which of the following applies to them with regard to each item: “Have the item’, Do

not want it’, *Cannot afford it’, or ‘Don’t know".'®

We first identify which items are essential on the basis of them attracting majority
support (at least 50 per cent) for being necessary. However, the more graded range of
responses provided to respondents in Japan is likely to affect how many say that the
item is essential and the ‘Don’t know™ option is also likely to affect the pattern of
responses. Once the list of necessities has been established, those who are deprived
are identified as those who do not have and cannot afford each item (in Australia), or
as those who say that they cannot afford the item (in J apan).'” Once those who are
deprived of the items regarded as necessities by a majority of respondents have been
identified, the level of deprivation was estimated by summing the number of items
each individual is deprived of, and averaging the resulting scores across household
types. A second set of indicators measures the severity of deprivation by comparing
the proportion experiencing no deprivation, at least one indicator, and at least two

indicators.'®
4 Results
Monetary indicators: income comparisons

Table 2 shows the mean equivalised incomes for each of the household types shown
in Table 1, in local currencies and expressed relative to the adjusted incomes of single
working-age households. Also shown are the poverty rates in each country, estimated
using a poverty line set at one-half of median OECD equivalised income. It is clear
that there are some large differences between the income profiles of the two countries
and in the poverty risks faced by different household types. In terms of poverty,

although the overall rate is virtually the same in both countries (at around 14 per cent),

'® It is possible that the difference in the two methods (a single survey as in Australia, or two separate
surveys as in Japan) caused some bias in the comparison, even though it is not certain to what degree
and to which direction.

'” Note that those who forego the item out of choice are identified explicitly in Japan (by the ‘I do not
want it' option), but are only identified implicitly in Australia (as those whose response implies that a
lack of affordability is not the reason they lack the item). In both surveys, a lack of monetary resources
is the implied cause of deprivation.

'* One problem with the mean deprivation score relates to its treatment of missing values, which are
assigned a score of zero and thus implicitly treated as not deprived cases. This can distort the
comparisons between groups (or countries) if the missing values are not randomly distributed across
the sample. The incidence of a minimum level of deprivation (e.g. two or more items) overcomes this
problem to a large extent.
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the disaggregated estimates indicate that the household-level differences between
countries are greatest for single people (either working-age or older) and for sole
parents. In all three cases, poverty rates are considerably lower in Australia than in
Japan. However, these differences reflect the variations in living arrangements alluded
to earlier, in particular the fact that these household types are far more likely to be
living with other adults in Japan and thus benefiting from a broader sharing of
resources. Put differently, single adults living alone (without children) face below-
average poverty rates in Australia, but above-average poverty rates in Japan. Sole
parents face high poverty rates in both countries but they are consistently higher in

Japan than in Australia.

Table 2: Mean Incomes and Poverty Rates

Australia Japan
Household type Mean income Poverty Mean income  Poverty
(AS/week) rate (*0,000 rate
Yen/annum)
Single, working-age (WA; 20-64) 524.0 (1.00) 10.4 255.2 (1.00) Yid
Single, older person (OP; 65+) 320.5 (0.61) 10.8@ 193.6 (0.76) 25.7
Couple and other adults, head is 482.8 (0.92) 134 292.5 (1.15) 11.2

WA, no children
Couple and other adults, head is 309.4 (0.59) 226 228.1(0.89) 20.4
OP, no children

Couple and other adults, head is 438.7 (0.84) 11.4 244.3 (0.96) 12.3
WA, with children

Sole parent, WA with children L 311.2 (0.59) 221 258.0(1.01) 47.1
Total 430.5 (0.82) 14.8 262.5(1.03) 14.3

Notes: (a) A large number of single older people in Australia are reliant on the means-tested age
pension, and have incomes that are low, but slightly above the half-median poverty line. (b) The
(small) sample of sole parent households in Japan contains two observations with high income. This
increases the mean income of the group but the poverty rates remains high.

The other notable feature of Table 2 concerns the relative income positions and
poverty rates of older people in the two countries. On average, households containing
older people have relatively low mean incomes and high poverty rates in both
countries. However, even though the mean incomes of older people (relative to that of
single WA households) in single households as well as in multiple-adult households,
are higher in Japan, poverty rates are also considerably higher in Japan. This is
probably due to the differences in the public pension systems in the two countries.
The Australian pension system with its means-test and benefit level above the poverty
line is more effective in reducing the poverty of older people, while the Japanese
pension system, which is related to pre-retirement income and has no minimum

guarantee, is much less effective.
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Non-monetary indicators I: comparing overall deprivation

Reference has already been made to the problems associated with comparing
deprivation rates in the two countries as a consequence of differences in the purpose
and content of the two surveys from which the estimates have been derived. These

should be borne in mind when reviewing the following results.

