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Abstract

This chapter examines the rates of poverty and inequality in Israel over time
and in comparison with other OECD countries. It looks at two main groups:
those aged 59 and under and those aged 66 and over. In the age 59 and
under population, Israel’s poverty and inequality rates are among the
highest relative to other developed countries in both market income
(household income from work, occupational pensions and capital, before
taxes) and gross disposable income (including transfer payments) minus
taxes. From 2002-2011, employment rates among the population in Israel
rose, leading to a reduction in market income inequality (though this was
not accompanied by a substantial decline in poverty rates). Disposable
income inequality rates rose until 2006 and have since stabilized, while
poverty rates have increased fairly consistently, especially among Arab
Israelis and Haredim. Among the retirement-age population, disposable
income poverty rates are substantially higher than in OECD countries.
Nevertheless, the overall resources (public and private pension
arrangements) that are available to the elderly, place Israel in a relatively
good position among the developed countries. That is, the level of public and
private pensions is not low compared to the rest of the world, but its
distribution among the elderly is not equitable. The relative tax revenues in
Israel are among the lowest in the Western world, and this is one of the
reasons that the average overall public expenditure is relatively low. This
inseparable relationship between tax revenues and public expenditure has
critical implications for the closing of poverty gaps.

U Haim Bleikh, researcher, Taub Center for Socialidy Studies in Israel.
| would like to thank Nachum Blass, Prof. Avi Weiggof. John Gal, Prof.
Dov Chernichovsky, Hadas Fuchs, Shavit Madhala;Brdad Kiyrill
Shraberman who contributed to the design and pssgrtthis work.
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Introduction

The issue of poverty and income inequality is oheéhe most widely
discussed subjects in Israeli public discourseodarison of inequality
among different households in Israel with ineqyailit OECD countries
shows an interesting picture. Looking at markebine (that is, before
transfer payments to households and direct taveesalien into account),
Israel is close to the average for developed cameiccording to the
Gini inequality indeX In a comparison using disposable income (after
transfer payments and taxes), Israel is one ofrtbst unequal countries
relative to other developed countries, as can ée seFigure 1A.

1 The Gini coefficient is a measure of income indiggavith an index that
ranges from 0 to 1. A Gini coefficient of zero eapses perfect equality where
everyone has the same income; a coefficient of exgresses maximal
inequality where only one person has all the income
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Figure 1A

Income inequality, 2011
Gini coefficient in the OECD countries*
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Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polstydies in Israel
Data: OECI

Poverty figures for individuals show a similar pict. In Israel, 28
percent of individuals are below the poverty limcading to market
income, a rate similar to the OECD average of 2@qe. On the other
hand, when it is measured by disposable incomeutaboe-fifth of
individuals in Israel are below the line, a ratmast double the average
in other developed countries (Figure 1B).
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Figure 1B

Share of individuals below the poverty line, 2011
as percent of country population in OECD countries*
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* 31 OECD countries. In a few cases, 2011 datanateavailable and
data from 2010 or the average of 2010 and 2012sed.

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Potydies in Israel
Data: OECD

The obvious question is: what are the main causestHe large
difference between the rates according to markebnm®e and those
according to disposable income? Part of the ansaerbe found in the
differing tax and welfare policies in each countmhich are influenced,
among other things, by the population mix and, @rtipular, the
percentage of individuals of retirement age, whidries between
countries. To sharpen the comparison with OECD tims) poverty and
inequality rates are measured by dividing the path into two main
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age groups, working age and retirement age. Thissidn allows a
sharper focus on the causes of inequality and ppireeach group.

The studies on Israel indicate that among indivisloé working age,
labor force participation rates, educational digjgsr and demographic
differences are the main reasons for the largeamee in income and
poverty rates among population groups (for exantgimhi, 2011; Bank
of Israel, 2014; National Insurance Institute, vas years). In contrast,
among lIsraelis of retirement age, entitlement ok laf entitlement to an
occupational pension, along with the level of goweent support, are
among the main and most influential factors in meadisparities among
population groups (Stier and Bleikh, 2014).

The purpose of this chapter is to present a pictfr@overty and
inequality rates in Israel and in other developedntries for these two
age groups. The first part of the chapter discuskesworking-age
population in general and poverty among househwitisincome earners
in particular. The second part deals with the eetient-aged population,
and the third will discuss several aspects of tarand social security.

Statistics and Methodology

There are various methods for measuring povertye Tonventional
approach is based on the disposable money incomgeholds have for
consumption and saving, without taking into accotim¢ value of
additional services of aid and support to varioogytation groups.
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Parts of this work are based on OECD data. Forr#@son, poverty
will be measured according to OECD conventidbnshich differ in
several ways from the method of calculation indsfarhe OECD data
have a major advantage in that they offer a br@adpte of aggregate
data in the areas of poverty and inequality for fmemcountries.
However, they also have disadvantages and, incpéati a lack of long-
term data and microdata at the household level. odsliagly,
microanalyses based on the database of the Luxemtiocome Study
(LIS)* have been incorporated into this work. While trample of
countries in the LIS is smaller than in the OECDalgses, the
microanalyses included in it make a significant tdbation to an
understanding of the overall picture. It shouldnmed that, in order to
match international data, most of the data fordlseae until 2011, even
though more updated figures exist.

2 Poverty line income is defined as half of the medlisposable income per
standardized person.
3 The OECD equivalence scale is equal to the squaot of the number of
persons in a household. Using this method, ecoromiescale are greater
than with the National Insurance Institute’s metheghich is based on
different equivalence scales. Consequently, asualtref the addition of one
individual to a household, the relative marginaditidn to household income
required to reach a certain income level per statiled person (for example,
a poverty-line income level) is lower accordingttee OECD equivalence
scale. The result is that the proportion of largedeholds below the poverty
line according to the OECD equivalence scale véllldower than it would be
according to the National Insurance Institute’suakdtion. Another difference
is that the OECD household income ranking is basegersons while the
National Insurance Institute’s is based on housi=hol
The LIS database is calibrated in such a way da#& can be calculated for
every country according to comparable rules andhaulogies.
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1. Poverty and Inequality Among Working-Age
Households

Income Inequality

This section seeks to examine poverty and inequaiitong the working
population. Today, the official retirement age gmakel is 62 for women
and 67 for men. This age (as well as the averageodgetirement in
practice) differs from country to country in the OB, a factor that may
affect the validity of comparisons. Therefore, istsection, households
in which the head of household is aged 59 or unabich is considered
working age in all the OECD countries, as well aspted householdsn
which the partner’s age is also 59 or under, vélelxamined.

