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L ong-term changesin child poverty in Japan:
Evidence from the National Survey of Family Income
and Expenditures’

Oleksandr Movshuk
Department of Economics, University of Toyama,
3190 Gofuku, Toyama, 930-8555, Japan
E-mail: movshuk@eco.u-toyama.ac.jp

1. Introduction

This paper reports various indices of child poverty in Japan that have been calculated from
the most comprehensive household survey in Japan, the National Survey of Family Income
and Expenditure (NSFIE). The Japanese government is using a different survey for its
estimates of child poverty (the Comprehensive Survey of Living Conditions (CSLC). At
present, there remain scant evidence about changes in child poverty in Japan that is based on
surveys that are different from the CSLC.

The NSFIE is conducted every 5 years, and this paper reports child poverty indices from
five waves of the survey, from 1989 to 2009, using household responses to survey forms,
which were provided by the Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communications. The responses
constitute the complete sample for the survey, with no top coding or other adjustments to the
original responses.

Compared with other household surveys in Japan, the NSFIE has an exceptionally large
sample size (nearly 60,000 households, compared to about 9,000 households in the income

" Results of this report are based from raw household data, provided by the Statistical Research Department of
the Statistics Bureau, the Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communications of Japan. | gratefully acknowledge
financial support from the following project: Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research from the Ministry of Health,
Labor and Welfare of Japan (grant number: H26-Sei saku-Ippan-005), and valuable comments particularly from
AyaAbe, Yoshihiro Kaneko, and very useful discussions with other project’s participants. Any remaining errors
are entirely my own.
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sub-survey of the CSLS). Another distinctive feature of the NSFIE isthat it collects very
detailed information on various household characteristics, including not just incomes (like
it isdone by the CSLS), but also consumption expenditures on awide range of goods and
services, the stock and flow of financial assets and liabilities, and the ownership of various
household durables, from which valuable information can be derived about living
conditions of households.

In subsequent subsections, | explain definitions of major variables, discuss major data

adjustments, and explain how the original dataset was cleaned of unreliable observations.

2. Définitions

2.1 Income

For resource measure, | used disposable income, which was broadly defined as the difference
between gross income and non-living expenditures (essentially, taxes and socia security
contributions). Gross income included wages, returns from assets (such as dividend and
interest income), socia security benefits, and remittances from relatives and other
households. For households with house ownership, gross income a so included the imputed
rent from owner-occupied housing. Nonliving expenditures included taxes (mainly income
and residential taxes) and socia security contributions (such as public pension fees, health
insurance fees, and similar payments). Exact formulas to derive disposable income are given
below:

Gross annual income = Wages and salaries + Business income
+ Socia security benefits + Returns from assets

+ Remittances from relatives and other households
Disposable income = Gross annua income/12

- Taxes

- Socia Security Contributions

+ Imputed rent from owner-occupied housing

Initial income figures referred to the whole households, and were normalized a equivaence

scale that accounts for changing household needs with more household members. The

equivalence scale was equal to the square root of the total number of household members.

Though this equivalence scale unrealistically assumes that consumption needs of adults and
38



children are the same, its mgor advantage is widespread use, especialy by the Japanese

government in calculating officia estimates of child poverty.

2.2 Poverty indices

| calculated two conventional poverty indexes for households with children: the headcount
poverty rate and the poverty gap, and used disposable income as a measure of resources that
are available for households. The poverty rate counted the number of children, who lived in
households with incomes below the poverty line. The poverty line, in turn, was defined as a
fixed ratio of median incomes across al households. Various definitions of poverty line are
used in theliterature, with 50% percent of median income probably the most common choice
(it is aso used in Japan’s officid estimated of poverty rates). However, the EU defies its
poverty line by 60% percent of median incomes, and 40% thresholds are occasionally used
too. Since there is no general agreement about which ratio to use for the poverty line, 1 will
report estimates with the most common definitions, by 40%, 50%, and 60% of disposable
incomes.

Poverty gap was defined as the amount of money, needed to raise all poor children up to
the poverty line. The index was measured in terms of disposable income (such as 50% of its
median), with income normalized by the square-root equivalence scale. Essentialy, the
poverty gap will show how much income needs to be provided to poor households to lift all
of them out of poverty.

Since headcount poverty rate and poverty gap are expressed in percent, they could be
caculated from nominal data. When data in real terms were required (for example, for
calculating fixed poverty rates, with poverty line fixed, for example, in 1989), | used the

consumer price index for al commodities, with the base year 2010.

2.3 Children

Poverty indexes for children were calculated on individua basis, with child poverty rate
defined by the number of children living in poor households, compared to the total number
of children. Children were defined as unmarried household members, who were younger
than 18 years old. This age limit is also used in the official child poverty in Japan, making
reported estimates conceptually comparable to the official figures. In several tables the age

limit was extended to unmarried children whose age was between 18 and 24.
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2.4 Missing data

The NSFIE data does not contain information for taxes and social security contributions for
the category of ‘other households’ (which mostly include self-employed individuals and
executives). However, for two waves (in 1989 and 1994), the tax and social security
information was availablefor al household groups, including the problem category of ‘other
households’. Consequently, the problem of missing data had to be solved only for later
surveys, in 1999, 2004, and 2009.

To impute the missing datain the later waves, using available datafor ‘other households’
in 1989 and 1994. Namely, | regressed the rate of tax and socia security contributions in
1989 and 1994 on the following explanatory variables: annual gross income, gender, age of
household head, region of residence, and a year dummy for 1989. Then the estimated tax
rates from this model were used to predict the missing taxes and social security contributions
in 1999, 2004, and 2009 using available gross incomes in these years. To avoid unredlistic
tax rates, | restricted them to stay within 0 and 1, using the imputation method of predictive
mean matching, implemented in STATA (version 14).

2.5. Comparison with official etimates

The NSFIE is not used for regular calculation of poverty indices, but a recent report by the
Japanese government (Cabinet Office et al., 2015) examined differences in relative poverty
ratesin across household surveysin Japan, and reported, inter alia, estimatesfor total poverty
ratesfrom NSFIE’s datain 1999, 2004, and 2009. These estimates arelisted in Table 1, along
with corresponding poverty rates from this study.

The official report calculated the poverty rates for disposable income that was the same
as used in this study. The equivalence scale was similarly the square root of the number of
household members, and the poverty line was 50% of the median income. However, the
report did not explain how it deal with the problem of missing taxes and social security
contributions for the category of “other households”, as discussed in sub-section 2.4. The
possible difference with imputing procedures could explain why the poverty rates turned out
different, with 9.1% in the government report for 1999 (Cabinet Office et a., 2015, p.7)
versus 8.9% in this study. The difference increased to 0.6 percentage points in 2004 and
2009. Overdl, the difference is not too large to produce atotally different conclusion about

the poverty extent in Japan.
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The official report aso reported the poverty line, but only for 2009. It also turned out
very close to the estimates of this study, 1.35 and 1.30 million yen in the official and the

present report.

3. Child poverty rates

3.1 Poverty lineat 50% of equalized digposableincome

Table 2 reports estimates of child poverty rate that was calculated with the same parameters
asinthereplication of the officia poverty rate in Section 2.6 (i.e., poverty line at 50% of
median), with children less than 18 years old. The total child poverty rate increased from
8.0% in 1989 to 11.9% in 2009. These estimates are roughly 4 percentage points lower the
officia child poverty rate from the CSLC, and the pattern is similar to differencesin relative
poverty rates for the total populations, when they are calculated from the NSFIE and CSLC.
Cabinet Office et a. (2015) examined likely sources of the differences, and concluded that
the true poverty rate islikely to be between these alternative estimates, with the NSFIE
underestimating, and the CSLC overestimating the poverty rates due to their particular
sampling methods.

From 1989 to 2009, the poverty rate increased by 3.9 percentage points, and the
increase was similar for boys and girls. The examine the significance of time trend in
poverty, | used asimpletest for trend that calcul ates the Spearman rank coefficient between
observed poverty indices and alinear trend. The correlation coefficient for the total poverty
rate was 0.965, with a corresponding p-vaue 0.008. The null hypothesis of the test isthe
absence of linear trend, and the small p-value provided evidence for significantly increasing
time trend in child poverty. Similar conclusions could be made for child poverty among
boys and girls, with p-values 0.001 and 0.018.

Table 2 aso reports child poverty rates for different household types. The highest
poverty rate was for single parent with children?, at 46.5% in 2009. The poverty rate for this
household category did not show aclear trend, with insignificant p-value (0.083). The
second highest poverty rate was for “other households”, at 17.8% in 2009, and a clear
increasing trend (rank correlation 0.978, and p-value 0.004). The third highest category was
among two-parent households, and then — among three-generation households, with poverty
rates 9.4% and 7.9%, respectively.

I Though this category includes single mothers and single fathers, in practice dmost all of them included single
mothers, while the number of single fathers was too few for meaningful analysis as a separate category (for
example, just 23 households with single fathers in 2004, as compared to 965 single mothers).
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In addition, Table 2 provides differences across household types by gender. Overall,
estimated poverty rates were broadly similar to the total poverty rate, with the exception of
significantly rising poverty rate for single households with girls (p-value 0.026).

Table 3 reports child poverty rates for a different age category, between 18 and 24
years old. Compared with child poverty ratesin Table 2 (for children younger than 18),
poverty rates are lower by about one-third. Single parents once again have the highest child
poverty rate (29.0% in 2009), but the poverty rates among ‘other households’ is amost as
high (for example, 24.1% in 2009). In this group of “grown-up children”, the poverty rate
for single households showed a significant time trend, with p-vaue 0.041.

Table 4 isagain related to children younger than 18 years old, but uses poverty rates
for the fixed poverty line (set in 1989 in this case)?. With fixed poverty line, resultsin table
4 show a more remarkable increase in child poverty rate, by 5.3 percentage points between
1989 and 2009. In contrast, with current poverty linesin Table 2, the child poverty rate
increased less during the same period, by 3.9 percentage points. For single parents, the fixed
poverty line resulted in significantly increasing time trend, with p-value 0.032. However, for
single parents with boys, the lack of significant time trend remained the same asin Table 2

Table 5 isreports poverty rates across six age brackets. 0-3, 4-6, 7-9, 10-12, 13-15,
and 16-18 years old. The highest poverty rate is observed among the youngest age group,
reaching 15.6% in 2009, which greatly exceeds the poverty rate of 11.9% for children
younger than 18 (as reported in Table 2). There is a continuous reduction in poverty rates as
child age increases, to 12.1% for ages 4-6, 11.9% for ages 7-9 and similarly all the way to
the oldest child group, with poverty rate 9.5% (all these rates are for al children in 2009,
with similar patterns for previous years).

The same age groups are reported in Table 6, with the only difference that the
poverty line was fixed in 1989 (similarly to Table 4), rather than changed from year to year.
The pattern of reduced poverty rates across older age groups was again evident, with
poverty rate highest among children aged 0 to 3 (17.9% in 2009), and the lowest among
children aged 15 to 18 (10.6%).

3.2 Alternative poverty lines (60% and 40% of equalized disposable income)
Tables 7 to 11 are similar to Tables 2 to 6, with the only exception that the former apply a

2 In addition to the fixed poverty line, poverty ratesin Table 4 are based on real disposable incomes, which
makes them incomparable to resultsin Table 2, which are based on nominal disposable incomes.
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different poverty line (60% of equalized disposable income, rather than 50%). Obvioudly,
the increase in poverty line increased the number of children classified as poor, from 11.9%
with 50% poverty line (in Table 2) to 19.7% with 60% poverty line (in Table 7). Unlike
Table 2, al household categoriesin Table 7 showed significant upward trends in poverty
rates over time (for example, p-value for children with single parents became significant).

Overall, results for the 60% poverty line were little change compared with 50%
threshold. For children in 18-24 age group, the use of 60% poverty line once again produced
lower poverty rates (Table 8) compared with children younger than 18 (Table 7). Similarly,
the use of fixed poverty line produced arelatively larger increasesin child poverty
compared with concurrent poverty lines that changed from year to year. Specificaly, with
poverty line fixed at 1989, total child poverty rate increased by 6.7 percentage points from
1989 to 2009 (Table 9); without fixing, it increased by 4.0 percentage points (Table 7).
Finally, the use of different poverty line did not change the relative ranking of poverty rates
across age groups, with the highest poverty rates among the youngest children, and the
lowest among the oldest children (Table 10), with result not affected by the use of fixed
poverty lines (Table 11).

Tables 12-17 report poverty rates with alower poverty line, at 40% of equivalized
disposable income. The lower threshold predictably made poverty rates smaller. For
example, the total poverty rate dropped to 6.2% (Table 12), compared with 11.9% and
19.7% with 50% and 60% of equalized disposable income (Tables 2 and 7, respectively).
Overdl, the use of 40% poverty line did not produce substantial changes compared with
previoudy-reported results.

3.3 Poverty gaps
While poverty rates are intuitively appealing indices of poverty, they may create amisdeading
picture about the degree of deprivation among the poor, because they lump together
households that are deep in poverty, and those who may fall short the poverty line just a bit.
Poverty gaps do not have this shortcoming. Rather than counting the number of poor (no
matter how deep their poverty is), poverty gaps look how much below the poverty line the
typical (median) income of the poor is. Consequently, if living standards of the poorest
households get worse, the poverty rate would not change (because the poor households are
already classified as poor), but the poverty gap would indicate their worsening living
standards.

Tables 17-21 report estimates of poverty gaps, for the same household attributes as
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was used for poverty rates. Since not much difference was found for different threshold of
poverty lines, the results for poverty gaps are reported for the most common choice (50% of
equalized disposable income).

Table 17 reports that poverty gap was increasing between 1989 and 2009, from 1.7%
to 3.2% of the poverty line, with similar change for boys and girls. The increasing trend was
statistically significant (p-value for the total sample was 0.004, and the same for sub-samples
by gender). Across different household types, the poverty gap was the largest for single
parents (17% in 2009), but without a clear time trend for this household category (with p-
value just 0.090).

Poverty gaps turned out lower for children between 18 and 24 years old (Table 18),
with estimates roughly two third compared with children younger than 18 (Table 17). Finaly,
the use of fixed poverty linein year 1989 increased the magnitude of poverty gap. In 2009 it
became 3.6% (Table 19), which was almost double the poverty gap without fixing (Table 17).

When poverty gaps were calculated for 6 age categories, results turned out different
from corresponding estimates for poverty rates, when poverty rates were the highest for the
youngest age category, and then monotonically decreased for older children. The youngest
age category once again demonstrated the highest poverty gap, 3.8% in 2009 for children
aged 0-3 (Table 20), compared with 3.2% for al children younger than 18 (Table 17).
However, there was no monotonic reduction in the gap, with estimates clustered within 2.8-
3.2% interval for age groups 4-6, 7-9, and 10-12, and 13-15, and once again the lowest
poverty gap for the oldest age category (16-18 years old), at 2.6%. After the poverty line was
fixed in 1989, the same clustering was evident in the middle range (Table 21), and asimilar
pattern to Table 20 of no monotonic reduction in estimated poverty gaps.