Table 3 shows the list of items included in the two surveys and the percentage support
in each country for each item being necessary. '* Despite the differences in nature and
number of many of the items, several broad similarities are apparent in the two sets of
rankings. In both countries, access to various forms of medical care appears at the top
of the ranking of necessities, as do items that reflect the availability and quality of
accommodation. Another common theme is the importance of items that either
represent different forms of social engagement with others, including attending
important social occasions (identified as customary in each society), or access to those
items that make such participation feasible (appropriate clothing and access to
transportation). The greater emphasis given to educational success in Japan is evident
in the high level of support for high school education being essential (71.7 per cent)
compared to 63.4 per cent support for this item (and a far lower ranking) in Australia.
Another notable difference is the apparently lower acceptance of consumerism in
Australia, where electronic items receive lower levels of support for being necessary
than is the case in Japan (where far more people are dependent on the jobs generated
in high-technology manufacturing industries). It is also interesting to note that the
support for items does not necessary reflect state policies. Thus, high school
education receives high support in Japan where the high school education is not
compulsory, and lower support in Australia where it is compulsory. Dental treatment
receives higher support in Australia where it is not covered by public health insurance,

than in Japan where it is.

Despite these ranking similarities, the overall level of support for items being
necessary is lower in Japan. Thus, whereas in Australia almost half (29 out of 61) of
the items are regarded as necessary by more than 90 per cent of the population, not

one item attracts this degree of support for being necessary in Japan. This difference

' Both sets of estimates shown in Table 3 have been weighted using population weights in order to
obtain a better estimate of what *the community’ (as opposed to sample participants) regard as essential
in each country.



in the apparent strength of community agreement about which items are essential may
reflect the differences in the wording of the question described earlier and, in
particular, the larger number of response options provided in the SLC in Japan.” In
total, 15 of the 61 items in Australia and 22 out of 42 items in Japan fail to receive
majority support for being essential, and these items are thus dropped from the
analysis. In addition, a number of the items that exceed the majority support threshold
in Australia either apply to only specific groups in the community (e.g. mental health
services if needed) or cannot be purchased by individuals (e.g. supportive family
relationships, or a public telephone). These items have also been removed from the
analysis in order to maintain a focus on general needs, and so that the ‘can you afford
it?" filter used to identify deprivation can be applied. *' * When these items are
removed, the number of necessities falls from 46 to 26 in Australia and from 20 to 19
in Japan. For ease of comparisons, the final list of deprivation items are shown in

italics in Table 3.

*If the ‘Definitely’ and ‘Better 1o have but can do without’ options are combined, the percentage
support for items being necessary in Japan approaches that in Australia

*! For Japan, the item ‘Transportation costs to see friends, family, relatives” was removed because it
overlaps with ‘Atending relative's weddings, funerals, ete. (including giving gifts)’, both of which
received very similar levels of support. Many people in Japan travel once a year to their, or their
parents” or grandparents’ place of birth, mostly on New Year's Eve or around mid-Summer, when
the spirits are said to come home’. This accounts for most family trips.

* It should be noted that the item ‘Education up to High School level® was kept in the list of necessities
for Japan even though a very similar item was removed from the Australian list because education is
free, and thus the ‘can you afford it’ question is not relevant. In contrast, in Japan parents are required
to pay for their children to attend high school and even though the percentage of pupils entering high
school is very high (around 97 per cent) some poorer families have difficulty paying the tuition fees.
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Table 3: Support for Items Being Necessary in Australia and Japan
(percentages)
AUSTRALIA JAPAN
Item (N = 61) Is it Item (N = 42) Is it
necessary? necessar
(%) y?
(%)

Medical treatment if needed 99.9 To be able 1o see a doctor 88.6

Warm clothes and bedding, if it's cold 99.8 To be able 1o see a dennist 86.8

A substantial meal at least once a day 99.6 Telephone 86.6

Able to buy medicines prescribed by a Pension premiums to prepare for

doctor 99.3 retirement 74.0
Insurance for death, accidents,

Access to a local doctor or hospital 993 illness, erc. 71.9
Educartion up to High School level

