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SRDA資料應用系列活動：華人家庭動態資料庫--資料使用工作坊 

主辦單位：中央研究院人文社會科學研究中心調查研究專題中心 

日  期：104年 9月 21日（星期一） 

時  間：上午 10時 00分至 16時 40分 

地  點： 中央研究院人文社會科學研究中心第二會議室（1F） 

議  程： 

時間 內容 主講人 

9:30-10:00 報    到 

10:00-10:10 致歡迎詞 
中央研究院人文社會科學研究中心

調查研究專題中心 于若蓉 執行長 

10:10-11:00 

「華人家庭動態資料庫」訪問架構與資料串

連方式 

中央研究院人文社會科學研究中心 

華人家庭研究計畫 黃奕嘉 先生 

11:00-11:10 休  息  時  間 

11:10-12:00 「華人家庭動態資料庫」問卷結構簡介 

中央研究院人文社會科學研究中心 

華人家庭研究計畫  

黃奕嘉 先生、張文霖 先生 

12:00-13:20 午  餐  時  間 

13:20-14:20 

研究應用： 

成年男女與父母互動差異：示範效果對雌性

利他的生物本能 

東吳大學經濟學系 

陶宏麟 教授 

14:20-14:30 休  息  時  間 

14:30-15:30 

研究應用： 

華人家庭內的階層化過程：應用 PSFD 探索

手足結構對生育決策以及教育成就的影響 

臺東大學公共與文化事務學系 

謝志龍 副教授 

15:30-15:40 休  息  時  間 

15:40-16:40 

研究應用： 

兩岸比較研究與追蹤調查資料應用 

中央研究院人文社會科學研究中心

調查研究專題中心 于若蓉 執行長 
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 (%) 

1 1999.2 994 — — —
2 2000.2 802 192 19.32 19.32
3 2001.2 726 76 7.65 26.97
4 2002.2 782 -56 -5.63 21.33
5 2003.2 751 31 3.12 24.45
6 2004.2 706 45 4.53 28.98
7 2005.2 677 29 2.92 31.89
8 2006.2 663 14 1.41 33.30
9 2007.2 637 26 2.62 35.92
10 2008.2 616 21 2.11 38.03
11 2009.2 594 22 2.21 40.24
12 2010.2 564 30 3.02 43.26
13 2011.2 554 10 1.01 44.27
14 2012.2 545 9 1.62 45.17
15 2014.2 518 27 4.95 47.89

1953-1964 Cohort
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 (%) 
1935-1954 Cohort

1 2000.2 1,959 — — —
2 2001.2 1,730 229 11.69 11.69
3 2002.2 1,642 88 4.49 16.18
4 2003.2 1,566 76 3.88 20.06

5 2004.2 1,489 77 3.93 23.99

6 2005.2 1,396 93 4.75 28.74

7 2006.2 1,341 55 2.81 31.55

8 2007.2 1,288 53 2.70 34.25

9 2008.2 1,259 29 1.48 35.73

10 2009.2 1,202 57 2.91 38.64

11 2010.2 1,158 44 2.25 40.89

12 2011.2 1,144 14 0.71 41.60

13 2012.2 1,066 26 2.38 45.58

14 2014.2 977 89 8.35 50.13 8



(%) 
1964-1976 Cohort

1 2003.2 1,152 — — —

2 2004.2 832 320 27.78 27.78

3 2005.2 808 24 2.08 29.86

4 2006.2 768 40 3.47 33.34

5 2007.2 745 23 1.99 35.33

6 2008.2 716 29 2.52 37.85

7 2009.2 704 12 1.04 38.89

8 2010.2 685 19 1.65 40.54

9 2011.2 654 31 2.69 43.23

10 2012.2 652 2 0.31 43.40

11 2014.2 602 50 7.69 47.74 9

:  (%) 
1977-1984 Cohort 

1 2009.2 2,182 — — —

2 2010.2 1,721 461 21.13 21.13

3 2011.2 1,685 36 1.65 22.78

4 2012.2 1,644 41 2.43 24.66

5 2014.2 1,539 105 6.39 29.47
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●  PSFD 

● 2004 1,925
1,856 903

1 2004 4,684 — — —
2 2006 4,370 314 6.70 6.70

3 2011 3,871 499 11.42 17.36

4 2013 3,627 224 5.79 22.57
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Email: psfd@gate.sinica.edu.tw, cakewalk@gate.sinica.edu.tw 

http://psfd.sinica.edu.tw/ 
02-27821693 261, 269
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▪ Email: psfd@gate.sinica.edu.tw, cakewalk@gate.sinica.edu.tw

