BTN EER L0 AEHL) 2009408 25 B HEHEFRFFEA / ~—arPA b
L¥a R

3. DX TPHHOERMER (GELEROL S GRETHITTHDHN)
3-1 EUTOEH®
c BEOYV—F S ITHHOBAE LV E DL DL LT, Pena-Casas, R. and
Latta, M. 2000236 %, &Et 2 2B M0,
+ Bardone, L., Guio, A.-R.(2005), pp.1-2
(7) THBEROMBEENFEHTHH TEORERHL TV INE, RERKROFEL
FHE-T, AADEBRY R/ ICXTHEROBERRERL 25,1 (p.1 £V5IA)
1) THMBFEBERE VI EEOREICD D EENTORROHESEDRED T
T, EADEFOEIE TR OB RSN BROSTHTKET
5.1 (p.2 X V3IA, ERITHREESF. )
!
Ex. EFE 200 FHTYH, HHENIKERERER AV DIHE LBEGHE TIIZOEK
BWIERRD,
O FEDOV—X L 77T OHRELHEHCB T, HETE COBEBHEOBELRZ DM,
26  IIEARAETEKELL T OHFEFRICLY ﬁﬁlﬁ%%ﬁﬁ:’ L, 2Ot A S — D51
THREEE R T 5D, '

3-2 FTAYATOHER
» Bluestone, B., Murphy, W.M., Stevenson, M.(1973) : Working Poor & 72 5 ERER & L
T, IKEERHBD, FROZRTREY—FL 777 Lidebizy, (B8 35R)
"« Klein, B.W., Rones, P.L.(1989) D5 # (It RH DU —F v 7 77 #EEt)
(7) R¥E, TVEA LOBBREODLRY, KESRL W oHBHTHGREDORER &

LTEENDIEFTR
() BEHRBREDEFEEL Lol 1| AOBRBED LD RARIX L TREWED H 51t
i

T ANV HIEBNTHRLUTE—RT —F 0 7T O FEND D01 TRV A
UAHRBIFDINFETOY—F 0 FFTHIHERIZOWTIE, BE4258)

3-2-1 EIRBATARDOKR
a) BLS
cU—X T TT R LK, TORREFEMLUA—PE LTERLTNS,
b) % 2 (Census Bureau)
BEHERT—%2 777 L0 5 EH(term) & BV RN T L ZHE,
FOEEE LT, HHFIAENRELL S L THMEML, B0aT—#ilko
TU—F VI TTOERPRERD) ZLihbif 5,
3-2-2 Ik



HHTHEHEEE SO BEFS) 2009498 25 B HESHEFERHE S/ '\‘*.—*‘/ av¥A k
La R

OU—xr 77T 2D HHMAUTLUTO=ZRICENIND
(1) BRESKETH HBED, LOBREHBTEH L E(attachment) L, RIsH>D,
ENHLDILEDRENBR TH L2020 2mECGHTE COEDLMEZDHD
R
(2 V=X 7T OWHFICAVAIRIEAEELEZ DS DHE
@) V=7 7T7EMEELE LTRZISD, EREBEANE LTIRZ LI DHE
1
<MIZ2WVWT
ARATEOBTE THEEE, b5 —EOFEKENERNE P2 RET 5 EE & 72
%, Working Poor Z#E3 5456, HHHREDESKEN LORET, FHEELTE
NEFBFIZEGBHTSE TOEDHM), BR TR 220152 EE L2 TIRLAW,
« (Bx) RABRMEEEARETHNTWD, EBNBY, ZLTFHEBEZANDS, H#HEDOAK
THRAELESBREEIN LT, BOPBTHHHEOTENRY TWDD0EIEZH S
Be, ZORIRIEESKET IENLETEFIE) ERBFOBRELEL EEIS D,
IO TEREFBFE) LVIRED<S-T, (DDRATRMSNE,
+ Klein, B.W.(1992), Schiller, B(1994) + - - E% - #FHERBKE < ER D,
« Wertheimer, R.(2001) : Tt &A% L UTHEE
: 1996 EIZ{E A EL - B #1215 (The Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996)2SER3Z L7z, RI¥RILZ, ARIEEBIZSZHT 5
FIH L TRFORELZEL, BHHKELOBENIEEZL2HE LTS, O &
Y EHHE IO LT, A< &bl 20 B 0B @2 n(2000 £ F TIZE 30 BEREIC
5l& B 2) &, TABOHEIH LTEAR< L LE 35 RMOSBSINEES
(work requirement)-3tf T\ 5
OEBRBLA TV,

KDiz21vT>
c BEOT A ) D ETBEREENMETED LWV IRHEID, FIOBREELANTT—
X TTOHHEIToTND, (1965 FiZ Orshansky, M. O EHEREIEN 2T HO
Za0—%k&H 5, 1965 FLEF 3,130 N, BAE, WM TERH)
- EEEREHED 1.5 1%Kim, M(1998), Paster Jr., M and Scoggins, J.(2007)) &\ > 7=
HYE
c TAY HEREREEEDT, FIRKEEZHLIILEbDOTHY, &E, BB OME
BEEEATEDLT, LoT, V—F I 7FT7HRARMHEINTND EDREE,
O BEFBELATHARY,

