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Executive Summary

Introduction

The Statutory Minimum Wage Ordinance was passed by the Legislative Council in July 2010.
Its intent was to ensure that employees were paid an adequate wage to sustain a living and to
narrow the prevalent wage gap, without significantly impacting economic growth or
competitiveness. The Chief Executive in Council accepted an initial Statutory Minimum Wage
rate of $28 per hour recommended by the Provisional Minimum Wage Commission in
November 2010. With the approval of the Legislative Council in January 2011, the initial
minimum wage rate came into force on Labour Day, 1 May 2011.

As the Hong Kong Government had no experience in implementing a minimum wage, and in
the absence of adequate empirical data and evidence, its assessment of the likely impact of
the legislation had inherent limitations, as there were many factors involved including
fluctuations in the economy and the labour market. Nevertheless, it was estimated that setting
a minimum wage for grassroots employees would provide a better standard of living for about
273,800" workers, and would protect workers from being unfairly underpaid.

Different sectors of society had anticipated repercussions and challenges with regard to the
implementation of the minimum wage. Both employers and employees voiced concerns. Many
employers reviewed their contracts with employees and adjusted salaries and remuneration
packages.

Against this background, Oxfam Hong Kong commissioned a study to compare the living
standards and conditions of low-income workers and their families before and after the
implementation of the Statutory Minimum Wage Ordinance, and to examine to what extent this
legislation, combined with other welfare measures like Comprehensive Social Security
Assistance (CSSA), is raising low-income workers’ families out of poverty.

This summary presents the study’s research methodology, its key findings, and Oxfam Hong
Kong's policy recommendations for the Hong Kong Government in order to relieve poverty.

Research methodology

The target respondents of this research were families whose monthly household income was
less than 50% of the median income for households of corresponding size, and which included
at least one employed person paid at an hourly rate below $28 per hour in March 2011, before
the implementation of the Statutory Minimum Wage. The research consisted of two surveys.
The first, identified as “Time 1" (T1), was conducted from March to April 2011, just before the
new law went into effect; the second, termed “Time 2" (T2), was conducted from November

! From the 2010 Report on Annual Earnings and Hours Survey of the Census and Statistics
Department.



2011 to January 2012. A two-stage stratified systematic sample design was adopted in the T1
survey, and target respondents defined as above were selected as interviewees. For the T2
survey, respondents who completed the T1 survey were contacted for a second round of
interviews. A total of 520 families were interviewed, representing the 187,600° low-income
households in Hong Kong in which at least one person was employed; these households
comprise a total population of 650,900. The overall response rate was 70%.

Key Findings

1. Income and wage changes due to Statutory Minimum Wage

1.1 Household income increased for 69.9% and individual worker’s income for 72.6% of
respondents after the introduction of the minimum wage.

The survey results showed that 69.9% of respondents, representing 131,125 low-income
workers’ families, benefitted from an increase in household income after the minimum
wage was introduced. (See Table lor Report 3.3.1)

Moreover, 72.6% of respondents reported that their monthly individual income increased
after the minimum wage was introduced. (See Table 2 or Report 4.2.1, 4.2.3) These
findings would indicate that the minimum wage policy has had positive impact on
low-income workers and their families.

However, the results of the T2 survey showed that 27.4% of the respondents,
representing 51,472 low-income workers’ families, suffered a reduction in household
income after the implementation of the minimum wage. In addition, about one-fifth (19.6%)
of respondents in T2 reported that their monthly individual income had been reduced.
(See Table 1,2 or Report 3.3.1,4.2.1)

1.2 The average hourly wage of low-paid workers significantly increased; more than
half received slightly above $28 per hour.

Among the 69.4% of respondents who remained in the same job before and after the
minimum wage was adopted, the average hourly wage increased significantly, from $20.9
in T1 to $29.1 in T2. Of this group, 56.8% received an hourly wage of $28-$28.9. (See
Graph 1 or Report 4.2.2, 4.2.3)

1.3 Working hours were reduced by 5.6%.

However, among respondents who remained in the same job before and after the minimum
wage was adopted, the average monthly working hours were cut from 250.1 in T1 to
236.2in T2, areduction of 5.6%. (See Table 3 or Report 4.2.4)

1.4 Nearly half of low income workers (46.6%) were deprived of paid rest days and
15.0% lost paid meal breaks. (See Table 3 or Report 4.2.4)

Again, among respondents who remained in the same job from T1 to T2, about half

2 The number of low-income households with at least one person employed and a household income
below 50% of the median income of households of corresponding size is from the Census and Statistics
Department’s General Household Survey Q1, 2011.



reported that they were deprived of the paid rest days they formerly enjoyed. Before the
wage policy changed, 98.6% of respondents had paid rest days. Of these, 3.8% had one to
two days per month; 91.6% had three to four days; 2.1% had five to six days; and 1.1% had
more than 6 paid rest days at the time of the T1 survey. By T2, only 52% of respondents
continued to enjoy this benefit. In other words, 46.6% of respondents lost their paid rest
days.

Among those who retained paid rest days, only 35.1% had three to four days per month,
a dramatic drop from the 91.6% who previously enjoyed this benefit.

In T1, 73.6% of respondents had paid meal breaks, but by T2 only 58.6% retained this
benefit. Thus 15.0% of respondents lost their paid meal breaks.

1.5 Over half reported a decrease in individual income when the loss of paid rest days
and meal breaks were considered.

Among respondents, 24.4% remained in the same job with little change in their working
hours (plus or minus 20 hours in a month), and enjoyed an increase in individual income.
But 55.8% of them reported a drop in individual income when the loss of benefits,
including paid rest days and paid meal breaks, were given monetary value and
factored in. (See Table 4 or Report 4.2.5)

The findings showed that the minimum wage nominally increased the monthly individual
income of most of the low-paid workers. However, the loss of benefits meant that a majority
of workers received less than the expected gain from the implementation of the minimum
wage.

2. Minimum Wage as an incentive to give up Comprehensive Social
Security Assistance

2.1 Some CSSA recipients (42%) expressed willingness to quit the welfare scheme.

Among respondents, about 7.6% were recipients of CSSA. Using a Likert scale of 10, with
“1” denoting “very ineffective” and “10” denoting “very effective”, they were asked if the
minimum wage was an effective incentive for them to withdraw from CSSA. In T2, 42% of
CSSA recipients gave the minimum wage a score of 6 or above as an effective
motivator for them to quit the welfare scheme. The mean score was 5.84 in T2, and
3.92in T1. This indicates that CSSA recipients viewed the minimum wage in a positive light.
(See Table 5 or Report 6.1.6)

2.2 Higher wage did not result in more work hours for CSSA recipients.

However, only 12.5% of the CSSA recipients had actually increased their working hours,
while 81.9% reported that their working hours remained unchanged in T2. (See Table
6 or Report 6.1.5)

Under the existing CSSA system of “disregarded earnings”, a working adult’s total earnings
will be added to the family income only if he or she earns $800 or below. If earnings exceed
$4,200, only $2,500 will be “disregarded” under the welfare scheme, and the additional
amount will be deducted from CSSA payments. According to our study, the average hourly
wage of respondents was $20.9 in T1, before the minimum wage went into effect. (See
Report 4.2.4) That means a CSSA recipient could enjoy the maximum level of disregarded
earnings ($2,500) if he worked about 200 hours per month ($4200/$20.9) before the launch
of minimum wage. However, with the statutory $28 hourly wage, the extra income would be
deducted from his CSSA payments, thus serving as a disincentive to work.