Conclusions.

This paper presents an extensive compilation of child poverty indexes for Japan from a
very rich household survey, the National Survey of Family Income and Expenditure. The
survey remains underutilized, except for notable studies by Ohtake and Kohara (2010,
2011)).

Four general conclusions can be identified. First, even though the level of child poverty
rates from the NSFIE is consistently below the official estimates from the CSLC, estimates
from both surveys show the same pattern, arapid worsening in child poverty rates from the
1980s. Second, the worsening poverty for al children was broadly similar by gender, and by
major household types, with no clear laggards or winnersin the generally deteriorating
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situation across al groups, examined in this study. Third, the choice of athreshold for
poverty lines (either the most conventional choice of 50%, or other ratios of equivalized
disposable income) mattered little for trends in poverty indices, though the choice obviously
shifted their levels. Finally, the use of fixed poverty line (at itslevel in 1989) indicated a
relatively larger worsening of poverty indices compared with indices that uses concurrent

poverty lines.
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Table 1. Comparison with official poverty ratefor thetotal population

Poverty rate (%) Poverty line (million yen)
Official This study Official This study
1999 9.1 8.9
2004 9.5 8.9
2009 10.1 9.5 1.35 1.30

Table 2. Child poverty rate (<18 yearsold, poverty line: 50% of the median)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

LTowl 80 90 110 109 119 0965 0008
Boys 7:9 9.1 11.2 10.8 12.6 0.989 0.001
Girls 8.1 8.9 10.8 11.1 11.3 0.940 0.018

2. By household type (total):

Two parents {9 8.9 10.5 9.6 94 0.972 0.006
Single parent 46.4 33.8 441 44.5 46.5 0.829 0.083
3 generations 6.0 6.0 6.9 6.3 7.9 0.914 0.030

_______ Oher 7294 104 152 178 0978  0.004
By household type (boys):

Two parents :9 9.2 10.6 9:5 10.1 0.975 0.005
Single parent 453 323 45.7 43.9 46.6 0.810 0.097
3 generations 5.8 59 7.0 6.1 7.9 0.944 0.016

_______ Oher 7394 108 147 189 0978  0.004

(b) By household type (girls):
Two parents 7.9 8.7 10.4 9.7 8.7 0.974 0.005
Single parent 474 35.4 423 45.1 46.4 0.921 0.026
3 generations 6.3 6.2 6.7 6.4 7.8 0.889 0.044
Other 7.1 9.4 10.0 15,7 16.5 0.960 0.009
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Table 3. Child poverty rate (18-24 yearsold, poverty line: 50% of the median)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Total - 32 43 55 6.4 o 0.996 0.000
Boys 3.1 4.7 5.7 6.7 7.0 0.975 0.005
Girls 3.4 4.1 53 6.1 7.3 0.996 0.000

2. By household type (total):

Two parents 34 34 6.3 54 6.1 0.939 0.018
Single parent 25.2 28.3 27.5 36.6 29.0 0.893 0.041
3 generations 33 42 54 4.6 6.5 0.989 0.001
COther 92 93 141 113 241 0884 0047
By household type (boys):
Two parents 3.6 3.6 6.1 5.8 6.4 0.927 0.023
Single parent 233 32.3 30.0 37.8 31.6 0.952 0.013
3 generations 2.8 4.7 6.0 4.7 6.1 0.939 0.018
_______ Oher 75 121 113 87 269 0852 0067
(b) By household type (girls):
Two parents 33 3.1 6.4 5.1 59 0.969 0.006
Single parent 27.0 24.5 24.9 353 25.9 0.840 0.075
3 generations 3.7 3.8 4.9 4.5 6.9 0.913 0.030
Other 10.5 6.9 16.0 13.3 21.8 0.988 0.002

Table4. Child poverty rate (<18 yearsold, poverty line 50% of the median, fixed in 1989)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1.Total 8.2 5.9 9.6 10.9 13.5 0.993 0.001
Boys 8.1 59 9.8 10.7 14.1 0.984 0.002
Girls 8.2 5.9 94 11.1 129 0.996 0.000

2. By household type (total):

Two parents 8.2 5.6 9.1 9.6 10.9 0.963 0.008
Single parent 46.4 30.0 41.8 44.5 49.0 0.910 0.032
3 generations 6.0 3.7 6.1 6.3 8.6 0.919 0.028

7777777 Other 7.0 6.3 8.9 15.2 204 0.950 0.013
By household type (boys):

Two parents 8.2 5.7 9.0 9.5 11.6 0.964 0.008
Single parent 45.1 28.2 43.6 43.9 48.5 0.845 0.072
3 generations 54 3.5 6.4 6.1 8.6 0.944 0.016

______ Oher 71 63 95 147 220 0946 0015

(b) By household type (girls):
Two parents 8.1 5.5 9.1 9.7 10.2 0.939 0.018
Single parent 475 32.0 39.9 45.1 49.4 0.957 0.011
3 generations 6.2 4.0 5.8 6.4 8.7 0.942 0.016
Other 6.9 6.3 8.2 15.7 18.6 0.941 0.017

Note: disposableincomeisin real 2000 prices.

48



Table 5. Child poverty rate by age brackets (poverty line: 50% of the median)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Age: 0-3 years old

Total 12.4 14.4 16.2 16.2 15.6 0.924 0.025
Boys 12.3 14.2 16.4 15,7 16.6 0.947 0.015
CGils 126 146 160 167 147 0965 0.008
2. Age: 4-6 years old
Total 0.7 10.8 12.3 129 121 0.967 0.007
Boys 9.4 11.3 12.6 133 12.3 0.950 0.013
______ Gils 99 102 120 125 119 0952 0012
3. Age: 7-9 years old
Total 7.8 9.0 11.3 10.4 11.9 0.988 0.002
Boys 8.0 8.9 11.6 99 12.9 0.994 0.001
______ Gwls 77 91 110 109 107 0918 0028
4. Age: 10-12 years old
Total 6.6 %l 8.7 < 10.7 0.988 0.002
Boys 6.8 &5 8.8 95 113 0.983 0.003
Gils 63 68 86 89 98 0975  0.005
5. Age: 13-15 years old
Total 5.6 6.0 8.0 8.0 10.0 0.965 0.008
Boys 5.2 6.2 8.4 79 10.1 0.990 0.001
______ Gwls 60 58 77 80 99 0967 0007
6. Age: 16-18 years old
Total 4.7 5.6 7.8 72 9.5 0.991 0.001
Boys 4.6 5.7 7.6 6.4 10.0 0.974 0.005
Girls 4.9 5.5 8.0 8.0 9.0 0.954 0.012
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Table 6. Child poverty rate by age bracket (poverty line: 50% of the median, fixed in 1989)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Age: 0-3 years old

Total 13.0 9.2 14.2 16.2 178 0.981 0.003
Boys 13.0 8.9 14.4 15.7 18.9 0.978 0.004
______ Gls 130 95 141 167 168 0960  0.010
2. Age: 4-6 years old
Total 9.9 7.1 10.7 12.9 13.9 0.985 0.002
Boys 96 7.4 L1 13.2 13.9 0.988 0.002
______ Gils 101 67 103 125 139 0971 0006
3. Age: 7-9 years old
Total 7.8 5.8 9.7 10.4 13.4 0.984 0.002
Boys 8.0 5.5 10.0 5o 14.5 0.958 0.010
______ Gls 78 61 94 109 122 0999  0.000
4. Age: 10-12 years old
Total 6.6 4.8 7.6 9.2 121 0.983 0.003
Boys 6.9 4.9 Tt 9.5 12.8 0.977 0.004
Gils 65 48 75 91 116 0989  0.001
5. Age: 13-15 years old
Total 6.0 3.9 6.8 8.0 10.8 0.979 0.004
Boys 5.6 4.0 e 8.0 112 0.978 0.004
______ Guls 52 40 72 79 115 0972 0.006
6. Age: 16-18 years old
Total 4.8 3.9 6.9 1.2 10.4 0.965 0.008
Boys 4.6 4.3 6.7 6.4 10.8 0.916 0.029
Girls 4.9 35 7.1 8.0 10.0 0.995 0.000

Note: disposableincomeisin real 2000 prices.
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Table 7. Child poverty rate (<18 years old, poverty line: 60% of the median)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Total 15.7 171 19.2 18.8 19.7 0.965 0.008
Boys 15.7 17.1 19.4 18.6 20.2 0.990 0.001
Girls 15.7 17.1 19.1 19.0 193 0.916 0.029

2. By household type (total):

Two parents 16.2 18.0 19.5 17.7 17.2 0.970 0.006
Single parent 58.5 435 52.6 53.6 574 0.930 0.022
3 generations 12.4 11.7 12.3 11.9 13.1 0.969 0.007

_______ Oher 121 139 176 239 276 0984 0003
By household type (boys):

Two parents 16.4 18.1 19.5 17.6 17.6 0.947 0.015
Single parent 56.9 43.0 54.7 52.8 573 0.885 0.046
3 generations 12.0 11.4 12.3 11.9 13.2 0.951 0.013

,,,,,,, Oher 125 140 181 227 289 0979 0004

(b) By household type (girls):
Two parents 16.0 17.9 195 17.9 16.7 0.972 0.005
Single parent 60.0 44.1 50.3 54.6 57.4 0.982 0.003
3 generations 12.8 12.0 12.3 11.9 12.9 0.972 0.005
Other 11.7 13.8 17.0 252 26.0 0.966 0.007

Table 8. Child poverty rate (18-24 yearsold, poverty line: 60% of the median)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

LTow 58 73 93 108 113 0985 _ 0002
Boys 5.7, 7.6 9.9 11.4 11:3 0.963 0.008
Girls 59 7.0 8.7 10.1 112 0.998 0.000

2. By household type (total):

Two parents 6.8 7.1 10.5 10.6 10.2 0.905 0.035
Single parent 35.8 30.7 31.8 43.6 38.0 0.976 0.005
3 generations 6.6 7.1 9.3 9.6 9.3 0.921 0.026

______ Oher 176 122 203 221 293 0977 0004
By household type (boys):

Two parents 6.7 7.0 10.1 11.5 10.1 0.948 0.014
Single parent 28.4 32.7 34.3 46.9 40.7 0.980 0.003
3 generations 53 7.3 10.7 10.0 10.0 0.937 0.019

,,,,,, Other 162 139 163 179 321 0826 0085

(b) By household type (girls):
Two parents 6.9 72 10.8 i 10.3 0.954 0.012
Single parent 42.7 28.9 29.3 40.2 34.9 0.975 0.005
3 generations 75 6.9 8.1 9.2 8.6 0.999 0.000
Other 18.7 10.8 22.9 252 26.8 0.951 0.013
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Table 9. Child poverty rate (<18 yearsold, poverty line: 60% of the median, fixed in 1989)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Total 159 11.6 157 18.8 22.6 01979 0.004
Boys 159 115 17.2 18.6 23.0 0.973 0.005
Girls 1559 1.7 17.1 19.0 22.0 0.983 0.003

2. By household type (total):

Two parents 16.5 11.8 17.2 17.7 20.1 0.929 0.023
Single parent 58.9 37.3 51.0 53.6 59.1 0.913 0.030
3 generations 12.2 7.8 10.8 11.9 15:5 0.961 0.009
Other 12.1 10.7 15.9 23.9 31.1 0.967 0.007
By household type (boys):
Two parents 16.6 11.9 17.1 17.5 20.6 0.926 0.024
Single parent 57.8 354 53.0 52.8 58.9 0.870 0.055
3 generations 11.9 7.6 10.8 11.9 16.1 0.943 0.016
Other 12.4 10.6 16.6 22.7 322 0.964 0.008
(b) By household type (girls):
Two parents 16.3 11.8 17.3 17.8 19.6 0.926 0.024
Single parent 59.9 395 48.9 54.6 593 0.956 0.011
3 generations 12.6 8.0 10.8 11.9 14.8 0.976 0.004
Other 1157 10.8 15.3 252 29.9 0.959 0.010
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Table 10. Child poverty rate by age brackets (poverty line: 60% of the median)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Age: 0-3 years old

Total 24.8 28.1 28.6 27.8 253 0.956 0.011
Boys 24.9 27.6 28.8 26.7 26.5 0.975 0.005
______ Guls 248 286 284 290 249 0912 0031
2. Age: 4-6 years old
Total 19.4 20.6 22.4 22.7 21.1 0.983 0.003
Boys 19.7 21.1 22.8 23.0 203 0.973 0.005
______ Gls 191 202 219 224 214 0977 0004
3. Age: 7-9 years old
Total 152 16.9 195 18.2 19.5 0.966 0.008
Boys 152 16.8 19.4 17.9 20.3 0.996 0.000
______ Guls 152 170 195 184 186 0963 _ 0.009
4. Age: 10-12 years old
Total 12.8 135 15.3 14.9 17.9 0.963 0.009
Boys 13.3 5 4 15.2 15.1 18.7 0.908 0.033
______ Gils 123 135 154 147 170 0995  0.000
5. Age: 13-15 years old
Total 10.1 EILE 14.0 13.9 16.5 0972 0.006
Boys 9.8 11.4 14.4 14.2 16.8 0.979 0.004
______ Gils 104 107 135 136 162 0960 0010
6. Age: 16-18 years old
Total 9.1 9.8 12.4 122 14.4 0.975 0.005
Boys 8.8 9.6 12.2 11.6 14.6 0.981 0.003
Girls b3 09 12.6 L7 14.1 0.963 0.009
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Table 11. Child poverty rate by age bracket (poverty line: 60% of the median, fixed in 1989)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Age: 0-3 years old

Total 25:3 19.0 25.4 27.8 29.5 0.932 0.021
Boys 25.6 18.4 253 26.6 30.3 0.924 0.025
AAAAAA Gls 251 196 255 290 287 0935 0020
2. Age: 4-6 years old
Total 19.4 13.7 19.7 22.6 24.7 0.960 0.010
Boys 19.6 13.8 19.8 229 24.6 0.955 0.011
,,,,,, Gls 192 136 196 223 248 0963  0.008
3. Age: 7-9 years old
Total 15.3 11.5 17.4 18.1 223 0.976 0.005
Boys 15.3 11.5 17.6 17.9 22.8 0.967 0.007
______ Guls 154 115 173 184 217 0982  0.003
4. Age: 10-12 years old
Total 12:9 9.2 13.5 14.9 20.5 0.946 0.015
Boys 13.4 9.6 13.3 I5L1 21.2 0.930 0.022
______ Gils 127 87 138 148 199 0959 0010
5. Age: 13-15 years old
Total 10.5 7.6 12.0 13.6 17.6 0.984 0.002
Boys 10.1 7.6 12.5 13.9 18.4 0.985 0.002
______ Guls 98 77 130 142 191 0983  0.003
6. Age: 16-18 years old
Total 9.1 6.9 11.3 12.2 15.8 0.985 0.002
Boys 8.8 6.8 11:2 11.6 16.3 0.967 0.007
Girls 9.4 7.0 11.5 12.7 15.3 0.995 0.000

