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Introduction

During the past decades Japanese demographers have kept saying that the delay 
in marriage and the increase in proportion never-married are major causes of fertility 
decline, but the policy makers have been concentrated their efforts on support for 
childrearing.　This may not have been misdirected, considering the results of the 
comparative study by Kojima and Rallu（1997/1998）, which revealed the larger 
contribution of marital fertility decline in Japan due to the lack of catch-up births and 
births by cohabiting couples in comparison with France.　More recently, support 
measures for work-life balance has been occupying a larger share in the Government’s 
policy responses to very low fertility.　Even though these support measures may have 
some effects on facilitating marriages, they are not directly encouraging marriages. 
Moreover, some scholars criticize the support measures for work-life balance for its 
tendency to favor only those couples in which both spouses work on a regular basis 
and consequently to increase socioeconomic inequality（Mackie 2002, Henninger et 
al. 2008）.

However, we have to also examine the feasibility of pro-marriage policy measures 
because socioeconomic inequality is considered to be a major cause for marriage delay 
and increased celibacy, while only some local governments in Japan have implemented 
pro-marriage measures.　Other societies in East Asia, including South Korea and 
Taiwan, have experienced fertility decline more recently, but they tend to have 
intermarriage（marriage migrant）policy.　On the other hand, Singapore has had 
low fertility during the past three decades and its Government implemented pro-
marriage measures as a part of its pronatalistic family policy package.　Thus, it would 
be more productive to compare the possible effects of family policy measures, 
including pro-marriage policy measures, in Japan and Singapore as well as South 
Korea.　If the delay in marriage and childbearing is a kind of “silent” resistance of 
younger persons to their expected roles in the society（Riley 2006）, we should be able 
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to assess the feasibility and potential effects of family policy measures by asking their 
preferences for them.

While religion is a “forgotten” variable in Japanese social surveys except in 
international comparative surveys, it has been known to affect various socioeconomic 
and demographic attitudes and behaviors in many other societies.　In the case of 
Singapore, religion and ethnicity（called “race” in Singapore）may have independent 
effects, but they were not necessarily analyzed simultaneously possibly because of 
limited access to microdata and the sensitivity.　While South Koreans are considered 
to have more Confucian values than other East Asians, the society seems to be in the 
process of Christianization.　Thus, religion is expected to affect policy preferences in 
the two countries and possibly in Japan.

This study presents the results of a comparative analysis of the religion’s effects 
on attitudes toward different types of family policies in Japan, South Korea and 
Singapore, drawing on microdata from the 2009 Survey on Comparative Study of 
Family Policies in East Asia（South Korea, Singapore and Japan）, which was 
conducted by the Section for Measures against Declining Birthrate, Director-General 
for Policies on Cohesive Society, Cabinet Office（Japanese Government）.　This is 
also an extension of Kojima（2009a, 2010）, which analyzed the correlates of partner-
ship formation and cohabitation using the same data set.

Literature Review

There do not seem to be many studies which directly relate religion to attitudes 
toward family policies.　DellaPergola’s（2007）PAA paper includes logit analyses for 
determinants（including religiosity）of preferred family policy options which include 
similar measures with this study, but the relevant part is deleted in the published 
version（DellaPergola 2009）.　Kojima（1996）may be one of the earliest multivariate 
analyses for determinants of attitudes toward population policy in Japan, but the 
information on religion was not available in the survey microdata.

According to Kojima’s（2005）literature review on the effects of pronatalistic 
family policy measures in Singapore, some studies suggest that the pronatalist policies 
as a whole might have had limited effects, particularly among Malay population, but 
there were not any studies dealing separately with pro-marriage measures except Lee 
et al.（1991）which shows that match-making services tended to be favored by single 
men according to their survey among Ethnic Chinese college students.　A more 
recent study by Leong and Sriramesh（2006）finds that their respondents tend to be 
against “Romancing Singapore” campaign in February 2003.　There do not seem to be 
any multivariate analyses of the effects of religion on attitudes toward pronatalistic 
family policies in East Asia or in the West.
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Li et al.（2011）have recently found that Singaporean women are more material-
istic than American women and, thus, they are less likely to favor marriage and 
childbearing due to lower life satisfaction and higher income standard placed on 
potential mates.　On the other hand, Swinyard et al.（2001）found that in Singapore 
and the U.S. more materialistic respondents tend to have less life satisfaction, which is 
partly mediated by religion.　Thus, we might examine more direct relationship 
between religion and attitudes toward family formation, including those related to 
family policies.

Lesthaeghe（2010）has recently suggested that East Asia is experiencing the 
“Second Demographic Transition” and has revealed that the effects of value-related 
factors on the delay in childbearing in Japan, South Korea and Singapore are similar to 
Western societies, but only in the case of Japan factors related to religion-seculariza-
tion values tend to have effects in the opposite direction.　This is in line with Kojima’s
（2006）finding that Japan is different from South Korea and Taiwan for the positive 
effects of interaction between religion and young age on pronatalistic attitudes.
However, there are not many Japanese studies analyzing the effects of religion on 
demographic attitudes and behaviors partly because it is not a standard question item 
in Japanese surveys.

Data and Methods

The microdata used in this study derive from the 2009 Survey on Comparative 
Study of Family Policies in East Asia（South Korea, Singapore and Japan）, which was 
conducted by the Section for Measures against Declining Birthrate, Director-General 
for Policies on Cohesive Society, Cabinet Office（Japanese Government）.　The 
Section conducted a similar comparative survey in 2005（also in 2010）in Japan, 
South Korea, France, Sweden and the U.S., but the 2009 survey focused on East Asia 
in a broader sense and added a few questions relevant to the region and deleted a few 
irrelevant ones.　Singapore was included because it has been conducting an active 
pronatalistic family policy during the past three decades and it exhibits diversity in 
terms of ethnicity and religion.