3. Low-income families still suffer deprivation despite the minimum wage

Poverty comprises many dimensions. Apart from income, deprivation is an indicator to
measure poverty levels. In our research, “deprivation” was defined as the status of a
household that cannot afford three or more items considered essential by most Hong Kong
residents (see 5.1.2 for the list of items), taking into account the household composition and
total household income and calculated according to a modified Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) equivalence scale. (See Report 5.1.6 and 5.1.7)

3.1 Among respondents with increased household income, 40.5% were still living in
deprivation after the introduction of the minimum wage

Overall, about 45.3% of respondents, representing 84,996 low-income workers’
households, were still living in deprivation. (See Table 7 or Report 5.1.8)

Among the 69.9% of low-income workers’ households whose income had increased,
40.5%, representing 53,134 households, were still considered deprived (lacking
three or more essential items), and 10% were considered severely deprived (lacking
eight or more essential items). (See Table 8 or Report 5.1.9)

3.2 Low-income families with children were most deprived.

Our survey results revealed that deprivation was highest among households with children
aged 12 or below. Only 40.7% of families without children in this age range experienced
deprivation, but among families with two children aged 12 or below, 59.1% experienced
deprivation. (See Table 9 or Report 5.1.11)

Moreover, in 22.3% of the families with young children, the children were left alone at home
after school while their parents worked. (See Table 10 or Report 5.3.4) This suggests a
great need for childcare support among low-income families.

3.3 Deprivation fell at wage levels above $32. (See Table 11 or Report 5.1.13)

In order to study the level of deprivation among households with workers paid different
hourly wages, we calculated “the mean deprivation score”, defined as the average
number of essential items that families lacked because they could not afford them. This
analysis revealed that the mean deprivation score was above 3 when the hourly wage
was below $32. This reflects a serious level of deprivation among households of
workers with hourly wages less than $32. Among those with hourly wages between
$28-$28.9 and $30-$31.9, the mean deprivation scores were 3.26 and 3.76 respectively.

However, the mean deprivation score fell under 3 as the hourly wage rose above
$32. For those with hourly wages between $32-$33.9 and $34 or above, the mean
deprivation scores were 2.78 and 2.42 respectively. This indicated that deprivation was
higher among households with lower-paid workers, and fell substantially when workers’
wages rose to $32 or above.

Results: Analysis and discussion

According to our study, the Statutory Minimum Wage has brought some concrete benefits
to low-paid workers. Monthly household income increased for 69.9% of low-income
workers’ families, and 72.6% of low-paid workers noted an increase in individual monthly
income, with the average hourly wage rising from $20.9 to $29.1. In addition, some CSSA
recipients expressed a willingness to give up their welfare benefits after the implementation



of the minimum wage.

However, it was also noted that some employers have taken measures to offset the cost of
paying their workers higher wages. On average, working hours were reduced from 250.1 in
March-April 2011 to 236.2 in November 2011-January 2012. Also, 46.6% of low-paid
workers were deprived of paid rest days and 15% reported that their paid meal breaks were
eliminated after the minimum wage law took effect. These unfair practices impacted more
than one-fifth of low-income workers. In addition, 2.6% received no pay increase of their
individual income, and 19.6% were worse off than before. A surprising 27.4% of
respondents, representing 51,472 low-income workers’ families, reported a drop in
household income after the minimum wage law took effect.

It is also worth noting that 40.5% of families that experienced a rise in monthly household
income were still living in deprivation. This indicates that the present hourly minimum wage
of $28 is not enough to eliminate deprivation, and that the implementation of the Statutory
Minimum Wage Ordinance alone is not adequate to free low-income workers’ households
from the poverty trap.

Oxfam Hong Kong'’s policy recommendations

Oxfam views livelihood security as a basic right. Workers should be fairly rewarded so they
can support themselves and their families, and also share the fruits of economic growth
and development. This is essential in a fair society and the cornerstone of sustainable
development. The objective of minimum wage legislation is to ensure that the least
advantaged workers have a decent wage. The spirit of this law is violated if low-paid
workers receive no pay increase, or are even worse off than before due to employers’
unfair practices. In order to alleviate poverty, Oxfam Hong Kong recommends that the
Hong Kong SAR Government urgently consider the following policy suggestions:

Statutory Minimum Wage:

1.

The Statutory Minimum Wage should be subject to annual review.
The government should review the Statutory Minimum Wage on a yearly basis and adjust
it to reflect inflation and social changes.

The Statutory Minimum Wage should provide CSSA recipients with an incentive to
work, and should be set with regard to deprivation indicators.

Decisions on setting the minimum wage should be informed with reference to CSSA
requirements and benefits. The benchmark should be high enough to provide an incentive
for CSSA recipients to work. Moreover, the wage should be set and updated with
reference to the actual living standards of low-income workers and their families as
measured against deprivation indicators.

According to government figures, the current $28 statutory hourly minimum wage is lower
than the income provided by CSSA, which is equivalent to an hourly wage of $29.7 for a
full-time worker. (See Table 12). Our survey showed that mean deprivation scores fell
substantially with hourly wage rates at $32 or above. We therefore recommend that the
Minimum Wage Commission and Government consider reviewing the minimum wage with
reference to CSSA benefits and deprivation indicators.

Workers paid the Statutory Minimum Wage should not be deprived of other benefits.
The Government and employers must ensure that employees’ remuneration and benefits
are not reduced with the implementation of the minimum wage. As the government
requires its outsourcing contractors to pay their workers not less than the minimum wage
plus one paid rest day per week, we encourage private enterprises to follow the same
practice to enhance the well-being of low-paid employees.

In the long run, the Government should explore the feasibility of revising the Employment



Ordinance to close legal loopholes that allow violations of the spirit and purpose of the
Statutory Minimum Wage.

CSSA policy:
4. The“disregarded earnings” system under the CSSA scheme should be revised.

To provide incentives for people to work, we suggest that the Government review the
maximum income allowed as ‘disregarded earnings’ for households to qualify for CSSA.

We also suggest that the Government explore the feasibility of allowing people to retain
earned income in a personal savings account subject to restrictions on immediate use.
CSSA benefits could be terminated once savings exceeded the upper limit of the assets
test. This would encourage adults to work and pave the way for them to quit the CSSA
scheme.

According to Government figures, three-member families are the largest group of
low-income households receiving CSSA, comprising about 29%°. If a three-member
family is composed of two working adults and one child, the asset limit would be
$49,500", According to Government figures, the average monthly personal income of a
low-income worker on CSSA is $5,377°. Under our proposed system, a working adult
would be able to save up to $2,877 ($5,377 minus the maximum disregarded income of
$2,500) per month. The family would then quit the CSSA scheme in 17 months, after
acquiring the maximum allowed assets.

Child care support:

5. Subsidized child-care programmes should be expanded.
According to our research, families with children are more likely to face deprivation than
those without children. Moreover, among households with children under 12, about
one-fifth reported that the children were left alone at home after school as their parents
were working. This demonstrates an urgent need to strengthen child-care support to
low-income families.

We propose that the number of subsidized places and fee waivers for low-income families
be increased in both the “Neighbourhood Support Child Care Project” and “After School
Care Programme”.

6. The feasibility of a tax credit programme should be explored.
Tax programmes, including working and child tax credits, are effective measures against
poverty in the United Kingdom, United States and Western Europe. Such schemes aim to
reduce the cost of child care for poor families with children, thus encouraging the adults in
such families to remain in the labour market and increase the family income. We suggest
that the Government explore the feasibility of implementing such a programme in order to
relieve poverty in Hong Kong.

