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Abstract 

This research investigated the predictors of attitudes toward women’s employment and 

the impacts of attitudes on women’s employment and work-family balance as well as men’s 

share of family work. Its theoretical framework involves Social Role Theory (Eagly, 1987), 

Work/Family Border Theory (Clark, 2000), Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1985), and 

Theory of Allocation of Time (Becker, 1965). In Study 1, using data from the 2012 International 

Social Survey Programme (ISSP), I built Probit, Tobit, and Ordinary Least Square (OLS) 

regression models to measure the effects of attitudes held by one’s social peers on a woman’s 

likelihood of employment and her working hours as well as a man’s share of housework and 

family care. The results revealed that more positive attitudes toward women’s employment held 

by one’s peer group led to significant increases in the likelihood of employment and the working 

hours of a woman as well as the share of family care taken on by a man. In Study 2, I recruited 

participants online to investigate the predictors of attitudes toward women’s employment and the 

influence of such attitudes on women’s work-family balance. The results indicated that perceived 

responses to capitalization, descriptive norms, and injunctive norms were all significant, positive 

predictors of attitudes toward women’s employment. Furthermore, a woman’s attitude towards 

women’s employment is significantly and positively associated with her balance between work 

and family.  
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Predictors of Attitudes toward Women’s Employment and the Impacts of Attitudes on Women’s 

Employment and Work-Family Balance as well as Men’s Share of Family Work 

Integrating work and family life and maintaining a sense of balance is challenging, and 

there is a great divide between how career and family affect men and women. Studies in 

psychology, economics, sociology, and organizational behavior have drawn the same conclusion 

that men and women have very different career and family experiences. For example, it used to 

be that men could give their whole attention, energy, and time to their careers because they had 

the full-time support of their stay-at-home wives who took on almost total responsibility for 

keeping a home and caring for children. Since at that time, there was little variation in personal 

lifestyles of both men and women, problems about work-family balance were largely ignored.  

Things could hardly be more different today. Revolutionary changes have taken place in 

the composition of the workforce. Shifting demographics, affirmative action, globalization, and 

the increase in two-income families and single-parent families have resulted in greater 

participation of women in the economic sphere. According to the statistics from the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 57.2% of women participated in the labor force in 2015 and 69.9% of them 

were mothers with children under age 18. Women comprised 64.2% of part-time jobs and 42.9% 

of full-time jobs. Despite these changes, most men have not increased their participation in the 

family domain to the point where it is equal to women, and women are still responsible for the 

majority of unpaid care and housework tasks and spend substantially more time on these 

activities than men (Coltrane, 2000).  

Nonetheless, gender roles are changing, and these changes are reflected in the society’s 

expectations on gender roles, especially those related to women’s employment. The changes in 

the definition of gender roles also bring changes to the meanings of career and family in the lives 
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of men and women. This, in turn, raises questions about the central roles people play in life such 

as spouse, parent, friend, employee, and community member. For many people in the society, 

role behaviors learned through early socialization are no longer viable. Unlike the typical 

member of earlier generations of employees, a large segment of today’s workforce, particularly 

female employees, faces new and intense pressures to seek a way to get a life while satisfying the 

needs of demanding careers.  

However, many women are still struggling to balance between their careers and families, 

despite the great advances they have already made. This situation stems from several factors 

such as social expectations, gender stereotypes and discrimination, and unequal distribution of 

labor in the household. The conflict between work and family has real consequences including 

serious constraints on career choices, limited opportunities for career advancement and success 

in the work role, and the need to choose between two seemingly opposite directions: an active 

and satisfying career or marriage and children.  

Social Role Theory (Eagly, 1987) explained the formation and enforcement of gender 

stereotypes. First, this theory recognized the historical division between women who often 

assumed responsibilities at home, and men who often assumed responsibilities outside the home. 

Social behaviors based on sex differences caused divergence in the expectations of men and 

women. These expectations were then transmitted to subsequent generations, influencing the 

social behaviors of each gender and representing gender stereotypes. Some social roles could 

also reinforce gender stereotypes. For example, motherhood magnified the stereotypes of women 

as caregivers; as a result, mothers were more likely to be perceived as communal rather than 

agentic (Heilman & Okimoto, 2008). Moreover, people were inclined to develop certain traits in 

order to conform to the expectations held by the society. For instance, men developed traits 
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manifesting agency, independence, assertiveness, and competence, while women developed 

traits showing communal motives such as the tendency to be friendly, unselfish, and expressive. 

Another implication of the social role theory was that people who violated gender stereotypes 

would be perceived unfavorably by their peers (Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, & Tamkins, 2004). As 

a result, men and women were forced, be it consciously or not, to obey the existing gender roles, 

which further strengthened gender stereotypes.  

Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1985) also provided theoretical supports for the link 

between perceived social expectations and behaviors. According to this theory, human behaviors 

were guided by three kinds of considerations: beliefs about the possible consequences of a 

behavior (behavioral beliefs), beliefs about the normative expectations of other people 

(normative beliefs), and beliefs about the presence of factors which might further or hinder the 

performance of that behavior (control beliefs). As a result, behavioral beliefs produced a 

favorable or unfavorable attitude towards that behavior, normative beliefs formed perceived 

social pressures or subjective norms, and control beliefs gave rise to perceived behavioral 

controls which referred to the perceived ease or difficulty of performing that behavior. In 

combination, attitudes toward the behavior, subjective norms, and perception of behavioral 

controls all contributed to the formation of behavioral intentions. Given a sufficient degree of 

actual controls over the behavior, people were expected to reveal their intentions when the 

opportunity arose. Therefore, intentions were assumed to be the immediate antecedents of 

behaviors. Armitage and Conner (2001) conducted a meta-analysis to evaluate the validity of the 

theory of planned behavior, and found evidences for using this theory to predict intentions and 

behaviors, although the prediction of self-report behaviors was more accurate than the prediction 

of observed or objective behaviors.   
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Since the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1985) suggested that the normative 

expectations held by one’s peers formed the normative beliefs of that individual and guided that 

individual’s behaviors, I proposed that the normative expectations on women’s employment 

within a social group would impact the employment decisions of women from that social group, 

and for women with partners or spouses, such expectations would also influence the distribution 

of housework between couples. In addition, the normative expectations on women’s employment 

from a woman’s social peers would influence her behaviors in the workplace and household, 

thus affecting her balance between work and family.  

Attitudes and Women’s Employment 

A considerable amount of research examined the link between attitudes toward women’s 

employment held by a society and the labor market participation of women from that society. For 

example, Fortin (2005) used data from the 1990, 1995, and 1999 World Value Surveys to 

investigate the impacts of gender role attitudes toward women’s labor market participation held 

by individuals across 25 OECD countries. He found that people’s agreements on traditional 

gender role values like “being housewives is fulfilling for women”, were significantly and 

negatively associated with the likelihood of women being employed. Similarly, Campa, 

Casarico, and Profeta (2010) found that positive attitudes held by a society toward women’s 

employment were negatively associated with the gender gap in employment in that society. 

These findings suggested that attitudes held by a social groups played an important role in 

determining the employment of women in that social group.  

Attitudes toward women’s employment also vary across countries. Albrecht, Edin, and 

Vroman (2000) used data from the 1988 International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) 

conducted in eight countries including Austria, (West) Germany, Great Britain, Hungary, 
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Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, and the United States, to investigate the cross-country variation in 

attitudes toward the employment of women, especially mothers. They found a tremendous 

variation in attitudes toward mothers’ employment across countries. For example, in Austria, 

Germany, Great Britain, and Italy, less than 5% of women and men favored full-time work for 

women with preschool children, while in the United States, the Netherlands, Ireland, and 

Hungary, 6 to 12% of men and 10 to 13% of women favored full-time work for women with 

preschool children. However, since this study only included European countries and the United 

States, its finding was not comprehensive enough to show the complete picture of the cross-

country variance in attitudes toward women’s employment.  

Yu and Lee (2013) also focused on the cross-national differences in attitudes toward 

women’s employment. The data used in their study was from the 2002 ISSP survey conducted in 

34 countries and regions including Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Chile, Cyprus, 

Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Great Britain, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, 

Japan, Latvia, Mexico, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Northern Ireland, Norway, Poland, 

Portugal, Russia, Slovakian Republic, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, the United States, 

East Germany, and West Germany. They measured national-level gender equality using two 

different indexes: Gender-related Development Index (GDI), which was designed by the United 

Nations Development Programme (UNDP) to reflect a nation’s disparities between women and 

men in education, standard of living, and health, and Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM), 

which was also developed by UNDP to capture women’s participation in decision making and 

their access to powerful positions. The GDI and GEM scores used in their analyses were from 

the Human Development Report in 2001. The results showed that countries with higher GDI and 

GEM scores had more positive public opinions on women’s employment. In addition, Yu and 
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Lee found that greater participation of women in the public sphere led individuals, particularly 

women in higher GDI nations, to express greater approval for women’s employment. These 

findings were informative, as they linked individual-level attitudes toward women’s employment 

to national-level gender equality. In the first study of this research, I focused on the attitudes 

toward women’s employment held by different social groups. But instead of using existing 

measures of macro-level gender role attitudes, I aggregated individual attitudes toward women’s 

employment by countries and religious groups to measure the attitudes held by people from 

certain religious groups in certain countries. 

In addition, previous research showed that women’s labor market outcomes even differed 

among countries with similar cultural backgrounds. Yoon (2015) examined the labor market 

outcomes of women in four Eastern Asian countries including Korea, Japan, Singapore, and 

China, from three aspects involving gender gaps in employment rates, working hours, and 

wages. The results indicated that the employment of women in East Asia exhibited different 

patterns. For example, Japanese women appeared to attain the most positive labor market 

outcome in terms of labor market participation but they worked the shortest hours due to the 

strong social norms regarding women’s primary roles as homemakers and caregivers. 

Singaporean women faced the greatest disadvantages in leaving their jobs after giving birth to 

their children, as it often resulted in permanent exit from the job market; but they benefited from 

the smallest gender gap in wages. These findings suggested that different patterns of women’s 

employment could be observed using different labor market indicators. Therefore, it was 

important to implement different measures of women’s labor market outcomes. 

In addition to attitudes, other factors such as number of children and whether one had a 

working mother, also impacted a woman’s employment. The study by Albrecht, Edin, and 
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Vroman (2000), which was mentioned previously, showed that in Austria and Germany, having a 

working mother significantly increased a woman’s probability of working full time when her 

children were young. In a similar vein, Goldberg, Matthews, Kang, Li, and Sumaroka (2012) 

found that students’ attitudes toward women’s employment were positively associated with their 

own mothers’ working status. These findings suggested that the experience of having a working 

mother played an important role in shaping one’s perception of women’s employment. 

Besides the experience of having a working mother, several other factors also influenced 

a woman’s employment. Maurer-Fazio, Connelly, Chen, and Tang (2011) found that for urban, 

married, working age women in China, the presence of a parent or parent-in-law in the 

household increased a woman’s likelihood of being employed, while the presence of a preschool-

aged child decreased the likelihood, based on Chinese population census data between 1982 and 

2000. Additionally, the negative effect of having a young child in the household on women’s 

labor market participation was substantially larger for married, rural-to-urban migrants than for 

their non-migrant counterparts. Similarly, the positive effect of co-residence with elders was 

larger for rural-to-urban migrants than for their non-migrant counterparts. These findings 

revealed that household size, residential region, and the number of children, especially toddlers, 

all impacted a woman’s employment. Thus, these factors would be controlled in the analysis of 

women’s employment. 

Attitudes and Men’s Share of Family Work 

The association between attitudes toward women’s employment and household 

distribution of labor also varies across countries. Previous studies showed that national policies 

on work and family, women’s employment, labor regulations and rewards as well as cultural 

values and levels of support for gender equality all influenced the ways in which couples 
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negotiated the distribution of housework (e.g., Chiappori, Fortin, & Lacroix, 2002; Fuwa, 2004). 

According to Baxter and Tai (2016), countries with high levels of women’s labor market 

participation, high levels of gender earnings equality, and high levels of cultural and political 

support for gender equality, were found to have more gender egalitarian household arrangements 

for unpaid family work. Hook (2006) analyzed time use data for 20 countries over the period 

from 1965 to 2003 and found that men spent more time on unpaid work in countries with higher 

levels of women’s employment. A more recent study by Hook (2010) reported similar results 

which showed less sex segregation of unpaid work tasks in more egalitarian countries. These 

findings implied that macro-level gender role attitudes were able to shape the household 

distribution of labor.  

In addition, according to the Theory of Allocation of Time proposed by Becker (1965), 

individuals within the same household allocated their time between market activities and 

consumption activities based on their productivities, such that members who were relatively 

more efficient at market activities spent less time on consumption activities than other members. 

Furthermore, if the relative market efficiency of one member increased, all other members would 

need to reallocate their time towards consumption activities in order to enable that member to 

spend more time on market activities. Therefore, it is important to control for the working status 

of one’s partner or spouse when analyzing one’s share of housework.  

Study 1 Goals and Hypotheses 

Overall, Study 1 aimed to examine whether attitudes toward women’s employment held 

by one’s social peers would impact the employment of women and the share of family work of 

men from that social group. The majority of previous studies defined an individual’s social peers 

as people from the same country as that individual. But I also took the variation across religious 
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groups into consideration, since attitudes held by people from a certain religious group in a 

certain country might be more closely reflect the attitudes held by one’s peer group. Overall, the 

hypotheses of Study 1 were: 

H1: Attitudes held by people from a certain religious group in a certain country would influence 

the employment of women from the same religious group in the same country.  

H2: Attitudes held by individuals from a certain religious group within a certain country would 

impact the share of family work performed by men from the same religious group in the same 

country. 

Attitudes and Capitalization 

This research also investigated the predictors of attitudes toward women’s employment, 

and one of the predictors was perceived responses to capitalization (i.e., the sharing of positive 

events between couples). I proposed that perceived responses to capitalization attempts from 

one’s partner or spouse would be positively associated with that individual’s attitude toward 

women’s employment. Moreover, this association would be mediated by relationship satisfaction 

of the couple. Although previous research had little focus on the potential link between 

capitalization between couples and attitudes toward women’s employment, there was plenty of 

evidence for the positive association between capitalization and relationship satisfaction. Gable, 

Reis, Impett, and Asher (2004) found that close relationships in which one’s partner or spouse 

typically responded to that individual’s capitalization attempts enthusiastically, were associated 

with higher relationship satisfaction. This result was successfully replicated by another study 

conducted by Gable, Gonzaga, and Strachman (2006).  

The positive association between capitalization attempts and relationship satisfaction was 

supported by the Broaden-and-Build Model (Fredrickson, 1998), which suggested that positive 
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emotions served to broaden an individual’s momentary “though-action repertoire” and thereby 

built the individual’s physical, intellectual, and social resources. The sharing of and responding 

to positive events could build the emotional support between couples through increasing the 

memory of these positive events, thus generating positive emotions and resulting in a more 

satisfied relationship.  Furthermore, capitalization could strengthen the bonding between couples 

through the exchange of social resources, and thereby elevate their relationship satisfaction. The 

rationale was when communicating positive events with one’s partner or spouse, an individual 

was essentially displaying personal assets, and therefore that individual was likely to be 

considered as having greater social capitals. When that individual’s partner or spouse responded 

benevolently, relationship satisfaction was enhanced through the strengthened social bond.  