Figure 2A shows market income inequdligmong this population
over two decades for a sample of 21 countrieshadigure shows, Israel
has been at the top of the rankings since the 1990svever, the
measured decline in rates of inequality, consikteavident since the
start of the 2000s, should be noted. Factors likeeduction in
government transfer payments and direct taxes farkiwg-age
individuals that might have contributed to a riseemployment rates
were among the reasons for this decline.

In general, in order to narrow overall market ineomisparities,
monetary resources are required given that otheiahles, like
employment rates and demographic characteristicsiotl change. In the
case of Israel, though, where the level of economiequality is
especially high in the working-age population, oigs these gaps
becomes even more complicated because increasingrrgoent
assistance to a population that

5 Coupled households also include unmarried couples

6 Market income for aged 59 and under in Israadalgulated on the basis of
labor income and capital, which is the majorityhmiusehold market income
(as can be seen in Figure 3). For countries otiaar tsrael, private transfers
are also considered, as in the LIS calculations.
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should be economically active can become a distheeto participating
in the labor force or can encourage partial empkyin place of full
employment.

Figure 2A

Mar ket income inequality, ages 59 and under ,*
1989-2011
Gini coefficient in OECD countries**
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** Calculated using the OECD method for 21 courstrigith at least 3
observations over time, including for 2010. Fora&dr there are no
data for 1994.

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polstydies in Israel

Data: Luxembourg Income Study; Central Bureau efi§tics
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Figure 2B completes the picture and presents tié ¢diefficient for
this age group according to disposable income. 0062 the rise in
inequality in Israel stopped and after that, thet@s even a decline,
although the level of inequality remains high conegdato other
developed countries surveyed.

Figure 2B
Disposable income inequality, ages 59 and under ,*
1989-2011
Gini coefficient in OECD countries
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** Calculated using the OECD method for 21 courstrigith at least 3
observations over time, including for 2010. Fora&dr there are no
data for 1994.

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polstydies in Israel

Data: Luxembourg Income Study; Central Bureau afi§ics
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Developments in Income Components

As noted, in the period under examination thereevaignificant changes
in the mix of household income. Figure 3 presemshiousehold income
components (adjusted for household size) brokenndbww selected
population groups. Appendix Figure 1 presents simidata without
adjusting for household size. As can be seen, ieciom government
benefits declined substantially while, on the othand, income from
labor increased. Thus, for example, among Harediitra(Orthodox
Jews)’ the proportion of income from work increased fré&h to 64
percent between the two periods. Among Arab Issaélrose from 75 to
82 percent while, among non-Haredi Jews, it renthsiable between 85
and 86 percent. The change in real gross incomstprdardized person
between the two periods totaled 3 percent among Ateb Israeli
population, compared with 7 percent among non-Hadews and 12
percent among the Haredim.

The most substantial increases in income from wates were
between 2002 and 2011 among Arab lIsraelis and khargt? percent
and 41 percent, respectively). This increase duutied to narrowing the
market income disparities at the extreme low entthefdistribution.

In terms of disposable income, the most substarggllincrease was
among the non-Haredi population. Among the reagonghis were a
series of policy steps during those years includingduction in direct
taxes and in transfer allowances that primarily hadegative effect on
the Arab Israeli and Haredi populations (see AppefRigure 2B). The
majority of increase in real disposable income omxlibefore 2007. That
is, these changes contributed to a widening ofadiaple income gaps as
can be seen in Figure 2B.

7 Haredim are defined as those living in a housthwmlwhich the head of the
household’s last educational institution was a ieslor households headed
by a woman whose husband’s last educational itistitwas a yeshiva.
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Figure 3
Gross monthly household income, ages 59 or under ,*
2002 and 2011

monthly income per standardized person,** by sewfincome and
population group, 2011 prices, in shekels

9,692

Major changes in
income sources 2002 to
2011

Gross income

B Income from benefits
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B Income from work

9,099

Haredim: +11.6%
Arab Israelis: +2.8%
Non-Haredi Jews: +6.5%

Income from benefits
Haredim: -20.5%

Arab Israelis: -28.9%
Non-Haredi Jews: -8.6%

Income from labor
Haredim: +40.9%

Arab Israelis: +12.4%
Non-Haredi Jews: +7.4%

2002 2011 2002 2011 2002 2011
Haredim Arab Israeli Non-Haredi
Jews

* Head of household and partner (if there is ag® 59 or under
** Calculated using the OECD method

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Poltydies in Israel
Data: Central Bureau of Statistics

Poverty Rates

Poverty data for the 59 and under population iadksare not distributed
identically among the different population groupsgure 4A presents
poverty rates for selected periods during the previdecade (2002 and
2011). As can be seen, market income poverty ratesng the non-
Haredi Jewish population declined by 2 percentagiatg, especially
between the first two periods, compared to a slightease among the
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Arab Israeli population. Among Haredim, povertyesatire significantly
higher, at around 70 percent. It should be noted tthis is a relatively
small populatiohand that there could therefore be fluctuationganerty
rates. On average, in the previous decade, ratesudfet income poverty
for the total population aged 59 and under weratikadly stable, ranging
from 27 to 28 percent.

Figure 4A

Shar e of households below the poverty line* ages 59 and under**
by population group, averages per period, 2002-2011

Haredim Arab Israelis Non-Haredi Jews Total population

W 2002-2003
B 2005-2006
N 2010-2011

28% 27% 27%

1% 11% 1%

Market Disposable| Market Disposable
income income income income income income income income

Market Disposable Market Disposable

* Calculated using the OECD method
** Head of household and partner (if there is oag¢ 59 or under

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Poltudies in Israel
Data: Central Bureau of Statistics

8 In the last decade, the share of Haredi housshgidw from 3.9 to 4.4
percent out of all households whose members wezd 8§ or under.
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When measuring poverty rates according to dispesaitome, a
notable increase of some 8 percentage points arttuchrab Israeli
population can be seen. Most of the increase tdakepbefore 2005-
2006. Among the Haredi population, poverty stattstire higher and the
majority of the increase took place up until 20@®@ at which point a
slight decline began. The rate among non-HaredsJamained stable
during the decade at around 11 percent.

When comparing Israel to other countries, it is@n@nt to emphasize
that the figures for developed countries were #éiédy the sub-prime
crisis, which began in 2008, but that the crisid dot have a similar
impact on lIsrael. In addition, in a large numberVééstern countries,
there are long-term trends of population aging art&clining birth rate,
while in Israel the population is aging but thethbirate is much highea
factor that influences the measures of povertyiaequality.