Note: disposableincomeisin real 2000 prices.
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Table 12. Child poverty rate (<18 yearsold, poverty line: 40% of the median)

Spearman rank

1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Total 3.4 3.8 54 3.7 6.2 0.970 0.006

Boys 33 3.9 55 5.8 6.3 0.971 0.006

Girls 3.5 3.8 53 8.7 6.2 0.966 0.007
2. By household type (total):

Two parents 3.0 3L5 4.8 4.6 43 0.970 0.006

Single parent 3255 23.8 32.6 33.1 33.8 0.784 0.117

3 generations 2:3 2 3:1 2.6 34 0.989 0.001

Other 37 4.6 4.8 8.7 9.2 0.940 0.018
By household type (boys):

Two parents 3.0 3.7 4.7 4.6 4.5 0.928 0.023

Single parent 30.4 21.9 33.9 33.0 33.1 0.852 0.067

3 generations 2.1 2.0 34 2.6 8:2 0.972 0.006

Other 3.8 4.9 5:1 8.4 9.9 0.957 0.011

(b) By household type (girls):

Two parents 3.0 34 4.9 4.5 4.1 0.992 0.001

Single parent 345 25.8 31.1 332 34.6 0.907 0.033

3 generations 24 2.2 2.8 2.7 3 0.927 0.024

Other 3.6 43 4.5 8.9 8.6 0.926 0.024

Table 13. Child poverty rate (18-24 yearsold, poverty line: 40% of the median)

Spearman rank

1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Total 1.5 2.5 2 3.3 4.1 0.981 0.003

Boys 1.4 29 2.9 3.4 43 0.955 0.011

Girls 1.5 2.1 2.6 3.1 3.9 0.995 0.000
2. By household type (total):

Two parents 1.4 1.5 32 2.4 3.0 0.974 0.005

Single parent 10.0 20.2 18.2 232 21.6 0911 0.031

3 generations 1.2 25 25 1.8 29 0.960 0.010

Other 42 3.9 5.8 76 M 12.3 0.929  0.022
By household type (boys):

Two parents 13 1.8 34 3.2 4.0 0.976 0.004

Single parent 8.1 28.5 18.5 21.2 24.1 0.959 0.010

3 generations 0.9 3.0 33 2.4 2.5 0.925 0.025

Other 2.9 57 4.8 76 17.2 0.882  0.047

(b) By household type (girls):

Two parents 14 13 3.0 11,7 2.1 0.936 0.019

Single parent 11.8 12'2 7.9 252 18.5 0.954 0.012

3 generations 1.4 291 1.9 1.2 33 0.947 0.015

Other 5.3 2:5 6.4 7.6 8.1 0.959 0.010

-55-



Table 14. Child poverty rate (<18 years old, poverty line: 40% of the median, fixed in 1989)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Total 3.4 25 4.8 5.7 7.1 0.997 0.000
Boys 33 2.6 4.9 5.8 72 0.993 0.001
Girls 3.6 2.5 4.8 54 6.9 0.999 0.000

2. By household type (total):

Two parents 3: 2.1 4.2 4.5 5.0 0.978 0.004
Single parent 33.1 18.8 31.2 33.1 35.8 0.850 0.068
3 generations 2.2 L5 2.7 2.6 43 0.935 0.020
Other 3.4 3.0 42 8.7 10.3 0.941 0.017
By household type (boys):
Two parents 3.0 2.2 4.1 4.6 93 0.994 0.001
Single parent 30.4 18.6 324 33.0 35.1 0.861 0.061
3 generations 2.0 1.5 29 2.6 4.0 0.984 0.002
Other 3.5 33 4.6 8.4 10.8 0.948 0.014
(b) By household type (girls):
Two parents 32 2.1 43 4.5 4.7 0.946 0.015
Single parent 35.6 19.1 29.8 332 36.5 0911 0.032
3 generations 24 1.6 2.5 2.7 4.7 0.889 0.044
Other 3.3 2.8 3.8 8.9 9.7 0.926 0.024
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Table 15. Child poverty rate by age brackets (poverty line: 40% of the median)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Age: 0-3 years old

Total 4.5 5.6 75 8.0 7.6 0.943 0.016
Boys 4.3 5.6 7.5 8.0 7.9 0.932 0.021
______ Gls 47 56 74 80 72 0967 _ 0.007
2. Age: 4-6 years old
Total 4.0 4.5 549 6.6 5.6 0.983 0.003
Boys 3.8 4.7 6.1 7.0 5.4 0.999 0.000
O Gils 41 42 55 62 59 0952 0013
3. Age: 7-9 years old
Total 33 3.9 5.4 3 6.5 0.981 0.003
Boys 3.1 3.8 5.4 5.6 6.9 0.983 0.003
______ Gs 35 41 54 58 60 0962 0009
4. Age: 10-12 years old
Total 19 3.2 4.6 4.9 6.2 0.981 0.003
Boys 3.0 3.3 4.7 53 6.3 0.984 0.002
______ Guls 27 32 45 45 61 0967 0007
5. Age: 13-15 years old
Total 2.8 21 4.3 4.2 5.6 0.956 0.011
Boys 27 256 4.4 4.2 ST 0.962 0.009
______ Guls 28 27 42 43 56 0959 0010
6. Age: 16-18 years old
Total 2.3 29 4.0 4.1 52 0.978 0.004
Boys 22 3.3 3.8 3.5 4.9 0.965 0.008
Girls 2.4 25 4.2 4.6 5.4 0.969 0.007
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Table 16. Child poverty rate by age bracket (poverty line: 40% of the median, fixed in 1989)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Age: 0-3 years old

Total 4.6 34 6.6 8.0 8.7 0.990 0.001
Boys 4.3 3.2 6.7 8.0 9.1 0.991 0.001
______ Gls 49 35 66 80 84 0984 0002
2. Age: 4-6 years old
Total 4.0 2.8 5.2 6.6 6.2 0.983 0.003
Boys 3.7 2.8 5.6 7.0 6.1 0.983 0.003
______ Gs 43 27 49 62 64 0972 0.006
3. Age: 7-9 years old
Total 33 2.7 4.7 0 7.3 0.992 0.001
Boys 32 27 4.6 5.6 7.8 0.977 0.004
______ Guls 35 28 48 58 67 0997  0.000
4. Age: 10-12 years old
Total 2.9 22 4.1 4.9 6.8 0.983 0.003
Boys 29 23 4.2 53 6.9 0.990 0.001
______ Guls 28 21 40 45 68 0969  0.006
5. Age: 13-15 years old
Total 2.8 1.7 349 4.2 6.4 0.973 0.005
Boys 2 129 4.1 4.2 6.5 0.961 0.009
______ Guls 29 16 38 43 62 098 0003
6. Age: 16-18 years old
Total 23 2.2 3.6 4.1 6.2 0.947 0.014
Boys 22 2.5 33 85 6.2 0.900 0.037
Girls 24 1.9 3.8 4.6 6.1 0.989 0.001

Note: disposableincomeisin rea 2000 prices.
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Table 17. Child poverty gap (<18 yearsold, poverty line: 50% of the median)

Spearman rank

1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

l.Total 1.7 2.0 2.7 2.8 3.2 0.979 0.004

Boys 1.6 2.0 2.7 2.8 32 0.978 0.004

Girls 1.7 1.9 2.6 2.8 3.1 0.979 0.004
2. By household type (total):

Two parents 1.5 1.8 2.3 2.1 2.2 0.967 0.007

Single parent 15.2 114 17.0 17.2 17.0 0.818 0.090

3 generations 1.2 13 1.6 1.2 1.7 0.953 0.012

Ooter 1.7 24 2.6 42 4.6 0.968 0.007
By household type (boys):

Two parents 1.5 1.8 212 22 23 0.895 0.040

Single parent 14.0 10.9 18.0 16.7 16.4 0.953 0.012

3 generations 1.1 1.2 1.7 1.2 1.6 0.991 0.001

Other 1.9 2.5 3.0 4.1 4.8 0.991 0.001

(b) By household type (girls):

Two parents 1.6 1.7 2.4 2.1 2.1 0.969 0.007

Single parent 16.4 12.1 15.9 17.8 17.6 0.900 0.037

3 generations 1.3 13 1.5 1.2 1.8 0.969 0.007

Other 1.6 2:3 22 42 4.4 0.945 0.015

Table 18. Child poverty gap (18-24 yearsold, poverty line: 50% of the median)

Spearman rank

1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Total 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.7 1.9 0.997 0.000

Boys 0.7 1.4 1.5 1.8 2.0 0.954 0.012

Girls 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.6 1.9 0.967 0.007
2. By household type (total):

Two parents 0.7 0.9 1.5 1.1 1.4 0.992 0.001

Single parent 59 8.5 7.9 12.2 9.7 0.978 0.004

3 generations 0.7 155 1.5 1.0 1.4 0.979 0.004

Other 2.0 2.2 2.9 3.3 6.5 0.877 0.051
By household type (boys):

Two parents 0.7 1.0 1.7 1.4 1.7 0.999 0.000

Single parent 4.5 11.5 7.8 11.9 919 0.961 0.009

3 generations 0.6 1.7 2.0 1.0 1.2 0.994 0.001

Other 1.7 2.9 2.6 3.2 8.4 0.834 0.079

(b) By household type (girls):

Two parents 0.8 0.7 1.4 0.9 1.0 0.936 0.019

Single parent 72 5.6 8.1 12.4 94 0.975 0.005

3 generations 0.8 1.2 0.9 1.0 15 0.969 0.007

Other 2.3 1.6 3.1 3.4 4.8 0.980 0.003
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Table 19. Child poverty gap (<18 yearsold, poverty line: 50% of the median, fixed in 1989)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Total 1.7 1.3 24 2.8 3.6 0.993 0.001
Boys 1.7 14 24 2.8 3.7 0.986 0.002
Girls 1.8 1.3 24 2.7 3.5 0.992 0.001

2. By household type (total):

Two parents 1.6 1.2 2.0 2.1 2.6 0.986 0.002
Single parent 154 9.1 16.0 172 18.4 0.894 0.041
3 generations 1.1 0.8 1.4 1.2 2.0 0.955 0.012
Other 1.7 1.7 2.3 4.1 5.3 0.948 0.014
By household type (boys):
Two parents 1.6 1.2 2.0 22 2.9 0.994 0.001
Single parent 14.1 8.7 17.0 16.7 17.9 0.902 0.036
3 generations Ll 0.8 L5 12 1.9 0.983 0.003

_______ Ober 18 18 26 41 55 0960 0010

(b) By household type (girls):
Two parents 1.6 1.1 2.1 2.1 24 0.940 0.017
Single parent 16.6 9:5 14.9 17.7 19.0 0.933 0.021
3 generations 1.2 0.9 1.3 12 2.1 0.891 0.042
Other 1.5 1.6 1.9 4.2 5.0 0.927 0.024
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Table 20. Child poverty gap by age brackets (poverty line: 50% of the median)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Age: 0-3 years old

Total 2.3 2.8 3.7 3.7 3.8 0.866 0.057
Boys 2.2 2.8 3.7 3.7 3.8 0.865 0.058
______ Guls 24 29 36 38 38 098 0003
2. Age: 4-6 years old
Total 1.9 242 3.0 3.2 2.8 0.978 0.004
Boys 1.9 23 34 3.3 27 0.994 0.001
______ Guls 20 21 28 31 29 095 0012
3. Age: 7-9 years old
Total 1.7 1.9 2:7 2.8 3.2 0.971 0.006
Boys 1.7 1:9 2:7 2.7 3.5 0.982 0.003
,,,,,, Guls 17 21 27 28 29 0947 0015
4. Age: 10-12 years old
Total 1.4 1.7 2.3 2:5 3.1 0.990 0.001
Boys 14 1.8 2.3 2.6 3.2 0.996 0.000
Gl 14 16 22 23 30 0975 0005
5. Age: 13-15 years old
Total 1.4 1.4 21 2.0 2.9 0.962 0.009
Boys 153 1.4 2:2 2.0 2.8 0.977 0.004
,,,,,, Guls 16 15 20 21 29 0942 0017
6. Age: 16-18 years old
Total 1.1 1.5 2.0 2.0 2.6 0.991 0.001
Boys 1.1 1(7) 1.8 1.8 2.5 0.977 0.004
Girls 1.2 1.3 21 2.2 2.9 0.945 0.015
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Table 21. Child poverty gap by age bracket (poverty line: 50% of the median, fixed in 1989)

Spearman rank
1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 correlation  p-value

1. Age: 0-3 years old

Total 24 1.8 3:2 BT 4.4 0.998 0.000
Boys 2.3 1.8 3.3 8:7 4.5 0.993 0.001
______ Gils 25 19 32 37 43 0999  0.000
2. Age: 4-6 years old
Total 2.0 1.4 2.7 32 3.3 0.975 0.005
Boys 1.9 1.5 2.8 3.3 32 0.966 0.007
______ Guls 20 14 25 31 34 0995 0000
3. Age: 7-9 years old
Total 17 1.3 2.4 2.8 3.7 0.991 0.001
Boys 1.7 1.2 2.4 247 4.0 0.975 0.005
,,,,,, Guls 17 14 24 28 33 099 0000
4. Age: 10-12 years old
Total 1.4 1.2 2.0 2.4 3.5 0.966 0.007
Boys 1.4 1.3 2:1 2.6 3.6 0.969 0.006
______ Guls 14 L1 20 22 34 095 0010
5. Age: 13-15 years old
Total 1.6 1.1 1.8 2.1 3.2 0.949 0.014
Boys 1.4 1.0 1.9 2.0 32 0.952 0.013
______ Guls 13 10 20 20 32 0993 000l
6. Age: 16-18 years old
Total 1.1 1.1 1.8 2.0 2.9 0.970 0.006
Boys 1.1 1.3 1.6 1.8 29 0.923 0.025
Girls 12 0.9 240 2.2 3.0 0.984 0.002