Furthermore, a higher level of relationship satisfaction between a couple might lead to a 

more positive attitude toward the employment of the woman. Since emotional support was an 

important component of a satisfied relationship (Cramer, 2004), when a woman in a satisfied 

relationship decided to work outside the home, she was likely to gain supports and approval from 

her partner or husband. The positive attitude towards that woman’s employment held by her 

partner or husband could reinforce her employment decision and make her view her own 

employment more positively. Since capitalization was positively associated with relationship 

satisfaction, and relationship satisfaction might predict positive attitudes toward women’s 

employment, capitalization was likely to be positively associated with attitudes toward women’s 

employment, and this associated would be mediated by relationship satisfaction.  
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Attitudes and Norms 

In addition to capitalization, social norms might also predict attitudes toward women’s 

employment. The common definition of norms reflected two components: what people should do 

and what people actually do (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990). The first part was captured by 

the concept of injunctive norms and the second part was represented by descriptive norms. 

Injunctive norms motivated certain actions through the social rewards and punishments 

associated with engaging or not engaging in desired behaviors. Descriptive norms motivated 

actions by informing an individual about what was considered to be effective or adaptive in a 

particular context and providing a decision short-cut when one was choosing how to behave in a 

particular situation.  

Previous studies showed that descriptive and injunctive norms had independent effects on 

intentions and actions across a wide range of behaviors including drug use, volunteering 

behavior, safe sex behavior, physical exercise, and aggressive behavior. For example, Buunk and 

Bakker (1995) found that descriptive and junctive norms were both significant, independent 

predictors of willingness to engage in extradyadic sex. Descriptive and injunctive norms also had 

an interaction effect. Smith and Louis (2008) surveyed university students about their attitudes 

toward current campus issues, manipulated descriptive and injunctive group norms, and assessed 

participants’ post-manipulation attitudes, behavioral willingness, and behaviors. They found that 

injunctive and descriptive norms interacted significantly to influence attitudes, behavioral 

willingness, and behaviors. These findings suggested that the independent and interaction effects 

of descriptive and injunctive norms were significant in predicting behaviors. Therefore, 

descriptive and injunctive norms about women’s employment from one’s peers would influence 

that individual’s attitude towards women’s employment. Descriptive norms referred to the 
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working status of one’s female, significant others, such as female friends and family members, 

and injunctive norms referred to the attitudes toward women’s employment held by one’s 

significant others. 

Attitudes and Work-Family Balance 

A considerable amount of studies from varied disciplines including psychology, 

economics, and sociology investigated the balance between work and family. Despite the 

widespread academic interest, there were still disagreements on the definition of work-family 

balance. Historically, researchers viewed work-family balance as the absence of work-family 

conflicts, or the frequency and intensity in which work interfered with family or family 

interfered with work. Greenhaus, Collin and Shaw (2003) defined work-family balance as “the 

extent to which individuals are equally engaged in and equally satisfied with work and family 

roles” (p.513). Voydanoff (2005) proposed that work-family balance was “a global assessment of 

whether work resources meet family demands, and family resources meet work demands such 

that participation is effective in both domains” (p.825). More recently, Grzywacz and Carlson 

(2007) referred to work-family balance as the “accomplishment of role-related expectations that 

are negotiated and shared between an individual and his or her role-related partners in the work 

and family domains” (p.455). In this research, I defined work-family balance as the extent to 

which an individual actively engaged in the domains of family and work and managed the 

potential conflicts between the two domains as well as the extent to which that individual’s 

performance in one domain was facilitated by the resources or experiences accumulated through 

his or her involvement in the other domain. 

The majority of previous research on work-family balance focused on two aspects: work-

family conflict and work-family enrichment. According to Greenhaus and Beutell (1985), 
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conflicts between work and family roles occurred when the time spent in satisfying the 

requirements of one role, the strains from participating in one role, and the behaviors required by 

one role incurred difficulties in fulfilling the requirements of the other role. This suggested that 

time constraint was not the only source of work-family conflicts, physical and psychological 

interference between roles could also trigger conflicts.  

Work-family conflicts were common for working women. For example, Elliot (2003) 

found female employees at university often experienced work-family role strains, driven by 

factors such as parenthood, the presence or absence of marriage or partnership, marital quality, 

employment pressures from their partners or spouses, and the caregiving needs of elderly 

dependents. However, certain aspects of work and family could actually facilitate the integration 

between the two domains and make them mutually enriching. For instance, a woman could build 

close ties and acquire useful information and supports for managing family issue from her social 

network established at work. This was exactly the resources which could make work an ally of 

family. The enhancement of esteem coming from work could also be another asset for life 

beyond work. Careers could even provide emotional gratification and create opportunities for 

satisfaction with personal growth.  

The fact that resources, assets, gratification, and opportunities a woman gained in one 

domain could facilitate her performance in the other domain gradually drove researchers’ focus 

from work-family conflicts to work-family enrichment. Greenhaus and Powell (2006) defined 

work-family enrichment as the “extent to which experiences in one role improve the quality of 

life in the other role” (p.72). They also proposed three ways in which participation in multiple 

roles could produce positive outcomes for individuals: first, work and family experiences could 

have additive effects on well-being; second, participation in work and family roles could buffer 
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people from stress experienced in one of the roles; third, experiences in one role could produce 

positive experiences and outcomes in the other role. The two researchers also suggested two 

paths to work-family enrichment which included an instrumental path and an affective path. In 

the instrumental path, psychological and physical resources developed or nurtured in one role 

increased performance in the other role, and information as well as social capitals acquired in 

one role contributed to the problem solving in the other role. The affective path to work-family 

enrichment suggested that when people received extensive resources from one role, their positive 

emotions experienced in that role would be increased, which in turn facilitated their functioning 

in the other role.  

Work/Family Border Theory (Clark, 2000) provided an interesting explanation of the 

mutual influence between one’s work and family life. This theory explained how individuals 

managed and negotiated the work and family spheres and borders in order to attain balance 

between the two domains. This theory proposed that the primary connection between work and 

family systems was people who were the border crossers who made daily transitions between the 

domains of work and family. The border crossers shaped these two worlds, modeled the border 

between them, and determined their own relationship to the worlds and their members. In turn, 

the two worlds shaped the experience of border crossers such that the relation between the 

individuals and the environments were interactive instead of unidirectional. In addition, some 

members of the worlds were especially influential in defining the worlds and the borders; thus 

they were referred as border keepers. For example, supervisors at work and spouses at home 

were common border-keepers. Border keepers and other members played important roles in 

providing supports to the border-crossers to manage the two domains. But border-keepers might 

also create barriers which hindered the achievement of balance by the border-crossers. As 
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proposed by Baran (2012), and for the purpose of this study, women were assumed to be the 

border crossers such that they influenced the environments of and members in the domains of 

work and family, and women were simultaneously influenced by the environments of and 

members in the two domains. Their work-family balance was also strongly influenced by the 

supports from border keepers, mainly their partners or spouses and colleagues.  

In this research, I would examine the potential link between attitudes toward women’s 

employment and work-family balance. I proposed that a woman’s attitude towards women’s 

employment would be positively associated with her work-family balance, and this association 

would be mediated by household distribution of labor. The basic rationale was that if a working 

woman had a more positive attitude towards women’s employment, she would want more equal 

distribution of family work; in this way, her partner or husband was likely to share more family 

work, which would likely reduce her workload in the family domain and thereby decrease the 

possibility of her experiencing work-family conflicts due to time or effort constraints. 

Furthermore, a positive attitude towards employment could improve a woman’s performance at 

the workplace and facilitate her work-family balance by bring her more resources, assets, and 

gratification from the work domain or simply relieving the stress she would have experienced in 

the work domain. 

The relation between gender role attitudes and household distribution of labor was 

examined by several previous studies. For example, Crompton and Harris (1999) surveyed 

people from Britain, Norway, and the Czech Republic and found a significant association 

between more liberal gender role attitudes and a less traditional division of domestic labor in all 

three countries. Another study showed that traditionalism in gender role attitudes was associated 

with longer housework hours for women and shorter hours for men, although both men's and 
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women's housework hours decreased significantly with increases in their income relative to their 

partners’ or spouses’ incomes (Kan, 2008). Since a more positive attitude towards women’s 

employment would be considered more liberal and less traditional, I expected positive attitudes 

toward women’s employment to be positively associated with gender-egalitarian distribution of 

labor in the household which meant women’s share of housework and childcare (if they had 

children) would be less than their share in the traditional division of family work.  

Furthermore, I proposed that equal distribution of labor would be positively associated 

with women’s work-family balance. Conceptually, gendered household division of family work 

would lead women to spend more time on domestic work and fewer time on market work. This 

could intensify women’s work-family conflicts by hindering them from fulfilling the demands of 

their market work. For example, within a household with gendered division of labor, a woman 

was likely to be responsible for cooking breakfast for her family in the morning, which might 

cause her to arrive late at work; as a result, she might be criticized by her supervisor, which 

likely made her distressed and lowered her mental energy to balance between family and work.  

In addition, previous research found that parenthood influenced the division of labor 

within households. A study by Sanchez and Thomson (1997) showed that although parenthood 

had no significant effect on husbands’ employment or housework hours, it increased wives’ 

housework hours and reduced their employment hours, especially for these wives heavily 

influenced by traditional gender attitudes. Therefore, it would be important to control for the 

number of children, especially toddlers, in the household, when examining the relation between 

attitude towards woman’s employment and work-family balance. 
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Study 2 Goals and Hypotheses 

Study 2 investigated the predictors of attitudes toward women’s employment as well as 

the impacts of such attitudes on women’s employment.  I proposed the following hypotheses: 

H1A: Perceived responses to capitalization attempts from one’s partner or spouse would be 

positively associated with that individual’s attitude towards women’s employment.  

H1B: The association between perceived responses to capitalization attempts from one’s partner 

or spouse and that individual’s attitude towards women’s employment would be mediated by 

relationship satisfaction.  

H2: Injunctive and descriptive norms from one’s peers would be positively associated with that 

individual’s attitude towards women’s employment. 

H3A: A woman’s attitude towards women’s employment would be positively associated with her 

work-life balance. 

H3B: The association between a woman’s attitude toward women’s employment and her work-

family balance would be mediated by household division of labor. 

STUDY 1 

Data 

This study examined the impacts of attitudes held by one’s peers on women’s 

employment and men’s share of family work. The dataset was from the International Social 

Survey Programme: Family and Changing Gender Roles IV – ISSP 2012 produced by the ISSP 

research group. This survey contained approximately 35,000 participants from 37 countries and 

regions including Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Croatia, Czech 

Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Great Britain, Iceland, India, Ireland, Israel, 

Japan, South Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Mexico, Norway, Philippines, Poland, Russian 
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Federation, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, Turkey, 

United Status, and Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela. The frequency of observations for each 

country is included in Data Appendix. 

The sampling procedures differed by countries: simple sampling procedures were used 

in some countries, and multi-stage stratified procedures were used in other countries. Local 

research centers and universities were the main survey administrators. Survey questions mainly 

focused on attitudes toward family and gender roles as well as the demographic information of 

respondents and their partners or spouses. The observation was at the individual level. The data 

constituted a cross-section and could be categorized into sub-samples by country. For the 

purpose of this study, I only included individuals who were in a romantic relationship at the time 

they took the survey. The independent variable aggregated attitude represented the attitudes of 

the individuals in the religious group and country where the respondent was from. It was 

constructed from a number of variables in the survey through two steps: (1) averaging 

respondents’ scores on six questions concerning attitudes toward women’s employment from the 

ISSP 2012 survey (Question 1a-1e, Question2a, 2b); (2) collapsing the mean of the average 

scores generated in the first step by country and religious group. Questions from the ISSP 2012 

survey included “To what extent do you agree or disagree that a working mother can establish 

just as warm and secure a relationship with her children as a mother who does not work?” “To 

what extent do you agree or disagree that all in all, family life suffers when the woman has a full-

time job?” “To what extent do you agree or disagree that a job is all right, but what most women 

really want is a home and children?” “To what extent do you agree or disagree that being a 

housewife is just as fulfilling as working for pay?” “To what extent do you agree or disagree that 

both the man and woman should contribute to the household income?” “To what extent do you 
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agree or disagree that a man’s job is to earn money, and a woman’s job is to look after the home 

and family?” The responses were on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly agree, 5=strongly 

disagree) and coded such that a larger value indicated a more positive attitude towards women’s 

employment. Religious group included Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox, other Christian religious, 

Jewish, Islamic, Buddhist, Hindu, other Asian religions, and non-religious. The frequency of 

observations in each religious group is included in the Data Appendix. 

The dependent variables for the regressions on females were related to labor market 

work. The variable working status was defined as whether a female respondent was “currently 

working for pay” or “currently not in paid work, had paid work in the past, or never had paid 

work”. It was constructed from the variable WORK from the ISSP 2012 dataset, and recoded into 

a dummy variable with 1=currently having paid work and 0=currently not in a paid work, paid 

work in the past, or never had paid work. The variable working hours represented the average 

hours a female respondent worked for pay in a normal week, including overtime. If the 

respondent worked for more than one employer, or if the respondent was both employed and 

self-employed, the total number of working hours was counted. The variable working hours was 

a continuous variable constructed from the variable WRKHRS from the ISSP 2012 dataset.  

The dependent variables for the regressions on males was related to work in the 

household. The variable share of housework was defined as the percentage of hours a male 

respondent spent on housework out of the total hours this respondent and his partner or spouse 

spent on housework in an average week. The construction of this variable involved two steps: 

first, the amount of time a male respondent spent on household work (not including childcare and 

leisure time activities) in an average week, indicated by his response to Question 16a on the ISSP 

2012 survey, and the amount of time his partner or spouse spent on household work in an 
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average week, indicated by responses to Question 17a on the ISSP 2012 survey, were summed in 

order to get total hours the couple spent on housework; second, the male respondent’s amount of 

time spent on housework was divided by the total hours the couple spent on housework in order 

to get the male respondent’s share of housework.  

The variable share of family care was defined as the percentage of hours a male 

respondent spent looking after family members out of the total hours the respondent and his 

partner or spouse spent caring for family members in an average week. The measure of this 

variable was constructed through a similar process to the variable share of housework: first, the 

amount of time a male respondent personally spent looking after family members (e.g., children, 

elderly, ill or disabled family members) in an average week, indicated by his response to 

Question 16b on the ISSP 2012 survey, and the amount of time his partner or spouse spent caring 

for family members in an average week, indicated by the response to Question 17b on the ISSP 

2012 survey, were summed in order to get the total hours spent caring for family members by the 

couple; second, the hours the male respondent spent looking after his family members were 

divided by the total hours the couple spent caring for family members in order to get the male 

respondent’s share of family care.  

