired, but I often arrive home more tired, and have the habit of just, no,
I am too tired, I am going to lie down, maybe just sleep. When they come over they will
just wake me up tell me its time to eat.

LR AL FCPRTERIZE, R T, RAIBEUE, AMT. KR T, FRE
A, ATRERLESE 1, AT i Bk, 1z IR

The home space was seen as a place where overworked fathers could come to rest, rather
than to labor, however mothers were not given the same consideration. Mothers were seen and
expected themselves to protect men’s time and health. A 65-year-old Chinese grandmother
explained the expectation for women to take on men’s burden: “She has to think about how very
tired her husband is, in order to reduce her husband’s burden she can do a little more housework”
(AR R SRR R ML, O SR sAe—28 4140, Z45—285¢55). In another more extreme

example, a Korean mother stated:

I think people who work relatively less hours at their workplace would have a higher
chance to help out in the house, take a break or spend time for themselves. That’s why.
However, it’s the norm to work until later hours in a lot of private companies in Korea,
and they usually end up coming home around 10 pm on weekdays. Forcing them to do
the same amount of housework as me during weekdays is like telling them to go die
OFFEi= ZIF0M B Ao = B Ush= A2 HoM HALE St =3 AL LHE
2ol & 4= A= 7H5-90| ROMX|FOIR. 1 0|7 Z&. 2l ZFHM &S| AKX Lot= 2|

= o
CietRl=ol APZ|HS0|1 H&E Toll 10AE LHER. H0ll=. 13 AtEfete| Tetd

BHE =
S Yo L £Z20] 52t Z235h= A O AMEEHE| o2t Est= A 20t

On the other hand, a mother’s tiredness was given as a reason for why the father should
“help” do housework. For example, a Chinese mother pointed out “The husband can also
participate in doing some housework. From Monday through Friday the mother is doing all the
housework, so maybe this wife is also very tired” (LR FES HE¥5 5515, J&— 2 & 1.2 8]
HIRFE TR, WX DT EEZRN). A Korean father agreed with this sentiment “If
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the wife is having a hard time and is asking for help, then of course you would help her. > (OtLH
7t &S0t J2H & EHED & = =R OFE). However, while as illustrated by both of
these examples, fathers were expected to help, a mother’s tiredness did not receive the same

level of protection as did father’s tiredness. Considering his own mother and father’s division of
labor, a Korean father reflected:

I guess my father could have done more. My father used to run his own business and |
think he was stressed a lot while running it. He was stressed, but in retrospect, he could
have done more. Because, when I was in college my mother had been hospitalized and |
sometimes think that maybe if my father had supported her more back then she would have
been healthier than she is now.

OFHX|Z7H O SHe 4= UUA=E, OFHX| = OfR| AFHE SR, St O|H| AER AT AIHSE

St O 2oNE 2 20, O30, JSX|2H O SHA &= JAAE AUS A ZotR. XF

AZtSH 2, ALFH I O{THL| 7t R|ZF OfA| Tt CHe i B ol RS 20| AUR=H, OF
HX|7t & O ZotFAo™M L7t & O AYSHAIX| 28 S Ol 42t 012,

As illustrated by this excerpt, a mother’s wellbeing was not necessarily protected to the
same extent as fathers. Fathers were expected to help, but tired mothers were still expected to do
more if not most of the housework. In summary, differences in energy level as a result of
working harder, undergoing more stress, or being tired in general, was believed to result in
differences in how the housework should be distributed. Men were, in general, perceived to be
more tired as a result of their work, while women were seen as being tired from doing all of the
housework, or having to balance doing housework and also working. Men’s tiredness was
believed to legitimize women doing more housework, while women’s hardship in doing
housework was used as a rationale for an expectation that men should help do some housework.
However, while both genders were recognized as being tired, it was assumed that women would
end up doing more housework than men, which ultimately prioritized giving men the opportunity
to rest.

An expectation that father’s rest should be prioritized occurred despite recognition by
participants that the required balancing of childcare, housework, and laboring in the market had
caused mothers to face serious health issues within their own families, such as the
aforementioned hospitalization of the father’s mother (Korean father 09/29), a miscarriage
(Korean mother 09/29), as well as high levels of stress (two Chinese families). An extreme
example of the devaluing of women’s well-being in the home can be seen in the case of one
family Korean family (10/11), where we observed the mother wear a cast as a result of breaking
her leg two months prior, and yet, she was still expected to and did do the majority of the
housework. In other words, women’s health and exhaustion was not given the same value or
similar expectation of protection as men’s wellbeing. This lack of consideration for women’s
well-being is supported by recent research that has found that Korean women who were unhappy
with their husband’s involvement in housework were 2.6 times more likely to have suicidal
thoughts than those who were happy with their husband’s participation (Lee et al., 2018).

5.3.3 Gendered notions of ability. In addition to assumptions about differing levels of
available energy and time, participants also assumed differences in terms of ability in
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accomplishing certain housework tasks. Presumed differences in ability (or skill), tended to
follow gendered lines. Overall, in both countries men were believed to be physically stronger
than women. On the other hand, women were believed to be more attentive to detail and
meticulous. A Chinese father summarized this distinction “I think in terms of physical strength
and nature, women are naturally more attentive than men, while men are naturally physically
stronger than women. How can you talk about fairness? When there is a competition they

compete separately” (FI2 WAFEMSIRIFRMERYL, L ERAH LMD, FAEEDRAL
LB REARRUATE? LEFERY gttt AN F— i LE39).

These assumed differences in ability were translated in gendered expectations for
household labor involvement. Men in particular were believed to be better suited for household
tasks that required strength and/or height, such as fixing things around the house, or vacuuming.
For example a Korean mother stated “Men would have the advantage in tasks involving general
repair and machinery since the work usually requires strength and men apparently have better
space perception and are more skilled in those fields” (&t 2[0f| CHiAM = &= S0{7I0f &[0,
7| & 2HE He O X 2AHE = HARS0| & FOLIT, S2F X|ZE 7 O] A T FofLtctn
E0{M, EXIE0| &0 {2[& H Z0tL). Moreover, women were believed to be better suited for

tasks that required attention to detail, or meticulousness, such as cooking, cleaning, and
childcare. For example, a Korean father stated,

Because I do most of the heavy lifting, replacing light bulbs and cleaning. My wife is in
charge of cooking, laundry, and then organizing the children’s clothes. I can never do that
— ever — because my wife has to decide whether the clothes would fit the children or it
should be thrown away. That way I can choose to throw it away or not and figure out
how to take care of it.

ALIH 2 =U F71= 7L TS 7t H A 5h= H OlF AE2 AL M7t SHA=ER. TAL
ol & = BES2, 22, MIEL O CH20| Q1| of S R HalsiA L= 7. 3 X7t

. L5 of Sete| 2IN| Shi= RIX| OF:X| 0] HE RIX| 2F

RL—- A L—

. J12{OoF 11 TAFEO[ siFOF L7t 2 FHX| 1 M| =7t & 5h=7F =

>
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Being better at different types of household tasks, often translated into the expectation
that those who were more skilled at particular tasks did more of that task. For example, a
Chinese mother described her own household’s situation:

I am good at cooking, so I can cook at little more, if I like it. If I am willing to clean the
bathroom, I can do it a little more. The dad can do (tasks) that requires a little strength,
like fixing things, or replacing something the house needs, or fixing/ maintaining the car,
the like. He is better at those things.

FAAB IR A T F Al LA IR — A, FREZ A RIS AT H A,
AT LAZ AR —LE, S8 A LA — S LU BGRTI . RAEBI, B 2 s AT 4
Fillo sl RYHE LW Y. Al EEA A 5.
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Overall, these gendered assumptions were translated into action as evidenced by my
family observations in which mothers did the majority of cooking, cleaning, and childcare while
fathers did household repairs. This gendered division of housework also occurred in a household
where the mother reported that at the beginning of their marriage both spouses did not know how
to cook (Chinese Family 04/02) and the mother ended up teaching herself. In addition, because
“heavy” or physically taxing household tasks identified by participants, such as doing repairs
tended to occur less frequently in the household, these assumptions about gendered skill
differences required less of father’s involvement and more of women’s involvement (mothers
and grandmothers) in doing housework. Men’s assumed lesser ability in doing most household
tasks was then used as an explanation for their lower involvement. An example of such reasoning
is provided by one of the Chinese mother’s explanations for her family’s current division:

For example the father isn’t very good at doing housework, just there are some things, he
completely doesn’t know how to do, and he needs you to remind him, even if you remind
he will forget, and doesn’t do it. So I naturally, because these things need to get done, so
then I will just do it myself. If I have energy and the strength to do it I will proactively go
do it, and I don’t have to make him do it. So when it comes to housework, he does little
housework.

HANZ S EA RIS 55, U2 A LR, B LA RE A X e
JUs SAJE R EURERNE, 12 T REt sl Wi ARk EAs, B
ISR, SRIRTRATRE H AN 1o A AR IGO0 T IR T3l 25
SUNESRAIAR T o FTUASLRAER F5IX L, fhEs s s .

As observed in the mother’s explanation, as in the case of men’s lack of time, and lack of
energy, mothers were expected to make up for fathers’ lack of skill. However, even in situations
in which men had the time, the energy, and the skill, they did not necessarily participate in
household labor. In one Chinese family I observed, for example, the father was home for the
weekend, well rested, and described himself as the better cook in the family. To avoid cooking,
the father strategically picked up their baby, while his 65-year-old mother cooked the meal, and
his wife set the table. The below pictures illustrate how rather than directly relying on
traditional gender ideologies, the father uses holding his baby as a way of making himself
unavailable for housework. While the husband holds the baby to play, and avoids cooking,
when the mother holds the baby, she also makes the time to change the toilet paper roll in the
bathroom.

Figure 5.2 Gendering of Baby Holding
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Mother hold baby and changes toilet paper roll Father holds baby while his mother cooks

5.3.4 Gendered responsibilities. In addition to a belief in differences in ability,
participants also referenced culturally agreed upon norms regarding gendered differences in
responsibilities (Nordenmark & Nyman, 2003). While not as commonly used as an explanation
as could be expected (refer to Appendix C for frequency of mentions), both Chinese and Korean
participants referenced the Confucian tradition of “men work outside, women work inside,” as
one of the reasons why men traditionally put more effort into the workplace, while women are
expected to put more energy into the family (Zuo & Bian, 2001). For example, reflecting a more
traditional ideology, a Korean father stated, “Housework is a woman’s job, earning money

outside is a man’s job” (7IAIR2 OAF7} & | HPZO|M = e L2 XY ). Presenting a

similar mentality, a Chinese 12-year-old boy stated,

I feel it is quite fair, because men are bound to be the main supporter of the family, to
have a good career and to make the family prosper. Then the woman is at home, doing
some housework, and earning a small amount of money. Men go out to earn money, and
women take care of their homes.

WRAHELPRY, FOVFH AR, U2 RT0R, w2l SIZnbi. AR At
FHE, BEERSSIEN, TR VMG T BB AT, L L5
H.

As evidenced by the Chinese son’s statement, those who employed this traditional gender
ideology, tended to argue that since there is a balanced division of labor, one working outside,
and another working at home, the household’s division was fair. Rather than strictly citing
“tradition,” traditional justifications assumed that both genders were involved in laboring in
some form. However, as presented in the previous pages, the majority of participants relied on
gendered time differences, rather than explicit gender ideologies in their reasoning of a fair
household labor distribution.

5.3.5 Summary of gender(ing) equity. In this section, it was illustrated that for many
family members, considerations of differences in time, energy, or skill and ability were gendered
in their application. Equity, as practiced by participants, was applied in distinctly gendered ways
that supported the continuing gendered and uneven distribution of household labor. Participants
tended to describe fathers as having less time, having less energy for housework, and lacking the
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necessary skills to do the majority of the household tasks. Meanwhile, women were described as
being more available to do the housework, less tired from laboring in the workplace, and more
attentive to detail and therefore more skilled in doing many of the household’s required tasks.
Participants recognized that as a result of compensating for father’s low involvement in
household labor, mothers might be tired, and therefore fathers were expected to help and do
some household tasks. However, participants did not attempt to describe how “much” should
fathers “help,” nor did they consider how much more mothers would end up laboring in total
with only partial help from fathers.

In sum, in the majority of cases in which differences in household labor was expected,
participants tended to prioritize men’s experiences, and set their time, energy, and skill as the
standard for deciding how the housework should be divided. Rather than relying directly on
gender ideologies, participants relied on at times seemingly gender-neutral differences in time,
energy, and skill as justifications for a division where mothers were expected by their family
members and expected themselves to do more housework. Participants rarely considered the
larger societal forces in play that made it so that men appeared busier, tired, or were believed to
be less skilled, and rather treated their own family as having made the division based on their
own unique situation. As a result, in the majority of families, participants reasoning regarding an
equitable arrangement continued to support mother’s greater involvement in household labor, as
well as greater time spent laboring overall.

5.4 Belief that There is No Such Thing as Absolute Fairness in the Family Context

In line with participants’ lack of expectation of equality, and acceptance of (gendered)
difference, this study instead found that a strict notion of fairness was not the primary criterion
considered as suitable for evaluating a family’s household labor. Rather, the majority of adult
participants in both countries argued that a strictly fair division was not the end goal or
particularly desirable. Instead, participants suggested that rather than fairness, the division of
housework should be flexible and evaluated for whether it was accepted by the other family
members, emotionally satisfactory, or reasonable (see Table 5.4).

Table 5.4

Mentions of Statements that Argue for Other Values rather than Strict Fairness (Percentages)

Country

Statement Korea China
Can’t Apply Fairness to the Home 8.5% 12.9%
It is Reasonable/ Emotionally Satisfactory 26.5% 20.3%
Acceptable 11.9% 11.0%
Home as not a place for Reason - 2.0%

It is about Love 9.5% 11.7%
It is about Happiness & Satisfaction 15.0% 18.1%
Should be Flexible 28.6% 24.0%

Note. Percentages calculated from total frequency of statements within the table.
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Some participants disagreed with the notion that fairness could or should be used to
evaluate a family’s division of labor. Chinese fathers in particular were reluctant to apply the
notion of fairness to the family context. For instance, when asked whether the family’s division
was fair, the Chinese father stated, “Fairness? When it comes to the home there is no such thing
as thinking fair or not fair” (2"FWE, WLEER E B BAH AL FPALFHY155). The home
tended to be described as an environment incompatible with an expectation of fairness. Echoing
the Chinese father’s sentiment, a Korean mother stated, “I don’t think household chores need to

be divided up equitably/fairly— at least in our family’s house, in our environment” (XK= &+
=EES SY5H sHof ettt MZISHK|= 40, M3 T 7oA =, B S0M=).

A rejection of the application of fairness to the family seemed to be linked with the
notion that the family is a unique context in which couples reached a form of emotional balance
or acceptance. For example, another Chinese father stated, “In the family there is no saying fair
or not fair. Fairness should be, in a family’s environment (context), reaching a
relational/emotional balance, at work it is win-win (collaborate and collectively win)” ({£ % EE 5
AN AE, N PNIZRE, EXRENEE, k28— MR, £ 1F EZda
{E3LER). The relational and intimate nature of the family was considered by participants to be
incongruous with fairness.