▪ http://psfd.sinica.edu.tw/
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Altonji et. al.(1997) Arrondel and Laferrère(2001) Jürge(1999)

Cox and Raines (1985) Dunn(1997) Hochguertel and Ohlsson(2003)
Ioabbides and Kan(2000) McGarry (2000) McGarry and Schoeni (1995 1997)
Schoeni(1997) Sloan et. al.(2002) Villanueva (2001) Bhaumik(2001) Croda(2000)

Sloan et. al.(1997) Altonji et. al.(2000) Perozek(1998)

Bernheim et. al (1985) Cox(1987 1990) Cox and Jappelli (1990) Cox
and Rank (1992)

Barnet-Verzat and Wolff (2002)

             

             

             

             

Cox et. al. (2004)
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• National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH, USA) 
• conducted between March 1987 and May 1988
• includes 13,017 U.S. households 
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PSFD

25

26

Seldom visit 
each other

1-2 times 
per year

Once per 2-
3 months

1-3 times 
per month

1-2 times 
per week

Almost 
everyday Observations

Married males with 
children 1.0% 7.0% 16.3% 30.9% 24.8% 20.0% 1428

Only have daughter 0.0% 8.0% 15.5% 34.5% 30.5% 11.5% 226
Have son 1.3% 6.8% 15.7% 29.9% 24.8% 21.5% 1202

Unmarried males or males 
without children 0.8% 10.8% 20.3% 36.7% 17.9% 13.6% 390

Married females with 
children 1.6% 12.7% 18.9% 30.5% 24.3% 11.9% 2515

Only have daughter 2.6% 13.5% 21.8% 27.2% 21.2% 13.8% 349
Have son 1.5% 13.1% 19.0% 30.7% 24.2% 11.4% 2166

Unmarried females or 
females without children 1.0% 7.5% 17.3% 35.2% 28.3% 10.7% 307

Table 1 Visits between Adult Parents and Their Elderly Parents



27

28

Table 2 Importance of old-age security in lives by gender

Year
Not 

important
0

1 2 3 Absolutely 
important

4

Observations

1994 Male 28% 22% 17% 14% 20% 805

Female 27% 24% 16% 13% 20% 924

1999 Male 20% 13% 24% 20% 23% 944

Female 18% 12% 24% 19% 28% 867

2004 Male 14% 18% 30% 18% 21% 872

Female 13% 16% 25% 19% 27% 847

2009 Male 12% 13% 32% 20% 22% 969

Female 9% 13% 32% 20% 26% 934

Data source: Taiwan Social Change Survey (TSCS).
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Ordered probit model + 4 panel data + to allow time-
invariant variables
random-effects ordered probit panel data model

6

( =0 =1)
   1

vs. 

    

30



=1 =0

(01)     
(02)
(03)             
(04)
(05)              
(06)            
(07)                

31

age and sex of children.

The age and sex of children term is divided into five 
subgroups: 
Follows Mitrut and Wolff (2009), by using the age of 10 
to divide the children.
(1) no child; 
(2) have only daughter(s) and at least one of them is 
younger than 10 years old; 
(3) have only daughter(s) who are older than 10 years old; 
(4) have son(s) and at least one son is younger than 10 
years old (reference group); 
(5) have son(s) who are older than 10 years old

32
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Table 3 Results of Visits between Adult Children and Parents (Random-effects panel data model)

I II III
Coeff t Coeff t Coeff t

3.455 26.368 *** 3.568 26.319 *** 3.532 25.552 ***
( ) ( ) ( )

-0.263 -7.772 ***
-0.312 -8.918 *** -0.306 -8.716 ***
0.507 4.127 *** 0.498 4.042 ***

-0.437 -4.763 *** -0.426 -4.624 ***

( ) ( ) 10 ( )

-0.068 -1.346 -0.074 -1.467

10 -0.083 -1.109
10 -0.144 -1.723 *

-0.004 -0.068 0.107 1.599 0.082 1.108

10 -0.062 -1.074

*, **, *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels.

36366
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2. 