The control variables in both sets of regressions were: education, highest degree of 

education completed by the respondent, age, biological age of the respondent, married, whether 

the respondent was married or not, relationship length, number of years the respondent had been 

engaged in a romantic relationship with his or her partner or spouse, number of children, the 

number of children between school age and 17 years old living in the respondent’s household, 

number of toddlers, the number of children below school age living in the respondent’s 

household, household size, the number of persons living in the household of the respondent 



ATTITUDES, WOMEN’S EMPLOYMENT, AND WORK-FAMILY BALANCE  
 

23 

including himself or herself, place of living, description of the respondent’s place of living (e.g., 

a big city, a country village), working mother, whether the respondent’s mother worked for pay 

for as long as one year after the respondent was born and before he or she was 14 years old,  

living with partner, whether the respondent shared the same household with his or her partner or 

spouse, and working status of partner or spouse, whether the partner or spouse of the respondent 

was currently working for pay or currently not in paid work, had paid work in the past or never 

had paid work. The variable married was constructed from the variable MARRITAL from the 

ISSP 2012 dataset and recoded into a dummy with 1=currently married and 0=currently not 

married. Variable education, age, relationship length, number of children, number of toddlers, 

household size, place of living, working mother, and living with partner were taken directly from 

the ISSP 2012 dataset. The variable working status of partner or spouse was constructed from 

the variable SPWORK in the ISSP 2012 dataset and recoded into a dummy with 1=currently 

having paid work and 0= currently not in paid work, paid work in the past or never had paid 

work.  

Descriptive statistics on the variables aggregated attitude, working hours, share of 

housework, and share of family care were presented in Table 1. The frequency table of the 

variable working status was shown in Table 2. Note that 53.27% of female respondents were 

working at the time the survey was taken (Table 2), and among working female respondents, the 

average of weekly working hours was 37.30 (Table 1, row 3). The average percentage of 

housework taken on by male respondents was 37.59% (Table 1, row 4), and the average 

percentage of family care taken on by male respondent was 40.73% (Table 1, row 5). The 

attitude variable had a mean of 3.26 with a maximum of 4.86 (where 5 was completely 

supportive of women’s employment) and a minimum of 2.08.  
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Method 

Women’s employment was determined by whether they work, working status, and by 

the number of hours they work, working hours. The relation between attitudes held by certain 

religious groups from certain countries and the employment of women from the same religious 

groups in the same countries was examined through two methods. The first one was Probit 

regression with the variable working status as the dependent variable. Probit regression was used 

since the dependent variable working status was binary. The second method was Tobit regression 

with variable working hours as the dependent variable. The dependent variable working hours 

was continuous with a large number of observations in the lowest end (i.e., working hours=0), 

similar to a truncated normal distribution. Thus, Tobit regression was used here. Furthermore, 

only female respondents were included in the analysis.  

The following Probit equation was estimated: 

Pr(𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑠𝑖,𝑐,𝑟 = 1)

= 𝜙(𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑎𝑔𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒𝑐,𝑟 + 𝛽𝑗𝑗=2

12 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑖,𝑐,𝑟
𝑗

+ 𝛽13𝛾𝑐 + 𝛽14𝛾𝑟

+ 𝜀𝑖,𝑐,𝑟) 

where 𝜙 was the cumulative standard normal distribution function; i = individual, c=country, 

r=religion. 

The above equation was first estimated with one predictor, which was the variable 

aggregated attitude. Then individual controls, 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑖,𝑐,𝑟
𝑗  were added, which included 

education, age, married, relationship length, number of children, number of toddlers, household 

size, place of living, working mother, living with partner, and working status of partner. Then 

country fixed effects, 𝛾𝑐, and religion fixed effects 𝛾𝑟, were added separately. Finally, both 

country and religion fixed effects were added.  
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The following Tobit model was estimated on a sample of women for whom a large 

number were not working and working hours=0:  

𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑔 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑖,𝑐,𝑟

= 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑎𝑔𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒𝑐,𝑟 + 𝛽𝑗𝑗=2

12 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑖,𝑐,𝑟
𝑗

+ 𝛽13𝛾𝑐 + 𝛽14𝛾𝑟 + 𝜀𝑖,𝑐,𝑟 

The same four models as explained above were estimate with the same set of controls.  

Ordinary Least Square (OLS) regression was also used to examine the relation between 

variable working hours and aggregated attitude for working women, after dropping all 

respondents for whom working hours were equal to 0. The equation estimated by the OLS 

regression models was the same as the one shown in Tobit regression, and it was shown below: 

𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑔 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑖,𝑐,𝑟

= 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑎𝑔𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒𝑐,𝑟 + 𝛽𝑗𝑗=2

12 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑖,𝑐,𝑟
𝑗

+ 𝛽13𝛾𝑐 + 𝛽14𝛾𝑟 + 𝜀𝑖,𝑐,𝑟 

The variables share of housework and share of family care were used as the indicator of 

men’s share of family work. The influences of attitudes held by certain religious groups from 

certain countries on work in the home by men from the same religious groups in the same 

countries were examined with regressions using these dependent variables and the independent 

variable aggregated attitude. Tobit regression was used since the dependent variables share of 

housework and share of family care were both continuous but truncated at the lowest end (i.e., 

share of housework=0, share of family care=0) and at the highest end (i.e., share of 

housework=100, share of family care=100). The Tobit models estimated with an upper and 

lower limit were:  

𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒 𝑜𝑓 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑖,𝑐,𝑟

= 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑎𝑔𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒𝑐,𝑟+𝛽𝑗𝑗=2

12 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑖,𝑐,𝑟
𝑗

+ 𝛽13𝛾𝑐 + 𝛽14𝛾𝑟 + 𝜀𝑖,𝑐,𝑟 
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𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑓𝑎𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑦 𝑐𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑖,𝑐,𝑟

= 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑎𝑔𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒𝑐,𝑟 + 𝛽𝑗𝑗=2

12 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑖,𝑐,𝑟
𝑗

+ 𝛽13𝛾𝑐 + 𝛽14𝛾𝑟 + 𝜀𝑖,𝑐,𝑟 
 

The two Tobit models were estimated with the same four models explained previously 

with the same set of controls. The four models were first estimated with share of housework as 

the dependent variable and then with share of family work as the dependent variable.  

Results 

Testing Hypothesis 1 

The Probit regression models with working status as the dependent variable were 

displayed in Table 3. In column 1, the variable aggregated attitude was included with no 

controls. The positive significant coefficient showed that a one-point increase in positive 

attitudes toward women’s employment held by one’s peers was associated with a 27.6 

percentage point increase in the probability that a woman worked. In columns 2 to 4, controls, 

country fixed effects, and religious fixed effects were added, and the coefficients remained 

positive and significant. In column 5, controlling for respondents’ characteristics as well as 

country and religion fixed effects, I found that a one-point increase in positive attitudes toward 

women’s employment increased the likelihood of a woman working by approximately 18 

percentage points.  

The coefficients on the full set of controls are displayed in Table 8. It showed that after 

adding controls as well as country and religion fixed effects, one more child from school age to 

17 years old living in the house decreased a woman’s likelihood of working by approximately 

2.5 percentage points, and having one more toddler below school age in the house reduced a 

woman’s probability of working by approximately 14.4 percentage points; however, having one 

more person in the household increased a woman’s likelihood of working by 2.9 percentage 

points. With controls as well as country and religion fixed effects, education level had a positive 
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and significant effect on women’s probability of working, whereas age and the length of the 

relationship both had significant, negative effects on women’s likelihood of working. In addition, 

compared with women without working mothers, women with working mothers were more 

likely to work. An interesting finding was that married women were more likely to work, in 

comparison to women who were not married. Moreover, compared with women whose partners 

or spouses were not employed, women with working partners or spouses were more likely to 

work. 

The results also indicated the significance of aggregated attitudes such that a one-point 

increase in positive attitudes toward women’s employment had an even larger effect on the 

likelihood of a women working than having one fewer toddler at home. Admittedly, a one-point 

increase was just less than three standard deviations. Another comparison was that a one 

standard deviation increase in positive attitudes toward women’s employment had a similar 

result on the likelihood of a woman working as the household reducing the number of toddlers 

by a half or reducing the number of school age children by three.  

The Tobit regression models with working hours as the dependent variable were 

displayed in Table 4. In column 1, the variable aggregated attitude was included with no 

controls. The positive significant coefficient showed that a one-point increase in positive 

attitudes towards women’s employment was associated with a 16.21 increase in women’s 

working hours. In columns 2 to 4, after adding controls as well as country and religion fixed 

effects, the coefficients remained positive and significant. In column 5, with controls for 

respondents’ characteristics and country as well as religion fixed effects added, a one-point 

increase in attitudes increased women’s working time by 11.54 hours.  
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The coefficients on the full sets of control variables were displayed in Table 9. After 

controlling for respondents’ characteristics as well as country and religion fixed effects, having 

one more child from school age to 17 years old in the household reduced a woman’s working 

time by 2.62 hours in an average week, and having one more toddler below school age decreased 

a woman’s working time by 10.01 hours; but having one more person in the household increased 

a woman’s working time by approximately 2.00 hours. Education level and distance from living 

place to big cities both had significant, positive effects on women’s working hours, whereas age 

and the length of the relationship both had significant, negative effects on women’s working 

hours. Compared with women without working mothers, those with working mothers worked for 

more hours in an average week. Interestingly yet unexpectedly, women whose partners or 

spouses were employed worked for more hours than those whose partners or spouses were not 

employed. Furthermore, with controls as well as country and religion fixed effects, the effect of a 

one-point increase in aggregated attitudes on women’s working hours was larger than the effect 

of having one fewer toddler in the household.  

The OLS regression models with working hours as the dependent variable were displayed 

in Table 5. These models only included working women (working hours≠ 0). In column 1, the 

variable aggregated attitude was included without controls. The negative significant coefficient 

showed that a one-point increase in positive attitudes toward women’s employment was 

associated with a 5.49 hours decrease in a woman’s working time. In columns 2 and 4, controls 

and religious fixed effects were added and the coefficients remained negative and significant, 

whereas in column 3, after controls and country fixed effects were added, the coefficient became 

positive and significant. This suggested that country fixed effects pulled the coefficient from 

negative to positive, which inferred that in countries with more positive attitudes toward 
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women’s employment, women actually worked for fewer hours. This might be the case if 

developed countries were those with more positive attitudes toward women’s employment and 

stricter labor laws which kept working hours at reasonable levels. In column 5, with controls and 

both country and religion fixed effects added in the model, the coefficient on attitude became 

positive and significant, which indicated that a one-point increase in positive attitudes toward 

women’s employment increased women’s working time by approximately 5.33 hours. The 

coefficients on the full set of control variables were displayed in Table 10. 

Testing Hypothesis 2 

Turning to housework undertaken by men, the Tobit regression models with share of 

housework as the dependent variable were displayed in Table 6. Note that the dependent variable 

was the percentage of housework performed by a man in a romantic relationship and it varied 

between 0 and 100. In column 1, the variable aggregated attitude was included without control 

variables. The positive and significant coefficient showed that a one-point increase in positive 

attitudes toward women’s employment was associated with a 4.54 percentage point increase in 

men’s share of housework. In columns 2 to 4, after adding controls as well as country and 

religion fixed effects, the coefficients remained positive and significant. However, it was worth 

noticing that with the addition of country fixed effects, the magnitude of the coefficient 

increased, whereas with the addition of religion fixed effects, the magnitude of the coefficient 

decreased. Given that the religion fixed effects were resulting in a lower coefficient, in those 

religions with more positive views of women working, men were more likely to share 

housework. In column 5, with respondents’ characteristics controlled and country as well as 

religion fixed effects added, however, the coefficient on attitude became non-significant.  



ATTITUDES, WOMEN’S EMPLOYMENT, AND WORK-FAMILY BALANCE  
 

30 

The coefficients on the full set of control variables were displayed in Table 11. The 

results revealed that education level and age had positive and significant effects on men’s share 

of housework, whereas relationship duration and number of children in the household had 

negative and significant effects on men’s share of housework. Compared with men who were not 

married, married men took on 5.16 percentage point less housework, and compared with men 

who did not live with their partners or spouses, those living with partners or spouses took on 

39.08 percentage point less housework. In addition, men with working partners or spouses 

performed 5.06 percentage point more housework, in comparison to men whose partners or 

spouses were not employed. With controls and country fixed effects, the effect of a one-point 

increase in aggregated attitudes toward women’s employment on a man’s share of housework 

was a little smaller than the effect of having a working partner or spouse. With controls and 

religion fixed effect, the effect of a one-point increase in aggregated attitudes led to 

approximately half of the effect of having a working partner or spouse. 

The Tobit regression models with share of family care as the dependent variable were 

shown in Table 7. The dependent variable was the percentage of family care undertaken by a 

man in a romantic relationship and it varied between 0 and 100. In column 1, the variable 

aggregated attitude was included with no controls. The negative and significant coefficient 

showed that a one-point increase in aggregated attitude was associated with a 2.06 percentage 

point decrease in a man’s share of family care. In column 2, after adding the controls, the 

coefficient became positive and significant, which indicated a one-point increase in aggregated 

attitude increased a man’s share of family care by 3.04 percentage points. In column 3, with 

controls and country fixed effects, the coefficient on attitude became non-significant, whereas in 

column 4, with controls and religion fixed effects, the coefficient became positive and 
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significant. This suggested that in those countries with more positive opinions on women’s 

employment, men were more likely to share family care. In column 5, after controlling for 

respondents’ characteristics as well as country and religion fixed effects, the coefficient became 

positive and significant, and a one-point increase in aggregated attitudes was associated with a 

4.94 percentage point increase in men’s share of family care.  

The coefficients on the full set of control variables were displayed in Table 12. The result 

revealed that education level and distance from living place to big cities had positive and 

significant effects on men’s share of family care, whereas age had a negative and significant 

effect on men’s share of family care. In addition, compared with men who were not living with 

their partners or spouses, those living with partners or spouses took on 30.81 percentage point 

less family care, and compared with men whose partners or spouses were not employed, men 

with working partners or spouses took on 3.52 percentage point more family care. The effect of a 

one-point increase in aggregated attitudes toward women’s employment on a man’s share of 

family care was larger than the effect of having a working partner or spouse.  

Discussion 

Study 1 examined the effects of aggregated attitudes held by certain religious groups in 

certain countries on the employment status and working hours of women as well as the share of 

housework and family care taken by men from the same religious group in the same country. 

Aggregated attitudes represented the attitudes held by one’s social peers. The results revealed 

that with controls for respondents’ and their partners’ or spouses’ characteristics as well as 

country and religion fixed effects, positive attitudes toward women’s employment held by one’s 

peer group had positive associations with a woman’s likelihood of employment and her working 

hours as well as a man’s share of family care. However, there was no significant association 
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between attitudes of one’s peers and a man’s share of housework. Therefore, the first hypothesis, 

attitudes held by a certain religious group from a certain country would influence the 

employment of a woman from the same religious group in the same country, was supported. The 

second hypothesis, attitudes held by a certain religious group from a certain country would 

impact the share of family work taken on by a man from the same religious group in the same 

country, was partially supported.  

The magnitude of the effects of aggregated attitudes was relatively large: a one-point 

increase in positive attitudes toward women’s employment had an even larger effect on a 

woman’s possibility of working and her working hours than having one fewer toddler at home; a 

one-point increase in positive attitudes toward women’s employment also had a larger effect on a 

man’s share of family care than having a working partner or spouse. The major contribution of 

this study to the literature on women’s employment and household distribution of labor was that 

the attitude variable used in this study was created not only based on countries but based on 

religious groups as well. This new measure of attitudes more closely aligned with the attitudes 

held by one’s peer group.  