The details about the survey procedure are found in CAO（2009）.　The survey in 
Japan used two-stage stratified sampling to randomly select municipalities and the area 
sampling based on age and sex quota in the sampled municipalities to obtain 1,000
（male and female）respondents aged 20─49.　The respondents of surveys in other 
countries seem to be selected in a similar manner.　The policy-related dependent 
variables to be analyzed in this study are as follows:

Government promotion of marriage among singles（abbreviated as “Pro-Marriage 
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Policy”）
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the idea that the government should 
implement policies encouraging unmarried people to get married?
1）Strongly agree; 2）Somewhat agree; 3）Somewhat disagree; 4）Strongly disa-
gree; and 5）Don’t know

Importance of policies encouraging unmarried people to marry
What would be the most important element in a policy that will encourage unmarried 
people to marry?　Please choose up to two answers.
1） Provide stable work opportunities through employment policy（“Employment 

Opportunities”）
2） Increase wages to make household income stable（“Pay Raise”）
3） Provide loans or grants for marriage and housing（“Housing Finance for Newly 

Weds”）
4） Provide match making services（“Provision of Meeting Opportunities”）
5） Implement tax policies that favor married couples（“Tax Advantages”）
6） Make the workplace family-friendly, so that couples can continue working（“Better 

Work Environment for 2─Earner Couples”）
7） Implement family policies to encourage young people to get married（“Marriage 

Promotion Information”）
8） Others─ Please specify
9） None（DO NOT READ）
10）Don’t know

Marriage support services（“Use of Marriage Services”）
To what extent will you be interested in using public or private marriage support 
services such as marriage counseling, matching services, and so forth?
1）Definitely interested in using them; 2）Would like to use them; 3）Not so in-
terested in using them; 4）Do not want to use them; 5）Not interested at all; and 6）
Don’t know

Government policies supporting children（“Support for Childrearing”）
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the idea that the government should 
implement policies to support children?
1）Strongly agree; 2）Somewhat agree; 3）Somewhat disagree; 4）Strongly disagree; 
and 5）Don’t know

Demand for Administrative Measures（“Non-Support for Pronatalist Policy” for the 
choice of 3）
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What should be the future direction of the government measures regarding the 
decline in birth rate?　Please choose one answer.
1）They should implement measures to increase birthrate.
2） They should implement measures to at least prevent further declining of the 

birthrate.
3） They do not need to implement any measures regarding the decline in birth rate 

because the choice of bearing a child or not is a personal choice.
4）Current governmental measures regarding the decline in birth rate are sufficient.
5）Others─ Please specify
6）Don’t know

Government policies to reduce the physical and financial burdens of pregnancy and 
childbirth（“Less Burden of Pregnancy and Birth”）
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposition that the government 
should implement policies to reduce the physical and financial burdens of pregnancy 
and childbirth?
1）Strongly agree; 2）Somewhat agree; 3）Somewhat disagree; 4）Strongly disagree; 
and 5）Don’t know

Measures to reduce the physical and financial burdens of pregnancy and childbirth
What would be the most important element in a policy to reduce the physical and 
financial burdens of pregnancy and childbirth?　Please choose up to two answers.
1） Providing grants for childbirth, in order to reduce the financial burdens on the 

individual（“Grants for Childbirth”）
2）Providing grants for infertility treatment（“Grants for Infertility Treatment”）
3） Providing free health care and check-ups during pregnancy（“Free Health Care and 

Check-ups during Pregnancy”）
4） Extending the leave period before and after childbirth（“Extension of Leave Period 

around Childbirth”）
5）Expanding mother and child nursing services（“Extension of MCH services”）
6） Increasing home-helper or domestic services to assist in housework, etc.（“In-

crease in Home Helper Services”）
7）Others─ Please specify
8）Don’t know

The methods used in this study are the bivariate analysis and the binomial logit 
analysis.　For the bivariate analysis, the independent variable is religion: Buddhist 
and No Religion for Japan; Buddhist, Catholic, Protestant and No Religion for South 
Korea; and Buddhist, Catholic, Protestant, Muslim, Taoist, Hindu and No Religion for 
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Singapore.　The mean of dependent variables for each religion will be presented. 
For the binomial logit analysis with stepwise selection for Japan, Catholic, Protestant 
and Shintoist are also included as candidates.　The interaction terms for 5─year age 
groups and each religion are also included as candidates.

The binomial logit analysis with comparable predetermined models includes, as 
independent variables, Buddhist（and its interaction with marital status）for Japan, 
Buddhist, Catholic, and Protestant for South Korea and Buddhist, Catholic, Protestant, 
Muslim, Taoist, and Hindu for Singapore.　The models also include, as control 
variables, age（25─29, 30─34, 35─39, 40─44, and 45─49 with 20─24 as the reference 
category）, partnership status（Married, Ever-Cohabited, Partner Loss and Never-
Partnered with Others）, education（Higher and Lower with Medium）, employment 
status（Agriculture/Self-Employed, Professional, Public Sector Employee, Private 
Sector Employee and Unemployed with Others）, employment type（Non-Regular with 
Others）and urban/rural residence（Metropolitan and Rural with Medium Size City）
for Japan and South Korea and race（Malay and Indian with Others）and nationality
（Expatriate with Others）for Singapore.

Results

1.　Bivariate Analyses
1）Pro-Marriage Policy and Measures
Tables 1a and 1b show the mean proportion of support for each policy or meas-

ure.　The first column of Table 1a reveals that the level of support for “Pro-Marriage 
Policy” is a little less than 50％ in Japan and South Korea, but 81.2％ in Singapore.　In 
all the three societies, the level of support is higher among men than among women, 
but the gender difference is relatively large in South Korea.

In Japan Buddhists are slightly more likely to support “Pro-Marriage Policy” than 
those without religion.　In South Korea Protestants are most likely to support “Pro-
Marriage Policy,” followed by Buddhists, while Catholics are least likely to support the 
policy.　But such an effect of Catholicism is not observed in Singapore where Hindus, 
Taoists and Muslims are more likely to support “Pro-Marriage Policy,” followed by 
Buddhists and Catholics.　In Singapore, however, Protestants are much less likely to 
support the policy following closely those without religion.

The second through eighth columns of Table 1a show that the support levels for 
each measure of “Pro-Marriage Policy” are not too different among the three societies.
Both “1）Employment Opportunities” and “2）Pay Raise” are generally most often 
chosen in all the three societies except that “3）Housing Finance for Newly Weds” is 
much more favored in South Korea and that “7）Marriage Promotion Information” is 
relatively more favored in Singapore.　The first exception for South Korea may be due 
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Table 1a　Proportion of Support for Family Policy Measures by Religion in the Three Countries