Disability support services, when needed 99.0 (*) 71.7

Dental treatment if needed 98.5 Family’s own bath (inc. shower) 67.1

To be treated with respect by other Heaters/Coolers (air conditioner

people 98.5 elc.) 66.9

Aged care for frail older people 98.0 Books, magazines for children (*) 66.8

To be accepted by others for who you are 979 Family's own toilet 65.8

Ability to speak and read English 97.8 Family's own kitchen 64.9
Hot water heater (for kitchen and

Streets that are safe to walk in at night 97.7 wash basin) 64.5
Attending relative's weddings,

Access to mental health services, if funerals, etc. (including giving

needed 97.2 gifts) 58.5

A decent and secure home 97.3 Micro-wave oven 57.9

Safe outdoor space for children to play at Transportation cost o see friends,

or near home 96.1 family, relatives 57.8
New underwear at least once a

Supportive family relationships 95.0 year 575

Children can participate in school Separate bedroom from the living

activities and outings 94.7 space 56.9
Parents participating in school

A vearly dental check-up for children 94.3 event (*) 558

Someone to look after you if you are sick To be able 10 save every months

and need help 93.2 even a linle 54.4
Special suits for occasions

Good budgeting skills 924 (funerals, weddings, eic.) 503

A local park or play area for children 92.1 Suits for work and interviews 49.5
Multiple bedrooms (for families

A hobby or leisure activity for children 925 larger than a couple) 48.1

Regular social contact with other people 92.5 Celebrating a birthday (*) 47.2

A roof and gunters that do not leak 91.5 Pocket money (*) 45.8

Good public transport in the area 92.1 Bicycle (or tricycle) (*) 447

Access to a bulk-billing doctor

(Medicare) 91.7 Mobile phone (incl. PHS) 40.7
New Year's celebration (such as
Osechi - a special meal for the

Secure locks on doors and windows 91.6 new year's day) 35.7

Furniture in reasonable condition 89.3 Xmas present (*) 339

Access to a bank or building society 90.2 Child's own room (*) 33.7
Education up to University or

Damp and mould free walls and floors 90.7 Junior university (*) 337

Heating in at least one room of the house 874 Fruits at least once a day 33.6

Up to date schoolbooks and new school Socializing with others through

clothes 88.5 sports, hobbies 334

A public telephone 88.5 Video player 31.5



Table 3 (Continued):

New clothes and shoes every year

Child care for working parents 86.5 (not a second-hand) (*) 284

Someone to give advice about an Toys such as sports equipment

important decision 854 and games (*) 26.1
Participating neighbourhood

A separate bed for each child 84.0 clubs, women's & child clubs (*) 23.5

A telephone 81.1 Eaung out 2,3 times a month 22.6

Up to $500 in savings for an emergency 81.1 Lessons (hobby, sports, etc.) 21.9
Family trip of more than 1 night

A washing machine 794 at least once a year 20.8

Home contents insurance 75.1 Access to the internet 18.9

Presents for family or friends at least

once a year 71.6 Juku (private tutoring classes)(*) 16.2

Computer skills 68.7 Walkman, CD/MD Player, etc.(*) 14.7

Auended school unit at least year 12 or

equivalent 63.4

Comprehensive motor vehicle insurance 60.2

A week’s holiday away from home each

year 529

A television 509

A car 47.8

A separate bedroom for each child aged

over 10 49.1

Up to $2000 in savings for an emergency 444

A special meal once a week 359

A spare room for guests to stay over 315

A night out once a fortnight 35.6

A home computer 259

A mobile phone 23.0

A clothes dryer 189

Access 1o the internet at home 19.7

A printer 18.6

ADVD 17.2

An answering machine 12.3

A dishwasher 7.6

A fax machine 53

(*) For Japan, items marked with asterisk are selected as “items being Necessary for children in
particular

There are some striking similarities between the two sets of items regarded as
necessary by a majority in the two countries. In both countries, access to basic

medical (and dental) services when needed appear at the top of the necessities ranking.
The largest single grouping of necessities relates to accommodation needs, as

captured in the quality and features of the dwelling itself, the facilities it provides and
the consumable durables within it. This domain accounts for 9 of the 26 necessities in
Australia and 7 of the 19 in Japan. Each list includes similar numbers of items that
provide protection against unforeseen or longer-term risks, relate specifically to the

needs of children, and facilitate participation in special occasions such as weddings or
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annual holidays. Overall, these similarities more than outweigh the differences in the
items included in the original two lists (which in part reflect the differing research
priorities of two independent studies) and in the detailed necessity rankings

themselves.

