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This paper presents the development of a measure to assess the prevalence and patterning of
multidimensional child poverty in South Korea. The first goal of UN's Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) is to reduce poverty in all its dimensions, and countries are increasingly developing their
own measures of multidimensional poverty. This flourishing of different measures presents
challenges for international comparisons. The paper applies an internationally-validated method of
assessing multidimensional poverty to demonstrate its suitability for use in a high-income Asian
economy. Multidimensional child poverty is assessed by combining data on child material
deprivation with their household income. Using data from the 2018 Korean National Children Survey,
we show that child material deprivation is higher (15%) than income poverty (12%). When measured
using a combined measure of material deprivation and income, around one in every three children
in Korea were found to be either poor or vulnerable to poverty. These findings show that the official
monetary poverty measure on its own may understate child multidimensional poverty condition in
Korea, as envisioned by international targets like the SDGs. In terms of policy, analysis of individual
deprivations suggests that a combination of in-kind benefits such as vouchers for leisure activities
or education and asset-building programs as well as cash transfers are needed for tackling child
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Introduction

This paper considers the issue of child poverty in Korea. When considering how best
to tackle poverty, it is important that attention be placed on how it is defined and measured.
One of the main poverty measures used in Korea is the ‘child relative income poverty rate’ —
i.e. the percentage of children (0-17 years old) with an equivalised household income below
the poverty threshold. When measured using a threshold of 50% of median disposable
income, the relative child income poverty rate in Korea fell from 10.1% in 2005 to 6.9% in
2015 (Yeo et al., 2016), due to general increases in household incomes, including for
households with dependent children, and also to policy efforts aimed at mitigating child
poverty (Yeo, 2018). Despite the decrease in the monetary poverty among children, many
children in Korea continue to experience material deprivation and poor living conditions
which affect their broader development and wellbeing. For example, over the last five years,
around 350,000 children (4%) received government-provided food benefits, and around 10%
of children live in dwellings which do not meet minimum housing standards (Statistics
Korea, 2020a). Given these considerable gaps between child income poverty rates and poor
living conditions, researchers and stakeholders question whether official poverty measures,
based solely on household income, can adequately capture the multidimensional nature of
child poverty in Korea (E. Kim & Nandy, 2018; Yeo, 2018).

Poverty is more than just a lack of income, and internationally-agreed definitions
recognize that it entails being deprived in vital aspects of life such as health, nutrition, shelter,
water and sanitation, and education, all of which are essential to children’s development and
well-being (UNICEF, 2019) and enshrined in the 1989 UN Convention of the Rights of the
Child. In addition, children’s perspectives about their living conditions have been too often

disregarded in the poverty measurement process, despite research demonstrating the necessity



and importance of including children’s perspectives to thoroughly understand their living
conditions (Barnes & Wright, 2012). Given issues surrounding the monetary measures of
poverty, and the consequences of indicator selection for social policy priorities, the concept
of material deprivation is increasingly used as a direct measure of the actual living conditions
of children (Guio et al., 2018). In the international Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),
adopted by all United Nations (UN) member states in 2015, Goal 1 aims to eradicate poverty,
and Target 1.2 explicitly aims, by 2030, to reduce “at least by half of the proportion of men,
women and children of all ages living in poverty in all its dimensions according to national
definitions”. To gauge progress on SDG implementation, it is highly recommended that each
country develops national indicators using children specific statistics based on the concept of
multidimensional poverty (UNICEF, 2019). Accordingly, it is increasingly required to define
and measure multidimensional poverty among children using child-appropriate indicators, to
know how they are impacted by policies and programs intended to tackle child poverty.
However, in many countries including Korea, indicators of multidimensional child poverty
remain underdeveloped, and national Voluntary National Reviews (VNR) submitted to the
UN frequently only report statistics on overall (adults and children combined) monetary
(income) poverty, not child poverty per se as shown in Korea’s VNR, submitted in 2019. Due
to the limitations of (income) poverty measures to reflect child multidimensional poverty
(Minujin et al., 2006), it is difficult to assess progress in improving children’s living
conditions in Korea following the implementation of several national anti-poverty policies,
including the universal child allowance for children aged 0-7! introduced in 2018, free meals

for primary school students, and universal childcare allowance for children aged O to 5.

! Universal child allowance in Korea was introduced in 2018 for children aged 0-5 and expanding its coverage
for children aged 0-7 in 2019. It provides USD 100 every month to a child, regardless of parental income.



In this paper, we use nationally representative survey data to assess the prevalence
and patterning of multidimensional child poverty in Korea as required by the SDGs. We test
the reliability, validity, and additivity of items for a deprivation index for Korea, using both
child-derived and household-derived items, and then in combination with data on equivalised
monthly household income, examine multidimensional child poverty in Korea. As a final
step, to investigate how child poverty varies by household socio-economic characteristics, we
conduct a subsample analysis and multinomial logistic regression. Based on our findings, we
discuss policy implications for how to address child poverty in Korea. To our knowledge, this
is one of the first studies to estimate child poverty in Korea using both child-derived and
household-derived perspectives.

Literature Review
Multidimensional Child Poverty Measurement

There are several traditions in multidimensional poverty measurement, and these are
mainly classified by two criteria: by the poverty framework behind them - i.e., capabilities
(Alkire et al., 2015, p. 2; Sen, 1979), relative deprivation (Townsend, 1979), unsatisfied basic
needs (Boltvinik, 1999, 2013) - or by the way in which indicators are aggregated -i.e.,
intersection and union approaches, weighted or unweighted indicators, and the dimensions
covered (Spicker, 2007; Najera et al., forthcoming). Townsend (1979) defined the poor as
those people whose resources are so seriously below those commanded by the average
individual or family that they are excluded from ordinary living patterns, customs and
activities. On the other hand, the capability approach focuses on the distribution of
individuals’ capabilities to achieve important and worthwhile goals (Kelleher, 2013). Within
these theoretical frameworks, decades of research and experience with anti-poverty programs

have shown that households with incomes above a set poverty line can experience, and be



vulnerable to, multiple material deprivations (e.g., Lyte et al., 2001; Saunders & Naidoo,
2009). As such, income measurement alone cannot reliably capture the multidimensional
nature of poverty including those important elements linked to nutrition, health, education,
and financial security (Sen, 1979; Townsend, 1979). Furthermore, traditional monetary
approaches treat households as the unit of analysis, and do not consider children as distinct
individuals; this is problematic given evidence that household income is rarely allocated
equally across household members, or across genders and generations (E. Kim & Nandy,
2018; Tafere, 2012). The needs and living standards of children can be different from those of
adults, even within the same household (Gordon & Nandy, 2012; Guio et al., 2018; Main &
Bradshaw, 2012). To overcome these limitations, researchers and UN agencies like UNICEF
are increasingly assessing child poverty using multiple deprivation non-monetary approaches
(Stewart & Okubo, 2017; UNICEF, 2020).

