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Abstract: This article examines the changes in marriage behavior, such as 
nonmarriage and marriage postponement, that lie at the heart of the aging 
population and low fertility problem. Using the Japanese Panel Survey of 
Consumers, we conducted a factor analysis on the trends toward marriage 
postponement and nonmarriage evident from the early 1990s to the early 
2000s, when the ever-married rate fell significantly. The results revealed 
the following. First, among unmarried people living with their parents, the 
receipt of income from their parents lowers marriage probability. However, 
this was confirmed only for children of the economic bubble generation 
whose parents were of the prewar or wartime generation. This suggests 
that the image of singles depicted by the “parasite single hypothesis” was a 
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temporary phenomenon. Second, among individuals in the generation that 
came of age after the collapse of the bubble economy, those who work long 
hours and those who did not have a good first job tend to have lower mar-
riage probability. This is because poor economic conditions since the late 
1990s caused the labor demand for young people to decline, and for more 
nonregular employment patterns to be adopted. Third, an examination of the 
influence of the father-to-potential-husband income ratio on marriage, a key 
component of the “transfer of dependency model,” showed that regardless 
of the parents’ generation, marriage probability was reduced only in cases 
where the parents’ income is ¥5 million or more.

A historical overview of the Japanese family system shows that families were 
the primary units of production and economic activity under the prewar in-
dustrial structure centered around agriculture and self-employment. However, 
employment structures changed during the postwar high growth period as the 
base of economic activities shifted from the family to the company (Tanamura 
1998: 26). In this environment, gender divisions dictating that “men go to work 
while women take care of the family” developed, and families were deeply 
impacted by companies through the growth of the salaryman working class. 
In Japanese-style companies, a Japanese management system characterized by 
lifetime employment and seniority-based pay, and social systems such as the 
tax system and education system, further strengthened gender role divisions 
within the family. However, this pattern has changed rapidly since the 1990s. 
That is, labor is shifting to more knowledge-based tasks, and the trends toward 
the outsourcing and commercialization of housework have made it possible 
for women to leave their homes and expand their involvement in society and 
the workplace. These conditions have inevitably made it possible for more 
diverse lifestyle patterns and male–female relationships to develop. Marriage 
is moving away from its role as a public social system and is being reshaped 
by characteristics of freedom and deregulation as a private agreement between 
individuals. Furthermore, with the purpose of marriage no longer limited to 
having children and raising families, the arrangements between husbands and 
wives and the roles they play have become more diversified.

The total Japanese population began to decline in 2006. The total fertility 
rate dropped to 1.25 in 2005, and there is no short-term recovery in sight. 
Nonmarriage and marriage postponement have been shown to be the major 
factors in fertility rate decline. Marriage is publicly regulated by the Japanese 
Civil Code, but it is also a very private contract that changes as social norms 
change. In the 1990s, immediately after the collapse of the bubble economy, 
marriage norms changed at an unprecedented pace. This article attempts to 
examine the marriage problems that these changes have caused using panel 
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data from the 1990s, but also looks at these developments within the context 
of a broader historical perspective.

A great deal of research has been done in the fields of anthropology, 
ethnology, and history on marriage systems and the way they have changed 
throughout history.1 These studies discuss specific marriage systems, their 
historical transformations, and regional differences, and draw highly thought-
provoking conclusions. Pioneering work on marriage problems by mathemati-
cians and economists include the mathematical matching model of Gale and 
Shapely (1962) and the economic marriage model of Becker (1973, 1974). 
In Becker’s model, if two economic agents meet and determine that they can 
gain a greater effect or advantage by forming a new partnership than they had 
before the partnership, they will marry. If they can gain a greater advantage 
by forming ties with a different agent, then they will not marry. Gale and 
Shapley (1962) start with a theory about how men and women decide on the 
best match-ups when they are looking for partners.2 These studies take great 
pains to create algorithms to predict the stability and matching efficiency of 
marriage partnerships, a field that is experiencing considerable growth. In 
terms of actual marriage problems, theories have been developed regard-
ing matching stability and equilibrium, regardless of how the spouses were 
matched, whether through a love marriage or miai (an arranged introduction, 
including introductions by relatives and supervisors) marriage, but research 
has only begun on dynamic relationships that include the dissolution of the 
match (divorce) and the possibilities for remarriage. Only very general analy-
ses have been conducted in this area thus far.

In a series of studies, Edlund analyzes the relationship between actual 
marriage patterns and political behaviors regarding income redistribution, 
and analyzes cultural anthropological marriage patterns by looking at what 
kind of marriage patterns make the most active human capital investments 
in children, or cause the most economic growth (Edlund 2006; Edlund and 
Korn 2002; Edlund and Lagerlof 2004, 2006a, 2006b; Edlund and Pande 
2002). Her economic analyses of women’s marriage are unique and very 
different from Becker’s model in that they attempt to create equations for 
actual marriage patterns as problems related to the transfer of assets between 
generations or between the sexes. For example, she explains the differences 
between places like the Middle East, India, prewar China, Africa, and Japan, 
in which miai marriages based on the consent of the couple’s parents were 
prevalent, and among Christians, Jews, and Buddhists, who base love mar-
riages on the consent of the bride and groom, by highlighting the difference 
between the transfer of assets from parent to child, and the transfer of assets 
from the groom to the bride. She also attempts to consistently explain that 
the transfer of assets, that is, the bride price paid by the groom to the bride, 
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or the dowry, paid by the bride to the groom, is determined in accordance 
with economic status and social custom. While many countries in the world 
adhere to systems of monogamy, Edlund also discusses the lack of human 
capital investments in women and problems related to the status of women in 
countries where polygamy is practiced, and she continues to conduct highly 
intriguing research projects on such topics.

That said, the studies by Edlund and others also divide marriage patterns 
into categories, and too few studies have been conducted on the diversity 
and heterogeneity of patterns within individual countries. They also discuss 
the transfer of assets through marriage, but little research has yet been done 
on the increase in divorce, a key topic of interest recently among American 
researchers, and its economic consequences.3

This article is not intended to cover the broad range of topics spanning 
marriage to labor, childbirth, inheritance, investment in children’s education, 
and divorce. As mentioned earlier, it strives only to statistically clarify re-
cent changes in certain Japanese marriage patterns, that is, the trends toward 
nonmarriage and marriage postponement. It is important to note that further 
analyses of this enormous field of research need to be conducted using com-
plex and diverse data sources.

History of Marriage Systems

Let us begin with an overview of the evolution of legal systems related to 
marriage in Japan.4

In the Edo period, before the Meiji Civil Code was adopted, different 
standards were applied to the warrior class and the commoner class. While 
warriors had to submit a petition regarding marriage or adoption to the han 
or bakufu government, commoners were not under any such restrictions. A 
divorce, likewise, could be accomplished among the warrior class through 
a negotiation between both families, while among the commoner class, it 
was achieved through a document known as a mikudarihan [lit., “three and a 
half lines”]. The rule of inheritance among warriors was that an estate could 
be allocated based on the wishes of an ancestor. Among commoners with a 
certain amount of assets or a family business, inheritance was accomplished 
through a will.