Ordered probit model

( =1 =0)
( =1, =0

38

Table 4 Ordered Probit Result of Importance of Old-Age Security

1994 1999 2004 2009

coeff t coeff t coeff t coeff t

Constant 1.224 6.412 *** 1.386 7.582 *** 1.791 10.153 *** 2.231 11.950 ***

Married male 
(reference) Yes Yes Yes Yes

Female -0.113 -1.763 * -0.019 -0.291 0.034 0.526 -0.011 -0.176 

Female single 0.091 0.655 -0.079 -0.661 -0.246 -2.061 ** -0.123 -1.103 

Male single -0.093 -0.929 0.118 1.290 0.160 1.702 * 0.066 0.737 

1. Data source: Taiwan Social Change Survey (TSCS).
2. SD is the standard deviation of the corresponding coefficient. 
3. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, 
respectively. 
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Kagitcibasi (1982) Value of Children Project conducted in the early 1970s   
       (children as security in their old age)
          

Hoffman, Thornton, and Manis (1978) Institute for Social Research of the 
University of Michigan in 1975
       1.8% 4%
       40
       

40

Mayer, Albert, Trommsdorff, and Schwarz (2005)
2002 (children as

security in old age)
Bühler (2008) 2002 & 2005

46.3% 42% 
52.6% 47.1%
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Kagitcibasi (1982) data of early 1970s
40

42



• VS. 
• VS.

• !

43



PSFD

2015.09.21

1

2013
47: 

35-86

2



Blau Duncan(1967)

3

4



( )

5

6



PSFD

7

HLM
HLM

8



9

10



11

12



13

14



15

1

16



2
A

(
)

B
(

)

17

3

A

B

C

18



PSFD
PSFD RI1999 RI2000 CI2000

CII2002 CIII2004 2,954 (
1934 1963 ) 520 (

1976 1986 )
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n > 1
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n >2
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n >3
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Sulloway (1996)
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PSFD

PSFD RI1999 RI2000
CI2000 CII2002 CIII2004

2,530 1932 1985
21 74
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1

C. Y. Cyrus Chu, Yu Xie, Ruoh-rong Yu, 2011

“Coresidence with Elderly Parents: 
A Comparative Study of 

Southeast China and Taiwan”

Journal of Marriage and Family,
73(1), 120-135

2



Background:
Taiwan versus Southeast China

3

Background Information

Common features of the two regions:
• Similar ethnic and cultural backgrounds
• Similar economic system (market economy) 

since 1978

4



Background Information
• Special features of China

– Confucianism was vigorously attacked for 
decades after the Communist Revolution 

– Women’s employment is almost universal
– Housing in urban area was provided by work 

units to mostly public employees until late 
1990s

– Urban elderly generally receive state pension

5

An Overview of Chinese Families

6



Sketch of Traditional Chinese Families

• Sons are permanent members of their 
natal families, expected to contribute to 
their parents’ support, especially when 
their parents get old  

• Daughters are only transitory members of 
their natal families; after marriage, they 
cannot claim property from their parents 
and have no formal obligation to coreside 
with or support them

7

Transition of Chinese Families

• In both China and Taiwan, we have 
observed many dramatic trends over the 
last fifty years in demographic and family 
behaviors, such as 
– sharp decline in fertility 
– later ages of marriage 
– gradual acceptance of pre-marital sex
– non-coresidence with elderly parents

8



Transition of Chinese Families

• Possible deviation from traditional norms 
regarding living arrangement:
– a married couple and their children 

living independently as a nuclear family
– a family living with wife’s rather than 

with husband’s parents

9

What the Existing Studies Tell Us

• Much of the large literature on coresidence 
is concerned with the 1st form of deviation

• But since coresidence with married 
daughters (the 2nd deviation) is 
uncommon, one should pay close 
attention to matrilineal coresidence as a 
non-traditional family arrangement when 
studying Chinese families   

10



Hypotheses

11

Three Relevant Hypotheses

Modernization hypothesis (Goode, 1963) 
• As a society becomes modernized, its 

economy changes from being 
agriculturally based to being industrially 
based, and obligations to extended 
families are weakened 

12



Three Relevant Hypotheses

• Thornton and Lin (1994) predict that, in 
Taiwan and similar societies, center of 
activities in a large number of domains, 
such as the economy, education, and 
leisure, will gradually shift away from  
family to non-familial institutions, resulting 
in a societal transition from what Thornton 
and Fricke (1987) call “the familial mode of 
social organization”

13

Three Relevant Hypotheses

Ideology Hypothesis
• This explanation traces the origins of the 

traditional Chinese family to Confucianism, 
especially the emphasis on xiao, or filial 
piety