Countries reporting progress on child poverty reduction for the SDGs are generally
using two main approaches: the Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) modified for use with
children and UNICEF’s Multiple Overlapping Deprivation Analysis (MODA), both of which
build on earlier work (Gordon et al., 2003; UNICEF, 2005). The MPI was developed by the
Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative in collaboration with the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP). The global MPI examines household deprivation using ten
(or sometimes more) indicators across three equally weighted dimensions: health, education,
and standard of living. It counts households as multidimensional poor if they are deprived in
one-third or more of the indicators (Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative
[OPHI), 2020). The Global MPI includes indicators to estimate child deprivation such as
child mortality and school attendance and there are some empirical examples which use the

child as the level of analysis and strive to use more child-level indicators (Alkire et al., 2016),



but overall it is an index primarily based on household-level and not a child-level indicators.
On the other hand, UNICEF’s Multiple Overlapping Dimension Analysis (MODA) was
designed from the beginning as a child-centered methodology. For example, cross-country
multidimensional child deprivation analysis (CC-MODA) is intended to analyze child
deprivation in low- and lower-middle income countries using agreed international standards
as guiding principles (de Milliano & Plavgo, 2014). Furthermore, the deprivation dimensions
and indicators of CC-MODA distinguish between two age-groups, children under five and
children aged 5 to 17, to facilitate the selection of age-specific indicators and reflect the
changing needs of children between early childhood, primary school, and adolescence,
following a life course approach. CC-MODA consists of six deprivation dimensions with a
total of thirteen indicators: nutrition, health, water, sanitation, housing, and protection from
violence during infancy and early childhood (below the age of five), education, information,
water, sanitation, housing, and protection from violence for school-aged and adolescence (de
Milliano & Plavgo, 2014). While the MPI and CC-MODA are more commonly used in low-
and middle-income countries, the EU-MODA aims to assess the deprivation in higher income
countries having different living standards (Chzhen et al., 2016). In the EU-MODA, there are
five deprivation dimensions including nutrition, clothing, early childhood education and care,
child development, information, and housing for children below minimum compulsory
school-age. For school-aged children (under 16), deprivation dimensions include nutrition,
clothing, educational resources, leisure, social, information, and housing. For children aged
17 to 18 and being capable of economic activity, deprivation dimensions include clothing,
activity, leisure and social, healthcare access, information, and housing (Chzhen et al., 2014).
Both MPI and MODA methodologies however are generally constrained by

information available in large national surveys such as the Demographic and Health Survey



(DHS) and Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS). This improves comparability but also
limits to a large extent the types and national specificity of child deprivations measured in the
final deprivation indices. Moreover, because of the data limitations of these surveys, the
relationship between monetary and multidimensional poverty cannot be investigated, leading
to separate estimates which fail to use information on both household resources (such as
income) and satisfaction of children’s needs.

One approach that has attempted to tackle these criticisms is the Consensual Approach
(Gordon, 2006; Mack & Lansley, 1985; Pomati & Nandy, 2020). For example, following this
approach, the 2012 UK Poverty and Social Exclusion (PSE) Survey collected information on
a wide range of child deprivation indicators endorsed by the UK public and having verified
the validity and reliability of these items used both material deprivation (a direct measure of
poverty) and income data (an indirect measure of poverty) (Dermott & Main, 2017; Ringen,
1988) to define monetary and deprivation cut-offs and categorize households and children.
Specifically, it set the poverty line at a point “that maximizes differences between the poor
and not poor, and minimizes differences within the two groups” (Gordon, 2006, p. 44). Using
these income and deprivation cut-offs, households were classified into four different groups:
(1) Non-poor (neither income nor deprivation poor), (ii) Rising (deprivation poor, but not
income poor), (iii) Vulnerable (income poor, but not deprivation poor), and (iv) Poor (both
income and deprivation poor) (Gordon, 2006). Analysing the rising and vulnerable groups
can offer valuable insights on the dynamics of poverty in a cross-sectional survey, such as the
PSE survey. According to Gordon (2006), those identified as vulnerable may have
experienced a reduction in income due for example to job loss, while their household’s
standard of living has not yet declined because they have not yet lost some of the items

perceived to be necessities of life. This group is likely to fall below the ‘poverty’ threshold in



the long-run. On the other hand, for the rising group, income may have increased because
they may have gained employment and/or resources, but they have not yet been able to buy
or afford all the necessities after being on a low income for some time.

In this paper, we apply the PSE method to explore multidimensional child poverty in
Korea, combining data on household income and material deprivation.
Previous Research on monetary child poverty and child deprivation

To tackle child poverty, an increasing number of empirical research has paid attention
to child deprivation. For example, by applying the EU-MODA, Chzhen et al. (2016)
compared the living conditions of children in three diverse countries, Finland, Romania, and
the UK. Consistent with previous research (e.g., Bradshaw & Finch, 2003), their finding
showed that not all income poor were also materially and socially deprived and vice-versa. In
addition, the deprivation incidence in at least one dimension was higher than monetary
poverty incidence. For example, in Finland, 12% of preschool-age children were income poor
when 37% were deprived in one or more dimensions (8% were both poor and deprived, and
29% were deprived while not being income poor). In Romania, 26% were income poor and
also deprived, and 67% were deprived while not being income poor. Using 20 deprivation
indicators categorized in five dimensions, Qi & Wu (2019) also showed that there is a
mismatch between income measures and deprivation in China. Their results suggest that poor
children in China faced multiple vulnerabilities and disadvantages which could not be
measured by household income. Similarly, Saunders and Tang (2019) explored the (lack of)
overlap between deprivation and income poverty indicators in Hong Kong and concluded that
income poverty and deprivation approaches are capturing different aspects of social
disadvantage and that composite measures are valuable additions to the poverty analyst's

toolkit. This conclusion is also consistent with the concept of “consistent poverty” used by



(Nolan & Whelan, 1996, 2011).

In Korea, child poverty has historically been measured using household income,
despite its limitations. Accordingly, only a few Korean studies have attempted to estimate
multidimensional child deprivation, yet the resounding message from this limited literature is
that traditional income poverty measures overestimate the living conditions of children. For
example, using the Korean Welfare Panel Study of 2012, Jung (2014) showed that the child
deprivation rate was 10.8 percent - higher than the relative income poverty rate of 8.6
percent. Based on this, Jung concluded that since most anti-poverty strategies in Korea rely
on the means-tested income transfer program, some children experiencing considerable
material deprivation were being excluded from accessing social welfare programs. Later
work by E. Kim & Nandy (2018) estimated children’s multidimensional poverty using the
2013 Korean National Children Survey and the PSE method, using a combination of
deprivation and income data. They showed that the multidimensional child poverty rate in
Korea was 9.8% which was almost twice as high as the estimate based on the official income
poverty line.

Using several data resources, Yoo (2019) explored various dimensions of children’s
well-being including health, financial difficulties, education and development, leisure
activity, safety, relationships, and subjective well-being. Findings showed that around 10% of
children and youth in Korea were deprived of basic needs like food and clothing, but more
than 40% of them experienced deprivation of leisure activities and social engagement. In
addition, the average degree of life satisfaction of Korean children was lowest among the
OECD countries although it varied by their social background including the standard of
living, life stability, and the region where they lived (Yoo, 2019).

Based on observations emerging from previous research, this paper aims to



investigate the overlap between monetary and deprivation indicators and to what extent
combining these two approaches could improve poverty monitoring in South Korea. Korea
has a comprehensive child welfare system that includes essential components such as
universal health care insurance, child allowance, daycare services, and compulsory high
school education. This sets Korea apart from other developed or developing Asian countries.
Additionally, Korea’s unique focus on children and family, influenced by Confucianism,
instills specific set of values. Consequently, the unique institutional frameworks, values, and
policy initiatives of Korea contribute to the ongoing policy debate observed across Europe,
North America, and other Asian nations.
Research Design
Source of Data

This paper uses data from the cross-sectional 2018 Korean National Children Survey
which has been conducted every four-years since 2013. The survey was conducted by the
Korean Institute for Health and Social Affairs (KIHASA) and funded by the Korean Ministry
of Health and Welfare (KMHOW). The survey was administered in 2019 to 4,039 households
and their children aged 0 to 17: 2,550 general households and 1,489 low-income ones. The
survey asked for information about the prior year, and the collected data reflects conditions in
the year prior to the survey year (Ryu et al., 2019)2. In households with more than one child,
the one whose birth month was earlier was selected. To draw the sample, general households
were selected based on population census data in 2017 using a probability proportional to size

systematic sampling that considered place of residence and whether the household had at

2 Data are open to the public on the Statistics Korea website (http:/mdiskostat.gokr). The most recent data open o
the public stems from the 2018 survey, while the ongoing survey for 2023 is currently being conducted by
KIHASA.
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least one child aged 0 to 17. Next, to examine the welfare needs and living conditions of
children in low-income groups, low-income households were oversampled based on the list
of beneficiaries of the social assistance program based on means-tested called the Basic
Livelihood Security Program (BLSP)?® and subsidy for a single-parent family situated at the
near-poverty line.