After the Meiji Restoration, when a modern constitution was adopted, a civil 
code that incorporated issues of family law and property law became neces-
sary. After extensive negotiations, the fourth (Family) and fifth (Inheritance) 
volumes of the Meiji Civil Code were enacted on July 16, 1898, and a legal 
system governing all aspects of family life, including marriage and divorce, 
was completed. This law was centered around the ie (traditional family) system 
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and was based on a system of family succession in which the homeowner, 
who was the head of the household, governed the family members, and the 
eldest son was given top priority in the allocation of family assets.5 The basic 
unit of society was the ie. Marriage was not based on the free choice of the 
individuals, but was a joining of one ie with another, the purpose of which was 
to ensure the continuation of both. The head of the household also held great 
authority over matters of marriage, and had the right to approve (or reject) 
all marriages and adoptions. All the property and decision-making rights 
of a wife were assumed by her husband, and she usually was not endowed 
with the right to own or manage property, the right of inheritance, or the 
right of custody.

The Meiji Civil Code strictly followed the practices of the ie system of 
the warrior class, which comprised no more than 2 percent of the population 
during the Edo period, and thus does not seem to have been consistent with 
the practices of the general population.6

The postwar Civil Code, which was based on the Japanese Constitution 
enacted May 3, 1947, tentatively revised the discrepancies between the Meiji 
Civil Code and the new constitution. It was enacted on January 1, 1948. 
However, while it was expected to reflect a shift from the ie-centered system 
of the Meiji Civil Code to a more individual-centered system in accordance 
with Article 24 of the Constitution, which declared respect for the individual 
and established gender equality, there was not enough time to make signifi-
cant changes. Thus, only the most minimal revisions were made. Nonethe-
less, there are clear differences between the Meiji Civil Code and the Civil 
Code of 1948. Under the latter, a marriage between adults does not require 
the consent of a guardian, and a couple can take either the husband’s or the 
wife’s surname. Even a divorce cannot be finalized without going through 
a democratic process. Husbands and wives came to be treated equally with 
regard to the right to own and manage property, the right of inheritance, and 
the right of custody.7 However, there is now pressure to revise the Civil Code 
in light of the rapid social liberalization and diversification that has taken 
place since the 1990s.8

Marriage Behavior

This section looks at some statistical data that show how marriage behavior 
has changed in response to the legal changes discussed above. First, let us 
look at Figure 1 as evidence that the ie system has largely collapsed under 
the influence of the Civil Code of 1948.

This figure shows the ratio of love marriages and miai marriages by year 
of marriage as indicated in the Basic Survey of Birth Trends conducted by 
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the National Institute of Population and Social Security Research. It shows 
that in the 1930s, about 70 percent of marriages were miai marriages while 
just over 10 percent were love marriages. After the war however, this ratio 
gradually shifted, until the proportions flipped around 1965. In 2005, 90 
percent of marriages were love marriages, while miai marriages had fallen 
to 10 percent.9

This clearly shows that the prewar notion of marriage as a contract between 
families has gradually eroded. In addition, the “Sexy Marriage Trend Survey” 
conducted by Recruit (2005) shows that wedding ceremonies themselves are 
also changing significantly.10

Another important finding is that the use of matchmakers has fallen 
from 63.9 percent (in 1994) to 1.3 percent (in 2005). In the prewar era, 
the matchmaker played a very important role as the social guarantor of the 
couple (Yuzawa 2005: 53). The declining importance of the matchmaker 
today reveals a new view of marriage as a freely chosen partnership between 
individuals, and a rapid decline in the notion that a marriage requires some 
kind of recognition by society or the workplace. The departure from one’s 
parents’ house after marriage has led to a forfeiture of the right of inheritance, 
and also has eliminated the need to perform a major transfer of assets at the 
time of marriage. As a result, the betrothal gift that represents a transfer of 
assets from the groom to the bride, and the dowry that represents a transfer 
from the bride’s father to the groom have largely been done away with or the 
amounts greatly reduced. The ratio of marriages in which a bride price was 
paid dropped from 48.7 percent (in 1995) to 27.8 percent (in 2005), while 
more than half of couples have chosen to forgo the tradition of paying a bride 
price in either cash or gifts.

Figure 2 shows the trends in the ever-married ratio, by age. Since 1990, 
the ever-married ratio has fallen sharply among women age twenty-five to 
twenty-nine, men age thirty to thirty-four, and men age thirty-five to thirty-
nine. This is viewed as an indicator of marriage postponement. That is, in 
2000, among the population age twenty-five to twenty-nine, 30 percent of 
men and 46 percent of women were married, meaning that the remaining 
70 percent of men and 54 percent of women were still single. At the age of 
thirty to thirty-four, 57 percent of men and 73 percent of women were mar-
ried, while the remaining 43 percent of men and 27 percent of women were 
single. The fact that 91 percent of both men and women in these age groups 
were married in 1980 shows how far the trends toward nonmarriage and 
marriage postponement have progressed over the past twenty years. Table 1 
defines an individual who is unmarried at the age of fifty as never-married, 
and calculates the never-married rates from 1920 to 2000. According to this 
table, the never-married rate has increased since 1990, as has the age at first 
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marriage. As of 2000, the never-married rate among men was 12.6 percent. 
Given that this rate was about 1.7 percent up until 1970, this development 
clearly speaks to significant structural changes that have taken place in the 
marriage market over the past several decades.

Past trends indicate that single individuals are very likely to coreside with 
their parents. Table 2 shows the ratio of unmarried people co-residing with 
their parents, by age, as calculated from the annual Basic Surveys of Birth 
Trends. The ratio increased among men from the eleventh to the twelfth 
survey, but then remained level between the twelfth and thirteenth surveys. 
Among women, the trends vary slightly by age. While the rate of residence 
among those age eighteen to nineteen has decreased slightly, it has increased 
among those age thirty to thirty-four. Regardless, however, more than 70 
percent of unmarried people coreside with their parents. Table 3 shows the 
rate of coresidence with parents by employment status.

Among men, about 80 percent of unmarried “part-time workers,” “self-
employed or family business workers,” and “unemployed, homemakers,” co-
reside their parents, while only 60 percent of unmarried “regular (full-time, 
permanent) employees “ or “students” coreside with their parents. Among 
women (if students are excluded) there is little difference in coresidence 
trends between people in different types of employment, but the ratio is higher 
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among “unemployed, homemakers” and “part-time workers” and lower among 
“regular employees” and “self-employed or family business workers.”11

Changes Since the 1990s

The trends in nonmarriage and marriage postponement became really notice-
able starting in the 1980s. As is shown in Figure 2, the ever-married rate fell 
sharply among those age twenty-five to thirty-nine over the twenty years from 
1980 to 2000, particularly among women age twenty-five to twenty-nine 
(down 30.01 points), men age thirty to thirty-four (down 21.25 points), and 
women age thirty to thirty-four (down 17.52 points).