14



Three Relevant Hypotheses

• As Whyte (2003) points out, Confucian 
philosophy has been repudiated in China 
by a number of radical movements: 
– Xinhai Revolution in 1911
– Communist Revolution that founded the 

People’s Republic of China in 1949
– Cultural Revolution of 1966-1976

15

Three Relevant Hypotheses

Practicality Hypothesis
• Residential decisions about whether or not 

to coreside may be shaped by the 
unavailability of physical or familial 
resources

16



Three Relevant Hypotheses

• Important concerns wrt practicality:
– Whether the parents have sons 
– Housing costs
– Need for childcare 
– Economic resources

……………

17

Purpose
• An empirical study of how social determinants 

affect coresidence patterns with elderly parents 
-- both the husband’s and the wife’s  -- in 
southeast China and Taiwan.  

• Two research questions:
– Are there differences in coresidence 

practices between the two regions?  
– Are there differences in how ideology, 

economic resources, and practicality factors 
affect coresidence patterns in the two 
regions?

18



Data and Models

19

Data

Panel Study of Family Dynamics (PSFD)
• Taiwan: Year 2003 1st-wave survey 

(respondents born within 1964-76)
• Southeast China: Year 2004 1st-wave 

survey, with sample restricted to the same 
birth cohort as Taiwan 

~ Numbers of samples for Taiwan and China 
are 1,152 and 1,356

20



Data

Further restrictions on sample:
• Confined to married respondents with at 

least one living parent and one living 
parent-in-law

• Cases of couples coresiding with both 
sides of parents are deleted (1 for Taiwan 
& 7 for China) 

• Cases with missing variables are dropped

21

Statistical Model 1 

Dependent variable:
Coresidence (3 distinct states):

– coresidence with husband’s parents (1)
– coresidence with wife’s parents (2)
– non-coresidence (3)

22



Statistical Model 1 

For the ith household, we specify 

~ multinomial probit model 

,11
*

1 uXY

,22
*

2 uXY

.33
*

3 uXY

23

Statistical Model 2 

Dependent variable:
Residential distance (ordered categorical) 

– coresidence (= 6)
– traveling time less than 10 minutes (= 5)
– 10-30 minutes (= 4)
– 30-60 minutes (= 3)
– 1-2 hours (= 2)
– more than 2 hours (= 1) 
Larger value indicates shorter distance

24



Statistical Model 2 

   For the ith household, we specify distance 
with the husband’s and wife’s parents, 
respectively 

    ~ bivariate ordered probit model 

,11
*
1 XD

,22
*
2 XD

25

Explanatory and Control Variables 

• Ideology 
9-item filial piety scale (FPS), with each 
item scaled from 1 (not important) to 5 
(absolutely important)
The sum of answers to the 9 items is used 
to measure filial piety  

26



Explanatory and Control Variables 
• Economic Resources 

– Couple’s socio-economic status 
• Husband’s education (in years)
• Couple’s total income (in 1,000 local currencies)
• Couple’s employment sector (whether employed 

in government/public enterprises) 
– Parental resources

• Father’s occupation (managerial or professional)
• Father’s education (junior high or above)
• Parents’ employment sector (whether employed 

in government/public enterprises) 
27

Explanatory and Control Variables 
• Economic Resources 

– Couple’s relative resources 
• Difference in husband’s and wife’s 

education (in years)
• Difference in husband’s and wife’s 

income (in 1,000 local currencies)
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Explanatory and Control Variables 
• Practicality 

– Husband’s/wife’s number of elder brothers
– Husband’s/wife’s number of younger 

brothers
– Parental widowhood
– Whether the couple has any children ages

3 or less 
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Explanatory and Control Variables 
• Other variables

– Urbanization dummy 
– Migration dummy 

• China: whether husband’s/wife’s 
province of birth is different from that of 
his/her parents

• Taiwan: whether father is Mainlander 
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Results 

31

Descriptive Results 
• Means and standard deviations of variables

Table 1 
Taiwan might be more “traditional” and more 
“patriarchal” than China with respect to the 
practice of intergenerational living 
arrangements
~ consistent with the findings of Cornman, 
Chen, and Hermalin (2003) and Hermalin, 
Ofstedal, and Shih (2003)

32



Coresidence: Multinomial Probit Model
Table 2 
• Filial attitudes 

– In Taiwan, 
•

husband’s parents (+) 
•

wife’s parents (0) 
– In China, 

•
husband’s parents (0) 

