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The Structure of a Married Person’s Social Support

Yoshiharu DAINICHI 
Tokyo Metropolitan University 

In this paper, we examined the structure and characteristics of a married person’s social support. 

First, we did descriptive analyses and found findings as follows: though women had more support from 

other than their husbands, their husband’s support tended to be insufficient. Conversely, men had more 

support from their wives, but their support from other than their wives tended to be insufficient. These 

gender differences were found for both emotional support and emergency support. And we found that 

spousal support was the most important support to individuals than any other support regardless of their 

functional types. In addition, spousal support was quite stable throughout the life-stages. 

And then, we examined the effect of spousal support on support from other sources. As for financial 

support, lack of spousal support expanded other support. This relationship was mutually exclusive. In 

contrast, regarding emotional support and emergency support, having spousal support increased other 

support (except for men’s emotional support). Multivariate analyses showed that having no spousal support 

increased the probability of having other support, regardless of support functional types. Finally, we found 

that remarried women tended to have less support from other than their husbands. 

Key words and phrases: social support, spousal support, support from other than spouse, life-stage, gender 

differences 
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