The comparison between households whose head ds58gyer under
in Israel and in other developed countries showhéri poverty rates for
Israel. According to Figure 4B, rates of marketoime poverty in Israel
are some 27 percent, compared with about 23 peoceaverage in other
developed countries. Disposable income povertysratee about 18
percent in Israel and about 13 percent on averatfeei other countrie.
In a comparison with Figure 1B, it can be seen thatmarket income
poverty rates among working-age individuals inésire similar to those

9 According to OECD data for 2011, the overall ifiyt rate in Israel is 3
children per woman, while in other developed cdestrit is under 2.1
children per woman, less than the rate needed iotana a stable population
size Society at a Glance, 2014).

10 An examination of poverty levels among individiaroduces the following
findings: in the developed countries, 21 and 1Oceetr of individuals
respectively are below the poverty line accordiagrarket and disposable
income. In Israel, the figures are 27 and 21 pdrizemarket and disposable
income, respectively. This means that in Israeleast for disposable income,
poverty is concentrated in larger families. In otdeveloped countries, the
picture is reversed — poverty is concentrated iralkn households (see
Appendix Figure 3).
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of the general population, while in the OECD marketome poverty
declines substantially among those of working agecl(ding the
elderly). From this it can be concluded that theketincome poverty
rates among the older population are substantisigher in OECD
countries than in Israel. As will be explained fnt on, this difference is
the result of gaps in population composition armbime structure.

Figure 4B

Shar e of households below the poverty line*
ages 59 and under**
OECD countries, 201

Israel
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* Calculated using the OECD method
** Head of household and partner (if there is ong¢ 59 or under

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Potydies in Israel
Data: Luxembourg Income Study; Central Bureau efi§ics
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Employment Rates Among Ages 59 and Under

The data show that for poverty rates according aoket income among
the general population (Figure 1B previously), ésrés close to the
OECD average. However, for households headed tspperaged 59 and
under, that is, most of the working-age populatisnael is higher by
about 4 percentage points. This suggests thatailnges of the disparities
in market income poverty should be sought out imetlgpments in the
labor market. Employment rates in Israel that aten from the OECD
data base include the overall population (includingse in compulsory
and permanent army service).

Figure 5A shows that in Israel, among men aged9, 5He disparities
in employment rates have narrowed. The percenthdgisose employed
saw a moderate increase during the previous dedemie:67 percent at
the start of the decade to about 70 percent agride The corresponding
rates in OECD countries in the same years were rhigtter: from 76
percent at the beginning of the millennium to ahha 78 percent in
2008. Following the crisis that began that yeag thtes stabilized at
around 75 percent from 2010-2011.
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Figure 5A

Employment rates, ages 15-59
by gender, OECD average for 2002-2003 and 2010-2011

Men Women
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2010-2011
2010-2011

Israel OECD average Israel OECD average

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Potydies in Israel
Data: OECD

Among women in the same age group, employment disfarities
between Israel and the OECD average were fairlyorman the beginning
of the period and closed over the decade. In |semeployment rates for
women in those age groups rose from 56 percetieastart of the 2000s
to about 63 percent in 2011. The employment rat®BECD countries
shows an increase from 60 percent at the statteoP000s to 63 percent
on the eve of the 2008 crisis, and since then,ightsdecrease that
stabilized at 62 percent.
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Figure 5B
Employment rates* ages 15-59
by gender and population group, average for 20@32d 2010-2011

Men Women

2010-2011
2002-2003
2010-2011
2002-2003
2010-2011
-200!
2010-2011
2002-2003
2010-2011

Non-Haredi Haredim Arab  Non-Haredi
Jews Israelis Jews

Arab
Israelis

*  Civilian labor forct

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Poltydies in Israel
Data: Central Bureau of Statistics

In Israel, some of the disparities in employmestutefrom relatively
late entry of young adults into the civilian laboarket as a result of their
beginning higher education studies only after cosgy military
service, or, in the case of Haredim, their studymgeshivas, as well as
due to other cultural and societal norms.

In order to give a broader perspective of employdfferences
between population groups in Israel, the CentrakBu of Statistics labor
force surveys must be used. Until 2011, the dafkecated only the
civilian labor force, and so there is a downwardshin the employment
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rates! relative to those figures reported by the OECDt tra for the

overall population. Among women, the most notalilanges have taken
place among the Haredim, whose employment ratesfrom 41 percent
at the start of the 2000s to 52 percent a decade krab Israeli women
have the lowest rates of employment of any of treugs, at about 23
percent in 2010-2011, following an increase of s@percentage points
over 2002-2003. Among non-Haredi Jewish women, eympént rates in

2010-2011 were about 68 percent on average, cochgaresome 60

percent in 2002 to 2003.

Developments among men were similar, but the cleabgéveen the
start and end of the period were less extensiveofA010 to 2011,
employment rates among Haredi men were about Z2ZEpgran increase
of about 6 percentage points from 2002 to 2003. Agnaon-Haredi
Jews, and Arab lIsraelis as well, employment radse in 2010 to 2011
by several percentage points to about 68 percedt &h percent,
respectively (as opposed to 64 percent among noedHdews and 56
percent among Arab Israelis at the start of thegerAlong with growth
in employment rates, the number of work hoursss @hportant?

Figure 6 points to the changes that have takenepliac the
employment mix in Israel on the basis of work hollifse data show that
among women in general, there has been a sligtihden those who are
employed on a part-time basis. Haredi women arebetin this context.
Even after the decline, more than half of the membéthis group are in
part-time employment. Among the men, there has lzeslight increase
in rates of part-time employment, and here, toe, disparities between
Haredim and the rest of the population in work Iscare prominent.

11 The calculation is done by using the civiliandalforce as the numerator and
the general population as the denominator. The mawmnward bias is in the
non-Haredi Jews because of their greater repragmmtaf army members
(permanent and compulsory military service).