Country
Sex
Religion

Pro-
Marriage 

Policy

1.
Employ-

ment
Opportunities

2. Pay
Raise

3.
Housing
Finance

for Newly
Weds

4.
Provision

of
Meeting

Opportunities

5. Tax
Advan-
tages

6. Better
Work Env.

for 2-
Earner

Couples

7.
Marriage 

Promotion
Information

Use of
Marriage
Support
Services

Japan
Total 46.2％ 34.2％ 36.5％ 24.3％ 12.9％ 23.9％ 31.0％ 4.6％ 13.1％
（N） 999 999 999 999 999 999 999 999 999
Buddhist 48.0％ 34.4％ 35.8％ 23.3％ 15.1％ 23.5％ 33.2％ 4.2％ 13.9％
No Religion 45.9％ 33.7％ 37.5％ 25.3％ 11.3％ 25.1％ 29.8％ 4.1％ 12.3％
Male 47.0％ 28.9％ 39.6％ 26.8％ 13.2％ 28.7％ 24.4％ 6.5％ 14.6％
（N） 508 508 508 508 508 508 508 508 508
Buddhist 48.4％ 27.9％ 39.7％ 25.1％ 16.4％ 28.8％ 24.7％ 5.9％ 14.6％
No Religion 47.5％ 28.7％ 39.1％ 28.7％ 11.5％ 28.4％ 24.5％ 6.5％ 13.8％
Female 45.4％ 39.7％ 33.4％ 21.8％ 12.6％ 18.9％ 37.9％ 2.6％ 11.6％
（N） 491 491 491 491 491 491 491 491 491
Buddhist 47.6％ 41.3％ 31.6％ 21.4％ 13.6％ 18.0％ 42.2％ 2.4％ 13.1％
No Religion 44.3％ 38.7％ 36.0％ 21.7％ 11.1％ 21.7％ 35.2％ 1.6％ 10.7％
South Korea
Total 48.0％ 45.7％ 26.8％ 55.7％ 11.6％ 21.2％ 19.9％ 8.4％ 27.4％
（N） 996 996 996 996 996 996 996 996 996

Buddhist 50.3％ 42.6％ 30.8％ 57.9％ 11.8％ 18.5％ 20.5％ 8.2％ 26.7％
Catholic 35.9％ 46.2％ 19.2％ 56.4％ 9.0％ 26.9％ 21.8％ 9.0％ 25.6％
Protestant 54.8％ 47.4％ 26.3％ 58.3％ 11.8％ 20.2％ 18.9％ 9.2％ 31.1％
No Religion 45.6％ 46.2％ 26.8％ 53.5％ 12.0％ 21.9％ 19.9％ 7.9％ 26.4％
Male 51.6％ 48.4％ 26.9％ 57.1％ 11.2％ 18.8％ 18.6％ 8.2％ 28.8％
（N） 510 510 510 510 510 510 510 510 510
Buddhist 56.6％ 44.6％ 33.7％ 55.4％ 12.1％ 19.3％ 19.3％ 4.8％ 31.3％
Catholic 41.2％ 38.2％ 11.8％ 61.8％ 14.7％ 29.4％ 17.6％ 14.7％ 23.5％
Protestant 57.8％ 55.9％ 26.5％ 57.8％ 8.8％ 15.7％ 19.6％ 10.8％ 36.3％
No Religion 49.0％ 48.3％ 26.9％ 56.9％ 11.4％ 18.6％ 18.3％ 7.6％ 26.2％
Female 44.2％ 42.8％ 26.7％ 54.3％ 12.1％ 23.7％ 21.2％ 8.6％ 25.9％
（N） 486 486 486 486 486 486 486 486 486
Buddhist 45.5％ 41.1％ 28.6％ 59.8％ 11.6％ 17.9％ 21.4％ 10.7％ 23.2％
Catholic 31.8％ 52.3％ 25.0％ 52.3％ 4.5％ 25.0％ 25.0％ 4.5％ 27.3％
Protestant 52.4％ 40.5％ 26.2％ 58.7％ 14.3％ 23.8％ 18.3％ 7.9％ 27.0％
No Religion 40.9％ 43.3％ 26.6％ 48.8％ 12.8％ 26.6％ 22.2％ 8.4％ 26.6％
Singapore
Total 81.2％ 41.3％ 43.8％ 27.4％ 11.1％ 15.8％ 24.5％ 21.2％ 22.4％
（N） 998 998 998 998 998 998 998 998 998
Buddhist 83.8％ 39.8％ 42.4％ 30.8％ 13.3％ 14.6％ 23.3％ 21.5％ 19.6％
Catholic 82.8％ 45.3％ 37.5％ 32.8％ 9.4％ 12.5％ 25.0％ 25.0％ 28.1％
Protestant 73.7％ 33.7％ 42.1％ 22.1％ 14.7％ 21.1％ 25.3％ 23.2％ 25.3％
Muslim 85.5％ 48.5％ 56.4％ 24.2％ 9.1％ 12.1％ 19.4％ 16.4％ 23.6％
Taoist 86.7％ 57.8％ 35.6％ 17.8％ 8.9％ 17.8％ 26.7％ 20.0％ 15.6％
Hindu 89.7％ 50.0％ 37.9％ 29.3％ 5.2％ 20.7％ 19.0％ 25.9％ 25.9％
No Religion 71.2％ 33.5％ 41.9％ 25.7％ 9.9％ 17.8％ 32.5％ 22.0％ 24.6％
Male 82.6％ 45.5％ 44.3％ 27.1％ 10.5％ 17.4％ 20.4％ 20.8％ 22.5％
（N） 506 506 506 506 506 506 506 506 506
Buddhist 83.1％ 45.0％ 38.6％ 31.7％ 14.3％ 16.4％ 19.6％ 22.2％ 22.2％
Catholic 84.4％ 50.0％ 43.8％ 34.4％ 6.3％ 18.8％ 18.8％ 18.8％ 28.1％
Protestant 79.6％ 32.7％ 38.8％ 20.4％ 16.3％ 24.5％ 18.4％ 20.4％ 26.5％
Muslim 83.1％ 55.1％ 64.0％ 22.5％ 5.6％ 10.1％ 18.0％ 12.4％ 24.7％
Taoist 95.8％ 66.7％ 33.3％ 12.5％ 12.5％ 25.0％ 20.8％ 16.7％ 8.3％
Hindu 90.0％ 50.0％ 36.7％ 33.3％ 0.0％ 20.0％ 13.3％ 26.7％ 33.3％
No Religion 76.1％ 35.9％ 44.6％ 25.0％ 8.7％ 18.5％ 28.3％ 26.1％ 17.4％
Female 79.7％ 37.0％ 43.3％ 27.6％ 11.8％ 14.2％ 28.9％ 21.7％ 22.4％
（N） 492 492 492 492 492 492 492 492 492
Buddhist 84.6％ 34.6％ 46.3％ 29.8％ 12.2％ 12.8％ 27.1％ 20.7％ 17.0％
Catholic 81.2％ 40.6％ 31.2％ 31.2％ 12.5％ 6.3％ 31.2％ 31.2％ 28.1％
Protestant 67.4％ 34.8％ 45.7％ 23.9％ 13.0％ 17.4％ 32.6％ 26.1％ 23.9％
Muslim 88.2％ 40.8％ 47.4％ 26.3％ 13.2％ 14.5％ 21.1％ 21.1％ 22.4％
Taoist 76.2％ 47.6％ 38.1％ 23.8％ 4.8％ 9.5％ 33.3％ 23.8％ 23.8％
Hindu 89.3％ 50.0％ 39.3％ 25.0％ 10.7％ 21.4％ 25.0％ 25.0％ 17.9％
No Religion 66.7％ 31.3％ 39.4％ 26.3％ 11.1％ 17.2％ 36.4％ 18.2％ 31.3％