® Social Welfare Department, 2010-11
* Social Welfare Department, http://www.swd.gov.hk/doc/social-sec/CSSAG0212e.pdf
® Social Welfare Department, 2011-12
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Graph 1: Distribution of hourly wage of low income workers
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Table 1: Chanie in household income of the low-income workers’ families

Household income increased 131,125 69.9
Household income decreased 51,472 27.4
No information provided 5,003 2.7

Total 187,600 100.0

Table 2: Change in individual income (wage) of the low-income workers

Increase of wages 110,157 72.6
Wages unchanged 3,868 2.6
Decrease of wages 29,772 19.6
No information provided 7,895 52
Total (Employed in T1 and T2) 151,693 100.0

Table 3: Chanie of emiloiment and benefit iackaie of low income workers

Average hourly wage (SMW) $20.9 $29.1 .000
Average monthly working hours 250.1 236.2 .007
Paid meal break .008
No 26.4 414
Yes 73.6 58.6
Paid rest days .000
No 14 48.0
Yes 98.6 52.0

1-2 days 3.8 11.6

3-4 days 91.6 35.1

5-6 days 2.1 3.4

More than 6 days 1.1 1.9




Table 4: The real change of individual income of low income workers taking into account of their

former benefit iackaie in monei term

Better pay off 38.6
Remained unchanged 5.7
Worse pay off 55.8
$1 to <$500 101
$500 to <$1000 16.8
$1000 to <$1500 7.4
$1500 to <$2000 7.2
$2000 or more 14.3
Total 100.0

Table 5: Minimum waie as an incentive to motivate CSSA receiver to withdraw CSSA

No motivation 22.8 8.2
2 14.3 3.5
3 4.2 2.0
4 2.1 15
5 28.1 37.9
6 8.0 11.7
7 10.1 6.4
8 2.1 5.5
9 2.1 4.1
Very motivation 0.0 14.3
Refuse to answer 6.3 5.0
Mean score (p-value of t-test =0.000 ) 3.92 5.84

Table 6: The change of working hours of CSSA receivers

Increase the working hours 25.1 125
Reduce the working hours 23.2 2.0
Remain unchanged 49.6 81.9
Refuse to answer 2.1 35
Total 100.0 100.0




Table 7: Number of low income workers’ families in deprivation

0 25.7
1 or more 74.3
2 or more 54.2
3 or more 45.3
4 or more 36.5
5 or more 314
6 or more 23.1
7 or more 16.8
8 or more 11.7
Mean deprivation score 3.23

Table 8: Number of low income workers’ families with increased income but still in deprivation

0 35,550 27.1
1 or more 95,576 72.9
2 or more 65,519 50.0
3 or more 53,134 40.5
4 or more 42,626 32.5
5 or more 36,123 27.5
6 or more 26,559 20.3
7 or more 18,407 14.0
8 or more 13,154 10.0
Mean deprivation score - 2.90

Table 9: Deprivation among low income workers’ families with children

B T

0 25.7 18.9 28.0
1 or more 74.3 81.1 72.0
2 or more 54.2 64.2 50.8
3 or more 453 58.7 40.7
4 or more 36.5 48.6 32.5
5 or more 314 42.8 275
6 or more 23.1 33.0 19.7
7 or more 16.8 25.7 13.8
8 or more 11.7 20.4 8.8




Table 10: Care of children of low income workers’ families after school

Children left home alone and supervised after school 24.6 22.3
Children looked after by family members or friends after school 75.4 735
Go to tutorials after school 0.0 4.2

Total 100.0 100.0

Table 11: Deprivation and the hourly wage of low income workers

$28-29.9 3.26
$30-319 3.76
$32-33.9 2.78
$34 or above 2.42

Table 12: Minimum hourly wage equalize to CSSA level (Source : Census and Statistic
Department (2011), Social Welfare Department (2012))

2 25.7% 32% $7,307 1.08 $6765.7 | $2,165.0
3 24.4% 30.4% $9,505 1.56 $6,092.9 | $1,852.3
4 21.4% 26.7% $11,194 1.94 $5,770.1 | $1,540.6
5 8.7% 10.8% $13,069 2.26 $5,782.7 | $624.5

Overall average monthly CSSA payment (E) | $6,182.4

Average hourly rate = (E)/26 days/8 hours | $29.7

® Census and Statistic Department(2011)

" According to the figures from Social Welfare Department which was used to excluded singleton and
household with more than 5 members

® The figures are calculated according to the recent adjustment of standard rate by 5.2% under
CSSA scheme from February 2012 onwards

® Figures are from the General Household Survey, Q3 2011.



Before and After the Statutory Minimum Wage
Ordinance in Hong Kong:
Survey of Low-income Workers and their Families

April 2012

Oxfam Hong Kong
Policy 21 Limited

o o1
dg 35,8~ @)llcy
Oxfam HE -+ —

Hong Kong



Table of Contents

Chapter 1 | INtrodUCTION ........covieiiee e 3
11 BaCKGIOUNG ..o e 3
1.2 SUIVEY ODJECLIVES ... 4
Chapter 2 | Survey methodology ........ccocveeiiiiiiecee e 5
2.1 QUESLIONNAITE AESIGN ..ot e 5
2.2 Data collection approach ... 6
2.3 Enumeration results and weighting method ..., 7
Chapter 3 | Profile of respondents...........ccccceveiiiiiieie e, 8
3.1 Household charaCteristiCs ..........covvireiiniiiiisee e 8
3.2 Profile of the reSPONENtS ..o 9
3.3 Monthly household INCOME ........ccveiiiice e 11
3.4 Monthly household eXpenditure...........ccoooeveeieiienieicse e 13
Chapter 4 | Working SItUALION ..........cocveiieiieiic e 14
4.1 EMPIOYMENt terMS.....c..ocieiiee e 14
4.2 Statutory Minimum WagE .........cooveiiiiiieieieeee s 18
Chapter 5| LIVING SITUATION ....oocvviiieiiecec e 20
51 Deprivation INAICALOrS ........cccveveiieiieie e 20
5.2 How to cope with basic living eXPenses.........cccverveiiiinieeniesieneeiens 25
5.3 FamMIlY TIfE ..o 26
Chapter 6 | ASSISTANCE .......cviiiieeiee e 28
6.1 Attitudes tOWardS CSSA .......oiiiieieee e 28
6.2 Other @SSISTANCE......c.viiueeitieie ettt 31
Chapter 7 | CONCIUSION........ccoviiieiiiece e 32
7.1 LIVING SITUALION ... 32
7.2 EMPIOYMENt termMS.. ..o 33
7.3 ASSISTANCE. ...ttt ettt 33
Appendix | QUESTIONNAITE ........cceeiiieiiee et 34



Chapter 1 | Introduction

1.1 Background

1.1.1  The Minimum Wage Ordinance was passed by the Legislative Council
(LegCo) in July 2010. Its purpose is to provide employees with a wage floor to sustain
a basic living standard and to narrow the prevalent wage gap, without significantly
impacting economic growth and competitiveness. On 10 November 2010, the Chief
Executive in Council accepted an initial Statutory Minimum Wage (SMW) rate of $28
per hour, which was recommended by the Provisional Minimum Wage Commission
(PMWC). With the approval of the LegCo in January 2011, the initial SMW rate —
and in effect the Ordinance itself — came into force on 1 May 2011, International
Workers’ Day.

1.1.2  An assessment of the impact of SMW has its inherent limitations, for several
reasons: the economy and labour market are constantly changing; there has been no
experience in implementing SMW; and there is an absence of adequate empirical data
and evidence. Nevertheless, with an increase of wages, low-income workers should be
able to have a better standard of living and be protected from receiving inordinately
low wages.

1.1.3  With the implementation of the Ordinance, different repercussions and
challenges have been anticipated and experienced by different parts of society.
Employers and employees alike have expressed concerns. Employment contract terms,
as well as salaries and remuneration packages, have been adjusted.

1.1.4  As a poverty alleviation agency, Oxfam Hong Kong needs to assess the
success of the Ordinance as a poverty reduction measure, The working and living
situations of low-income workers and their families, before and after the Ordinance,
needs to be studied. Against this background, Oxfam Hong Kong appointed Policy 21
Limited to conduct a survey with these workers and families about the impact of the
Ordinance on their lives. The Survey began in January 2011.



1.2 Survey objectives

1.2.1  In order to systematically explore the living situation of low-income workers
and their families before and after the Ordinance, a longitudinal survey is necessary.
The objectives of the survey are as follows:
(i) To understand the living situation and deprivation of low-income
workers and their families;
(i)  To study workers” employment situation, such as employment terms
and contracts, and salaries and remuneration packages;
(ili) To evaluate people’s understandings and perceptions of existing
policies (Comprehensive Social Security Assistance (CSSA), Work
Incentive Transport Subsidy scheme, etc.) which aim at helping
low-income families; and
(iv) To collect information about the economic and demographic
characteristics of low-income workers and their families.

1.2.2  This report presents the findings of the questionnaire survey, based on a
representative sample of low-income workers and their families. The report is divided
into seven sections.