12 A full-time position is defined as at least 35i@per week.
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Figure 6
Employment distribution* by full-time or part-time position,
ages 15-59
by gender and population group, average for 20@32Mmd 2010-2011

[ M Full-time position** M Part-time position]
Men
84.7% 15.3%

Non-Haredi Jews

Arab Israelis

Haredim ST

0,
All men ToRC

37.3%
36.6%

Non-Haredi Jews

Arab Israelis 44.8%

Haredim 41.3% 58.7%
45.4%

All women
62.5% 37.5%

* Civilian labor force
** Full-time position is 35 weekly hours

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Poltydies in Israel
Data: Central Bureau of Statist

The developments described previously in the afesnployment are
reflected in the number of income earners in caligled single parent
households (Figure 7Af.Among all groups in the population, there has
been an increase in the proportion of households imcome earners,

13 According to the National Insurance Instituteiniéibn. By this definition,
there may be single parent households with mone tiva adults and at least
two income earners.
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with the most striking increases among the Haredimd Arab Israelis.
In addition, among all population groups there vaasincrease in the
portion of households with two or more income eesne

Figure 7A

Household employment distribution, ages 59 and under *

by household composition and population group,
averages for 2002-2003 and 2010-2011

[ W 2+ earners W1 earner B No eamers|
Coupled households Single parent households*

6% %
2002-2003 2010-2011 2002-2003 2010-2011 2002-2003 2010-2011 2002-2003 2010-2011
Non-Haredi Arab Israelis Haredim
Jews

* Head of household and partner (if there is one)58ger unde

** Households including children under age 18. Thajority of such households
are non-Haredi Jews and so a breakdown by popnlgtmup was not done.

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polgtydies in Israel
Data: Central Bureau of Statistics

A comparison of developments in Israel and the OBE@in the
beginning to the end of the first decade of the0&0foints to a higher
proportion of households with no income earneisiiael (Figure 7B). At
the beginning of the millennium, the proportionhmfuseholds with two
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or more income earners among coupled householdiseirDECD was
some 16 percentage points higher than in Israeledade later, the gap
had narrowed slightly, but still remained high @tdercentage points.

Figure 7B

Household employment distribution, ages 59 and under *
international comparison, by household composit&i)0 and 2010**

Coupled households Single parent households***

W2+ earners
M1 earner
HNo earners

2000 2010 2002 2010 2000 2010 2002 2010
OECD average lIsrael OECD average Israel

*  Head of household and partner (if there is orgg) 39 or under

**  Average of 20 OECD countries with data availalite the two time
periods. Earlier data for Israel are from 2002 enutlide the population
of East Jerusalem.

*** |ncluding children under age 18

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polgtydies in Israel
Data: Luxembourg Income Study; Central Bureau efi§ics

Despite the increased employment in these housghtiid rates of
disposable income poverty among coupled and sipgtent households
in Israel increased between the two points in tithes is in contrast to
relative stability on average for other developenirgries (Appendix
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Figure 4). These figures have risen significantty light of two
demographic featur¥&s of couples aged 59 and under: (1) the high
percentage of couples aged 59 and under — whosesiré4 percent of
all households in this age group compared to 6tgoeron average in
other developed countries; (2) the greater numibgroang children —
about 75 percent of all couples aged 59 or undésrael have children
under the age of 18 compared to an average in dthesloped countries
of 58 percent. Likewise, the number of householdnimers in these
households is on average higher than in other desrn@about 5 in Israel
relative to an average of 4 in other countries).

Poverty Among Households with Income Earners

As discussed in previous sections, the increakabor force participation
and the reduction in transfer allowances broughduala rise in the
portion of income from labor with a concomitant grin government

support. Nevertheless, poverty rates among famai€s income earners
grew (Stier, 2011; Endeweld and Heller, 20®4frigure 8A presents a
picture of poverty among these families in selegtedrs between 2002
and 2011. During the decade, the percentage ok thde were poor
increased: in terms of market income poverty, ratesd at about 16
percent of all households examined in 2002 to 2@03ecade later, they
had climbed to 20 percent. For disposable incoine,figures for the

corresponding periods were about 8 percent and tab@upercent,

respectively.

14 For more on these demographic features, see AppEigures 5 and 7.

15 1t is also possible that the causality is in tpposite direction: the rise in the
poverty rates and the lowering in the standardvirid is what brought about
the increase in the employment rate.
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Figure 8A
Poverty rates* among householdswith income ear ner s, 2002-2011
ages 59 and under,** by population group, averggegperiod

Haredim Arab Israelis Non-Haredi Jews Total population

60%

W 2002-2003
W 2005-2006
N 2010-2011

37%37%

3%13%

Market  Disposable| Market Disposable | Market Disposable| Market Disposable

income income income income income income income income

* Calculated using the OECD method
** Head of household and partner (if there is oag¢ 59 or under

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polstydies in Israel
Data: Central Bureau of Statistics

A breakdown of households with income eartfensto population
groups points to a noticeable increase in markainre poverty among
the Arab Israeli population, especially toward #rel of the period. In
disposable income poverty, a fairly consistent as®ong this population
is evident throughout the entire period. Among tdat®useholds, most
of the increase in poverty rates took place upd@62o 2006. Since then,
there has been a slight decrease in market incooverfy and a
stabilizing of disposable income poverty. Among +htaredi Jews,

16 QOver the years the share of Haredi householdsneasased from 2.7 to 3.7
percent out of all households with income earngesieb9 and under. Among
Arab Israelis the figure have risen from 13.5 tcblgercent.
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poverty rates are substantially lower relative theo population groups
but, even for this group, there was a slight inseea

Figure 8B completes the picture, presenting an rriaté@nal
comparison of poverty over time among families viftbome earners age
59 and younger. As can be seen, the percentagmohpuseholds in this
group in Israel was not especially high in the 0%fowever, throughout
the period — and especially since the 2000s — ppveates grew,
becoming almost the highest among developed casntri

Figure 8B

Poverty rates* among householdswith income ear ners, 1989-2011
by disposable income, ages 59 and under,** OECDic@s***

14%

us
MNWW&W
- m/ A\Israel
Sgam
reece
10% Italy

Iceland

Germany
o, Slovenia
8% Denmark
Netherlands
Finland

Slovakia

6%

4% Ireland

2%

0%
1989 1995 2000 2005 2010

*  Calculated using the OECD method. Before 208f3dl data do not include East
Jerusalem

**  Head of household and partner (if there is oage 59 or under; household
includes children under 18

*** For 21 countries with at least 3 observationeptime including 2010. For Israel,
there are no data for 1994.

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polstydies in Israel

Data: Luxembourg Income Study; Central Bureau afi§ics
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As is well known, poverty rates are negatively etated with the
number of income earners and positively correlatéti the number of
persons in the household. In other words, the feiverincome earners
and the more persons in the household, the greéhterchances the
household will be beloaw the poverty line (seeghkample, Kimhi, 2011;
National Insurance Institute, various years). FegBA presents poverty
rates among coupled households according to thebeurof income
earners and children in the household. As expeatddrael and in other
developed countries, households with a single eahase a greater
likelihood of being below the poverty lité.In Israel, however, the
proportion of households with a single earner &atgr: about 28 percent,
as opposed to about 22 percent on average in lilee @buntries surveyed
(Figure 9B). In particular, the group of coupledukeholds with one
income earner and at least three children — thathés group with the
highest likelihood of being below the poverty linecomprises about 12
percent of the couples in Israel, as opposed tg abbut 3 percent on
average in OECD countries.