DIz



T RHELEESO AEHIER) 2009498 25 B BEHENEHFBGA / ~—TardA b
La R

X S TFTEBEALHEORNFTRAD L IR TETCVD, KRR, HHT
B & > THRZ W, HETHE CORBHAMORELRIT LB EITF, HHFA N
—DHEEERE, FEHBEELTONBERSTNS,

CBADT—FL S TITEU—F ST HEER I B D E LT Acs,G., Phillips,
K.R, McKenzie, D.(2000), Paster Jr., M and Scoggins, J.(2007)

- Klein, B.W, Rones, PL.(1989) D U —% o 7 F 7 #5t Fikix, BT R7 7 ADOHE
Z, MBI L-oTERABESN, FEHOV—FL 7 THHAMTDOR TN,

Y RIKR, BRREZMEIE TR, TIhbittEEL ADHEHTH COEEEZ R
B8, BABAITIEZDEVI) —FEDEE,

Y ZOHEE, BREEABENERLARVIRY, £HT — 2203 LRE, v/ D
F—Z AWV TH LR,

4, BERDOID—-F5T70OE HEHAERE (B HEHEBERICONT
41 7—% 25 TTREDRE
O ##-# E(20072)(2007b)(2007¢) TR L= BAD U — % 7 7 HE ORAIZ A RE
THHEET S,
O BETHBIEEWHEFG L& W ORTATELIED BT £ > TITV, BEEH
ERET D
@ EEHHCBLTEY, BEG » AU DFEHE CIEBEE - REKRE>) LT
WAHRBEAZ =X 77T ERET D,
O BHII%D2, 3WNTHERRZLBY, EFTE 200 FARBOEAZ Y —F 77T &
LW, HERICEBENRD R EL—AVIERBH G Z TR —F 77T L
IELARYY

4-2 3 - £ £ (2007a) (2007b) (2007c) DRALETRHEICK T 2 H & T ORET

O &3 + #_E(20072)(2007b)(2007c) D BARAETE B HER FH 1L

> HENIZBIT S 15 mU EALKE 15 BRBAZDO< MY /7x($z§#eﬂ,h% B
BEROHLTHELEE)

O Et(2008) D51

O BEOEMTDO-DIZAVBETRRELEDN, EERDE-HLEE_RDSFOART
BEINTEY, FENE - RBNRBE IR THRVWRIZHE

©® REFEORIE: EAERESTHOBICIE, SRHHEORARTHN HERGE S - B8,
Bi, HSERESEEZRVIZNABENREEIND, Z O L ETERELRELEN L

V7 BIXh, TOEERXBEIND, '

O RIREFEEEOHTE




—P

FETHHEEESLO BEFE) 2009FE 98 25 R HMEHEFEHHES S N—ar¥A b
Lya A

a) HRBMRY HHORIRICADW TR - MEXEA

b) AVET—Z(FREMERANE] V470 v /55—, 1992, 1997, 2002
F)HLHBTE B ICBVT, EEKDE—E L S TEUN D, EEOK
By - mEEEA

0 ATERBE ROV TS ERBERICER

d) REF/ICOVTE, [REREEARE] Icbh pHBHBT—ZBHT I H
NF—=BThHI LD, MO ehotz, WHERE, OWTiE, BRE
LCENRDY —F L /I 7 OHMENBNTHD Z LR, ZOBRIZEZNDHD
ZEEEBEDRN,

5:%@5%%@@&%%%@%&@&@% TR TR, FFEHRIY)

> EER HEERE - HE R+ ZHENE + B FINE=AE S L,

> FANLHBTEBRYICINT, LVBRLCEERRELE, Bl B
BN DWW TS DIERB T — X 272\ 2 DB ADHE A F EE)

TEEE p. p.
= ~ méﬁiﬁZN e e aiigf&
mAzmmgn L et (russ, — | TILAFED T hogu |t emka (T BFE
124} A IZ13000M &L HhEmE|  |DREIZON
AORY | |k, # TiH

M SELEFEZICSOHEFEOKBEMNE

4-3 BEBHBTOEHORE-HEBTSTOEHORE-
4-3-1 %3 - # L (2007a) (2007b) (2007c) D% @ ISEBRDOBE 1M T Bty & ZDREE
O &# - ¥ E£(2007a2)(2007H)2007¢) D HETHIF TDIFEBI DR E
> 3y AUEE VS BETS TOESYIMN (L% - BEECRIRESZ LTV 5))
DIINF DX
(O #esHE R, 2EARY, HHHETOEBNECRVBREENS SICHENH S &
5 $af
> FIXIEEQ00T) : B WA HE LR, KT L 2o TV BB EHER D
B < LB A RS
+

(O BR(Q008) DR
> [TAVAIOU—X00 « FTOERICIZBLVEREENEENDDIZK LT,
BRINES T [R¥EERE) & [U—x2 7 77 2XKBIL, MEFEE2bHOET
TIT AT « TTERATND, ZOL I RERDEERITIHE S ~OBLENE
RBEVHI LV, £< D EU MBAHEE CIIOREENE < BRHIKEE MR
WWEWZ L, FQORARKR L ITNCBIFMHIC L D REFUHERENDH D Z
END, REBMBICOWTEFTDEKRBESILELINDZLIZLDH, BERIZD