A well-known hypothesis attempting to explain this trend in nonmarriage 
and marriage postponement was the “parasite single hypothesis” developed by 
sociologist Masahiro Yamada (1999). According to this hypothesis, children 

Table 1

Ratio of Never-Married Population and Singulate Mean Age at First  
Marriage (SMAM), by Gender

   Ratio of  
 Male Female never-married (%) SMAM (age)

1920 2.17 25.02 1.80 21.16
1925 1.72 25.09 1.61 21.18
1930 1.68 25.77 1.48 21.83
1935 1.65 26.38 1.44 22.51
1940 1.75 27.19 1.47 23.33
1950 1.46 26.21 1.35 23.60
1955 1.18 27.04 1.46 24.68
1960 1.26 27.44 1.87 24.96
1965 1.50 27.42 2.52 24.82
1970 1.70 27.47 3.33 24.65
1975 2.12 27.65 4.32 24.48
1980 2.60 28.67 4.45 25.11
1985 3.89 29.57 4.32 25.84
1990 5.57 30.35 4.33 26.87
1995 8.99 30.68 5.10 27.69
2000 12.57 30.81 5.82 28.58

Source: “Population Statistics 2005,” National Institute of Population and Social Security 
Research.
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who can enjoy a carefree lifestyle by saving the money they would otherwise 
spend on rent and utilities, and spending it instead on their own entertainment 
and transportation costs, and who also can rely on their mothers to do their 
housework have little incentive to become independent of their parents, mak-
ing them less likely to choose to leave home to get married.

However, in conjunction with the economic recession that spanned the late 
1990s to the early 2000s, the demand for young labor declined, nonregular em-
ployment patterns increased, and conditions facing unmarried individuals living 
with their parents changed. Some unmarried individuals were not “parasites,” 
but remained living at home because it was economically impossible to move 
out on their own. Even if they were able to find a job, young workers found 
themselves facing heavier workloads under new-hire restrictions (Genda 2001), 
leaving them little free time to spend with a romantic partner. This made it un-
likely that their relationships would ever develop to the point of marriage.

Previous studies of unmarried people have focused on those who are living 
with their parents. Similarly, this article will focus on the marriage selection 
behaviors of unmarried people living with their parents.

The following analysis uses thirteen years (1993–2005) of data from the 
Japanese Panel Survey of Consumers (hereafter, the Panel Survey) conducted 
by the Institute for Research on Household Economics.

The sample used to actually estimate the marriage selection coefficient is 
made up of women age twenty-four and older who were unmarried and still 
living with their parents up to the year prior to the year in which the survey 
was conducted.12

Model

Spousal selection theories in economics incorporate search theory (Mortensen 
1988). According to the general search theory used in labor economics, each 
job seeker has a certain reservation wage. Only if the wage offered by an 
employer exceeds that wage will the job seeker end their job search and go to 
work for that employer. This theory is applied to the search for a life partner 
in the marriage market as shown below (Ermisch 2003).

Here, the probability of receiving a marriage proposal from a member of 
the opposite sex is α

f
 (let us suppose that a man is proposing to a woman). 

The utility that arises from accepting that offer, namely, the woman’s compat-
ibility with the suitor, is defined as x.13

Thus, the expected discounted lifetime utility of a woman (already married) 
who has accepted a marriage proposal x is W

f
(x).

W
f
(x) = [x +δV

f
 + (1 − δ)W

f
(x)] / (1+ r) (1)
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The term δ is the probability that the couple will divorce, V
f
 is the expected 

discounted lifetime utility (value when single), and r is the woman’s own discount 
rate. The term δV

f
 in the numerator of equation (1) is the utility derived by the 

individual from getting divorced and becoming single again, and (1− δ)W
f
(x) is the 

utility derived by the individual from staying married (not getting divorced).14

Also, the expected discounted lifetime utility of an unmarried (single) 
woman is calculated as follows:

V
f
 = [b

f
 + (1 − α

f
 )V

f
 + α

f
E

f
max{V

f
,W

f
 (x)}] / (1 + r) (2)

R
f
 = rV

f
 = b

f
 + α

f
 [E

f
max{V

f
,W

f
 (x)} − V

f
] (3)

The b
f
 in the first term of equation (2) is the utility derived from being 

single, the E
f
max{V

f
,W

f
 (x)} in the third term shows that one selects the larger 

of either the expected utility of being single (V
f
) or the expected utility of 

getting married and being a wife (W
f
). In equation (3), which is a reconfigura-

tion of equation (2), the flow value (R
f
) from the marriage partner search is a 

combination of the flow value of being single and the expected utility of the 
optimal search strategy (rV

f
). If in equation (3), W

f
 (x) is replaced with [x + 

δV
f
] / (r + δ) and R

f
 is replaced with rV

f
, then:

R
f
 = b

f
 + α

f
 [E

f
max{R

f
, x} − R

f
] / (r + δ) (4)

Here, the optimal search strategy is conducted based on the reservation 
payoff. Only if x ≥ R

f 
will the marriage proposal be accepted. In all other cases 

it will be rejected. This can be rewritten as:

R
f
 = b

f
 + αf / (r + δ) 

Rf  
∫ ∞ (x − R

f
)dF

j
(x) (5)

The sign conditions of the variables are as follows:

∂R / ∂b
f
 > 0, ∂R / ∂α

f
 > 0, ∂R / ∂x > 0, ∂R / ∂x >0 (6)

The probability of a single woman getting married can be expressed as the 
marriage hazard ratio shown below:15

θ
f
 = α

f
 [1 – F

f
(R

f
)] (7)

∂θ / ∂b
f
 < 0, ∂R / ∂α

f
 > 0, ∂θ / ∂x < 0, ∂θ / ∂x < 0 (8)

Hypotheses

Effects of Income Transfers From Parents

Income transfers from one’s parents in the form of an allowance or spending 
money distributions makes it possible for a single individual to live a rich 
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consumer lifestyle and raises the standard of living (b
f
) of the single life. 

According to the parasite single theory, this makes single people less willing 
to marry.

However, the issue is not so simple. It is essential to pay attention to the 
differences in the effects of transfers from parents resulting from differences 
in the generations of both the parents and children. As was pointed out by 
Kitamura and Sakamoto (2004), if we carefully examine the generation that is 
said to produce “parasite singles” or “young adults” as proposed by Miyamoto, 
Iwakami, and Yamada (1997), we find that they were born in the 1960s, were 
in their mid-twenties during the bubble period that followed 1985, and were 
of a generation that never had problems finding a job (the bubble genera-
tion). Many of their parents were of the prewar and wartime generation born 
in 1920 to the early 1940s. This generation had stable employment during 
the high economic growth period, and many retired during the bubble period 
with large retirement funds.

By contrast, the generation of people who were in their twenties in 1990 
and later experienced the effects of deflation, went through a very rough 
period for college-graduate job seekers. Their parents were in the baby-
boomer generation born between the late 1940s and 1950s, experienced the 
corporate restructuring and bankruptcies that occurred during the Heisei 
deflation period of the 1990s, and were unable to attain the level of wages 
and retirement funds that the prewar and wartime generation enjoyed. A 
survey conducted by the Cabinet Office showed that unmarried children 
co-residing with parents in this generation are not wealthy, and do not enjoy 
very high standards of consumption compared with those who live apart from 
their parents. The bubble period produced an image of the stylish parasite 
single, but today almost 80 percent of those who live with their parents do 
so out of necessity, citing such reasons as “I do not have the confidence to 
live on my own” and “I have to save enough money to move out” (Cabinet 
Office 2003: 121).