(@) Introduction

(b) Survey methodology
(c) Profile of respondents
(d) Working situation
(e) Living situation

(f) Assistance

() Conclusion



Chapter 2 | Survey methodology

2.1  Questionnaire design

2.1.1  Structured questionnaires were designed to collect information from
low-income workers’ households: their housing characteristics, socio-demographic
profile, working situation, living situation and any assistance received. The
questionnaire (in Chinese) is provided in Appendix.

2.1.2  Household characteristics: The information collected on household
composition includes the age, gender and marital status of the household members.
Screening was performed to ensure that there was at least one employed person in the
household (excluding foreign domestic helpers) who worked at an hourly rate of less
than $28 per hour in March 2011.

2.1.3  Working situation: To understand the working situation of the low-income
workers and their families, information on the employment contract terms/contracts,
salaries, overtime payments and other remuneration packages were collected.

2.1.4  Living situation: To understand the living situation of the low-income
workers and their families, information on how they handled daily living expenses,
were collected, such as whether they engaged in more jobs for more income, and
whether there were improvements after the introduction of the Ordinance. The Survey
adopted the framework of the deprivation index' to examine deprivation items?
determine if respondents had the items, and if they did not, to examine if it was due to
income.

2.1.6  Assistance: Assistance such as after-school programmes, housing subsidies,
transport subsidies and food banks is provided to assist low-income workers and their
families. Respondents were asked whether they knew about and if they had applied
for such assistance. Furthermore, a scale comprising eight questions was used in the
Survey to provide insight into respondents' attitudes on CSSA. A Likert scale of 10
was adopted, with “1” denoting “totally disagree” and “10” denoting “totally agree”.

2.1.7  Socio-economic characteristics: Information on expenses incurred by
families was collected to facilitate a better understanding of the expenditure patterns
of low-income workers and their families, including rental payment; payment for
water, electricity, gas, telephone and internet access; basic expenses for food,
travelling, health care and children’s education; support for, dependent family
members and other relatives; and other daily household expenditures. Information on
household income and total assets was also collected.

1 SAUNDERS, P. and NAIDOO, Y. (2009), Poverty, Deprivation and Consistent Poverty. Economic
Record, 85: 417-432. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-4932.2009.00565.x

2 Study on the Deprivation and Social Exclusion in Hong Kong (2011), The Hong Kong Council of
Social Service



2.2  Data collection approach

221 The target respondents of the Survey were low-income workers in
families with a monthly household income of less than half the median monthly
household income of the corresponding household size, and with at least one
employed person (excluding foreign domestic helpers) working at an hourly rate of
less than $28 per hour in March 2011 (before the commencement of the Ordinance).

Household 50% of household monthly

composition income ($)°
1 person 3,250
2 persons 7,100
3 persons 10,000
4 persons 12,000
5 persons 12,500

> 6 persons 13,750

2.2.2 The target population was not likely to be evenly distributed across

Hong Kong. Thus, the use of disproportionate stratified sampling by selecting a
higher proportion of households in areas with a higher proportion of a lower median
household income reduced the sample size and balanced the concern on the
representativeness of the population required for the study.

2.2.3 For the Time 1 survey (T1), conducted from March to April 2011, a
two-stage stratified systematic sample design was adopted. In the first stage, a random
sample of quarters was selected. For the quarters selected, the target respondents were
identified through the screening questionnaire. In the second stage, the household
member who was employed at an hourly rate of less than $28 per hour was chosen for
an interview. For the Time 2 survey (T2), conducted from November 2011 to January
2012, respondents who had completed the T1 survey would be contacted for the
second round of interviews.

3 Quarterly Report on General Household Survey (July to September 2010): Table A1.10 Domestic
households by household size (excluding foreign domestic helpers) and monthly household income
(excluding foreign domestic helpers).



2.3 Enumeration results and weighting method

231 The T1 survey was conducted between March 2011 and April 2011, and
the T2 survey between November 2011 and January 2012. For the T1 survey, after
excluding 9,045 living quarters found to be unoccupied and having no target
respondent, a total of 831 out of 1,118 living quarters with the target respondents were
successfully enumerated, constituting a response rate of 74 per cent. For the T2
survey, visits were made to low-income workers’ families who had completed the T1
survey, excluding 92 families who had moved out of their premises or with whom we
lost contact. A total of 520 interviews were conducted, representing a response rate of
70 per cent.

2.3.2 Based on information collected from interviews with low-income
workers’ families, the situation related to the population of the target respondents in
Hong Kong could be inferred. The data of the Survey were adjusted proportionally,
with reference to type of housing, and if a CSSA recipient or not. As such, the profiles
of the sample are in line with population data compiled by the Census and Statistics
Department in Q1 2011 and can reflect the general profile of 187,600 low-income
families with a monthly household income of less than half of the median monthly
household income of the corresponding household size and with at least one
employed person (excluding foreign domestic helpers). In the following sections, the
weighted percentages are presented.

2.3.3 Some percentages in the descriptive figures might not total 100, due to
rounding. In the case of multiple answers, the total percentage might exceed 100,
since all answers are counted. In addition, the sample bases for each question might
vary due to missing answers in the completed questionnaires. All figures in this
Survey are in Hong Kong Dollars.



Chapter 3 | Profile of respondents

3.1 Household characteristics

3.1.1  Type of housing: 59.6 per cent of respondents were residing in public rental
housing and 40.4 per cent in private housing. Among those in private housing, about
half (50.8 per cent) rented the whole flat in T2, with the corresponding proportion
higher in T1. It is worth noting that there was an increase of people living in rented
rooms in private housing, from 2.9 per cent in T1 to 5.0 per cent in T2.

Type of housing T1 (%) T2 (%)
Public housing 59.6 59.6
Private housing 40.4 40.4
Rental of an entire unit 54.3 50.8
Rental of a room 2.9 5.0
Home Ownership Scheme (HOS) flat 12.2 12.2
Flat (owned) 30.6 32.0

3.1.2  Household composition: Of the target respondents, 68.8 per cent were living
with  their spouse and children/grandchildren, 13.7 per cent with
children/grandchildren, 7.7 per cent with their spouse, 6.3 per cent with persons other
than spouse and children/grandchildren, and 3.5 per cent were living alone.

Household composition in T2 (%) Private Public Total
housing housing
Living alone 5.3 2.3 35
Living with spouse 8.0 75 7.7
Living with children/grandchildren® 9.7 16.4 13.7

Living with  spouse and  children/
grandchildren®

Living with persons other than spouse and
children/grandchildren

68.4 69.0 68.8

8.6 4.8 6.3

3.1.3 Household size: Large households predominated: 19.7 per cent of
respondents were in households with a total of 5 or more persons, 36.5 per cent in
4-person households and 27.9 per cent in 3-person households. Households with 2
persons accounted for 12.4 per cent and one-person households were 3.5 per cent .

4 Including those older persons living together with children and other persons
5 Including those older persons living together with spouse / children and other persons
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1 53 2.3 35
2 145 11.1 12.4
3 26.3 28.9 27.9
4 37.3 35.9 36.5
5 or above 16.6 21.9 19.7

3.2  Profile of the respondents

3.2.1  Age and sex: 53.0 per cent of the respondents were female and 47.0 per cent
male; 61.6 per cent were adult aged 30 to 59, 25.5 per cent were aged 60 or above and

the remaining 12.7 per cent were between the age of 10 and 29.

|

e

[ Toul |

10-19 3.2 2.3 2.7
20-29 7.2 12.9 10.2
30-39 9.2 16.5 13.1
40-49 16.2 35.7 26.5
50-59 20.2 23.6 22.0
60 or above 43.9 9.1 25.5

3.2.2  Length of residence in Hong Kong: 87.9 per cent of respondents have been
living in Hong Kong for more than seven years and 11.5 per cent for less than 7 years.

!

7 years or above 87.9
Less than 7 years 11.5
Refused to answer 0.6

3.2.3  Disability: 2.7 per cent of the respondents have a disability.

E

With a disability 2.7
With no disability 96.8
Refused to answer 0.5




3.24  Marital Status: About 71.4 per cent of the respondents were either married
or cohabiting; 17.7 per cent had never married; and 10.0 per cent were divorced,

separated or widowed.