HEHRFEEES00 AEFSEL) 2009498 25 B FEEHEWEHHEA ) S—Ta A b
Voo A

Wi, UENCHREERN ER L, BEHRECLIEARVER LARWED,
SEARLIEFBICL 28R EDRNEFERTIO08RLEIES 5] (p.5)
| ,
O FHEHHETOERBOHRE
> 3, AUEBETE TESTS VD TEBIORM) 2HEAKL, UTOLEZIT-
776
O ZEEZBRIGOF - HEWH D)
@ HEOIZHNIL [EHE] OBEXNRETHGRF - 7ERFE)
> B0 DIMIZONTIE, BEEDOMLENR S D, BAMICABREHSORHR LR
B5BIL, BREOSDEIT /T 47 - FTTHY, ThErREBREL Y —F
FFTIRTDHZ LT, REEOEFETY - REREZFOHMIH LR, BF
(2008)DE 5> DIZHNTIE, BARIZY TIXE 20BN OV TEHRORMD H D72
A9,

5 EEHER

ORE
S HRHBRE=U—F L S FT7 (=% T +HHEY—F T T T)X100
Poverty Share : 7V —% > 777 WES COEIAR ORI (T —F 77T % 100 &
5, )
RAEZBRWELE BB BERE) & ZAESPREGENRTELRELNZLE LR - 5t
FEREE] 275 7L, EACERTE#HFLTWDEE p.6~),

5-1 D—%o 5 T7 (FEER) OB LHER (AR . BHESHR)
c RECBRBARE  FEZBROTWDD, AR E(20072)(2007b)(2007c) DFER &
D HIELS Ro> TV D,
TREK
> 1992 E[3.7% (B 3.0%, &t 4.7%)], 1997 #[3.9% (Bt 3.1%, i 5.0%)],
2002 4 [6.2% (B 5.2, Lotk 7.5%)]
> 2T, BHELD bEHOKE - BRTAREIED
FE#5) . (K1 28)
> EEB(15~2471%, BHICHEM D 1997~2002 DR THOEME
> ERE - PEmLtThE - TARENEVGRIEAEEECRFINE - mEin
BEEDEDIELEZLND, )
2R (K 2B88R)
> PR FERRE, FEMEOIZERE - RFBERENEL,
oA ;- (X3 BHR)



FETEHEEESO AEFIE) 2009049 AH 25 R WEFEIEFRHEAS /) ~—a P A b
’ ’ La A

> HE, BARLBEEETRE - - RFERENFE,

ERFER : (X 4 B8H)

> EHOBE L ZRUNCS— R « TANSA k- JRIBIRE - B3 & D=
REEBHME . (B¥lpp.3-4, BE S BR)

> BIRERUEEBFAERIRE, EEBHEN NS WVEERE - T ARENEE 3,

5-2 HELRFOEEXREELIT—F5T7 (&K BB op.4-5, B 6BH)
O KR¥E-RPERE . FAELROLREE 5 LikBds e, k% - RPBBRRIIZNIT
ERELSTHELTHA,
s
> 1992 F[3.4% (FBM 2.9%, otk 4.5%)], 1997 F[3.7% (B 3.0%, &tk 4.9%)],
’ 2002 & [5.9% (B 5.0, &t 7.5%)]
FEdp) (X 5 BHR)
> EEB15~241F, HIIEMHOEHNEY I I THLHRTE 5,
ZER) : (X6 BR)
> &0 BEBIC 225 e GRS PRI B OB BRI, IR EVME SR - AR
RPRE,
REE oI (X7 B8)
> AEEICEEE EOICREWORMEDRYE - B BEEN LR L,
ERFRER . (X 8B
> TEHOBAB L ZFhUSNCS—h « TAASA b - JREBRE - B3 & D2 X v #EF
RETHELILA LIk T,
NEEERE . Bk pp.4-5, BE 65R)
> HAREREEB MK E, (BR5IZFEL)

6. FLHEHRE
O MHPMGLEADOHBNIREL ) V7 SELETY—F I TEREL, FEEZRE,
EERER D O RNRITHEE,

> BRR, HEER, B - EAMER, REEHEMTOED, EEOBELTH
PN TR E ARBENBHIT NS, (F—%2 77T ORKE, D72< & bItERER
DKL T L)
> EERBOUV—X 77702, BARLBEXZOAREOR X
O LROBHITEEHEILED S DRONE D, ERB(<RE-ET, )
O 2007 EDRIEILE 5 12 5 I<BE>~ A 7 07— 2 DRBNET, )
O WEMLT BIE% & 5% B0 GhINL 5 g, = OROES, 252 bIRIEAR, )



HEATHTEEEL0 AEFR) 200949 A 25 B HEHEFAFHES ) ~—a T4 b
La R

<BEXH - B

[11 AndreB8, H.-J., Lohmann, H.(edt.)(2008), The Working Poor in Europe Employment, FPovert
y and Globalization, Edward Elgar.

[2] Acs, G. Phillips, K.R., McKenzie, D.(2000), Playing By the Rules But Losing the Game, A
merica’ s Working Poor, The Urban Institute 7x—.A<3—[http://www.urban.org/publications/
410404.html), ( Kazis, R., Miller, M.S.(2001), Low-Wage Workers in the New Economy, The
Urban Institute Press & 0 ##)

[3] Bardone, L., Guio, A.-R.(2005), “In-Work Poverty New commonly agreed indicators at the
EU level” , Statistics in focus, European Communities.