Specifically, participants seemed leery of an “absolute” fairness ideal being applied to
evaluate a family’s division. For example, a Chinese mother stated, “There is no absolute
fairness. So I am saying that there is only tacit understanding, only balance. There is only a kind
of balance, and there is no absolute fairness” (835G 260 T2 Fo LAV 2 A B2 A
S, O, TRAA 4a X5 2 ). Rather than fairness, participants argued that the
family was a place where balance should be reached.

Participants tended to emphasize that fairness was not relevant in the life of a couple. In
another Chinese family, the father pointed out, “This, I think this still rather something between
two people, because this thing (housework), has no absolute fair or not fair” GXPFAHRZ B2
WA NBYEEIE, RECAFEIX R ZRPE T, A 400 B AN ). Participants appeared to treat
“absolute fairness” as an outside evaluation that was unnecessary in influencing the decisions
between a couple. For example, a Korean mother stated, “Is equity always fair/equitable? Is it
like that in life? It's not like that when couples live together” (BEH= Al 25 SLaHOF =H? 440f QU
O{A? 282 Meto|2h= Al & O™ A £ X| &£0t2.) Couples then, were considered to lead a life in

which fairness was neither expected nor considered as an appropriate factor in making decisions.

5.4.1 Family as a place of love & happiness rather than fairness & equality. A strict
sense of fairness in which each individual was treated equally or the same was believed to be
more appropriate for the workplace rather than the home. Rather, participants tended to reject
expectations that housework be strictly divided 50-50, or that there be clearly a clear detailing or
tallying of who should do how much of each household chore. For example, a Chinese father
stated, “I think between a wife and husband it doesn’t matter, who does more, who does a little
less, I don’t think it matters. Between a husband and a wife you shouldn’t be counting
(measuring) these things” (FRINAEREZ BELMIBN, EWEM—R, P—KR, REEH
B AR. REZEARNIZITERIXL).
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When presented with a scenario in which the spouses who worked the same hours at the
same company decided to divide the housework 50-50, some participants believed that this form
of fairness made the family appear too much like a workplace, and lacked the “familial warmth”
that is normally present in the family. For example, after reading the scenario a Korean mother

stated, “It (the 50-50 situation) can appear reasonable, but I think it lacks affection” (&2|H2 =
HO{E £ QUX[2F HO| ol= A Z0LR). In their rejection of a 50-50 division, participants argued

that rather than a strict and absolute fairness, a family’s situation should be decided based on
love and happiness. For example, a Chinese mother stated:

In China there is an old saying *“ the home isn’t the place where you talk about reason.”
In other words, everyone can find a balance, so you can accept, I can also accept, he can
also accept. And then harmoniously get along, you don’t have any disputes, just have a
point of balance, finding a balance point is enough. There is no absolute fairness.

PERQZEMECRA El#fiﬂ’]iﬂlﬁ”o ?tzwﬁjt’?ﬁﬁ?izﬂ—/\$@i5, IR AL
BX, JUERZ, fhthgsEs. RARMERL, AETEESH, Xu:—1
FER, HERXDEEREALLT 5%2@%5@@%

As can be seen from the excerpts above, participants argued that the intimacy of the
family made it an inappropriate place for expecting a reason-based, absolutely fair division of
labor. As household labor was seen as a form of caring labor (Glenn, 2010), motivated by love, it
was seen as incompatible with the standards set for the workplace. In other words, participants
created a dichotomy between affection and intimacy in the family and the expectation of evenly
dividing housework.

5.4.2 Affect rather than fairness as maintaining balance. Rather than principles of
fairness or equality participants relied on affect and affection as the main method for influencing
and maintaining a balanced division of labor. Participants mentioned two factors/mechanisms
other than fairness that were assumed to prevent one family member from being overly burdened
within the family: 1) understanding and consideration, and 2) consultation.

Understanding. Within the family context, in both countries, adults were more likely to
suggest that a balance in labor would be achieved through understanding and consideration of
each partner’s needs. For example, a Chinese mother stated “You don't have to deal with it so
strictly. I think this. If the wife can understand, understand, and support his work, I think there

should be no problem. That is to say, the husband can choose to do less or not do it” (7] LI H
HEATEAS TN . FRAX R AN SR REMS T, BEAE, SO TARRYIE . FRABN %2
BOA Y . EjnmwﬁjtﬁiT PAeRE /D, sl 2 /A0, Interestingly, in both countries,
mothers were more likely to be the one’s describing the expectation that there should be
understanding (Korea-65.4% female, China- 76.4% female). Part in parcel with this, in general
mothers were also more likely to be the one expected to be the ones understanding of their
partner’s needs. Another Chinese mother described this gendered expectation:

I think a family should understand each other. When the father is busier at work, maybe
he will do less housework, only on the weekends he can help a little. Then the wife may
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assume the role of mother. She will take care of the whole family and let her husband
work with peace of mind.

AT — R N EAHBRIRR . 8 65 TAF 7 T B pO I fl Al BB K S5 = /b — R
S FRACKEHMU 24, SREZE 1Al Re e ARG IE iy A, s 22 RIS R Y
A, LESERAD TAFIX

Although participants tended to use gender neutral language that implied mutual
understanding and consideration, such as by stating that “there should be understanding” or
“consideration for each other,” when it came to explaining the current division, women were
described as, as well as expected themselves to be understanding and caring (and therefore take
on a greater share of the housework). Underlying the expectation of understanding, was the
recognition by some participants, that women had to be understanding, because any higher
expectations would lead to conflict and eventual divorce. For example, a Korean mother stated:

Because if you start nitpicking on this and that and the equal division of chores, married
couples are bound to have a lot of fights. I think, based on the people around me, the
more the parents argue, the worse it is for their children. So rather than arguing for the
equal distribution of household work, since I’ve seen people around me get divorced
because of it, they have to be more understanding of things. Household chores aren’t a
critical part of marriage. If they love each other and understand each other a little bit
more, make sacrifices and devote themselves to their marriage, it would be fine. It can
always be a “I’ll do the cooking, you do the dishes” kind of dynamic.

OHLH O] BE 0|7 0] FHALL| BHE 0| MIX|CH B S5t 7ho| WEE 30| YojLtm, L

Adztofl O] =2I2| AHRES O A 2, MZ0| ZHOHX|H Ot0| S| = FE 1 Ol eFEoL|7t
Of J2{L |7} fI2HSHH QIX| T2{L|77h O] 7kt 2| S ELH=E SlLFH W Fo(0M O MRS
Of RAOIM 0|28t AIZS0[ AU 2E| it =S2 0|FH SQ3EHK| 7] W20l M= At
51~ O[5li5HH~ Ofal5HH == 2 O|sli5tH E|H=2~ 22 7 HTHEH HO| WR7| = 5K

oF, =S T L7} S5k~ # A5 S~ ZhAL 22 26| U7 - LIZFEAX] L7t 5t

Understanding then, rather than fairness, served as a form of care labor expected from
women to create a “balance” that would prevent the dissolution of the family. However, as
previously mentioned, family members expected that the actual division be decided as a result of
agreement.

Consultation.In both countries, adult participants suggested that consultation would be a
primary mechanism for creating a good division of household labor. Despite the relative
resources hypothesis regarding negotiating power, most participants did not acknowledge actual
power differentials within marriage, instead describing consultation as occurring between two
equal partners. For example, a Chinese father stated:

Because the family is, how do you say it? Just that a family is made up by us coming
together and creating this whole (unit). If there is a problem we can discuss it, talk more
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about it, it is not maintained by this system, just based on a shared understanding to
maintained the life of this family.

RNF RN E LW, AU F R AL SRS sy — MR, TR
TEATRT AR, Z2IRE AT, AT B EERAERY , 2 5L R YRR e 71X
PREENA

Participants assumed that if there was a problem in the family’s division, the family
would come together and discuss the changes that should occur. For example, a Chinese mother
pointed out:

I think its normal, just that I can bear it. Let me put it this way, maybe if there is a day 1
can’t bear it anymore, maybe I will organize a big meeting, redistribute again, basically it
is like this.

G — B, WU RAEASZAT T XA, MRERA —FIRZA T HIH,
AT REM AU E T, B, BEAR LRttt

The onus to change the housework is based on the expectation that the family would
come together and discuss it. However, underlying the consultative process, is the expectation
that one member who is dissatisfied will be the one to bring on the consultation—to ask to
change. For example, a Korean father stated, “ When my wife complains about certain issues,
she addresses them because she has problems with it” (2t0|Z7} & 2¢t0|Lt 0|2 E2E0|

HHRA2HM EZC} 5t O RES0| IOt 5HH OFF 2= 00| OfH| Rle ALk & AKX
MZFst= HAO0ER.). Similar to the mechanism of understanding, is the making invisible of the

expectation that the one with the problem will have to bring it up for discussion. Interestingly,
the majority of participants also acknowledged that they did not themselves discuss how the
division should be divided, and instead noted that it occurred naturally. When asked about how
they decided to divide the housework a Korean father replied:

To be honest, I have never seriously talked to her about this before. We just implicitly,
just know. I passively do things when told and my wife always seems to have a general
plan for household chores and completes them without hesitation.

AMd o[ Aoz ZIX|5H7| of 7| £ a2 A2 gl0|. 2'd M= LOoM ' SAHL=Z O Lt

= +SHLZ AF[H 5t a7 A]0|1 20| Zi= O O{xtm| Cf 7kAF Lof| Mo = Z3H
= #{nFHshE=A1.

5.4.3 Summary of No Such thing as Absolute Fairness in the Family. In support of
Okin’s (1998) assertion that the home is rarely considered a site for justice, parents in both
countries did not always agree with a strict or absolute ideal of fairness when it came to deciding
how to divide the housework. Participants assumed that when asked whether the division of
housework was fair, that “fair” meant sameness, or completely equitable, based on a standard set
outside of the family. At the same time, participants did not believe that a strict form of equity
was a requirement of fairness either. Many participants did not believe that a calculated and
abstract form of “fairness” was either practical or ideal within the family context. Instead,
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participants believed that a fair division should be conceptualized as any division that was
accepted by the family members or could be agreed upon. From a social domain theoretical
framework, this meant that participants were refusing to use a moral evaluation (based on
abstract rules) and rather preferred to rely on a couple’s agreement or conventional reasoning as
the standard for assessing the family’s division.

An expectation that values in the family such as love, happiness, tolerance, emotional
satisfaction, or flexibility, should be used to evaluate and decide how to divide the housework,
reframed the current divisions as acceptable, rather than fair or not fair. The rejection of an
absolute conceptualization of fairness, of measuring or tallying the housework also allowed for
the continued burden of the majority of the housework to be placed on one family member’s
shoulders (mainly the mother). Furthermore, the reliance on affect-based mechanisms of
understanding, as well as discussions between spouses and complaint to change problematic
divisions of housework, also served to continue to put the emotional burden of managing and
dividing the housework on women’s shoulders.

5.5 Discussion

Overall, thematic analysis of Chinese and Korean family interviews revealed three main
themes: 1) expectation of at least minimum involvement, 2) expectation of a gendered division
based on equity, and 3) no absolute fairness in the family. The themes suggested that when it
comes to housework, each family member is expected to be involved, however involvement
levels were expected to differ on gendered differences in time availability, tiredness, or skills.
Furthermore, parents in particular, were slightly weary of the assumption that an “absolute” or
measureable form of fairness should be applied to the family context. They were likely to argue
that fairness in the family was relational, relative, and up to each family to agree upon. This
study’s findings shed light on the initial research questions in several important ways.

5.5.1 Conceptualizing fairness. First, most parents in both countries rejected an absolute
ideal of fairness when it came to applying it to the family. Participants held the belief that there
was basic minimum level of involvement required of each family member, but tended to be
weary of suggesting that a particular amount of housework was required. As suggested by Okin
(1989), family members appear to conceptualize fairness in the family in a distinctly different
way than they do in terms of other societal spaces. Parents in both countries in particular, argued
that a strict level of fairness should not be applied to evaluate the case of the family. Rather,
fairness was redefined to mean whatever was agreeable to the family members within a
particular family. In other words, a fair division was one in which everyone was happy and
satisfied, rather than equitably or equally engaged in household tasks.

This finding complicates previous research that has relied on simple questionnaires or
surveys to ask is the division “fair or not fair.” When I asked participants to say whether the
division was fair or not, while some directly rejected the question (10.1%), those who did say it
was fair tended to reframe the definition. As shown by the excerpts presented above, participants
argued that a division was fair if everyone was satisfied, agreed upon the division, or had no
complaints. In other words, it is likely that when previous survey research was collected using a
dichotomous or scaled approach (Mikula, 1998), research participants (mostly women) were not
necessarily agreeing that the division was “absolutely fair,” but rather had their own definition.
An important extension of this study’s findings is to consider more qualitative approaches that go
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beyond force choices or scales indicating fairness levels. For example, a Chinese mother stated

“I think that when it comes to the family its not completely possible to use a scale to measure fair
or not fair” (KU FFEZ BRULA AT LASE 4 I REER A 22F). Researchers may also
consider being upfront of their own definition of fairness, so it is clear that the participant is
answering the question based on an agreed definition.

5.5.2 Reasons for accepting gendered inequality. Second, family members were
accepting of mothers doing the majority of the housework, and considered it fair as a result of
several gendered assumptions. In general, participants expected a difference in involvement in
housework, because they perceived each family member as having different opportunities and
burdens in terms of their time-availability, their available energy, their capacities and skills, and
responsibilities. In this study, most participants did not acknowledge the gendering of time
availability or energy level, and considered that their family’s division was a “natural” result of
one parent working more hours and being more tired. However, mothers were less likely to be
seen as having the lack of time or energy to engage in doing housework, while fathers were more
likely to be given a free pass. In terms of skills, mothers were in general, seen as more skilled in
doing a majority of household tasks. Gendered assumptions revolving time-availability, energy
level, and skills allowed for participants to consider their family’s gendered division as
acceptable. These findings corroborate Beagan, Chapman, D’Sylva, & Bassett’s (2008) findings
that rather than appealing directly to gender roles, family members rely on superficially
appearing gender-neutral rationales such as time-availability that are actually based on unspoken
assumptions of gender roles to rationalize why mothers take on the majority of labor at home.

In addition, the rejection of measuring each family member’s involvement, and at times
the belief that a strictly equal sharing of housework was impossible to attain, also supported
participants’ belief that an unequal sharing of housework should be expected. In particular, the
beliefs that there should be flexibility in the family, that family members should help each other,
and be understanding of each other, prevented any particular family formation from being
considered unfair except for extremes (i.e., in one where the family member did nothing at all).
Participants’ expectations that there should be difference, many times in response to society
created differences (Ji et al., 2017), supported their beliefs that differences in the amount of
housework labor was acceptable and fair. In other words, many participants did not expect there
to be an equal division of housework. Future research should investigate a greater subset of
families that have an equal division, to understand what are the motivating factors for such an
equal division. In particular, the rejection by parents that housework could be measured, and
researchers’ previous experiences with the unreliability of time spent on housework reports,
suggests an interesting avenue for future exploration. Especially because of the gendered nature
of time availability presented in surveys, it would be interesting to explore other methods for
measuring involvement in housework labor.