This article divides parents into the “prewar and wartime generation” 
(born in 1944 or earlier) and the “postwar generation” (born in 1945 or 
later), and divides children into the “bubble generation” (born 1959–69) and 
the “postbubble generation” (born in 1970 or later, see Table 4). These clas-
sifications are then used to examine differences based on income transfers 
from parents, relative income ratios, and the effects of the individual’s first 
job. Previous studies have suggested that income transfers from parents tend 
to have the largest impact on the probability of marriage selection when the 
parents are of the prewar or wartime generation and the children are of the 
bubble generation.
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Effects of Long Work Hours

Under the revised Labor Standards Law adopted in 1988 (which reduced the 
standard work week from forty-eight to forty-four hours), labor hours have 
steadily decreased. The exemption period for small and medium-size busi-
nesses ended in 1997, and in the same year new revisions led to the adoption 
of a forty-hour work week. In addition, the decrease in demand caused by 
the prolonged recession also led to a decrease in work hours. Genda (2001: 
131–38) used data from the Employment Status Surveys from 1987 to 1997 
(Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communications Statistics Bureau) to show 
that there were significant differences in the decrease in labor hours depend-
ing on the worker’s age. He showed that the ratio of those in the younger 
age groups (twenties and thirties) working long hours was not declining, that 
hiring was being constrained by the recession, and thus that the work burden 
on the younger generation was actually increasing.

The 2002 data also showed that among those working 250 or more days 
per year, the proportion of those working more than sixty hours per week was 
higher than in 1987 among those in their twenties and about the same as 1987 
among those in their thirties (Figure 3).

The increase in work hours among the younger generation is directly 
related to a decrease in free time, leaving little time for pursuing hobbies 
or entertainment, or for developing relationships. The reason that “work-
derived marriages” became so popular is that people only had time to meet 
marriage partners while at work. However, now that the guarantee of lifetime 

Table 4

Individual’s Generation and Parents’ Generation (no. of people × year)

 Parents

 Prewar generation Postwar generation 
 (born through 1944) (born 1945 or later) Total

Children
bubble generation  
(born 1959–69) 2,424 335 2,759
postbubble generation 
(born 1970 or later) 49 791 840

Total 2,473 1,126 3,599
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employment has been eroded, the sense of belonging to one’s company has 
weakened, companies are expecting their female employees to engage in 
more substantive work, and couples are having to meet outside the workplace 
(Iwasawa and Mita 2005). The decrease in free time and the stagnation of 
work-derived marriages are decreasing the probability of meeting someone 
of the opposite sex (α

f
).16

The generational differences in work hours on marriage probability are 
considerable. Employment had a significant impact on marriage among those 
in the postbubble generation who were in their twenties and thirties during 
the late 1990s to 2000s, when their works hours increased.

This article creates a dummy variable representing long work hours to 
measure the effects of working long hours (individuals who work 250 days 
or more per year and work sixty hours per week = 1, others = 0) on marriage 
probability.

Effects of the Relative Income Ratio

As suggested by the Easterlin hypothesis (1966), family formation behavior 
(marriage, childbearing) is regulated by the father’s earning capacity. When 
individuals are raised (as young people) with a higher economic standard of 
living (b

f
), they will have a higher reservation level in their choice to marry 

and this will have a negative impact on their marriage and childbearing activi-
ties (when they perceive the standard of living when married to a potential 
spouse to be lower than that of living at home with their parents). This is the 
basic tenet of the parasite single hypothesis.17

Thus, Ogawa (2002) defines marriage for a woman living with her parents 
“as a transfer of dependency from her father to her husband,” and calls this 
the “transfer of dependency model.”

We examined the correlation between the ratio of wages of the father’s age 
group to the wages of the potential husband’s age group, and marriage prob-
ability by prefecture using the National Census and Basic Statistical Survey of 
Wage Structures. We found that the age disparity between a woman’s father’s 
age group and her potential husband’s age group has an effect on marriage 
probability among women in their twenties, but does not have the same effect 
among women in their thirties.18

Here we used data on married women to estimate the husband’s income 
coefficient (using attributes of the wife as the independent variables, such as 
her age, educational background and size of her city of residence). Using that 
equation, we sought the proxy variable for the income of a potential unmar-
ried husband.19 Here we used information on the income of actually married 
husbands for the sample that was married during the survey period. Using 
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this variable, we examined whether the ratio of the “income of a co-resident 
parent to the (estimated) income of a potential husband” has an effect on 
marriage probability. Ideally we would have used income information from 
men who are dating, but we used a proxy variable because the Panel Survey 
does not contain such information.

Effects of the First Job

This section considers the effects of the first job on marriage probability. 
Previous studies by Sakai and Higuchi (2005) and Sakamoto (2006) have 
shown that the first job has a significant effect on marriage. During the pro-
longed recession of the 1990s, the unemployment rate rose not only among 
seniors but also among young people. It became more difficult to find work 
and the number of so-called freeters (freelance part-timers, or those making 
a living from part-time work) who were unable to find a job after graduating 
from a university increased. If those who were unable to find stable employ-
ment while young, such as freeters, continue to remain unable to make an 
adequate living, they are less likely to be chosen as marriage partners (Sakai 
and Higuchi 2005: 31). When choosing a marriage partner, a woman will often 
pick someone of equal status or of (only slightly) higher status, having few 
opportunities to meet a man with much higher earning power. In this way, 
the marriage market is likely to become segmented.20

Sakai and Higuchi (2005) conducted a survival analysis related to mar-
riage using the Keio Household Panel Survey, and found that those who have 
spent time as freeters tend to marry later than regular employees. An analysis 
conducted by Shirahase (2005) using the National Survey of Social Status 
and Social Mobility showed that nonmarriage rates in 1995 had risen (since 
1985) among both male and female low-income earners (those earning less 
than ¥1.5 million or ¥1.5–2.5 million).

Here we use four employment categories based on an individual’s first 
job as the independent variable: (1) self-employed or family worker in the 
agricultural, forestry, or farming industries, (2) regular employment, at a 
company with 500 or more employees, or a government agency (3) regular 
employment, at a company with fewer than 500 employees, and (4) nonregular 
employment (reference group).

Data

This section uses thirteen years (1993–2005) of data from the Panel Survey 
conducted by the Institute for Research on Household Economics. The Panel 
Survey respondents examined here are comprised of women twenty-four to 
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thirty-four years old (when the survey was first launched, Cohort A), as well 
as by women twenty-four to twenty-seven years old in 1997 (Cohort B), and 
women twenty-four to twenty-nine years old in 2003 (Cohort C) (see Table 5). 
This survey is particularly useful because it observes lifestyle changes among 
people in their twenties and thirties, the prime ages for marriage and childbirth. 
As mentioned above, the ever-married rate among women in their twenties and 
thirties over the course of this decade (1990–2000) was 13.25 percent for those 
age twenty-five to twenty-nine and 12.54 percent for those age thirty to thirty-
four, both significantly lower than for other age groups. The Panel Survey is thus 
an ideal tool for studying the recent phenomenon of marriage postponement.