•
wife’s parents (0) 

33

Coresidence: Multinomial Probit Model
• Socioeconomic variables 

– In Taiwan, 
Couple’s total income, wife’s parents employed 

coresidence with husband’s parents (-)
– In China, 

wife’s parents (+) 
– For both Taiwan and China,

coresidence with wife’s parent (-)
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Coresidence: Multinomial Probit Model
• Practicality variables

– For both Taiwan and China, 
•

coresidence with husband’s parents (+)
• Husband’s number of elder/younger brothers 

-)
– In China, 

•
coresidence with wife’s parents (-)

~ consistent with practicality interpretation 
35

Coresidence: Multinomial Probit Model
• Other covariates 

– For both Taiwan and China, 
•

husband’s/wife’s parents (-)
~ consistent with both modernization and 

practicality hypotheses
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Coresidence: Bivariate Ordered Probit Model

Table 3
• Filial attitudes

– In Taiwan,

more traditional living arrangements (living 
closer to the husband’s parents, and 
further from the wife’s parents)

– But in China, measure of filial piety is not a 
relevant factor

37

Coresidence: Bivariate Ordered Probit Model

• Socioeconomic variables 
In Taiwan, 
– Husband’s father highly educated, wife’s 

parents worked for a government/public 

husband’s parents 
–

distance from wife’s parents
But none is significant in China
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Coresidence: Bivariate Ordered Probit Model
• Practicality variables

– For both Taiwan and China, 
Husband having only one parent alive, having fewer 

parents
– In Taiwan,

husband’s parents 
– In China,

• Presence of young children, having only one of 

wife’s parents 
•

greater distance from husband’s parents 39

Coresidence: Bivariate Ordered Probit Model

• Other covariates 
– In both Taiwan and China

•
parents’ residence 

– In China,
•

proximity to wife’s parents
•

greater proximity to husband’s parents, 
greater distance to wife’s parents
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Taiwan-China Comparison 
• Taiwan-China differences in the estimated 

effects of the ideology measure are mostly  
significance, except the equations 
corresponding to coresidence with wife’s 
parents
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Discussion
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Discussion
• Traditional form of coresidence with the 

husband’s parents is more prevalent in 
Taiwan than in China 

• Non-traditional form of coresidence with the 
wife’s parents is more prevalent in China than 
in Taiwan 

~ China is, overall, less traditional than Taiwan
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Discussion
• In both China and Taiwan, practical factors at 

the family level play a major role in 
determining coresidence patterns

~ Families in China and Taiwan choose to coreside 
with the wife’s parents mainly out of practical 
considerations
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Discussion
• A couple’s own economic resources help them 

break away from the traditional norm of 
coresidence with the husband’s parents is true 
only in Taiwan but not in China 

~ At the societal level, a higher level of economic 
development does not necessarily mean a less 
traditional familial culture, personal economic 
resources seem to enable individual couples to 
deviate from traditional familial practices
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Discussion
• What accounts for more traditional practices 

in Taiwan than in China, despite Taiwan’s 
higher level of economic development?  

~ A speculation is that the Communist 
Revolution and the Cultural Revolution have 
significantly eroded the Confucian ideology 
underlying the traditional Chinese family in 
China

46



Thank you for your listening
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Table 1: Means and Standard Deviations for the Taiwan and China Sample: by Coresidence Status 
 Taiwan  China 

Co-residing 
with Husband’s 

Parent(s) 

Co-residing 
with  

Wife’s 
Parent(s) 

Not 
Co-residing 

with any 
Parent 

Co-residing 
with 

Husband’s 
Parent(s) 

Co-residing 
with  

Wife’s 
Parent(s) 

Not 
Co-residing 

with any 
Parent 

Co-residence with husband’s 
parent(s) (1 = yes) 

1.000 
(0.000)  

0.000 
(0.000)  

0.000 
(0.000)  

 1.000 
(0.000)  

0.000 
(0.000)  

0.000 
(0.000)  

Co-residence with wife’s parent(s) 
(1 = yes) 

0.000 
(0.000)  

1.000 
(0.000)  

0.000 
(0.000)  

 0.000 
(0.000)  

1.000 
(0.000)  

0.000 
(0.000)  

Distance with husband’s parent(s) 
(1 - 6, 6 = coresidence; 1 = travel 
time > 2 hrs) 

6.000 
 (0.000)  

2.333 
(1.291)  

2.967 
(1.492)  