The non-significant relation between the attitudes held by one’s peer group and a man’s 

share of housework might be caused by the influence of fixed religion effects. Table 6 showed 

that with controls and religion fixed effects, the magnitude of the coefficient on attitudes 

decreased, whereas with controls and country fixed effects, the magnitude of the coefficient 

increased. This illustrated that religion fixed effects played an important role in the relation 

between aggregated attitudes and men’s share of housework, and these effects reduced the size 

of the positive coefficient on attitudes so that it became non-significant in the model with 

controls as well as country and religion fixed effects.  
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Another potential explanation for the non-significant effect of aggregated attitudes on 

men’s share of housework was that the measure of a man’s share of housework was only based 

on the amount of time he spent on housework and not based on his involvement in housework. 

This might bias the result since the housework typically undertaken by men, for example, 

repairing things and mowing the lawn, only occurred once a week or less, whereas the tasks 

routinely completed by women like cooking and washing dishes, were performed on a daily 

basis and thus more time-consuming. So it was likely that even though more positive attitudes 

held by a man’s peers led to an increase in his involvement in housework, the result might not 

capture this effect since the measure of that man’s share of housework was only based on the 

hours he spent on housework. Such measurement error might cause attenuation bias, resulting in 

the non-significant coefficient on attitude. 

Furthermore, it would be beneficial to categorize housework into female-oriented and 

male-oriented activities. Baxter (2005) proposed the categorization of housework activities into 

indoor and outdoor work: indoor work included washing dishes, preparing breakfast, preparing 

evening meals, cleaning and vacuuming, doing the laundry, ironing, cleaning the bathroom and 

toilet, shopping, and keeping in touch with relatives; outdoor work included repairing things 

around the house, taking out rubbish, mowing the lawn, and doing yard work. Her categorization 

of housework was based on the rationale that women were often responsible for indoor work, 

and men were usually responsible for outdoor work. In her study, participants were asked to 

report their involvement in each housework activity and the amount of time they spent on it. 

Baxter used participants’ involvement and time spent in doing indoor housework, outdoor 

housework, and childcare as different indicators of the labor distribution within the household 

and observed various patterns with these indicators. For example, Baxter found that on average, 
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women did a significantly larger proportion of childcare and routine indoor housework tasks than 

men, and overall, women spent more time on housework than men. However, men’s 

involvement in outdoor housework was greater than women’s. These findings indicated the 

importance of categorizing housework into indoor and outdoor activities as well as measuring 

housework distribution based on both involvement and time. However, measuring the share of 

housework in different ways would make the results less clear and harder to interpret. Therefore, 

in Study 2, I created a composite score to measure participants’ share of housework based on 

both their involvement in housework and the time they spent on housework.   

Since Study 1 examined the impacts of attitudes toward women’s employment on a 

group level, I would focus on individual-level attitudes in Study 2. Besides employment and 

housework distribution of labor, work-family balance was found to be closely related to sex-role 

perceptions and attitudes (Aryee, Srinivas, & Tan, 2005). Therefore, I would examine the effect 

of a woman’s attitude towards women’s employment on her work-family balance. Moreover, 

since Study 1 did not explain how attitudes toward women’s employment were influenced and 

changed by other factors, I would explore the predictors of attitudes toward women’s 

employment in Study 2. The predictors I examined were: perceived responses to capitalization 

attempts by partners or spouses, injunctive norms, and descriptive norms.  

STUDY 2 

Method 

Sample 

Eight hundred and four adults (347 males, 412 females, and 1 transgender) who were 

currently in a romantic relationship (e.g., married, living together, seriously dating), were 

recruited on TurkPrime. They were asked to complete an approximately 20-minute online 
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questionnaire including a number of short questions concerning some general background 

information, their attitudes toward employment, work-family balance, household distribution of 

labor, relationship satisfaction, personality, family support, and whether their mothers worked 

when they were young. Participants received $0.75 in compensation for their participation in the 

survey. 

Participants’ responses were excluded from the data analysis based on the following 

criteria: (1) They were not currently in a long-term romantic, heterosexual relationship. (2) They 

spent less than or equal to 3 minutes on the survey. (3) They did not pass at least one of three 

attention checks. (4) They did not wish their data to be used; (5) They had duplicated IP 

addresses. (6) They did not complete a large portion of the survey. Five hundred and twenty-one 

participants (218 males, 303 females, 𝑀𝑎𝑔𝑒 = 38.88, 𝑆𝐷𝑎𝑔𝑒 = 11.81, age range: 19-88 years) 

remained in the study after exclusion.  

Measures 

Independent variables. Perceived responses to capitalization attempts from participants’ 

partners or spouses were measured using the Perceived Responses to Capitalization Attempts 

(PRCA) Scale (Gable et al., 2004). This scale was constructed in order to measure one’s 

perception of his or her partner’s or spouse’s responses to that person’s sharing of positive 

events. It included 12 items in four categories: active-constructive, passive-constructive, active-

destructive, and passive-destructive. Sample items of the four categories were “my partner 

usually reacts to my good fortune enthusiastically”; “my partner tries not to make a big deal out 

of it, but is happy for me”; “my partner often finds a problem with it”; “sometimes I get the 

impression that he/she doesn’t care much.” Participants were asked to rate each item on a 7-point 

scale (1=not at all true to 7=very true). The scale of the four categories were highly reliable with 
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𝛼 = .84 for active-constructive, 𝛼 = .85 for passive-constructive, 𝛼 = .87 for active-

destructive, 𝛼 = .94 for passive-destructive. A composite capitalization score was created using 

participants’ average scores on active-constructive measure minus their average scores on the 

other three measures (Gable et al., 2004). The rationale was that only the active constructive 

category indicated positive perceived responses to capitalization attempts, and the active-

destructive, passive-constructive, and passive-destructive categories were all associated with 

negative responses to capitalization. A larger value on the composite capitalization score 

indicated more positive perceived responses to capitalization attempts.  

Descriptive and injunctive norms were measured using a self-designed questionnaire 

adapted from a study by Buunk and Bakker (1995). Descriptive norms were measured by two 

groups of questions. The first group asked about the percentage of participants’ adult female 

friends and family members who were employed at the time they took the survey. The second 

group asked about participants’ agreements to two statements “the majority of my adult female 

friends work outside the home” and “the majority of my adult female family friends work 

outside the home.” Participants’ responses to the second group of questions were assessed on a 

7-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree). The measure of descriptive norms 

was moderately reliable  (𝛼 = .66).   

 Injunctive norms were also measured by two groups of questions. The first group 

differed between male and female participants. Female participants were asked two questions 

including “what would your friends think if you were employed?” and “what would your family 

members think if you were employed?” Male participants were asked “what would your friends 

think if your partner/spouse were employed?” and “what would your family members think if 

your partner/spouse were employed?” All responses were assessed on a 7-point scale from 
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1=strongly object to 7=strongly support. The second group contained two questions and they 

were same for all participants (i.e., “do the majority of your friends support women’s 

employment?”; “do the majority of your family members support women’s employment?”). 

Each question was rated on a 7-point scale (1=absolutely not, 7=absolutely yes) and a larger 

value indicated more positive injunctive norms about women’s employment in both measures. 

The measure of injunctive norms was moderately reliable (𝛼 = .53) for female participants, and 

reliable (𝛼 = .71) for male participants. 

Mediators. Relationship satisfaction was measured using the Investment Model Scale 

(Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998). The subscale pertinent to the hypothesis was satisfaction level 

(5-items; “I feel satisfied with our relationship”). It was assessed on a 7-point Likert scale 

(1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree) and a larger value indicated more relationship 

satisfaction with partners/spouses. The measure of relationship satisfaction was highly reliable 

(𝛼 = .94).  

Household division of labor was assessed by a set of measures described by Baxter 

(2005). Participants were first asked to report the proportionate contributions to particular family 

work activities performed by themselves and their partners or spouses. The activities included six 

tasks relating to childcare (e.g., “helping with homework”, “listening to problems”, “taking 

children to activities and appointments”) and 13 concerning housework activities (e.g., 

“preparing meals”, “grocery shopping”, “doing yard work”). These housework activities were 

further categorized as indoor and outdoor work: Indoor work included nine items (i.e., doing 

dishes, preparing breakfast, preparing evening meals, cleaning and vacuuming, doing the 

laundry, ironing, cleaning the bathroom and toilet, shopping, keeping in touch with relatives). 

Outdoor works included four items (i.e., repairing things around the houses, taking out rubbish, 
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mowing the lawn, doing yard work). The response categories and the respective coding 

percentages were I do most=100%, I do more=75%, we share this equally=50%, my partner does 

more =25%, my partner does most=0%. For example, the response of a participant who reported 

doing most of a particular task was coded as 100, indicating that he or she took full responsibility 

for that task, whereas the response of a participant who reported that his or her partner or spouse 

had most responsibility for a task was coded as 0. Participants were also asked to report the 

amount of time themselves and their partners or spouses spend in doing the six childcare tasks 

and doing several indoor housework (i.e., hours spent on preparing meals and doing dishes, 

hours spent on grocery shopping, hours spent on other housework including laundry, vacuuming, 

and cleaning).  

Relative contributions to family work by participants in comparison to their partners or 

spouses were used to indicate the distribution of labor in their household. The measure of relative 

contributions to childcare was created by first standardizing the average of participants’ 

proportionate contributions to six childcare tasks and the difference in the amount of time spent 

on childcare by participants and their partners or spouses, and then averaging the two scores. 

This measure was moderately reliability (𝛼 = .69). The measure of relative contributions to 

indoor housework was created through a similar process involving first getting the standardized 

scores on the average of participants’ proportionate contributions to nine indoor housework tasks 

and on the difference in time spent on indoor housework by participants and their partners or 

spouses, and then averaging the two scores. This measure was moderately reliable (𝛼 = .74). 

Relative contributions to outdoor housework were measured by the standardized average of 

participants’ proportionate contributions to four outdoor housework tasks, and this measure had 

high reliability (𝛼 = .91).   
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Control variables. Participants’ personality was measured using the Ten Item 

Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003). Two questions were asked to 

assess each of the five aspects of personality including extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism, 

conscientiousness, and openness. Sample items for each group were “I see myself as extraverted, 

enthusiastic”; “I see myself as critical, quarrelsome”; “I see myself as calm, emotionally stable”; 

“I see myself as dependable, self-disciplined”; “I see myself as conventional, uncreative”. All 

items were assessed on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree), and a 

higher score indicated a larger value on the aspect of personality of interest. The reliability of the 

measure of each aspect of personality was 𝑟 = .61 for extraversion,  𝑟 = .35 for agreeableness, 

𝑟 = .69 for neuroticism, 𝑟 = .51 for conscientiousness, and 𝑟 = .30 for openness. 

Supports from family were assessed by participants’ agreements to the statement “I can 

turn to my family for support and understanding when things get rough”. Their responses were 

measured on a 7-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree). Participants were 

also asked to report whether their mothers worked for pay for as long as one year after they were 

born and before they were 14. This question was adapted from the ISSP survey used in Study 1. 

Dependent variables. Attitudes toward the employment of women were assessed using 

ten questions (e.g., “to what extent do you agree or disagree that a working mother can establish 

just as warm and secure a relationship with her children as a mother who does not work?”) from 

the ISSP survey. The responses were coded on a 7-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 

7=strongly agree), and this measure was reliable (𝛼 = .81). 

The assessment of work-family balance included two parts: work-family conflicts and 

work-family enrichment. High levels of work-family balance were resulted from high levels of 

work–family enrichment and low levels of work-family conflicts. Work-family conflicts were 
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assessed using the 18-item work–family conflict scale developed by Carlson, Kacmar, and 

Williams (2000). This scale consisted of nine items measuring the work to family direction of 

conflicts (e.g., “My work keeps me from my family activities more than I would like.”), and nine 

items measuring the family to work direction of conflicts (e.g., “Due to stress at home, I am 

often preoccupied with family matters at work.”). Work-family enrichment was assessed by the 

18-item work-family enrichment scale developed by Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, and Grzywacz 

(2006). This scale consisted of nine items measuring the work to family direction of enrichment 

(e.g., “My involvement in my work helps me to acquire skills and this helps me to be a better 

family member.”), and nine items measuring the family to work direction of enrichment (e.g., 

“My involvement in my family puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a better worker.”). 

All items were assessed on a 7-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree). The 

measures of work-family conflicts and enrichment were both highly reliable (𝛼 = .93 and 𝛼 =

.96 respectively). Composite work-family balance scores were created using participants’ scores 

on work-family enrichment minus their scores on work-family conflicts so that a larger score 

indicated a more balanced work and family life. 

Demographic variables. Participants were asked to report their own and their partners’ 

or spouses’ gender, age, education level, working status, hours worked weekly, and incomes. 

They were also asked to report their relationship status and relationship length with their partners 

or spouses, religion, ethnicity, and place of living (e.g., a big city, the suburbs or outskirts of a 

big city, a town or a small town). In addition, participants answered questions about the numbers 

of people in total, children below school age, children from school age to 18 years old, and elder 

dependent living with the family.  
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Results 

Testing Hypothesis 1 

The first hypothesis was that perceived responses to capitalization attempts from partners 

or spouses would predict positive attitudes toward the employment of women, and the level of 

satisfaction with current romantic relationship would mediate this association. The association 

between perceived responses to capitalization and attitudes was examined through regression 

analysis. The results showed that perceived responses to capitalization attempts were positively 

associated with attitudes toward women’s employment (𝛽 = .121, 𝑝 = .006). However, 

although perceived responses to capitalization were significantly and positively associated with 

relationship satisfaction (𝛽 = .526, 𝑝 < .001), the relation between relationship satisfaction and 

attitudes toward women’s employment was non-significant (𝛽 = .043, 𝑝 = .33). Thus, the 

conditions for testing mediation were not met. As a result, the first hypothesis was partially 

supported.  

Testing Hypothesis 2 

The second hypothesis was that descriptive and injunctive norms from peers would 

predict positive attitudes toward women’s employment. The testing of this hypothesis involved 

three steps: First, descriptive norms from peers were regressed on attitudes toward women’s 

employment, and as predicted, there was a significant, positive association between descriptive 

norms and attitudes toward women’s employment (𝛽 = .282, 𝑝 < .001). Second, injunctive 

norms from peers were regressed on attitudes toward women’s employment. Since the measure 

of injunctive norms differed between male and female participants, separate regressions were 

conducted for each sex. The results indicated that injunctive norms were positively associated 
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with attitudes toward women’s employment for female participants (𝛽 = .343, 𝑝 < .001), and 

for male participants (𝛽 = .368, 𝑝 < .001).  

Next, both descriptive and injunctive norms were regressed on attitudes toward women’s 

employment. For female participants, the overall model was significant (𝐹(2, 300) = 25.27, 𝑝 <

0.01, 𝑅2 = .14). Descriptive norms (𝛽 = .175, 𝑝 = .03) and injunctive norms (𝛽 = .278, 𝑝 >

.001) each significantly predicted positive attitudes toward women’s employment. For male 

participants, the overall model was also significant (𝐹(2, 215) = 19.24, 𝑝 < .001, 𝑅2 = .15). 