Calculation Methods

The difference between the methods used to calculate estimates in this article 
and those used by Sakamoto (2006) lies in the way respondents were selected, 
based on whether they lived with their parents before marriage. Sakamoto 
(2006) examined only unmarried individuals who lived with their parents 
because the rate of unmarried individuals living with their parents, according 
to the Panel Survey, was so high (80.87 percent). However, to examine the 
endogeneity of the choice to co-reside with one’s parents or to get married, 
this article uses a pooled sample selection in a two-stage probit model. In the 
first stage, it examines whether the individual co-resides with his/her parents. 
In the second, it looks only at those unmarried individuals who co-reside with 
their parents, and examines whether they choose to marry.

First, in the selection equation (here the co-residence selection coefficient), 
the probit model is used to estimate the characteristics of a woman who 
co-resides with her parents before marriage (CoResi). We imitate Iwakami 
(1999) in examining the economic capabilities of the parents with whom the 
individual resides (income, assets, ParentEco) using the following as inde-
pendent variables: the mother’s provision of housekeeping services for the 
respondent (HouseKeep), the respondent’s number of siblings, and the size 
of the city in which the respondent resides.21

In the behavior equation (here, the marriage selection coefficient), in 
which the analysis is limited to the respondents that lived with their parents 
before marriage, the choice of whether or not to marry (Marry) is estimated 
by applying the probit model to the characteristics of the unmarried period 
(t – 1). The independent variables used for this purpose include the income 
transfer from one’s parents (Trans), the individual’s first job type (FirstJob), 
long work hours (Longtime), and the relative income of the parents and the 
potential husband (Relative), as well as the basic attributes of the individual, 
including age, income, and educational background (x).22



WINTER  2007–8 95
Ta

bl
e 

5

B
as

ic
 S

ta
ti

st
ic

s

 
N

o.
 o

f 
 

S
ta

nd
ar

d 
M

in
im

um
 

M
ax

im
um

 
 

re
sp

on
de

nt
s 

A
ve

ra
ge

 
de

vi
at

io
n 

va
lu

e 
va

lu
e

M
ar

ria
ge

 s
el

ec
tio

n 
du

m
m

y 
2,

93
5 

0.
09

81
3 

0.
29

75
4 

0 
1

P
ar

en
ts

: p
os

tw
ar

 g
en

er
at

io
n 

2,
88

5 
0.

20
17

3 
0.

40
13

6 
0 

1
C

hi
ld

re
n:

 p
os

t-
bu

bb
le

 
2,

94
0 

0.
48

81
0 

0.
49

99
4 

0 
1

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 a
ge

 (
t –

 1
) 

2,
94

0 
29

.4
25

17
 

3.
95

70
1 

24
 

43
Lo

ng
 w

or
k 

ho
ur

s 
du

m
m

y 
2,

94
0 

0.
01

22
4 

0.
11

00
0 

0 
1

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 a
nn

ua
l i

nc
om

e 
2,

93
0 

28
4.

04
22

0 
15

0.
52

03
0 

0 
11

37
.0

56
Ju

ni
or

 h
ig

h 
sc

ho
ol

 g
ra

du
at

io
n 

2,
94

0 
0.

01
12

2 
0.

10
53

7 
0 

1
[H

ig
h 

sc
ho

ol
 g

ra
du

at
io

n]
 

2,
94

0 
0.

30
40

8 
0.

46
01

0 
0 

1
V

oc
at

io
na

l s
ch

oo
l o

r 
te

ch
ni

ca
l c

ol
le

ge
  

gr
ad

ua
tio

n 
29

40
 

0.
18

50
3 

0.
38

83
9 

0 
1

Ju
ni

or
 c

ol
le

ge
 o

r 
sp

ec
ia

l t
ra

in
in

g 
co

lle
ge

  
gr

ad
ua

tio
n 

29
40

 
0.

26
02

0 
0.

43
88

2 
0 

1
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
r 

gr
ad

ua
te

 s
ch

oo
l g

ra
du

at
io

n 
29

40
 

0.
23

94
6 

0.
42

68
2 

0 
1

P
ar

en
t’s

 a
nn

ua
l i

nc
om

e/
po

te
nt

ia
l h

us
ba

nd
’s

  
an

nu
al

 in
co

m
e 

23
35

 
1.

52
19

6 
1.

35
12

2 
0 

16
.2

31
61

M
ov

em
en

t a
w

ay
 fr

om
 p

ar
en

ts
 d

um
m

y 
(t

 –
 1

) 
29

39
 

0.
20

68
7 

0.
40

51
3 

0 
1

N
um

be
r 

of
 fr

ie
nd

s 
(t

 –
 1

) 
2,

91
2 

21
.0

45
33

 
20

.2
09

35
 

0 
34

9
F

irs
t j

ob
 (

se
lf-

em
pl

oy
ed

 o
r 

fa
m

ily
 w

or
ke

r 
in

  
th

e 
ag

ric
ul

tu
ra

l, 
fo

re
st

ry
, o

r 
fa

rm
in

g 
in

du
st

rie
s)

 
2,

94
0 

0.
00

44
2 

0.
06

63
6 

0 
1

(c
on

tin
ue

d)



96 THE JAPANESE ECONOMY

F
irs

t j
ob

 (
re

gu
la

r 
em

pl
oy

m
en

t a
t a

 c
om

pa
ny

  
w

ith
 5

00
 o

r 
m

or
e 

em
pl

oy
ee

s 
or

 a
  

go
ve

rn
m

en
t a

ge
nc

y)
 

2,
94

0 
0.

11
80

3 
0.

32
27

0 
0 

1
F

irs
t j

ob
 (

re
gu

la
r 

em
pl

oy
m

en
t a

t a
 c

om
pa

ny
  

w
ith

 fe
w

er
 th

an
 5

00
 e

m
pl

oy
ee

s)
 

2,
94

0 
0.

15
37

4 
0.

36
07

6 
0 

1
F

irs
t j

ob
 (

no
nr

eg
ul

ar
 e

m
pl

oy
m

en
t)

 
2,

94
0 

0.
11

25
9 

0.
31

61
4 

0 
1

Li
vi

ng
 w

ith
 p

ar
en

ts
 d

um
m

y 
(t

 –
 1

) 
2,

94
0 

0.
79

42
2 

0.
40

43
4 

0 
1

Li
vi

ng
 in

 a
 la

rg
e 

ci
ty

 (
t –

 1
) 

2,
94

0 
0.

34
32

0 
0.

47
48

6 
0 

1
Li

vi
ng

 in
 o

th
er

 c
ity

 (
t –

 1
) 

2,
94

0 
0.

53
87

8 
0.