5.5.3 The Influence of cultural ideologies. Third, although not as influential as previous
research suggested it may be (Ji et al., 2017) one of the main cultural ideologies present in both
Chinese and Korean households was the Confucian ideology of “men outside, women inside” (
5B £ 4N FEA). This cultural expectation was used by participants to explain men’s greater
mental and physical involvement in the workforce and women’s resulting greater physical,
mental, and affective involvement in home life. A few participants relied on this ideology in their
evaluations of whether the family division was fair.
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Another cultural rationale present in Chinese interviews, was the idiom “ the home is not
a place for discussing reason” (R AN EHIEAIHE 77). Chinese fathers in particular, used this
idiom to explain why fairness, or a strict sense of fairness, could not be applied to the family. As
the family was not a place to be considering issues of reason and logic, but rather a place for
affect and love, Chinese participants argued that fairness was not an issue. Very similarly to
work done in the US (Glenn, 2010; Okin, 1989), this Chinese idiom suggests that the family is
not compatible with ideas of justice. This cultural logic was best represented by a 16 year-old-
Chinese boy when asked about thinking about fairness between a couple:

Because I think husband and wife are like one person, they, just for example I write with
my left hand, my right hand can take things, but I use my right hand more than my left,
this does not involve fair or not fair.

RO AFRZEEGAG — DN, AT, st R AT 55, AT LIERMN, (H
A THNLRATZ, XTMAY AT A2 PSR T .

Ultimately, the rejection of applying fairness to the relationship between family
members, and a couple in particular, supports the continued reliance on affect. This in
combination with the cultural expectation that women invest more to family life, contributed to
women’s greater involvement in the current division of labor in the home. In Korean families,
women were also more likely to describe themselves as sacrificing for the family. Underlying
these cultural ideologies is the assumption that women’s labor is the foundation of the family. In
other words, as the Chinese participant put it, mothers are the “right hand of the family.”"®

5.5.4 Conclusion. In line with previous research suggesting adult’s general acceptance of
an unequal division of labor, the majority of family members interviewed in this study did not
expect that a family’s division of household labor should be equal. While participants did find
their own family’s division unfair if there was very little involvement in the housework, very few
thought a fair division should include equal participation between spouses. Rather, the majority
of couples appeared to rely on subjective, emotional factors to maintain a “reasonable” balance
within the family. Women in particular, were expected to be understanding of the current
division, and this understanding allowed for the perpetuating of the gendered division of labor in
larger society, maintaining the status quo. Very few participants actually addressed how society
influenced the division of labor so that in the majority of these families, women took on the bulk
of the housework. Therefore, by relying on affect and intimacy, the majority of participants were
unwilling to measure, apply fairness to, or consider how the division perpetuated gendered
unequal divisions of labor.

15 While the literature’s focus on housework is mainly on women’s experiences, it should be noted that most men and children in
these families are also overworked. Several fathers reported working over 90 hours a week, and many had to commute at least
one hour to work each way. In addition, in both countries, men were expected to stay after work and to “network™ through the
socially acceptable means of drinking. The drinking culture was particularly pronounced in Korean society, where men were
expected to stay up until 12am or later and drink with their co-workers.

Children in both countries attended many hours of school, in addition they attended academies until 6-8pm at night, and then
spent the rest of the evening doing homework. In Korea, I had a very hard time finding high school students to participate in my
study because they had to prepare for the national entrance examination. One high school student came home just to participate in
the interview on a Sunday night from 8:30pm-9pm, and then went back to her school to continue studying.
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This study’s findings complemented previous research on housework distribution, by
showing underlying assumptions made by family members that created and supporting divisions
in which mother’s (and at times grandmothers) would take on the majority of the household
labor. Previous theorization has yet to find one clear theory that can explain why women do the
majority of the housework (Coltrane, 2000; Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010). Research has
shown that while women are more likely to engage in doing housework if they work more less
paid hours (time-availability), have less negotiating power or bring in less money (relative
resource), or have more traditional gender ideologies, we are still unclear why women do the
majority of the housework when none of these are the case. Furthermore, research has shown
(Fuwa, 2004), that macro factors, such as a country’s gender equality index, are at times stronger
factors in deciding how a family’s housework distribution is divided rather than the micro
(individual) factors mentioned previously.

The themes in participants’ interviews, however, provide insights into the quandary
created by previous findings. Based on this chapter’s findings, I would suggest that previous
research findings can be understood if we take into account two mechanisms occurring in the
home: 1) the rejection of measurement/quantifying the amount of participation in housework by
family members, and instead a reliance on affect and affection as mechanisms for balance; and 2)
using gender neutral expectations of time availability, energy, and skill that masks society’s
already pre-constructed gendered division of labor. These mechanisms allow for women to, in
general, do the majority of the housework both through the culturally constructed nature that
women rely on love and affection as motivators to engage in labor in the home (Glenn, 2010),
and the society constructed conditions that make it so that men in general are given higher
paying positions, are more likely to be promoted, expected to go on business trips and meet with
other high-ranking men, that create value of men’s tiredness, and doesn’t require them to learn
household skills.

Therefore, in a “typical” household, as the research has shown, men appear to “be busier”
and have more “resources” to negotiate, and therefore although “progressive” in their gender
ideologies women do most of the housework. However, this chapter’s findings, help explain how
in families in which both men and women have the “same time,” and “resources,” and skills, and
are gender ideologically progressive, women are still more likely to engage in the bulk of the
housework. By making the home a place that is free from justice (Okin, 1989), from
measurement, where flexibility, affect, and understanding are required, the responsibility for
“loving” the family through labor “ends up” falling on women’s shoulders. In other words,
“fairness” in the family is applied only in a superficial sense of equity where gender neutral
theories of difference allow for men to do less, while such application in the case of women are
met with expectations of “affection” and “understanding.”

In sum, these two mechanisms “ affect and understanding from women” in intimate
relationships, and an expectation of difference as a result of society constructed expectations in
the market-place, make it so that even in gender progressive households and/or gender
progressive societies, women will end up taking the majority of the housework. Relying only on
participation, understanding, and consultation are insufficient for a truly justice-oriented family
(Kleingeld & Anderson, 2014), because they rely on micro-interactions in the home without
recognizing both the gendered expectations of intimate relationships, as well as the gendered
division of labor in society at large. If families are unwilling to use measurement, schedules, and
detailed analysis of how the housework should be decided, then feminist scholars should
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consider arguing that rather than “justice-oriented families,” we should consider how reciprocity
can be encouraged in equal measure within gendered loving relationships.
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Chapter 6. Conclusion

This dissertation set out to investigate how children and adults view the gendered
distribution of household labor and provide an account of some of the key factors that were
presumed to contribute to individuals being accepting or critical of a gendered distribution of
household labor. Through 183 individual interviews of Chinese and South Korean family
members, observations of the distribution of household labor within 23 families and surveys and
questionnaires, I explored how individuals perceived, evaluated, and reasoned about their
experiences of equality and inequality in their divisions of domestic labor. In this study, the main
focus was on the influence of development, gender, and culture on individual’s moral
evaluations of household labor. This dissertation’s findings raised important implications for
moral developmental theory, methodology, theorization of the relationship between culture and
development, and educational interventions.

6.1 Implications for Moral Developmental Theory

Social domain theorists have long argued that individuals across cultures are critical of
social inequality (Turiel, 2002; Turiel, Chung, & Carr, 2016, Wainryb & Turiel, 1994). It has
been contended that much of societal change is a result of individuals’ (especially members of
the younger generation), ability to be morally critical of their social world. However,
concurrently, particularly in the case of gender inequality, individuals have also been found to be
accepting of inequality and to even find it fair (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010). For social
domain theorists, coordination, or the balancing of different considerations (moral, conventional,
and personal) is the process that can best account for individual’s variability in their evaluations
of social inequality. In addition, informational assumptions, or beliefs about the facts of the
situation have also been shown to play an important part in individual’s evaluations of social
issues (Turiel, 2002; Wainryb, 1991). This dissertation’s findings extend previous SDT research
by suggesting new avenues for both theoretical and methodological consideration.

6.1.1 How much inequality is too much? In this study it was found that both Chinese
and Korean children reported that their mothers spent more time on housework than their fathers.
This inequality in itself was not sufficient cause to condemn it. Chinese children reported that
their mothers spent on average two times the amount of time on housework than their fathers.
However, the children were evenly split in their fairness evaluations of their family’s situation.
By contrast the Korean mothers were reported to spend three times as much time on housework
as fathers. Korean children were significantly more likely than Chinese children to find their
family’s division of household labor unfair. Based on the comparison between Korean and
Chinese participants, it is suggested that the proportion of inequality rather than inequality per se
is an important factor in influencing how individuals evaluate the fairness of social inequality
(Coltrane, 2000).

The greater acceptance of “minor” inequality than “greater” inequality is further
suggested by differences found in justifications following fairness evaluations. Children who
evaluated either a hypothetical gendered unequal labor division or their own family’s division as
fair were more likely to employ equity as a justification. Conversely, when evaluating these
situations as unfair, participants were more likely to employ equality as a justification. Mirroring
fairness evaluation differences, Chinese children were more likely to employ equity (and
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participation) as justifications, while Korean children were more likely to employ equality as a
justification. In other words, Chinese children, who in general reported less of a disparity
between parents’ involvement, were significantly more likely to find their family’s division as
fair, and to use equity as a justification. It seems that equity served as a justification for the
fairness of (relatively) small inequality between spouses. On the other hand, when evaluating
their own family’s division as unfair, Korean children were more likely to argue that the division
was unequal, while Chinese children were more likely to argue that one of the partner’s was not
considering the other’s needs (perspectivism). This may suggest that a greater disproportionate
division of labor may be evaluated as (too) unequal, or (too) inconsiderate of the partner who
does the majority of the housework’s needs.

Moreover, adults followed similar patterns of reasoning. Korean participants reported a
greater ratio between women and men’s time spent on housework (4:1) than Chinese participants
(~1.7:1), and were significantly more likely to report that find their family’s division unfair. In
addition, Chinese participants were more likely to use equity as their justification for their
fairness evaluation. Therefore, like in the case of their children, this suggests that while a smaller
proportion of inequality may be justified based on the principles of equity, a greater proportion
of inequality may not be so justified.

Overall, it is argued that individuals’ evaluations and justifications for gender (or social)
inequality may be tempered by/ influenced by “how much” inequality is being perceived. As
most children reported an unequal distribution of labor in their home (95.74%), and yet were
almost 50-50 split in their fairness evaluations of their family’s division, it would suggest that
some other factor outside of an unequal division of labor was influencing their evaluations. The
main justifications following a fairness and unfairness evaluation relied on principles of justice
falling within the moral domain. Therefore, while previous SDT research is correct in stating that
individuals use moral reasoning to evaluate their society’s social inequalities and become critical
of unjust cultural practices, it seems that moral reasoning is also employed to support some
forms of inequality.

An implication from this finding is the importance of considering the spectrum of the
inequality that the individual is evaluating. Rather than suggesting inequality will be morally
critically evaluated in most straightforward situations, it may be that a disproportionate level of
inequality is considered “straightforward,” while smaller inequalities (the one thousand paper
cuts), are accepted and not-critically considered (i.e., the husband works a little longer every
week, so of course the wife should do a little more housework every week). For example,
previous SDT research on women'’s critical moral evaluations has mainly focused on very
patriarchal societies (such as Korea), where the social inequality that women face is great and
disproportionate. In such contexts, as also found in this dissertation, women have been
consistently found to be critical of such inequalities and find it unfair (Abu-Lughod, 2008;
Turiel, Chung & Carr, 2016). On the other hand, American children (like the Chinese children in
this study), who face less (obvious) extreme forms of inequalities between genders (for example,
OECD, 2008/2009), have been found to be more accepting of gendered unequal parenting roles
(Sinno & Killen, 2009; 2011). These differences in fairness evaluations may be as a result of the
fact that the inequality in these situations may be seen as “slight,” (or considered an acceptable
form/level of inequality).

Future research. Based on the findings that individuals accept social inequalities on the
lower end of the inequality spectrum, the next question to be asked is “How much inequality is
fair?” While this dissertation found that equality (a strictly 50-50 division between parents) was
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almost universally considered fair across age groups, genders, and cultures, and almost 50% of
participants found their family’s division unfair, another 50% considered their family’s division
fair. In addition, as the thematic analysis found, the majority of family members across countries
found the failure to contribute to household labor (no participation) unfair. Therefore, between
the extremes of perfect equality, and extreme inequality in which there is no participation on one
end, based on the principle of equity (i.e., individuals differ in their situations and therefore
should differ in their expected behaviors) a good portion of individuals appear to find certain
forms and proportions of inequality fair. Future research should investigate what proportion of
inequality is acceptable and what is the cut off point within a given context. In particular, where
and when do experiences of inequality become too much?

Moreover, I caution against suggestions that, if participants are saying that their division
is fair as a result of equity, that the division is actually equitable'®. In the next section I argue that
reliance on equity reasoning is supportive of greater forms of inequality, by accepting lesser day-
to-day inequalities. In fact, the overall use of equity as a justification revealed that the majority
of participants did not think of their family’s division or day-to-day actions as part of a larger
structural system—one in which women are systematically disadvantaged.

6.1.2 Thinking within social structures: how “fair” families support unequal
systems. Based upon this study’s findings, it is argued that individuals are not as adept at
thinking “critically about social systems and social relationships” or in resisting unfair cultural
practices as previously suggested (Turiel, Chung, Carr, 2016, p. 26). In the case of evaluating the
fairness of their family’s division of labor, the majority of participants did not connect their own
or their family’s behavior with an unjust or gender unequal social system in which the majority
of women did the majority of housework. For example, most participants in China were
surprised when told at the end of the interview that in fact most women in China do the majority
of the housework. Rather, as mentioned previously, the majority of participants justified their
fairness evaluations based on straightforward principles of equality or equity between the two
spouses, without considering or mentioning larger societal factors. As a result, participants rarely
coordinated considerations of societal gendered organizations with their own family’s division.

The lack of connection between individual family’s divisions and larger societal
structures and gendered patterns of behavior were rarely considered throughout both hypothetical
and own family’s division. The disconnect between a family’s division of labor and larger
societal inequalities and gendered patterns of behavior, were most clearly manifest in two
primary ways: 1) justifying the division based on individual choice or an individual’s job without
questioning or connecting their family’s division with the gendering of hiring practices,
promotions, social functions, etc; and two, 2) accepting small inequalities based on the
assumption that those inequalities evened out—primarily through assuming that equity was fair.

For example, as reviewed in Chapter 5, particularly in China, participants justified their
family’s division based on assumed individual gender-neutral differences within their own
family’s situation, such as time-availability (i.e., in our family, my husband works longer, so

' It should be noted that I, along with the majority of researchers in the field of housework distribution, assume that an
“equitable” and therefore “fair” division of labor is one in which a family has “an equal distribution of benefits and burdens, as
well as ... equal consideration of every individual’s freedom, needs and interests” (Kleingeld & Anderson ; 2014, p.322). To
assess whether this is an equal division, the majority of research, including this study, has primarily relied on self-reports of time
spent on housework, rather than other possible measures (e.g., energy, etc).



104

naturally I do more), without recognizing that in the majority of households in the country men
were expected to, and encouraged to be busier through a variety of social practices (Ji et al,
2017). Therefore, the family’s narrative was that the mother “so happened” to have more time in
this particular family, without consideration of how many women in their society are made
available through economic and social practices that create such “availability.” Furthermore,
participants did not connect the fact that their mother’s had more time, or had to make up for
their father’s busyness with doing more housework, resulted in their mother having less time to
work.