Among all families with two income earners in Idrggoverty rates
are relatively low and are similar to those in ottleveloped countries. A
more noteworthy figure is the proportion of houddbawith at least two
income earners and at least three children: ab6upércent among
couples in Israel versus about 6 percent on aveingeeveloped
countries'®

17 In the case of households with no income earrithes poverty rates among
couples under the age of 59 are estimated to laverage about 52 percent in
developed countries compared to 82 percent inlIsfée proportion of this
population is on average about 3 percent in deeglamuntries compared to
about 7 percent of the study population in Israel.

18 Appendix Figures 6A and 6B show in greater deteel proportion of coupled
households aged 59 and under in Israel and therfyaages among them, by
population groups.



26 State of the Nation Report 2015

Figure 9A
Characteristics of coupled households, 2010
ages 59 and under*

A. Poverty rates** by disposableincome
\ B OECD average H |srael ‘
Single earner At least 2 earners Total

50%

13%
7%

5%
2% 1% 3% 2% B
No 1-2 SHr No 1-2 3+
children children children children children children

B. Distribution by number of income earners***

Single earner At least 2 earners

37%

1-2 3+

o No 1-2 3+
children children children children children children

*  Head of household and partner (if there is agg 59 or under

**  Calculated using the OECD method

** For 17 countries with sufficient observations each grouping. Data do not
sum to 100 percent since households with no inceamneers are not included.

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Poltydies in Israel

Data: Luxembourg Income Study; Central Bureau efi§ics
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2. Poverty Among the Older Population:
An International Comparison

In general, the share of the older population (a@®dand over) in the
general population is rising in developed countagsvell as in Israel. In
Israel, however, its share in the general popuiat® lower than the
OECD average: about 10 percent compared to aboupetéent on
average, respectively.

As can be seen in Figure 10, market income povextys among
those aged 66 and ovestand at about 46 percent in Israel, as compared
to 73 percent on average in other developed castth contrast, in
terms of disposable income, about one-fifth of éraitizens aged 66
and over are below the poverty line, as opposesbtoe 12 percent on
average in the OECD (and about 9 percent whendloailation is based
on the median).

19 This is the age grouping used by the OECD.
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Figure 10

Share of individuals age 66 and over who ar e below
the poverty line, 2011
OECD countries*

Israel
Chile
Israel 2 46%
Canada k
Switzerland —
Turkey
KorL(Jj1 —56% Ml Disposable income
UK 11% 5% Hl Market income
Netherlands [l
Denmark e
New Zealand 5
Australia -
Norway
Sweden
Iceland
OECD average
Poland =
Italy K
Slovakia [l
Spain =
Luxembourg ki3
Portugal

Greece i
Estonia i

Germany “
Austria kil
Slovenia i3
France
Ireland
Czech Republic
Belgium
Finland

80%
& 80%
80%
80%
81%
82%
83%
83%
86%
o
12% 88%

* 31 OECD countries. In a few cases, 2011 datanateavailable and
data from 2010 or the average of 2010 and 2012sed.

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Poltudies in Israel
Data: OECI

When comparing poverty rates among retirement-agaigiduals, it
is important to consider the differences betweersipa plans. Since they
are a main source of income for this populatioay threatly influence the
structure of income and, in particular, market meo In 2011, about 51
percent of retirement-age individuals in Israel eviving in a household
in which at least one individual was receiving amcupational pension,
that is, in a household with a source of incomd thareases market
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income (Stier and Bleikh, 2014). An extension @& thandatory pension
law enacted in 2008 will increase the number ofs¢éheligible for an
occupational pension in coming generations, buttrobgoday’s older
population is affected by the law to a limited estfef at all. For the older
population, the main beneficiaries from occupatigrensions today are
those who worked in the public sector and are ledtito a budgetary
pensio® or to those who had pension arrangements as padilective
agreements in the private sector.

The pension situation in developed countries isglerand requires
special consideration (OECPBensions at a Glance, 2013; Spivak, 2013).
Figure 11 illustrates the fundamental differencesiricome structure
among the older population in each country, whishcomposed of a
combination of various pension plans, employmenoldér individuals,
and differences in both retirement age and the gtimm of retirement-
age individuals in the entire population. As can deen, the public
funding component is dominant in the income of #igerly in most
countries, and comprises an average of about 5®ipeof total income.
In contrast, in Israel, the proportion of incomenfr a public source is
only 34 percent. Accordingly, the proportion of ance from work (27
percent) and income from capital (including privaiensions — 39
percent) is higher than the OECD average. Thesediggmay explain
why market income poverty in most developed coastis significantly
higher than in Israél In disposable income poverty, the picture is
reversed (Figure 10 above). Given this, the quesspto what extent
does overall expenditure on the elderly (public pngate) compensate
for the loss of income from work after retiremeiiitds will be discussed
further on in the chapter.

20 Budgetary pension arrangements refer to the eéfirenefit pensions paid out
of the state budget and provided to veteran stafayees, such as teachers,
military, police, and local authority employees.

21 Kimhi and Shraberman (2013) have pointed to emmkayt disparities in
Israel’'s favor among men aged 65-74, compared t6Eountries. This has
also contributed to an increase in market income.
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Figure 11
I ncome sour ces among the older population
as percent of household income in OECD countrée,2000s
Hungary 86% 12%
Luxembourg 81% 13% 5%
Belgium 81% 11% %
Austria 81% 15% 4%
Finland 80% 11% 9%
Ireland 78% 17% %
Czech Republic 77% 21%
Poland 73% 25%
Slovakia 73% 26%
France 73% 6% %
Portugal 73% 22% %
Italy 73% 20% %
Spain 72% 23% %0
Germany 69% 13% %
Greece 69% % 8%
Estonia 67% 32%
Slovenia 66% 31% u Government
Sweden 61% 12% % supports
OECD average 59% 24% 8%
Norway 58% 0% 25% e ,
Denmark [ 2% 0% = Capital and private
UK 50% 12% 8% pensions
Iceland 49% 20% [
New Zealand 48% 22% 0%
Turkey 48% 33% 9%
Japan 48% 44% 8%
Netherlands 45% 10% 45%
Australia 40% 24% 6%
Canada 39% 20% 42%
us 38% 32% 0%
Israel 34% 27% 39%
Mexico 26% 58% 6%
Korea 16% 63% 21%
Chile R 62% %

3. Taxation and Welfare: Sources and Uses

Source: OECDPensions at a Glance 2013

The government has several means by which to redigparities in cash
income, including a mechanism for direct taxationtiee one hand, and
provision of transfer payments to those who aréledton the other. The
direct tax burden on household income in Israébiger than the average
in OECD countries. As the Bank of Israel has showmst of the
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disparity stems from lower direct tax rates forame quintiles 1 to 4
(Bank of Israel, 2014). Accordingly, in Israel, theoportion of indirect
taxes as a percentage of all taxes is higher thérei developed countries
(Bank of Israel, 2013).