4] Bluestone, B.,, Murphy, WM., Stevenson, M.(1973), LOW WAGE AND THE WORKING PO
OR, The Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations, The University of Michigan-Wayne St
ate University

[5] Census Bureau F—A~3— [http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/poverty.html]

[6] Iceland, J. and Kim, J.(2001), “Poverty among Working Families: New Insights from an Im
proved Poverty Measure”, Social Science Quarterly, Vol.82, No.2, pp.253-267.

[71 Kim, M.(1998), “Are the Working Poor Lazy ?', Challenge, Vol.41, No.3, pp.85-99.

[8] Klein, B.W., Rones, P. L.(1989), “A Profile of the Working Poor’, Monthly Labor Review, O
ctober.

[9] Klein, B.W(1992), “Real Estimates of Poor Minimum Wage Workers”, Challenge, Vol.35,No.
3, pp.53-55.

[10] Paster Jr., M and Scoggins, J.(2007), Working Poor in the Golden State A multi-measure
Comparison Using The 2000 and 1990 Public Use Microdata Samples, Center for Justice,
Tolerance & Community.

[11] Schiller, B.(1994), “Who are the Working Poor ?", The Public Interest, No. 115, Spring, pp.
61-71.

[12] Wertheimer, R.(2001), “Working Poor Families with Children: Leaving Welfare Doesn’t Nece
ssarily Mean Leaving Poverty’, Child Trend Research Brief Child Trend.

[13] 3k - #F LREE(2007a) THAD Working Poor OFHHIl-SEREEAREYV VSV 7 - F—
ZORB-), TRAELEE) 51035, BEEKERE - BUATIER.

[14] % - #F EFEHE(2007b) TEHAD Working Poor OHidHE ERM BRI ZE — st EMEEATHEY
yZY T F-a0at—), [BETR] £11%, F45, BERE

[15] 85 - £ EFE(2007c) TBAD Working Poor D H-REREEAREV VLSV T - F—%
oaH-1, THatEl, #9285, BERHFS.

[16] #3tis - A EFEMR(2009) BRDKE - FRERE - [V -FL 777 ) —BENTLEHE—,

FERMAE LM 2 BEERORIDN], B—RE_FE, pp27-59, LHERFHRR.
[17] BAIEX(2005) MTHEAEE) L LTORE), SRER BRERZHEE, [RELHSHOFR @it



HBTHHHERZEL00 AEFSR) 200949 H 25 B WHEHEREFHBS ) ~N—a>¥a b
Lo A

ettt D), 71 E, IXVV7ER

18] EE—#(2007) (4ADY X777 L REEFRELE MERRL DL, REFE)L § 11
%, 4%, pp.519-542, FREIAZE

(19] #BEEKX - (BE—E - /I BEE - BHRESR - ATRE - A% - BEAEL - BOKS - BEET -
PR (2005) [R)74—271 510 5 BE BRAADOY—F 7 - 77, WHH.

[20] ®EEER - HIHEES] - MTNERR - FEF KR - BOEEQT) [BEHE LTI <BH - Frv
A+ Bi>EattcHl), BAERE. _

[21] #EEEFR(2007) TREDORIEK & G5 i ~OAFEREOEHRITHEE], [RAHREUHRE]L F 31
5, BAEHSBAIFZET

[22] EAFEEE(2007) (U —F% 2 777 « R—F—F 4 VB L ARRBHERECHM ], [BASBHIF TN
5, BE AR L FE), No.b563, pp.48-60, MILITEIEANSBEIRFFE - FHEHE.

[23] ERATRETE(2008) (U —F 777 L FTBRBEBOR O FIBE), THAHE], $£99%, F£6 5, HEM
HHRESR.

(24] BAEE - HIFRFK(2008) [BARADREHFE], FRKFEHFS.

[25] AL - W)IFFK(2007) TARDERE & H@ICBT 2 EMmm4r), [RARBBEFFEME] HE 2R
58, No.563, pp.4-19, MSIATBUENF BIEBORTTS - THEHE.

[26] ®IRZ:32(2008) (BBBREN LI H>BEE L L ZBBOR KT 2 Z OB ), MEHEgsk),
F109%, £25.

[27] 4% EFEH#(2008) [T —% > 7 F 7 OHFIZONWT—HETRASMEATIEZINEEZS—], TH
BHEaHF e 4], No.3, pp.7-12, BEMKN¥E )

(28] Ff EREGE - HFIE(Q2009) TU—% 27« 77 OAKLBDRSA], [Sinfonica HREHEE HEHEHD
EPRLLERE - R e =2 &) BERERRE ), $3E, pp.113~137, MEEAMLE
WP ¥ —

[29] EA#AF(2006) [AE TRESLBHELS~DIE-2006~2007 EE R FHSMWE], F—Bk

10



Labor Supply Behavior of Japanese Husbands and Wives

Koyo, Miyoshi*

Abstract

This paper analyzes labor supply behaviour for Japanese married men and women taking account for their
joint decision. The estimation results by simultaneous tobit implies that Japanese wives reduce their labor
supply when husbands increase their labor supply while husbands do not change their labor supply regardless
wives’ labor supply. According to estimation results, both increase in wages of husbands and wives reduce wives’

labor supply while increase in wages of husbands increase husbands’ labor supply.
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1 Introduction

OECD (2008) devotes a chapter for the discussion surrounding Japanese labor market, where thé population of the
working-age; group has rapidly decreasing!. OECD (2008) points out it is necessary to increase labor input from
females to co;;e with population aging trend because Japanese females have stronger tendency to leave the labor
market than in any other developed country when they marry (OECD (2002)). Although many females return to
labor market after withdrawl at the marriage, many of them don’t choose to work full time. The proportion of
females who work part-time is one of the highest in OECD countries at 41% (OECD (2008)).