Source: The author’s own analysis of CAO 2009 survey microdata.
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Table 1b　Proportion of Support for Family Policy Measures by Religion in the Three Countries

Country
Sex
Religion

Support
for

Childrearing

Non-
Support for
Pronatalist

Policy

Less
Burden of

Preganancy 
and Birth

1. Grants
for

Childbirth

2. Grants
for

Infertility 
Treatment

3. Free Health
Care and Check-

ups during
Pregnancy

4. Extension of
Leave Period

around
Childbirth

5. Extension
of MCH
Services

6. Increase
in Home
Helper

Services

Japan
Total 69.0％ 11.3％ 71.5％ 71.3％ 22.9％ 46.5％ 17.2％ 21.0％ 5.0％
（N） 999 999 999 999 999 999 999 999 999
Buddhist 68.9％ 9.6％ 70.8％ 70.8％ 22.8％ 46.1％ 19.3％ 20.5％ 4.7％
No Religion 68.5％ 12.3％ 71.4％ 72.2％ 23.3％ 47.1％ 15.0％ 21.8％ 5.3％
Male 67.7％ 13.6％ 72.6％ 74.2％ 18.9％ 44.3％ 17.7％ 21.9％ 4.7％
（N） 508 508 508 508 508 508 508 508 508
Buddhist 69.4％ 12.3％ 71.2％ 74.0％ 19.6％ 43.4％ 19.2％ 19.6％ 5.9％
No Religion 65.9％ 14.9％ 73.2％ 76.2％ 18.4％ 44.8％ 16.1％ 23.0％ 3.8％
Female 70.3％ 9.0％ 70.3％ 68.2％ 27.1％ 48.9％ 16.7％ 20.2％ 5.3％
（N） 491 491 491 491 491 491 491 491 491
Buddhist 68.4％ 6.8％ 70.4％ 67.5％ 26.2％ 49.0％ 19.4％ 21.4％ 3.4％
No Religion 71.1％ 9.5％ 69.6％ 68.0％ 28.5％ 49.4％ 13.8％ 20.6％ 6.7％
South Korea
Total 51.1％ 5.8％ 41.4％ 62.3％ 10.0％ 34.8％ 40.1％ 21.6％ 23.6％
（N） 996 996 996 996 996 996 996 996 996
Buddhist 53.8％ 7.2％ 39.5％ 64.6％ 9.7％ 32.8％ 40.0％ 21.5％ 22.6％
Catholic 50.0％ 5.1％ 37.2％ 57.7％ 6.4％ 39.7％ 43.6％ 30.8％ 19.2％
Protestant 53.9％ 5.7％ 41.7％ 62.3％ 12.7％ 32.5％ 42.5％ 19.7％ 21.5％
No Religion 48.9％ 5.3％ 42.8％ 62.3％ 9.5％ 36.1％ 38.3％ 21.1％ 25.6％
Male 51.6％ 6.7％ 42.2％ 63.1％ 8.6％ 37.5％ 39.4％ 22.0％ 22.0％
（N） 510 510 510 510 510 510 510 510 510
Buddhist 51.8％ 7.2％ 36.1％ 67.5％ 7.2％ 36.1％ 48.2％ 20.5％ 13.3％
Catholic 50.0％ 2.9％ 38.2％ 50.0％ 5.9％ 38.2％ 44.1％ 26.5％ 32.4％
Protestant 57.8％ 5.9％ 43.1％ 60.8％ 13.7％ 40.2％ 35.3％ 18.6％ 22.5％
No Religion 49.7％ 6.9％ 44.1％ 64.5％ 7.6％ 36.9％ 37.6％ 23.1％ 23.1％
Female 50.6％ 4.9％ 40.5％ 61.5％ 11.5％ 32.1％ 40.7％ 21.2％ 25.3％
（N） 486 486 486 486 486 486 486 486 486
Buddhist 55.4％ 7.1％ 42.0％ 62.5％ 11.6％ 30.4％ 33.9％ 22.3％ 29.5％
Catholic 50.0％ 6.8％ 36.4％ 63.6％ 6.8％ 40.9％ 43.2％ 34.1％ 9.1％
Protestant 50.8％ 5.6％ 40.5％ 63.5％ 11.9％ 26.2％ 48.4％ 20.6％ 20.6％
No Religion 47.8％ 3.0％ 40.9％ 59.1％ 12.3％ 35.0％ 39.4％ 18.2％ 29.1％
Singapore
Total 55.0％ 6.0％ 40.8％ 68.0％ 20.7％ 57.4％ 23.4％ 11.5％ 7.1％
（N） 998 998 998 998 998 998 998 998 998
Buddhist 54.1％ 7.4％ 42.2％ 67.6％ 19.6％ 61.8％ 18.0％ 9.5％ 8.8％
Catholic 57.8％ 4.7％ 48.4％ 67.2％ 26.6％ 51.6％ 32.8％ 10.9％ 6.3％
Protestant 51.6％ 5.3％ 33.7％ 69.5％ 22.1％ 46.3％ 26.3％ 20.0％ 4.2％
Muslim 61.2％ 4.2％ 45.5％ 72.1％ 15.8％ 63.0％ 24.2％ 6.7％ 5.5％
Taoist 55.6％ 6.7％ 40.0％ 73.3％ 26.7％ 48.9％ 17.8％ 11.1％ 13.3％
Hindu 58.6％ 8.6％ 41.4％ 58.6％ 31.0％ 53.4％ 22.4％ 15.5％ 8.6％
No Religion 50.3％ 4.7％ 34.6％ 67.0％ 20.4％ 53.9％ 30.4％ 14.1％ 5.2％
Male 55.7％ 5.3％ 42.7％ 69.4％ 21.1％ 57.1％ 23.5％ 10.9％ 5.9％
（N） 506 506 506 506 506 506 506 506 506
Buddhist 56.1％ 5.8％ 46.6％ 64.6％ 21.7％ 61.4％ 18.0％ 9.0％ 10.6％
Catholic 65.6％ 6.3％ 50.0％ 68.8％ 31.2％ 50.0％ 28.1％ 15.6％ 3.1％
Protestant 53.1％ 6.1％ 36.7％ 77.6％ 24.5％ 46.9％ 18.4％ 16.3％ 2.0％
Muslim 60.7％ 3.4％ 43.8％ 73.0％ 14.6％ 62.9％ 27.0％ 7.9％ 3.4％
Taoist 54.2％ 4.2％ 45.8％ 83.3％ 33.3％ 54.2％ 20.8％ 4.2％ 0.0％
Hindu 60.0％ 13.3％ 40.0％ 66.7％ 20.0％ 50.0％ 26.7％ 13.3％ 6.7％
No Religion 46.7％ 3.3％ 33.7％ 69.6％ 18.5％ 53.3％ 32.6％ 13.0％ 3.3％
Female 54.3％ 6.7％ 38.8％ 66.7％ 20.3％ 57.7％ 23.4％ 12.2％ 8.3％
（N） 492 492 492 492 492 492 492 492 492
Buddhist 52.1％ 9.0％ 37.8％ 70.7％ 17.6％ 62.2％ 18.1％ 10.1％ 6.9％
Catholic 50.0％ 3.1％ 46.9％ 65.6％ 21.9％ 53.1％ 37.5％ 6.3％ 9.4％
Protestant 50.0％ 4.3％ 30.4％ 60.9％ 19.6％ 45.7％ 34.8％ 23.9％ 6.5％
Muslim 61.8％ 5.3％ 47.4％ 71.1％ 17.1％ 63.2％ 21.1％ 5.3％ 7.9％
Taoist 57.1％ 9.5％ 33.3％ 61.9％ 19.1％ 42.9％ 14.3％ 19.1％ 28.6％
Hindu 57.1％ 3.6％ 42.9％ 50.0％ 42.9％ 57.1％ 17.9％ 17.9％ 10.7％
No Religion 53.5％ 6.1％ 35.4％ 64.6％ 22.2％ 54.5％ 28.3％ 15.2％ 7.1％