Table 4 compares the aggregate deprivation incidence rates for those items that satisfy
the necessities threshold in each country when applied as described above. These rates
express the numbers who indicate that they do not have each item because they cannot
afford it as a percentage of those who responded to the relevant questions in each
sample. Where the items refer to the needs of a specific sub-group (e.g. children) we
assume that those respondents for whom these items are not relevant (e.g. households
that do not contain any children) will indicate that while they do not have these items,
this is not because they cannot afford them and they will not therefore be identified as
deprived given the logic of the deprivation approach.” ** This highlights the
important role that the ‘can you afford it?" question plays, not only in focusing on a
lack of resources as the key determinant of deprivation, but also in acting as a filter

for items that are irrelevant given the structure of the household.

The average deprivation rate across all items is higher in Australia than in Japan,
although the difference is not pronounced. In both countries, deprivation is highest in
relation to an inability to afford to save — for emergencies in Australia and on a
regular (if modest) basis in Japan — and in the domain of security provision and risk
protection more generally. Few people are ﬂcprived of medical treatment in either
country, although the cost of dental treatment prevents people from accessing this
service when needed in Australia. Overall, accommodation deprivation is higher in
Australia, particularly in relation to the quality of the dwelling itself. The child-
focused items also suggest that deprivation among children is higher in Australia than
in Japan, even allowing for the larger number of items appearing in the Australian list

of necessities. The highest single rate of deprivation occurs in relation to the lack of

 This may not always be the case. Some respondents may have non-dependent (older) children living
with them and may indicate that they cannot afford the child-related items. Others may indicate that
they cannot afford the items even though, strictly speaking, they do not need them. There are some
respondents in these situations in Australia, particularly the former.

™ In Japan, the three questions on children’s needs were asked only to households which contained a
child aged less than 12 years old
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an annual holiday away in Australia (22.4 per cent), although unfortunately there is no

comparable item in Japan.

Table 4: The Overall Incidence of Deprivation (unweighted percentages)

AUSTRALIA JAPAN
Domain/ltem ' Incidence  Domain/Item Incidence
(%) (%)

Health/Basic Needs Health/Basic Needs

Medical treatment if needed 2.0 To be able to see a doctor 1.8

Dental treatment if needed 139 To be able to see a dentist 27

Able to buy prescribed medicines 39 New underwear at least once a year 74

Warm clothes and bedding 0.2

A substantial daily meal 1.1

Accommodation/Facilities Accommodation/Facilities

A decent and secure home 6.6 Family's own toilet 1.2

Secure locks on doors & windows 5.1 Family's own kitchen 1.1

Roof and gutters that do not leak 4.6 Hot water heater (for kitchen) 34

Furniture in reasonable condition 26 Family's own bath (inc. shower) 22

Heating in at least one room 1.8 Heaters/coolers 09

A washing machine 0.8 Micro-wave oven 1.5

Home contents insurance 9.5 Separate bedroom from living space 4.9

Security/Risk Protection Security/Risk Protection

Up to $500 in emergency savings 17.6 Pension premiums for retirement 4.1

Full motor vehicle insurance 8.6 Insurance for death, illness, etc. 7.8
To be able to save every month 250

Children's Needs Children’s Needs (a)

Up to date school books & clothes 38 Education to High School level 0.6

Children participate in school

activities and outings 3.5 Books, magazines for children 03

Annual dental check for children 91 Parents participate in school events 0.6

A hobby/leisure activity for children 57

A separate bed for each child 1.6

A separate bedroom for older

children 6.1

Social Functioning Social Functioning

Telephone 1.5 Telephone 20
Attending relative's weddings,

Regular social contact with others 47 funerals, etc. (including giving gifts) 28
Special suits for funerals, weddings,

A television 0.2 etc. 24

Presents for family or friends 6.6

Computer skills 52

Week's holiday away from home 224

Mean Incidence rate (unweighted) 5.8 4.1

(&) For Japan, the children’s needs were asked only to households with children aged 12 and less.

