
2008
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,

2000 1985

2000
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2009
1

(Antonucci 1990) Allen et al.

2000; Janevic et al. 2004) Krause 2004

Minuchin 1985; Parke & Buriel 1998

2003

1995 2003 1

2000; 2004; 2005; 2008

Chumbler et al. 2004; Gerstel & Gallaghter, 

1994; Laditka & Laditika 2000; Sarkisian & Gerstel, 2004; Chesley & Poppie 2009

2005; 2004; 2009

                                                   
1 2008

42.9 64.7
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2.1

Reilly(1988) 1)

2)

3) 1988

1989 1) (informational) 2)

(emotional) 3) (tangible or instrumental)

1991; Krause

2001; 1992

2.2

2009

2009
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A B A C

B B

A C A C

A B A C

B B

A C         A                    C

2.3

2005 1993 NSFJ1993
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NFRJ03

2009

2008 JGSS-2006

JGSS-2006

2005

NFRJ98

2004

2005

(Gerstel & Gallagher 1994; Sarkisian & Gerstel 2004) (Boaz et al. 1999;  Ettner 

1995), (Couch et al. 1999; Sarkisian & Gerstel 2004), (Sarkisian & Gerstel

2004)

Shuey & Hardy 2003

2005
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3.1

NFRJ08

3.2

1

1 0

1

1 0

2

4

1
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4 1

2

30 30

1

1

0

3 1946 1955 1956 1965 1966

1975 3

4.1

30 40 7 4

3

7 5

6

30 5 6

7
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47.4 992
52.6 1102

53-62 1946-55 18.4 385
43-52 1956-65 34.2 716
33-42 1966-75 35.5 744
28-32 1976-80 11.9 249

3.3 69
41.8 866
27.2 563
27.7 574

500 24.3 456
500-800 36.3 681
800 39.4 740

80.8 1684
81.0 1689
58.2 1161
55.9 1108
64.5 1350
63.6 1332

j 73.7 1424
72.9 1417

30 47.0 974
30 49.1 1020

67.3 1405
74.6 1558
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4.2

2- 2-2

2-1

30

30

2-1

30

30

46.0

31.5

60.8

41.0

52.3

34.6

75.6

50.4

20.0

30.0

40.0

50.0

60.0

70.0

80.0
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1946 55

p p p p
53-62 1946-55 0.47 57 ** 0.18 115 *** 0.59 210 0.20 205 ***
43-52 1956-65 0.43 166 0.23 235 0.61 297 0.33 305

33-42 1966-75 0.53 240 0.40 278 0.62 308 0.56 319

28-32 1976-80 0.38 91 0.44 95 0.60 96 0.63 96
0.36 11 0.28 25 0.54 35 0.31 36

0.46 213 0.32 278 0.62 362 0.42 374

0.49 82 0.30 105 0.58 121 0.45 128
0.48 238 0.32 304 0.62 380 0.40 376

0.48 225 0.34 274 0.59 336 0.45 332

0.46 327 0.30 446 0.62 572 0.39 589

0.46 280 0.32 388 0.57 505 *** 0.42 506

0.50 250 0.31 305 0.66 363 0.40 379

0.47 269 0.30 354 0.59 478 0.38 485

0.46 263 0.34 330 0.63 387 0.43 393

0.48 507 0.33 514 0.59 627 0.44 587 ***
0.43 44 0.27 209 0.64 284 0.35 338

0.47 514 0.32 660 *** 0.60 622 0.43 660 **
0.49 37 0.22 63 0.62 289 0.35 265

0.47 343 0.29 488 ** 0.62 691 0.38 641 ***
0.47 169 0.39 187 0.59 217 0.51 206

0.47 430 0.31 428 0.61 595 0.38 649 ***
0.49 215 0.35 226 0.62 249 0.49 269

30 0.33 235 *** 0.30 297 0.46 375 *** 0.44 377

30 0.57 319 0.33 419 0.71 536 0.39 541

30 0.49 320 0.23 195 *** 0.62 506 0.32 517 ***
30 0.45 229 0.43 526 0.59 394 0.52 399

0.29 351 *** 0.34 317 *** 0.29 351 *** 0.46 237 ***
0.35 203 0.95 198 0.35 203 0.51 285

0.41 347 *** 0.52 319 *** 0.41 347 *** 0.15 310 ***
0.56 204 0.64 193 0.56 204 0.37 206

0.46 153 0.28 195 0.62 241 0.52 391

0.48 400 0.33 526 0.60 668 0.43 675

0.41 107 0.28 195 0.52 188 *** 0.36 199

0.48 446 0.33 526 0.63 721 0.42 724

  Note *p<0.10 **p<0.05  ***p<0.01
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4.3

3-1 3-2

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

p p p p
53-62 1946-55 0.28 25 *** 0.36 50 ** 0.59 143 *** 0.46 138 **
43-52 1956-65 0.37 133 0.27 218 0.70 353 0.47 353

33-42 1966-75 0.60 282 0.37 335 0.82 384 0.51 393

28-32 1976-80 0.59 128 0.40 135 0.90 146 0.61 142
0.25 8 0.36 11 0.52 23 *** 0.41 27
0.52 213 0.33 292 0.71 426 0.50 431
0.52 232 0.35 298 0.77 406 0.51 397
0.60 111 0.37 131 0.87 163 0.51 164
0.51 347 0.38 263 0.81 682 *** 0.50 345
0.57 219 0.33 471 0.73 339 0.51 676
0.53 312 0.35 409 0.71 567 0.51 575
0.54 234 0.32 295 0.81 408 0.49 398
0.54 294 0.33 377 0.76 539 0.48 547 **
0.53 243 0.37 320 0.76 430 0.54 424
0.53 513 0.35 514 0.76 674 *** 0.50 674
0.58 53 0.34 224 0.77 299 0.51 352
0.50 54 0.39 72 0.70 404 0.51 359
0.54 514 0.34 666 0.80 622 0.50 667
0.51 319 0.33 441 0.73 732 *** 0.48 687 **
0.55 193 0.38 241 0.83 290 0.56 273
0.50 329 ** 0.34 449 0.74 714 *** 0.49 763
0.60 183 0.35 214 0.82 245 0.53 258