Moreover, equity was consistently used to justify unequal divisions of housework without
being critical of the source of such inequalities. Individuals assumed that, in general, the father
was busier, and therefore the mother was expected to labor more in the household. However,
participants did not consider how this social practice supported fathers to be free to have more
time to labor, travel for business, or network through social dinners, and resulted in women
having less opportunities to be seen as equally busy. Furthermore, essential to the assumption of
equity was that at the end of the day, the laboring of the father at work and the laboring of the
mother at home + work evened out. None of the participants that employed equity as a
justification were critical of whether in the end mothers did end up laboring the same as men, or
whether in fact fathers were indeed busier if the mothers were doing the majority of the
housework. Instead, I would argue, equity was a justification that not only supported inequality
in household labor within many of these families’ homes, but also served as a narrative of
acceptance of difference in labor that actually results in supporting the greater gendered pattern
in society in which women end up laboring more.

Essentially, the assumption that equity between spouses meant that women should do
more housework because their husbands are busier is a logic that contributes to women
systematically and consistently picking up the slack. A quick foray into the most recent cross-
national time-use surveys (OECD, 2008/2009), reveal that despite the greater day-to-day
proportion of household labor inequality between Korean parents than Chinese participants,
Chinese women are actually spending more time laboring than all other groups overall.
Combining paid and unpaid labor, Chinese women work on average 525 minutes a day, Korean
women work 500 minutes a day, Chinese men work 481 minutes a day, and Korean men work
467 minutes a day. In other words, despite the fact that Chinese men report engaging in 2 times
the amount of housework a day than Korean men, Chinese women are more overworked than
their Korean counterparts. Therefore, the smaller proportion of inequality in housework
distribution between Chinese men and women belies the greater overall inequality in their total
laboring time.

If we think of the daily hour differences in total laboring time by gender, and consider it
systematically, as of the Time Survey collected in 2008 and 2009, both Korean and Chinese
women are working several weeks longer than their male counterparts. Chinese women on
average are working a total of an additional 267.66 hours a year, while Korean women are
working an additional 200.75 hours a year compared to their male counterparts. This difference
is equivalent to Chinese women laboring an additional six and a half 40-hour work-weeks, and
Korean women laboring an additional five 40-hour work-weeks. This gendered inequality in
laboring time suggests systemic differences, rather than individual choices that vary by family. It
also demonstrates how Chinese families’ employment of equity as a justification for the
(relatively) small proportion of their household’s labor inequality, is actually occurring and
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inadvertently supporting a larger system in which Chinese women are laboring more than both
men and women in China and Korea.

I argue that rather than being critical of social practices, at least in the case of housework,
individuals neglected to coordinate systematic gender inequalities and the inequality within their
own household. Individuals rarely considered how their families’ inequality helps perpetuate
gender inequality within society (i.e., that mom has to leave early to make lunch = women
shouldn’t get promoted since they are busy taking care of the home), or how gendered societal
practices influence their own family’s division (i.e., discriminatory hiring practices leading to
their mother being less likely to be promoted or hired to a white-collar job). As a result, since
individuals only focus on inequality between the two spouses, and did not consider systemic
inequalities and how their justification of equity contributes to gendered social patterns, their
behavior and reasoning contributes to the gender unequal patterns rather than changing or being
critical of such patterns.

Implications & future Research. The fact that in most cases, small inequalities within
the family were considered fair, and justified through the application of a moral justification
further complicates our understanding of moral reasoning. In particular, instead of employing
gender stereotypes, or relying on notions of tradition and convention, the majority of participants
employed equity, a moral justification, as a method for legitimizing inequality. In other words,
the majority of participants were reading a gendered division of labor as a moral issue, however
employing moral reasoning, is not a sufficient indication(cause) that an individual will be
critical of social issues or unequal social practices. Instead, largely as a result of individuals not
connecting their experiences within their home with larger structural inequality, equity served as
a justification that made individuals complacent to their family’s inequality and the resulting
larger societal inequality. Contrary to previous SDT theorizing then, moral reasoning is not in
itself a cause or direct contributing factor to societal change. The fact that individuals do not
necessarily see their behavior and individual choices as part of a system that perpetuates
inequality may help explain a variety of phenomena. In particular, the disconnect between
individual behavior and societal inequality may help explain how despite individuals’ capacity to
reason morally societal injustice and inequality is perpetuated throughout generations. Future
research and theory should investigate when individuals do connect their behavior with larger
social structures, as well as what may cause individuals to become unaware or disconnect their
understanding of larger societal inequalities with their individual behaviors and justifications.

6.1.3 Affect, affection and kinship: how intimate relationships influences moral
reasoning. While as presented above, the majority of the participants employed equality or
equity in evaluating a gendered distribution as fair or unfair, 20.8% of parents considered their
family’s division as falling outside of the scope of fairness (or morality). Adult participants
argued that the expectations between family members, especially between spouses, were
incompatible with notions of fairness or strict notions of equality. As presented in Chapter 5,
participants seemed to imply that the family was a unique context in which, as a result of
intimacy, affection, and love, neither morality nor society should primarily dictate their behavior.
Participants’ reasoning made it clear that, individuals are not only living in a world where human
behavior and reasoning is affected by morality, convention, or personal preference, but also by
human connections and relationships, in which affection, happiness, love, avoidance of conflict,
and fear play motivating and important roles. The family then, is a complex relational context in
which individuals’ desires to maintain intimacy and their relationship plays an important role in
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their behavior and evaluations of their family’s situation. This finding is in support of recent
research that argues that interpersonal values and affect, such as mother’s sense of whether they
mattered to their family members, should be studied as factors influencing fairness perceptions
(Lachance-Grzela, McGee & Ross-Plourde, 2019).

For many adult participants, rather than an emphasis on equality or equity, their
reasoning focused on the connection between spouses and the factors that maintained or
prevented intimacy. For example, a spouse may say that a division is unreasonable since  if this
happens, then people will fight, and there will be conflict in the family.” Or, a family’s division
is considered reasonable because a wife loves her husband. In other words, rather than a focus on
social organization (i.e., they have responsibilities since they are members of a family they
decided to create together), moral welfare or justice (i.e., one person will be more tired than the
other), or personal preferences (i.e., if she likes doing the housework she can do more), many
adults participants seemed to argue that as a result of the intimate relationship between spouses,
neither societal expectations, nor issues of justice, or just one individual’s preference, had
ultimate say in the relationship or how the spouses decided to divide the housework between
themselves, or whether this was acceptable.

The delineation of intimate kin relations as untouched from outside standards was used as
a justification by the majority of participants who were skeptical of being asked to define
whether their family’s or another family’s division of household labor was fair. As reviewed in
Chapter 4 and 5, adult participants, particularly Chinese fathers, were uncomfortable with the
notion that there be a strict equality between partners, and that the amount of housework be
measured. Rather, the family, and the relationship between spouses was seen as separate from
and at times incompatible with notions of equality and fairness. In addition, when asked to
evaluate their family’s division, many spouses seemed to associate evaluating their division as
unfair with implications that their relationship was not good. At the same time, mothers and at
times fathers, mentioned that unless they wanted to get divorced or were willing to engage in
conflict, they would have to accept the division as it was. While Turiel, Chung & Carr (2016),
mentioned women accepting inequality to be a case of pragmatics (fear of severe consequences),
in the case of inequality in Korean and Chinese families, it seemed that mothers had to
coordinate their desire for and fear of losing intimacy, harmony, and maintaining a loving
relationship with their spouse (relational concerns), with their concerns for equality (moral
concerns). Therefore, by relying on notions of maintaining intimate relationships as dichotomous
from expectations of strict equality, inequality was maintained.

In addition to illustrating individual’s valuing of relational considerations, I think it is
important to highlight the largely neglected emotional investment that individuals have in their
relationships as well as the emotional exhaustion that comes from attempting to fight inequality.
While rarely mentioned in the social domain literature, participants were hesitant, at times
hostile, when asked to describe or evaluate their family’s household labor division. Throughout
my interviews, I saw individuals (primarily mothers) having to be reminded or confront the fact
that in their family they are expected to labor more, to make more sacrifices, and getting either
angry, defensive, or defeated and accepting. Many parents were evasive of answering the
question, and those who did the majority of the housework mentioned attempts to change their
division throughout the marriage, being unsuccessful, and therefore ultimately letting go of the
issue and accepting it. In one particularly memorable family interview, after speaking with a
Chinese mother for a couple of hours while she cooked, I started interviewing the son. As I did
the interview, we could hear the mother in the next room starting to berate the father for his lack



107

of involvement in cooking. Those who labored more seemed to have to choose between being
angry and upset all the time, or choosing to be accepting for their own well-being or for the sake
of their relationship.

Implications & future research. As a social domain theorist, I would argue that it is
important to place greater consideration on the role that affect, affection, and intimate
relationship play in individuals’ experiences and reasoning. The findings that the intimate
relationship between spouses or family members was seen as separate and at times in contrast to
expectations of equality, may help explain why individuals may be accepting of gender
inequality in the household (Glenn, 2010; Lachance-Grzela, McGee & Ross-Plourde, 2019). The
relational nature, and the gendered expectations for the maintenance of the relationship between
spouses, may explain in part why men have been found to be disproportionally accepting of
gender inequality in other contexts (i.e., she doesn’t mind, she loves me; Turiel, Chung & Carr,
2016). In other words, the very fact that women and men are often in intimate romantic
relationships, the nature of which participants expect to be harmonious and long-lasting (and
therefore conflict free), the gendered nature of affective expectations within such relationships
(i.e., the wife should be loving to her husband), and the disconnect between having an intimate
relationship and justice (i.e., we love each other, why should fairness matter?; Okin, 1989), may
help explain why some individuals may consider inequality between spouses as factoring outside
of the moral domain.

Furthermore, my observations and interviews across families suggest the importance of
considering the roles that affect, affection, and maintaining harmonious relationships play in
individuals’ choices. When coordinating their reasoning, individuals are not only considering
moral, conventional, or personal considerations, but are also valuing and considering their
relationship with their spouse and the emotional labor and costs of changing their situation. In
other words, we may have underestimated the power of intimacy and emotional needs when
considering how inequality is perpetuated. The fact that parents are in an actual intimate
relationship, and have an additional factor to consider, may help explain why parents were found
in general to be less critical of their family’s division than children in general. Future research
should investigate the influence of intimacy, affect, and affection in individual’s reasoning about
issues of fairness, rights, and welfare within their own lives. In particular, it would be an
important area of study to see if in different kinds of relationships, varying levels of intimacy and
maintaining such intimacy are prioritized over moral considerations.

6.2 Methodological Considerations

As hinted in the previous section, this dissertation’s findings hold several important
methodological implications. The analysis of participants’ interviews, surveys, questionnaires,
and observations of family members’ behavior revealed the situated and complex nature of
individual’s social and moral reasoning. For example, as mentioned above, because of the semi-
structured and open nature of the interviews, I was able to observe participants’ push-back
against evaluating the fairness of their family’s division. Overall, three main implications for
future methodology in the study of moral reasoning are suggested.

One, fairness evaluations and the resulting justification significantly interact. A fairness
evaluation and justification interaction were found across the board; in both children’s and
adult’s judgments following both hypothetical and real-life situations, certain types of
justifications were more likely to be employed based on whether the participant found the
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division fair, unfair, or at times reasonable. Currently, the interaction between fairness evaluation
and following justification types are rarely analyzed by social domain theorists, although it has
been done before (Mulvey & Killen, 2016). Through the analysis of the interaction between
fairness evaluation and justification type usage, other forms of interaction, such as between
country and justification following a fair=1, or unfair=0 evaluation, were also revealed. These
findings suggest that it is likely that previous research on justification usage that has not
investigated the possible interaction between evaluation and justification may be missing or
masking other forms of interactions. Future research into children’s and adult’s social and moral
reasoning should consider investigating the interaction between individual’s moral evaluations
and acceptability judgments and their justification usage.

Two, presenting participants with only a likert scale or dichotomous survey option to
evaluate a situation as fair or unfair may lead to misleading findings. While in general,
participants’ fairness likert-scale evaluations and their interview evaluations were consistent,
particularly in the case of children, likert-scale evaluations did not fully represent a portion of
adults’ actual fairness evaluations. As reported previously, thematic analysis of adult’s reasoning
revealed not only their preference to answer neither fair or unfair, but if they did evaluate the
division as fair, many of the participants reinterpreted fair to mean satisfactory, acceptable, or
tolerable, among other redefinitions. In addition, as also reviewed in Chapter 5, a portion of adult
participants were against the notion that there existed a quantifiable way to evaluate fairness, or
that principles of justice should be applied to the family in the first place.

As a result of these findings, I would question previous research findings that a relatively
high percentage of adults find their family’s division fair (Mikula, 1998; Braun, Lewin-Epstein,
Stier & Baumgiértner, 2008). Since the majority of previous data on fairness evaluations have
relied on forced answer likert-scale questions (i.e., do you do more/about/less than your fair
share of housework?), without defining what is meant by fair, it is possible that rather than a
moral evaluation, a portion of surveys are actually evaluations representing that participants are
unwilling to complain about their family’s division, or that they find their division tolerable,
among other possibilities. Future research on fairness evaluations, particularly cross-cultural
survey gathering, should consider defining what is meant by fair, as well as providing a possible
“other” category, where participants are able to provide their own evaluation of their family’s
division or their participation in the housework (i.e., tolerate, acceptable, reasonable). Such an
approach (i.e., clarifying wording, making clear definitions, allowing for non-dichotomous
answers) may provide greater insight into the ideologies that support and justify the gendered
division of household labor.

Three, of particular relevance to research on children’s social development, I would
caution against mainly or solely relying on hypothetical scenarios to investigate children’s social
and moral reasoning. Much of social domain theoretical research has relied on hypothetical
scenarios to evaluate children’s fairness and acceptability judgments (Conry-Murray, Kim &
Turiel, 2015; Killen, Lee-Kim, McGlothin & Stangor, 2002; Schuette & Killen, 2009; Sinno &
Killen, 2011; Turiel, 2008). While Turiel (2008) found that American children were able to
differentiate between domains (moral and conventional) and to make domain-consistent
justifications of transgressions in both hypothetical and real situations, the study did not
investigate whether fairness evaluations different from a hypothetical scenario and a situation in
their own lives. However, in this dissertation it was found that both children and adults differed
in the fairness judgments regarding a hypothetical gendered distribution of labor, a hypothetical
strictly equal division, and their own family’s distribution. These findings suggest that while
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similar reasoning may be used to justify to both hypothetical and real scenarios (i.e., equality and
equity were consistently applied to both hypothetical and real-lived situations), children do not
make the same fairness judgments regarding hypothetical scenarios as they do their own lives.
Children were found to be more critical of hypothetical scenarios than they were about the
inequalities that they face in their own family. Therefore, I caution against assuming that the
previous findings on social exclusion (Killen, Lee-Kim, McGlothlin & Stangor, 2002), gender
norms (Conry-Murray, Kim & Turiel, 2015), and gendered parenting roles (Brose, Conry-
Murray & Turiel, 2013; Schuette & Killen, 2009; Sinno & Killen, 2011) that have mainly relied
on hypothetical scenarios, may reflect children’s evaluations of real life situations. As a result,
future research should consider further investigating both children’s moral judgments and
justifications of both hypothetical scenarios as well as situations in their own lives.