From a more general perspective, the size of govenh expenditures
is determined, among other things, on the basisawfrevenues that
comprise about 81 percent of the overall publieneees in Israel and 82
percent on average in the OECD. Figure 12 presamtinternational
comparison of the relation between the overallasden and the size of
public expenditures (including defense spending).

Figure 12
Tax revenues and public expenditure
as percent of GDP in OECD countries, 2012*

Public expenditure
as percent of GDP
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Tax revenue as percent of GDP

* 33 OECD countries. Data for Turkey are from 2011

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polstydies in Israel
Data: OECD
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As expected, a higher tax burden is correlated mitfher public
spending, but it is important to remember that elation between two
variables does not necessarily indicate causditiligh tax burden can
be a result of greater demand for public serviées. example, total
spending on public pensions could be high if thapprtion of individuals
of retirement age in the overall population is higa situation requiring a
higher tax burden. The level of taxes can also éterchined in light of
supply, that is, a state may establish a policigiier taxation in order to
provide a higher level of services. Either way, gowernment of Israel
has fewer resources at its disposal compared ter @&ECD countries,
and, as a result, the share of public spendingDi & also relatively
low. When interest payments and defense spenditggael are deducted
(which are significantly higher than in other deg#d countries), the
resources left for civilian spending are even nionged.

From 1995 to 2007, the tax burden in Israel rarfgech 34 to about
36 percent of total GDP. Beginning in 2008, the raltetax burden
declined, and in 2012, it stood at some 29.6 perceGDP. The trends
in the developed countries during those years rdiffegreatly from
country to country. Since the mid-1990s, on averabe tax burden
ranged between 34 and 35 percent of GDP, and ffa#8 2o 2010 there
was a slight decline, to about 33 percent of GD, afterwards, a return
to a level of 34.2 percent of GDP. As of 2012, tibtal public revenues
were an average of 41.8 percent of GDP in the deeel countries and
36.4 percent in Israel — a gap in revenues of érdgmt of GDP where 85
percent of it is explained by gaps in the overal burden. By way of
example, Israel's GDP for 2012 was about 1 trillgirekels; this means
that if the overall tax burden was similar to thE@D average, some 46
billion shekels would have been added to stateecsffClearly, such an
amount would have enabled the state to meet hgpending targets.

Figure 13 focuses on public social expenditureh(daenefits), which
are intended to mitigate inequality and market meopoverty. Israel’s
spending on these payments is about 8.8 perc&BDéX, in contrast to an
average of about 12.5 percent of GDP in the OECHis Tifference
could be due to several factors, such as: (A) diffeneeds, derived from
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demographic differences and pension arrangemerds ékample,
privately funded pensions as opposed to publicindad ones);
(B) differences in the amounts of various governnteansfer allowances
and accessibility or eligibility to these benefi{€) a preference for
provision of social services as opposed to cashmpais for entitled
individuals; (D) a shortage of sources of inconmrfitaxes in Israel.

Figure 13

Public social expenditure* 2011
cash benefits, as percent of GDP in OECD countries

Italy 19.1%
France 19.1%
Belgium 18.4%
Austria 18.4%
Greece 17.5%
Portugal 17.3%
Spain 17%
Finland 16.8%
Slovenia 16.2%
Hungary 14.9%
Germany 14.3%
Poland 14.1%
Denmark 14.1%
Luxembourg 13.9%
Ireland 13.6%
Japan 12.5%
Czech Republic 12.5%
OECD average 12.5%
Sweden 11.9%
Netherlands 11.8%
Slovakia 1.2%
Estonia 11.1%
Norway 10.8%
UK 10.7%
Switzerland 10.7%
New Zealand 10.1%
us 9.4%
Canada 9.1%
Israel 8.8%
Australia 8.2%
Turkey 7.9%
Iceland 7.5%
Chile 4.7%
Korea 3.4%
Mexico 27%

* Including pensions for civil service employeesld-age and
survivors allowance, disability allowance, unemphant
benefits, transfer allowances to families, and ofoeial benefits
according to OECD definitions

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polstydies in Israel
Data: OECD
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Figure 14A examines the average level of governnferdncial
assistance per individdal as a percentage of per capita GDP of
individuals who are not of retirement agencluding children. Spending
on cash transfer payments for individuals in Ista&dls about 4.4 percent
of GDP per capita, compared with an average of @ertent in the
developed countried. It should be noted that the level of government
financial assistance is critically important, espkyg for reducing income
disparities, in light of Israel's unique demograplcharacteristics (see,
for example, Appendix Figures 5 and 7). For thissom, Israel’'s
relatively low ranking in terms of resources allkach to the non-
retirement age population is not surprising in vigiithe low tax burden
and the low share of government transfer allowaoce®f GDP (Figures
12 and 13 above).

A similar examination of government monetary spegdon the
retirement-age population will not yield an accarpicture. In particular,
it would not be correct to speak only about publignetary spending on
pensions because there are countries where persi@mgements
incorporate private elements that supplement in¢dike in Israel, the

22 The average is not calculated by the number efsug@umber of recipients of
actual cash assistance) since these data are ailetld®. Rather it is based on
the size of the population that is under retirenaaye.

2 |n order to obtain comparable figures, the to@ininal expenditure on cash
transfer payments should be divided by the numliepotential users. As
noted, retirement ages are not the same in alltdesnTherefore, in order to
give an estimate of individuals in this age grotng, actual retirement age for
men and women in each of the countries must bentaite account. Thus, for
example, if the retirement age in a country is &3rfien and 61 for women,
then all men over 63 and all women over 61 will dmnsidered to be of
retirement age. Individuals who are not at retiretrege were calculated by
subtracting individuals of retirement age from tbil population.