Note: disposableincomeisin rea 2000 prices.
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2430 .039 *** 2090 .082 *** 2.69% 058 ***
067 006 *** 057 012 *x* 079 1009 ***
145 006 *** .160 013 *** 139 1009 ***
.000 .001 .002 .001 -001 001
002 001 *** .007 001 *** -.002 001 ***
032 009 *x* 053 017 *x* 027 013 ***
050 010 *** 02 020 *x* 049 014 %%
051 019 *x* 020 1036 *** 059 026
055 (011 *** 103 022 *** 042 015 ***
061 .008 *** .087 .016 *** 057 012 **x
030 .009 071 .018 *** 018 012 **x
043 012 *x* 085 024 *x* 023 016 ***
050 (017 *** 087 034 *** 019 023 **
-012 017 014 034 -034 024
059 .008 *** 089 015 *** 064 011 ***
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035 064 034 .169 018 088
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004 .009 031 018* -034 013 **
-.009 .007 .005 014 027 010 **
-033 025 -078 051 007 036
-.001 015 -.010 030 002 021
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30 49 -014 017 30 49 -.038 .039 30 49 -017 024
50 9 -017 .016 50 9 -.040 .038 5 9 -021 023
24004 7878 10328
Durbin-Watson 1.763 Durbin-Watson 1804 Durbin-Watson 1854
F 20.060 *** F 9.340 *** F 10.181 **x

* k% ** * 1 5 10

103



Model Mode
2.375 .104 *** 2.545 .128 ***
.074 .015 *** .052 019 ***
.144 .016 *** .135 .019 ***
.001 .002 .000 .002
.001 .002 *** .001 .002
.014 .023 .022 .029
.055 .027 ** -.034 .031
.085 .053 .052 .055 **
077 .026 *** -.066 .033
.046 .021 ** .035 .025
-.010 .022 .007 .027
.044 .029 -.002 .036
.043 .040 .066 .050
-.060 .040 .044 .044
.026 .020 -.008 .025
-.068 .071 .119 .108
.024 .130 126 .152
.012 .021 .012 .026
-.131 .109 -.056 118
-.040 .050 -.008 .057
.040 .022 * .016 .028
-.003 .018 .011 .022
-.044 .056 -.002 .063
-.008 .039 .028 .047
-.029 .034 -.031 .044
-.052 .043 .055 .058
-.031 .044 -.053 .052
-.069 .063 -.019 .069
-.018 .027 .004 .034
.010 .070 -.002 .063
.028 .026 -.009 .029
179 .130 .152 .101
10.0 199 -.029 .047 10.0 199 -.046 .051
10.0 20.0 299 -.037 .045 10.0 20.0 299 -.056 .050
30.0 399 -.016 .045 30.0 399 -.033 .050
40.0 499 -.036 .044 40.0 499 -.046 .050
50.0 59.9 -.063 .047 50.0 59.9 -.049 .053
60.0 69.9 -.020 .055 60.0 69.9 -.039 .062
70.0 79.9 .024 .058 70.0 79.9 -.007 .064
80.0 89.9 -.002 .071 80.0 89.9 -.064 077
90 -.017 .072 90 -.079 077
1 -.003 .037 1 .049 .043
0 2 4 -.018 .037 0 2 4 .053 .043
5 9 -.044 .035 5 9 .057 .039
10 29 -.060 .038 10 29 .046 .043
30 49 -.021 .038 30 49 .045 .042
50 99 -.038 .035 50 99 .049 .039
3225 2573
.043 .020
Dur bin-Watson 2.010 Dur bin-Watson 2.023
F 4.120 *** F 2.140 ***
* k% ** * 1 5 lo
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88.8 9.2 1.9
84.3 134 2.3
79.4 16.6 41
75.2 211 3.7
745 21.9 3.6
74.0 23.2 2.8
67.9 284 3.8
66.1 29.2 4.7
63.8 32.9 3.3
62.7 31.7 5.6
62.4 33.7 39
50,000 59.8 36.5 3.7
57.8 39.2 3.0
57.2 36.6 6.3
57.0 30.7 12.2
544 30.9 14.8
51.3 318 16.9
46.7 46.0 7.3
46.6 49.0 4.4
345 525 13.0
27.2 54.7 18.2
1 24.9 60.4 14.7
225 59.0 185
224 55.7 21.9
215 52.4 26.0
19.7 64.1 16.2
1 18.2 58.3 235
12.2 60.7 27.1
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Q2.

1 80.1 17.5 25
79.3 18.3 2.4

78.8 18.8 2.4

1 72.0 25.0 2.9
68.9 28.2 2.9

66.5 30.4 3.1

60.4 35.0 45

11 60.1 35.8 4.1
579 36.4 5.8

549 405 4.6

52.6 41.9 54

52.4 43.0 4.7

49.4 45.8 4.8

48.5 45.4 6.1

46.2 48.3 55

399 52.0 8.1

394 524 8.3

384 55.2 6.4

36.9 54.0 9.1

36.4 56.8 6.7

10 34.7 57.1 8.1
315 59.7 8.8

31.2 57.4 114

309 619 7.1

1 1 30.5 57.6 11.9
30.5 55.7 13.8

26.5 58.1 15.4

25.8 52.6 21.6

22.8 65.7 115

22.0 66.5 115

21.2 64.6 141

19.9 67.4 12.7

19.7 62.4 17.9

10 17.6 66.0 164
17.6 64.2 18.2

16.3 68.1 155

1 16.2 56.7 27.1
15.9 65.8 18.3

15.2 56.6 28.1

14.7 62.4 22.8

145 62.8 22.8

12.4 64.2 234

10 9.7 52.2 38.1
9.0 60.0 31.0

iPod 10 -113 - 7.4 48.9 43.8




n=3,3252
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identify

explanatory

power 10
a
0.56 0.8
5
X 2 p

0.09% 0.41% 2.01 0.1565 X
0.17% 1.65% 15.45 <.0001 ***
0.26% 0.41% 0.19 0.6602 X
0.30% 0.83% 1.73 0.1886 X
0.39% 0.83% 0.99 0.3199 X
0.17% 0.83% 4.02 0.045 **
0.69% 2.48% 8.26 0.004 ***
0.17% 0% 0.42 0.5183 X
3.49% 7.85% 11.14 0.0008 ***

10.76% 30.99% 81.06 <.0001 ***

7
79.4%
3 7%
7.4%
9 89%
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4.2% 3.1% 3
3.7%
0.86
1%
6 7
%

0 89.0%

3.8% 1 4.2%

3.2% 2 3.1%

, 3 1.1%

3.0% 4 0.7%

2.8% 5 0.7%

2.6% 6 0.5%

i 7 0.7%

5.9%
7.4%
X 2 p

2.99% 11.72% 45.05 <.0001 Fkx
2.47% 9.66% 36.59 <.0001 Fkx
2.22% 9.28% 38.43 <.0001 Fkx
2.39% 7.98% 23.88 <.0001 Fkx
2.02% 7.33% 24.26 <.0001 Fkx
4.57% 16.60% 58.76 <.0001 Fkx
5.88% 20.33% 67.85 <.0001 Fkx
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16

16
14.5%
14.1% 14.5%
6.4% 5%

16

0.6%

2.6%
3.4%
4.5%
6.2%
4.7%
3.6%
6.4%
14.1%
0.7%
14.5%
1.1%
2.3%
0.6%
3.6%
1.3%
4.1%
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10%
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10

X 2 p
1.86% 9.24% 47.30 <.0001  ***
2.60% 11.34% 49.96 <.0001  ***
3.60% 14.71% 60.25 <.0001  ***
542%  15.42% 36.52 <.0001  ***
3.7% 13.1% 43.01 <.0001  ***
2.6% 9.7% 3351 <.0001  ***
5.2% 15.8% 40.88 <.0001  ***
12.3% 31.2% 62.32 <.0001  ***
0.7% 2.5% 9.22 0.0024 ***
12.5% 34.5% 82.87 <.0001  ***
0.8% 3.8% 17.37 <.0001  ***
1.7% 8.8% 46.36 <.0001  ***
0.7% 1.7% 2.72 0.0990 *
2.50% 10.74% 47.06 <.0001  ***
0.99% 3.31% 9.84 0.0017 ***
3.44%  10.74% 29.48 <.0001  ***
16 a
0.829 16
11
a
1% a
14
14 12
75.1% 14 1
9.0% 5.6% 3 3.8%

6.6%
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Symposium 1 16:00-18:00 @ Teikyo University

Child poverty and child and
family health in Japan :
Measuring SES

AyaK. Abe
Tokyo Metropolitan University

Percentage of Children with Obesity by SES (measured by household
consumption 3 categories)

% Children with Obesity by SES

16 151
14.1
14
12.0
12
10.1
10
8 7.0
6 4.8
4
2
0
Low Middle High Low Middle High
Ages6to 11l Ages12to 18

Source : Kachi, Otsuka & Kawada (2015) J Epidemiol 2015; 25(7): 463-469.
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Odds Ratio of Tendency for Depression and Anxiety among
Children by SES (measured by household income quintile)

1.61
1.3 1.33
1.17
I_I_'
1 2 3 4 5
Household Income Quintile

Source: Kachi et al. (2016) “Socioeconomic disparities in psychological distress in a nationally representative
sample of Japanese adolescents: a time trend study,” Australian & New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry

Difference in Diet of 2-6 yr old children in Japan

Meat Fish
Hard to live Hard to live [ ]
Neither Neither L
Well off Well off —
o 0 20 2 0 5 0 0 0 % 100 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
= More than 2 times a day mOnceaday  m4to6timesaweek 1 to 3times aweek = More than 2 times aday mOnce a day = 4106 times aweek
1 to 3times aweek m Less than once a week
Vegetables .
Y Fruits

Hard to live [E—— ] [

I I L || e o e — —
ettner Neithe:r | |
Welloff - T —— Welloff I ]

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 %0 100 o 10 2 20 ™ 50 60 - 0 % 100

m More than 2 times a day mOnceaday  m4to6timesaweek 1 to 3times aweek = More than 2 times a day mOnce a day m 410 6 times a week

1 to 3times aweek m Less than once a week

. \SAI;S”is rfr};easured by Self-rated Living Standard (5 categories from Hard to
ell-o

Data: Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare (2016)
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Nutrition Intake of Children by SES (measured by
parental income (low income vs. mid-high income))

School Days Non-school days
Lunch
Lunch —school meal None . Totalenergy  *
* Protein faiaie
_ « Fat  **
Dinner . Calcium ~ **
Total energy intake * . M?grrrll?r?lgm Irop**Zinc, Vitamin A,
Fat * Dinner
.  Total energy **
Magnesium * . Protein  **
- Vitamin *%* « Fat, Vitamin B2 *

* Magnesium, Fiber **

* Iron Fkk
Source submitted for review Arai, Ishida, Nakanishi, Nozue, Abe,

Yamamoto & Murayama

However, the of SES is problematic

» Reluctance (both government and academia ) of asking about any indicator
of SES (ex. income and education achievement)

« Difficulties in capturing household income correctly
+ Often categorical question is used

* Not asking the “entire household income” (excluding non-earned income, incomes of
households members)

* Respondents not knowing exact income (especially those who are self-employed,
farmers, etc.). Not capturing the monetary value of non-cash transfers.

 Tendencies to forget transfers (e.g. child benefit etc.)
under-reporting of income

* Respondents’ Denial to answer SES questions
* Non-response rate can be quite high
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or as SES'is
also problematic

» As more people get higher education and higher education is
versified , educational attainment (e.g. high school graduates) by
itself does not give much information about SES (we need to know
more about schools).

» Occupational status is better, but is getting increasing harder to assess
living standard by just occupational status (e.g. low-wage “regular
(seiki) workers”).

* Educational attainment and occupational status is especially problem
for women.

the of SES is also problematic

* The living standard of Japanese people is not linear.

* The living standards of most people (i.e. middle and upper SES ) are not that
different. However, those at the bottom suffer not being able to meet this
standard.

* Thus, treating the SES as a continuous variable does not capture inequalities.

* The cut-off for the “poor” is often not precise

* Researchers often divide the SES into 3 classes (bottom, middle, top). The
bottom SES is a mix of poor and the middle class.

* The cut-off for the lowest strata is often too high.
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Material Deprivation as an indicator for SES

 Material Deprivation (or relative deprivation (Townsend 1979)) can be
used to supplement income data.

* European Union has adapted Low Income and Material deprivation as
official indicators for “poverty”.

» However, there is very limited data on deprivation in Japan.

Definition of “People at risk of poverty and social

exclusion” by EU
Europe 2020 Strategy  Reducing those “at risk of poverty and
social exclusion” by 20 million by the year 2020

1. Not being able to meet mortgage,

Income Poverty rent, or utility bills
>60% of median 2. Aholiday once a year
3. Protein once in 2 days
Material deprivation 4. Tobe able to pay unexpected
4 out of 9 items expense
5. Telephone (incl. mobile)
6. Color TV
Work-less households 7. Washing machine
those which vyorked less 8. Automobile
than 20% of time for all
working age (20-59) 9. Tobe able to warm house
household members)
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Creating Material Deprivation Index

Q: Do you have (have access to) following items?
1. Yes 2. No, Can’t have 3. No, Don’t want
Iteml Bicycle
Iltem2 Three meals a day

* Following the methodology of Townsend (1979), Mack & Lansley (1985),
Gordon & Pantazis (1997), Gordon(2013)

Data and Variables

Data: All (~3500 ) Grade 5 children (themselves + parent ) in public
schools in X city (Abe, to be published)

* Variables
1) Non-Possession of household items (e.g. TV, micro-wave oven, etc.)
2) Household economic stress (e.g. not being able to pay electricity bill, etc.)
3) Non-possession of child items (e.g. bicycle, books, toys, etc.)
3 A) reported by parents
3 B) reported by child
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Finding Material Deprivation Index for Japanese
children: Verification Steps (Gordon 2013)

1. Are the items relevant (to poverty) ?

2. Do they make significant combined index?
(Cronbach’s alpha)

3. Does the index explain health outcome?

Material deprivation : household items

Can’t afford
All Non-poor poor X2 P

Washing machine 0.2% 0.09% 0.41% 2.0076 0.1565X
Rice cooker 0.4% 0.17% 1.65% 15.4549<.0001 ***

Vacuum cleaner 0.4% 0.26% 0.41% 0.1933 0.6602X

Air conditioner (heater) 0.4% 0.30% 0.83% 1.7284 0.1886X

Air conditioner (cooler) 0.5% 0.39% 0.83% 0.9892 0.3199X

Micro-wave oven 0.3% 0.17% 0.83% 4.02 0.045**

Telephone 1.1% 0.69% 2.48% 8.2636 0.004***

Family’s own bathroom 0.3% 0.17% 0% 0.4174 0.5183X
Bed or Futon for .aII members of 3.9% 3.49% 7.85% 11.1424 0.0008***

family

SRV Tfely e";irn%ency (o0 12.6%  10.76%  30.99% 81.0594<.0001 ***
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Material deprivation :

In the past year, has your
household not be able to pay [ ]

Telephone
Electricity
Gas
Water
Housing rent
In the past year, has your hh not

be able to afford [ ] that is
required?