The 2018 Korean National Children Survey uses two questionnaires: (a) a Household
Questionnaire for household socio-demographics, disposable income, age of all household
members, material deprivation, and welfare needs, completed by a parent, and (b) a Child
Questionnaire (for children aged under 17 years) collecting information about health,
education and development, relationships, social activities, deprivation, and subjective well-
being. The survey includes 17 child-specific deprivation items based on the child deprivation
index by UNICEF. Children aged 9 to 17 provided responses for these items, and parents
provided responses for children under 8. There are 31 household-level household conditions
items. For our analysis, we dropped four cases where information was missing on key
variables such as household income and deprivation; our final sample included data on 4,035
households and their children. The percentage of children below the official monetary
poverty line in our sample was between 14% and 17%* (according to 95% confidence
intervals) which is in line with the official 2018 monetary child poverty estimate of 12%.
Child Deprivation Index

The child-centric questions used in this paper enable identification of children in

income-poor (i.e. low income) families who are not deprived, and also deprived children in

3 The income threshold for living benefits of the BLSP is 30% of median household income.

4 Specifically, in this survey 15% of households with children (95% CI 13% - 16%) and 16% of children (95%
CI 14-17%) were below the official poverty line of 1,150 USD (50% of median OECD equivalised monthly
disposable income).
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non-income-poor families (Main & Bradshaw, 2012). The research literature shows that
household poverty status impacts the everyday lives of children, through deprivation of
economic and material needs, social relations, and emotional experiences (Ridge, 2011). In
some cases, non-deprived children may be found in poor families due to parental sacrifice,
rather than adequate family income. However, empirical evidence also indicates a correlation
between parents’ poverty experiences and their children’s tendency to conceal their needs and
experience heightened level of stress (Ridge, 2011). Accordingly, to draw a complete picture
of an acceptable standard of living for children, it is important to gather information from
both adults and children about their lives and how poverty affects them (Barnes & Wright,
2012; Ridge, 2011).

In this paper both child-derived and household-derived items (46 items in total) are
used to estimate child deprivation: (a) 15 child-derived items® were grouped into four
categories (food, clothing, education/development, and leisure activity) and 31 household-
derived items were grouped into nine categories (food, clothing, housing and environment,
health, leisure activity, social support, saving for a future, education, and financial
difficulties). Every item was grouped in each domain following Ryu et al. (2019), the
research report on the 2018 Korean National Children Survey. The categorization followed
the existing index guidelines including the UNICEF child deprivation index and EU material
and social deprivation index.

For child-derived items, respondents were asked if they (or their child) could afford
them (e.g., meat, chicken, or fish at least once a week) or not (i.e. there were two possible

answers besides don’t know); those who could not afford an item were identified as deprived

5 There are 17 child-derived items in the child’s questionnaire, but two that were not asked to children aged
under 8 were excluded.
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of that particular item. Similarly, for household-derived items, household respondents (one
per household) were asked whether the household could afford them and children living in
households that couldn’t afford an item were identified as deprived. Details about each item
are provided in Table 1.

[INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]

To construct the deprivation index (i.e. the total number of deprivations experienced
by the respondents), we first examined the validity, reliability, and additivity of child-derived
and household-derived items following Gordon (2017) to produce an ‘objective’ poverty line.
To produce an objective poverty line, it is necessary to differentiate between items lacked
because people do not want them or cannot afford them (Gordon, 2017). As the Korean
National Child Survey does not ask respondents if they think items are necessary or not, we
do not know whether people adapted their expectations in the knowledge that there is little
chance of having an item. The survey also did not ask whether respondents lacked an item
because of personal taste or reasons other than affordability. However, research in other
countries (Abe, 2019; Guio et al., 2017; Pomati et al., 2020; Pomati & Nandy, 2020) has
demonstrated high levels of acceptance for such items, suggesting they are considered to be
necessities.

To check the validity of each item as an indicator of deprivation, we compared the
odds of being able to afford an item between better-off and less well-off households, using
indicators known to be highly correlated with poverty. The odds were compared using
logistic regression models, where the dependent variable was a given deprivation item and
the independent variables were the three validators, leading to three models for each
deprivation indicator. Three binary indicators (our independent variables) were used to assess

criterion validity following recent work done by UNICEF (Government of Uganda &
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UNICEF, 2019): (a) Income poverty using the official measure (50% of equivalised
disposable income); (b) Head of household’s economic activity (‘working in the cash
economy’ vs ‘subsidized/family worker or unemployed’); and (c) Self-perceived social
stratification (‘lower-stratification’ vs ‘middle- or higher-stratification”). Considering the
difference between urban and rural areas such as living cost and service coverage, we
controlled for place of residence (metropolitan city, middle-sized city, and rural area) in the
logistic regression.

Next, we assessed the reliability of the deprivation index using Cronbach’s Alpha. A
Cronbach’s Alpha above 0.7 is recommended as acceptable in social science research
(Cronbach, 1951). Items may be considered unreliable if the total Alpha score is higher once
the individual items are excluded from the index so this was also checked for each item.

Lastly, the components of a ‘good’ deprivation index should be additive, that is, for
example, households with a deprivation score of one should be poorer than households with a
deprivation score of zero, irrespective of the deprivation item (Guio et al., 2017). To test this,
we first compared the mean equivalised disposable household income of respondents who
could not afford an item with those who could afford it for each of the 46 items. Specifically,
we checked whether each possible deprivation item had a negative and significant association
with income using a linear regression model (with logged equivalised income as dependent
variable). Due to the small sample size we only tested this bivariate relationship, and did not
test whether the association between a deprivation item and income changed if we controlled
for other deprivation items.

Items which did not meet the validity, reliability, and additivity criteria were
excluded, and a final deprivation index was constructed using both child-derived and

household-derived items. This is to ensure that the deprivation index for each child reflects
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both individual (i.e. child-) and household-level conditions. Following the PSE methodology
described above (Gordon, 2006), cut-offs for both income and number of deprivations were
derived. Using these, respondents were then divided into four groups (Non-Poor, Rising,
Vulnerable and Poor).

Analytical Plan

As households can become poor for different reasons (e.g. loss of a job, illness,
discrimination, or bad luck), so too can their living conditions vary by different
characteristics (Hick, 2016). To investigate how deprivation and child multidimensional
poverty varies across groups, we first conducted a subsample analysis based on household
structure (‘two-parents’ vs ‘single-parent or grandparent’), the number of breadwinners in a
household (‘dual-earners’ vs ‘single-earner/no-earner’), and head of household’s (dis)ability
condition (‘disability’ vs ‘non-disability’).

We estimated the association of household socio-economic characteristics with the
multidimensional child poverty outcome using a multinomial logistic regression. We used a
multinomial logistic regression model considering that our outcome is a categorical variable.
For this model, outcomes were coded as 0 (non-poor), 1 (Rising), 2 (Vulnerable), and 3
(Poor). When using ‘Non-poor’ as a base category, we estimated the probability of being in
the Rising, Vulnerable, or Poor groups relative to the Non-Poor. When labeled with the

categories of the outcome variable pov, the output corresponds to the three equations below:

1 1In ( P(pov=rising)

=ajo+byjx;te
P(pov=nonpoor)) 10 17

2 (P (pov=vulnerable)

= ayo + byjxjte
P(pov=nonpoor) ) 20 217

3 ln( P(pov=poor)

= azy + bsix;te
P(pov=nonpoor)) 30 377

where by; is the regression coefficient for outcome £ for the independent variable j,
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controlling for all other independent variables.