49
85

8 
0 

1
Li

vi
ng

 in
 a

 to
w

n 
or

 v
ill

ag
e 

( t
 –

 1
) 

2,
94

0 
0.

11
73

5 
0.

32
18

9 
0 

1
P

ar
en

ts
’ i

nc
om

e 
(le

ss
 th

an
 ¥

5 
m

ill
io

n,
 t 

– 
1)

 
2,

94
0 

0.
37

31
3 

0.
48

37
2 

0 
1

P
ar

en
ts

’ i
nc

om
e 

(¥
5 

m
ill

io
n 

up
  

to
 ¥

10
 m

ill
io

n,
 t 

– 
1)

 
2,

94
0 

0.
23

67
3 

0.
42

51
5 

0 
1

P
ar

en
ts

’ i
nc

om
e 

(¥
10

 m
ill

io
n 

or
 m

or
e,

 t 
– 

1)
 

2,
94

0 
0.

10
13

6 
0.

30
18

6 
0 

1
N

um
be

r 
of

 s
ib

lin
gs

 
2,

94
0 

1.
35

34
0 

0.
77

73
2 

0 
5

M
ot

he
r 

w
as

 a
 fu

ll-
tim

e 
ho

m
em

ak
er

 
2,

94
0 

0.
34

89
8 

0.
47

67
3 

0 
1

H
om

e 
is

 o
w

ne
d 

(t
 –

 1
) 

2,
94

0 
0.

87
85

7 
0.

32
66

8 
0 

1
C

oh
or

t A
 

2,
94

0 
0.

51
19

0 
0.

49
99

4 
0 

1
C

oh
or

t B
 

2,
94

0 
0.

30
88

4 
0.

46
21

0 
0 

1
C

oh
or

t C
 

2,
94

0 
0.

17
92

5 
0.

38
36

3 
0 

1

Ta
bl

e 
5 

(c
on

tin
ue

d)

 
N

o.
 o

f 
 

S
ta

nd
ar

d 
M

in
im

um
 

M
ax

im
um

 
 

re
sp

on
de

nt
s 

A
ve

ra
ge

 
de

vi
at

io
n 

va
lu

e 
va

lu
e



WINTER  2007–8 97

CoResi*
t – 1

 = γ + δ
1
arentEco

t − 1
 + δ

2
 HouseKeep

t − 1
 + δ

3
z

t − 1
 + u

2j
 (9)

Marry*
t
 = α + β

1
Trans

t – 1
 + β

2
FirstJob + β

3
Longtime

t – 1
 + β

4
x

t – 1
 + u

1j 
(10)

u
1
 ~ N(0, 1), u

2
 ~ N(0, 1), Corr(u

1
, u

2
) = ρ (11)

The dependent variables used here are defined as follows:

CoResi
t – 1

 = 1 if CoResi*
t – 1

 > 0
= 0 otherwise
Marry

t
 = (1 if Marry*

t
 > 0 and CoResi*

t – 1
 > 0

0 if Marry*
t
 < = 0 and CoResi*

t – 1
 > 0

This article estimates marriage probability using the two-stage process 
shown above. It also performs estimates using the panel probit model and the 
parametric survival model (Weibull distribution) by limiting the sample to 
only unmarried persons co-residing with their parents. Here, we considered 
performing an analysis using the interaction term for the parents’ generation 
and the independent variables. However, as was pointed out by Ai and Norton 
(2003), the inclusion of interaction terms in nonlinear models does not yield 
the marginal effects. Thus, we performed the calculations for each case.23

The basic statistics are shown in Table 5, while the results of the calcula-
tions are shown in Tables 6 to 9.

Attention must be paid to the respondent omission problem. As was pointed 
out by Sakamoto (2006), many people who were in the midst of major life 
events such as getting married or having children either were difficult to track 
down because they had moved, or declined to participate because they were 
too busy. A bias may occur if the calculations are performed without making 
any adjustments for these conditions. Some of the married respondents were 
omitted from the analysis, potentially creating a sample selection bias toward 
the responses of unmarried respondents. Thus, response omissions could cause 
the marriage selection coefficient to be biased downward.24

To eliminate the bias caused by the omission of respondents, we made 
adjustments, using inverse probability weighting (IPW), that make it pos-
sible to obtain a nonlinear consistent estimator. To perform an estimate using 
IPW, we conducted a probit model estimate for each year and estimated the 
continuous response probability using a continuous response dummy vari-
able (value = 1 if the individual responds to the survey and 0 if they do not) 
as the dependent variable, and using the following independent variables: 
the respondent’s age, a dummy variable reflecting the size of city (thirteen 
major cities, other cities = reference, towns and villages), co-residence with 
parents, educational background (junior high school graduation, high school 
graduation, vocational school or technical college graduation = reference, 
junior college or special training college graduation, university or graduate 
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school graduation), respondent’s annual income, desire to marry, regular 
employment, and sense of debt burden.

Results

Co-residence Selection Coefficient

First, the results of the calculations of the coefficient of the selection to co-
reside with one’s parents while single show that the number of siblings has a 
statistically significant negative impact. The fewer siblings, the more likely 
the respondent was to choose to co-reside with their parents. The effects of the 
parent’s economic status showed that a parental income of less than ¥5 million 
had a negative impact, while a parental income of ¥10 million or more had a 
statistically significant positive impact. Thus, the higher the parental income, 
the more likely the respondent was to choose to co-reside with his/her parents. 
Also, if the family home was owned by the family, the respondent was more 
likely to choose to co-reside with the parents. The co-residence probability 
increases as the parents’ wealth increases. Also, since the co-residence prob-
ability is higher in families where the mother is a full-time homemaker, the 
ability of the mother to perform housekeeping services for the respondent ap-
parently has an influence on co-residence selection. The results of calculating 
the marriage selection coefficient are discussed below.

Marriage Selection Coefficient

The dummy variable reflecting the income transfer from one’s parents in 
the form of an allowance or spending money distributions has a statistically 
significant negative impact on marriage selection probability across the entire 
sample. We also confirmed that those who benefit from an income transfer 
(as opposed to those who do not) have a lower probability of selecting mar-
riage (Table 6). Furthermore, a comparison of the marginal effects of the 
unweighted (–0.033) and weighted results (–0.045) confirmed that for the 
entire sample, omitting respondents did, indeed, produce an undervaluation 
bias. The marginal effect in the panel probit model was also negative, and the 
hazard ratio in the survival model was less than zero, indicating the negative 
effect of income transfer on marriage selection probability.

The differences in the effects by generation reveal that the income transfer ef-
fect is evident in cases where the parents are of the prewar or wartime generation 
and their children are of the bubble generation, but not evident in cases where 
the parents are of the postwar generation and their children are of the postbubble 
generation (Tables 7 and 8). As stated earlier, as society shifts from the generation 
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of “parasite singles” who were financially supported by their parents and avoided 
marriage to maintain their carefree lifestyle at home, to a new configuration of 
postwar generation parents and children of the postbubble generation, we find 
that unmarried individuals co-residing with their parents today are not avoiding 
marriage because they are enjoying an affluent single life.