Food

Clothes

Household Economic Stress

Unable to pay ... in the past year

All Non-poor poor X2 p
3.8% 2.99% 11.72% 45.0457 <.0001 ***
3.2% 2.47% 9.66% 36.585<.0001 ***
3.0% 2.22% 9.28% 38.4326<.0001 ***
2.8% 2.39% 7.98% 23.8823<.0001 ***
2.6% 2.02% 7.33% 24.2649<.0001 ***

“Often” or “Sometimes”

All Non-poor poor X2 p
5.9% 4.6% 16.6% 58.7585<.0001 ***
7.4% 5.9% 20.3% 67.8486 <.0001 ***

* (7 Items) Cronbach’s alpha=0.81776

Material deprivation : Lack of child necessities (by parents)

Pocket money

New (not second hand) clothes
Lessons (music, sports, etc.)
Juku (prep schools)
Birthday celebration

Family trip once a year
Christmas present

Money for New Year’s Day

Parents’ participation in school events

Can’t afford

All Non-poor poor X2 p

4.7% 7.9% 24.3%  37.06<.0001 ***
3.6% 2.8% 10.2%  34.64<.0001 -
6.4% 5.7% 17.5%  43.78<.0001 -
14.1% 17.4% 41.7%  59.68<.0001 ===
0.8% 0.7% 2 5% 9.08 0.0026 **=
14.5% 12.9% 35506  84.61<.0001 -~
1.1% 0.8% 4.2%  21.33<.0001 ***
2.3% 2.0% 9.9% 45.70<.0001 ===
0.6% 0.7% 1.7% 2.65 0.1038X

* Cronbach’s alpha=0.7404 "Birthday present” also does not support

high alpha

130




Lack of Cultural Experiences (answered by parents

Can’t afford to do it

All Non-poor poor X2 p
Going swimming in ocean 2.6% 1.9% 920  47.30<.0001 ***
Visiting museums (art, science,
3.4% 2.6% 11.3%  49.96<.0001 ***
etc.)
Camping and BBQ outdoors 4.5% 3.6% 14.7% 60.25<.0001 ***
Visiting sports events or plays 6.2% 5.4% 15.4% 36.52<.0001 ***

* Cronbach’s alpha=0.5189

Material deprivation : Lack of child necessities
(answered by parents

Can’t afford to do it

All Non-poor  poor X2 p
Books appropriate for age 3.6% 25% 10.7% 47.06<'OOO faiaiel
1
. . 0.001
Sports equipment for children 1.3% 1.0% 3.3% 9.84 fhaied
7

<.000 ..,

Place to study at home 4.1% 3.4% 10.7% 29.481

* (7 Items + 4 items + 3items =14 ) Cronbach’s alpha = 0.844
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Material deprivation (child items) by children (1)

Own books (exclude manga)
Own room (inc. with siblings)

Internet PC (at home)
Place to study (at home)

Own study desk
Sports equipments (baseball,

cnrrar ote \

Game machine

Can't afford

All Non-poor poor X2 p
8.2% 7.5% 11.7%  4.39 0.0362**
25.7% 25.3% 29.9% 2.20 0.1382X
20.1% 19.8% 22.7%  0.82 0.3655X
3.8% 3.5% 45%  0.60 0.438X
17.9% 17.5% 19.1%  0.34 0.5601X
4.2% 3.9% 6.1% 2.03 0.154X
6.1% 5.6% 4.5% 0.46 0.4975X

Material deprivation (child items) by children (2)

Can't afford

Non-
All poor poor X2 p a
Toys that most friends have 13.2% 13.0% 14.8% 0.45 0.5013
Bicycle 2.5% 2.2% 2.6% 0.18 0.6701 X
Pocket money 12.9% 11.9% 18.6% 7.73 0.0054 ***
Clothes like friends’ 8.7% 8.5% 12.3% 2.59 0.1078
At lest 2 fitting shoes 5.1% 5.0% 4.7% 0.037 0.8473
Mobile phone 29.1% 29.1% 29.3% 0.0014 0.9701
Mobile music player 62.9% 63.9% 51.5% 7.88 0.005***

* (14 items) Cronbach’s alpha =0.662
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Health by :
Income category and poverty (low-income) status

Self-rated health status : by equivalentincome
3

- N e
- I R
z15 e
s i
T 1
Parent health Child health
0.5
0 (Parent health) (Child health)
) in} o o ) O i8] )
& P ‘.@Q R P M SEI G S

Child Health by Lack of child items reported by
Parent's Health by Lack child items reporte by poverty (low-income) status

poverty (low-income)status
OO S

poor I | notpoor I
notpoor I 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% mGood mFairlygood WAverage mFairlybad mBad

mGood MFairlygood MAverage ®Fairlybad ®Bad

15.536 0.0037
25.3512 <.0001

K6 by:
Income category and poverty (low-income) status

Average K6 score:
by equivalent household income K6 by poverty (low-income) status

7

6

1
0

K6 score

(Average K6 score)

0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50% 60% 70% 80%  90%  100%
m0-4 m59 m10-14 m15&over
S B S L 34.7958 <.0001
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Health status by Mother’s education attainment

Self-rated health status : by mother's education

2.5
2 \/
g15
g1
0 B 5 Parent health
0 == Child health
Junior high  High school Kosen, College  University Graduate
school
Parent's Health by Lack child items reporte by Child Health by Lack child items reporte by mother's
mother's eduation eduation
lowedu owedu [ .
highedu
high ecu |

0% 10% 20% 30%  40% 50% 60% 70% 80%  90%  100%
0% 10%  20% 30%  40% 50% 60%  70% 80%  90%  100%

mGood mFairlygood mAverage Fairly bad mBad
m Good wmFairlygood m Average Fairly bad mBad

27.8766 <.0001
45.6313 <.0001

K6 by Mother’s education attainment

Average K6 Score : by mother's education K6 by mother's eduation

low edu

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

L T Averngeke m0-4 m59 m10-14 m 15&over
0
19.2953 0.0002
Junior high Highschool ~ Kosen,  University Graduate
College school
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Health status by Lack of Household Items

Self-rated health status :
3 by lack of household items

=
o

Health status

—— Parent health —— Child health

(Parent health) o (Child health)
0 1 2 3 4+

Number of deprived items (out of 10 household items)

Parent's Health by Lack of household items Child Health by Lack of household items

o DI dep [
notdep e T

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%
mGood mFairlygood mAverage Fairlybad mBad 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

148.8065 <.0001 [ 5.5236838?6“6 0 :I'-mu

K6 by Lack of Household Items

Average K6 score :
10 by lack of household items K6 by Lack of household items
6
4
— AVerage K6 score
2
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%  90%  100%
0 W04 W59 W10-14 15&over

0 1 2 3 4+
Number of deprived items (out of 10 household items)
192.5843 <.0001
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Health status by Household economic Stress

Self-rated health status: by
household economic stres

3.5

w

~
o

~

Health status

! " Parent health ——Child health
0.5
(Parent health) o (Child health)
0
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Number of deprived items (out of 7 household economic stress)

Parent’s Health by Household economic stress Child Health by Household economic stress

« I - I
ot | o

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
mGood ™ Fairlygood m Average Fairlybad mBad mGood mFairlygood m Average Fairlybad mBad
121.1141 <.0001
73.504 <.0001

K6 by Household economic Stress

K6 score : by household economic stress K6 Score by Household economic stress

12
oo

10

8 notcep | I

¢ 6
4 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%
o 04 m59 m10-14 15&over
2
0 186.0415 <.0001

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Number of deprived items (out of 7 economic stress)
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Health status by:
Lack of Child Necesglfnagtg)hgggm@ reported by parents

by lack of child necessities

~
2

~

Health status

=
o

1 ——Parent health ——Child health

(Parent health) o (Child health)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Number of deprived items (out of 14 items) Child Health by Lack of child items

o |

Parent's Health by Lack child items

v T
e
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% _ 100% Good mFeltlygood - mAverage Farybad - wad
<
mGood MWFairlygood WAverage wFairlybad mBad 133.8658 <0001 72.815 <.0001

K6 by:
Lack of Child Necessities (items) reported by parents

Average K6 score : by lack of child

necessities o
12 K6 by Lack of child items
10
8
g 6
4
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
2 —verage b score————{average S score) m04 W59 m10-14 m 15&over
0 227.6503<.0001

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11+

Number of deprived items (out of 14 child items)
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Self-rated health status :
by lack of child necessities reported by child

____Parenthealth —_Child health
3
25 —_— (Parent health) (Child health)
Ly
215 T 7
g,
” 9.08 0.0591
0
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 -
hild Health
Parent's Health Number of deprived items (out of 14 household Child Hea

dep
dep N P
not dep _ notdep _

0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100% 0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%

®Good MFairlygood ™ Average ¥ Fairlybad ™ Bad

B Good MFairlygood ™ Average ™ Fairlybad ™Bad
Vo 0 Y 1092 0.03

K6 by Lack of Child Necessities (items) reported by children

Average K6 score:
by lack of child necessities reported by
child K6 by Lack of child items reported by
children

.y
notcep I N

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%  60% 70% 80%  90%  100%

m0-4 W59 m10-14 m15&over

= Average K6 score

K6 score
o P N W A~ OO N ©

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+ i
Number of deprived items (out of 14 child items) 12.21490.006

. ff
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Summary

Parent's health Child health Parent K6
%missing|%sample i y 2 of cross x 2 of cross x 2 of cross
Index abs. tabulation tabulation tabulation

Education attainment

Low-educated (Junior high school ) 27.1% 45,63 <.0001 27.88 <0001 19.30 0.0002

Equivalent household income

Low-income 9.4% 25.35 =.0001 15,54 0.0037 34.80 =.0001

Number of household items lacking (0-10)

Household item deprivation (# >= 1) 4% 14.7%; 148.81 <.0001 52.60 «<.0001; 192.58 <.0001
Household economic stress (0-7) Ny

Economic stress (# > 0) - 11.1%:  121.11 <.0001 73.50 «<.0001: 186.04 <.0001
Number of child items lacking (by parents) (0-14) N

Child item deprivation {# >=2) - 15.9%; 133.87 <.0001 72.81 «<.0001; 227.85 <.0001
Number of child items lacking (by child) (0-14) N :

Child item deprivation (# >=4) o 15.0% 10.92 0.02752 9.08 0.0591§ 12.21 0.0087

Conclusion

» Material deprivation can be a useful measurement tool for measuring SES.

« |t can supplement often imprecise and missing traditional SES variables
such as income and education attainment, and often it is better predictor of
poverty than other traditional SES variables.

» However, the choice of items is tricky;

* Variables from child-filled questionnaire might be capturing something other than

poverty
* Lack of Household items need more consideration

Limitations and Future Analysis

* Needs detailed analysis controlling for other factors that affect health
(especially parent’s health)

* Needs to investigate if the same indices are effective in explaining other
dimensions (such as school performance, happiness, friends, etc.)
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EHTAESESH b SN TWE, 2OX) %
4 ¥ ZADBEEOERHIE, HAOBRIZ b EE
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XEBHIZ

T, A F)ADOTFELOERIKIIRE %
B A 2 T\ b, 20164E3H. A F)AD
F oy A0 RFREBEMEE. BEAKE (Chid
Poverty Act 2010) #ZIEL. F&dOERE
WA - BF ERE R BEIE L 72 A F1) AL
Wy F v — R BRI B R E R A EE
L. BEETHRDERBOFGVED—2I27% >
72h3, 1997 4EIZBY L - H @0 7 L T BiE
2. 2020 FTCICFELOBERZERT A
LEBEEL. ZOENICL ) BRFIIKEICEK
T Lo LU, REEHIITEERVIRRICSH
0. Bk LVEECRI L BRICE T A A 2 A
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HETHDL, 2DL) RETERMIZERNSK
BIE T3 7201213,. ZREBORG I LEIZ
25,

A FY)ATIZ, BEEREIHLESINSET
2. FgEEZoHANCETSE, FELBDOERD
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MBI ) 2, Ot AEFTA (X B R ER)
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BREPRFESI N, FBE T L I220204F F T
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DB BT 2 TSR ECR SRR 14T D
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/2. AFYADOFELORREM KX, TD
HRIZX Y 3DIZHETE S, HLIC. BHD
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{, BYTEL LT AHODHRTH .
BEA v 714 7Ok, B OXER
HIDSH B, FRFHA vy T4 713, BFE
L L7:BERMTbEEINL, 212, R
WREORF 2 LM BHE L. REOEREICSIT
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B AL 2D 8312, FIEEIERENTOHR




%1 REAFECIZFEDOERDOERLBMER (HIEA)

e A iz
AT DR DR A gf?ﬂigfﬁg%ggéfﬂgfggﬂﬁ%ﬁ”*% 5%k il

T ¢ 20104 IR 7 A PR

Gt cd . OIS BRBLL LIZH] &
FIFAsZ xR BHWE T AR TS 5,
ED LD BRKETRERRBT 200, BUkE
DA, BUAREORNFIZL 505, AT
X, SO L) BT EDOARIKOMER L g
DA E 20D, A F) AIBITHHED
P2 IRV IEY . T b OB REIREBEDER
DR 2 o 2 ERERE T2 & & b2, HHE
TR RFEEEEELOBIBOEE L 2D
5. SHBOXMEDOH M EBLT b,

1 FELOERDOHBIR

AF)ADF S OB REIL, FF,
KIS ESNTE . TV T HERER O
1996 FF FEIZ 127 % T o 725, 20144121
19% £ TIF L7z (DWP, 2016). 548 %Y 5]
WCR2 &, B EDOWRWIER, — ABHEH.
ZFiH, BEEOWLHE, TAZy s -2
4707 4 OWHETEREIE . BAET
WEHLMETELTFELDAREILIUBTH
LU, BB T wnE| 4% 5, —A
FHFTHLEEIH T IE, TVE A LT
11%. X= & £ 5 T19% TdH %55, B2 E
WTWRITNIEIT% TH D, TAZY 7 - <
A7) F4OFTIE. N 7557 a% (45
%) EXF A5 UFR (40%) BEBLTVDS
B EEPMELC, EERETH Y. LT
SN LR EPHEL T,

KIZ, AF) ADRWZ EUDE 4 & B L

THEHo EUTIE, [ERIITHErHER ]
DIRFEIZH 5 Z L& RTIREL LT, O
BRI (BT AL 45 AT 15 o v I AfiE D 60 % oK i
THEET2EOEE). QBRI =WEWHED
K& QEBOLZH D) L4HHE L AR L
TW5) IXHHFEDEE. @7 O
THEET H2BOEE (TXTOHE)FEE O M
BORT A 5T HIENTELZTHA)
ABUZ X FE#EZHTL) O30 H I T
B2, TRHICOWTHEMBEEK 15
rEE BT % (Eurostat. 20154E) .