Marital status in T2 (%) Total
Never married 17.7
Married 71.3
Cohabiting 0.1
Divorced or separated 7.0
Widowed 3.0
Refused to answer 1.0

3.25  Educational attainment: 53.3 per cent of respondents attained secondary
educational level, 38.7 per cent had primary education or below; and 7.6 per cent had

post-secondary education.

Educational attainment (T2) % Total
Pre-primary education and below 7.1
Primary education 31.6
Secondary / sixth-form education 53.3
Post-secondary education 7.6
Refuse to answer 0.3

3.2.6  Economic activity status: 99 per cent of respondents were employed at an
hourly rate of less than $28 per hour in T1. However, changes were experienced by
T2, when 80.9 per cent of respondents were employed or self-employed. The
remaining were students, homemakers, retirees or people who had resigned or had

been terminated.

Economic activity status
Employee
Self-employed
Student
Homemaker
Retiree
Resigned/terminated/unemployed
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T1 (%)
99.1

0.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

T2 (%)
80.1
0.8
1.2
7.6
3.9
6.4



3.3 Monthly household income

3.3.1  Itis worth noting that after the Ordinance came into effect, 69.9 per cent of
low-income families indicated that their household income increased from T1 to T2.

Change in household income in T2 N %
Household income increased 131,125 69.9
Household income decreased 51,472 27.4
No information provided 5,003 2.7

3.3.2  The distribution of monthly household income of low-income workers’
families shifted upward: 34.2 per cent of families had a monthly household income of
$10,000 or above in T1 while the corresponding percentage was 61.2 per cent in T2.

Distribution of monthly household income T1 (%) T2 (%)
Less than $2,000 0.6 0.6
$2,000-$3,999 1.8 2.8
$4,000-$5,999 5.6 4.9
$6,000-$7,999 22.1 10.2
$8,000-$9,999 15.8 17.7
$10,000 - $11,999 22.9 115
$12,000 - $13,999 25.7 13.0
$14,000 or above 5.6 36.7
Refused to answer 0.2 2.7

3.3.3 InT1, about 99.5 per cent of low-income workers indicated that their wages
were one source of income. In T2, about 82.0 per cent gave the same response. On
average, the total household income increased from $9,980 in T1 to $12,918 in T2.

3.3.4  After the Ordinance came into effect, additional members of low-income
families (46.5 per cent) joined the workforce; only 31.2 per cent in T1. The average
income from these family members increased significantly, from $7,207 in T1 to
$10,818 in T2. These additional members in the workforce accounted for most of the
income increase for low-income worker households in T2.
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Individual worker’s income (wages) 99.5 7.158 82.0 7.804
Pension 0.6 4,253 1.5 3,943
Financial support from spouse 0.7 6.000 292 4.310
Financial support from parents 0.3 1.000 11 4.737
Financial support from

children/in-laws/grandchildren 18 3,427 /.8 3,290
Financial support from other relatives 05 1.097 0.9 1.355
CSSA 6.8 4,206 6.9 5,096
Old Age Allowance 17.7 1,154 13.2 1.275
Disability Allowance 21 1.371 2.8 1,350
Transport Allowance 1.3 689 1.1 560
Income from additional family members 31.2 7.207 46.5 10.818
Other income 2.7 2,505 3.1 6,157
Total income 99.8 9,980 97.3 12,918

3.3.5 In T1, the number of additional family members in the workforce was 368;
in T2, the figure rose to 479, an increase of 30.3 per cent. Female employment of this
group rose by 66 per cent, from 117 in T1 to 183 in T2, while the male workforce
increased by only 17.5 per cent during the period. A large proportion of people in the
older age groups had re-entered the workforce between T1 and T2: 44.4 per cent aged
60 and above, and 34.7 per cent aged 50 to 59.

Age

10-19 8 7 -1 (-12.5)
20-29 105 144 39 (+37.1%)
30-39 68 96 28 (+41.2%)
40-49 88 93 5(+5.7)
50-59 72 97 25 (+34.7%)
60 or above 27 39 12 (+44.4%)
Refuse to answer 0 3

Sex

Male 251 295 44 (+17.5%)
Female 117 183 66 (+56.4%)
Refused to answer 0 1

Total additional household members in workforce 368 479 111 (+30.3%)

12



3.4  Monthly household expenditure

3.4.1  The distribution of the monthly household expenditure of low-income
families shifted upward: 31.8 per cent had monthly expenses of $10,000 or more in
T1 while in T2, the figure stood at 50.5 per cent.

Distribution of monthly household T1 (%) T2 (%)
expenditure

Less than $2,000 0.2 1.4
$2,000-$3,999 1.4 2.3
$4,000-$5,999 11.8 8.0
$6.000-$7,999 28.3 18.0
$8.000-$9,999 25.3 19.1
$10,000 - $11,999 20.1 16.8
$12,000 - $13,999 7.1 12.0
$14,000 or above 4.6 21.7
Refused to answer 1.3 0.9

3.4.2  The main monthly expenditure items for low-income families were food (an
average of $4,547 in T2 among 98.3% low-income families reported the amount),
rental (or mortgage) payments for their place of residence (including management fee
and rates) ($1,962 among 91.9% low-income families), education for children ($1,182
among 42.0% low-income families), and payment for water, electricity, gas,
telephone and internet ($1,053 among 95.2% of low-income families).

T1 T2
Items of monthly household expenditure o Mean o Mean
0 (HK$) 0 (HK$)
Rent or mortgage (for residence) 93.9 1,853 91.9 1,962
Water, electricity, gas, telephone and internet 96.9 1,117 05.2 1,053
Food 97.6 3.559 98.3 4547
Transportation 93.3 798 92.7 933
Health care 79.4 424 60.4 519
Education for children 52.6 1.199 42.0 1,182
Financial support for other relatives 33.5 1,328 23.7 1,367
Other daily expenses 94.2 1,318 87.9 1.374
Other miscellaneous expenses 3.4 724 8.6 1.894
Total 98.7 8.832 99.1 10,729
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Chapter 4 | Working situation

4.1  Employment terms

4.1.1  Regarding changes in employment, 69.4 per cent of low-income workers had
no job change since T1, while 11.5 per cent did have a change. It is worth noting that
6.4 per cent were employed in T1 but had resigned or were terminated by T2.

Employed and in same job 69.4
Employed but with a change of job 115
Employed in T1, a student in T2 1.2
Employed in T1, homemaker in T2 76
Employed in T1, retiree in T2 3.9
Employed in T1, and resigned/terminated in T2 6.4

4.1.2  For the 11.5 per cent of low-income workers who had changed their job, 79.0
per cent had changed their job once from T1 to T2 and 41.0 per cent reported an
increase of wages.

Number of job changes (%)
One 79.0
Two 9.6
Three or above 2.6
Refused to answer 8.8
Wage changes (%)
Increase 41.0
No change 32.0
Decrease 14.8
Refused to answer 12.2




4.1.3 Since 1 May 2011, 82.5 per cent of respondents were not in search of
employment. Among the 15.6 per cent seeking employment, 35.0 per cent reported
that they encountered difficulties, with the major ones being age discrimination (43.3
per cent), inadequate education level (34.3 per cent) and inadequate work experience
(22.8 per cent).

Employment search T2 (%) Total
Not seeking work since 1 May 2011 82.5
Seeking work since 1 May 2011 15.6
Of the respondents seeking work, 35.0 per cent reported difficulties,
such as:
Age discrimination 43.3
Inadequate education level 34.4
Inadequate work experience 22.8
Taking care of children/dependents/family members 15.4
Inadequate personal skills 7.0
Other 10.0
Refused to answer 18

4.1.4  For type of employer, 94.2 per cent of respondents were employed in the
private sector in T1 while this figure dropped to 90.4 per cent in T2.