Source: The author’s own analysis of CAO 2009 survey microdata.
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to the custom of “Jeonse” which is lump-sum deposit（about a half of property value）
for rental housing in place of monthly rent.　The second exception may be due to 
translation because it is marriage promotion information activities in the Japanese 
questionnaire as the abbreviation indicates.

In Japan “4）Provision of Meeting Opportunities” and “6）Better Work Environ-
ment for 2─Earner Couples” are distinctively more favored by Buddhists than those 
without religion, while financial measures tend to be more favored by those without 
religion.　In South Korea Protestants do not exhibit any distinctively stronger 
preference for specific measures even though they are most likely to support “Pro-
Marriage Policy” as a whole.　Buddhists are most likely to favor only “2）Pay Raise” 
as a specific measure and least likely to favor “1）Employment Opportunities.” 
Catholics are least likely to favor “2）Pay Raise” and “4）Provision of Meeting 
Opportunities” but most likely to favor “5）Tax Advantages” and “6）Better Work 
Environment for 2─Earner Couples.”

In Singapore those with each religion have their favorite measures.　Hindus are 
most likely to favor “7）Marriage Promotion Information,” while Taoists are most 
likely to favor “1）Employment Opportunities” and Muslims “2）Pay Raise.” 
Buddhists are not likely to favor any measures, while Catholics are most likely to favor 
“3）Housing Finance for Newly Weds” and Protestants “4）Provision of Meeting 
Opportunities” and “5）Tax Advantages.”　On the other hand, Singaporeans without 
religion are most likely to favor “6）Better Work Environment for 2─Earner Couples.”

The last column of Table 1a reveals that the level of “Use of Marriage Support 
Services” is 13.1％ in Japan but about the double in South Korea（27.4％）, and in-
between in Singapore（22.4％）.　In Japan and South Korea, the level of use is higher 
among men than among women, but almost no gender difference is found in 
Singapore for the total.　The English translation of this item may not be too appropri-
ate because it includes marriage counseling（for married couples）possibly due to the 
literal translation of “Kekkon Sodanjo” and because it is mainly the actual use of match-
making services in the Japanese questionnaire.　In Japan Buddhists are more likely to 
use marriage support services.　In Korea Protestants are most likely to use the 
services, while Catholics are least likely, but the religious differences are smaller 
among women.　In Singapore Catholics are most likely to use marriage support 
services while Taoists are least likely, followed by Buddhists.

2）Pro-Birth/Child Policy and Measures
The first column of Table 1b shows that the level of agreement to “Support for 

Childrearing” is higher for Japan at 69.0％, while it is a little over 50％ in South Korea 
and Singapore.　In Japan the level of agreement is higher among women than among 
men, but the opposite tendency is found in the other two societies.　In Japan the 
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religious difference does not seem to be large in the total, but Buddhist men are more 
likely to favor childrearing support than men without religion, while Buddhist women 
are less likely.　In South Korea Protestants and Buddhists are most likely to favor the 
support and those without religion are least likely in the total while Catholics are in-
between.　Protestant men and Buddhist women are most likely, while women without 
religion are distinctively least likely.　But Catholic men exhibit a similar level with 
men without religion and Catholic women with Protestant women.　In Singapore 
Muslims are most likely to favor childrearing support, followed by Hindus, while those 
without religion are least likely, closely followed by Protestants.　Among men 
Catholics are much more likely to favor it than Muslims and Hindus.　Among women, 
however, Catholics, together with Protestants, are least likely to favor the support, 
while Muslims are most likely, followed by Taoists and Hindus.

The second column of Table 1b reveals that the level of “Non-Support for Pro-
natalist Policy” is a little more than 10％ in Japan but around 6％ in South Korea and 
Singapore.　In Japan and South Korea the level of non-support is higher among men 
than among women, but it is lower among men in Singapore.　In Japan Buddhist men 
and women are less likely to choose non-support than those without religion.　In 
South Korea Buddhists are most likely to choose non-support while Catholics are least 
likely.　Among men it is the same, but among women Catholics closely follow 
Buddhists in the choice of non-support while women without religion are least likely to 
choose it.　In Singapore Hindus are most likely to choose non-support, followed by 
Buddhists and Taoists, while Muslims are least likely, followed by Catholics and those 
without religion.　Among men Hindus are by far most likely to choose non-support 
followed, by Catholics, but among women Catholics are least likely, followed by 
Hindus.　Among men those without religion are least likely to choose non-support, 
closely followed by Muslims, while among women Taoists are most likely, followed by 
Buddhists.