¥, HMHWERRICOWTIE, 4 FY) 21
TV A ELE EQIIHMT V=T R L T
Wb M EREIEVOIIEERR, Kol
JLERDE % Th 5o M. 2% WERFIEC
DWTIE, A F) RIIERD» LR T A VT
Y REBATEWKEIZD 720, FNHRHE
fEtgRIc—BREBIL L, MPTEOKS ZRT
BEIZOWTD, ZOI104EM,. 7T4AVT VK
WKW TEL, FERFHFTES TIRENS

K2 —ABHTOBBROMEE (%)

1999 & 2006 & 2013 %
4 F1) A 442 515 571
KA — 614 66.8
7T VA — 63.8 64.5
1597 — 708 64.8
ATz =TV — 74.2 744
TA)A — 70.1 65.5

7E - — ABHEE 0 JEE X 15 5% Ko
HiFT : OECD. Stat.
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Portugal 13% 11 18% 8 13% 9 8% 21
Slovak Republic 8% 24 15% 12 8% 29 4% 29
Slovenia 9% 21 9% 25 8% 24 16% 10
Spain 14% 9 21% 6 14% 7 % 24
Sweden 9% 23 8% 27 9% 20 9% 17
Switzerland 9% 22 8% 30 6% 32 23% 4
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Table LMF2.2.B. Distribution of working hours for employed adults in couple households with children, by gender, 2014
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Chart 2.7.C: Life satisfaction by gender, 2015 or last vear available
Chart 2.7.D: Life satisfaction by employment status, 2012
Chart 2.7.E: Life satisfaction by satisfaction in work-life balance, 2012
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Chart PF1.1.A. Public spendina on family benefits

Chart PF1.2.A Expenditure on education as % of GDP. bv level of education and source of funds. 2013
Chart PF1.2.B Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions by level of education. 2013

Table PF1.3.A Family cash benefits , 2010

Table PF1.4.A. Neutrality of tax-benefit svstems for couples at different household earninas levels. 2014
Chart PF1.4.A. Participation tax rates for second eamer parents enterina emplovment at varvina aross earninas levels, 2014

Table PF15.A Kev characteristics of Child Sunport Reaimes
Table PF1.5.B Trends of Sole-parents and of Sole-Parents Receivina Child Maintenance Pavments in recent vears
Table PF15.C Levels of Child Maintenance Pavments

Chart PF1.6.A. Social expenditure per child increases with children age

Chart PF1.6.B. Public social expenditure by ace aroup

Chart PF1.6.C. Cash benefits and tax breaks and childcare are important in per capita social expenditure on children in early childhood (0-5 vears)
Chart PF1.6.D. Education dominates in middle childhood (6-11 vears)

Chart PF1.6.E. As it also does in late childhood (12-17 vears)

Chart PF1.7.A: Age profile of “net transfers™

Chart PF1.7.B. Older people are much more likelv to be "aivers™ than “takers"of private interaenerational transfers

Chart PF1.7.C. Those who are 50 and older are likelv to aive money to children and receive sunport in terms of “care time"
Chart PF1.7.D. Manv arandparents spend time carina for their arandchildren, 2006-07

Table PF1.8.A. Age of maiority. 2016

Table PF1.8.B. Age of criminal responsibility. 2016

Table PF1.8.C. Minimum aae for marriage, 2016

Table PF1.8.D. School leavina age and Emplovment age. 2016

Table PF1.8.E. Minimum ace to consume and purchase alcohol. 2016
Table PF1.8.F. Minimum ace to use and purchase tobacco, 2016
Table PF1.8.G. Minimum age for sexual consent. 2016

Chart PF1.9.A: In most countries intentional child mortality is very rare

Chart PF1.9.B: Child mortality rates declined in almost all OECD countries since the 1970s
Table PF1.9.A Attitudes towards and prevalence of child corporal punishment

Table PF1.9.B: Bannina corporal punishment of children

Chart PF1.9.C. Proportion of children under state care

ANNEX 1: Mortality data and the internnational classification of deseases(ICD)
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Table Al:Deaths due to maltreatment. accidental iniury
Table A2:Deaths due to maltreatment, intentional iniurv
Chart Al:Intentional and accidental child mortality rates, 1970-latest

Table PF2.1.A. Summarv of paid leave entitlements available to mothers

Chart PF2.1.A. Paid maternity leave, 2015

Chart PF2.1.B. Paid parental and home care leave available to mothers, 2015

Table PF2.1.B. Summarv of paid leave entitlements for fathers

Chart PF2.1.C. Paid leave reserved for fathers, 2015

Chart PF1.6.D. Public exnenditure on matemity and parental leaves, 2011

Table PF2.1.C. Statutorv maternity leave arranaements.2015

Table PF2.1.D. Maternitv allowance and birth arants in place of or in supplement to statutory maternitv pav.2015
Table PF2.1.E. Statutorv paternitv leave arranaements 2015

Table PF2.1.F. Statutorv parental leave arranagements.2015

Chart PF2.2.A. Use of leave by emploved mothers, 2013

Chart PF2.2.B. Users of paid patemitv leave

Chart PF2.2.C. Users of paid parental leave

Chart PF2.2.D. Duration of paid leave for men and women

Chart PF2.2.E. Attitudes towards the gender distribution of leave-taking

Chart PF2.2.F. Evolution of the male share of paid leave davs in Iceland and Sweden

Table PF2.3.A: Statutorv and collectivelv aareed annual leave
Table PF2.3.B: Summarv of leave entitlement to care for sick or ill family members

Chart PF2.4 A. Maternity leave pavment rates, 2014

Chart PF2.4.B. Parental leave pavment rates, 2014

Chart PF2.4.C. Father-specific leave pavment rates. 2014

Chart PF2.4.D. Net equivalised household income in the first month after birth, 2014

Chart PF2.4.E. Net equivalised income over the period of parental or home care leave, 2014

Chart PF2.5.A. Lenath of paid matemitv. parental and home care leave available to mothers, 1970, 1990, and 2015
Chart PF2.5.B. Lenath of emplovment-protected parental and home care leave available to mothers by vear of introduction, 2015
Chart PF2.5.C. Lenath of paid paternitv leave and paid parental and home care leave reserved for fathers, 1970, 1990. 2000 and 2015

Chart PF3.1.A Public spendina on early childhood education and care
Chart PF3.1.B: Public spendina on earlv childhood education and care per child

Chart PF3.2.A. Participation rates for 0-to-2-vear-olds in formal childcare and nre-school services, 2006 and 2014 or latest available

Chart PF3.2.B. Participation rates for 0-to-2-vear-olds in formal childcare and pre-school services, bv eauivalised disposable income tertile, 2014

Chart PF3.2.C. Participation rates for 0-to-2-vear-olds in formal childcare and pre-school services, bv mother's education level. 2014

Chart PF3.2.D. Averaae hours in formal care during a usual week and full-time eauivalent participation rates for 0-to-2-vear-olds in formal childcare and
Chart PF3.2.E. Enrolment rates for 3-to-5-vear-olds in pre-primarv education or primarv school, 2014 or latest available

Chart PF3.2.F. Enrolment rates for 3-.4- and 5-vear-olds in pre-primary education or primarv school, 2014 or latest available

Chart PF3.3.A. Use of informal childcare by child's ace. 2014

Chart PF3.3.B. Use of informal childcare. by child's age and equivalised disposable income tertile. 2014
Chart PF3.3.C. Use of informal childcare, by child's age and mother's education level, 2014

Chart PF3.3.D. Average hours of informal childcare by child's ace. 2014

Chart PF3.3.E. Children who do not use formal or informal childcare by child's age. 2014

Table PF3.3.A. Use of informal childcare by ace aroup. 2014

Chart PF3.4.A: Gross childcare fees for two children (aged 2 and 3) attendina tvpical accredited earlv-vears care and education services, 2012
Chart PF3.4.B: Net childcare costs for a dual-eamner familv with two children (aged 2 and 3) and with full-time earninas at 150% of the average waae, 2012
Chart PF3.4.C: Net childcare costs for a sole-parent familv with two children (aced 2 and 3) and with full-time earninas at 50% of the averace waae, 2012

Table PF4.1.A Typoloav of Childcare

Chart PF4.2.A. Child-to-staff ratios in pre-primary education services, 2014

Chart PF4.2.B. Child-to-staff ratios in early childhood educational develonment services, 2014

Table PF4.2.A. Minimum qualifications requred for ECEC staff in the “care-onlv" sector

Table PF4.2.B. Minimum aualifications reaured for teachina staff in education-focused ECEC services or in services that intearate both education and care

Chart PF4.3 A. Participation rates in centre-based out-of-school-hours care services, 2014 or latest available

Chart PF4.3.B. Average hours in centre-based out-of-school-hours care services durina a usual week. 2014 or latest available

Chart PF4.3.C. Participation rate in centre-based out-of-school-hours care services by eauivalised disposable income tertile, 2014 or latest available
Chart PF4.3.D. Participation rate in centre-based out-of-school-hours care services by mother's education level. 2014 or latest available

Table PF4.3.A. Guidelines on child-to-staff ratios in centre-based out-of-school-hours care services for school-age children.2016
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Chart CO1.1A. Infant mortalitv, neonatal mortalitv, and post-neonatal infant mortality rates, 2014 or latest available vear
Chart CO1.1.B. Trends in infant mortality rates, 1970-2014
Chart CO1.1.C. Infant mortalitv rates, 1970, 1990 and 2014 or latest available vear

Chart CO1.2.A. Trends in life expectancy at birth bv aender. 1960-2014

Chart CO1.2.B. Life expectancy at birth by gender, 2014 or latest available vear

Chart CO1.2.C. Life expectancy at hirth and Health-Adiusted Life Expectancy (HALE) at birth, 2015
Chart CO1.2.D. Life expectancy at hirth and Healthy Life Years (HLY) at birth, 2014

Chart CO1.3 A Low hirth weidht infants as a proportion of total live births, 2014 or latest available vear
Chart C0O1.3.B. Chanaes in low birth weiaht infants as a pronortion of total live births, 1990 to 2014 or latest available vear

Chart CO1.4.A Vaccination rates for diohtheria. tetanus and pertussis. and the incidence of pertussis. 2014 or latest available
Chart CO1.4.B Vaccination rates for measles and the incidence of measles, 2014 or latest available

Chart CO1.5.A: Proportion of children who were "ever breastfed", around 2005
Chart CO1.5.B: Proportion of children who were exclusivelv breastfed at 3, 4 and 6 months, around 2005

Chart CO1.6.. Estimated prevalence of tvpe 1 diabetes in children, 2015
Chart CO1.6.B. Prevalence of asthma in children age 6-7, 2002
Chart CO1.6.C. Prevalence of asthma in children age 13-14, 2002
11 13 15
Chart CO1.7.A Overweight and obese at ages 11,13 and 15 by gender, 2013/14
Chart C0O1.7.B Overweiaht-and obese at ages 11-to-15 bv aender and familv affluence, 2013/14
Chart CO1.7.C: Rate of missina BMI data, 2013/14
11 13 15
Chart CO1.8.A. Reqular smokers at ages 11, 13 and 15 bv aender, 2013/14
Chart CO1.8.B. Reqular smokers at ages 11-to-15 by aender and family affluence, 2013/14

Chart C01.9.1 Boys are more likely than airls to experience a disability

Table CO1.9.1 National estimates on the proportion of children with a disability bv ace and sex

Figure CO1.9.2 Youna women report higher levels of disability than vouna men

Table CO1.9.3 Educational attainment of vouna people aged 18 - 29 vears old bv disability status, 2009

Table CO1.9.4 Percentage of emploved and unemnloved vouna people aged 18 - 29 vears old by disabilitv status, 2009
Table CO1.9.5 Proverty rates for households with children by disability status, 2009

Table CO1.9.6 Family cash benefits for children with a chronic illness or disability

Chart CO2.1.A. Gini coefficient on disposable income, 2013 or nearest available vear
Table CO2.1.A. Measures of income inequalitv. 2005, 2009 and 2013 or nearest available vear
Chart C0O2.1.B. Relative disposable income bv household tvoe. 2013 or nearest available vear

Chart CO2.2.A. Child income poverty rates, 2013 or nearest available vear
Chart CO2.2.B. Child income poverty rates, 2004, 2008 and 2013 or nearest available vear
Chart CO2.2.C. Poverty rates in households with children and a workina age-head, by household tvpe and household emplovment status, 2013 or nearest

Table CO2.3.A: Material deprivation based on access to household aoods and amenities, 2013
Table CO2.3.B: Material deprivation based on access to educational resources, 2012

Chart C02.3.A: Inequalitv in access to household aoods and amenities, 2013

Chart C0O2.3.B: Inequalitv in access to educational resources, 2012

Chart CO3.1.A. Percentade of population that has attained at least an upper secondary education, by gender and age aroup, 2015
Chart CO3.1.B. Percentage of population that has attained tertiary education, by aender and age aroup, 2015

Table CO3.1.A. Educational attainment bv hichest level of education attained by parents, 2012 or 2015

Table CO3.1.B. Educational attainment by parents' miarant atatus, 2012 or 2015

Table CO3.1.C. Expected vears in education from ace 5 to ace 39 by cender and intensity of education. 2014

Chart CO3.2.A Male and female share of dearees awarded in humanities and arts subiects, 2014 or latest available
Chart CO3.2.B Male and female share of dearees awarded in science, mathematics and computing, 2014 or latest available
Chart C03.2.C Male and female share of dearees awarded in enaineering, manufacturing and construction, 2014 or latest available

C033 10

Chart CO3.3 A Student performance in readina (PIRLS 2011), mathematics (TIMSS 2011) and science (TIMSS 2011).
Chart Chart C03.3.B: Gender differences (bovs-airls) in student”s readina, mathematics and science scores
Chart C03.3.C: Scores on readina achievement relative to Home Resources for Learnina. PIRLS 2011
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Chart CO3.4.A. Student performance in reading, mathematics and science, 2015

Chart CO3.4.B. Gender differences in student performance in readina, mathematics and science, 2015
Chart CO3.4.C. Chanaes in aender differences in student performance in readina mathematics

Chart CO3.4.D. Differences in student readina performnace bv hiahest level of education of parents, 2015
Chart CO3 4.E. Differences in student readina performnace by familv status, 2012

Chart CO3.4.F. Differences in student readina performnace bv socio-economic status, 2015