6.3 Complicating Notions of Culture

One of the primary goals of this dissertation was to complicate how cross-cultural
research and notions of culture are conceptualized. As sociocultural historical theorists have long
argued, culture is a process of repeated use and recreation of material and ideological artifacts
produced through collective human activity (Cole, 1998; Rogoff, 2003; Saxe, 2012).
Furthermore, as a feminist scholar, this dissertation was an attempt to study non- WEIRD
(Western, educated, industrialized, rich and democratic) countries, and therefore contribute to the
literature by considering uniformity and variance across cultural contexts (Henrich, Heine &
Norenzayan, 2010).

Rather than primarily focusing on China or Korean “traditional norms” or ideologies, the
focus of this dissertation was on the present social organizations of gendered labor. I argue that
current developmental theory overemphasizes traditional norms, and under-theorizes the role that
social economic order and other forms of social organization play in structuring individual’s
lives, and shaping their acceptance or criticalness of social inequalities. I would argue that
Chinese women'’s historical high participation in the labor force as a result of socialist policies is
as much a cultural element as the resurgence of Confucian ideologies that encourage women to
take care of the home (Ji et al, 2017).

This dissertation’s findings on country differences in justifications also highlight several
components of cultural life. While participants in both countries brought in different cultural
ideologies, such as “the family is not the place to discuss reason,” or “men work outside, and
women work inside,” participants were much more likely to rely on seemingly gender-neutral
and “tradition” free notions of time-availability and equality. In other words, how each country
(city) organized labor, the hours that family member’s worked, among others, are all cultural
(human) activities that support a discourse that naturalizes differences in time, energy or skill.
For example, in the majority of Chinese families, both mothers and fathers labored full-time,
however as noted by participants because of social practices such as business trips (which
appeared to be more frequent than in the US), social work dinners, among other practices, men
tended to work a few more hours than women. As a result, these social practices gave children
and adults the impression that women had more time. This resulted in the logic that it was
equitable that women work a little more at home, while men work a little more outside. This
logic of differences in time-available was as much culturally (created by the social practices and
conditions of the people living in China) constructed as notions of traditional and current gender
roles.
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Meanwhile, in the case of Korea, the social organization of gendered labor, where women
face greater barriers to be full participants in the labor market (Qian & Sayer, 2016; Kim, 2013),
men work many hours and are expected to socialized by drinking with their co-workers (World
Health Organization, 2010), and around 50% of women are not employed (Statistics Korea,
2018), are all social institutional practices that organized family life in such a manner that men’s
little involvement in housework was so disproportionate (Cheung & Kim, 2018) that children
were critical of such a division and were more likely to argue that it was unequal. Therefore, the
lives of both Korean and Chinese children were influenced not only by traditional ideologies
regarding gender norms, but also by the cultural practices that influenced how their parents
labored, when they labored, and how they ultimately practiced a gendered divisions of household
labor.

Ultimately, based on this dissertations findings, I would emphasize how culture is not
only reflected by traditional ideologies, idioms, and gender norms, but also present in the
practices of the gendering of the labor force, social policies, and notions of time, intimacy and
family. Participants in both countries relied on both traditional gender ideologies, while also
making sense of their family’s division based on social practices that made one form of division
more prevalent in one society than the other. Reliance solely on classic notions of culture would
suggest that since both countries have been influenced by Confucianism, that reasoning about
and evaluating gender and gender inequality should be similar, which was not the case. Rather,
in addition to Confucian ideologies, differences in social practices in economic organization,
gendered laboring divisions, among other practices, resulted in differences in how family’s
divided their housework, and how they came to evaluate such divisions. Future social and moral
developmental cross-cultural research should consider not only the role of traditional norms in
influencing children’s experiences, but also other structural and local social practices that create
and discourage different forms of inequalities.

6.4 Educational Implications

This dissertation’s findings revealed important implications for educational efforts.
Firstly, based on the findings with children, a belief in gender equality or non-stereotypical
thinking is not predictive of being critically evaluative of gendered inequality in daily-life.
Therefore, directly educating children about non-stereotypical thinking is not sufficient. Rather,
since children and adults do not necessarily connect their individual experiences with societal
practices and organizations, children need to be made aware of structural inequalities in addition
to countering stereotypical thinking. In addition to encouraging children’s awareness of
structural inequalities, children need to connect their daily experiences of social inequality with
larger structural inequalities. As a result of these findings, I would argue that a combination of a
social domain based moral education (Ilten-Gee & Nucci, 2019; Midgette, [lten-Gee, Powers,
Murata & Nucci, 2018; Nucci, Creane & Powers, 2015) and current critical pedagogies (Duncan-
Andrade & Morrell, 2008; Kumashiro, 2000) may be one of the best approaches to encouraging
moral criticalness of social inequality.

Children and adults would benefit from being encouraged to discuss and think through
how their individual life experiences can challenge and transform current social inequalities.
However, as suggested by my findings, the sociocultural context that they are individual are in,
their own experiences of the proportion of inequality they experience, their age, as well as how
they value their intimate relationships and the emotional investment that they have in those
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relationships all influence their moral reasoning and how critical they will be. As a result, critical
pedagogs should not only rely on individual’s own experiences as repertoires for being critical of
inequality, but also consider the developmental and contextual factors (i.e., how social labor is
organized in their communities; their family’s division of labor, etc) that may be informing their
students’ moral reasoning and may encourage them to be less or more accepting of inequality.
On the other hand, domain based moral educational approaches would benefit from critical
pedagogy’s emphasis on the relationship between individual experiences and societal structures.
From my interviews, I believe that use of autoethnography (Camangian, 2010) as a pedagogical
strategy, where students write about themselves as part of a larger social group, may be a
particularly useful method for developing conversations of how individual lives may be
supportive or repeating larger structural inequalities.

Finally, based on interviews with parents in particular, it is argued that discussing
concrete moral issues, such as how to divide the housework should be part of a socially critical/
moral education. For example, many parents suggested that an ideal method for deciding how to
divide the housework should be through discussion. However, the majority of parents admitted
to never having discussed how the housework should be divided before getting married. In other
words, there is a need for individuals to question and discuss how to best approach decision-
making problems that for a majority of individuals are so taken for granted, that they naturally
perpetuate gendered (and other) unequal experiences. Therefore, I caution against critical or
moral pedagogies that overemphasize social problems that are “out there,” and therefore appeal
for activists in society, while encouraging complacency in their own homes. Instead, pedagogical
efforts to address social inequalities should encourage not only critical awareness about societal
issues, but also critical and moral consideration of students’ their day-to-day life choices. After
all, as feminists have long argued, individual’s personal lives are also political.

6.5 Limitations

As a result of its exploratory nature this dissertation had several limitations. This study’s
primary limitation was that it had a relatively small sample size. In Chapter 3, a few
developmental, gender, and country trends were found, but did not reach statistical significance.
Future research should investigate if with a larger sample size, more developmental, gender, or
country patterns become apparent. In addition, the study’s sample was limited to urban middle-
class families. Future research should investigate the influence of social class and locality in
individual’s experiences and reasoning regarding the division of gendered housework.
Furthermore, while this study investigated whether moral reasoning and judgment varied
between hypothetical and real-life situations, the hypothetical scenarios presented were few.
Future research should investigate a greater number of hypothetical scenarios, as well as
investigate whether there are differences between hypothetical and real-life situations across a
variety of situations, not just in the case of housework. Finally, this study was limited to studying
Chinese and Korean heterosexual families with children. Future research should investigate
different family formations as well as whether this dissertation’s findings are applicable in other
countries.

6.6 Conclusion
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Ultimately, this dissertation set out to investigate how individuals reasoned about the
fairness of a gendered distribution of housework. This study found that contrary to expectations,
in general, a participant’s gender did not influence either children’s or adult’s fairness
evaluations or justifications regarding how housework should be or is divided. Furthermore few
developmental findings were revealed, as in general, children found a hypothetical division of
housework unfair, a hypothetical equal division of labor fair, and were equally divided regarding
their own family’s housework. However, older children appear to be more critical of income and
time-availability as factors that should influence how the housework is divided, and although not
statistically significant to be less likely to find their family’s division as fair. On the other hand,
compared to children, adults were found to be more likely to find a gendered division of labor as
fair, and to be more likely to argue that a family’s household labor division is neither fair nor
unfair, but rather reasonable. Surprisingly, personal preferences (i.e., one of the spouses likes to
do housework, so they do more) were almost universally prioritized over considerations of
equality when evaluating how the housework should be divided. On the other hand, income was
not considered to be a valid factor in deciding how to divide the housework. Time-availability, or
the justification that whoever has more free time should do more housework, was consistently
considered to be a legitimate reason for how housework should be divided.

Consistent country differences were found. For both child and adult samples Korean
participants were significantly more likely to evaluate their own family’s division as unfair.
Chinese participants were more likely to find their family’s division as fair and to employ equity
as a justification. Contrary to expectations then, participants employed moral reasoning for both
fair and unfair evaluations. On the other hand, as expected the actual division of labor did
influence fairness evaluations and reasoning. Participants who reported that the mother did the
majority of the housework were more likely to evaluate the division as unfair and to employ
equality as a justification. Furthermore, explicit assumptions about gender and traditional gender
ideologies played a less important role in participants’ reasoning than expected. Instead,
participants were more likely to employ gender-neutral justifications of time-availability and
tiredness levels as justifications for how housework should be divided. Moreover, contrary to
expectations, there were significant differences in how individuals evaluated hypothetical
situations and their own family’s situation.

Although, consistent with previous findings (OECD, 2008/2009; Oshio, Nozaki, &
Kobayashi, 2013), participants in both countries reported a gender unequal division of labor,
participants were evenly divided on whether that inequality was considered fair or not. Despite
the finding that in 2017, in both China and Korea there continues to be a stalled gender
revolution (England, 2010; Hochschild, 1989), families are dynamic systems. I would like to end
this dissertation with a glimmering of hope. In one Chinese family in particular, the family
reported having changed their division of housework three months previously. Formerly, the
mother, a professor, did all the housework both on the weekdays and weekends because of her
more flexible schedule. However, the mother heard that in Shanghai, husbands who worked long
hours and held high status positions still did housework. With this knowledge in hand, the
mother held a family meeting at the beginning of the Chinese New Year and said that the
situation had to change. As a result, the husband now does the cooking during the weekends.
Before this family meeting, the father reported that he had never thought in the last 22 years of
marriage about the fact that his wife did the majority of the housework. However, he said that
once it was explained to him during the family meeting that he should participate, he thought it
was reasonable for him to more and he did. While change did not occur in the majority of
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families, some did report changes. Rather than just focusing on processes that continue to
support a stalled revolution, future research should also investigate what processes support
families to have micro revolutions of their own.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Protocols
Protocol Developmental Interviews & Family Interviews

Hypothetical Scenarios: two hypothetical scenarios involving gendered housework
distribution.[4]
I will be presenting some stories and ask you to share what you think about the story.

Scenario 1)

A husband and wife both work as teachers. The wife is an elementary school teacher and the
husband is a middle school teacher. They have an 8 year old son. The husband sometimes has to
stay up long hours grading homework. Everyday after they both come home from work the
husband goes to his office to grade the homework and the wife makes dinner. After dinner, the
wife cleans the dishes and the husband plays with their son. After this he prepares to go to bed.
The husband, tired from teaching and grading homework decides that he will do housework on
the weekends, and unless he remembers to do it, he will only do it if his wife asks for help.

What do you think about this? (prompt) —Why do you think this?

Is there a problem in this story?

Is this fair? Why or why not?

Counter-consideration: he is actually very tired and is busier than the mother, what should
he do?

e  What would have to happen for this distribution to be fair/unfair?

e Ifit takes 10 hours to do housework a week, how should the family divide it? Why?

e  What if it was the other way around, and the wife taught middle school and the husband
taught elementary school? Would it make a difference?

Scenario 2)

A husband and wife both work in the same company. They work everyday from 8am-5pm. They
have a 5 year-old daughter. The husband and wife decided that they would share the housework
by each person doing the housework every other day. On Mondays the wife drops off and picks
up their daughter from school and the husband goes grocery shopping and cooks dinner. While
the husband puts their daughter to bed the wife cleans the dishes and clears the table. On
Tuesdays the husband drops off and picks up their daughter from school and the wife makes
dinner and puts their daughter to bed. On Wednesday they switch again. During the weekends
they eat out so no one has to cook dinner and they take turns taking out the trash.

What do you think about this?

Is there a problem in this story?

Is this fair? Why or why not?

What would make this unfair? What would have to happen for this to become unfair?

What if a person likes doing housework, should they do more or should it stay the same? Is it
okay for them to do more? Is this still fair if they do more because they like it?
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e  [f the husband makes more money than the wife does this make a difference? Why?

. If the husband works longer hours does this make a difference? Why?

. If the wife doesn’t work (is a housewife) does this make a difference? Why?

e If one family member likes doing housework can they do more? Why? Is that fair? Why?

Fairness about own Household Labor Distribution:
Thank you for answering my questions so far. Now, I am going to ask you some
questions about your opinions about the housework division in your own home.

Fairness:

* Do you think everyone in your family does the same amount of chores? If not, why not?
And if so, is it fair?-

*  Who does the most, the least housework? Why do they do it this way? Why do you do
the amount of housework that you do?

* Should the distribution change? Why?
Is it possible to make the arrangement more fair? What would a more fair household
labor distribution look like?

* Do you think fairness is important in deciding how to divide the housework? Why or why
not? If not, what is important?

* How do you define fairness?

INFORMATIONAL ASSUMPTIONS

Some people claim that males and females are just naturally better some things. Other people
argue that males and females are equally good at everything.

In general, would you say women or men are better at doing housework, or are they both about
the same?
- Why?

Would you say that women/ men are better at the following or are they equal:
- Taking care of the child: mother father equal
- Making repairs in the house: mother father equal
- Prepare meals/Making meals: mother father equal
- Clean the house: mother father equal
- Shopping: mother father equal
Making money: mother father equal

Why do you think that?
Your own family:

Do you think this is true for your own family?

Do you think being good at something is important in deciding who does the housework?
If the mother is better at doing most of the housework, should she do most of it ? Is that fair?

e Ifin another country men do all the housework and women don’t is that okay? Is that fair?
In China/ Korea, women do most of the housework, why do you think that is?
° Do you have any more thoughts or suggestions or anything you would like to add?
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Additional Interview Guide for Family Members who Participated in Observations
Historical reflection ( Retrospective interview): recollections of genesis.

e  Who did the housework in your family when you were growing up? Were you involved in
doing any of the housework? What was the reason for why you did it the way you did?

e  How did your parents engage in doing housework? What did you think of your parents’
distribution?

e  Was anyone else living in the house that helped out? Like grandparents and other relatives?
e  How are things now compared to then ( comparing your parents’ distribution with your
own)? How did you come to decide to do the housework distribution you do now? Do you think
things are better now, the same, or better back then?

e  How would you like to have the housework distributed? Why?

Future:

e  What do you expect your children to do? What do you hope their distribution will be like?
e Do you expect your current arrangement to change? If you changed your career or as your
children grow older?

(Child version) Future:
e  When you have your own household how do you plan to distribute the housework? Why?