The third column of Table 1b shows that the support level for the policy for “Less 
Burden of Pregnancy and Birth” is 71.5％ in Japan but a little over 40％ in South Korea 
and Singapore.　In all the three societies, the level of support is higher among men 
than among women, but the gender difference is relatively large in Singapore.　In 
Japan Buddhists are less likely to support it than those without religion among men, 
but Buddhists are slightly more likely among women.　In South Korea those without 
religion are most likely to support the policy, followed by Protestants, while Catholics 
are least likely.　Among Korean women Buddhists are most likely to support the 
policy, but among Korean men they are least likely.　In Singapore Catholics are most 
likely to support it, followed by Muslims, while Protestants are least likely, followed by 
those without religion.　Among Singaporean men and women similar patterns are 
observed.
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The fourth through ninth columns of Table 1b show that the support level for 
each measure option for “Less Burden of Pregnancy and Birth” is somewhat different 
among the three societies, except that “1）Grants for Childbirth” is most often chosen 
at a similar level.　The second most favored measure is “3）Free Health Care and 
Check-ups during Pregnancy” in Japan and Singapore, but “4）Extension of Leave 
Period around Childbirth” is slightly more favored in South Korea, possibly because 
the maternity leave period is perceived as shorter.　On the other hand, the least 
favored measure is “6）Increase in Home Helper Services” in Japan and Singapore, 
but it is “2）Grants for Infertility Treatment” in South Korea.

In Japan where Buddhists are less likely to support the policy for “Less Burden of 
Pregnancy and Birth” than those without religion, only “4）Extension of Leave Period 
around Childbirth” is more likely to be chosen by Buddhists.　In South Korea where 
those without religion are most likely to support the policy as a whole,” only “6）
Increase in Home Helper Services” is most often chosen by them.　While Catholics 
are least likely to support the policy as a whole, “3）Free Health Care and Check-ups 
during Pregnancy,” “4）Extension of Leave Period around Childbirth” and “5）
Extension of MCH services” are most often chosen by them.　On the other hand, “1）
Grants for Childbirth” and “2）Grants for Infertility Treatment” are least often chosen 
by Catholics, while the former is most often chosen by Buddhists and the latter by 
Protestants.　In Singapore where Catholics are most likely to support the policy as a 
whole, only “4）Extension of Leave Period around Childbirth” is most often chosen by 
them.　“1）Grants for Childbirth” and “6）Increase in Home Helper Services” are 
most often chosen by Taoists, while “2）Grants for Infertility Treatment” is most often 
chosen by Hindus, “3）Free Health Care and Check-ups during Pregnancy” by 
Muslims, and “5）Extension of MCH services” by Protestants.

All the above results of bivariate analyses are confounded by the effects of 
demographic and socioeconomic variables.　In all the three societies, there are 
gender differences which may at least partly reflect socioeconomic differences.　In 
the case of Singapore, effects of religion may be reflecting at least partly the effects of 
ethnicity.　Therefore, multivariate analyses by gender are preferable.

2.　Logit Analyses with Stepwise Selection
Before examining the results of logit analyses with comparable predetermined 

models, we might look at the results of logit analyses with stepwise selection by sex.
Only the effects of independent variables（religion and its interaction with age）will 
be mentioned below even though they become statistically significant only in 
combination with other selected variables.

1）Pro-Marriage Policy and Measures
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The first column of Table 2a shows the results for “Pro-Marriage Policy” among 
men and women in the three societies.　In Japan Buddhist men aged 30─34 are less 
likely and men without religion aged 25─29 are more likely to support the policy.　In 
South Korea Protestant women aged 45─49 are more likely to support the policy.　In 
Singapore Protestant women and women without religion are less likely to support the 
policy.

Among seven measure options for “Pro-Marriage Policy” presented in the second 
through eighth columns of Table 2a, “1）Employment Opportunities” is more likely to 
be favored by Buddhist men aged 20─24, while “6）Better Work Environment for 2─
Earner Couples” is less likely to be favored by women without religion aged 25─29 in 
Japan.　In South Korea men with religion aged 20─24 are more likely and Protestant 
women aged 30─34 are less likely to choose “1）Employment Opportunities,” while 
Catholic men are less likely to choose “2）Pay Raise.”　Buddhist men aged 40─44 are 
less likely and women with religion are more likely to opt for “3）Housing Finances 
for Newly Weds,” while Protestant women aged 40─44 and women without religion 
aged 45─49 are more likely to opt for “4）Provision of Meeting Opportunities.” 
Catholic men aged 40─44 and men without religion aged 20─24 are more likely to 
choose “5）Tax Advantages,” while Catholic women aged 30─34 are more likely to 
choose “6）Better Work Environment for 2─Earner Couples” in South Korea.

In Singapore Taoist men are more likely to opt for “1）Employment Opportuni-
ties,” while Muslim men and Catholic men aged 35─39 are more likely to opt for “2）
Pay Raise.”　Buddhist men, Muslim men aged 25─29 and Catholic women aged 35─
39 are more likely to choose “4）Provision of Meeting Opportunities,” while Muslim 
women aged 35─39 are more likely to choose “5）Tax Advantages.”　Men without 
religion, Protestant women aged 35─39/40─44 and women without religion aged 30─
34 are more likely to choose “6）Better Work Environment for 2─Earner Couples,” 
while Protestant women aged 20─34/45─49 are less likely.　Catholic men aged 45─
49 and men without religion are less likely to opt for “7）Marriage Promotion 
Information,” while men with religion aged 20─24 are less likely in Singapore.

As for the “Use of Marriage Support Services” in the last column of Table 2a, no 
religion-related variables have significant effects in Japan and South Korea.　Only 
Singaporean men with religion aged 30─34 are more likely to experience it.

2）Pro-Birth/Child Policy and Measures
As for the “Support for Childrearing” in the first column of Table 2b, Protestant 

men aged 20─24 in South Korea are less likely to favor it, while Buddhist men aged 30
─34 in Singapore are more likely.　The second column of Table 2b reveals that “Non-
Support for Pronatalist Policy” is favored by Buddhist women aged 25─29 in South 
Korea as well as Hindu men aged 20─24, Buddhist women aged 45─49 and Muslim 
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women aged 20─24 in Singapore.
As for the policy for “Less Burden of Pregnancy and Birth” in the third column of 

Table 2b, Japanese men without religion and Singaporean women with religion aged 
45─49 are less likely to support it, while Korean Protestant men are more likely. 
Among six measure options for “Less Burden of Pregnancy and Birth” presented in the 
fourth through ninth columns of Table 2b, no religion-related variables have significant 
effects on “1）Grants for Childbirth” in the three societies.