Chart CO3.5.A. Proportion of 15-29 vear olds not in emplovment, education or training (NEET), 2005, 2010 and 2014
Chart CO3.5.B. Distribution of NEETS across age aroups, 2014

Chart C03.5.C. Gender differences in NEET rates, bv sex, 2014

Chart C0O3.5.D. Livina arranaements of vouna people, 2012

Chart C0O3.6.A. Students with an immiarant backaround, 2006 and 2015

Chart CO3.6.B. Students' performance on reading scores by immigrant status, PISA 2015

Chart C0O3.6.C. Students' performance in mathematics by immiarant status, PISA 2015

Chart CO3.6.D. Gaps in readina performance between native students with an immiarant backaround before and after accountina for socio-economic
Chart CO3.6.E. Students who speak another lanauace at home, 2015
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Table CO4.1.A Proportion (%) of vouna people who are members (active or inactive) of oraanisations by tvpe of aroun, around 2012
Table CO4.1.B. Proportion of people who volunteered time to an oraanization in the past month, 2015 or last vear available

Table CO4.1.C Proportion of people involved in work for voluntary or charitable organisations in the past vear

Table CO4.1.D Active versus passive affiliation to a church, a religious organization or a trade union, around 2012

Chart CO4.2.A Voter turnout in latest parliamentarv election, 2016 or latest vear available
Table CO4.2.A Gender and ade differences in voter turnout
Chart CO4.2.B Lack of interest in politics, around 2012-2014

Chart CO4.3.A. Experience of being drunk at ages 11, 13 and 15 by aender, 2013/14

Chart CO4.3.B. Cannabis use at age 15 by gender, 2013/14

Chart CO4.3.C. Experience of beina drunk at ages 11-to-15 by aender and family affluence, 2013/14
Chart CO4.3.D. Cannabis use at ace 15 bv aender and familv affluence, 2013/14
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Chart CO4.4.A. Average trends in teenage suicides, 1990-2013
Chart CO4.4.B. Teenade suicides, 1990, 2000 and 2013 or latest available vear
Chart CO4.4.C. Trends in teenace suicides, 1990-2013
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Figure 2.a: Vacant dwellings in selected countries
Figure b: Vacant dwellings in urban and rural areas, selected countries
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Figure : Housing construction over time
HM1.2
Figure HM1.2.1: Development of house prices, OECD average, 1996-2016
Figure HM1.2.2: Regional variation of house prices, 2011 or latest year available
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Figure HM1.3.1: Housing tenure distribution, 2014 or latest year available
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Figure HM1.3.3: Housing tenure distribution for low-income households, 2014 or latest year available
HM1.4
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HC1.3
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HC2.1.5: Overcrowding rates among the low-income population, by age group, 2014 or latest year available
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Figure HC2.3.1: Housing deprived population across the income distribution, 2014 or latest year available
Figure HC2.3.2: Tenure structure of housing deprived low-income population, 2014 or latest year available
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HC3.1.
Table HC3.1.1: Estimated number of homeless people, 2015 or latest year available
Annexl1 Table HC3.1.2: Definition of homelessness used for the purpose of data collection
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PH1
PH1.1.
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PH1.2.
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Figure PH2.1.1: Public spending on grants and financial support to home buyers
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Annex2 Table PH2.1.2: Subsidied mortgages and mortgage guarantees for home buyers: overview of existing measures
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Annexl Table PH3.2.1: Characteristics of housing allowances: details on eligibility
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Figure HC1.2.3. Housing cost overburden rate among low-income owners (with mortgage) and
tenants (private rent and subsidized rent), 2014 or latest year

Share of population in the bottom quintile of the income distribution spending more than 40% of disposable income on mortgage and rent,
by tenure, in percent
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Notes:

1. No information for New Zealand and Turkey due to data limitations. In Chile, Mexico, Korea and the United States gross income instead of disposable
income is used due to data limitations. No data on mortgage principal repay ments av ailable for Denmark due to data limitations.

2.
3.
Source: OECD calculations based on European Survey on Income and Living Conditions (EU SILC) 2014 ex cept for Germany ; the Household, Income
and Labour Dy namics Survey (HILDA) for Australia (2014); the Survey of Labour and Income Dy namics (SLID) for Canada (2011); Encuesta de
Caracterizacion Socioeconomica Nacional (CASEN) for Chile (2013); the German Socioeconomic Panel (GSOEP) for Germany (2014); the Korean
Housing Survey (2014); Japan Household Panel Study (JHPS) for Japan (2014); Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de los Hogares (ENIGH) for
Mexico (2014); American Community Survey (ACS) for the United States (2014).

Results only shown if category composed of at least 30 observ ations.
Data for Japan only available on the respondent level due to data limitations.

Data for Figure HC1.2.3. Housing cost overburden rate among low-income owners (with
mortgage) and tenants (private rent and subsidized rent), 2014 or latest year

Share of population in the bottom quintile of the income distribution spending more than 40% of disposable income
on mortgage and rent, by tenure, in percent

Rent (private) Rent (subsidized)  Owner with mortgage

Croatia 69.15% 7.47% 36.56%
Chile 69.10% 65.43%
Greece 68.61% . 54.24%
Spain 63.93% 18.45% 55.65%
United Kingdom 59.20% 33.68% 32.93%
United States 59.17% . 54.98%
Portugal 52.72% 2.91% 55.28%
Belgium 47.65% 7.61% 33.88%
Iceland 46.99% 36.82% .
Czech Republic 46.86% 10.10% 10.74%
Finland 45.31% 37.93% 6.67%
Denmark 44.55% .
Canada 43.45% o 47.87%
Norway 42.51% 27.44% 22.58%
Sweden 42.11% 9.65%
Japan 42.03% . 63.41%
Italy 38.75% 8.83% 58.43%
Estonia 36.69% 17.03% 62.99%
Malta 35.90% 0.53% 13.58%
Mexico 34.88% . 60.16%
Ireland 34.06% 5.80% 49.53%
Luxembourg 31.04% 13.59% 28.21%
Netherlands 29.83% % 16.64%
Poland 29.54% 8.37% 47.21%
Switzerland 29.11% 25.75% 11.98%
Australia 28.80% . 38.05%
Austria 24.15% 22.19% 29.28%
Hungary 21.99% 5.97% 34.65%
France 21.24% 13.88% 52.30%
Cyprus 20.90% 15.98% 21.17%
Lithuania 15.12% 12.13% 28.86%
Latvia 13.67% 1.66% 44.36%
Germany 13.00% 7.12% 25.89%
Slovenia 11.36% 5.98% 42.25%
Slovak Republic 5.92% 33.05%
Korea . 26.61%
Bulgaria 1.67%
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Figure HC2.1.3 Overcrowding rates in households across the income distribution, 2014 or latest

year available
Share of overcrowded households, by quintiles of the income distribution, in percent
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Notes:

1. No information av ailable for Australia, Canada, New Zealand and Turkey. For Chile, Mexico, Denmark, the Netherlands and the United States no
information on subsidized tenants due to data limitations. See section "Data and comparability issues" of Indicator HC2.1 on limits to comparability across
countries due to the definition of rooms.

2. Low-income households are households in the bottom quintile of the (net) income distribution. In Chile, Mexico and Korea (2014) gross income is used due
3. Results only shown if category composed of at least 30 observ ations.

4. Data for Japan only available on the respondent lev el due to data limitations.

a) Note by Turkey: The information in this document with reference to “Cy prus” relates to the southemn part of the Island. There is no single

authority representing both Turkish and Greek Cy priot people on the Island. Turkey recognises the Turkish Republic of Northern Cy prus

(TRNC). Until a lasting and equitable solution is found within the context of the U nited Nations, Turkey shall preserve its position concerning

the “Cyprus issue”.

b) Note by all the European Union Member States of the OECD and the European Union: The Republic of Cy prus is recognised by all

members of the United Nations with the ex ception of Turkey. The information in this document relates to the area under the effective control of

the Government of the Republic of Cyprus.

Source: OECD calculations based on European Survey on Income and Living Conditions (EU SILC) 2014 ex cept Germany ; the Household, Income and
Labour Dy namics Survey (HILDA) for Australia (2014); Encuesta de Caracterizacién Socioeconémica Nacional (CASEN) for Chile (2013); the German
Socioeconomic Panel (GSOEP) for Germany (2014); the Korean Housing Survey (2014); Japan Household Panel Study (JHPS) for Japan (2014); Encuesta
Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de los Hogares (ENIGH) for Mexico (2014); American Community Survey (ACS) for the United States (2014).
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OECD Affordable Housing Database
OECD Family Database

DEEE

OECD Affordable Housing Database(AHD)& (&

SEFEDFEEICETLH. DT —EIRN—X

20174 2R 2R 37 FF24E4F
1. Housing market context (HM) {¥=Emi5
2. Housing conditions (HC) {E¥EiKRE(EFEE. [cS. R—LLR)
3. Public policies towards affordable housing (PH) {XEE %k

€:5-)
20144 OECDERFEHRH
Good-quality affordable housing 7B =~ META

‘Policies to promote access to good-quality affordable housing in OECD
countries’ OECD Social, Employment and Migration Working Paper,
No.176, 2015

20164 OECD Affordable Housing DB #&&EEiiR (EUIZ KA B4REHLHE)
20160ECD Questionnaire on Affordable and Social Housing(QUASH2016)
~SFEBFNMEERRICEATIAERE(BR BEREEE)
BEET—4% EU-SILC. BRIZER/ARIL
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HIFER —&

[=Y

. Housing market context (HM) {X &%
HM1.1 Housing stock and construction £ ERAMyS, B&
HM1.2 Housing prices {X EAfit&
HM1.3 Housing tenures {¥EFfH
HM1.4 Living arrangements by age groups £E&R I (C#HT=1E/E

2. Housing conditions (HC) {E/EiREE
Housing affordability {EFEDNDAFLPTSE
HC1.1 Housing related expenditure of households it DIEEREXH
HC1.2 Housing costs over income XIFTEHEEE A
HC1.3 Ability of households to keep the dwelling warm BEE %1
Housing quality £ENE
HC2.1 Housing space {¥EDLE
HC2.2 Percentage of households living without indoor flushing toilet ERIKZER LELDHBFEE
HC2.3 Severe housing deprivation FEZIi{EEEDFIE
Homelessness and housing exclusion 7R—AL XEFEN DD HERR
HC3.1 Homeless population estimates R—/AL XA DHEET
HC3.2 National strategies for combating homelessness R7R—LL A0 EREHE

3. Public policies towards affordable housing (PH) %
General overview 11#1
PH1.1 Policy instruments and level of governance {£EBBELEH/NFURADLAJL
PH1.2 Housing policy objectives and obstacles {¥EHED BHIEEE
Support for home buyers EEHEAE~DXIE
PH2.1 Public spending on grants and financial support to home buyers {EEFBAZE~D LM E CHKXIE
PH2.2 Tax relief for home owners {XEMRHE DT HIEE
Housing allowances {EEFH
PH3.1 Public spending on housing allowance as % of GDP xtGDPLt{FEF LB I H
PH3.2 Key characteristics of housing allowances {¥%EF 2 D4
PH3.3 Recipients and payment rates of housing allowances {FEF LD ZHREH LUZHKE
Social rental housing #&2EHEFE
PH4.1 Public spending on support to social rental housing as % GDP x{GDPLL#tREHIEE
PH4.2 Social rental dwellings stock #tESEE{FEDAyY
PH4.3 Key characteristics of social rental housing #t & EE{EFED EHH
Affordable housing programs 774 —4 JIMEEDT=H DK
PH5.1 Measures supporting affordable housing development 774 —4% J LT EDILKEZIET HHE
Rental market regulation EE{XEMIHDRF
PH6.1 Rental regulation & & %

BETF—2)—X

BAR B/l BERRE/\RILFFAE JHPS 2014FHE
20 LLE Bx

JHPS2014 E R4 ;EEHE (H26)

1t iy FH RN TR 485.9 415.4
lﬁm&‘;T—UEFi’*JFE (FASRIZHIILLED 641.7 528.9
s LIRERR  51 313 196
$2 470 336

%3 650 515

£4 880 797

TEHEHTEAE 3.08 2.49
HU T HER 2086 50431

ENEOT—EY—X

OECD calculations based on

European Survey on Income and Living Conditions (EU SILC) 2014 except Germany;
the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics Survey (HILDA) for Australia (2014);
the Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics (SLID) for Canada (2011);

Encuesta de Caracterizacion Socioecondmica Nacional (CASEN) for Chile (2013);
the German Socioeconomic Panel (GSOEP) for Germany (2014);

the Korean Housing Survey (2014);

Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de los Hogares (ENIGH) for Mexico (2014);
American Community Survey (ACS) for the United States (2014).
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1. Housing market context (HM) HMZ1.3 Housing tenures
EEmABEK. O—FERN BE

BFER(IO-V8) oFsR(IO-8) BEE (private) DEE (subsidized) SEE Tofh Feg

-y —
Hungary B
Labvia B

Poland —

Slovenia
Estonia
Czech Republic
Greece B

Mexico
Italy
Chile
Japan
Spain
Portugal
Ireland
OECD 32 Average
France
Korea
Luxemrbourg
Finland
Belgium
United Kingdom TS
Australia
Austria
Canada
Germany
United States
Norway
Iceland
Denmark
Sweden
Netherlands
Switzerland

0% 1% 1% % 4% 5% 0% 0% 8% W% 10%

BAOCEE#HBSHY)(CX. 28 -2H-AHELEES . HE. BEED,

1. Tenants renting at subsidized rent are lumped together with tenants renting at private
rent in Australia, Canada, Chile, Denmark, Mexico, the Netherlands and the United States,
and are not capturing the full extent of coverage in Sweden due to data limitations.