T1 (%) T2 (%)
Type of employer 100% employed 80.9% employed
Private companies 94.2 90.4
Government departments 0.3 0.4
Other public sector 0.8 15
Subvented and social welfare organisations 0.8 0.4
Social enterprises 0.0 0.4
Individual / household employers 2.9 13
Other 0.0 2.1
Refused to answer 0.9 3.6
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415 Terms of employment: Among the 69.4 per cent of respondents doing the
same work with the same employer in T1 and T2, it was found that frequently the
terms of employment had changed: 56.3 per cent were employed permanently in T1,
but this dropped to 46.7 per cent in T2; 0.2 per cent reported that employers requested
them to become self-employed.

Permanent 56.3 46.7
Contract 12.4 17.3
Casual worker (long-term) 15.8
Casual worker (temporary) 22 14.5
Self-employed (voluntary) 29
Self-employed (involuntary) = 0.2
Refused to answer 0.9 34

4.1.6  Terms of payment: Among the 69.4 per cent of respondents doing the same
work with the same employer in T1 and T2, marked changes can be seen in terms of
payment from T1 to T2: monthly terms dropped from 68.9 per cent to 53.1 per cent;
hourly from 18.4 per cent to 26.6 per cent; and daily from 9.1 per cent to 15.8 per
cent.

Monthly-rated 68.9 $19.5 53.1 $29.4
Daily-rated 9.1 $24.4 15.8 $36.1
Hourly-rated 18.4 $24.9 26.6 $30.0
Basic salary plus

commission/bonus/tips 0.9 $13.1 0.6 $41.8
Piece-rated 11 $19.1 2.5 $40.5




4.1.7 Terms of employment package: For monthly-rated payments, while the
average wage increased by 21.6 per cent, from $6,186 in T1 to $7,524 in T2, the
number of paid rest days on average decreased from 3.9 days to 2.2 days, and
payment for meal breaks decreased from 72.0 per cent to 55.8 per cent.

4.1.8  For daily-rated payments, 54.3 per cent reported they were paid for the meal

break in T1 and only 18.8 per cent in T2.

Terms of employment package
Monthlv-rated

Average monthly wage (3$)
Average daily working hours (Hours) (Excluding meal break)
Average daily meal break (Minutes)
Average monthly paid rest days (Days)
Paid meal break (%)
Attendance bonus cancelled after Ordinance? (%)

Yes

No

Not applicable
Expectation of bonus/double pay this year? (%)

Yes

Expected amount (Dollars)
No
Do not know
Dailv-rated
Average monthly working days (Days)
Average daily working hours (Hours) (Excluding meal break)
Average daily meal break (Hours)
Paid meal break (%)
Average daily wage (%)
Hourlv-rated
Average weekly working hours (Hours)
Average hourly wage ($)
Piece-rated

Average monthly income ($)
Average weekly hours of work (hours)
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T1

$6.186
10.4
47.8
3.9
72.0%

20.6
9.1
1.2

54.3%
$225.3

28.8
$24.9

$7,125.0
71.9

T2

$7.524
9.1
49.4
2.2
55.8%

6.5
38.7
54.8

145
$5.280
64.7
20.8

22.7
9.0
0.8

18.8%
$320.8

33.5
$29.9

$6,049.1
36.2



4.2  Statutory Minimum Wage

4.2.1  Among the 80.9 per cent of low-income workers who were employed in T1
and T2, 72.6 per cent indicated that their wages had increased during the period.

Change of income in T2 N %
Increase of wages 110,157 72.6
Wages unchanged 3,868 2.6
Decrease of wages 29,772 19.6
No information provided 7,895 5.2
Employed in T1 and T2 151,693 100.0

4.2.2  Among the 69.4 per cent of workers doing the same work with the same
employer in T1 and T2, 56.8 received the statutory minimum wage of $28-$28.9 per
hour and 14.4 per cent received $29 - $29.9 in T2,

Hourly wage in T2

80% -~

600 | 36.8%

40% -

20% - 14.4% % 00, N
- 3.7% 1 9% 0.4% 8.0%

0%

28-289 290-299 30-309 31-319 32-3290 33-339 34 or
above

Statutory Minimum Wage ($)

4.2.3  Among the 69.4 per cent of workers doing the same work with the same
employer in T1 and T2, the hourly wage increased from $20.9 to $29.1, but during the
period, the number of monthly working hours decreased from 250.1 to 236.2 hours.
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4.2.4  In addition, there was a significant decrease in paid meal breaks and paid rest
days, suggesting that benefits were being deprived after the Ordinance: 46.6 per cent
of workers reported a loss of paid rest days and 15.0 per cent a loss of paid meal
breaks.

Change of employment and T1 T2 p-value
benefit package (t-test or )
Average hourly wage $20.9 $29.1 .000
Average monthly working hours 250.1 236.2 .007
Paid meal break .008
No 26.4 414
Yes 73.6 58.6
Paid rest days .000
No 14 48.0
Yes 98.6 52.0

1-2 days 3.8 11.6

3-4 days 91.6 35.1

5-6 days 2.1 34

More than 6 days 11 1.9

425 In order to study whether the respondents were better off since the
introduction of the Ordinance, the differences between the received salary and
benefits in T2 and the expected salary and benefits by applying SMW of $28 in T1°
were compiled. Amongst those with increased wages, 24.4 per cent (or 131 of 520
respondents)’ were employed, had stayed in the same job, and their monthly working
hours were more or less the same (within +/-20 hours). The results showed that 55.8
per cent were worse off than before, of whom 14.3 per cent had at least $2,000 less
income after the introduction of the Ordinance.

Better or worse off? Total (%)

Better off 38.6

Unchanged 5.7

Worse off 55.8
$1 to <$500 10.1
$500 to <$1,000 16.8
$1,000 to <$1,500 7.4
$1,500 to <$2,000 7.2
$2,000 or more 14.3

6 The expressions of salaries and benefits were calculated by assuming all the employment terms in T1
remained unchanged and considering working hours, paid rest days and paid meal breaks in cash terms.
7 Among the 520 respondents, 298 respondents had increased wages in T2 compared with T1; and 131
respondents were employed and stayed in the same job and their working hours were more or less the
same (within +/-20working hours monthly), accounting for 24.4 per cent, after applying the weighting
factors.
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Chapter 5| Living situation

5.1  Deprivation indicators

5.1.1 Poverty is a pronounced deprivation in well-being and comprises many
dimensions. This Survey adopted the Deprivation Index Framework® as well as views
gathered in research conducted by the Hong Kong Council of Social Services in
2011.° A total of 34 items were presented in our Survey, such as aspects of housing,
food, clothing, health, social connections, training, education, leisure and daily life.
The low-income workers’ families were asked if they had each item, and if not, they
were asked if it was affordable to them.

5.1.2  The incidence of deprivation rates were expressed as a percentage of the total
sample.'® The results in the table below indicated that the incidence varies from less
than one per cent to over 30 per cent. The items with the most deprivation were “able
to have periodic dental check-ups” (49.8 per cent), “have leisure activities in a
holiday” (28.1 per cent) and “can consult private doctor in case of an emergency
without waiting for public outpatient service” (24.8 per cent).