Long Work Hours

Long work hours have a negative effect on marriage selection in cases where the 
parents are of the prewar generation and children are either of the bubble genera-
tion or the postbubble generation. A comparison of the marginal effects between 
the children’s generations, that is, –0.017 for the bubble generation and –0.090 
for the postbubble generation, confirms the prediction that the constraining effect 
of long work hours on marriage selection is particularly evident in the postbubble 
generation. This is attributed to the increase in work hours since the 1990s.

Relative Income

Next, to examine the “transfer of dependency model,” we examined the effects of 
the ratio of the father’s income to the potential husband’s income. However, no 
significant results were found in any of the cases examined. Using the data from 
married individuals, and hypothesizing that an individual will marry someone 
of the same or higher educational background as their own, we used attributes 
related to the wife’s educational background as the independent variables and 
an estimate of the husband’s wages as the proxy variable for the unmarried 
potential husband’s wages. However, we did not obtain the same results that 
were found by Ogawa (2002), who used region-specific macro data.25

When we look at the responses not by the generation of the parents and 
children, but by the income level of the parents, we find a statistically signifi-
cant positive effect when the parental income is under ¥5 million (marginal 
effect: 0.024) and a statistically significant negative effect when the parental 
income is more than ¥5 million (marginal effect: –0.022). This suggests that 
the higher the parents’ income, and thus the higher the relative income ratio 
(of the father to the potential husband), the more likely it is that the “transfer 
of dependency model” will explain marriage avoidance.

First Job

Finally, we examined the effects of the first job on marriage selection. The 
marginal effects of the dummy variables “First job: regular employment at a 
company with 500 or more employees or a government agency,” and “First 



WINTER  2007–8 115

job: regular employment at a company with fewer than 500 employees” had 
a statistically significant positive effect in more cases than “First job: non-
regular employment.” That is, when the respondent’s first job was regular 
employment (as opposed to a part-time job), they had a higher probability of 
selecting marriage. This reaffirms the results obtained by Sakai and Higuchi 
(2005) and Sakamoto (2006). The marginal effect of the “First job: regular 
employment at a company with 500 or more employees or a government 
agency” was 0.089 for respondents in the bubble generation and 0.125 for 
the postbubble generation. As was pointed out by Genda (1997), it is well 
known that in the Japanese labor market, finding a good job immediately 
after graduation has a huge impact on the individual’s long-term employ-
ment prospects. When the first job is nonregular employment, it becomes 
more difficult for the individual to later obtain a stable position as a regular 
employee. This significantly decreases one’s lifetime earnings and makes it 
more difficult for an individual to become independent from their parents. In 
addition, because the individual is only likely to meet other workers engaged 
in nonregular employment at their workplace (a likely place for meeting a 
spouse), such that neither partner is earning a stable income, it will be more 
difficult for them to proceed to the point of marriage.

Instead of looking only at the marriage selection problem based on the at-
tributes of the potential spouses themselves, this section examined the impact 
of financial transfers from parents and the income ratio of the father to the 
potential husband on marriage selection. It also clearly confirmed the influence 
of the parents by categorizing individuals based on the income level of their 
parents and on the generation of both their parents and themselves.

We confirmed that income transfers from parents tend to reduce marriage 
selection probability when the parents are of the prewar or wartime generation 
and their children are of the bubble generation. This result can be viewed as sup-
porting the “parasite single hypothesis,” which suggests that singles would prefer 
to continue living a carefree lifestyle paid for by their parents rather than choose 
to get married. However, this effect weakened from the late 1990s to the early 
2000s. Furthermore, long work hours have been shown to reduce marriage selec-
tion probability. This was especially true from the late 1990s to the 2000s. The 
increase in work hours among young people in the 1990s led to a reduction in free 
time, and this reduced the opportunities available for finding a marriage partner. 
The effect of job disparities also had an effect on marriage probability.26

Conclusions

Problems related to marriage, childbirth, and divorce have not thus far been 
treated primarily as economic issues. However, considering that people are 
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at the center of all economic activities, and that history is written as people 
make families and give birth to future generations, economists should be 
paying greater attention to these problems.

Several observations can be made even from the limited analysis presented 
in this article. First, the relationship between the parents’ generation and their 
children’s generation exerts an undeniable impact on marriage selection, but 
this relationship is not fixed. It depends on the historical experiences of each 
generation. Second, changes in the employment environment have created 
conditions that make it very difficult for young people who have not been 
able to find a good first job and young people who have found a good job but 
have to work long hours, to get married. Third, there is no strong evidence 
to suggest that the father-to-potential-spouse income ratio has any impact on 
marriage selection.

Several issues remain unresolved. First, we examined the marriage selec-
tion activities of people in their late twenties and thirties, among whom the 
ever-married rate has fallen significantly over the past ten years, but we did 
not address issues of marriage selection due to pregnancy, which has increased 
in recent years, or marriage selection behaviors among those in their teens 
and early twenties.

Second, the parents’ employment status is also believed to have a significant 
impact on marriage selection. According to Kitamura and Sakamoto (2004), 
conditions are expected to change as parents move beyond employable age 
(sixty-five to seventy). When respondents are in their twenties and their par-
ents are still active, they do not need to contribute assets to their household 
budget, but once their parents begin to retire, they will have to start to take 
responsibility for the household finances and to care for their aging parents. 
As a result, people will begin to look for marriage partners who have the 
financial wherewithal to take care of their parents, or will have to use some 
of their time outside of work to care for their families. All of these factors 
will make it more difficult to choose marriage. Further analysis of this issue 
is needed.

Third, in recent years, human capital investments in children have had a 
significant impact on the later earning power of children, and some analyses 
have been conducted on whether that is impacting the appeal of the marriage 
market (Aiyagari, Greenwood, and Guner 2000; Edlund and Lagerlof 2004, 
2006a, 2006b). However, further studies need to be conducted on the effects 
of human capital on marriage.27

The following supplemental observations are also worth noting. In spite 
of the fact that restrictions on marriage have been eliminated in recent years 
and individuals have become able to more freely choose their own marriage 
partners, the ever-married rate is dropping. This suggests that in spite of de-
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regulation, the market mechanisms of marriage are not functioning properly, 
and resources are not being allocated efficiently. The question is, why?

We contend that there are two ways of looking at this problem. First, perhaps 
the private contract of marriage has absorbed some of the negative effects of 
restrictions based on other more public contracts (such as labor contracts). 
That is, the labor market is divided into two sectors, and due to the excessive 
work hours of regular employees and the low wages and job instability of 
nonregular employees, it is not easy for people in either group to marry. This 
reality obstructs the functions that are supposed to promote free love-based 
marriages. In international economies and economic policy, the sequence of 
liberalization and regulatory reform is important. If liberalization is promoted 
in the wrong sequence, a market that is supposed to have been free becomes 
distorted because of the ways it is impacted by the restrictions of other markets. 
This seems to be happening in the Japanese marriage market.