The aim of this paper is to examine what discourage Japanese married female from working. To achieve this aim,
this paper follows Lundberg (1988) who analyzes labor supply behaviour of U.S. married couples taking account for
possibility that their decisions are jointly determined. Labor supply functions for husbands and wives are estimated
using simultaneous Tobit (model 4 in terms of Maddala (1983), explained in detail by Matsuura and McKenzie
(2009)).

Compared to existing empirical studies of Japanese married female labor supply, for example, Hill (1989), Higuchi
(2001), Takeuchi (2004), and Ma (2007), this paper has following features. The estimation method used in this
paper takes account of the possibility that both wife’s labor supply and husband’s labor supply are simultaneously
determined, unlike previous studies which assumes husband’s labor supply is predetermined.

The empirical results can be summarized as follows. Husband’s market work reduces wife’s market work while
wife’s market work does not affect husband’s market work at least according to the results for pooled whole sample.
Wage effects differ: both wages of husbands and wives affect wives’ labor supply negatively while husbands’ wages
affect husband’s labor supply positively.

The remainder of this paper is as follows. Section 2 explains the empirical model, the data and the characteristics
of hours of work and housework of each married couple in our sample. Section 3 presents the empirical results, and

Section 4 contains a conclusion.

2 Model

There are a lot of studies which analyze a family joint labor supply behaviour, both theoretically and empirically.
Chiappori (1988) introduces a sophisticate approach which eases an assumption that there is one only decision

maker. Chiappori (1988) assumes there are not one but two decision makers (typically, a husband and a wife)

1 According to Japanese National Institute of Population and Social Security Research, the share of the population of the working-age

group has been declining and will be below 60% in 2020.



cooperate each other so as to maximize each other utility. However, empirical researches in this setting like van
Soest (1995), or Blundell et al. (2007) must make some restriction to estimate. This paper uses much more simpler

approach.

This paper uses follows Lundberg (1988) who analyzes labor supply behaviour of U.S. married men and women

treating each spouse’s labor supply as endogenous.

This paper assumes a family consists of a husband and a wife maximize following utility function. Each member

of couple maximize

Ul(T - hi, C), M

where h represents hours of market work and C represents consumption of the family. In this sense, a family is
assumed to share their consumption. A subscript h, w represents a husband and a wife.

Each family faces following budget constraint,
C <Y +wrhp + wyhy + H(T — hp, T — hy) (2)

where w represents each wage and Y represents a couple’s non-labor income. A function H represents a household
production function. Hereafter, this paper denotes the budget constraint above as B(hp, hy, .).Because the model

is static in this paper, so
C = B(hp, b, .) (3)

Each member of a couple chooses hours of work to maximize above utility, so their reaction functions of hours

of work hj, h*,, are

= argmaxy, Up(T — hp, B(hn, h,, )

(4)
kY, = argmaxp, Uy(T — hy, B(h}, hy, .))
where H > h! >0 (i = h,w).
This paper assumes following closed linear labor supply reaction function,
H} = ap+yuHL +082Zn + Brwn + BPwe + €, (5)
H:; = Oyt ’YwH}t + 6y Zy + ﬁzwh + ﬁ:gww + €y, (6)



Hy if H!>0
H;, = i=h,w, (7)
0 if H<0 ’
where H represents hours worked, w represents market wages, and Z represents other variables which affects their
preferences for leisure, or a productivity in household production such as number of children or non-labor income.

Because this paper assumes a couple share their consumption completely, it is necessary to use variables which
affect not productivity (and consumption) but taste for identification. This paper uses information of parents of
each member of a couple. First, this paper uses each parent’s age to take account for the possibility that a taste of
each member of couple is affected by his/her parent’s taste varied by cohort. Second, this paper uses information
of parent’s job at each member of a couple is 15 years old to take account for the possibility that the memory of
childhood affect his/her taste.

This paper estimates those equation by two-step simultaneous tobit. Generated regressor problem is removed
by variance correction proposed by Murphy and Topel (1985) which explained by Matsuura and McKenzie (2009)

" in detail. To estimate, this paper regresses hours of work on whole exogenous explanatory variables as explanatory
variables by Tobit in the first step. In the second step, (5) and (6) will be estimated using predicted hours of work
obtained by the result of the first step as an explanatory variable.

Explanatory variables, Z;, includes the variables proxy taste for leisure/consumption or productivity in household
production. This paper uses following variables. First, to take account for child care which is large part in housework,
the number of children are used as explanatory variables. Hours of child care can be thought to be decreasing as
a child gets older, the number of children aged 0-2, the number of children aged 3-5, and the number of children
aged 6-18, are defined separately. Second, to take account of the possibility that co-residence with parent who help
housework decrease an individual’s hours of housework, dummy variables which denote whether the individual live
with his/her parent or not are defined as explanatory variables.