General Questions:

e  What’s the purpose of housework? Why do you do chores?

e  What chores do you normally do? Like dishes, cooking, cleaning, etc?

e Do you do chores by yourself or does someone else help you? Why?

e Do you like doing housework? Is there one that you like to do more than others? Do you do
the ones you like?

e Do you think housework is important?

Gender Issues:

e In general would you say men and women are treated equally? Equal in what way?

e  Considering the norms in your culture, if you had a chance to be born again, would you
rather be a man or a woman? Why?

e Ifin another country men do all the housework and women don’t is that okay?

e  Previous research has found that men and women think it is fair that men do less housework
than women. What do you think?

Why do you think the current housework distribution in your home is the way it is?

. Finally, what is the purpose/goal of having a family?

. Do you have any final questions, thoughts, or opinions you would like to add about this
research experience?
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Participant Demographic Information Questionnaire: Adult

Please answer some questions about yourself bellow. Please fill out as truthfully as possible. If
you have any questions feel free to ask the researcher.

What is your sex What is the month and year of your birth:

(Chinese only) What is your ethnicity:

How much education have you completed?
* Elementary School
» Middle School
» High School
*  Community/Junior College
* College. How many years?
» Masters/Doctorate/ Professional degree. If so, what degree

Please indicate what your job is For how long have you worked in
this job?
How many hours of paid work do you do in a typical week?
What is your annual household income (before taxes)?
How long have you been married? (years)
How many children do you have?

What are their ages? 13t child: 2nd child: 3rd child:
How much money do you make per year (before taxes):

Family history & Household:
When you were growing up what was your mother’s profession
9

When you were growing up what was your father’s profession?
Did you do household chores when you were growing up?
Who lives with you in your house right now:
What neighborhood do you live in:
Do you own or rent your house/ apartment:
What is the square meterage of your house/apartment:

Who in your family normally does the following:

Cook Wash Clothes
Clean the room Take out the trash
Go Grocery shopping Pay bills

When you consider the total number of working hours (paid and unpaid work), do you feel
the division of labor in your household is fair?
1 2 3 4 5
Not fair at all So-So Very Fair
Please explain
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Considering all of your responsibilities (related to work, the household), which is most
important and why?
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Participant Demographic Information Questionnaire (Child Version)

Below are a few questions regarding your background. Please fill out as truthfully as
possible. If you have any questions feel free to ask the researcher.

What is birth date: What is your gender:

( Only for Chinese) What is your ethnicity:

What grade are you in

What are your living arrangements? (Do you live with your parents, at school, with grandparents,
etc.)
What are your parents’ jobs: Mother Father
Who lives with you in your house right now:
What neighborhood do you live in:

In your household who normally does the following:

Cook Take out the trash
Wash Clothes Grocery shopping
Clean Rooms Pay bills

When you consider the total number of hours working (paid and unpaid work), do you feel
the division of labor in your household is fair?
1 2 3 4 5
Not fair at all Fair
Please explain
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Daily Routine Survey Checklist : Lets talk about your normal Mondayd....

When do you normally wake up? <5am6am7am 8§ am 9 am>

Do you make your own breakfast? Yes No

Who makes the breakfast: Me Grandparent Mother Father Child Other

Do you make the bed? Yes No

Who makes the bed: Me Grandparent Mother  Father Child Other

When do you leave the house:
How do you go to work/school: Car Subway Bus Walking Other

Does someone go with you: Yes No

If so who: Grandparent Mother Father Sibling Other

When do you start work/school:

How many hours do you spend working/ school: <5 hours 6-8hours 9> more than 12 N/A
How do you normally eat lunch: at home cafeteria restaurant homemade

a)If homemade: who makes your lunch
When do you end work/ school:

When do you arrive home:
What do you do first when you get home:
Who makes dinner: Me Grandparent Mother Father Child Other

How much time spent doing this: <10min 20-30 min 45min-lhour 1hour>

If different people normally do it: How often does each person make it (in a week), write
frequency (total 7 of a week)

Me: Grandparent ~ Mother  Father Child Other

How often do you eat at home: 1-2 days  3-5 days 6-7 days rarely eat at home
Who clears away the table: Me Grandparent Mother Father Child Other

How much time spent doing this: <10min 15min 20-30 min 45min-1lhour 1hour>
Who does the dishes: Me Grandparent Mother  Father Child Other

How much time spent doing this: <10min 20-30 min  45min-1hour 1hour>

How much time do you spend doing work/homework at home: 0 20< 30-1 hour 2-3 4>
What housework do you usually do and when: None Some All day

Please say how often you do the following activities during a regular week: For example:
Groceries 2 times.

Grocery Shopping Dishes Set the Table Take out Trash
Cleaning Clean Table Put clothes away/Fold Clean Room
Cook Breakfast Cook Lunch  Cook Dinner Fix Broken things
Pay Bills

Childcare Washing Clothes

How do you end your day: reading/ computer spending with family homework/work
Other

How much time spent doing this: <10min  20-30 min 45min-lhour lhour>
Who does the laundry: Me Grandparent Mother Father Child Other
How much time spent doing this: <10min 20-30 min 45min-1hour lhour>

How much time, in general, do you spend doing housework each day: <10min 20-30 min
45min-1hour lhour>

How much time do you think your ...... spends doing housework each day:

Mother: 10min 20-30 min 45min-lhour 1-2hours 3hour>
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Father: 10min 20-30 min 45min-lhour 1-2hours 3hour>
Child: 10min 20-30 min 45min-lhour 1-2hours 3hour>
Grandparents: 10min 20-30 min 45min-lhour 1-2hours 3hour>

When do you go to bed: 8-9pm 10-11pm 12am-lam lam>
Which day of the week do you do the following:

What day of the week do you spend doing the most work: Least:
Day spent on housework the most: Least
Time spent with family most: Least:

What about Saturday and Sunday?
How much time do you spend normally doing the following:

Sat Sunday
Personal Leisure:
Cooking:
Cleaning:
Eating Breakfast:
Eating Lunch:
Eating Dinner:

Working/ Homework:

Spending time with family:
Shopping:
Other:
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Appendix B

Social Domain Reasoning Coding Scheme
Domain Justification Category & Examples
Moral

EQUITY: taking into account time and each other’s situation, capacity, needs, it ends up
balancing out: Example: Whoever is freer does more. Whoever is busier does less.

EQUALITY- sameness in condition, situation, turn taking/ sharing, amount, (strict
equality). Example: can’t have one person relaxing, while the other is working hard.
They should do the same—they are equal. They are both working, so they should do the
same.

PARTICIPATION: does not take amount into consideration, rather, the focus is on the
fact that all family members are doing some housework. For example: They are all
participating. They are all doing something.

PERSPECTIVISM: assertion that, in making a decision, the person accounts for and
accommodates to the other person’s needs or wishes. To help the other person. Example:
the other person needs to rest; needs help. I want to help them, so I do more. You need to
understand him.

Conventional

FAMILY MEMBERSHIP: As a member of the family one should do their portion.
Family is made up of its members. As a member of the family, they should do
housework. Example: they made up this family, they have the responsibility to do their
part.

CONTRACTUAL: It is up to both of them to decide. Its up to each family to decide. If
that works for that family. If it has been agreed upon.

TRADITION: It is the way things are done. It is tradition. customs/ traditions: the basis
for the decision is the existing custom or tradition ( e.g., mothers always have done the
housework). Men are supposed to work outside and women inside.

GENDERED COMPETENCE: assertion that a person can do something because of a
special competence or responsibility associated with a specific role/gender (e.g., she is
the mother so she should do the childcare)

Personal

CHOICE: It is their choice. If he/she want to do it. If they are not forced to do it. personal
choice: statements about an individual’s personal choice, priorities, desires or needs (e.g.,
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he can do it if he thinks it’s more convenient). Example: She is willing to do it. She is
okay with doing it.

Pragmatic /Practical

FEASIBILITY: Because they can do it/ unable to do it. Situation doesn’t allow it. They
aren’t home, so its not possible. Example: The work can’t be accomplished by one
person. Need other people to participate. There is a need to do the housework.
MONEY : one person brings more money/ less money.

HABBIT: this is just the way we have been doing it.

Other Justifications
AFFECT: Describes the behavior as motivated by or influencing the love between two or
more people. Examples: They should do it because they love each other; it doesn’t matter
how they divide it because she loves him.
CONFLICT/ HARMONY : Describes the behavior as motivated by or influencing the
relationship between two people and either causing unity or disunity. Example: If this
happens than people will fight, and there will be conflict in the family.
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Appendix C: Thematic Analysis Thesauri and Code Application Index

Korean Thesaurus

1D Code Definition
1 Help Mentions one person is or I obviously think we’re supposed to do
should (not) help or assist it together, but the other person thinks
another family member. of it as helping me out.
Lt= 5| 20| sioFstCtn M2t sh=o|
Ariie o SolErtD MshER.

1.1 Husband should help | Describes expectation that Then, the wife has no choice but to do
husband/father help do more. I think the husband should help
housework. do some work — even a little — because

if the wife were to do all of the work on
her own, it would be too draining.
Juf= OtLh7t o BO| Er=htof 2loiQ.
WHE £3 92 sopEzzore. 30|
2t FoM E0{Q. LFsHH Ot
OfLHZ} CtsHH LS E!%Zd tOtM HHE
QIR OFEIC D H2tsH Q.

1.2 Child should help Describes expectation that The amount of help kids are able to do
child should help do OFZIo| OI0|E0| & = U= HE9 28
housework. Give the 8-year-old child do some

housework. ( In English)

1.3 Wife should help Describes expectation that the | If she helps me a little, I’'m okay with
wife or mother should help do | that.
housework. CHA OJXtE 22 EQIECHH M=

HECHD W26 Q.
2 Time Mentions that person who has | They don’t have enough time because
Availability/Busy more time (usually who leaves | they get home late.
the office earlier) should be Zlof| 2= A|ZH0] =0 A A|ZH0] E =3It
responsible for more
household work Uses more or
less time as rationale for
involvement in other labor.

2.1 Men are busier Describes father/men as The wife naturally would do more
busier, or busy. Suggests that | housework because she spends more
mothers/women have more time at home.
time. OtR e = Eolo| Zoto Toj| Rl AlZ+H0]

HOLM 7HA U Eets| & O Bo| ot
HX
AALL.

2.2 Women are busier Describes mother/women as Well, she needs to like, she’s a

busier, or busy. Suggests that
father/men have more time.

professor and she needs to grade or
writes things. And she has a deadline,
and when it’s close to the deadline, she
really becomes much busier. ( in
English)

Tiredness

Describes that the tiredness

If the husband has a lot of work outside
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(fatigue) should be a factor
when dividing the housework.

the house, he would be tired when he
comes home.
O HHEE Hlol|M ot Yol HoHE T

of QM2 m|Zgh 7 oL L.

3.1

Wife is tired

Describes wife as tired.

I think the husband should help out to a
certain degree since expecting the wife
to work as a housewife would burden
her too much.

OfLHZ} 7FEFR2M Al YR 5H= A
OlLiBHEl L2 BIS 2 ZHOPIX| D YHE
Ol HE ZotFlof Eickn Mz,

FII'

32

Husband is tired

Describes husband as tired.

Since the husband does more work,
when he comes home late, he would be
exhausted.

LHHO| A% 2 o BrolstLE Toj @
M EH7FAIE £0, SE XX EE
ASH(L 7

Responsibility

Mentions that someone is
responsible for housework or
what happens at home.

Ever since I was a child, I had always
thought that housework is a woman’s
responsibility.

LCH2 7L 2 XA o= QlN| 22[7t
XIS7HX| & Ol A oS WRE] THAL
Y2 0Xte| O|Ct 2t QIK| 42t 5

7| W]

4.1

Wife’s responsibility

Describes the wife as having
responsibility to do the
housework.

The wife is obligated to protect the
house/ do the housework.

Oft= TQHS X[FHOF Eli= 2|27t A7
2ol

4.2

Husband’s
responsibility

Describes the husband as
having responsibility to do the
housework.

If you were to take care of the
housework for the weekend, it wouldn’t
be so much work but the husband
would still have a sense of
responsibility.
Fof o|ES 7t Y SICHHE2 0|
2 A g

&0t 710

Culture/ Tradition

Mentions culture or tradition
as a major factor for
explaining individual’s
decisions.

You know that Korean traditional
society is patriarchal, right?

So my grandmother she did not like my
grandfather coming into the kitchen.
SE|LEt HE ALE[7t THREEO|ROtR?

L SOHHXH 2o S0Q= 2 &
0f3talof Q.

Collaboration

Mentions that husband and
wife should share the
housework, or do it together.

That’s why they need to help out with
the housework. That’s why the men — is
helping out an awkward expression? —
should do it together... together. Even
if they’re exhausted.
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JB{U7h ROt Rt ELHE BHB0| &

[y

72 2o sfiofx 20|, &l SHE.

Skills

Implies decisions should be
based on who is more skilled.

Even if there is a gap in the ratios, you
have to decide based on what you are
good at and what you like.
HIZ0llM AR}7} LIT 2t 2210] H5h=
%, Bohsts 2, £70| i

M FsioF gttt

7.1

Women better at
housework

Suggest women are better
skilled at specific housework
tasks.

My wife is in charge of cooking,
laundry, and then organizing the
children’s clothes. I can never do that —
ever — because my wife has to decide
whether the clothes would fit the
children or it should be thrown away.
That way I can choose to throw it away
or not and figure out how to take care of
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7.2

Men are better

Suggest men are better skilled
at specific housework tasks.

Men would have the advantage in tasks
involving general repair and machinery
since the work usually requires strength
and men apparently have better space
perception and are more skilled in those
fields

2t 2|0 thsfM= &l S017}0F
S|m, 7|7 Z BEiE e 0 % B
HEH= GXS0| & FOILITID
ZHXIZE R ol A o HoLICt D &

Of M, EIRHE0| BO R2lE A 2ot

17
Understanding Indicates understanding as the | In that part, I think that it will become a
required course of action in part that understands a little
deciding how to divide the understanding, understanding the
housework. position of the other side.
I 2R0Me= 23 LS, OISHE, &th
Lol S olalsiF= EEM= =A
E|X| 427t d2to] S0{R.
Complain Uses complaint as a measure I think it is fair (if there are) no

for whether the division is fair
or not.

complaints between each other.
M2 M2 7tol| Zato| gt | BHsHH
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2t Mz Q.

9.1 Wife complain Describes wife as If the wife complains about something
complaining. or addresses things she would like to
change...
eto|Z7t & £8H0|L} of2 B2 0| HH
Qoo ZAIC}
9.2 Husband complain Describes the husband as If I were told to do half of the work, I
complaining. would have a lot of complaints. I don’t
think I would’ve been happy.
grstata shH =[] 200| RS AE0R.
SESIK| 227120l
10 Hardship (Facing Describes one of the The man still thinks that he should go
Difficulty) individuals working harder or | out to society, work harder and try to
facing greater harsher earn more money.
conditions/ greater difficulty. LIXI= O AFS| LI E2 4 "D
Of TASBITHS A42}0] OFEIIRIS LRI
10.1 Husband is working Suggests that men are Men earn money and face more
harder working harder. hardships in society.
EHAZEALZ[0 M =2 E1 T DS
10.2 Wife is working Suggests women are working | Even if it is tough, even if it is (a little)
harder harder. difficult for the woman, I prefer if the
woman does a little more Work
25 & S02te ofXt el SHate 2ot
M, OiX7t =2 O Y2 HoM I HE
HO| AZ.