8 Saunders, P. and Naidoo, Y. (2009), Poverty, Deprivation and Consistent Poverty. Economic Record,
85: 417-432. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-4932.2009.00565.x

9 Study on the Deprivation and Social Exclusion in Hong Kong (2011), The Hong Kong Council of
Social Service

10 The deprivation incidence rates are expressed as a percentage of the total sample, not just those of
the sample that are relevant to each specific form of deprivation, i.e. the numbers who cannot afford
those items that relate to children are expressed as a percentage of all respondents, not just those who
have children. Saunders, P., Naidoo, Y. and Griffiths, M. (2007), Towards New Indicators of
Disadvantage: Deprivation and Social Exclusion in Australia, Social Policy Research Centre
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Deprivation of items due to cost
Able to have periodic dental check-ups

Have leisure activities in a holiday

Can consult private doctor in case of an emergency without waiting for public

outpatient service

Can go to the teahouse at times during leisure hours

Can have one set of decent clothes

Can travel to and back from hospital by taxi when needed
Children can participate in extra-curricular activities

Able to consult Chinese medicine practitioner when needed

Able to purchase medicine prescribed by doctors

Have bathroom inside a self-contained apartment, with no need to share with

other families

Able to attend vocational training

Able to visit hometown if needed

Can buy one or two pieces of new clothes in a year

Have the opportunity to learn computer skills

Can offer a gift of money at a wedding

Able to visit relatives and friends by transportation

Weaker elderly people can receive adequate services if needed
Have sufficient living space at home, with no need to stay in bed all day
Can give lai see to friends and relatives during Chinese New Year
Children can buy reference books and supplementary exercise books
Have air-conditioner at home for relief in hot weather

Have fresh fruit at least once a week

Have breakfast every day

Children have school uniforms of a proper size every year
Children have access to computer and internet at home

Have a safe living environment without any structural danger
Have a refrigerator at home

Have a television at home

Children can learn computer skills

Can pay for eyeglasses if needed

Have a mobile phone

Have enough warm clothing in cold weather

Have at least one window at home

Can have a hot shower in cold weather
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%
49.8
28.1

24.8

22.4
19.5
19.1
18.3
15.9
15.2

12.8

11.2
10.8
10.8
10.0
8.8
5.7
55
55
4.6
4.2
3.3
2.5
2.5
2.2
11
14
1.4
1.4
1.3
1.0
0.7
0.4
0.4
0.4



5.1.3  The higher incidence rates indicated that despite the growing prosperity in
Hong Kong, low-income workers and their families were unable to afford items
regarded as essential by the majority of the population.

5.14  Many of the low-income workers and their families experienced more than
one deprivation at a time. Studying multiple deprivations was crucial to investigate
the nature and severity of problem faced by the low-income workers and their
families.

5.1.5  The deprivation score* was derived by adding the number of essential items
that a family lacked because they could not afford them. The mean deprivation score
was 3.23, while a score of 4.32 was noted for families with children aged 12 or below.
The findings reinforced that families with children faced high levels of deprivation.

Deprivation score and children Mean deprivation score
Total 3.23
Had children aged 12 or below 4.32
Did not have children aged 12 or
2.86
below

5.1.6 By taking household composition into account, the total household income
was equalised by using the modified Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) Equivalence Scale, defined as Equivalence Income®. Five
percentile groups were classified and the corresponding mean deprivation scores were
compiled. The results revealed that there was a clear gradient to deprivation. Those in
the lowest equalised income groups were on the highest level of deprivation (4.21). A
sharp decrease was noted between percentile group 3 and 4, with the mean
deprivation score declining from 3.80 to 2.75.

5.1.7 It was observed that those experiencing three or more forms of deprivation
were living in a deprived situation. Therefore, in this study, deprivation is defined as
the status of a household missing out on THREE or MORE essential items.

Equivalence Income Range

Percentile groups Mean deprivation score

Maximum Minimum
1 3,883 400 4.21
2 4,944 3,889 4.21
3 6,071 5,000 3.80
4 7,750 6,080 2.75
5 15,200 7,826 1.25

11 No weighting was applied for compiling the deprivation index.

12 The modified OECD Equivalence Scale was adopted, which the equalised size of each household
was established by attributing a coefficient equal to 1 to the first adult, 0.5 to each subsequent adult,
and 0,3 to each child (younger than 14 years).
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5.1.8  Of the respondents, 45.3 per cent, or 84,996 families, were deprived of three
or more items; 36.5 per cent of four or more items; and 31.4 per cent of five or more
items.

5.1.9  Among the 69.9 per cent of families whose household income had increased
in T2, 40.5 per cent (53,134 families) experienced three or more forms of deprivation,
with a higher mean deprivation score of 2.90.

0 25.7 35,550 27.1
1 or more 74.3 05,576 72.9
2 or more 54.2 65,519 50.0
3 or more 45.3 53,134 40.5
4 or more 36.5 42,626 325
5 or more 314 36,123 275
6 or more 23.1 26,559 20.3
7 or more 16.8 18,407 14.0
8 or more 11.7 13,154 10.0
Mean deprivation score 3.23 = 2.90

5.1.10 Families with children aged 12 or below experienced more deprivation: 42.8
per cent of respondents with children aged 12 or below experienced five or more
items of deprivation, compared to 27.5 per cent, for families without children.

s v VR

25.7 18.9 28.0
1 or more 74.3 81.1 72.0
2 or more 54.2 64.2 50.8
3 or more 45.3 58.7 40.7
4 or more 36.5 48.6 32.5
5 or more 31.4 42.8 27.5
6 or more 23.1 33.0 19.7
7 or more 16.8 25.7 13.8
8 or more 11.7 204 8.8




5.1.11 Comparing the incidence of deprivation across low-income families with or
without children, the results showed that the proportion experiencing three or more
items of deprivation was higher for families with children aged 12 or below.

o . Number of items lacking due to cost
Deprivation, analysed by factor of children

2 or less 3 or more
With no children aged 12 or below 59.3 40.7
With children aged 12 or below 41.3 58.7
1 child 49.6 50.4
2 children 40.9 59.1
3 children 23.2 76.8
4 children 0.0 100.0

5.1.12 The relationship between poverty and low pay was not always
straightforward, primarily due to differences of definition and the resulting
differences in measurement. Low pay was concerned with an individual’s gross wage
earnings, while poverty was typically related to net disposable income of a household,
adjusted for the size and composition of the household.™® In order to respond to the
concerns, our sampling targeted respondents with low wages and also living in poor
families so as to investigate the relationship between poverty and low pay.

5.1.13 It was clear that low pay increased the probability of poverty. Comparing
different SMW hourly rate groups, a gradual increase in mean deprivation score was
observed when the hourly rate were near to the initial SMW at $28. In fact, a sharp
decrease was noted for those respondents with an hourly rate of $32 or above, with
the mean deprivation score declining from 3.76 to 2.42.

SMW (hourly rate) Mean deprivation score
$28 - 29.9 3.26
$30-31.9 3.76
$32-33.9 2.78

$34 or above 2.42

13 International Labour Offices, Global Wage Report 2010/11: Wage policies in times of crisis
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5.2  How to cope with basic living expenses

5.2.1 A Likert scale of 10 was adopted, with “1” denoting “totally unable” and
“10” denoting “totally able”: 42.7% of respondents indicated they could meet the
expenses required for daily living in T1, scoring 6 or above, while the corresponding
percentage was higher at 56.6 per cent in T2.

T1 (%) T2 (%)
Ability to meet daily expenses
Score 6 or Mean Score 6 or

above (%) score above (%) Mean score
Can meet daily personal living expenses 42.7 5.03 56.5 573
Can meet daily household expenses 51.9 5.59 58.6 5.94

5.2.2 Only 2.5 per cent of respondents reported that they had another job to
increase their income, excluding their existing job in T2. The average number of
weekly working hours was 13.8 and the average monthly wage was $2,435.

Number and type of jobs T1 (%) T2 (%)
Only one job 97.1 95.0
Have a second job 1.1 25
Job nature
Waiter 30.9 17.6
Cleaning worker/Domestic helper 42.1 36.2
Health care worker 13.5 0.0
Lifeguard 0.0 141
Real estate agent 0.0 141
Collecting recyclables 0.0 6.1
Meal delivery 0.0 5.9
Refused to answer 135 5.9
Average number of weekly working hours 7.5 13.8
Average monthly wage $948 $2,435
Refused to answer 1.8 2.5
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5.3 Family life

53.1  Family relationship: A Likert scale of 10 was adopted, with “1” denoting
“very dissatisfied” and “10” denoting *“very satisfied”. Most of the respondents were
satisfied with their relationships with children, parents and family in both T1 and T2.

ot e R,

With child/ren 77.1 7.82 91.3 8.13
With parent(s) 91.2 7.70 931 7.98
With family 87.2 7.66 89.2 8.07
5.3.2 Improvements in family life: 59.5 per cent of respondents expressed that

their overall family life had not improved after the introduction of SMW, while 28.3
per cent said it had slightly improved and 4.3 per cent said it had greatly improved.
No specific patterns were observed when analysed by the number of household
members and whether the families had children aged 12 or below.