Injunctive norms (𝛽 = .298, 𝑝 < .001) and descriptive norms (𝛽 = .147, 𝑝 = .04) had 

significant positive associations with attitudes toward women’s employment. Therefore, the 

second hypothesis was fully supported. In addition, I found a significant and positive correlation 

between descriptive norms and injunctive norms for male participants (𝑟 = .47, 𝑝 < .001) and 

for female participants (𝑟 = .37, 𝑝 < .001). 

Furthermore, all three predictors including perceived responses to capitalization attempts, 

descriptive norms, and injunctive were regressed on attitudes toward women’s employment. For 

female respondents, the overall model was significant (𝐹(3, 299) = 16.95, 𝑝 < .001, 𝑅2 = .15). 

Descriptive norms (𝛽 = .170, 𝑝 = .004) and injunctive norms (𝛽 = .290, 𝑝 < .001) were 

positively and significantly associated with attitudes toward women’s employment, whereas the 

effect of perceived responses to capitalization attempts was non-significant (𝛽 = −.036, 𝑝 =

.53). For male respondents, the overall model was also significant( 𝐹(3, 214) = 14.01, 𝑝 <

.001, 𝑅2 = .16). Descriptive norms (𝛽 = .155, 𝑝 = .03) and injunctive norms (𝛽 = .250, 𝑝 =

.001) were positively associated with attitudes toward women’s employment. Perceived 

responses to capitalization attempts were marginally associated with attitudes (𝛽 = .120, 𝑝 =

.08). In addition, I found a positive, significant correlation between perceived responses to 
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capitalization and injunctive norms for female respondents (𝑟 =. .30 𝑝 < .001) and for male 

respondents (𝑟 = .37 𝑝 < .001). No significant correlation was found between perceived 

response to capitalization and descriptive norms. 

In the next step, all control variables and some demographic variables, together with 

perceived responses to capitalization as well as descriptive and injunctive norms, were regressed 

on attitudes toward women’s employment. The control and demographic variables used in the 

analysis included personality, support from family, working mother, participants and their 

partners’ or spouses’ age and education level, relationship status and length, religion, ethnicity, 

place of living, household size, and the numbers of children below school age, children from 

school age to 18 years old as well as elder dependents. For female participants, the overall model 

was significant (𝐹(34, 78) = 2.23, 𝑝 = .002, 𝑅2 = .49). Only injunctive norms were positively 

associated with attitudes toward women’s employment (𝛽 = .372, 𝑝 < .01). Descriptive norms 

(𝛽 = .148, 𝑝 = .18) and perceived responses to capitalization attempts (𝛽 = −.109, 𝑝 = .30) 

had non-significant relation with attitudes. The coefficients on controls and demographic 

variables were shown in Table 13. 

For male participants, the overall model was also significant (𝐹(33, 48) = 2.97, 𝑝 <

.001, 𝑅2 = .67). Descriptive norms had a marginally significant association with attitudes toward 

women’s employment (𝛽 = .271, 𝑝 = .06). Injunctive norms were positively and significantly 

associated with attitudes (𝛽 = .311, 𝑝 = .04). Perceived responses to capitalization attempts had 

non-significant relation with attitudes (𝛽 = −.046, 𝑝 = .70). The coefficients on controls and 

demographic variables were shown in Table 14.  
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Testing Hypothesis 3 

To test the first part of the third hypothesis that woman’s attitude towards women’s 

employment would have a positive association with her work-family balance, attitudes was 

regressed on work-family balance. As predicted, there was a positive, significant association 

between women’s attitudes toward women’s employment and their work-family balance (𝛽 =

.244, 𝑝 < .001). The second part of the third hypothesis was that the association between a 

woman’s attitude towards women’s employment and her work-family balance would be 

mediated by the distribution of labor in her household. First, attitudes toward women’s 

employment were regressed on the three measures of household distribution of labor including 

the share of childcare, outdoor housework, and indoor housework. Then. the three measure of 

division of labor in the household were regressed on work-family balance. The results showed 

that female participants’ relative contributions to indoor housework were positively associated 

with their attitudes toward women’s employment (𝛽 = −.164, 𝑝 = .009) but not significantly 

associated with their work-family balance (𝛽 = .028, 𝑝 = .65); female participants’ relative 

contributions to outdoor housework were non-significantly associated with their attitudes toward 

women’s employment (𝛽 = .012, 𝑝 = .85) and with their work-family balance (𝛽 = −.039, 𝑝 =

.53); similarly, female participants’ relative contributions to childcare were non-significantly 

associated with their attitudes toward women’s employment (𝛽 = −.083, 𝑝 = .30) and with their 

work-family balance (𝛽 = −.069, 𝑝 = .38). Thus, the conditions for testing mediation were not 

met, and the third hypothesis was only partially supported.  

In order to further test the third hypothesis, control and demographic variables, along 

with attitudes toward women’s employment, were regressed on women’s work-family balance. 

In addition to the demographic variables added previously, participants’ and their partners’ or 
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spouses’ working hours and incomes were also put into the regression. The overall model was 

significant (𝐹(36, 76) = 1.62, 𝑝 = .04, 𝑅2 = .44). Attitudes toward women’s employment were 

still positively and significantly associated with women’s work-family balance (𝛽 = .426, 𝑝 <

.001). The coefficients on control and demographic variables were shown in Table 15.  

Discussion 

Overall, the pattern of results from Study 2 was partially consistent with my predictions. I 

found a significant, positive association between perceived responses to capitalization attempts 

from one’s partner or spouse and that individual’s attitude towards women’s employment, 

although this association was not mediated by relationship satisfaction as I proposed. The results 

also revealed that descriptive and injunctive norms from one’s peers were significantly and 

positively associated with that individual’s attitude towards women’s employment, no matter the 

two norm variables were put into the regression models separately or together. When 

capitalization and two norm variables were all regressed on the attitude variable, the coefficients 

on the two norms remained significant, whereas the coefficients on capitalization became non-

significant for female participants and marginally significant for male participants. Furthermore, 

I found that a woman’s attitude towards women’s employment was a significant, positive 

predictor of her work-family balance but distribution of housework and childcare did not mediate 

the association between attitudes and work-family balance.  

General Discussion 

This research investigated the predictors of attitudes toward women’s employment and 

the impacts of such attitudes on women’s employment and work-family balance as well as men’s 

share of family work. In Study 1, I predicted that aggregated attitudes held by individuals from 

certain religious groups in certain countries would have a positive association with women’s 
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likelihood of employment and their working hours, and such attitudes would also have a positive 

association with men’s share of housework and family care. The results revealed that with 

controls for respondents’ and their partners’ or spouses’ characteristics as well as country and 

religion fixed effects, aggregated attitudes toward women’s employment held by a specific 

religious group from a specific country were positively associated with the possibility of working 

and the working hours of women as well as the share of family care taken on by men from that 

religious group in that country. The regression model with controls as well as country and 

religion fixed effects showed no significant relation between aggregated attitudes and men’s 

share of housework. However, attitudes were significantly and positively associated with men’s 

share of housework, when controls and either country or religion fixed effects (but not both fixed 

effects) were added in the regression models. Based on these findings, my first hypothesis was 

fully supported, while my second hypothesis was only partially supported. 

In addition, the findings of Study 1 indicated the importance of the effects of attitudes 

held by one’s peers: A one-point increase in positive attitudes toward women’s employment held 

by a woman’s peers had a larger effect on that woman’s possibility of working and her working 

hours than having one fewer toddler in her household. A one-point increase in positive attitudes 

toward women’s employment held by a man’s peers also had a larger effect on that man’s share 

of family care than having a working partner or spouse.  

Study 2 had three main hypotheses. The first hypothesis was that perceived responses to 

capitalization attempts by one’s partner or spouse would be positively associated with that 

individual’s attitude towards women’s employment, and the association between responses to 

capitalization attempts and attitudes would be mediated by relationship satisfaction. The results 

partially supported this hypothesis by showing that perceived responses to capitalization attempts 
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by one’s partner or spouse had a significant, positive effect on that individual’s attitude towards 

women’s employment but the association between perceived responses to capitalization and 

attitudes toward women’s employment was not mediated by relationship satisfaction. The 

conditions for testing mediation effect were not met due to the non-significant correlation 

between relationship satisfaction and attitudes toward women’s employment. 

The second hypothesis was that descriptive and injunctive norms about women’s 

employment held by one’s peers would predict that individual’s positive attitude towards 

women’s employment. The results indicated that for both male and female participants, 

descriptive norms and injunctive norms from one’s peers were significant and positive predictors 

of one’s attitude towards women’s employment, no matter they were put into the regression 

models as predictors separately or together. However, the coefficients on the descriptive and 

injunctive norms decreased, when the two predictors were put into the regression model together. 

This was likely to be caused by the positive, significant correlation between descriptive norms 

and injunctive norms from one’s peers.    

Furthermore, the result from the regression model with perceived responses to 

capitalization attempts as well as descriptive and injunctive norms as predictors and attitude as 

independent variable, revealed that for both female and male respondents, descriptive and 

injunctive norms from peers had positive and significant associations with their attitudes toward 

women’s employment. The effect of perceived responses to capitalization attempts, however, 

became non-significant when all of the three predictors were put into the regression model. The 

non-significant relation between perceived responses to capitalization attempts and attitudes 

toward women’s employment was likely to be caused by the positive, significant correlation 

between perceived responses to capitalization attempts and injunctive norms from peers.     
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I also added control variables (i.e., personality, working mother, family support) and 

demographic variables (e.g., gender, age, education) into the regression model together with the 

three independent variables. The results indicated that when the three predictors as well as 

control and demographic variables were put into the regression model together, only injunctive 

norms from were significantly associated with attitudes toward women’s employment. 

Descriptive norms and perceived response to capitalization attempts from partners or spouses 

had non-significant relation with attitudes towards women’s employment. These findings had an 

important implication such that in comparison to the actual behaviors of one’s peers, their 

expectations on and attitudes toward certain behaviors had stronger influences on that 

individual’s attitude towards these behaviors.  

Lastly, I hypothesized that a woman’s attitude towards women’s employment would 

predict that woman’s work-family balance, and this association would be mediated by the 

distribution of labor in her household. The results revealed a positive, significant association 

between a woman’s attitude towards women’s employment and her work-family balance, but 

household distribution of labor in her household did not mediate the association between her 

attitude and work-family balance. The conditions for testing mediation effect were not met due 

to the non-significant correlations between women’s attitudes and the divisions of indoor 

housework, outdoor housework, and childcare as well as the non-significant correlations between 

the divisions of the three kinds of family work and women’s work-family balance.  

One possible explanation for the non-significant relation between attitudes toward 

women’s employment and household distribution of labor was that although a woman’s attitude 

towards women’s employment might influence her share of housework and childcare, the share 

taken on by her partners or husband might have a larger effect on her share of housework and 
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childcare. Since her partner or husband’s share of housework and childcare was more likely to be 

affected by his own attitude towards women’s employment, that woman’s attitude toward 

women’s employment might predict her partner’s or husband’s share of family work. The non-

significant relation between household distribution of labor and women’s work-family balance 

was likely to be caused by the fact that there were many factors influencing a woman’s work-

family balance such as family supports and pressures from the workplace. Without controlling 

from these factors, it would be difficult to examine the relation between housework distribution 

of labor and work-life balance.  

Strengths and Limitations 

One of the strengths of this research was that the sample of the two studies were highly 

representative. The dataset used in Study 1 was from the ISSP survey which contained more than 

35,000 participants from 37 countries and regions including developed and developing as well as 

Eastern and Western countries. Therefore, the sample in Study 1 was representative enough to 

draw general conclusions. The data in Study 2 was collected online and the sample included over 

800 participants varying in gender, ethnicity, religious belief, and socioeconomic status. The 

sample size of Study 2 was also relatively large in comparison to the samples used in previous 

studies on women’s work-family balance.  

The second strength of this research was that Study 1 and 2 examined attitudes toward 

women’s employment from different perspectives. Study 1 focused on the attitudes held by an 

individual’s peers, which were measured as the perspectives of people from the same religious 

group and the same country as the individual, while Study 2 examined individual attitudes. The 

combination of individual-level and group-level attitudes enabled readers to obtain a 

comprehensive and complete view of the attitudes about women’s employment.  



ATTITUDES, WOMEN’S EMPLOYMENT, AND WORK-FAMILY BALANCE  
 

50 

The major limitations of Study 1 were that the measure of men’s share of housework was 

only based on the hours they spent in housework but not their involvement in housework, and 

this measure did not capture the different distribution of indoor and outdoor housework between 

couples. Therefore, Study 2 adapted the method created by Baxter (2005) to measure 

participants’ share of indoor housework, outdoor housework, and childcare based on both their 

involvement and the time they spent on these activities.  However, the measures of participants’ 

share of childcare and indoor housework were only moderately reliable, which potentially 

decreased the validity of the findings.  

Another limitation of Study 2 was that relationship satisfaction might not be an 

appropriate mediator of the association between perceived responses to capitalization attempts 

and attitudes toward women’s employment, since the measure of relationship satisfaction did not 

directly capture the level of supports between couples, which was an important factor in this 

association as revealed by previous literature. Moreover, the measures of injunctive and 

descriptive norms only had moderate validity, which also reduced the validity of the findings.  

In addition, Study 2 might have the problem of omitted-variable bias. In the model with 

all three independent variables as well as some control and demographic variables as predictors 

and attitudes toward women’s employment as the dependent variable, I did not control for 

participants’ and their partners’ or spouses’ working status due to the concern about two-way 

causality which I would address later. However, one’s employment status could be an important 

factor influencing that individual’s attitude towards employment. Fazio and Zanna (1981) found 

that an attitude could be developed through direct behavioral experience with the attitude object. 

Therefore, an employed woman’s attitude towards women’s employment could be formed 

through her experience at the workplace, and the attitude towards women’s employment held by 
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a man with an employed partner or wife could be shaped through his daily interaction with his 

partner or wife.  

However, if participants’ working status and their partners’ or spouses’ working status 

were included as predictors in the regression with attitudes toward women’s employment as the 

dependent variable, two-way causality would occur since working status variables were likely to 

be causally related to the attitude variable. According to a study by Zimbardo and Leippe (1991), 

attitudes and behaviors were not only affected by external factors like social influence, but 

influenced internally by each other as well. As a result, if a female participant was working at the 

time she took the survey, she would be more likely to have a positive attitude towards women’s 

employment, in comparison to women who were not employed, and her support for women’s 

employment could reinforce her decision of employment. Similarly, if the partner or spouse of a 

male participant was employed when he took the survey, he would be more likely to support 

women’s employment than those male participants whose partners or spouses were not working. 

The positive attitudes toward women’s employment held by male participants with working 

partners or wives also encouraged their partners or wives to continue working.  