To take account of the possibility that hours of housework depend on size of dwellings and households, both
number of rooms and number of households are defined as explanatory variables. To proxy non-labor income,
variables which proxy each couple’s wealth level, saving, securities, liabilities and income not earned by a couple
are also used as explanatory variables.

To estimate above labor supply reaction function, it is necessary to obtain market wage regardless an individual
works or not. To obtain market wage, this paper uses an auxiliary regression for wages in standard settings and
uses inputed wage for all individuals. This paper uses an individual’s education level, and work experience as

proxy variable of human capital accumulation which affects market wage level following Mincer (1985). In order



to measure an individual’s education level, this paper uses the following schooling dummy variables, junior high
school dummy, 2-year college dummy, and university dummy, as proxy variables for education. As a result, senior
high school is the base level of education. To take account of possibility that wages rise with job seniority, as Topel
(1991) pointed out, this paper distinguishes work experience as a whole, denoted by Exp, and work experience in
the current work place, denoted by Tenure?.

This paper utilizes data from the Keio Household Panel Survey (KHPS) conducted by Keio University from
2005 to 2009. Kimura (2005) contains details of the sampling methods used to obtain KHPS and the sample
characteristics of KHPS. The first wave of KHPS, KHPS2004, sampled about 4000 households with respondents
who were aged between 20 and 69, and includes married and unmarried males and females. This KHPS contains

not only respondent information but also spouse’s respondent information. This feature enables us to estimate

labor supply functions using spouse’s information. Descriptive statistics is summarized in Table 1.

3 Estimation Results

Estimation results are summarized in table 2. In this table, the estimation results for whole couples are shown in
columns [1] to [2], for couples with children aged 0-18 in columns (3] to [4], and for couples without children aged
0-18 in columns [5] to [6].

It should be noted parents’ information, which is necessary for an identification, affects labor supply and the
fathers’ effects and mothers’ effects differ. For wives, the younger their father, the less they work while the younger
their mother, the more they work. Husbands’ labor supply seem not to be affected by their parent’s ages.

The factors that affect the labor supply differ between husbands and wives. For example, the saving and income
not earned by the couple significantly decreases labor supply for wives regardless the couple has a child, but not
for husbands. The effects of having children on labor supply differ between husband and wives, and differ with age
of children. The number of children aged 0-2 and 3-5 significantly reduce wives’ labor supply. The variables proxy
Non-labor income like liabilities, securities, saving, or income not earned by couple significantly affect both couple’s
labor supply, but the magnitude differs between husbands and wives. In general, the effect is larger for females
than males, except for liabilities which positively affect husband’s labor supply while not for wife’s.

The effects of wages also differ. Increase in husbands’ wage reduce wives’ labor supply while increase husbands’
labor supply. Increase in wives’ wage reduce both husbands’ and wives’ labor supply.

According to estimation results, although husband’s market work reduces wife’s market work, wife’s market work

does not affect husband’s market work. In contrast, wife’s housework increase husband’s market work, husband’s

2The auxiliary regression results are omitted.



housework does not affect wife’s market work.

4 Conclusion

The empirical results can be summarized as follows. Although husband’s market work reduces wife’s market work,
wife’s market work does not affect husband’s market work. The effects of wages differ. Increase in husbands’ wage
reduce wives’ labor. supply while increase husbands’ labor supply. Increase in wives’ wage reduce both husbands’
and wives’ labor supply.

There are two channels which a wife’s decrease in hours of market work affects the utility of husband. First
channel is a decrease in a labor market income of a wife caused by va wife’s decrease in hours of market work.
Second channel is an increase in a household production caused by a wife’s decrease in hours of market work. The
estimation results here implies these two channel is mixed and cannot be observed effects. When a wife’s wage
increases, both two channels seems to increase the utility of a husband.

These results imply that husbands tend to specialize themselves in market work while wives tend to specialize
themselves in housework in Japan. The possible reasons of this tendency are as follows. First, Japanese gender
gap in pay is the largest among developed developed countries (See Mincer (1985), Jacobsen (1998) Blau and Kahn
(2003), and Miyoshi (2008)). Second, the productivity of housework for husbands may be lower than that of wives.
In Japan, husbands were not taught “home economics” which was a subject about how to do housework before

1991 in junior high school.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std.err
Number of Children 6-18 - . 0.95 1.00
Number of Children 3-5 0.19 0.44
Number of Children 0-2 0.13 0.37
Number of Household 3.97 1.27
Saving (10 thousand yen) 596.55 899.36
Securities (10 thousand yen) 142.67 601.50
Liabilities (10 thousand yen) 834.30  1273.47
Number of Room 5.42 2.00
Income not earned by the couples (10 thousand yen) 55.10 274.29
Live With Husband’s parent 3.9%
Live with other parent 11.1%
Age of Husbands 45.23 8.75
University (Husbands) 38.5%
Other School (Husbands) 9.9%
Junior High (Husbands) 4.8%
Work Exp (Husbands in 1/10 years) 2.36 0.95
Tenure (Husbands in 1/10 years) 0.99 1.17
Hours worked in a week (husbands) 49.36 12.55
Wage Rate (hourly, yen husnands) 2717.56  1617.11
Age of Wives 43.01 8.26
University (Wives) 15.8%
Other School (Wives) 31.6%
Junior High (Wives) 3.0%
Work Exp (Wives in 1/10 years) 1.35 0.84
Tenure (Wives in 1/10 years) 0.21 0.52
Hours worked in a week (wives) 17.77 17.55
Wage Rate (houley, yen Wives) 1891.55 2556.82

Notes:
(1) Source: KHPS2004-2009.