 6.000 
(0.000)  

3.580 
(1.430) 

4.101 
(1.380) 

Distance with wife’s parent(s) (1 - 
6, 6 = coresidence; 1 = travel time 
> 2 hrs) 

2.853 
(1.351)  

6.000 
(0.000) 

2.988 
(1.339)  

 3.459 
(1.387) 

6.000 
(0.000) 

3.447 
(1.395)  

Husband's/wife's filial attitude 
(sum of answers to 9 items) 

36.275 
(5.177)  

34.067 
(6.029)  

34.731 
(4.759)  

 33.916 
(5.610) 

32.700 
(5.497) 

33.226 
(5.380)   

Husband's education (in years) 12.410 
(2.244)  

12.800 
(4.379)  

13.000 
(2.829)  

 8.797 
(2.777)  

9.980 
(3.883)  

9.380 
(3.349)  

Husband's & wife's total income 
(in thousand local currencies) 

58.592 
(38.471)  

65.667 
(33.498)  

71.479 
(44.032)  

 2005.919 
(3695.888)  

2928.000 
(3368.339)  

2073.696 
(2591.032)  

Difference in education (in years) 0.216 
(2.185)  

-1.133 
(4.121)  

0.393 
(2.306)  

 1.230 
(3.092)  

0.480 
(3.092)  

1.056 
(3.130)  

Difference in income (in thousand 
local currencies) 

24.773 
(34.584)  

11.667 
(18.642)  

26.147 
(41.874)  

 0.974 
(3.583)  

1.603 
(3.646)  

0.811 
(2.395)  

Husband/wife working for 
government/public enterprise (1 = 
yes) 

0.132 
(0.339)  

0.400 
(0.507)  

0.211 
(0.409)  

 0.209 
(0.407) 

0.380 
(0.490) 

0.307 
(0.462) 

Any child of age <= 3 (1 = yes) 0.421 
(0.495)  

0.333 
(0.488)  

0.314 
(0.465)  

 0.177 
(0.383)  

0.160 
(0.370)  

0.139 
(0.346)  

Living in urban area (1 = yes) 0.300 
(0.459)  

0.533 
(0.516)  

0.508 
(0.501)  

 0.186 
(0.390)  

0.320 
(0.471)  

0.357 
(0.479)  

Husband’s parent(s) being migrant 
(1 = yes) 

0.110 
(0.313)  

0.133 
(0.352)  

0.121 
(0.326)  

 0.061 
(0.240)  

0.140 
(0.351)  

0.067 
(0.250)  

Wife’s parent(s) being migrant (1 
= yes) 

0.081 
(0.273)  

0.067 
(0.258)  

0.127 
(0.333)  

 0.113 
(0.318)  

0.200 
(0.404)  

0.114 
(0.318)  

Husband with one parent alive 
only (1 = yes) 

0.319 
(0.467)  

0.267 
(0.458)  

0.221 
(0.415)  

 0.358 
(0.480)  

0.240 
(0.431)  

0.260 
(0.439)  

Husband's father/mother worked 
for government/public enterprise 
(1 = yes) 

0.183 
(0.387)  

0.333 
(0.488)  

0.242 
(0.429)  

 0.433 
(0.496)   

0.420 
(0.499) 

0.486 
(0.500) 

Husband's father being 
professional/manager (1 = yes) 

0.081 
(0.273)  

0.133 
(0.352)  

0.130 
(0.337)  

 0.070 
(0.255)  

0.120 
(0.328)  

0.075 
(0.263)  

Husband father's education being 
junior high or above (1 = yes) 

0.150 
(0.358)  

0.200 
(0.414)  

0.218 
(0.413)  

 0.070 
(0.255)  

0.180 
(0.388)  

0.103 
(0.304)  

Husband's number of elder 
brothers 

0.810 
(1.088)  

0.867 
(0.915)  

0.973 
(1.077)  

 0.831 
(1.069)  

1.020 
(1.040)  

0.846 
(1.001)  

Husband's number of younger 
brothers 

0.527 
(0.718)  

0.467 
(0.743)  

0.622 
(0.801)  

 0.390 
(0.629)  

0.540 
(0.762)  

0.640 
(0.760)  

Wife with one parent alive only (1 
= yes) 

0.234 
(0.424)  

0.133 
(0.352)  

0.251 
(0.434)  

 0.270 
(0.445) 

0.360 
(0.485) 

0.273 
(0.446) 