We included nine socio-demographic and economic characteristics as independent
variables based on a previous research findings on the factors influencing multidimensional
child poverty (E. Kim & Nandy, 2018; Yeo, 2018). These were: number of household
members, housing tenure status (homeowner=0, jeonse®=1, renters=2), residential area
(metropolitan city=0, middle-sized city=1, and rural area=3), number of earners (dual
earner=0, sole earners=1), household structure (single parent, grandparent headed, or others
=0, two parents =1), child’s age, child’s age squared, and gender (female=0, male=1), and
heads’ gender (male=0, female=1), marital status (married=0,
divorced/widowed/separated/single=1), disability (non-disabled=0, disabled=1), and
employment type (permanent employees=0, unemployed =1, fixed term, short-term, and
casual employees=2, self-employed=3, and subsidized/contributing family employees=4). We
added the quadratic effect of age to allow a more accurate modelling of the effect of age. In
addition, we cannot include heads’ education level despite its importance in the model due to
too many missing values in this variable’.

Regression coefficients are reported in the tables as odds-ratios (exp(byj)). As the
sample of the Korean National Children Survey was overrepresented by low-income
households, we applied the post-stratification weight provided with the survey to enhance the
generalizability of all univariate, bivariate and multivariate analyses in this paper. Stata 17

was used for the analysis.

6 Jeonse system is a unique rent type in Korea. Jeonse renters put down a large rental deposit (approximately
65% of the market price of the property on average) instead of paying monthly rent (Yoon, 2003).

7 This may be because every household respondent in this survey is a primary caregiver, with 86% of them
being spouses of the household head. As a result, there are no missing values in the education level of primary
caregivers. However, there is a 20% rate of missing values in the education level of household head as this
information was obtained by proxy.
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Findings
Multidimensional Deprivation

To construct the child deprivation index, we conducted the validity, reliability, and
additivity test following the methodology of the PSE study using 15 child-derived and 31
household-derived items. Of 46 items, we excluded six items which did not meet more than
two criteria: (a) Three meals a day (food1 ch), (b) eating fast food more than three times a
week (food4 ch), (c) accessing to metro or bus stop by at most 10-min walking (housing3),
(d) living on a ground-floor, not basement or roof-top house (housing4), (e) skipping meals or
did not have enough to eat (difficulties1), and (f) unable to pay child’s college tuition for
more than one month (difficulties7). None of these items passed the additivity and validity
tests (Appendix A). As a result, 40 items were included in the final index used to estimate
multidimensional child deprivation in Korea in 2018. The final set of child and household
items had Cronbach’s alphas of 0.86 and 0.92 respectively, showing a high degree of
reliability. We also fitted a one-factor model and found no clear signs of strong
multidimensionality. All standardized factor loadings were above 0.4 and fit indices for the
one-factor model indicated a reasonably good fit (RMSEA=0.04, CFI=0.9, TLI=0.9)8. All
items were strongly associated with the three validators (income poverty, household head’s
economic activity status, and subjective poverty), and showed clear statistically-significant
(negative) relationships with poverty with the exceptions of Health 1, Health 3, Difficulty 3,
and Difficulty 6° which showed positive, but non-significant relationships with poverty and

economic activity status. However, as these items passed reliability and additivity tests (and

8 We also fitted a one-factor model constraining factor loadings to equality which resulted in very similar model
fit findings. The factor analysis was run using Mplus Version 8.6.

% These items were: Health I: Visiting doctor regularly when having a long-term disease (more than three months); Health 3
Able to purchase or take medication; Difficulty 3: Electricity, telephone, or water has been turned off because you couldn’t pay
the bill; Difficulty 6: Moving to another home (being evicted) because couldn’t pay the rent
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have clear face validity) they were not excluded from the final deprivation index.

Figure 1 presents the proportion of children deprived in each of the nine domains:
food, clothing, housing, health, leisure activity, social support, financial security, education,
and financial difficulties. To be identified as deprived in a given domain, children have to be
deprived of at least one domain-specific indicator. Of the nine domains, the highest rates of
deprivation were seen for leisure activity (44.0%), financial security (savings) (26.0%), and
education (22.0%). When inspecting individual household-level items (Table 1), the most
prevalent deprivations were for children in households not being able to make regular saving
for emergencies (18.4%) or retirement (14.8%), and not being able to have a holiday away
from home (14.1%). Around one in three households with children (30.7%) were deprived of
a leisure activity and 15% of those having children experienced at least one education-related
deprivation. Among child-derived list of items, the most prevalent deprivation was for a lack
of regular leisure activities (26.0%), no opportunities to invite friends (15.2%), and no
outdoor leisure equipment (15.1%)

[INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE]
Prevalence of Multidimensional Child Poverty Rate

To create the multidimensional child poverty measure, we first ran ANOVA and
logistic regression models to determine the optimal deprivation threshold by defining the
point where differences between the poor and non-poor are maximized and differences within
each group are minimized (Table 2) (Gordon, 2006). The dependent variable in the ANOVA
model was logged equivalised household monthly disposable income using the OECD square

root scale'? and the independent variables were deprivation group and the number of

10 An equivalent scale of the cube root of family size captured the survey respondents’ perception of the growth
in income necessary to maintain the same standard of living with increasing family size (Chanfreau &
Burchardt, 2008).
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household members. With the logistic regression model, the dependent variable was the
deprivation group and the independent variable was logged household monthly disposable
income and the number of household members. Results from ANOVA test and logistic
regression model showed that the optimum deprivation threshold was six or more
deprivations. The largest F value from the ANOVA test and highest chi square indicate at
which point in the deprivation scale between-group variation is larger than within group
variation and where this ratio is maximized, six or more deprivations in this case.
[INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]

The derived income poverty threshold was USD 1,700 This is around 30% higher
than the Korean official poverty line in 2018, of USD 1,150 (50% of equivalised disposable
income according to the official estimates by Statistics Korea). The left pane for Figure 2
shows how the monthly disposable income cut-off was obtained (the poverty line was drawn
at the upper bound 95% confidence interval estimate for those experiencing 6 and 7
deprivations). The red line shows the obtained cut-off of 1,700 USD.

[INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE]

Table 3 shows the multidimensional child deprivation rate in Korea measured by the
number of 40 household-derived and child-derived items (and not incorporating household
income). When applying the standardized sample weight, 42.9% of children did not
experience any deprivations. The proportion of children exposed to six or more deprivations
was 15.2% - this is higher than the official child poverty rate measured by the 50% of
disposable income (12.3%), just over 1.2 million children (out of a total of 8.2 million).

[INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]

1 Income values were reported in constant US dollars for an international comparison (1:1,000 = USD: KRW).
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Table 4 presents the weighted multidimensional child poverty rate. When dividing
children into four groups — Poor, Rising, Vulnerable, and Not Poor — using the combined
income and deprivation poverty measure, over half (56.5%, 4.6 million) of Korean children are
classed as ‘Not Poor’ — that is, both their household income and standard of living are both
above the poverty threshold; around 5% of children (392,000) are in the ‘Rising’ group, in
households whose income is above the poverty threshold but who are experiencing six or more
deprivations. Around a third of children (28%, 2.3 million) in Korea are identified as being
‘Vulnerable’, living in households which although not lacking six or more necessities do have
incomes below the threshold identified (USD 1,700/month). And lastly, around one in ten
Korean children (10%, 844,000) experience six or more deprivations and live in households
with a monthly income below the threshold set, and thus count as ‘Poor’. Together, the Poor
and Rising groups account for around one in every six children in Korea (15%), and a higher
proportion (28%) are Vulnerable to poverty.

[INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE]

Table 5 presents the overlaps between official income poverty and multidimensional
child poverty. It shows that around one in every three children (30%) of vulnerable children
and 59% of multidimensionally poor (children experiencing both low income and six or more
deprivations) are identified as poor by the official poverty line. This suggests that benefits
linked to the official poverty line may be insufficient to avoid the experience of low income
and deprivation.

[INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE]

Further analysis suggests that as a general poverty detection tool, the official poverty

line errs on the side of caution. All children in households below the official poverty line are

either experiencing low income or both six or more deprivations and low income jointly.
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However, 11% of children above the official monetary poverty line experienced six or more
deprivations and 29% had an income below USD 1,700. If both deprivation and household
income were used to identify children in need the estimate would jump from the current 15%
(below the official monetary poverty line) to 24% (below the official poverty line or
experiencing 6 or more deprivations) and finally to 44% (household income below USD
1,700 or experiencing 6 or more deprivations, i.e. poor, vulnerable and rising).

Figure 3 presents the types of domain children were deprived by their poverty
condition groups. For all types of poverty groups, leisure activity was most deprived followed
by education or savings. Furthermore, the Rising and Poor groups who experienced six or
more deprivations showed that they even suffered from basic needs such as food, housing,
and clothing. In particular, half of children in the Rising group suffered housing deprivation
despite their above-poverty-level income and 36% of the Poor group showed housing
deprivation.

[INSERT FIGURES 3 ABOUT HERE]
Subsample Analysis

To investigate how multidimensional child poverty is patterned across Korea, we
conducted several subsample analyses. Figure 4 presents the proportion of children deprived
in each domain by different household types. First, when dividing the sample by the number
of earners, there were no substantial differences in the child deprivation between dual-earners
and sole-earner headed households. In both groups, the domain of the greatest deprivation
was leisure activity with around 44% of children deprived. There were larger differences with
the financial security (savings) domain, with children in dual earner households less likely to
be deprived than children in households with a single earner (22% compared to 29%).

There were more pronounced differences in deprivation rates when the sample was
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divided to reflect household structure and disability status of the head of household. Children
living in a household headed by either a single-parent or grandparents were highly deprived
not only from leisure activities (63%) and financial security (58%), but also in domains
related to basic needs such as food (38%), clothing (24%), and housing (15%). On the other
hand, most children living with two parents had their basic needs met to some degree, but
they also experienced high rates of deprivation with regards leisure activity (42%) and
financial security (23%). Deprivation rates were highest for children living households with a
disabled head; they were the most likely to deprived of leisure activity (84%), financial
security (73%) and education-related activities (65%). Around half of the children in these
households could not meet key basic needs such as food (50%) and clothing (41%); rates of
deprivation for children living in households where no disability was reported with regards
food and clothing were 16% and 8% respectively, far lower than the comparison group.
[INSERT FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE]

Table 6 presents the multidimensional child poverty and deprivation rates according
to household type. More children experienced multidimensional poverty when their
households were headed by either a sole-earner (16%), single-parent or grandparents (49%),
or by head reporting a disability (65%). The proportion of children identified as ‘Poor’ were
highest for children living in a household whose head reported a disability (57%), or who
were living in single-parent or grandparent headed households (42%) — around six times
greater than for children living with two parents (8%). The highest rates of ‘Not Poor’
children were for in dual earner households (62%). Sole earner households, which account
for 56% of the sample, had the high rates of ‘Vulnerable’ to poverty (31%), which should
raise a warning for policy makers; the fact that across Korea one in three children are

identified as ‘Vulnerable’ means there is the potential for multidimensional child poverty to
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increase sharply and quickly in the face of an economic or unexpected shock, like the Covid-
19 pandemic. For example, according to the World Bank & UNICEF (2022), the effects of
the COVID-19 pandemic disproportionately affected vulnerable segment of the population,
already in poverty or vulnerable to falling into poverty. In particular, households with
children were more likely to experience income loss and food insecurity than those with no
children since the onset of pandemic.
[INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE]

Correlates of Multidimensional Child Poverty

Table 7 presents the odds ratios of either being ‘Rising’, ‘Vulnerable’, and ‘Poor’,
according to different characteristics. For this analysis, we conducted the multinomial logistic
regression model using the Non-Poor group as the reference group*?.

First, children were more likely to be in the Rising group relative to the Non-Poor
(when other variables were held constant) if their families did not own their home, were
headed by a single parent-headed or where the household head was a temporary worker. For
example, the odds of being in the Rising group were 1.62 times greater for Jeonse renters and
2.23 times greater for renters paying monthly rents. If a child’s head of household was a
temporary worker, the odds of that child being in the Rising group would be nearly four times
greater (4.07).

Next, children were more likely to be in the Vulnerable group relative to the Non-
Poor if they lived in larger households, lived in a rented home, in a rural area, or when their
household was headed by either a sole earner, a single-parent or grandparents, a disabled

head, or a precarious worker. For example, the odds of a rural child being Vulnerable relative

12 We re-ran the same model using the number of children in the household and the results remained unchanged.
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to the Non-Poor would be nearly three times greater (2.92) than children in a metropolitan
city. Compared to children whose parents were dual earners, the odds would increase by a
factor of 1.53 for those having sole-earner in their households. For children whose household
heads are temporary workers, the odds of being Vulnerable relative to the Non-Poor would
increase by a factor of 3.17 compared to those having permanent workers as heads of the
household.

Lastly, children were more likely to be in the Poor group when they lived in larger
households, in homes which their families did not own, when they lived in a rural area, and
where their head of household was either a single parent or grandparent, disabled, or a
precarious worker. For example, given other variables in the model were held constant, living
in a rented house significantly increased the odds of being poor by a factor of 11.21. If the
household head reported a disability or precarious employment status, the odds of being poor
increased by a factor of more than 10 (10.87 and 16.14 respectively). In addition, the strong
negative effect of age suggests that older children are more likely to escape combined income
and deprivation poverty as they grow older, although the quadratic effect suggests that the
effect is marginally weaker for older children than younger children.

[INSERT TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE]
Discussion

This study estimated the prevalence of multidimensional child poverty in Korea by
constructing child deprivation index using both child-derived and household-derived items. It
classified the child population of Korea into four groups - ‘Poor’, ‘Rising’, ‘Vulnerable’, and
‘Non-Poor’ - using a combination of income and material deprivation measures, to understand
how forms of child poverty were patterned in society.

Our findings indicate that key basic needs, such as food and clothing, are being met
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to a decent standard for most children in Korea. However, precarity is also an issue, with a
significant proportion of the country’s children either Poor (10%) or Vulnerable (28%) to
poverty; this is especially so for children living in households headed by either a single-
parent or grandparents, or in households headed by someone with a disability. These
households all show concerningly high rates of deprivation for food, clothing, and housing.
Using the same survey conducted in 2013, E. Kim & Nandy (2018) showed higher proportion
of children suffering from either income poverty or deprivation (49.5%) than our findings
(44%). The proportion of the “Poor” who were income poor and deprived was similar to ours
(10%). One important point is that child poverty rate estimated by the official monetary
poverty one (12%) hides the fact that if both deprivation and household income were used to
identify children in need, 44% of children in Korea experience 6 or more deprivations and
have a household income below USD 1,700 (the cut-off suggested in this paper).