Table 2: Estimation Results: Labor Supply Response Funciton: Tobit

Whole With Children Without
Children
Wives Husbands Wives Husbands Wives Husbands
Spouse’s hours of working -0.563** 0.009 -0.326 0.072 -0.234 -0.064
[0.246] [0.047] [0.295] [0.054] [0.259] [0.088]
Imputed Husband’s wage -0.003*** 0.001%** -0.004*** 0.001 -0.003* 0.003***
[0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.002] 0.001]
Imputed Wive’s wage -0.006*** -0.002%** -0.009%** -0.002* 0.003 -0.001
[0.001] [0.001] [0.002] [0.001] (0.002] [0.001]
Own Father’s birth year -0.380** 0.032 -0.523%** 0.055 -0.578%* 0.088
[0.153] [0.069] [0.182] [0.091] [0.261] [0.129]
Own Mother’s birth year 0.504%** 0.028 0.331 -0.004 0.957*** -0.016
[0.178] [0.081] [0.211] [0.102] [0.321] [0.153]
Own age . -0.101 -0.257*** 0.188 -0.170* -0.364 -0.454%**
[0.182] [0.078) [0.215] [0.099] [0.303] [0.146]
Own Farther’s Job 6.498 -0.135 11.428** 2.773% - -
Self Employee [4.125] [1.439] [4.864] [1.637] - -
Own Farther’s Job 4.856 5471 -0.331 5.839 3.07 -7.936%**
Self Employed Profession [7.261] [5.655] [21.286] [5.334] [6.213] [3.049]
Own Farther’s Job 17.920%** -0.706 21.603*** 1.331 1.487 -6.860*
Family Worker [5.449] 2.018] [6.223] [2.446] [9.418] 3.682]
Own Farther’s Job 6.222 -0.319 12.567%** 1.239 0.354 -5.044*
Employed [4.081] [1.382] [4.783] 1.557] [6.220] . [2.785]
Own Farther’s Job -32.063*** -9.108*** -24.891** -10.003*** -14.748 -12.816%**
Work at Home Job [11.141] [2.677] [11.583] (3.059] [8.971] [3.834]
Own Farther’s Job -4.324 -4.499* 9.195 4.193 3.55 -3.496
Contract for Work (Ukeoi) [5.351] [2.594] [6.182] [3.798] [6.968) [3.589]
Own Farther’s Job 4.775 -0.911 10.734%* 0.313 - -
Not in Employed [4.472] [1.656] [5.301] [1.882] - -
Own Mother’s Job 7.404 -8.386%** 11.679 5.909 - -
Self Employee [6.587] [3.056] [12.604] [6.124] - -
Own Mother’s Job -1.084 -13.180** -5.577 0.489 3.312 -15.755%**
Self Employed Profession [10.848] [6.286] [24.678] [8.038] [8.066] [4.311]
Own Mother’s Job 10.37 -9.364%** 10.296 3.499 9.974 -14.380***
Family Worker [6.450] [3.069] [12.532] [6.143] [7.772] [4.279]
Own Mother’s Job 13.181** -10.419*** 12.916 2.86 11.814 -15.011+**
Employed [6.450] [3.047] [12.343] [6.070] [7.751] [4.387]
Own Mother’s Job 2.336 -10.737%** 2.226 3.694 6.675 -19.572%**
Work at Home Job [6.863] [3.163] [12.546] [6.180] [8.900] [4.603]
Own Mother’s Job 21.052%** -16.847*** 16.678 1.732 10.522 -16.921%**
Contract for Work (Ukeoi) [7.723] [3.762] [13.056] [6.613] [7.993] [4.198]
Own Mother’s Job 12.157* -10.390%** 11.803 2.946 - -
Not in Employed [6.457] [3.008] [12.349] [6.031] - -
Live with Husband’s parent 6.240** -1.265 5.853* -1.534 1.622 -1.403
[2.954] [1.422) [3.325] [1.668] [5.440] [2.865]
Live with Wife’s parent 3.065 -0.798 4.764** -0.223 -2.562 -2.682
[1.983] [0.940] [2.419] [1.172] [3.180] [1.662]
Number of room 0.209 -0.545%%* 0.890* -1.060*** 0.08 0.254
[0.365] [0.164] [0.498] [0.212] [0.567] [0.295]
Number of household 1.181 0.269 0.841 0.174 1.488 0.645
[0.732] [0.332] [1.000] [0.489] [1.005] [0.531]
Num of Children 6-18 -1.535* 1.169*** -0.18 -0.025 - -
(0.908] [0.409) [0.157] [0.064] - -
Num of Children 3-5 -12.728%** 0.441 -0.288%** 0.089** - -
[1.785] [0.957] [0.101] [0.045] - -
Num of Children 0-2 -16.907*** -1.128 -2.451%* 1.304** - -
[2.227] [1.125] [1.305] [0.614] - -
Securities -0.235% -0.095%* -9.522%** 1.659 -0.298 -0.198**
[0.135] [0.046] [2.037] [1.022] [0.193] [0.089]
Savings -0.159** 0.019 -12.712%** 0.1 0.09 -0.006
[0.079] [0.034] [2.339] [1.160] [0.117] [0.057]
Liabilities -0.013 0.034* -0.073 0.072%** 0.066 -0.019
[0.045] [0.020] [0.061] [0.025] [0.070] [0.040]
Income earned by other couple | -0.897*** -0.212%* -1.102%** -0.27 -0.648* -0.203
[0.272] [0.106] [0.280] [0.291] (0.343]  _[0.146]
Rivers-Vuong Test -2.26%* -0.86 0.84 2.47** -1.06 -0.24
Observations 2312 1615 697