Non-monetary indicators II: household deprivation patterns

Having briefly examined the overall patterns of deprivation, we now compare the

extent and severity of deprivation across houschold types. To make this part of the

analysis manageable, we focus on four aggregate indicators, the mean deprivation
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score (MDS, derived by summing the number of separate deprivation items and then
averaging across household types), and the percentages within each group that
experience none, at least one and at least two forms of deprivation. The results are

shown in Table 5.

Table 5: Deprivation Indicators by Household Type

Household AUSTRALIA JAPAN

type Mean Mean
score D=0 D=1 D=2 score D=0 D=1 D=2
(MDS) (MDS)

Single,

working-age 212 048 0.52 0.39 1.80 0.38 0.62 0.33
(WA)

Single, older
person (OP)
Couple and
other adults,
head is WA, no
children
Couple and
other adults,
head is OP, no
children
Couple and
other adults,
head is WA,
with children
Sole parent,
WA with 3.86 0.26 0.74 0.59 2.65 0.18 0.82 0.65
children

Total 135 0.62 0.39 0.27 0.73 0.65 0.35 0.15

1.33 0.62 0.38 0.27 1135 0.44 0.56 0.26

1.12 0.66 0.34 0.23 0.59 0.71 029 0.11

0.65 0.75 0.25 0.14 0.58 0.64 0.36 0.11

1.42 0.60 0.40 0.27 1.41 0.65 0.35 0.16

Notes: See Notes to earlier Tables.

Since the number of deprivation items are different between the two surveys, the
comparison of the mean score and the proportion of no or only-one deprivation
between Australia and Japan is not very revealing. Instead, it is more interesting to
note the similarities and differences in the patterns of deprivation across different
households within a country. Despite the differences in the patterns of relative poverty
between Australia and Japan, the results reveal a similar pattern of deprivation in
terms of who is most affected by it. In both countries, sole parents are the most
deprived, followed by working-age single people and working-age households with
children. Least deprived are older couples, working-age couples without children, and
older single people, in that order. These patterns are similar if either the mean score or
the percentage experiencing two or more forms of deprivation is used as the basis of

the comparisons, indicating that the results are robust.
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Finally, we compare the deprivation patterns shown in Table 5 with the income and
poverty comparisons shown in Table 2. There are some marked changes in the
rankings, particularly for single working-age people (who show up as far worse on a
deprivation basis) and older couple households (who show up far better). In both
countries, households with an older head seem to be consistently less deprived than
households with similar family composition, even though the poverty rates suggest
otherwise. Further, in both countries, households with children show higher rate of
deprivation than households without children. These differences may indicate that the
living standards of younger people are lower than their poverty rate suggests, while
those of older people are higher, but they may also reflect systematic differences in
the relevance and applicability of the deprivation items, and in the willingness of
people at different stages of the life cycle to reveal that they do not want or cannot
afford specific items. Other studies have observed similar patterns in cross-sectional
data (e.g. Van den Bosch, 2001; Berthoud, Bryan and Bardarsi, 2004) and this is an

issue that warrants further examination.
Overlap analysis

Having shown that the monetary (poverty) and non-monetary (deprivation) indicators
produce differences in the rankings of households differentiated on the basis of their
age (in broad categories), the overlap between the two indicators. This issue has
attracted considerable attention in the poverty literature, where it has been used to
identify whether those with low-income are actually experiencing deprivation
(Bradshaw and Finch, 2003; Perry, 2002) and to identify ‘consistent poverty’ on the
basis of having both an income below the poverty line and experiencing a minimum
degree of deprivation (Nolan and Callan, 1989; Nolan and Whelan, 1996). In
exploring this issue here, deprivation is defined as experiencing at least two forms of
deprivation.” This produces a deprivation rate in Australia that is close to twice as
high as the poverty rate (27 per cent compared to 14.8 per cent), whereas the two rates
arc much closer in Japan (15 per cent for deprivation and 14.3 per cent for poverty).

Although it would have been preferable to select the indicators so that they produce

It should also be noted that the samples now differ slightly from those used to derive the earlier
results.
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similar overall rates, this is not possible when comparing two countries unless it

happens by coincidence.