24 In 2009, cash benefits in developed countriegdividuals who are not of
retirement age reached its peak of about 5.7 pecfguer capita GDP, partly
because of an increase in unemployment paymentsrdal, the average for
this age group was stable at about 4.5 percenDét.G
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US, Canada, and other countries. Therefore, tla mmbnetary resources
allocated to individuals of retirement age will @lbe composed of
private and public pension components, includingisars’ pensions.

Figure 14A

Cash benefits* to individualsunder retirement age**
as percent of per capita GDP in OECD countries1201

Belgium 10.5%
Denmark 9.7%
Ireland 9.1%
Finland 8.0%
Spain 7.9%
Luxembourg 7.7%
Netherlands 7.3%
France 6.9%
Austria 6.5%
Hungary 6.4%
Norway 6.3%
Slovenia 6.1%
UK 6.0%
New Zealand 5.9%
Canada 5.7%
Iceland 5.7%
Australia 5.6%
OECD average 5.4%
Estonia 5.2%
Slovakia 5.2%
Sweden 5.2%
Portugal 4.8%
Germany 4.8%
Switzerland 4.7%
Czech Republic 4.5%
Israel 4.4%
Italy 4.3%
Poland 4.1%
Greece 3.9%
us 3.0%
Japan 2.7%
Chile 1.6%
Korea 1.1%
Mexico 0.9%
Turkey |l 0.4%

* Including disability allowance, unemployment leéits, transfer
allowances to families, and other social benefitsoading to
OECD definitions

** Calculation for the individual is based on antiemte of the
population under the average retirement age in eachtry,
including children.

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polgtudies in Israel
Data: OECD
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According to Figure 14B, total monetary resouraasthe elderly in
Israel stand today at about 58 percent of per &a@iDP, and is 5
percentage points higher than the average for ateeeloped countries
(and 7 percentage points higher than the median)a@nore detailed
level, the high ranking of Turkey, for example,ti®e result of public
expenditure close to the OECD average relative RPGnd from a
comparatively small retirement-age population. Itheo words, in
relation to Turkey's resources, the national ptiesi place this
population’s needs relatively high. In Sweden, pulgixpenditure for
retirement age is similar to that in Turkey (withd@ional components of
private pensions) and is slightly under the OECPBrage, since the share
of retirement age individuals in the populationréatively high. An
interesting point is that in 10 out of 14 countr{ésr example, Canada
and Norway) where poverty rates among the retiréraga population
are lower than the median (9.3 percent), overalbueces for the elderly
have not exceeded the median for all countriespg2ent of per capita
GDP)? In contrast, there are countries (such as Franddtaly) where
poverty rates among the elderly are fairly low, Wwhere expenditures for
the elderly are higher than the median.

From the perspective of Israel, these findings abbp suggest that it
is not sufficient to look at the average amountesburces for the elderly,
but rather the distribution of resources within gneup of retirement-age
individuals must be examined. When all of the reses available to the
older population are taken into consideration, @iai coefficient in
disposable income among the older population iaelswas about 0.37,
compared to an average of about 0.3 in the OECitdes (Appendix
Figure 8). This figure reflects differences in int® from occupational
pensions among many older people in Israel. Astiee time, low levels

25 An examination of the data show an increase iaraye overall pension
expenditures in the developed countries betwee® 20@ 2009, from some
50 to about 54 percent of per capita GDP, whiléhim following years there
was relative stability. In Israel, on the other thathe numbers in the same
period ranged from 58 to 60 percent of per capbPG
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of inequality in OECD countries reflect a differguension structure that
is based on the public sector (which is charadiealyy more universal)
(Figure 10B).

Figure 14B

Pension income for individuals over retirement age,* 2011

old-age andurvivors allowance and private pensions
as percent of per capita GDP, OECD countries

Turkey
Portugal
Japan
us

90%
86%
84%
84%

Chile 75%
Switzerland
Italy
Greece 61%
Israel
France 56%
Austria 56%
Poland 55%
UK 54%
Korea 54%
OECD average 54%
Spain 53%
Denmark 52%
Mexico 52%
Sweden 52%
Iceland 51%
Netherlands 49%
Slovenia 48%
Belgium 46%
Canada 46%
Finland 45%
Germany 45%
Ireland 44%
New Zealand 42%
Hungary 41%
Czech Republic 41%
Australia 40%
Luxembourg 38%
Norway 37%
Slovakia 36%
Estonia 35%

* Calculation for the individual is based on artirate of the
population over the average age of retirement am eauntry

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polstydies in Israel
Data: OECD
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4. Conclusion

An international comparison of market income poyveahd inequality
rates shows that for the general population inelsithese are similar to
the OECD average. However, differences in the deapdgc makeup
and social welfare systems in the various counthigge a significant
impact on income structure. Therefore, in examinihg data, the
population was divided into two groups, one agechsd under and the
other aged 66 and over.

Among the population group of those aged 59 ancetyritle findings
point to poverty and inequality rates that are agntdre highest in the
Western world in both market and disposable incoBifferences in
demographic characteristics play a substantialirotbis, and especially
the fact that, on average, households in Israelaager than households
in OECD countries. In addition, in this group, thewere disparities
between Israel and other countries in employmedstsrand in the number
of income earners in coupled households. Even afiere improvement
over the decade, there is still a gap of about é&gmntage points to
Israel’'s disadvantage in the share of householdiirwthe total group
that have at least two income earners — 65 pelinelstrael, compared
with 75 percent on average in the OECD.

An examination of developments within Israel fro®02 to 2011 in
the group aged 59 and under indicates an increasenployment rates
among all population groups, along with a significand real increase in
market income, primarily among Arab Israelis andddiam (who are for
the most part in the lower part of the income @stion). This increase
has helped to reduce the levels of market inconeguality in recent
years, although for the reason explained above ethemas no
accompanying significant decrease in poverty rafdst is, the new
entrants to the labor market earn low wages arbadth their position
has improved somewhat, they remain below the ppvareé in market
income. On the other hand, Israel experienced arease in disposable
income inequality until 2006, since the real insee@n disposable income
among non-Haredim (the upper level of the incomarithution) was
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relatively high (Appendix Figure 2). Since 2007erth has been a decline
in the index, that is, a narrowing of gaps amongugs. Nevertheless,
poverty rates in disposable income have also risspgecially among

Arab Israelis and Haredim.