Notes:

(1) Standard errors are in brackets.

(2) *, **, *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%,and 1% levels, Tespectively.

(3) Coefficients of the regional dummies and constants are not reported.

(4) Middle two column reports the estimation result for the sample with pre-school children and right two column reports
the result for the sample without pre-school children.
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1 Introduction

The Japanese society has been facing a rapid aging and a decrease in a birthrate for the
last couple of decades. The large shortage of workforce will be one of the most critical
socio-economic issues. Lately, numbers of health economists focus on the relation between
health status and job continuation around retirement age, since healthy elderly persons
are expected to offset the lack of labor force. Health status is often one of major reasons
for the retirement of workers in Japan. For example, the basic statistics based on the
data using in this study shows that bad health and/or deteriorating health is the second
significant reasons for males and females to leave the labor market which follows the
mandatory retirement by the employers and the retirement after marriage, respectively
(Table 1). However, since self-reported health status which is sometimes unreliable would
cause statistical bias, we have to use this variable very carefully in econometric analysis.

This study identifies the significance of the endogeneity biases in the estimated health
effects. We address the biases arose from the following two sources: (1) “justification
hypothesis,” wherein retired respondents are assumed to justify their leaving labor force
(e.g. early retirement) by false poor health (Chirikos and Nestel, 1984; Anderson and
Burkhauser, 1985; Bazzoli, 1985; Bound, 1991; Waidmann et al., 1995; Dwyer and

*3-1-1, Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 100-8970 Japan. E-mail: junya.hamaaki@cao.go.jp. TEL:
03-3581-0930 FAX: 03-3581-0571



Mitchell, 1999), and (2) classical measurement errors in the health variables. If the hy-
pothesis holds true, poorer health is more frequently reported by the retired respondents,
all other things being equal. Hence, health effects on labor market participation can be
overestimated, as opposed to the attenuation bias of the measurement error.

Since the retirement age of Japan is much higher than other countries, “justification
hypothesis” may be more applicable to this nation. However, only a few works (Iwamoto,
2000; Oishi, 2000) have tackled this problem previously. Iwamoto (2000) and Oishi (2000)
compare the effects of several health indicators on wage income, labor market participa-
tion, and retirement behavior, controlling for the endogeneity bias. Both studies find the
different health effects between those measurements. In particular, Iwamoto (2000) points
out that subjective health indicators (self-rated health and presence of work limitations)
have more obvious effects on income and employment status than objective ones, suggest-
ing that the measurement error in subjective health is not so severe that researchers can
use it in empirical analysis. However, this clearer effect of subjective health itself may be
an evidence of the severity of the justification bias.

This study therefore evaluates the endogeneity biases by the following three strategies:
(1) comparing the properties and effects on employment status of various health measure-
ments, (2) using three instrumental variables (IVs) for health status that have never been
used in previous studies, and (3) analyzing a relation of seemingly unrelated variables
to verify “justification hypothesis.” We use several kinds of health measurements such
as binary subjective health (self-reported poor health and limitations of daily activities
at home and/or on the job), number of chronic diseases which have not been completely
recovered by the latest timing of the survey, and our original health status scoring based
on principle component analysis. Our IVs are distance in a straight line from respon-
dent’s home to the nearest low-volume hospital, variations in the number of clinics among
different medical spheres, and a body mass index (BMI) in respondent’s 30 years of age.
First, we mainly evaluate how the results differ between objective and subjective health
measures. Since the objective health is generally less affected by the justification be-
- havior and measurement errors, its bias should be smaller than subjective one. Second,
compared to being not-instrumented, instrumented health effects will decrease if people
actually justify their unemployed status by poor health and will expand if the measure-
ment error is a serious problem in a model. Finally, we examine the relation between the
ratio of the retirement due to bad health status and a job openings-to-applications ratio.
If “justification hypothesis” makes sense, those variables can be correlated because the
respondents who retired in the period of the high job openings ratio may be more likely
to justify their retirement by false poor health.

In this study, we apply a Japanese version of Health and Retirement Survey conducted
by the National Institute of Population and Social Security Research in 2008 and 2009,
which was funded by a research grant from the Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare. The
survey focuses on those who are around retirement age and includes detailed information
on various objective and subjective health conditions, retirement behavior, job status,
working hours, and financial status.

As a result, we obtain several evidences for “justification hypothesis” and the measure-