The overlap results in Table 6 show that, in both countries, the overlap between
poverty and deprivation implies that ‘consistent poverty” — the combination of low-
income and at least two forms of deprivation — is well below the income poverty rate;
7.7 per cent in Australia and 5.9 per cent in Japan. Without further investigation, it is
not possible to be definitive about the factors that explain why both countries start off
with very similar poverty rates, yet consistent poverty ends up almost two percentage
points lower in Japan than in Australia. One possible explanation is that the greater
tendency for people to live in multi-adult, multi-generation households in Japan
provides the capacity basis for greater sharing of resources that protects those with

poverty-level incomes from being deprived.

Table 6: Overlap Analysis and Consistent Poverty

Household AUSTRALIA JAPAN
type Poverty  Deprivation Neither Poverty Deprivation Neither
rate (P) rate (D) Pand PnorD rate (P) rate (D) Pand Pnor
(D=2) D (D=2) D D
Single,

working-age 0.108 0.397 0.082 0577 0.177 0.323 0.139  0.629
(WA)

Single, older  0.116 0.295 0.078  0.667
person (OP)

Couple and

other adults, 0.138 0.238 0077 0702
head is WA,

no children

Couple and

other adults, 0.231 0.149 0.070 0.690
head is OP,

no children

Couple and

other adults, 0.115 0.26 0.070 0.690
head is WA,

with children

Sole parent,

WA with 0.224 0.579 0.140 0.336 0471 0.647 0412 0294
children

Total 0.145 0.264 0.077 0.668 0.143 0.146 0.059  0.770

0.257 0.200 0.114  0.657

0.112 0.112 0.043  0.819

0.204 0.110 0045 0.731

0.123 0.166 0061  0.773

Notes: See Notes to earlier Tables.

In Australia, consistent poverty is spread evenly at around 8 per cent across all
households, with the exception of sole parents, who face a consistent poverty rate that
is approaching twice that of other groups. In contrast, there is greater variability in
consistent poverty rates across households in Japan, with sole parents experiencing

almost seven times the overall rate, and single people living alone (in both age
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groups) facing more than twice the average rate. Japanese households with more than
one adult, with or without children, face consistent poverty rates of 6 per cent or less,

lower than any group in Australia.

It 1s to be expected that when this stricter definition of poverty is applied, it results in
fewer people being identified as poor. In aggregate, two-thirds of Australian
households and over three-quarters of Japanese households are shown to experience
neither poverty not deprivation. There are, however, still marked differences within
and between the two countries in the incidence of consistent poverty across the
different household types. Sole parent households again show up as facing the highest
poverty risks, as do single people living alone in Japan. We also see surprisingly
similar results when we examine the percentage of those who are income poor and
also deprived. Poor single working-age households are very likely to also be deprived
(73 per cent in Australia and 79 per cent in Japan), whereas multiple-adult households
where the head is old, are much less likely to be in this situation (30 per cent in

Australia and 22 per cent in Japan).
5 Conclusions

This paper has applied a standardised approach to identify necessities and estimate
deprivation in two very different countries. The results differ markedly from those
based on monetary (income) estimates of well-being, and provide the basis for a more
informed understanding of differences in living standards, both within and between
countries. Above all, they demonstrate that the deprivation approach can be applied
comparatively, and is capable of producing new and illuminating results. Specifically,
the paper make use of two surveys in respective countries which are designed
separately but are very similar in nature. The most notable difference between this
paper and previous comparative studies of deprivation is that it makes use of two
distinct sets of item lists to measure deprivation, each selected using the same
‘consensual approach’. Even though the lists of items selected as ‘necessities’ in the
two countries differ in many respects, the paper has shown that many of the findings
derived from the comparative analysis using the same list are robust. This is evidence
that the deprivation approach can be applied to study variations in living standards in

countries with vast cultural differences.
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The comparative analysis of deprivation between Australia and Japan confirms some
of the findings which have been discovered in previous comparative work, but has
also revealed some new findings. First of all, deprivation ranking of household types
is strikingly similar between the two countries. In both Australia and Japan, sole
parents show up as most deprived, followed by working-age single people and
working-age households with children. Least deprived are older couples, working-age
couples without children, and older single people, in that order. This is so despite the
fact the cohabitation decisions with parents and children are very different between
the two countries. Secondly, the deprivation ranking is very different from the
poverty ranking. In both countries, working-age households are more deprived than
the retired households, and households with children are more deprived than the
households without children, even though the poverty ranking is very different
between the two countries. These results suggest that using the deprivation approach
may be revealing a glimpse into a fundamental and universal nature of poverty, which

cannot be seen from just looking at the income-based poverty measures.
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