In Japan “3）Free Health Care and Check-ups during Pregnancy” is more likely to 
be chosen by men without religion aged 20─24, but it is less likely to be chosen by 
men without religion aged 40─44, while “4）Extension of Leave Period around 
Childbirth” is more likely to be chosen by Shintoist men.

In South Korea Protestant men aged 45─49 are more likely to opt for “2）Grants 
for Infertility Treatment” and Catholic men aged 30─34 are more likely to opt for “4）
Extension of Leave Period around Childbirth,” while women without religion aged 30─
34 are more likely to opt for “3）Free Health Care and Check-ups during Pregnancy.” 
“5）Extension of MCH services” is more likely to be chosen by men without religion 
aged 40─44 and Catholic women aged 40─44, while it is less likely to be chosen by 
men without religion aged 35─39.　“6）Increase in Home Helper Services” is more 
likely to be favored by Catholic men aged 40─44, men without religion aged 25─29 
and Buddhist women without religion aged 25─29/35─39.

In Singapore Hindu women, Protestant women aged 30─34 and women without 
religion aged 45─49 are more likely to opt for “2）Grants for Infertility Treatment.” 
“3）Free Health Care and Check-ups during Pregnancy” is less likely to be chosen by 
Singaporean women without religion aged 35─39.　“4）Extension of Leave Period 
around Childbirth” is less likely to be chosen by Buddhist men aged 40─44 in 
Singapore.　Protestant women aged 30─34/40─44 and Hindu women age 40─44 are 
more likely to favor “5）Extension of MCH services,” while women without religion 
aged 30─34/35─39 are less likely.　“6）Increase in Home Helper Services” is more 
likely to be favored by Buddhist men aged 25─29/35─39, Catholic men aged 25─29 
and Hindu men aged 20─24, while it is more likely to be chosen by Muslim women 
aged 25─29 and Taoist women aged 40─44/45─49.

3）Results for the Unmarried
Tables 3a and 3b present the results for unmarried men and women aged 20─

49.　“Pro-Marriage Policy” in the first column of Table 3a is less likely to be supported 
by unmarried Protestant men aged 20─24 and unmarried religious men aged 40─44 in 
Singapore.　The results for unmarried persons’ choice of measures for “Pro-Marriage 
Policy” are presented in the second through eighth columns of Table 3a.　No religion-
related variables have significant effects on “6）Better Work Environment for 2─
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Earner Couples” in the three societies.　Among the unmarried in Japan “1）
Employment Opportunities” is more likely to be favored by Buddhist men aged 20─
24.　Buddhist men aged 45─49 are more likely to opt for “2）Pay Raise.”　“4）
Provision of Meeting Opportunities” is more likely to be chosen by women without 
religion aged 40─44 in Japan.

Among the unmarried in South Korea “1）Employment Opportunities” is more 
likely to be favored by men with religion aged 20─24, while it is less likely to be 
favored by Protestant men aged 25─29.　“3）Housing Finances for Newly Weds” is 
more likely to be chosen by women with religion.　“4）Provision of Meeting 
Opportunities” is more likely to be favored by Catholic men aged 25─29, men with 
religion aged 35─39 and Protestant women aged 30─34.　“5）Tax Advantages” is 
more likely to be chosen by Catholic men aged 30─34 and men without religion aged 
20─24.　Catholic men are more likely to opt for “7）Marriage Promotion Information” 
in South Korea.

Among the unmarried in Singapore “1）Employment Opportunities” is less likely 
to be chosen by men without religion, while “3）Housing Finances for Newly Weds” is 
more likely to be chosen by Buddhist women aged 40─44.　“5）Tax Advantages” is 
more likely to be favored by women without religion aged 25─29.　“7）Marriage 
Promotion Information” is more likely to be chosen by men without religion aged 20─
24 and Catholic women aged 25─29.　As for the “Use of Marriage Support Services” 
among the unmarried in the last column of Table 3a, no religion-related variables have 
significant effects in Japan, while Buddhist men aged 20─24 are more likely to opt for 
it in South Korea and men with religion aged 30─34 are more likely to favor it in 
Singapore.

As for the “Support for Childrearing” among the unmarried in the first column of 
Table 3b, no religion-related variables have significant effects in Japan, while 
Protestant men aged 20─24 are more likely to choose it in South Korea but men 
without religion aged 25─29 are less likely to choose it in Singapore.　The second 
column of Table 3b reveals that “Non-Support for Pronatalist Policy” is favored by 
Buddhist women and Catholic women aged 30─34 in South Korea as well as Buddhist 
men aged 20─24/40─44, Hindu men aged 20─24, Muslim women aged 20─24 and 
women without religion aged 25─29/40─44 in Singapore.

No religion-related variables have significant effects on “Less Burden of 
Pregnancy and Birth” as well as its two measure options, “1）Grants for Childbirth” 
and “3）Free Health Care and Check-ups during Pregnancy,” among the unmarried in 
the three societies as presented in the third, fourth and sixth columns of Table 3b. 
Among the unmarried in Japan “2）Grants for Infertility Treatment” is more likely to 
be favored by Buddhist men aged 20─24, women with religion aged 30─34 and 
women without religion aged 40─44, while “6）Increase in Home Helper Services” is 
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more likely to be favored by Buddhist women aged 25─29/30─34.　Among the 
unmarried in South Korea men with religion aged 30─34 are more likely to choose “4）
Extension of Leave Period around Childbirth,” while Catholic women are more likely 
to choose “5）Extension of MCH services” and women without religion aged 25─29 
are more likely to choose “6）Increase in Home Helper Services.”　Among the 
unmarried in Singapore Buddhist men aged 20─24/35─39 are more likely to opt for 
“2）Grants for Infertility Treatment” and Buddhist men aged 30─34 and Hindu men 
aged 20─24 are more likely to favor “6）Increase in Home Helper Services,” while 
Buddhist women aged 25─29 are more likely to opt for “5）Extension of MCH 
services.”

3.　Logit Analyses with Predetermined Models
Tables 4 through 6 show the results of binomial logit analyses, with predeter-

mined models, for the support of family policies among each sex in Japan, South Korea 
and Singapore.　The results reveal the effects of religion after controlling for age, 
partnership status, education, employment status, employment type and urban-rural 
residence（ethnicity and nationality for Singapore）.　Only for Japan, interaction 
between marital status（married）and religion（Buddhist）has been included as an 
additional independent variable because only one major religion（Buddhist）has no 
significant effects on attitudes toward family policies or measure options among men 
or women.