Our analysis of the deprivations which children in Korea face provides useful
information concerning the ongoing needs of children across all ages. Issues like home
ownership, household structure, disability, and the precarity of employment status of adults
all play a significant role in whether families experience poverty. We show that the children
of homeowners are better off than children of renters across most deprivation measures,
suggesting that a degree of economic and social security, as reflected by parental capacity to
own the family home plays an important role in children’s well-being. This is supported by
other empirical evidence on parental financial assets and home ownership being linked to
investments in children’s future and educational attainment (Y. Kim & Sherraden, 2011; Zhan
& Sherraden, 2003). Children whose head of household was disabled and/or lived in rural
areas and/or were unemployed were considerably more likely to experience low income,

deprivation or both when compared to those without disabilities, living urban areas and
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employed. Interestingly, children whose head of household was a subsidized or family worker
and temporary worker had an even greater chance of being poor than those where the head of
household was unemployed, suggesting not all employment is necessarily protective against
poverty. Temporary workers suffer from lower wages and fewer social protections than
permanent workers. For example, in 2018, average wage per hour of temporary workers was
only 68.3% of that of permanent workers (Statistics Korea, 2020b). In addition, for temporary
workers, the national pension insurance coverage was 36.6% and health insurance coverage
was 45.9% compared to 86.2% and 90.1% for permanent workers (Statistics Korea, 2019b).
Subsidized jobs are offered by the government with the intention of providing employment
opportunities for the poor until they can successfully graduate into the regular labor market,
and thus escape poverty. However, our results suggest that the subsidized employment model
may be inefficient for tackling poverty as intended. Previous research supports this, showing
that subsidized workers were likely to be excluded from cash benefits due to their above-
poverty-level wages, and only 24% of them had successfully transited into the regular labor
market (Jeong et al., 2018).

Comparing the Rising, Vulnerable, and Poor groups suggests that socio-economic
disadvantage is most prevalent among the Poor (those experiencing both low income and
deprivation). This follows our initial expectations. Interestingly, the Rising group are more
likely to engage in temporary employment than the Vulnerable group which suggests that the
living standards of precarious workers may be overestimated if measured solely on the basis
of their income. The reason behind this may be the unpredictable size and frequency of their
earnings.

Limitations and research implications

Despite the high reliability and quality of the survey data used in this study, it is still
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worth reflecting on potential limitations and cautions for interpretation. First, the data used
are cross-sectional, so reporting and discussing poverty dynamics can be tricky, not least
because current deprivation status reflect both previous and current levels of resources (Hick,
2016; Gordon, 2017). However, in Korea the ‘Rising’ group is likely to be comprised of the
working poor who earn above the poverty level but still have a low standard of living (Weon,
2021). Given that working poverty remains a persistent issue in Korea (Weon & Rothwell,
2020), further research needs to better establish the extent and drivers of this “Rising” group,
by further investigating the relationship between employment income and deprivation.
Previous research conducted in Hong Kong, a region that also experiences labour polarization
due to economic restructuring similar to Korea, has similarly revealed that workers in low-
skill sectors and those with temporary employment are more likely to experience deprivation.
Relying solely on income measurement can lead to an overestimation of their living standards
(Cheung et al., 2019). To better understand the dynamics of multidimensional child poverty,
future research needs to combine measures of both previous resources (like household
income) and present-day outcomes, like deprivation; this is best done using longitudinal or
panel data. Additionally, it is possible that certain unobserved characteristics of respondents
(of both children and parents) such as personality traits, attitudes, and expectations may affect
the likelihood of the experience of material deprivation. To categorize the items in each
domain, this study follows the rule suggested by the Korean National Child Survey. However,
further studies may also investigate the best way to group and report deprivations as well as
the reliability of these deprivation sub-domains. Lastly, unlike other studies which have
applied the PSE methodology, the Korean National Children Survey does not ask respondents
if they consider items and activities to be ‘necessities/essential’ in Korea today; doing so, and

seeing which items are considered necessities by a majority of the Korean population, would
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facilitate operationalization of a ‘democratic’ definition of poverty, and align estimates even
more closely with what is envisioned by SDG target 1.2.2. Lastly, since this study utilized
data from 2018, future research using data from 2023 needs to be conducted in order to
estimate the changes in the condition of child’s multidimensional poverty after the COVID-
19 pandemic.
Policy Implications

Our findings suggest that continuing to define and measure child poverty by only
household income underestimates the extent and nature of child poverty in Korea, and thus
may distort the effectiveness of current anti-poverty policy efforts. Accordingly, our first
policy recommendation centers on developing and using alternative standards based on both
income and material deprivation to estimate multidimensional (child) poverty. The combined
income-deprivation criterion provides a better understanding of the welfare needs of Korean
children to maintain a decent standard of living, and it is also valuable in assessing the extent
to which SDGs are being met, and specifically whether and how poverty is being reduced in
all its dimensions, according to national definitions (SDG 1.2). We show, for example, that
one in four Korean children (26%) experienced deprivation in the dimension of leisure
activities (Appendix B); Cash transfers as well as in-kind benefits such as vouchers for travel
or sports activities for children in low-income households (Reece et al., 2020) might be an
effective way of tackling this issue. Next, child allowance should expand its coverage and
increase the benefit level. According to Y. S. Lee et al. (2020), increasing the age criteria for
child allowance from seven to 18 years old may reduce the poverty rate by 1.06%. In
addition, to improve the effectiveness of income maintenance programs, it is necessary to
integrate cash benefit for single-parent and grandparent families (monthly payment of $200)

with the universal child allowance program, and increase the benefit amount for this
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vulnerable group (Cho et al., 2019). Besides the expanding income transfer program, our
findings show that complementary asset-building programs need to be extended to mitigate
child poverty.

Despite the important role of savings playing in maintaining a basic standard of living,
particularly as a reserve during temporary hard times, around 26% of all households with a
dependent child reported being financially insecure, and unable to save for the future; this
figure rose to 84% for households with a disabled head. As such, expanding matched-savings
programs and alleviating eligibility rules would provide opportunities for the asset poor to
build their own assets. For example, in Korea, there is a matched-savings program known as
the “Didim-Seed Account”. However, it is important to know to note that this program is
exclusively accessible to the institutionalized children and children residing in households
with an income below 40% of the median income. In light of research findings, which
indicate that the income poor do not necessarily overlap with the deprived, it is crucial to
broaden the program’s eligibility rules. In September 2023, the Korean government
announced that they would change the income eligibility rule of the Didim-Seed Account
from 40% to 50% of the median income and widen the age criteria from 7 -12 to 0 — 17 as of
2024. However, Child Development Accounts (CDAs) are intended to be universal (including
all children), progressive (greater subsidies for the disadvantaged), and potentially lifelong
(starting at birth with growth and investments throughout life) with respect to policy design
(Sherraden & Zou, 2022). In countries as diverse as Singapore, Israel, the UK, and a number
of US states, CDAs have been adopted as universal policies at some point. In addition,
although our findings indicate the importance of home ownership in reducing child poverty,
home ownership is unequally distributed in Korea. While around 80% of households in the

top 20% of the income distribution are home owners, less than half (49%) of those in the
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bottom 40% own their home (Korean Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, and Transport
[KMLIT], 2019). Furthermore, home value held by the top 10% of the income distribution
was 33.8 times higher than that held by the bottom 10% (KMLIT, 2019). To address the
inequality in home ownership, a more progressive policy strategy is needed to facilitate home
ownership. For example, an expansion of subsidized public housing construction could be
considered to provide housing to the low- and moderate-income households at lower cost,
and property tax increases should be considered to discourage speculation and stabilize the
housing market (S. W. Lee et al., 2018). Lastly, findings from the subsample analysis showed
that children living with a single-parent or grandparents or in households with a disabled head
were highly deprived, even for the most basic of needs such as food, clothing, and housing.
Considering that 23% of households with dependent children in Korea are single-parent or
grandparents-headed households (Statistics Korea, 2019a), our finding suggests that public
resources should take into much greater consideration children in these very precarious living

arrangements.
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Table 1.