Second, some civil law scholars see the trends in the civil code as the 
history of the destruction of the ie (traditional family) system. They feel that 
the family is disintegrating and that society is starting to function as a group 
of loosely connected independent individuals. Under this school of thought, 
the incentives to get married and create families will decline even if barri-
ers to marriage are removed. Of course, given that more than 80 percent of 
Japanese people get married and have families, the argument that the family 
is disappearing seems to be overly alarmist. Nonetheless, it is important that 
economic policies, particularly those that deal with low fertility rates, be 
based on a clear vision of what households and families should look like in 
the future. If they are not, there is a significant risk that inappropriate and 
ineffective policies will be adopted.

Notes

1. See, for example, Emori (1995, 1998), Gillis (1985), Goody (1983), Houlbrooke 
(1984), Howard (1904), and Segawa (2006).

2. For more recent work on mathematical approaches to the marriage matching 
problem, see Gusfield and Irving (1989), Knuth (1997), Mortensen (1988) and Roth  
Sotomayer (1990). For a more economics-based approach, see Burdett and Coles 
(1997, 1999).

3. In this field, Alesina and Giuliano (2006) examine the relationship between 
the increase in divorce and the decrease in fertility, while Peters (1986) analyzes the 
effects of divorce-related legal systems on marriage behavior.

4. The following arguments reflect those made by Hoshino (1998), Omura (2004), 
Tanamura (1998), and Mizuno (1998).

5. If the head of the household died without any legitimate sons, an illegitimate 
son (a son born out of wedlock to the head of household) would receive higher priority 
in the distribution of assets than a legitimate daughter.
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6. Omura (2004: 17) shows that the restrictions imposed by the ie system, ex-
cluding the estate inheritance system, gave considerable recognition to the freedom 
of the individual, even under the Meiji Civil Code, insofar as it included the right to 
designate a residence and the right to consent to marriage.

7. The legal stipulations regarding inheritance are as follows: (1) Children and 
spouses shall inherit half of the estate. (2) When both a spouse and a direct ascen-
dant are lawful heirs, the spouse shall inherit two-thirds of the state and the direct 
ascendant shall inherit one-third. (3) When both a spouse and a sibling are lawful 
heirs, the spouse shall inherit three-quarters of the state and the sibling shall inherit 
one-quarter. (4) When there are multiple children, direct ascendants, or siblings, they 
shall each receive an equal portion of the inheritance. General inheritance is governed 
by these inheritance rules, and distributions based on a will, if they violate these legal 
inheritance rules, are often contested, such that allocations can be decided based on 
the judgment of a family court.

8. Today, several problems remain unresolved, such as the system of selecting a 
couple’s surname, the rejection of homosexual marriage, and the problem of recogniz-
ing the parent–child relationship of children born to surrogate mothers.

9. This suggests that even couples matched through a dating service or similar 
institution are categorized as love marriages rather than miai marriages.

10. For more recent information on wedding ceremonies, see Ishii (2005), Okubo, 
Hataya, and Omiya (2006), and Saito (2006).

11. High rates of co-residence with parents are not unique to Japan. Manacorda 
and Moretti (2006) showed that 82 percent of young people age eighteen to thirty in 
Italy live with their parents. The rates are also high in other Mediterranean countries 
like Portugal (78 percent) and Spain (65 percent), versus 43 percent in the United 
States, 53 percent in the United Kingdom, and 45 percent in France. Their empirical 
research led to the conclusion that this is less a reflection of the “parasite single” 
phenomenon instigated by the children than a sincere desire on the part of parents to 
have their children nearby.

12. The respondents living in a separate residence from their parents were included 
in the first stage of the probit model sample selection.

13. Here, dF
j
(x) assumes a uniform distribution, and the suitors with a compatibility 

level between 0 and 1 are evenly distributed (x) = (x − x
f
 ) / (x

f
 − x

f
 ). The term x

f
 refers 

to the lowest level of proposal a woman will accept, while x
f
 is the higest level.

14. Equation (1) can also be converted into the following: W
f
 (x) = [x + δV

f
](r + 

δ).
15. An increase in the proposal probability α

f
 will raise the marriage partner search 

flow value R
f
, but the net utility of α

f 
on the marriage ends up increasing the marriage 

selection probability (Ermish 2003: 140).
16. The increase in work hours does more than simply decrease one’s free time. 

The Panel Survey showed that work hours have a significant impact on one’s mental 
state. As work hours increase, more people complain of a “lack of sleep” and “fatigue” 
(indicated by 39.39 percent of those who work less than twenty hours/week, 40.56 
percent of those who work twenty to forty hours/week, 55.09 percent of those who 
work forty to sixty hours/week, and 86.96 percent of those who work sixty or more 
hours/week).

17. This also has an impact on the standard utility x and x obtained from the com-
patibility with a marriage partner and marriage lifestyle.
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18. Ogawa (2002) shows that for a woman age twenty to twenty-four, the parents’ 
age group is fifty to fifty-four and her potential husband’s age group is twenty-five to 
twenty-nine. For women age twenty-five to twenty-nine, those age groups are fifty-
five to fifty-nine and thirty to thirty-four, respectively, and for women age thirty to 
thirty-four, they are fifty-five to fifty-nine and thirty to thirty-four, respectively.

19. Junior high school, high school, vocational school or technical college (refer-
ence group), junior college or special training college, university or graduate school. 
Fourteen large cities (Sapporo, Sendai, Chiba, Saitama, the wards of Tokyo, Kawasaki, 
Yokohama, Nagoya, Kyoto, Osaka, Kobe, Hiroshima, Kita-kyushu, Fukuoka), other 
cities (reference group), towns and villages.

20. It is highly unlikely that individuals who lack earning power will be able to 
find partners who have earning power. That is, they will be likely to be able to meets 
individuals with a low xf level.

21. A dummy variable reflecting the mother’s status as a full-time homemaker is 
used here. If the respondent’s mother has never worked (prior to the respondent’s 
twentieth birthday), 1 is used as the dummy variable. Otherwise, 0 is used.

22. The reader should be aware that in order to make the distinction clearer, in this 
model we separate the independent variables used in the selection equation from the 
independent variables used in the behavior equation.

23. Ai and Norton (2003) introduce a method to accurately calculate the marginal 
effect of the interaction term in simple probit and logit estimates, but they do not 
provide a method to accurately calculate the marginal effect for the kinds of estimates 
conducted here.

24. For details, see Sakamoto (2006).
25. These findings may also have resulted from the inappropriate use of a proxy 

variable as data. If we consider that the seniority-based wage system is still in effect, it 
renders meaningless the notion of making a marriage decision based on a comparison 
of the flow income ratios of the father and the potential husband. When using a proxy 
variable for the future husband’s income, it is best not to use an estimate of his current 
income, but an estimate of his expected future income.

26. These results are based on the results obtained using the IPW-Samole selection 
probit model. When divided by generation, other models did not reveal statistically 
significant results for factors other than age, educational background, and first job.

27. Ermisch and Francesconi (2002) showed that because women born in a low 
income class received only a low level of investment in their human capital, they 
were highly likely to be poor even as adults, and thus to have less comparative appeal 
in the marriage market. Women facing such conditions are more likely to become 
unwed mothers and to be unable to invest in their own children’s human capital, 
thereby repeating the cycle.
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