30 0.42 299 *** 0.34 384 0.69 527 *** 0.51 529

30 0.66 267 0.36 348 0.83 491 0.50 487

30 0.54 256 0.18 326 *** 0.76 437 0.31 445 ***
30 0.53 306 0.48 407 0.75 583 0.66 575

0.25 273 *** 0.51 230 *** 0.25 273 *** 0.34 317 ***
0.34 295 0.97 283 0.34 295 0.68 189
0.46 353 *** 0.73 353 *** 0.46 353 *** 0.11 353 ***
0.59 212 0.83 198 0.59 212 0.95 199
0.51 221 0.36 280 0.77 396 0.52 391
0.54 345 0.33 456 0.75 625 0.49 630
0.44 151 *** 0.23 189 *** 0.71 295 ** 0.44 295 **
0.56 415 0.38 547 0.77 727 0.53 727

  Note *p<0.10 **p<0.05  ***p<0.01
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1%

30

1%

30

1%

1% 5%

1956 65

1966 75 5% 1%

1956 65

1966 75
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Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B)

1946-55 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1956-65 1.844 1.533 2.188 * 3.015 **
1966-75 2.455 * 1.250 1.528 1.520

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
.945 1.045 1.104 1.385

1.166 1.500 1.309 1.579
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
.976 1.959 .823 .495
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

3.012 *** 1.085 .757 1.318
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

1.025 1.193 1.069 .823
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

1.262 *** 1.859 8.346 *** .775
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

1.021 4.737 *** 1.471 13.612 ***
30 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
30 1.273 2.999 *** 1.114 1.303
30 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
30 .801 1.007 1.534 1.556

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
6.313 *** .967 11.249 *** .701
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
.910 21.209 *** .888 33.713 ***
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
.984 1.935 .945 .950
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
.979 1.986 1.799 * 2.082

 -2 Log Likelihood 416.459 335.435 706.678 211.441
Model Chi-square 197.533 *** 242.650 *** 53.558 *** 414.316 ***
N 444 444 488 488

  Note *<0.1 **p<0.05  ***p<0.01
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Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B)
1946-55 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1956-65 .920 .682 .617 1.555
1966-75 .815 .707 .398 ** 1.007

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
.503 * 1.972 1.602 * 1.260

1.462 .854 2.929 *** 1.045 *
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

1.402 1.113 .688 1.396
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

1.201 1.147 2.159 *** 1.242
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

1.909 ** .955 .808 .863
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

2.290 *** 1.356 3.234 *** 1.220

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.879 ** 1.412 1.093 1.914 ***

30 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
30 1.217 1.875 1.812 ** 1.206
30 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
30 1.224 1.739 * 1.440 1.480

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
56.851 *** 1.150 64.406 *** .738

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
.934 384.412 *** .875 338.109 ***
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

1.155 1.897 .820 1.152
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

1.099 1.175 1.582 1.401 **
 -2 Log Likelihood 483.998 273.553 471.972 447.968
Model Chi-square 309.039 *** 548.479 *** 295.901 *** 594.392 ***
N 598 598 752 752

  Note *<0.1 **p<0.05  ***p<0.01

-
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Married Children Giving Nonfinancial Support to Parents and Parents-in-law 

Jung-Nim KIM
Tokyo University and graduate School of Social Welfare 

The purpose of this study was to clarify the nonfinancial support to parents and parents-in-law (PIL) 

by their married sons and daughters.  This study also clarifies whether it is balanced type of nonfinancial 

support to give support between their parents and parents-in-law by gender bias of married men and women. 

"Balanced" type means whether married children don't give or give same nonfinancial support to both 

parents and PIL 

This data are based on the results of the National Family Research of Japan Survey (NFRJ08) 

conducted from January to February 2009.  To compare the difference in nonfinancial support to parents 

and PIL, this study has limited the sample to married men and women whose father and / or father-in-law, 

or mother and / or mother-in-law are still alive.  

The result of the analysis shows that the percentage of married men and women giving nonfinancial 

support to their parents was higher than the percentage giving financial support to PIL and it was an 

imbalanced type between parents and in-laws. The result of the binary logistic regression analysis indicated 

that the traditional values of Japan was effect to given nonfinancial support to parents and PIL and 

indicated unbalanced it by gender in married children’s. Married men and women who have a single father 

and a single father in-law, and received helping support from parents and PIL gave nonfinancial support to 

their father and father in-law, respectively. Married men and women who received helping support from 

parents and PIL gave nonfinancial support to their mother and mother in-law, respectively. Married men 

who are the eldest among the siblings, provide nonfinancial support to their father; and those who have a

single parent gave nonfinancial support to their mother. Married women who are the eldest among the 

siblings and have closest geographic proximity to their parents have strong predictors of giving 

nonfinancial support to their mother. In addition, married women who have a strong filial piety gave 

nonfinancial support to their mother-in-law. 

Addressing the variable of gender, married men and women gave the same nonfinancial support to 

their father and in-law, and thus it is a balanced type. Furthermore, married men and women gave more 

nonfinancial support to their mother than to their mother-in-law, thus, it is an unbalanced type. 

Key words and phrases: nonfinancial support, gender, balance type, parents, parents in-law 
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