1）Japan
The first through fifth columns of Table 4 present the results for Japanese men 

and the sixth through tenth columns for Japanese women.　Among men, married 
Buddhists are more likely to support “Pro-Marriage Policy,” while they are more likely 
to experience the “Use of Marriage Support Services.”　Married Buddhist men are 
less likely to favor the “Support for Childrearing,” while other Buddhists are more 
likely.　Married Buddhist men are less likely to support the policy for “Less Burden of 
Pregnancy and Birth.”　On the other hand, no religion-related variables have 
significant effects among Japanese women.　Even though the results for each 
measure are not presented in Table 4, among options for “Pro-Marriage Policy” 
measures only “3）Housing Finances for Newly Weds” is less likely to be chosen by 
married Buddhist men.　Among measure options for “Less Burden of Pregnancy and 
Birth” only “6）Increase in Home Helper Services” is less likely to be chosen by 
married Buddhist women.

2）South Korea
The first through fifth columns of Table 5 present the results for Korean men and 
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the sixth through tenth columns for Korean women.　Among men, Protestants are 
more likely to support “Pro-Marriage Policy” and more likely to experience the “Use of 
Marriage Support Services,” while they are more likely to favor the “Support for 
Childrearing.”　On the other hand, Buddhist men are less likely to support the policy 
for “Less Burden of Pregnancy and Birth.”　Among Korean women, Catholics are less 
likely and Protestants are more likely to support “Pro-Marriage Policy,” while 
Buddhists are more likely to choose “Non-Support for Pronatalist Policy.”

Even though the results are not presented in Table 5, among measure options for 
“Pro-Marriage Policy” and the policy for “Less Burden of Pregnancy and Birth,” “1）
Employment Opportunities” is more likely to be chosen by Protestant men, while “2）
Pay Raise” and “5）Tax Advantages” are more likely to be chosen by Catholic men. 
“7）Marriage Promotion Information” is more likely to be favored by Catholic men but 
it is less likely to be favored by Buddhist men.　However, “3）Housing Finances for 
Newly Weds” is more likely to be chosen by Buddhist and Protestant women.　“4）
Provision of Meeting Opportunities” is less likely to be favored by Catholic women, 
while “5）Tax Advantages” is less likely to be favored by Buddhist women.　On the 
other hand, “4）Extension of Leave Period around Childbirth” is more likely to be 
chosen by Protestant women, while “5）Extension of MCH services” is more likely to 
be chosen by Catholic women.　“6）Increase in Home Helper Services” is less likely 
to be favored by Catholic and Protestant women.

3）Singapore
The first through fifth columns of Table 6 present the results for Singaporean men 

and the sixth through tenth columns for Singaporean women.　Among men, 
Buddhists and Hindus are more likely to support “Pro-Marriage Policy,” while 
Protestants and Muslims are more likely to experience the “Use of Marriage Support 
Services.”　Buddhists, Catholics, Protestants and Hindus are more likely to favor the 
“Support for Childrearing,” but Buddhists are more likely to choose “Non-Support for 
Pronatalist Policy.”　Buddhists, Catholics, Taoists and Hindus are more likely to favor 
the policy for “Less Burden of Pregnancy and Birth.”　Among Singaporean women, 
however, Buddhists, Catholics and Hindus are more likely to support “Pro-Marriage 
Policy,” but Buddhists are less likely to experience the “Use of Marriage Support 
Services.”　Hindus are less likely to choose “Non-Support for Pronatalist Policy,” 
while Catholics are more likely to favor the policy for “Less Burden of Pregnancy and 
Birth.”

Even though the results are not presented in Table 6, among measure options for 
“Pro-Marriage Policy” “1）Employment Opportunities” is more likely to be chosen by 
Catholic and Taoist men, but “2）Pay Raise” is less likely to be chosen by Buddhist 
and Taoist men.　Buddhist men are more likely to opt for “3）Housing Finances for 
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Newly Weds” and “4）Provision of Meeting Opportunities,” while Catholic and 
Protestant men are less likely to opt for “6）Better Work Environment for 2─Earner 
Couples.”　“7）Marriage Promotion Information” is more likely to be chosen by 
Muslim and Hindu men.　On the other hand, “1）Employment Opportunities” is 
more likely to be favored by Taoist women, but “5）Tax Advantages” is less likely to 
be favored by Buddhist and Catholic women.　Buddhist women are more likely to opt 
for “6）Better Work Environment for 2─Earner Couples,” while Catholic and Hindu 
women are more likely to opt for “7）Marriage Promotion Information.”

Among measure options for the policy for “Less Burden of Pregnancy and Birth,” 
“1）Grants for Childbirth” is more likely to be favored by Taoist men, while “2）
Grants for Infertility Treatment” is more likely to be favored by Catholic and Taoist 
men.　Buddhist, Protestant and Taoist men are less likely to opt for “4）Extension of 
Leave Period around Childbirth.”　While Taoist men are less likely to favor “5）
Extension of MCH services,” Catholic and Hindu men are less likely to favor “6）
Increase in Home Helper Services.”　On the other hand, “2）Grants for Infertility 
Treatment” is more likely to be chosen by Hindu women, while “3）Free Health Care 
and Check-ups during Pregnancy” is more likely to be chosen by Buddhist women. 
Buddhist and Taoist women are less likely to opt for “4）Extension of Leave Period 
around Childbirth,” but only Taoist women are more likely to opt for “6）Increase in 
Home Helper Services.”　Buddhist women are less likely to choose “5）Extension of 
MCH services,” but Muslim and Hindu women are more likely.

Conclusion

In sum, there do not seem to be too many commonalities among the three Asian 
societies in the effects of religion on attitudes toward family policies partly because of 
limited role of religion in Japan and partly because of differences in religious composi-
tion of each population.　In the case of Japan, the effects of religion seem to be 
occasionally mediated by marital status and, possibly, other demographic variables. 
In the case of Singapore, religion seems to have independent effects from ethnicity.
The effects of the same religion on men and women are not always the same.　Even 
among Christians, the effects of Catholicism and Protestantism are sometimes 
different in South Korea and Singapore.

While the effects of partnership status in Tables 2a through 6 were not discussed 
in this article because of its focus on the effects of religion, they clearly show the 
effects of interaction between partnership status and age（reflecting the life course 
stage）.　In addition, the effects of interaction between educational level and age as 
well as the effects of interaction between work-related variables and age are also 
relatively large, as suggested by Kojima（2009b）for the timing of family formation 
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behaviors in Japan, South Korea and Taiwan.　Therefore, the attitudes toward family 
policies in the public sphere should be reflecting life course strategies of individuals in 
the intimate sphere in East Asian societies.　At the same time, the life course 
strategies are affected by values including religion, the family and the market as well 
as public policies including family policies which moderate the interrelationship 
among the three.
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