1. Housing market context (HM) HM1.3 Housing tenures
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1Y S 15 3 g8 g8 #HE. 0

(A—24&) (O—2%) (private) (subsidized) f. T8
Slovak Republic 81.1% 9.0% 7.8% 0.2% 18%
Hungary 73.8% 14.4% 3% 35% 4.4%
Latvia 72.5% 7.3% 8.1% 4.4% 71%
Poland 71.3% 9.8% 5.1% 14% 12.3%
Slovenia 67.3% 8.3% 6.4% 3.8% 14.1%
Estonia 62.6% 14.6% 4.2% 3.9% 14.7%
Czech Republic 62.4% 14.1% 17.8% 14% 4.3%
Greece 61.% 10.2% 21.2% 04% 6.3%
Mexico 61.2% 10.5% 13.1% 15.2%
Italy 57.6% 14.2% 14.5% 4.0% 9.6%
Chile 51.3% 13.3% 18.6% 16.8%
Japan 50.2% 30.1% 14.3% 4.4% 1.0%
Spain 49.7% 28.4% 12.4% 2.5% 7.0%
Portugal 135% 30.4% 13.0% 4.4% 8.1%
Irefand 41.1% 28.3% 15.2% 12.5% 2.9%

OECD 32 Average 40.5% 25.6% 21.3% 5.1% 51%
France 38.7% 2% 21.4% 14.1% 31%
Korea 31.8% 15.8% 38.4% 51% 2.8%
Luxembourg 34.3% A% 24.5% 4.2% 2.3%
Finland 3.8% 32.6% 14.0% 18.5% 11%
Belgium 33.0% B1% 2.8% 8.5% 1%
United Kingdom 32.6% 30.7% 17.3% 18.3% 1.0%
Australia 2.2% 30.7% 3L.3% 5.1%
Austria 30.5% 19.2% 304% 12.5% 7.4%
Canada 28.8% 40.5% 30.7% 0.0%
Germany 26.0% 19.0% 50.3% 4.4% 0.3%
United States 2% 40.3% A% 1%
Norway 21.% 54.5% 13.3% 0.7% 9.5%
Iceland 18.9% 55.1% 14.8% 9.9% 14%
Denmark 15.0% 38.9% 46.0% 0.1%
Sweden 9.8% 52.3% 36.9% 05% 05%
Netherlands 9.2% 41.3% £2.9% 0.6%
Switzerland 5.0% 34.8% 55.1% 3.4% 1%

OECD 32 Average 405% 25.6% 21.3% 5.1% 5.1%
botom quintile 2nd quintle  3rd quintle  4th quintle  top quintle
Germany 2.3% 39.5% 48.3% 55.3% 64.8%
Netherlands 26.7% 40.5% 65.8% T.7% 86.5%
Austria 26.9% 31% 53.0% 62.6% 71.0%
Switzerland 311% B3% 38.4% 438% 54.4%
Denmark 33.8% 41.5% 57.4% 70.9% 81.2%
Swegden 33.9% 57.6% 70.3% 76.4% 87.6%
United States 31.0% 56.2% 66.3% 74.8% 82.6%
France 31.1% 54.7% 63.0% 74.2% 82.1%
Belgium 31.4% 60.5% T3.2% 82.5% 89.8%
Luxembourg 38.6% 64.5% 76.2% 79.9% 85.3%
Finland 40.5% 63.7% 73.3% 81.3% 90.2%
Canada 41.1% 62.7% 75.6% 83.2% 89.7%
Norway 58% 78.1% 88.2% 91.8% 95.8%
Korea 49.5% 50.% 52.7% 60.5% 59.0%
United Kingdom 49.8% 49.5% 62.4% T4.1% 85.3%
Australia 51.5% 55.1% 65.3% 69.5% 71.2%

OECD 32 Average 52.1% 63.5% 71.3% T1.0% 82.8%
Iceland 54.6% 70.8% 80.6% 83.7% 90.6%
Italy 55.0% 67.2% 73.4% 79.9% 8.4%
Ireland 56.0% 58.2% 70.1% 82.1% 84.5%
Spain 59.0% 73.9% 81.9% 85.5% 90.4%
Portugal 60.3% 70.2% 74.5% 79.1% 86.8%
Slovenia 60.4% 74.2% 79.2% 82.5% 90.3%
Chile 60.6% 63.8% 66.3% 64.7% 68.3%
Czech Republic 64.0% 71.0% 79.7% 81.9% 85.6%
Greece 66.2% 1.2% 745% 72.5% 76.1%
Estonia 67.9% 78.6% 71.0% 82.6% 85.7%
Latvia 72.0% 71.6% 78.3% 8.8% 90.2%
Poland 2.2% 71.3% 83.0% 85.4% 89.5%
Japan 74.8% 71.1% 82.3% 82.0% 85.9%
Mexico 74.5% 67.3% 68.6% 731% 74.4%
Hungary 81.0% 88.7% 89.9% 9L.4% 90.2%
Slovak Republic 84.9% 88.7% R2.1% 93.7% 93.9%
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2. Housing conditions (HC) ¥,
ATFEEEH

Figure HC1.2.1. Households" housing cost burden (mortgage and rent cost) as a share of disposable

HC1.2 Housing costs over income

Median of the mortgage burden (principal repayment and interest payments) or rent burden (private market and subsidized rent)

20% W% 40% 50% 0% 80% 0%

income, 2014 or latest year available

as a share of disposable income, in percent

Rent (pnvate and subsidized) AOwner with mortgage

Housing market context (HM) HM1.3 Housing tenures

FMAT05S FR@SS6L bottom FWLREFE(O—MKEFH)

100%

Own outright Ouner wi Rent (private) Rent Ofer,
(subsidized) _unknown

Slovak Republic 80.9% 3.9% 10.7% 0.4% 4.0%
Mexico 72.2% 2.3% 6.8% 0.0% 18.7%
Lawvia 70.7% 1.3% 10.1% 1.7% 10.3%
Hungary 70.1% 11.0% 4.5% 7.4% 7.1%
Poland 68.9% 3.3% 5.9% 1.9% 20.0%
Estonia 63.7% 4.2% 3.4% 4.4% 24.3%
Greece 59.2% 7.0% 24.3% 0.7% 8.8%
Czech Republic 58.0% 5.9% 25.6% 2.6% 7.9%
Slovenia 56.8% 3.6% 12.0% 7.3% 20.3%
Japan 54.6% 19.8% 18.1% 6.3% 1.2%
Chile 50.6% 10.0% 16.0% 0.0% 23.4%
Italy 48.9% 6.1% 21.7% 6.6% 16.7%
Portugal 45.1% 15.2% 16.1% 8.8% 14.8%
Ireland 43.6% 12.4% 14.8% 25.1% 4.0%
Korea 42.% 6.6% 36.8% 9.1% 4.7%
Australia 41.4% 10.2% 40.4% 0.0% 81%
OECD 32 average 39.7% 12.3% 3L7% 7.9% 8.3%
Spain 36.9% 22.1% 23.8% 5.1% 12.1%
United Kingdom 35.4% 14.4% 19.5% 28.8% 1.8%
Finland 32.2% 8.3% 22.7% 34.5% 2.3%
France 28.3% 8.8% 37.1% 21.7% 4.1%
Belgium 27.5% 9.9% 39.4% 19.8% 3.4%
Canada 22.1% 19.0% 58.9% 0.0% 0.0%
United States 21.4% 15.6% 59.0% 0.0% 4.0%
Norway 21.0% 24.8% 32.7% 1.9% 19.7%
Austria 20.2% 6.7% 46.1% 16.0% 11.0%
Luxembourg 18.8% 19.9% 50.4% 7.3% 3.7%
Denmark 18.8% 15.0% 66.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Iceland 17.5% 37.1% 24.0% 18.0% 3.5%
Germany 16.9% 5.4% 71.9% 5.3% 0.4%
Netherlands 10.4% 16.2% 72.4% 0.0% 0.9%
Sweden 9.9% 24.0% 63.4% 1.5% 12%
Switzerland 7.2% 23.9% 59.7% 48% 4.5%
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Romania
Hungary
Bulgaria
Slovenia
Slovak Republic
Lithuania

Latvia

Malta

Korea

Owner with mortgage ~ Rent (private ar

20.10%
15.02%
9.27%

8.41%

19.46%
22.20%
17.271%

19.81%
18.16%
20.00%
27.15%
15.90%
16.58%
21.71%
12.54%
24.11%
28.52%
19.93%
19.09%
17.11%
22.00%
11.88%
18.10%
16.46%
23.69%
22.12%
13.41%

20.05%
19.80%
18.38%
16.70%
5.72%
16.79%
15.08%
10.00%

32.09%
30.10%
29.56%
28.96%
28.82%
28.57%
28.42%
28.03%
27.84%
27.78%
26.76%
26.67%
26.37%
25.38%
24.96%
24.65%
23.36%
22.80%
22.28%
21.66%
19.96%
19.06%
18.95%
18.86%
18.08%
18.04%
17.69%
16.82%
16.81%
16.65%
15.91%
15.58%
15.27%
12.59%

8.58%

6.44%
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2. Housing conditions (HC) {¥/EiKRE

HC1.2 Housing costs over income XT3 EE A

Rent (private) Rent (subsidized) ~ Owner with mortgage

Croati 69.15% 141% %56%
Figure HC1.2.3. Housing cost overburden rate among low-income owners (with mortgage) and tenants & 22 ” =2
reece 68.61% . 54.24%
i idi Spain 6393% 18.45% 55,65%
(private rent and subsidized rent), 2014 or latest year VT o M il
) s ) (TR, ] : ! United States 59.17% 54.98%
Share of population in the hottom quintile of the income distribution spending more than 40% of disposable income onmortgage and rent by~ Poruga 5272% 201% 5528%
. Belgum 4765% 761% 8%
tenure, in percent lland 159% 3682% .
Czech Republic 46.86% 10.10% 10.74%
Firland 1531% 319%% 667%
ORent (pnvate) oRent (subsidized) A Owner with morlgage Denmark 455% . .
Canada 4345% 4187%
80% Noruay 1251% 21445 258%
Sweden 42.11% B 9.65%
0% b o Japan 200% . 6341%
N ki Hely 7% 86% 56.43%
0% [ - A A Estonia 36.69% 17.03% 62.99%
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o Switzerland 211% 25.15% 11.98%
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" Austia 215% 219% 2028%
10% H i (| B Hungary 2L.9% 507 %
[, ,of Fae 2.2 1368% 52.30%
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Cyprus 20.90% 15.98% 2117%

R rb@ @ & é\ (\ \\ (\ & & P S P 0 IRY) & g\ SR RN R ) Q\'f’ O @@ Lihena 1512% 1213% 2886%
00” Q?@q?’ f &gg\’i'q (@%Q}%\& Lo é§@o & F o W \\ \“q’ & e}%@\) Qé Q§° @ ‘2\ tgo(( @Q\ @}'t’ \:\%@QQQ‘ Qgﬁ%\ $ 1367 16% 3%
6‘{\ @ ‘2~ @9 Germany 1300% 1% 258%
L 1? 6\’0 Sovenia 1136% 598% £2.25%
M 0 ) Slovak Republic 5.92% . B05%
Korea . . 26.61%

Bulgaria . 167% B

Housing quality (M &
HC2.1 Housing space X BDILE

* The indicator follows the EU agreed definition of
overcrowding (Eurostat, 2016). A household is considered
overcrowded if it does not have at its disposal a minimum
number of rooms equal to:

* one room for the household;
e one room per adult couple in the household;
e one room for each single person aged 18 and over;

e one room per pair of single persons of the same sex
between 12 and 17 years of age;

e one room for each single person between 12 and 17 years
of age and not included in the previous category;

e one room per pair of children under 12 years of age.
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Housing quality {FEMN&
FEDILS

HC2.1 Housing space ¥

Figure HC2.1.3 Overcrowding rates in households across the income distribution, 2014 or latest year

available
Share of overcrowded households, by quintiles of the income distribution, in percent

Abottom quintle 03rd quintle =top quintile
50%
w0 (A A A ‘
40%
W - 66 A
30% A
N Al Ap a
2% AA
0

. SRR ST
10% o _o- Aoy, ba

B - Og=p 00." 0984044

o Ll DL R 295, (= -.-.-.- n.A.A.n

<5’\\\"’\'°g\'3'\\Q @\*@\\@\Q@ \?’@r&@ \“'°
Qé@*\ %@%\@&%& Ffd WS IPESE S \"Q@Q@ @@\@ W \”\Q’ @@@

&
of

‘WN T s
Q’Q

IS

A\

Q\Q

Poland
Mexico
Hungary
Romania
Latvia
Bulgaria
Slovak Republic
Sweden
Greece
Croatia

Iltaly

Austria
Czech Republic
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Finland
Denmark
Slovenia
Germany
Norway
France
Iceland

Chile
Estonia
Netherlands
Portugal
United Kingdom
United States
Switzerland
Korea
Belgium
Spain

Ireland
Cyprus (a, b)
Malta

Japan

bottom quintile

47.09%
45.43%
44.21%
43.14%
35.67%
35.21%
32.61%
29.71%
27.71%
27.66%
26.78%
25.21%
23.75%
22.35%
19.84%
19.81%
16.97%
16.65%
14.79%
13.73%
13.71%
11.34%
11.04%
9.89%
9.52%
9.33%
8.47%
7.37%
7.31%
6.10%
5.88%
5.85%
3.30%
2.95%
2.10%
177%

3rd quintile

34.68%
37.12%
32.23%
38.19%
33.85%
33.66%
25.36%
791%
16.44%
28.37%
18.24%
8.20%
14.18%
22.94%
2.20%
6.49%
4.15%
11.68%
3.82%
1.78%
5.08%
5.29%
10.85%
12.38%
2.29%
5.12%
6.38%
3.24%
4.98%
5.98%
0.57%
2.02%
1.40%
1.41%
1.86%
0.73%

top quintile

25.36%
12.38%
24.21%
33.53%
22.99%
31.36%
27.82%
2.18%
12.38%
30.34%
11.79%
4.21%
9.36%
16.27%
1.14%
1.05%
156%
5.18%
1.64%
0.46%
2.11%
2.41%
4.13%
7.09%
0.66%
2.41%
1.94%
1.22%
1.23%
2.80%
0.13%
1.63%
0.96%
1.12%
2.40%
2.53%
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e 1. The structure of families (SF)

e 2. The labour market position of families
(LMF)
e 3. Public policies for families and children (PF)

4. Child outcomes (CO)
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4. Child outcomes (CO)
Child health
CO1.1 Infant mortality
CO1.2 Life expectancy at birth
CO1.3 Low birth weight
CO1.4 Vaccination rates
CO1.5 Breastfeeding rates
CO1.6 Disease—based indicators: Prevalence of diabetes and asthma among children
CO1.7 Overweight and obesity at ages 11, 13 and 15, by gender
CO1.8 Regular smokers at ages 11, 13 and 15, by gender
C01.9 Child disability
Child poverty
C02.1 Income inequality and the income position of different household types
C02.2 Child poverty
C02.3 Material deprivation among households with children
Education/literacy
CO03.1 Educational attainment by gender and expected years in full-time education
C03.2 Gender differences in university graduates by fields of study
C03.3 Literacy scores by gender at age 10
CO3.4 Literacy scores by gender at age 15
C03.5 Young people not in education or employment
C03.6 Proportion of immigrant students and their educational outcomes
Societal participation
CO4.1 Participation in voluntary work and membership of NGOs for young adults, 15-29
CO04.2 Participation rates of first—time voters
C04.3 Alcohol and cannabis consumption by young people, by gender
CO4.4 Teenage suicides
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