Implications and Future Directions  

 This research suggests that for people currently in a romantic relationship, attitudes 

toward women’s employment held by one’s social peers influence the employment of a woman 

and the share of family work of a man from that peer group. Individual attitudes toward women’s 

employment are associated with perceived responses to capitalization attempts from one’s 

partner or spouse as well as the descriptive and injunctive norms from one’s peers. Furthermore, 

a woman’s attitude towards women’s employment is associated with her balance between work 

and family. Therefore, attitudes toward employment have associations with various aspects of 
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one’s life including capitalization between couples and norms from peers, and such attitudes play 

important roles in one’s employment decision, share of family work, and work-family balance. 

 The major suggestion from Study 1 is that future research should measure the share of 

housework not only based on the amount of hours one spends on housework but also that 

individual’s involvement in a variety of housework in comparison to the involvement of that 

individual’s partner or spouse. This new measure of household distribution of labor is achievable 

since the ISSP survey included questions about participants’ share of specific housework tasks 

such as doing laundry, caring for sick family members, and making small repairs.  The choices 

given to participants were “always me”, “usually me”, “about equal or both together”, “usually 

my partner or spouse”, and “is done by a third person”. The responses of male participants to 

these questions can be used to indicate their involvement in housework. However, measuring the 

share of housework in different ways does make the result less clear. So ideally, composite 

scores can be created based on both men’s involvement in housework and the time they spend on 

housework. However, as mentioned in the previous section, composite scores used to measure 

participants’ share of indoor housework, outdoor housework, and childcare based on their 

involvement and time spent on each work may have low validity. Therefore, future research 

should implement a better way to measure household distribution of labor. In addition, since the 

ISSP survey does not include questions about participants’ involvement in outdoor housework, 

researchers should add extra questions to the survey in order to get the complete picture of the 

division of housework between couples. 

The first suggestion from Study 2 is that future studies should measure the attitudes 

towards women’s employment held by participants’ partners or spouses in addition to the 

attitudes held by participants themselves. This will further researchers’ understanding of the 
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relation between one’s attitude towards women’s employment, the attitude towards women’s 

employment held by that individual’s partner or spouse, household distribution of labor in that 

individual’s household, and that individual’s work-family balance.  

The second suggestion is that future studies can control for the influence of participants’ 

and their partners’ or spouses’ working status by conducting longitudinal studies throughout the 

employment of participants or their partners or spouses. Since employment status is kept 

constant, the associations between their attitudes toward women’s employment and perceived 

responses to capitalization attempts as well as between attitudes and injunctive as well as 

descriptive norms from peers can be examined more closely. However, longitudinal design does 

not exclude all other possible third variables, and thus it cannot totally narrow down the 

causality. Future studies can also implement instrumental variables to replace the working status 

variables to avoid the problem of two-way causality between attitudes and working status. But 

this method will not give causality either. One way to examine the causality between norms and 

attitudes is to use experiment design to manipulate injunctive and descriptive norms. As Smith 

and Louis (2008) did in their study, researchers can first manipulate the descriptive and 

injunctive norms about women’s employment exposed to participants in different experimental 

groups and control for all other variables, and then assess participants’ post-manipulation 

attitudes toward women’s employment. In this way, the variation in attitudes held by participants 

in different experimental groups can be attributed to the manipulation of descriptive and 

injunctive norms.  
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Conclusion 

Overall, this research investigates the relation between capitalization, social norms, and 

individual attitudes toward women’s employment, and demonstrates the importance of the 

attitudes toward women’s employment on women’s employment, household distribution of 

labor, and work-family balance. Four major conclusions follow from the findings: First, 

perceived capitalization attempts from one’s partner or spouse as well as descriptive norms and 

injunctive norms from one’s peers are positively and significantly associated with that 

individual’s attitude towards women’s employment. Second, attitudes toward women’s 

employment held by one’s social peers are positively associated with a woman’s likelihood of 

employment and her working hours, and the effect of a one-point increase in attitudes is larger 

than the effect of having one fewer toddler in the woman’s household. Third, attitudes held by 

one’s peer group are positively associated with a man’ share of family care, and the effect of a 

one-point increase in attitude is comparable to the effect of that man having a working partner or 

spouse. Fourth, a woman’s attitude towards women’s employment is positively associated with 

her balance between work and family.   

Since attitudes toward women’s employment have major implications in women’s 

employment, working hours, work-family balance as well as the distribution of labor in their 

household, governments and organizations should promote a more liberal and gender-egalitarian 

perspective on women’s employment. It is also worth noticing that people’s attitudes toward 

women’s employment not only influence their own families and careers but also affect the 

employment of other people related to them such as their partners or spouses, friends, family 

members, and even more distant social peers with the same religious belief and nationality as 

that individual.  
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Study 1 Data Source 

ISSP Research Group (2016). International Social Survey Programme: Family and Changing 

Gender Roles IV - ISSP 2012. [Data file]. doi:10.4232/1.12339. 
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Table 1  
Descriptive Statistics of Aggregated Attitude, Working Status, Share of Housework, and Share 
of Family Work 

Variable Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Minimum Median Maximum Number of 
observation 

1.aggregated 
attitude 

3.26 0.35 2.08 3.17 4.86 34,609 

2. working 
hours 

19.81 21.00 0 15 89 18,158 

3. working 
hours’  

37.30 13.34 1 40 89 9,644 

4. share of 
housework 

37.59 23.21 0 38.30 100 15,822 

5. share of 
family care 

40.73 24.99 0 46.15 100 11,206 
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Table 2  
 Frequency Table of Working Status 

Values Frequency Percent 
1=Currently in paid work 9,935 53.27 
0=Currently not in paid 
work 

8,714 46.73 
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Table 3  
    Effect of Aggregated Attitude on the Likelihood of a Partnered Woman Working 

Selected Models 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES working 

status 
working 
status 

working 
status 

working 
status 

working 
status 

      
1. aggregated 
attitude 

0.276*** 0.188*** 0.162*** 0.212*** 0.179*** 

 (0.0114) (0.0162) (0.0393) (0.0177) (0.0553) 
      
2. Observations 
 
3. Controls          
4. Country fixed 
effect 
5. Religion fixed 
effect 

17,689 
 

No 
No 

 
No 

13,715 
 

Yes 
No 

 
No 

13,715 
 

Yes 
Yes 

 
No 

13,469 
 

Yes 
No 

 
Yes 

13,469 
 

Yes 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Note: All models are estimated using a Probit model. Coefficients have been converted to the 
change in likelihood with a one-point change in attitude. Controls in row 3 are education, age, 
married, relationship length, number of children, number of toddlers, household size, place of 
living, working mother, living with partner or spouse, working status of partner or spouse.  
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Table 4 
 Effect of Aggregated Attitude on the Hours Worked by a Partnered Women 

Selected Models 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES working 

hours 
working 
hours 

working 
hours 

working 
hours 

working 
hours 

      
1.aggregated 
attitude 

16.21*** 5.541*** 9.726*** 6.324*** 11.54*** 

 (0.857) (0.939) (2.226) (1.029) (3.119) 
2. Observations 
3. Controls 
4. Country fixed 
effect 
5. Religion fixed 
effect 

17,214 
No 
No 

 
         No 

13,379 
Yes 
No 

 
No 

13,379 
Yes 
Yes 

 
No 

13,142 
Yes 
No 

 
Yes 

13,142 
Yes 
Yes 

 
         Yes 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Note: All models are estimated using a Tobit model with a lower limit of 0. Controls in row 3 
are education, age, married, relationship length, number of children, number of toddlers, 
household size, place of living, working mother, living with partner or spouse, working status of 
partner or spouse.  
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Table 5  
Effects of Aggregated Attitude on Hours Worked by a Partnered, Working Women 

Selected Models 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES working hours’ working hours’ working hours’ working hours’ working hours’ 
      
1. aggregated 
attitude 

-5.488*** -4.339*** 3.744*** -5.819*** 5.325*** 

 (0.406) (0.470) (1.047) (0.547) (1.691) 
2. Observations 9,167 7,344 7,344 7,224 7,224 
3. Controls 
4. Country fixed 
effect 
5. Religion fixed 
effect 

            No 
No 
 
No 

          Yes 
           No 
 
           No 

           Yes 
Yes 
 
No 

            Yes 
No 
 
Yes 

           Yes 
Yes 
 
Yes 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Note: All models are estimated using an OLS regression model with robust standard error. 
Controls in row 3 are education, age, married, relationship length, number of children, number 
of toddlers, household size, place of living, working mother, living with partner or spouse, 
working status of partner or spouse.  
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Table 6 
Effects of Aggregated Attitude on the Share of Housework Taken on by a Partnered Man 

Selected Models 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES share of 

housework 
share of 
housework 

share of 
housework 

share of 
housework 

share of 
housework 

      
1. aggregated 
attitude 

4.538*** 2.930*** 4.297*** 2.336*** 2.942 

 (0.604) (0.636) (1.402) (0.700) (1.936) 
2. Observations 
3. Controls 
4. Country fixed 
effect 
5. Religion fixed 
effect 

14,987 
No 
No 
 
No 

12,825 
Yes 
No 
 
No 

12,825 
Yes 
Yes 
 
No 

12,594 
Yes 
No 
 
Yes 

12,594 
Yes 
Yes 
 
Yes 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Note: All models are estimated using a Tobit regression model with a lower limit of 0 and a 
higher limit of 100. Controls in row 3 are education, age, married, relationship length, number 
of children, number of toddlers, household size, place of living, working mother, living with 
partner or spouse, working status of partner or spouse.  
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Table 7 
Effects of Aggregated Attitude on the Share of Family Care by a Partnered Man 

Selected Models 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES share of 

family care 
share of 
family care 

share of 
family care 

share of 
family care 

share of 
family care 

      
aggregated attitude -2.061** 3.036*** 0.0499 7.800*** 4.936* 
 (0.816) (0.907) (1.838) (0.944) (2.521) 
Observations 
Controls 
Country fixed 
effect 
Religion fixed 
effect 

10,738 
No 
No 
 
No 
 

9,331 
Yes 
No  
 
No 
 

9,331 
Yes 
Yes 
 
No 

9,170 
Yes 
No 
 
Yes 

9,170 
Yes 
Yes 
 
Yes 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Note: All models are estimated using a Tobit regression model with a lower limit of 0 and a 
higher limit of 100. Controls in row 3 are education, age, married, relationship length, number 
of children, number of toddlers, household size, place of living, working mother, living with 
partner or spouse, working status of partner or spouse. 
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Table 8  
Effect of Aggregated Attitudes on the Likelihood of a Partnered Women Working 

Selected Models with Full Set of Controls 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES working 

status 
working   status working   status working   status working   status 

      
aggregated attitude 0.276*** 0.188*** 0.162*** 0.212*** 0.179*** 
 (0.0114) (0.0162) (0.0393) (0.0177) (0.0553) 
education  0.0774*** 0.0685*** 0.0742*** 0.0683*** 
  (0.00323) (0.00354) (0.00330) (0.00359) 
age  -0.00858*** -0.00804*** -0.00851*** -0.00827*** 
  (0.000607) (0.000638) (0.000627) (0.000650) 
married  0.0171 0.0385** 0.0242 0.0417** 
  (0.0150) (0.0164) (0.0154) (0.0167) 
relationship length  -6.86e-05 -0.00208*** -0.000913* -0.00221*** 
  (0.000486) (0.000614) (0.000533) (0.000622) 
number of children  -0.0231*** -0.0254*** -0.0245*** -0.0249*** 
  (0.00768) (0.00791) (0.00789) (0.00804) 
number of toddlers  -0.134*** -0.138*** -0.141*** -0.144*** 
  (0.00978) (0.0101) (0.0101) (0.0102) 
household size  0.0293*** 0.0288*** 0.0309*** 0.0290*** 
  (0.00528) (0.00565) (0.00547) (0.00573) 
place of living  -0.0161* 0.0102 -0.00790 0.0147 
  (0.00977) (0.0105) (0.0100) (0.0107) 
working mother  0.0612*** 0.0511*** 0.0558*** 0.0487*** 
  (0.00974) (0.0106) (0.00993) (0.0107) 
living with partner 
or spouse 

 0.0484* -0.00333 0.0328 -0.00672 

  (0.0292) (0.0300) (0.0304) (0.0307) 
working status of 
partner or spouse 

 0.298*** 0.291*** 0.297*** 0.291*** 

  (0.0113) (0.0116) (0.0115) (0.0118) 
      
Observations 17,689 13,715 13,715 13,469 13,469 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Note: All models are estimated using a Probit model. Coefficients have been converted to the 
change in likelihood with a one-point change in attitude. Controls in row 3 are education, age, 
married, relationship length, number of children, number of toddlers, household size, place of 
living, working mother, living with partner or spouse, working status of partner or spouse.  
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Table 9  
Effect of Aggregated Attitudes on the Hours Worked by a Partnered Women 

Selected Models with Full Set of Controls 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES working 

hours 
working 
hours 

working 
hours 

working 
hours 

working 
hours 

      
aggregated attitude 16.21*** 5.541*** 9.726*** 6.324*** 11.54*** 
 (0.857) (0.939) (2.226) (1.029) (3.119) 
education  4.393*** 4.238*** 4.196*** 4.211*** 
  (0.198) (0.210) (0.201) (0.212) 
age  -0.580*** -0.529*** -0.581*** -0.538*** 
  (0.0371) (0.0381) (0.0378) (0.0384) 
married  -0.222 2.773*** 0.0384 3.046*** 
  (0.854) (0.907) (0.868) (0.916) 
relationship length  -0.00272 -0.132*** -0.0301 -0.137*** 
  (0.0324) (0.0385) (0.0345) (0.0388) 
number of children  -2.454*** -2.671*** -2.511*** -2.615*** 
  (0.437) (0.437) (0.442) (0.440) 
number of toddlers  -9.736*** -9.850*** -9.901*** -10.01*** 
  (0.539) (0.542) (0.548) (0.548) 
household size  2.115*** 2.027*** 2.278*** 1.998*** 
  (0.301) (0.313) (0.311) (0.315) 
place of living  1.017* 1.206* 1.515** 1.440** 
  (0.589) (0.618) (0.599) (0.625) 
working mother  4.673*** 3.179*** 4.240*** 3.028*** 
  (0.611) (0.638) (0.618) (0.643) 
living with partner 
or spouse 

 4.187*** 0.0422 2.826* -0.477 

  (1.618) (1.654) (1.654) (1.681) 
working status of 
partner or spouse 

 21.48*** 20.70*** 21.38*** 20.75*** 

  (0.783) (0.782) (0.790) (0.788) 
Constant -45.31*** -20.63*** -3.662 -22.39*** -9.934 
 (2.846) (3.885) (7.159) (4.286) (10.14) 
      
Observations 17,214 13,379 13,379 13,142 13,142 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Note: All models are estimated using a Tobit model with a lower limit of 0. Controls in row 3 are 
education, age, married, relationship length, number of children, number of toddlers, household 
size, place of living, working mother, living with partner or spouse, working status of partner or 
spouse.  
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Table 10  
Effects of Aggregated Attitude on the Hours Worked by a Partnered, Working Women 