Wife's father/mother worked for 
government/public enterprise (1 = 
yes) 

0.114 
(0.318)  

0.400 
(0.507)  

0.184 
(0.388)  

 0.375 
(0.485) 

0.400 
(0.495) 

0.435 
(0.496) 

Wife's father being professional/ 
manager (1 = yes) 

0.059 
(0.235)  

0.200 
(0.414)  

0.085 
(0.279)  

 0.052 
(0.223)  

0.140 
(0.351)  

0.092 
(0.289)  

Wife father's education being 
junior high or above (1 = yes) 

0.147 
(0.354)  

0.467 
(0.516)  

0.175 
(0.381)  

 0.076 
(0.265)  

0.140 
(0.351)  

0.115 
(0.320)  

Wife's number of elder brothers 0.810 
(0.989)  

0.333 
(0.617)  

0.761 
(0.947)  

 0.811 
(1.031)  

0.560 
(0.837)  

0.812 
(1.093)  

Wife's number of younger brothers 0.802 
(0.834)  

0.800 
(0.775)  

0.852 
(0.786)  

 0.703 
(0.778)  

0.220 
(0.465)  

0.674 
(0.850)  

N 273 15 331  344 50 642 
Proportion of observations  44.10% 2.40% 53.50%  33.20% 4.83% 61.97% 

Standard deviations are in the parentheses. 



Table 2  Estimated Coefficients in Multinomial Probit Models for Coresidence 
 Taiwan  China 
 Co-residing 

with  
husband’s 
parent(s) 

2-(1)  

Co-residing 
with  

wife’s 
parent(s) 

2-(2) 

 Co-residing 
with  

husband’s 
parent(s) 

2-(3)  

Co-residing 
with  

wife’s 
parent(s) 

2-(4) 
Husband's/wife's filial attitude    0.048*** -0.000  0.014 -0.003 
 (0.015) (0.034)  (0.011) (0.019) 
Husband's education -0.000 0.104  -0.017 0.059 
 (0.042) (0.103)  (0.027) (0.047) 
Husband's & wife's total income -0.006** -0.010  -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.002) (0.006)  (0.000) (0.000) 
Difference in education -0.005 -0.189*  0.015 -0.071* 
 (0.041) (0.111)  (0.022) (0.043) 
Difference in income 0.002 -0.007  0.038 0.065 
 (0.002) (0.007)  (0.036) (0.062) 
Husband/wife working for 
government/public enterprise 

-0.317 0.284  -0.096 0.047 
(0.219) (0.414)  (0.163) (0.262) 

Any child of age <= 3   0.367** -0.121   0.337** -0.033 
 (0.161) (0.370)  (0.168) (0.280) 
Living in urban area -0.742*** -0.007  -0.699*** -0.569** 
 (0.165) (0.359)  (0.161) (0.265) 
Husband’s parent(s) being migrant 0.325 -0.272  0.152 0.352 
 (0.266) (0.624)  (0.280) (0.383) 
Wife’s parent(s) being migrant -0.224 -0.878  0.105 0.247 
 (0.284) (0.692)  (0.207) (0.308) 
Husband with one parent alive only    0.476*** 0.189    0.431*** 0.047 
 (0.175) (0.385)  (0.133) (0.234) 
Husband's father/mother worked for 
government/public enterprise 

-0.099 0.287  -0.085 -0.269 
(0.220) (0.441)  (0.172) (0.284) 

Husband's father being 
professional/manager 

-0.085 -0.125  0.423 0.279 
(0.278) (0.598)  (0.268) (0.397) 

Husband father's education being junior 
high or above 

-0.185 -0.324  -0.228 0.655* 
(0.238) (0.514)  (0.251) (0.349) 

Husband's number of elder brothers -0.225*** -0.056  -0.133** 0.130 
 (0.076) (0.181)  (0.062) (0.097) 
Husband's number of younger brothers -0.218** -0.052  -0.517*** -0.014 
 (0.106) (0.245)  (0.090) (0.137) 
Wife with one parent alive only -0.119 -0.266  0.052 0.357 
 (0.183) (0.474)  (0.138) (0.222) 
Wife's father/mother worked for 
government/public enterprise 

-0.411* 0.389  0.050 -0.341 
(0.247) (0.444)  (0.175) (0.294) 

Wife's father being professional/manager -0.178 0.548  -0.134 0.240 
 (0.308) (0.492)  (0.271) (0.392) 
Wife father's education being junior high 
or above 