11 Dual Income Family | Describes expectations for a For two income households, I believe
family in which both parents that the man should participate in the
work. housework.

OIS 57| =[H2 Tt 2EE EAt
5fiof ==t 5ot

12 Flexibility Claims that the division of The division, depending on the
housework should be more situation, needs to be divided according
flexible, rather than being too | to the situation. Because every day
specific or detailed. changes.

Lbe 71, g0l et Abgtol uf}
LEFIO{XOF &| . StESHE T} HERL| 77t

13 Consultation Mentions the need for mutual | I think the husband and wife should
consent on housework negotiate on the matter together, but
divisions/ mentions that there | housework should be divided fairly.
should be agreement. NeE A3 2271 20| #9| = 3l{of &

ARIBE JhsE TS B
14 Emotionally Describes as the decision of It’s emotionally fair. We’re trying to
Satisfied/Reasonable | housework to be based on find a way for the workload to seem fair




how individuals feel and
whether they are satisfied or
consider it reasonable.
Describes satisfaction from
coming by feeling like the
other has the intention or
attitude of being helpful.

when we do it together.
Zemoz BHHRIE 7%, BN

ol
=

[=]
M =20| SHahXl= WHs e A

I think it’s fair if they mutually agree
and if they are satisfied.
Mz golsiM BtES st s Bt

17

15 Even Split Describes that the situation 5 hours and 5 hours
should be divided exactly 50- | CIAIA|ZE CFAL AJ2H
50 Anyways, since we do the same work

with each other and work together,

we’re able to divide the work between

ourselves.

OFF-E HL{7t 0f- Z0| ZZ0| €S 5t
, &0 LS LIt o 2B Of O E
O|A| & 1M SHAHROLQ. SHEA.

J2{L7t 2A 20| 2 o|EX= A &

ot

16 Stress Mentions stress as a factor in Thinking that the husband must do the
deciding how the housework housework too stresses me out.
should be divided. O 3F L7 SHEE 22 SoF = o)1

MZtS XM AER| AT} 2|7}
17 Money/ Income as Claims that income should The housework should not be divided
Factor (not) be a factor when based on how much income one makes.
deciding who should be AEQ| XJ0| 2 Zlotal HEtkoy| xjo|7f
responsible for the household | o4 g1y 74 21010
WOrk more. AL |-I_ A E |-J-l-

18 Societal/ Change Mentions that recent society I think the social atmosphere has
change led change in changed a lot. Compared to before, men
housework division towards are much more involved in household
non-traditional way; men do chores.
more housework than in the ALS|™ 29|7|7} Bko| eh2txl A ZolQ.
past Hojl HIsiAM = Xl Zoty Eoj=ot &

W =00 L.
19 Father playing with | Describes father playing with | The father is also playing with his son
children children same as doing the during this time, so it is okay.
housework or as a kind of Ot 11 SOF Of0|Zt =0}F3=L |77} THELO}
housework. o

20 Efficiency Mentions how housework can | If someone who is good at housework
be done faster and more does it, they would be able to complete
effective ways if they are the task faster.
good at it. Ziotal S =t 5H= AJRI0| 2o [H uiz|

& 4 glout,
21 Sacrifice Describes someone as The wife, naturally, should sacrifice a

sacrificing for the family.

little more.
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OfLhZL OFFEiE =5 O 5|42 sHiF OfX|

They should help each other since they

22 Family membership | Describes family as a group
which requires participation both live together.
and collaboration and 20| At= Z0|7| 20| M2 ERHA
cooperation. Therefore as a AFOROE BHC
family member there are ={OOF 2Ht.
certain expectations of
involvement.
23 Happiness Implies that the happiness of | For the future happiness of the family...
the family is most important. 7} otol| A O|2Ho]| cHSt = o] 7
i 20
24 Conflict/ Fights Implies that housework Unfair division of workload would
division can lead to fights or cause conflicts and cause discord within
conflicts. the family.
JYSIX| A LotH Z2S0| 7|0 F
ool 2317t -dzict.
25 Expectation/ Mentions the existence of I think there still is this implicit
pressure prevailing expectation/ expectation or pressure in our country
pressure on women to be more | that a woman should concede if there
responsible for housework are conflicts between work and family.
OF=| R2|LIZtoM = 2t 71-o| 5=
St US W oKX AEE Sh= Al HCh
< Alo| =l 7|chZt0lLt gteto] s
A Zote.
26 Men Work Outside/ | Describes how the husband’s The father goes out to work and the
Women Inside and wife’s roles are divided mother only does household chores.
by expectation that men put OFHX|= B4of| L7t Y= SHA| 2,
more energy into working as L|= xlorolo} SiA| T
paid laborers and women = deraet st
labor more at home.
27 Don’t want to do Describes a family member as | Men can actually do it, but they
housework unwilling to do the deliberately leave it up to the women.
housework. 27 RS 0| & 4 Yt Y, Lxf
S0| 31717t 4t Esta, O 2210|
L O{RHS Ol CF 271 D217 2101 A,
28 Men are stronger Describes men as physically Men are usually stronger
more powerful/ strong. LIXE7 ol E Ml
29 Should do Statements made regarding an | It would be unfair if the husband came
something expectation that a person home, does his own work, stands
engages in doing some around, or watches tv, while the woman
housework, since they can’t does all the work.
sit around while the other is LHHO| B 2o M X} | L2 SHALE
working. 7fets| ZALLEIHIS B0 UL
O{X}= Y2 Ot 517 =[H ESHsHA
e
30 Accept Individual is conveyed as I just put up with it even if I do more

being able to tolerate or accept

work during the weekends. I just
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the way things are.

tolerate it.
M7t HYUol| =2 o Ho| ST Ik ==

= o O
A& FHe HOIE
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1D Code Count Gender & Age Index (Percentage)
1 Help 463 F=53.6;M=46.4
P=78.5;H=5.7;M=4.5;E=11.3
1.1 Husband should help 166 F=47.6;M=52.4
P=80;H=4.1;M=4.8;E=11
1.2 Child should help 29 F=48.3;M=51.7
P=62.1;H=13.8;M=10.3;E=13.8
1.3 Wife should help 3 F=66.7;M=33.3
P=66.7,H=0;M=0;E=33.3
2 Time Availability/Busy 352 F=50.4,M=49.6
P=75,H=5.2;M=8.2;E=11.6
2.1 Men are busier 101 F=43.6;M=56.4
P=62.4;H=6.9;M=6.9;E=20.8
2.2 Women are busier 13 F=46.2;M=53.8
P=69.2;H=0;M=15.4;E=15.4
3 Tiredness 338 F=50.8;M=49.2
P=75.4; H=4.4;M=4.4;E=15.8
3.1 Wife is tired 85 F=56.5;M=43.5
P=76.5;H=4.7;M=7.1;E=11.8
32 Husband is tired 69 F=44 9;M=55.1
P=72.5;H=2.9;M=4.3;E=20.3
4 Responsibility 330 F=55.4,M=44.6
P=88.1;H=1.1;M=2.8;E=7.9
4.1 Wife’s responsibility 142 F=56;M=44
P=88.7,H=.7;M=3.5;E=7.1
4.2 Husband’s responsibility 6 F=25:M=75
P=50;H=0;M=0;E=50
5 Culture/ Tradition 169 F=52.6;M=47.4
P=82.9;H=3.9;M=5.9;E=7.2
6 Collaboration 159 F=51;M=49
P=76.9;H=4.8;M=10.9;E=7.5
7 Skills 157 F=48.5;M=51.5
P=74.8;H=10.7;M=4.9;E=9.7
7.1 Women better at housework 43 F=48.8;M=51.2
P=76.7,H=14;M=0;E=9.3
7.2 Men are better 10 F=30;M=70
P=50;H=20;M=0;E=30
8 Understanding 123 F=63.7;M=36.3
P=78.4;H=7.8;M=7.8;E=5.9
9 Complain 105 F=55.4,M=44.6
P=90.5;H=0;M=4.1;E=5.4
9.1 Wife complain 26 F=65.4;M=34.6
P=92.3;H=0;M=0;E=7.7
9.2 Husband complain 5 F=80;M=20
P=100
10 Hardship (Facing Difficulty) 103 F=55.4,M=44.6
P=75.4;H=4.6;M=4.6;E=15.4
10.1 | Husband is working harder 31 F=54.8;M=45.2
P=71;H=6.5;M=6.5;E=16.1
10.2 | Wife is working harder 6 F=66.7,;M=33.3
P=66.7,H=0;M=0;E=33.3
11 Dual Income Family 97 F=47.4;M=52.6
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P=89.7;H=5.2;M=1;E=4.1

12 Flexibility 84 F=56;M=44
P=94;H=0;M=1.2;E=4.8

13 Mutual Agreement/ Consultation 80 F=52.5;M=47.5
P=93.2;H=5.1;M=0;E=1.7

14 Emotionally Satisfied/Reasonable 78 F=59.2;M=40.8
P=90.1;H=7.0;M=2.8;E=0

15 Even Split 67 F=40.3;M=59.7
P=35.8;H=13.4;M=16.4;E=34.8

16 Stress 76 F=63.3;M=36.7
P=91.8;H=0;M=8.2;E=0

17 Money/ Income as Factor 75 F=63.5;M=36.5
P=80.8;H=5.8;M=7.7;E=5.8

18 Societal Change 52 F=46.2;M=53.8
P=88.5;H=7.7;M=1.9;E=1.9

19 Father playing with children 57 F=59.6;M=40.4
P=84.6;H=3.8;M=1.9;E=9.6

20 Efficiency 49 F=65.3;M=35.7
P=67.3;H=6.1;M=4.1;E=22.4

21 Sacrifice 49 F=64.5;M=35.5
P=96.8;H=0;M=0;E=3.2

22 Family membership 45 F=73.3;M=26.7
P=84.4;H=0;M=8.9;E=6.7

23 Happiness 44 F=68.2;M=31.8
P=88.6;H=0;M=2.3;E=9.1

24 Conflict/ Fights 41 F=63.4;M=36.6
P=70.7;H=7.3;M=4.9;E=17.1

25 Expectation/ pressure 40 F=69.6; M=30.4
P=91.3;H=0;M=4.3;E=4.3

26 Men Work Outside/ Women 40 F=28.6;M=71.4

Inside P=71.4;H=9.5;M=4.8;E=14.3

27 Don’t want to do housework 39 F=47.8;M=52.2
P=60.9;H=13;M=8.7;E=17.4

28 Men are stronger 38 F=31.6; M=68.4
P=65.8;H=7.9;M=13.2;E=13.2

29 Should do something 36 F=50; M=50
P=47.2;H=8.3;M=22.2;E=22.2

30 Accept 35 F=48.6;M=51.4

P=100
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ID | Code Name Definition Example
1 Time Availability Describes that whoever has more | Who has time should go (do it).
time does more. AR D,
1.1 | Husband is Busier Describes husband as busier/ Maybe it’s because my husband often
having less time. has business trips, so at work he is a
little busier.
KEANATREE AT ZE, LT
VEA T
1.2 | Wife is Busier Describes wife as busier than Because the husband is not as busy as
husband. the wife with work. K hsCFRAY TAF
BAZEFI AR Fr EAU it
RSN iy
1.3 | Both are Busy Describes both husband and wife | Right, it is, that woman also need to
as equally busy. be cared for, she also works outside ,
works eight hours. Man and women
are both outside.
XF, s 2 AR R, 2
NAB—FELESME TAE /AN, 5
A2 NEBAESMET,
2 Tiredness Describes an individual as being My wife is a little tired, but I often
tired/ having worked hard. arrive home more tired, and have the
habit of just, no, I am too tired, [ am
going to lie down, maybe just sleep.
When they come over they will just
wake me up tell me its time to eat.
LR, FOPIEIREIGE,
K7, RSB, AT, KR
T IRESE . WREREE T,
Mt SR, 1 R,
2.1 Father/Husband is Evaluates father or husband as Because the husband works longer
tired tired. (implies that they should do | than the wife, so he, he is more tired
less (house) work) than the wife.
A SEFRARA TAER R FE 27
FrUMBAR a2, MattbZE R
i
2.2 Mother/Wife is tired | Evaluates mother or wife as tired. | The husband should help her because
(implies that they should do less the wife is more tired.
(house) work) SER AR A A O 221 LU R AR
2.3 Both are tired Evaluates both spouses as tired/ Look everyone is pretty tired.
having worked hard. WERZEZE IR E
3 Help Expectation that another family When the father is busier at work,
member should assist in the maybe he will do less housework,
housework. only on the weekends he can help a
little.
B 48 AL A7 T HO B Y B A At mT
REMHZ SR
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3.1

Husband Should
Help

Describes expectation that father
should help with the housework.

The husband should help her because
the wife is more tired.

U EAR i RO 227 HER R

32

Child Should Help

Describes expectation that child
should help with the housework.

I think the child should help do things
that are within his ability.

VAT A% AT ARG, b
FIrRE M H 28 TAE

33

Wife Should Help

Describes expectation that
mother should help with the
housework.

Because they are a family, so they,
because the wife has more time, she
can help the husband do a little.

ROMAATE — 2N, BT LAt TR
. RONFE RIS REEBOR, FTLL
A B SC A2

Proactive

Suggests the importance of being
proactive of voluntarily and
individually taking the step to do
the housework.

I think the husband should still jointly
take on the burden with his wife. You
can’t say the wife should keep going
on like that. Um, I think if he
proactively goes on to take on some of
the housework, the wife will be much
happier.

ALK LRI 2 A ZE 2L
7R, AREW B FIXFE
figo W, FRADAIR MRS F By
HARIXDFRSFHIE, 227 B SRR
S

Skills

Mentions skill and being good at
particular tasks as an factor in
making housework decisions.

I am good at cooking, so I can cook at
little more, if I like it. If I am willing
to clean the bathroom, I can do it a
little more. The dad can do (tasks) that
requires a little strength, like fixing
things, or replacing something the
house needs, or fixing/ maintaining
the car, the like. He is baetter at those
things.
AR A IE TR rT LIS 2 —
R REEERMAY TG R
BATHADA, AT LA R —
EEV LM —LE LR T, G4k
1B, B2 o AT 255
BE RSN 2 5. B
KAy

5.1

Men are more skilled

Suggest men are better skilled at
specific housework tasks.

I think in terms of physical strength
and nature, women are naturally more
attentive than men, while men are
naturally physically stronger than
women.

TR WATAEAR MM,
KAEWHAEML, HAEKRIKRAERL
LAEY . IREAREIATIE?
TR A A i L 3.
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5.2

Women are more
skilled

Suggest women are better skilled
at specific housework tasks.

Um, maybe women naturally just like
a few details, she will spend time
focusing on details, better able to
organize clothes, men on the other
hand are more power types, they don’t
like to do those types (detail) things.
WA, WP R AR — LT Y
ARVE, AT A 2 AT R 25 5%
TEXLEATT ARV, AR A ]
ARRIT , 55 1 () 1 W Ath 2 7 B B Y
s AR HX L

Participation

An individual is expected to do
housework, though the amount is
not important. What is not okay,
is for a person to not do any
housework.