Deprivation items

Child-derived deprivation items %
1. Three meals a day 5.2
Food 2. At least one meal a day with meat, chicken, or fish (or a vegetarian equivalent) 9.4
3. Fresh fruit and vegetables every day 9.7
4. Eating fast food (e.g., Ramen, burger, or coke) more than three times a week 40.2
1. Books suitable for the child’s age and knowledge level 8.3
2. Indoor games(a toy per child, educational toy, board game, block, computer 77
Education/ game) ’
Development 3. Money to participate in school (or nursery) trips and events 9.0
4. A quiet place with enough room and light to do homework 5.1
5. An internet connection 2.6
Clothing 1. Some new clothes (i.e., not all second hand) 3.5
2. Two pairs of properly fitting shoes (one of them is for every season) 3.7
1. Outdoor leisure equipment (bicycle, scooter, roller-skates, etc.) 15.1
Leisure 2. Regular leisure activities (swimming, playing instrument, Tackwondo, etc.) 26.0
activity 3. The opportunity, from time to time, to invite friends home to play and eat 15.2
4. The opportunity to celebrate special occasions, birthday, etc. 11.7
Household-derived deprivation items
1. Meat, chicken, or fish at least once a week 2.9
Food 2. Fresh fruit and vegetables at least once a week 3.2
3. Often eating favorite food (tea, coffee, snacks, ice cream, drinks, etc) 1.6
Clothing 1. Two warm winter. cogts : : 1.6
2. Two properly fitting items of clothing (one for summer and another for winter) 3.6
1. Heating to keep home adequately warm 1.3
. 2. Enough space in the dwelling by taking into account household size 4.4
Housing and - -
environment 3. A.cc.ess to metro or bus stop by at most 10-minutes walking 7.6
4. Living on a ground-floor, not basement or rooftop house 3.8
5. Having indoor flushing toilet, bath, or shower for sole use of the household 1.4
1. Visiting doctor regularly when having a long-term disease (more than three 101
Health months) - . :
2. Consulting a dentist when needed 1.9
3. Able to purchase or take medication 1.6
. 1. A holiday away from home for two or three days a year 14.1
Leisure : - : :
activity 2. Celebration on spema.l occasions e.g., blr.thday 6.3
3. Hobby or cultural activities such as movie or concert 10.3
Social support 1. Friends or relatives to get support in difficult times 2.5
Savings 1. Making regular savings for emergencies 18.4
(Financial 2. Regular payment into a private or national pension 14.8
Security) 3. Joining private health or life insurance 10.0
1. Being able to pay for child’ higher education including college/vocational 23
school )
Education 2. Enough money for child’s private educational institution when needed 5.2
3. Being able to buy books suitable for child’s study 23
4. Being able to take responsibilities for childcare(financially, emotionally, and 18
socially) )
1. Skip meals or did not have enough to eat 3.7
2. Unable to pay bills for social insurance contribution, electricity, telephone, 44
water before the due date )
Financial 3. Electricity, telephone, water has been turned off because you couldn’t pay bills 3.2
difficulties 4. Unable to use heating system properly during the winter 3.0
5. Need to see a doctor but couldn’t afford to go 3.2
6. Moving to another home (being evicted) because couldn’t pay the rent 4.9
7. Unable to pay child’s tuition for more than one month 2.2




Figure 1.

Proportion of children deprived on each domain (% of total children)
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Table 2.

ANOVA and logistic regression for optimum poverty threshold

F statistics for corrected ANOVA  Logistic Regression model Chi-

model square
Null model 64.43 480.08
Deprivation score of 1 or more 64.35 479.72
Deprivation score of 2 or more 87.67 690.01
Deprivation score of 3 or more 106.68 860.12
Deprivation score of 4 or more 114.12 913.51
Deprivation score of 5 or more 115.52 905.95
Deprivation score of 6 or more 120.96 900.78
Deprivation score of 7 or more 109.81 920.74
Deprivation score of 8 or more 103.05 827.27
Deprivation score of 9 or more 94.36 706.61
Deprivation score of 10 or more 88.68 658.80
Deprivation score of 11 or more 85.89 618.80

Deprivation score of 12 or more 83.17 598.32




Figure 2.

Average Monthly Income by deprivation score (95% Confidence Intervals)
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Table 3.

Multidimensional child deprivation rate

Frequency in sample (%)

Number of deprivations

Weighted N Weighted %
0 3,505,195 42.87
1 992,607 12.14
2 956,631 11.70
3 587,061 7.18
4 412,905 5.05
5 481,586 5.89
6 225,236 2.75
7 231,732 2.83
8 134,839 1.65
9 101,557 1.24
10 109,279 1.34
11 63,363 0.77
12 43,850 0.54
13 46,921 0.57
14 29,390 0.36
15 29,882 0.37
16 26,556 0.32
17 25,688 0.31
18 42,400 0.52
19 11,581 0.14
20 13,948 0.17
21 24,216 0.30
22 18,992 0.23
23 9,010 0.11
24 10,278 0.13
25 7,492 0.09
26 4,738 0.06
27 3,795 0.05
28 11,208 0.14
29 3,446 0.04
30 1,666 0.02
31 2,359 0.03
32 2,414 0.03
33 1,616 0.02
34 555 0.01
35 818 0.01
36 896 0.01
Total 8,176,335% 100.00

Note. * Total number of children (ul18) in 2018 in South Korea

44



Table 4.

Multidimensional Child Poverty in Korea (weighted by standardized weight)

Poverty status N %
Total 8,176,335 100.00
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Table 5.

Overlap between Income poverty and Multidimensional Child Poverty

Not poor Rising Vulnerable Poor
%
Under 50% of
median disposable 0.00 0.00 29.61 59.28
income
Higher than 50% of
median disposable 100.00 100.00 70.39 40.71
income
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
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Figure 3.

Proportion of children deprived on each domain by the poverty condition (% of deprivation)
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Figure 4.
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Table 6.

Subsample analysis (weighted by the standardized weight)

(a) Number of breadwinners

Dual earners
(n=1,770, 44%)

Sole earner
(n=2,269, 56%)

%

Child deprivation rate
Poverty status

Poor

Rising

Vulnerable

Non-poor

14.08

8.55
5.54
24.13

61.78

16.05

11.80
4.26
31.84

52.11

(b) Household structure

Two-parents
(n=3,079, 76%)

Single-parent or grandparent-headed

(n=960, 24%)

%
Child deprivation rate 12.47 48.55
Poverty status
Poor 7.74 42.38
Rising 4.74 6.16
Vulnerable 28.38 28.00
Non-poor 59.15 23.45
(c) Head with a disability
Non-disabled Disabled
(n=3,850, 95%) (n=189, 5%)
%

Child deprivation rate
Poverty status

Poor

Rising

Vulnerable

Non-poor

14.70

9.88
4.82
28.39
56.91

64.79

57.15
7.65
24.14

11.07
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Table 7.