0.296 0.474  -0.117 -0.289 
(0.236) (0.441)  (0.235) (0.368) 

Wife's number of elder brothers 0.010 -0.406  0.013 -0.378*** 
 (0.087) (0.282)  (0.058) (0.120) 
Wife's number of younger brothers -0.137 -0.304  0.034 -0.894*** 
 (0.103) (0.238)  (0.073) (0.196) 
Constant -0.911 -2.346  -0.500 -1.588** 
 (0.747) (1.755)  (0.443) (0.760) 
N 619  1,036 
Model chi-squared 97.984  130.178 
Log-likelihood -429.140  -761.917 

Standard errors are in the parentheses.  * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. 

 



Table 3  Estimated Coefficients in Bivariate Ordered Probit Models for Residential Proximity   
 Taiwan  China 

Distance 
with 

husband’s 
parent(s) 

3-(1) 

Distance 
with 

wife’s 
parent(s) 

3-(2) 

 Distance 
with  

husband’s 
parent(s) 

3-(3)  

Distance 
with  

wife’s 
parent(s) 

3-(4) 
Husband's/wife's filial attitude 0.025*** -0.018**  0.009 -0.002 
 (0.009) (0.009)  (0.006) (0.006) 
Husband's education 0.002 0.016  -0.041*** 0.047*** 
 (0.025) (0.024)  (0.016) (0.015) 
Husband's & wife's total income -0.003** 0.001  -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.001) (0.001)  (0.000) (0.000) 
Difference in education 0.007 -0.043*  0.019 -0.033*** 
 (0.025) (0.024)  (0.013) (0.012) 
Difference in income 0.000 -0.003**  0.017 0.013 
 (0.001) (0.001)  (0.018) (0.018) 
Husband/wife working for 
government/public enterprise 

-0.185 0.121  -0.095 -0.146 
(0.127) (0.123)  (0.093) (0.091) 

Any child of age <= 3 0.217** 0.002  0.120 -0.319*** 
 (0.098) (0.093)  (0.099) (0.096) 
Living in urban area -0.383*** -0.111  -0.714*** -0.544*** 
 (0.097) (0.094)  (0.091) (0.089) 
Husband’s parent(s) being migrant 0.229 -0.004  -0.408** 0.311** 
 (0.158) (0.154)  (0.159) (0.158) 
Wife’s parent(s) being migrant -0.207 -0.137  0.068 -1.110*** 
 (0.161) (0.155)  (0.120) (0.126) 
Husband with one parent alive only 0.215** 0.029  0.245*** -0.198*** 
 (0.108) (0.101)  (0.078) (0.075) 
Husband's father/mother worked for 
government/public enterprise 

-0.016 0.056  0.042 -0.136 
(0.130) (0.127)  (0.098) (0.095) 

Husband's father being professional/ 
manager 

0.095 0.003  0.197 0.104 
(0.161) (0.157)  (0.148) (0.144) 

Husband father's education being junior 
high or above 

-0.278* -0.255*  -0.168 0.020 
(0.142) (0.137)  (0.134) (0.132) 

Husband's number of elder brothers -0.122*** 0.016  -0.082** 0.051 
 (0.045) (0.044)  (0.036) (0.034) 
Husband's number of younger brothers -0.069 0.068  -0.256*** -0.009 
 (0.062) (0.060)  (0.050) (0.048) 
Wife with one parent alive only -0.035 0.067  0.018 0.119 
 (0.110) (0.105)  (0.080) (0.076) 
Wife's father/mother worked for 
government/public enterprise 

-0.256* -0.019  0.060 0.146 
(0.141) (0.137)  (0.100) (0.097) 

Wife's father being professional/manager -0.091 -0.052  -0.196 0.043 
 (0.181) (0.176)  (0.147) (0.143) 
Wife father's education being junior high 
or above 

0.130 0.015  -0.007 0.061 
(0.139) (0.133)  (0.130) (0.127) 

Wife's number of elder brothers -0.003 -0.008  0.038 -0.053 
 (0.053) (0.051)  (0.034) (0.033) 
Wife's number of younger brothers -0.097 0.011  0.037 -0.059 
 (0.063) (0.060)  (0.044) (0.042) 
rho -0.034  -0.025 
 (0.048)  (0.036) 
N 619  1,036 
Model chi-squared 71.490  212.521 
Log-likelihood -1,825.585  -2,981.419 
 Standard errors are in the parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. 
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