Selected Models with Full Set of Controls 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES working hours’ working hours’ working hours’ working hours’ working hours’ 
      
aggregated attitude -5.488*** -4.339*** 3.744*** -5.819*** 5.325*** 
 (0.406) (0.470) (1.047) (0.547) (1.691) 
education  -0.412*** 0.0959 -0.367*** 0.0902 
  (0.111) (0.111) (0.111) (0.112) 
age  0.0553** 0.0195 0.0346 0.0178 
  (0.0242) (0.0242) (0.0245) (0.0243) 
married  1.639*** -0.130 1.565*** -0.0228 
  (0.421) (0.423) (0.422) (0.427) 
relationship length  -0.229*** -0.108*** -0.194*** -0.106*** 
  (0.0231) (0.0237) (0.0236) (0.0239) 
number of children  -0.995*** -0.711*** -0.881*** -0.645** 
  (0.268) (0.254) (0.268) (0.251) 
number of toddlers  -2.024*** -1.859*** -1.774*** -1.778*** 
  (0.329) (0.317) (0.332) (0.316) 
household size  -0.128 -0.0823 -0.125 -0.145 
  (0.216) (0.206) (0.215) (0.201) 
place of living  1.311*** 0.127 1.101*** 0.141 
  (0.307) (0.314) (0.313) (0.315) 
working mother  0.966*** 0.391 0.894*** 0.448 
  (0.335) (0.333) (0.337) (0.335) 
living with partner 
or not 

 1.568* 0.113 1.403 0.0622 

  (0.853) (0.869) (0.861) (0.877) 
working status of 
partner or spouse 

 0.434 0.732 0.356 0.725 

  (0.506) (0.477) (0.506) (0.481) 
Constant 55.61*** 52.19*** 28.32*** 59.13*** 23.27*** 
 (1.394) (2.113) (3.545) (2.429) (5.623) 
      
Observations 9,167 7,344 7,344 7,224 7,224 
R-squared 0.021 0.064 0.180 0.079 0.185 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Note: All models are estimated using an OLS regression model with robust standard error. 
Controls in row 3 are education, age, married, relationship length, number of children, number 
of toddlers, household size, place of living, working mother, living with partner or spouse, 
working status of partner or spouse.  
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Table 11  
Effects of Aggregated Attitude on the Share of Housework Taken on by Men 

Selected Models with Full Set of Controls 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES share of 

housework 
share of 
housework 

share of 
housework 

share of 
housework 

share of 
housework 

      
aggregated attitude 4.538*** 2.930*** 4.297*** 2.336*** 2.942 
 (0.604) (0.636) (1.402) (0.700) (1.936) 
education  0.186 0.594*** 0.289** 0.634*** 
  (0.126) (0.131) (0.128) (0.132) 
age  0.121*** 0.0523** 0.130*** 0.0586*** 
  (0.0199) (0.0207) (0.0205) (0.0210) 
married  -3.816*** -5.287*** -3.741*** -5.163*** 
  (0.614) (0.641) (0.624) (0.650) 
relationship length  -0.203*** -0.0462** -0.199*** -0.0501** 
  (0.0173) (0.0222) (0.0193) (0.0226) 
number of children  -1.017*** -0.908*** -1.055*** -0.913*** 
  (0.297) (0.290) (0.298) (0.292) 
number of toddlers  -0.0440 -0.0694 -0.0288 -0.114 
  (0.352) (0.345) (0.357) (0.349) 
household size  0.216 -0.0210 0.00801 0.0197 
  (0.178) (0.184) (0.185) (0.185) 
place of living  1.395*** 0.282 1.367*** 0.231 
  (0.392) (0.405) (0.398) (0.410) 
living with partner 
or spouse 

 -42.43*** -39.70*** -39.91*** -39.08*** 

  (1.208) (1.225) (1.247) (1.244) 
working status of 
partner or spouse 

 3.911*** 5.031*** 4.271*** 5.064*** 

  (0.421) (0.416) (0.427) (0.421) 
Constant 22.60*** 65.25*** 56.48*** 64.46*** 60.16*** 
 (1.976) (2.577) (4.613) (2.886) (6.339) 
      
Observations 14,987 12,825 12,825 12,594 12,594 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Note: All models are estimated using a Tobit regression model with a lower limit of 0 and a 
higher limit of 100. Controls in row 3 are education, age, married, relationship length, number 
of children, number of toddlers, household size, place of living, working mother, living with 
partner or spouse, working status of partner or spouse. 
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Table 12  
Effects of Aggregated Attitude on the Share of Family Care Taken on by Men 

Selected Models with Full Set of Controls 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES share of 

family care 
share of 
family care 

share of 
family care 

share of 
family care 

share of 
family care 

      
aggregated attitude -2.061** 3.036*** 0.0499 7.800*** 4.936* 
 (0.816) (0.907) (1.838) (0.944) (2.521) 
education  -0.183 0.467*** 0.189 0.482*** 
  (0.179) (0.173) (0.170) (0.175) 
age  -0.109*** -0.110*** -0.00864 -0.109*** 
  (0.0287) (0.0279) (0.0278) (0.0283) 
married  -0.396 0.445 0.202 0.457 
  (0.873) (0.849) (0.835) (0.860) 
relationship length  -0.112*** -0.0247 -0.201*** -0.0351 
  (0.0259) (0.0303) (0.0271) (0.0307) 
number of children  0.153 0.414 0.132 0.341 
  (0.386) (0.353) (0.365) (0.355) 
number of toddlers  -0.835* -0.00607 -0.0461 -0.134 
  (0.464) (0.425) (0.443) (0.430) 
household size  2.280*** 0.202 0.518** 0.255 
  (0.232) (0.224) (0.227) (0.226) 
place of living  0.897 1.586*** 1.752*** 1.685*** 
  (0.554) (0.536) (0.529) (0.543) 
living with partner 
or spouse 

 -46.27*** -31.47*** -33.30*** -30.81*** 

  (1.719) (1.606) (1.648) (1.622) 
working status of 
partner or spouse 

 0.738 3.783*** 2.277*** 3.520*** 

  (0.594) (0.549) (0.568) (0.555) 
Constant 46.09*** 73.31*** 56.19*** 41.88*** 39.45*** 
 (2.665) (3.639) (6.164) (3.862) (8.359) 
      
Observations 10,738 9,331 9,331 9,170 9,170 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Note: All models are estimated using a Tobit regression model with a lower limit of 0 and a 
higher limit of 100. Controls in row 3 are education, age, married, relationship length, number 
of children, number of toddlers, household size, place of living, working mother, living with 
partner or spouse, working status of partner or spouse.  
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Table 13 
Regression with Female Participants’ Attitudes toward Women’s Employment as the Dependent 
Variable 
 Variables Standardized Coefficients Significance 
relationship status .182 .114 
relationship length -.057 .677 
subject age .152 .456 
partner/spouse age -.239 .254 
subject education .335 .002* 
partner/spouse education .051 .664 
other Christian .308 .085 
Protestant .265 .422 
Catholic .403 .199 
Judaism .108 .332 
Islam .134 .352 
Hinduism -.100 .558 
nonreligious .339 .258 
White -.192 .279 
Black or African American .055 .702 
American Indian or Alaska 
Native 

-.056 .621 

Asian -.047 .769 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander 

-.060 .541 

Latino -.240 .017* 
household size .183 .312 
number of children below 
school age 

-.164 .197 

number of children older 
than school age 

-.242 .176 

number of elder dependents -.190 .120 
place of living .024 .824 
family support -.042 .706 
working mother -.022 .830 
extraversion -.081 .464 
agreeableness -.059 .619 
conscientiousness -.085 .462 
neuroticism -.139 .234 
openness .046 .682 
capitalization -.109 .297 
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injunctive norms (female) .372 .001** 
descriptive norms .148 .175 

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Table 14 
Regression with Male Participants’ Attitudes toward Women’s Employment as the Dependent 
Variable 
 Variables Standardized Coefficients Significance 
relationship status.  .203 .064 
relationship length 
subject age 

.100 
-.266 

.470 

.239 
partner/spouse’s age -.039 .882 
subject education  .244 .066 
partner/spouse’s education  -.007 .959 
white -.862 .006** 
black or African American -.777 .003** 
American Indian or Alaska 
Native 

-.146 .199 

 Native Hawaiian or Pacific     
Islander 
 Asian 

-.065 
 

-.452 

.52 
 

.049* 
Latino -.279 .035* 
household size -.566 .023* 
number of children below 
school age 

.228 .226 

number of children older 
than the school age  

.318 .160 

number of elder dependents  -.029 .889 
place of living .185 .120 
family support .065 .561 
working mother -.161 .169 
extraversion -.245 .038* 
agreeableness -.048 .747 
conscientiousness -.040 .756 
neuroticism .123 .348 
openness .205 .142 
Protestant -.561 .107 
Catholic -.302 .300 
other Christian 
Mormon 

-.005 
.010 

.969 

.939 
Islam -.133 .528 
Hinduism .116 .464 
nonreligious -.234 .495 
 descriptive norms .271 .055 
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capitalization -.046 .697 
injunctive norms (male) .311 .038* 

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Table 15 
Regression with Female Participants’ Work-Family Balance as the Dependent Variable 
 Variables  Standardized Coefficient Significance 
relationship status -.157 .208 
relationship length -.162 .265 
subject age .168 .457 
partner/spouse age .119 .598 
subject education -.210 .082 
partner/spouse education -.018 .898 
other Christian .101 .604 
Protestant .443 .215 
Catholic .290 .394 
Judaism .050 .675 
Islam -.050 .744 
Hinduism .022 .903 
nonreligious .071 .827 
White .014 .940 
Black or African American -.106 .475 
American Indian or Alaska 
Native 

.096 .433 

Asian .132 .445 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander 

-.029 .783 

Latino .059 .606 
household size -.074 .706 
number of children below 
school age 

.041 .763 

number of children older 
than school age 

.114 .548 

number of elder dependents -.021 .871 
place of living .077 .503 
family support .068 .544 
working mother .165 .131 
extraversion -.065 .583 
agreeableness .056 .662 
conscientiousness .081 .498 
neuroticism .192 .140 
openness .200 .093 
attitude .426 .000 
subject working hour .074 .675 
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subject income -.186 .347 
partner/spouse’s working 
hour 

.002 .988 

partner/spouse’s income .101 .559 
***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Appendix 1: Data Appendix 
 
Variable name: aggregated attitude 
Missing observation: 1,866/36,475 
Definition: Aggregated attitudes toward women’s employment held by certain religious groups 
in certain countries 
Unit: point 
Descriptive statistics: 
Mean  3.26 
Standard deviation 0.35 
Minimum 2.08 
25th percentile 3.01 
Median 3.17 
75th percentile 3.49 
Maximum 4.86 

Histogram: 
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Variable name: working status 
Missing Observation: 284/36,475 
Definition: Whether the respondent is currently working for pay or currently not in paid work, 
paid work in the past, never had paid work 
Coding: 0, 1 
Possible values:  
1 Currently in paid work 
0 Currently not in paid work, paid work in the past 

& Never had paid work 
Frequency table:  

 
Bar chart: 
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Variable name: working hours 
Missing Observations: 1,358/36,475 
Definition: Hours on average, the respondent works for pay in a normal week, including 
overtime. (If working for more than one employer, or if both employed and self-employed, the 
total number of working hours is counted.) 
Unit: hour 
Descriptive statistics: 
Mean  23.89 
Standard deviation 23.00 
Minimum 0.00 
25th percentile 0.00 
Median 28.00 
75th percentile 40.00 
Maximum 89.00 

Histogram:  
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Variable name: share of housework 
Missing observation: 6,022/36,475 
Definition: Hours the respondent spends on housework in an average week (not including 
childcare and leisure time activities) out of the total hours spent on housework by the respondent 
and his/her partner/spouse 
Unit: percentage 
Descriptive statistics: 
Mean  51.94 
Standard deviation 26.01 
Minimum 0.00 
25th percentile 33.33 
Median 50.00 
75th percentile 71.43 
Maximum 100.00 

Histogram: 
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Variable name: share of family care 
Missing observations: 14,700/36,475 
Definition: Percentage of hours spent looking after family members (e.g., children, elderly, ill or 
disabled family members) in an average week by the respondent out of the total hours spent in 
caring for family members by the respondent and his/her partner/spouse 
Unit: percentage 
Descriptive statistics:  
Mean  51.52 
Standard deviation 26.01 
Minimum 0.00 
25th percentile 40.00 
Median 50.00 
75th percentile 66.67 
Maximum 100.00 

Histogram: 
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Variable name: gender 
Missing observation: 36/36,475 
Definition: biological gender identified by the respondent 
Possible values: 0, 1 
Coding: 
0 Male 
1 Female 

Frequency table: 

 
Bar chart:  
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Variable name: education 
Missing observations: 309/36,475 
Definition: Highest degree of education completed by the respondent 
Possible values: 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 
Coding: 
0 No formal education 
1 Primary school 
2 Lower secondary (secondary completed does not 

allow entry to university: obligatory school) 
3 Upper secondary (programs that allows entry to 

university) 
4 Post-secondary, non-tertiary (other upper 

secondary programs toward labour market or 
technical formation) 

5 Lower level tertiary, first stage (also technical 
school at a tertiary level) 

6 Upper level tertiary (Master, Dr.) 
Frequency table: 

 
Bar chart: 
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Variable name: age 
Missing observations: 102/36,475 
Definition: Age of the respondent 
Unit: year 
Descriptive statistics: 
Mean  48.75 
Standard deviation 15.32 
Minimum 20.00 
25th percentile 37.00 
Median 48.00 
75th percentile 60.00 
Maximum 83.00 

Histogram: 
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Variable name: married 
Missing observations: 0/36,475 
Definition: Whether the respondent is currently married or not 
Possible values: 1,0 
Coding: 
0 currently not married 
1 currently married 

Frequency table: 

 
Bar chart: 
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Variable name: relationship length 
Missing observations: 5,046/36,475 
Definition: Number of years that the respondent has been engaged in a romantic relationship 
with his/her partner/spouse 
Descriptive statistics: 
Mean  20.14 
Standard deviation 16.16 
Minimum 0 
25th percentile 5 
Median 17 
75th percentile 33 
Maximum 92 

Histogram:  
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Variable name: number of children 
Missing observations: 147/36,475 
Definition: Number of children between school age and 17 years old living in the household of 
the respondent 
Unit: person 
Descriptive statistics: 
Mean  0.54 
Standard deviation 0.94 
Minimum 0.00 
25th percentile 0.00 
Median 0.00 
75th percentile 1.00 
Maximum 4.00 

Histogram: 
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Variable name: number of toddlers 
Missing observations: 152/36,475 
Definition: Number of children below school age living in the household of the respondent 
Unit: person 
Descriptive statistics: 
Mean  0.33 
Standard deviation 0.70 
Minimum 0.00 
25th percentile 0.00 
Median 0.00 
75th percentile 0.00 
Maximum 9.00 

Histogram: 
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Variable name: household size 
Missing observations: 0/36,475 
Definition: Number of persons living in the household of the respondent including 
himself/herself 
Unit: person 
Descriptive statistics: 
Mean  3.32 
Standard deviation 1.76 
Minimum 1.00 
25th percentile 2.00 
Median 3.00 
75th percentile 4.00 
Maximum 37.00 

Histogram: 
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Variable name: place of living 
Missing observations: 164/36,475  
Definition: Description of the respondent’s place of living (e.g., a big city, a country village) 
Possible values: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
Coding: 
1  Big city 
2 The suburbs or outskirts of a big city 
3 A town or a small city 
4 A country village 
5 A farm or home in the country 

Frequency table: 

 
Bar chart: 
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Variable name: working status of partner/spouse 
Missing observations: 961/35,514 
Definition: Whether the partner/spouse of the respondent is currently working for pay or 
currently not in paid work, paid work in the past, never had paid work 
Possible values: 1,0 
Coding: 
1 Currently in paid work 
0 Currently not in paid work, paid work in the past 

& Never had paid work 
Frequency table: 

 
Bar chart: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTITUDES, WOMEN’S EMPLOYMENT, AND WORK-FAMILY BALANCE  
 

95 

Variable name: working mother 
Missing observations: 2,766/36,475 
Definition: Whether the respondent’s mother worked for pay for as long as one year, after the 
respondent was born and before he/her was 14 year old 
Possible values: 1,0 
Coding:  
1 Yes, she worked for pay. 
0 No, she did not worked for pay. 