Multinomial logistic regression for child poverty: Odds Ratio (OR)

Model Variable OR SE? 95% CI*

Rising Household size 1.08 0.18 0.78 1.48
Housing tenure — Jeonse 1.62* 0.40 1.00 2.63
Housing tenure — Renters 2.33* 0.70 1.28 421
Region — Middle sized city 0.71 0.16 0.45 111
Region — Rural area 1.90 0.68 0.95 3.82
Earner — Sole earner 0.80 0.20 0.49 1.32
Structure — Double parents headed 0.46* 0.32 0.11 1.82
Child — Age 0.88 0.08 0.74 1.06
Child - Age square 1.01 0.00 1.00 1.02
Child — Male 0.96 0.21 0.63 1.46
Head — Female 0.68 0.37 0.24 1.96
Head - Divorced/widowed/separated, single 1.65 1.42 0.31 8.88
Head — Disabled 5.47 5.64 0.73 41.19
Head — Unemployed 1.44 0.91 0.42 4.95
Head — Temporary worker 4.07%** 1.92 1.62 10.26
Head — Self-employed 0.52 0.17 0.27 1.00
Head — Subsidized/family worker 0.37 0.44 0.03 3.88

Vulnerable Household size 1.58*** 0.14 1.33 1.87
Housing tenure — Jeonse 1.36* 0.16 1.07 1.72
Housing tenure — Renters 3.38*** 0.65 231 4,94
Region — Middle sized city 0.74** 0.08 0.59 0.91
Region — Rural area 2.92%** 0.56 2.01 4.25
Earner — Sole earner 1.53*** 0.17 1.23 191
Structure — Double parents headed 0.12%** 0.05 0.05 0.27
Child — Age 0.99 0.04 091 1.07
Child - Age square 1.00 0.00 0.99 1.00
Child — Male 0.96 0.10 0.78 1.18
Head — Female 0.73 0.25 0.37 1.43
Head - Divorced/widowed/separated, single 0.31* 0.15 0.12 0.83
Head — Disabled 4.18* 2.61 1.23 14.22
Head — Unemployed 0.77 0.28 0.38 1.56
Head — Temporary worker 3.17*** 0.95 1.76 571
Head — Self-employed 1.21 0.16 0.93 1.57
Head — Subsidized/family worker 2.36 1.87 0.50 11.16

Poor Household size 1.59%** 0.21 1.23 2.05
Housing tenure — Jeonse 2.24%** 0.52 1.43 3.52
Housing tenure — Renters 11.21%** 2.68 7.01 17.92
Region — Middle sized city 1.00 0.17 0.71 1.40
Region — Rural area 2.84%** 0.79 1.65 4.88
Earner — Sole earner 1.35 0.27 0.92 1.99
Structure — Double parents headed 0.06*** 0.03 0.02 0.13
Child — Age 0.82** 0.06 0.71 0.95
Child - Age square 1.01* 0.00 1.00 1.02
Child — Male 1.00 0.17 0.72 141
Head — Female 0.56 0.19 0.29 1.09
Head - Divorced/widowed/separated, single 0.49 0.25 0.18 1.32
Head — Disabled 10.87*** 7.73 2.70 43.77
Head — Unemployed 4.,95%** 1.65 2.58 9.50
Head — Temporary worker 16.14%** 4.97 8.83 29.50
Head — Self-employed 1.23 0.32 0.74 2.04
Head — Subsidized/family worker 8.38*** 5.35 2.40 29.28

Note. * p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001; *Standard Error; ® Confidence Interval
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Appendices A

Table Al.

Logistic regression validity tests for child and household deprivation items (Odds Ratio)

Deprivation Items Poor HHact Sub pov
Child: Food1 2.01 1.97 1.28
Child: Food2 2.05 2.78 1.88
Child: Food3 2.07 3.58 1.82
Child: Food4 0.71 1.50 1.17
Child: Educationl 2.20 3.27 1.85
Child: Education2 2.91 4.45 1.85
Child: Education3 4.24 6.85 1.79
Child: Education4 2.80 4.26 2.34
Child: Education5 3.16 4.32 1.25
Child: Leisure activity1 2.44 2.67 2.35
Child: Leisure activity2 2.32 1.81 1.66
Child: Leisure activity3 1.98 3.05 2.00
Child: Leisure activity4 2.48 4.89 2.06
Child: Clothingl 3.11 2.42 1.41
Child: Clothing2 3.58 2.24 1.08
Household: Food1 9.22 14.55 17.58
Household: Food2 7.62 13.70 14.73
Household: Food3 5.01 14.39 11.70
Household: Clothing1 7.00 5.74 3.57
Household: Clothing?2 5.82 8.44 5.84
Household: Housing1 4.16 3.85 1.53
Household: Housing 2 3.16 4.57 2.45
Household: Housing 3 0.82 0.89 1.27
Household: Housing 4 2.92 2.63 1.31
Household: Housing 5 3.68 2.55 0.64
Household: Health1 1.38 1.60 2.08
Household: Health2 2.24 4.77 2.36
Household: Health3 5.30 4.23 1.13
Household: Leisurel 4.74 7.42 5.42
Household: Leisure2 7.94 11.20 4.74
Household: Leisure3 5.14 7.77 4.94
Household: Social supportl 6.68 6.56 2.15
Household: Saving] 3.84 5.85 4.45
Household: Saving2 6.20 8.91 4.09
Household: Saving3 7.52 8.62 5.32
Household: Education] 6.23 7.69 3.06
Household: Education2 7.05 11.63 8.74
Household: Education3 9.90 15.64 4.99
Household: Education4 5.76 15.33 3.01
Household: Difficultyl 2.04 2.18 1.12
Household: Difficulty2 4.54 5.47 2.37
Household: Difficulty3 2.62 5.63 1.54
Household: Difficulty4 3.61 4.83 2.11
Household: Difficulty5 2.61 5.00 1.64
Household: Difficulty6 1.58 3.29 4.18
Household: Difficulty7 2.13 4.65 1.31

Note. HHed: head’s education level, Poor: Income poverty using 50% of equivalised income, HHact: Head’s economic activity,
Sub_pov: self-perceived social stratification; Items highlighted in yellow are not significant at the 5% level
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Table A2.

Chronbach’s alpha scores for child and adult/household items

Children and adult items Alpha if deleted
Child: Foodl 0.9376
Child: Food2 0.9369
Child: Food3 0.9365
Child: Food4 0.9396
Child: Educationl 0.9365
Child: Education2 0.9364
Child: Education3 0.9359
Child: Education4 0.9360
Child: Education5 0.9374
Child: Leisure activityl 0.9368
Child: Leisure activity2 0.9367
Child: Leisure activity3 0.9359
Child: Leisure activity4 0.9354
Child: Clothingl 0.9373
Child: Clothing2 0.9368
Household: Food1 0.9374
Household: Food2 0.9368
Household: Food3 0.9370
Household: Clothing1 0.9370
Household: Clothing?2 0.9359
Household: Housingl 0.9375
Household: Housing 2 0.9370
Household: Housing 3 0.9374
Household: Housing 4 0.9377
Household: Housing 5 0.9377
Household: Health1 0.9368
Household: Health2 0.9362
Household: Health3 0.9368
Household: Leisurel 0.9355
Household: Leisure2 0.9350
Household: Leisure3 0.9350
Household: Social supportl 0.9363
Household: Savingl 0.9357
Household: Saving2 0.9355
Household: Saving3 0.9353
Household: Educationl 0.9368
Household: Education2 0.9353
Household: Education3 0.9360
Household: Education4 0.9371
Household: Difficultyl 0.9379
Household: Difficulty2 0.9370
Household: Difficulty3 0.9373
Household: Difficulty4 0.9373
Household: Difficulty5 0.9373
Household: Difficulty6 0.9374
Household: Difficulty7 0.9378
Total alpha score 0.9379
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Figure Al.
Checking Additivity: Main Effects Plot for Child Deprivation Items
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Note. Items with asterisk did not meet the criteria of additivity (not significant)
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Figure A2. Checking Additivity: Main Effects Plot for Household Deprivation Items
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Note. Ttems with asterisk did not meet the criteria of additivity (not significant)
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