I think in terms of a family, it should
be both people put effort together,
although I don’t care the details of
who does how much or how little, but
you can’t say they don’t do anything
at all.
AAFXS T — D BERE N IZ ST P
PAIEFEN . BT AT
MaeHP AN EHZ S5, H
JEAREYL — REA T

6.1

Husband should at
least do something

Describes expectation that father
should do at least some
housework.

So the husband should still bear some
(of the housework).

It LA SE SR A 2 B iR A 251

Money

Describes income and its role (or
lack) in affecting how the
housework should be divided.

I feel quite fair, because men are just
going out to the top, creating, creating
a family. Then the woman is at home,
doing some housework, and earning a
small amount of money.

HIAFHELFRY, OB AW,
RMERTUR, 2], Q10K
o RIELNEZR R, LR IFIER]
BRI T B
HEITPE, LN R H

Collaboration

Suggests that housework should
be done jointly, or shared
between the at least two of the
family members.

HEH i, R, R
XA TR XA LA

but you should help together, together
do housework, I think it should be
done this way

Even Split

States that there should be the
same amount, same expectations
of work.

It should, it should, if their work time
is the same, they should do the same,
the same amount of housework.

W%, W%, AR N TAER
B (—HEZ) . IR HE R
o [AFERIZ ST

10

Flexibility

Implies that the division should
be more flexible.

I think you don’t have to divide it so
strictly.

LA TR 2™ 4 50 O E
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Too Detailed/
Specific

Argues against housework
division arrangements that are too
detailed, rigid, or specific.

Is he or isn’t he living with his
family.. it feels like it doesn’t have
that time , intimate or, at home,
anyway, it feels like it has become a
job, live has become a type of job, you
give it to me, I give it to you.
Everyone dividing, divide it too
clearly.

st A R N, 4
BIRGEBA X R, BOAIXF, A
OB R ECE AR, OB
WA M AR T, AT AR
—FIAET, Rtk ROGR
[, REIX L5 BKIERE, X

11

Understanding

Expectation that one of the
partners will be understanding of
the other’s situation or needs.

I think a family should understand
each other.

PN BEAR IR -

Husband should be
understanding

Describes the husband as being

understanding of the wife’s needs.

I think its this way, the husband
should really understand his wife, if
the wife- she is—measure is small, the
husband should help his wife do
things.
AT, LR IZRAR T 22
TRy, WRZFEFHEE, EiEA R
ANBYIE, SEREUR . bR IZ R
Z A FE AL,

Wife should be
understanding

Describes the wife as being
understanding of the husband’s
needs.

Well, for example, I am very busy, [
am actually very busy, [ am also tired,
so maybe when I come back home I
just don’t have any energy (strength)
to do it (housework). Maybe coming
back home I need to “have a rest,”
then my wife can do a little more, take
care of me.

AR AN e AR, FRAH AR, FK
WARR, AIREFR [A] 2 5 Fk v] RE T
AIAREMT o IREFR A EI K ] fE
i %have a rest, iRFR N ZE 1k 2l
s, MR

12

Men Work Outside,
Women Work
Inside

Expression used to convey that
men’s focus is on work, while
women’s focus is the home.

The Chinese traditional thinking is
still “men mainly work outside,
women mainly work inside.” The
housework is still women shoulder it a
little more, men just work outside, and
give the money to the wife so she is
happy.

HhE R g BgEIR 25 AN,
Wo RIFIBEEESIGL 1,
BNRALINTAE, ERGEEMA

A
/N
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12. Housework is Statements suggesting that I think in terms of the Chinese

1 women’s work housework is women’s area of traditional thinking, women do a little
responsibility. Points out that more housework. Everyone think its
traditionally women should do more reasonable for women to do
most of the housework. more housework.

AT E RS, 2
R TR Z —2. K50A
NN G A5

13 Reasonable Suggests that situation is They both think its correct, then its is
reasonable, can be understood, reasonable, although one person does
but not necessarily fair. more, another does less, but both think

this is correct, then it is reasonable.
X5 #IN Mg TR 2 & B
BRI ANZ, DA HER
JI A XA A A2 IR AR A2
G
14 Happiness/ Places importance or value on At home there is no fairness, since [
Satisfaction happiness or satisfaction, and make you very happy, you just do a
everyone being happy. little more and you make me very
happy.
EZR PEREBA N, FALRAER
m, URELZ A2, IRIEIRARE
=24
15 Limited People do what they are able to Because everyone does what they can
Capability/Ability based on their abilities (which is do within their ability.
limited). A B NSt ) i RE A T H =
15 %
16 | Responsibility Describes individual member’s Both people all have the shared
responsibilities to engage in responsibility to make their family
particular forms of labor. carry forward.
P NERE L H ) — IR A
MHEBELAL, SRR E,
17 Children Should do | Children should do housework, Because the child can learn to
Housework either for their own development | understand his parents in the process

or to help other family members. of doing housework, he is able to
cultivate his life ability, and in the
process of doing housework, he is also
a kind of learning, so the child should
still do it.
RN s e, fliRe
FoTERRACEE, R REAS IS IR AR
AETERESIW, iy ELAEMSOR 55 i R
oL flt R eI, AT
SR AR

18 | Laziness Judges another/self as being lazy. | Because, since men are more lazy..
Laziness described as a reason for | &5, 525 AEM: K,
not doing housework.

18. Men/Fathers Describes men in general or the Because I am a lazy man.

1 father in a family as lazy. A 41 am a lazy man. ( said in

English)
18. Children Describes child as lazy. I think if I have more time and if [
2 wasn’t so lazy, I should do more. (
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Child said in English)
18. Wife/ Mother Describes mother as lazy. Actually maybe this wall make the
3 wife become lazy.
BSE T fE S ik wife 7Rt
19 | Can’t Apply Rejects the idea that fairness can | /NEWE, gt F JERBR A+ 40
Fairness be applied to the situation or the SEAN S
family. Fairness? When it comes to the home
there is not such thing as fair or not
fair

19. | No absolute fairness | Question the existence or This, I think this still rather something

1 application of an absolute between two people, because this
fairness. thing (housework), has no absolute

fair or not fair
XA FRAR 2 2 I B SR,
RURAEIXFIARPE T, BoA A2
TR
19. | Hard to measure Argues that fairness is difficult to | fE¥EE4L, AHFHMEDIATERE, i
2 measure or quantify. ) 22t 2
It is very hard to quantify, sometimes
it is not clear, who does more and who
does less.
20 Family Membership | Mentions the responsibilities or Because as a member of a family, we
expectations of individuals based | should share everything, including
on being part of the family, being | housework and the other things (said
a member of the family. in English)
21 Consultation Suggests that the division of labor | Family life is still based on the
is up to the family or couple to husband and wife, two people, both
decide between themselves. coordinating to the level that they are
both satisfied.
HIEA T @ LARZE W AT REAS
I R DT AR EE A I
22 | Mutuality/Reciproci | Implies that the issue is based on | I think a family should mutually
ty mutuality between two people. understand each other.

Couples (sometimes family) are IR — % N\ LA T AA I

expected to mutually care for

each, understand each other,

interact with each other.

23 Love Mentions love as a motivator, or This is not a problem of fair or not
reason for why one does (more) fair. This is just about you love or
housework. don’t love your wife, or to say, your

wife can’t or can’t understand your
hard work.
XA AR T
RN EAZIRE T, BEUR
22T REA REMCIR VR 7 o

24 Family & Work are | Comparison between family life | I think between a wife and husband if

Different

and work life. Argues that they
are distinct. Statements include,
the family isn’t a company.

they divide these tasks, if these tasks
are like the ones in a company, like
coworkers, then you can’t call them
husband and wife. Then you can’t call
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that a family.
FAFREEZ A5 B ix Setasks
o XA S ARG XA B ]
FREE, ABAIMRZE T o ARHEA
ML T o

25 Conflict Describes how housework can Because a family needs stability, if he
connect to conflict ( such as wants to do more, or if he wants to do
fighting, arguing)- -either less, then the family will have conflict.
requiring equality may cause If you want the family to go longer
conflict, or one person doing and be more stable, you should do
more may cause conflict or ruin more chores.
relationships. KR AR AR,

LT, B MER TS, R
REXT NG, MBRIREZ L
XAFEERERIE, EAFRER
i, URBIRIY R ST % o041

26 | Accept Individual is conveyed as being I think its normal, just that I can bear
able to tolerate or accept the way | it. IR/ —ME, B2 IRAEHRK 215
things are. T

27 | Men as Strong(er) Implies that women are weaker Because the dad is strong, he should
than men. In different situations do the physical(heavy) labor, and the
suggests that men do the mother is better at hand -coordination,
hard/heavy work and women do so she should do light labor.
the easier/lighter work. B, Vi TR,

SRIGIEEEhTRESI 58, MiZT42
o
28 | Work Decides Describes the family division as I do less housework, the reason being
Situation influenced by (at least) one of the | my work.
family member’s work situation. IR 2 S5 e /b —28 | RN
PR M TAE

29 Habit Things are the way they are as a But he already is used to it.
result of habit. (R E 254 T

30 Harmony/Peace Suggests the importance of It does not affect the stability, peace,

harmony or peace in the family.

and harmony of our family as a whole.
BOA R IR B | R B AR R IX AR
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11.1 | understanding

ID Count Gender & Age Index (Percentage)
Code Name Total
1 1149 F=51.9; M=438.1,
Time Availability P=55.9, G=13.5, H=7.1, M=12.5, E=11
277 F=50, M=50;
1.1 Husband is Busier P=55.5, G=14.7, H=6.7, M=11.1, E=12
118 F=57.4 M=42.6;
1.2 | Wife is Busier P=50.4; G=14.2; H=9.4; M=12.6; E=13 .4
86 F=51.4, M=48.6;
1.3 | Both are Busy P=61.8; G=6.7; H=7.9; M=15.7; E=7.9
476 F=46.7,;M=53.5;
Tiredness P=60.4;G=8;H=6.2;M=13.9;E=11.5
225 F=47.3;M=52.7,
2.1 Father/Husband is tired P=57.4,G=10.1;H=4.2;M=13.9;E=14.3
209 F=46.1;M=53.9;
2.2 Mother/Wife is tired P=63.7,G=5.6;H=8.4;M=14;E=8 .4
42 F=61.5;M=38.5;
2.3 Both are tired P=30;G=32;H=0;M=20;E=18
3 402 F=61.5, M=38.5;
Help P=42.2,G=16.4;H=8.9;M=16.9;E=15.5
3.1 | Husband Should Help 94 F=56.3;M=43.7;
P=55,G=12;H=8;M=14;E=11
3.2 | Child Should Help 57 F=75;M=25
P=25,G=10;H=16.7;M=16.7;E=31.7
P=31.4;G=28.6;H=5.7;M=31.4;E=2.9
4 Proactive 374 F=48.2;M=51.8
P=61,G=11.6;H=6;M=13.9;E=7.6
5 SKkills 339 F=53.8;M=46.2
P=61.9;G=15.3;H=5.7;M=9.3;E=7.9
5.1 | Men are more skilled 57 F=52.4,M=47.6
P=72.9;G=6.8;H=3.4;M=1.7;E=15.3
5.2 | Women are more skilled 51 F=55.4,M=44.6
P=54.2;G=27.1;H=1.7;M=13.6;E=3 .4
6 Participation 289 F=55.8;M=44.2
P=60.9;G=8.6;H=4;M=17.2;E=9.3
6.1 | Husband should at least do 88 F=58.3; M=41.7
something P=60.2;G=10.8;H=2.2;M=21.5;E=5.4
7 252 F=44.41;M=55.9
Money P=80.6;G=4.5;H=1.5;M=7.5,E=6
8 211 F=52.8;M=47.2
Collaboration P=67.3,G=5.5;H=12.4;M=9.2;E=5.5
9 170 F=43.3;M=56.7
Even Split P=49.1; G=5.7;H=12;M=16.6;E=16.6
10 Flexibility 161 F=57.1;M=42.9
P=88.6;G=3.5;H=2.6;M=3.5;E=1.8
Too Detailed/ Specific 49 F=41.4,M=58.6
10.1 P=91.8;G=0;H=4.1;M=4.1;E=0
11 Understanding 160 F=76.4;M=23.6
P=78.7;G=9.8;H=0;M=11.5;E=0
Husband should be 24 F=80;M=20

P=79.2;G=0;H=0;M=20.8;E=0
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Wife should be understanding 20 F=65.1;M=34.9
11.2 P=63.6,G=18.2;H=0;M=18.2;E=0
12 Men Work Outside, Women 156 F=50.5;M=49.5
Work Inside P=79;G=9.5;H=1.9;M=6.7;E=2.9
Housework is women’s work 56 F=55.3;M=44.7
12.1 P=75;G=13.3;H=1.7;M=8.3;E=1.7
13 Reasonable 137 F=28.3;M=71.7
P=86.2;G=5.5;H=5.5;M=0;E=1.8
14 Happiness/ Satisfaction 122 F=54.4;M=45.6
P=76.8;G=4.8;H=13.6;M=4.8;E=0
15 Limited Capability/Ability 119 F=48.1; 51.9;
P=67.6; G=5.4;H=5.4;M=3.6;E=18
16 Responsibility 110 F=40.9;M=59.1
P=78.6,G=3.6;H=6.3;M=5.4;E=6.3
17 Children Should do Housework | 109 F=58.9%, M=41.1%
P=72.1; G=3.6; H=4.5, M=8.1, E=11.7
18 Laziness 95 F=59.5;M=40.5
P=68.6;G=0;H=11.8;M=13.7;E=5.9
Men/Fathers 37 F=48.5;M=51.5
18.1 P=73;G=0;H=13.5;M=8.1;E=5.4
Children 4 F=100;M=0
18.2 P=25;G=0;H=0;M=75;E=0
Wife/ Mother 3 F=100;M=0
18.3 P=33.3;G=0;H=33.3;M=0;E=33.3
19 Can’t Apply Fairness 87 F=49.6, M=50.4%,
P=86.4; G=2.3; H=9.1;M=1.1;E=1.1
Hard to measure 14 F=37.5;M=62.5
19.1 P=85.7;G=0;H=14.3;M=0;E=0
20 Family Membership 85 F=67;M=33
P=73.3;G=2.3;H=10.5;M=10.5;E=3.5
21 Consultation 85 F=52.1;M=47.9
P=88.5;G=4.6;H=4.6;M=2.3;E=0
22 Mutuality/Reciprocity 81 F=65.5;M=34.5
P=75.3;G=18;H=0;M=5.6;E=1.1
23 Love 79 F=48.9;M=51.5
P=86.1;G=0;H=8.9;
24 Family & Work are Different 76 F=28.2; M=71.8
P=63.6,G=2.6;H=20.8;M=3.9;E=9.1
25 Conflict 76 F=35.5; M=64.5
P=84.6,G=5.1; H=1.3, M=7.7;E=1.3
26 Accept 74 F=39.2; M=60.8
P=89.2;G=0; H=6.8;M=4.1;E=0
27 Men as Strong(er) 71 F=35.6; M=64.4
P=63; G=5.5;H=5.5;M=5.5;E=20.5
28 Work Decides Situation 70 F=47.3; M=52.7;
P=86.1, G=5.6, H=1.4, M=5.6, E=1.4
29 Habit 68 F=40.1;M=59.9
P=80.8;G=13.7;H=1.4;M=4.1;E=0
30 Harmony/Peace 64 F=63.8;M=36.2

P=74.6,G=19.7;H=1.4;M=4.2;E=0