Frequency table: 

 
Bar chart: 
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Variable name: living with partner/spouse 
Missing observations: 0/36,475 
Definition: Whether the respondent shares the same household with his/her partner/spouse 
Possible values: 1,0 
Coding: 
0 No, not living in the same household 
1 Yes, living in the same household 

Frequency table: 

 
Bar chart: 
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Variable name: religion 
Missing observations: 728/36,475 
Definition: religion affiliated by the respondent 
Possible values: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 
Coding: 
1 No religion 
2 Catholic  
3 Protestant 
4 Orthodox 
5 Other Christian religions 
6 Jewish 
7 Islamic 
8 Buddhist 
9 Hindu 
10 Other Asian Religions 
11 Other Religions 

Frequency table: 

 
Bar chart: 
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Variable name: country 
Missing observations: 0/46,475 
Definition: the country in which the respondent takes the survey 
Possible values: 32, 36, 40, 100, 124, 152, 156, 191, 203, 246, 250, 348, 352, 356, 372, 376, 
392, 410, 428, 440, 484, 528, 578, 608, 616, 643, 703, 705, 710, 724, 752, 756, 840, 862, 5601, 
5602, 5603, 27601, 27602 
Coding: 
32 Argentina 
36 Australia 
40 Austria 
100 Bulgaria 
124 Canada 
152 Chile 
156 China 
191 Taiwan 
203 Croatia  
208 Czech Republic 
246 Denmark 
250 Finland 
352 Iceland 
356 India 
372 Ireland 
376 Israel 
392 Japan 
410 South Korea 
428 Latvia 
440 Lithuania 
484 Mexico 
578 Norway 
608 Philippines 
616 Poland 
643 Russia 
703 Slovakia 
705 Slovenia 
710 South Africa 
724 Spain 
752 Sweden 
756 Switzerland 
792 Turkey 
840 United States 
8862 Venezuela 
27601 Germany-West 
27602 Germany-East 
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Frequency table: 
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Appendix 2: Study 2 Measures 
Gender 
Please select the gender with which you identify.  
• Male  
• Female 
• Other (describe if you wish to do so) 
 
Partner/spouse gender 
Please select the gender with which your partner/spouse would identify.  
• Male  
• Female 
• Other (describe if you wish to do so) 
 
Age  
Please indicate your age. (choose a number)  
Please indicate the age of your partner/spouse. (choose a number) 
Education level 
What is the highest level of education that you have received (choose the best option)? 
• Less than high school 
• High school or equivalent  
• Some college  
• Vocational/Technical school (2yr) 
• Bachelor’s degree 
• Master’s degree 
• PhD, JD, MD, or equivalent 
What is the highest level of education that your partner/spouse has received (choose the best 
option)? 
• Less than high school 
• High school or equivalent  
• Some college  
• Vocational/Technical school (2yr) 
• Bachelor’s degree 
• Master’s degree 
• PhD, JD, MD, or equivalent 
 
Relationship  
Please indicate your relationship status. 
• Married/ long-term committed relationship 
• Seriously dating 
• Causally dating 
• Other (please specify) 
Are you currently living with your spouse/partner?  
• Yes, we live in the same household 
• No, we do not live the same household 
• Other (please specify)  
How long have you been in your relationship with your partner/spouse?  
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_Years _Months 
 
Religion  
Which religion do you associate yourself with?  
• Protestant 
• Catholic 
• Judaism 
• Mormon 
• Islam 
• Buddhism 
• Hinduism 
• Non-religious 
• Other (please specify) 
 
Ethnicity  
Please specify your ethnicity (select all options that apply).  
• White/Caucasian 
• Black/African American 
• Latino/Latina 
• American Indian/ Alaska Native 
• Asian/Asian American 
• Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 
• Other (Please specify) 
Size of household 
• Please indicate the total number of people in your household.  
• Please indicate the number of children below or at the age of five living with the family 
• Please indicate the number of children older than the age of five living with the family.  
• Please indicate the number of elder dependents living with the family 
 
Employment 
Are your currently employed? 
• Yes, I am working full-time.  
• Yes, I am working part-time.    
• No, I am not currently working.  
(If the respondent is employed) How many hours, on average, did you usually work for pay in a 
normal week, including overtime, in 2016? If you worked for more than one employer, or if you 
were both employed and self-employed, please count the total number of working hours that you 
did. (choose a number) 
(If the respondent is employed) Please estimate your earning from all sources for 2016. That is, 
before taxes or other deductions  
• Less than $10,000 
• $10,000 - $19,999 
• $20,000 - $29,999 
• $30,000 - $39,999 
• $40,000 - $49,999 
• $50,000 - $59,999 
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• $60,000 - $69,999 
• $70,000 - $79,999 
• $80,000 - $89,999 
• $90,000 - $99,999 
• $100,000 - $149,999 
• More than $150,000 
Is your partner/spouse partner currently employed? 
• Yes, I am working full-time.  
• Yes, I am working part-time.    
• No, I am not currently working.  
(If the partner or spouse of the respondent is employed) How many hours, on average, did your 
partner/spouse usually work for pay in a normal week, including overtime, in 2016? If he/she 
worked for more than one employer, or if he/she was both employed and self-employed, please 
count the total number of working hours that he/she did. (choose a number) 
(If the partner or spouse of the respondent is employed) Please estimate the earning of your 
partner/spouse from all sources for 2016? That is, before taxes or other deductions.  
• Less than $10,000 
• $10,000 - $19,999 
• $20,000 - $29,999 
• $30,000 - $39,999 
• $40,000 - $49,999 
• $50,000 - $59,999 
• $60,000 - $69,999 
• $70,000 - $79,999 
• $80,000 - $89,999 
• $90,000 - $99,999 
• $100,000 - $149,999 
• More than $150,000 
 
Urban/Rural 
Would you describe the place where you live as? 
• A big city 
• The suburbs or outskirts of a big city 
• A town or a small city 
• A country village 
• A farm or house in the country 
• Other (please specify) 
 
Capitalization 
Please take a moment to consider how your partner/spouse responds when you tell him/her about 
something good that has happened to you. For example, imagine that you come home and tell 
your partner/spouse about receiving a promotion at work, having a great conversation with a 
family member, getting a raise, winning a prize, or doing well on an exam at school or a project 
at work. Please consider to what extent your partner/spouse does the following things in response 
to your good fortune. 
1. My partner/spouse usually reacts to my good fortune enthusiastically.  
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2. I sometimes get the sense that my partner/spouse is even more happy and excited than I 
am.  
3. My partner/spouse often asks a lot of questions and shows genuine concern about the 
good event.  
4. My partner/spouse tries not to make a big deal out of it, but is happy for me.  
5. My partner/spouse is usually silently supportive of the good things that occur to me.  
6. My partner/spouse says little, but I know he/she is happy for me.  
7. My partner/spouse often finds a problem with it.  
8. My partner/spouse reminds me that most good things have their bad aspects as well.  
9. He/she points out the potential down sides of the good event.  
10. Sometimes I get the impression that he/she doesn’t care much.  
11. My partner/spouse doesn’t pay much attention to me.  
12. My partner/spouse often seems disinterested. 
(1=not true at all, 7=very true) 
 
Descriptive norm: 
Please indicate the percentage of your adult female friends who are currently employed. (choose 
a number) 
Please indicate the relative proportion of your adult female family members who are currently 
employed. (choose a number) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statement using the scale provided below. 
1. The majority of my adult female friends work outside the home. 
2. The majority of my adult female family friends work outside the home. 
(1=disagree strongly, 7=agree strongly) 
 
Injunctive norms: 
(For female respondents only) What would your friends think if you were employed?  
(For female respondents only) What would your family members think if you were employed? 
(For male respondents only) What would your friends think if your partner/spouse were 
employed?  
(For male respondents only) What would your family members think if your partner/spouse were 
employed? 
(1=strongly object, 7=strongly support) 
Do the majority of your friends support women’s employment? 
Do the majority of your family members support women’s employment? 
(1=absolutely not, 7=absolutely yes) 
Relationship satisfaction 
Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each of the following statements regarding 
your current relationship.  
1. I feel satisfied with our relationship. 
2. My relationship is much better than others’ relationships. 
3. My relationship is close to ideal. 
4. Our relationship makes me very happy. 
5. Our relationship does a good job of fulfilling my needs for intimacy, companionship, etc. 
(1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree) 
Household Distribution of Labor  
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(If the respondent has a child living with the household) How do you and your partner/spouse 
distribute the following tasks related to childcare? 
1. Helping children with homework 
2. Listening to problems 
3. Taking children to activities and appointments 
4. Playing with children 
5. Bathing and dressing 
6. Getting children to bed.  
(1=I do most, 2=I do more, 3=we share this equally, 4=my partner does more, 5=my partner does 
most) 
(If the respondent has a child living with the household) How many hours do you spend on 
childcare in an average week? (choose a number) 
(If the respondent has a child living with the household) How many hours does your 
partner/spouse spend on childcare in an average week? (choose a number) 
(If the respondent living in the same household with his/her partner/spouse) How do you and 
your partner/spouse distribute the following housework? 
1. Doing the dishes 
2. Preparing breakfast 
3. Preparing the evening meal 
4. Cleaning and vacuuming 
5. Doing the laundry 
6. Ironing 
7. Cleaning the bathroom and toilet 
8. Shopping 
9. Keeping in touch with relatives 
10. Repairing things around the house 
11. Taking out rubbish 
12. Mowing the lawn  
13. Doing yard work 
(1=I do most, 2=I do more, 3=we share this equally, 4=my partner does more, 5=my partner does 
most) 
(If the respondent living in the same household with his/her partner/spouse) How many hours do 
you spend on the following housework in an average week? (choose a number) 
(If the respondent living in the same household with his/her partner/spouse) How many hours 
does your partner/spouse spend on the following housework in an average week? (choose a 
number) 
1. Preparing meals and doing dishes 
2. Grocery shopping 
3. Other housework, including laundry, vacuuming, and cleaning 
 
Personality 
Here are a number of personality traits that may or may not apply to you. Please rate each 
statement to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with that statement. You should 
rate the extent to which the pair of traits applies to you, even if one characteristic applies more 
strongly than the other. 
I see myself as: 
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1. Extraverted, enthusiastic. 
2. Critical, quarrelsome. 
3. Dependable, self-disciplined. 
4. Anxious, easily upset. 
5. Open to new experiences, complex. 
6. Reserved, quiet. 
7. Sympathetic, warm. 
8. Disorganized, careless. 
9. Calm, emotionally stable. 
10. Conventional, uncreative. 
(1=disagree strongly, 7=agree strongly) 
 
Support from family  
Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the statement “I can turn to my family for 
support and understanding when things get rough”. 
(1=disagree strongly, 7=agree strongly) 
 
Working mother  
Did your mother ever work for pay for as long as one year, after you were born, and before you 
were 14?  
• Yes 
• No 
• Not applicable 
 
Attitudes toward employment of women 
Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each statement. Please note that in order for 
you to strongly agree with an item you must agree with the full statement. 
1. A working mother can establish just as warm ad secure a relationship with her children as 
a mother who does not work. 
2. A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or her mother works. 
3. All in all, family life suffers when the woman has a full-time job. 
4. Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as working for pay. 
5. A job is all right, but what most women really want is a home and children. 
6. Both the man and woman should contribute to the household income. 
7. A man’s job is to earn money; a woman’s job is to look after the home and family. 
(1=disagree strongly,7=agree strongly) 
 
Work and family balance 
Work-family conflicts  
Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each statement. Please note that in order for 
you to strongly agree with an item you must agree with the full statement. 
1. My work keeps me from my family activities more than I would like. 
2. The time I must devote to my job keeps me from participating equally in household 
responsibilities and activities. 
3. I have to miss family activities due to the amount of time I must spend on work 
responsibilities. 
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4. The time I spend on family responsibilities often interfere with my work responsibilities. 
5. The time I spend with my family often causes me not to spend time in activities at work that 
could be helpful to my career. 
6. I have to miss work activities due to the amount of time I must spend on family 
responsibilities. 
7. When I get home from work I am often too frazzled to participate in family activities/ 
responsibilities. 
8. I am often so emotionally drained when I get home from work that it prevents me from 
contributing to my family. 
9. Due to all the pressures at work, sometimes when I come home I am too stressed to do the 
things I enjoy. 
10. Due to stress at home, I am often preoccupied with family matters at work. 
11. Because I am often stressed from family responsibilities, I have a hard time concentrating on 
my work. 
12. Tension and anxiety from my family life often weaken my ability to do my job. 
13. The problem-solving behaviors I use in my job are not effective in resolving problems at 
home. 
14. Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at work would be counterproductive at home. 
15. The behaviors I perform that make me effective at work do not help me to be a better parent 
and spouse. 
16. The behaviors that work for me at home do not seem to be effective at work. 
17. Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at home would be counterproductive at work. 
18. The problem-solving behavior that work for me at home does not seem to be as useful at 
work. 
Work-family enrichment  
1. My involvement in my work helps me to understand different viewpoints and this helps me be 
a better family member. 
2. My involvement in my work helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better family 
member. 
3. My involvement in my work helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a better family 
member. 
4. My involvement in my work puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a better family 
member. 
5. My involvement in my work makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better family 
member. 
6. My involvement in my work makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better family member 
Work to family capital. 
7. My involvement in my work helps me feel personally fulfilled and this helps me be a better 
family member. 
8. My involvement in my work provides me with a sense of accomplishment and this helps me 
be a better family member. 
9. Provides me with a sense of success and this helps me be a better family member. 
10. My involvement in my family helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better 
worker. 
11.My involvement in my family helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a better worker. 
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12. My involvement in my family helps me expand my knowledge of new things and this helps 
me be a better worker. 
13. My involvement in my family puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a better worker. 
14. My involvement in my family makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better worker. 
15. My involvement in my family makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better worker.  
16. My involvement in my family requires me to avoid wasting time at work and this helps me 
be a better worker. 
17. My involvement in my family encourages me to use my work time in a focused manner and 
this helps me be a better worker. 
18. My involvement in my family causes me to be more focused at work and this helps me be a 
better worker. 
(1=disagree strongly, 7=agree strongly) 
 
 

 
 

 