Along with income from work, an important factor ieducing
income disparities among the working-age populai®rpublic social
expenditure. In Israel, the percentage of per agpDP dedicated to cash
benefits to individuals is lower than the OECD a¢g. In addition, the
impact of these payments on reducing disparitiaddcbe even more
limited in light of the fact that households indel are larger on average
than in the OECD.

In addressing public spending, it is important menthat the tax
burden in Israel, especially in recent years, i®@gnthe lowest in the
Western world. This is one reason that total pusiending is lower than
the average in other developed countries — and dé&ducting defense
expenditures and interest on debt, civilian expendiis reduced even
further. Given the integral connection between ldnel of taxes and
public spending, it is of paramount importance that public discussion
focus on both the sources of the budget and its, um®d not on each
component separately.

Among the population over age 66 in Israel, toe,rdite of disposable
income poverty is among the highest in the Westasrid, even though
financial expenditures on the elderly per individgloth public and
private) as a percentage of per capita GDP arewerlthan the average
in the developed countries. This indicates higlelewf inequality within
this population. Therefore, it is important to fitite balance between, on
the one hand, increasing economic incentives thhtawd in widening
employment circles and increasing income from weamkl, on the other
hand, finding solutions and resources that willsigshe population that is
left behind — in particular those elderly who mapt have a pension or
others who may not have accumulated sufficient ipanfsinds to ensure
a reasonable standard of living.
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Appendix

Appendix Figure 1

Gross monthly household income, ages 59 and under ,*
2002 and 2011
by source of income and population group, 2011 priceshekels

17,469

B Income from benefits 16,477

Major changes in B Income from pensions
income sources 2002 to H Income from capital
2011

; B Income from work
Gross income

Haredim: +12.1%
Arab Israelis: -0.3%
Non-Haredi Jews: +6.0%

Income from benefits
Haredim: -22.1%

Arab Israelis: +32.9%
Non-Haredi Jews: -9.2%

Income from labor
Haredim: +44.8%

Arab Israelis: +10.6%
Non-Haredi Jews: +7.1%

2002 2011 2002 2011 2002 2011
Haredim Arab Non-Haredi
Israelis Jews

* Head of household and partner (if there is ag® 59 or under

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Poltydies in Israel
Data: Central Bureau of Statistics
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Appendix Figures 2A and 2B

A. Changesin market income per standardized person,* 2002-2011
ages 59 and under,** by population group, in shekeldex: 2002=100
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B. Changesin disposableincome per standardized person,* 2002-2011
ages 59 and under,** by population group, in shekeldex: 2002=100
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* Calculated using the OECD mett
** Head of household and partner (if there is oag¢ 59 or under

Source for both: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for SbBialicy Studies in Israel
Data for both: Central Bureau of Statistics
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Appendix Figure 3

Per cent of individuals below the poverty line,* 2010
ages 59 and under,** OECD countries
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9% .
Germany 5 17% Il Market income

Denmark —
7%
Finland & 18%
- 13%
Estonia I
Norway 8%

i 10%
Australia “ 1obs

Italy a1

Slovenia 2% e

7
OECD average e 21%

Canado E—— 5% ]

Spain EE——
us

France IE—io, |

21%
22%
24%
26%
26%

36%

Hungary 41%

* Calculated using the OECD method
** Head of household and partner (if there is oag¢ 59 or under

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Potydies in Israel
Data: Luxembourg Income Study; Central Bureau efi§ics
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Appendix Figure 4

Shar e of households below the poverty line*
ages 59 and under**

international comparison, by household compositt§0 and 2010

Coupled household

Single parent household***

2000|2010 2002 | 2010
OECD Israel
average

28%

2002|2010
OECD Israel
average

East Jerusalem

*** |ncluding children under 18

Calculated using the OECD method; average ot@ntries with data
available. Earlier data for Israel is from 200Zluding the population of

Head of household and partner (if there is ong¢ 59 or under

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polgtydies in Israel
Data: Luxembourg Income Study; Central Bureau afiStics
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Appendix Figure 5

Household composition, ages 59 and under*
international comparison,** 2010
o Other

K¥lZde— Single parent, no children under 18
o Single parent, children under 18

vyl e— Single individual

visislile— Couple, no children under 18

<B)GZe— Couple, children under 18

Israel

average

* Head of household and partner (if there is ag® 59 or under
** Average of 20 OECD countries with data available

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Polgtydies in Israel
Data: Luxembourg Income Study
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Appendix Figure 6A and 6B

Characterigtics of coupled households, 2010
ages 59 and under,* by population group

A. Disposableincome poverty rates**

Single wage earner At least 2 wage earners Total

13%

o 5%
1% 1% 1% 2% 2% =
No 1-2 3+ No 1-2 3+
children children children children children children

\ B Without Arab Israelis and Haredim B Total population \

B. Distribution by number of earners***

Single earner At least 2 earners
36%

No 1-2 3+ No 1-2 3+
children children children children children children

*

Head of household and partner (if there is one)5®ger unde
**  Calculated using the OECD method
*** Data do not sum to 100 percent since househulitk no income earners are not included

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Poltudies in Israel
Data: Central Bureau of Statistics
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Appendix Figure 7

Aver age household size, ages 59 and under*
international comparison,** by household compositia010

5.0

mIsrael
mOECD average

Couple, Couple,  Single parent, Single parent, Other Total***
no children  children children 18 children
under 18 under 18 and over under 18

*  Head of household and partner (if there is ag® 59 or under
**  Average of 20 OECD countries with data available
*** Estimate includes households of single indivadsi

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Poltydies in Israel
Data: Luxembourg Income Study; Central Bureau afistics
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Appendix Figure 8
Income inequality, ages 66 and above, 2011
Gini coefficient for disposable income, OECD coiggf

Mexico 0.510
Chile 0.465
Korea 0.422
Turkey 0.382
us 0.381
Israel 0.374
Portugal 0.347
New Zealand 0.345
Australia 0.317
France 0.305
Switzerland 0.305
UK 0.298
Italy 0.296
OECD average 0.296
Ireland 0.293
Spain 0.285
Sweden 0.283
Austria 0.277
Germany 0.275
Canada 0.274
Greece 0.272
Netherlands 0.260
Luxembourg 0.258
Poland 0.257
Slovenia 0.256
Iceland 0.249
Finland 0.245
Estonia 0.241
Belgium 0.227
Denmark 0.217
Norway 0.213
Slovakia 0.202

Czech Republic

* 32 OECD countries. In a few cases, 2011 datanateavailable and data
from 2010 or the average of 2010 and 2012 are used.

Source: Haim Bleikh, Taub Center for Social Potydies in Israel
Data: OECD
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