Totally not improved 59.5 59.9 59.4
Slightly improved 28.3 28.3 28.2
Greatly improved 4.3 4.1 4.4
Refused to answer 7.9 7.7 8.0

Totally not improved 41.9 74.9 51.1 62.3 59.7
Slightly improved 39.3 18.0 33.6 25.2 30.9
Greatly improved 8.5 0.0 6.2 3.9 4.5
Refuse to answer 10.3 7.1 9.1 8.7 4.9




5.3.3  Low-income workers and their families indicated that they allocated 56.8 per
cent of their additional income on food, 43.7 per cent on children’s education, 40.9
per cent to their savings and 40.0 per cent on continued education or training.

Food 56.8
Children’s education 43.7
Savings 40.9
Continued education or training 40.0
Housing 36.1
Social entertainment 31.3
Durable goods 29.7
Health care 21.6
Others (e.g. transportation fee / haircut) 39.6

5.34  Childcare: Among the respondents with children aged 12 or below, 22.3 per
cent left their children alone and supervised at home after school in T2,

Children left home alone and supervised after school 24.6 22.3
Children looked after by family members or friends 75.4 735
Go to tutorials after school 0.0 4.2




Chapter 6 | Assis

6.1  Attitudes towards CSSA

6.1.1 In T2, 86.8 per cent of respondents agreed that the decision to apply for
CSSA depended on one’s individual needs and 71.4 per cent agreed that CSSA could
help people in need to secure their basic living expenses. In addition, 76.8 per cent
agreed that the provision of CSSA was the government’s responsibility for poor
people and 72.8 per cent agreed that applying for CSSA was a right.

T1 (%) T2 (%) p-value
Basic attitudes towards the purpose ~ Score6or ~ Mean  Score6or  Mean (t-test)
and responsibility of CSSA above (%)  score  above (%)  score
CSSA can help people in need to
secure their basic living expenses 63.2 6.53 714 6.91 0.009
Applying for CSSA is a right
Pplying for CSSA Isarig 70.1 6.71 72.8 707 0.038
The decision to apply for CSSA
depends on an individual’s needs 7.9 1.37 86.8 7.96 0.000
The provision of CSSA for poor
people is the responsibility of the 74.7 6.94 76.8 7.40 0.024

government

6.1.2 In T2, 82.5 per cent of respondents agreed that they would apply for CSSA
only if they were very desperate while 51.9 per cent agreed that not applying for
CSSA was an expression of “character strength”.

6.1.3  Furthermore, 42.6 per cent agreed that people applying for CSSA were a
social burden and 54.2 per cent agreed that people who applied for CSSA would be
discriminated against and misunderstood by others. In short, the decision to apply for
CSSA is complex and difficult: social stigma, self-reliance ethos and different
financial situations are key factors.
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Applying for CSSA only if very
desperate

Not applying is an expression of
“character strength” 43.6 5.35 51.9 5.87 .000

78.2 7.52 82.5 7.68 .688

People applying for CSSA are a
social burden
People applying CSSA are

discriminated against and 56.4 5.86 54.2 5.95 837
misunderstood by others

33.9 4.77 42.6 5.50 .000

6.1.4  Of the respondents, 7.6 per cent received CSSA. A Likert scale of 10 was
adopted, with “1” denoting “very ineffective” and “10” denoting “very effective”:
43.2 per cent of CSSA recipients indicated that the CSSA arrangement for
disregarded earnings'* acted as a work incentive, scoring 6 or above.

Very ineffective 3.8 4.1
2 6.3 7.6
3 16.0 4.1
4 1.7 3.5
5 29.1 36.2
6 8.0 8.2
7 105 13.1
8 12.2 11.7
9 0.0 2.0
Very effective 10.5 8.2
Refused to answer 2.1 15
Mean score (p-value of t-test = 0.693) 5.51 5.69

14 SWD: The maximum of disregarded earnings is $2,500 if the income is more than $4,400.
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6.1.5 The CSSA arrangement of disregarded earnings remained unchanged after
the introduction of SMW. Only 12.5 per cent of CSSA recipients indicated that they
had increased their working hours; 81.9 per cent reported no change in working hours
in T2.

Increased in number 25.1 125
Decreased in number 23.2 2.0
Unchanged 49.6 81.9
Refused to answer 2.1 35

6.1.6  Of the CSSA recipients, 42.0 per cent expressed that they were motivated to
withdraw from CSSA in T2, scoring 6 or above. The mean score was 5.84 in T2 and
3.92inTL

Not motivated 22.8 8.2
2 14.3 3.5
3 4.2 2.0
4 2.1 15
5 28.1 37.9
6 8.0 11.7
7 10.1 6.4
8 2.1 5.5
9 2.1 4.1
Very motivated 0.0 14.3
Refused to answer 6.3 5.0
Mean score (p-value of t-test =0.000 ) 3.92 5.84




6.2  Other assistance

6.2.1  Of the respondents, 75.5 per cent were aware of the Work Incentive
Transport Subsidy scheme and 60.3 per cent were aware of short-term food assistance
(food banks).

Home-based childcare programmes 10.7 13.8 75.5
After-school care programmes 13.8 12.9 73.3
Rental Assistance Scheme for public housing 45.7 27.4 26.9
Food banks 60.3 324 7.3
Work Incentive Transport Subsidy scheme 755 16.0 8.5

6.2.2  Among those aware of the assistance, the majority did not apply. 7.8% and
5.9% had successfully applied the after-school-care assistance and the rent assistance
scheme for public housing respectively.

Home-based child care programmes 94.2 1.0 4.7 0.0
After school care programme 90.3 1.9 7.8 0.0
;I]'gssﬁ%nt Assistance Scheme for public 88.7 47 59 0.7
Food bank 95.0 0.2 3.8 1.1
Work incentive transport subsidy scheme 91.0 3.2 4.9 0.9




7.1  Living situation

7.1.1  With the introduction of the Ordinance, 69.9 per cent of low-income workers
and their families indicated that their household income increased from T1 to T2. The
average income of individual workers slightly increased, from $7,158 in T1 to $7,804
in T2, and 19.1 per cent left the workforce. Additional members of the families joined
the workforce during the period, increasing from 31.2 per cent in T1 to 46.5 per cent
in T2. This income increased significantly, from $7,207 per month in T1 to $10,818 in
T2, on average: this income constituted most of the increase in household income in
T2.

7.1.2  The incidence of deprivation was expressed as a percentage of the total
sample. The items with the most severe deprivation were “able to have a periodic
dental check-up” (49.8 per cent), “have leisure activities in a holiday” (28.1 per cent),
and “can consult private doctor in case of an emergency without waiting for public
outpatient service” (24.8 per cent).

7.1.3  The deprivation index was derived by adding the number of essential items
that each family lacked because they could not afford them. The mean deprivation
score was 3.23 for all low-income families, while a higher score of 4.32 was noted for
families with children aged 12 or below. The findings reinforced that households with
children faced higher levels of deprivation.

7.1.4  The results compiled by the equivalence household income revealed that
low-income families experiencing three or more items of deprivation were living in a
deprived situation: 45.3 of households experienced three or more items; 36.5 per cent
experienced four or more; and 31.4 per cent experienced five or more. Although 69.9
per cent of families reported an increase of household income, 40.5 per cent of this
group (accounting for 53,134 families) continued to experience deprivation.

7.1.5 Comparing different SMW hourly rate groups, a gradual increase in the
mean deprivation score was observed when the hourly rate was near the initial SMW
of $28. A sharp decrease was noted for those respondents with an hourly rate of $32
or above, with the mean deprivation score declining from 3.76 to 2.42.

7.1.6  Regarding improvements in family life, 59.5 per cent of respondents
expressed that their overall family life had not improved with the introduction of the
Ordinance, while 28.3 per cent said there were slight improvements and 4.3 per cent
said there were great improvements.
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7.2  Employment terms

7.2.1  Regarding the employment situation, 69.4 per cent had not changed their job
between T1 and T2; 11.5 per cent had a job change; and 6.4 per cent respondents were
employed in T1 but had resigned or were terminated in T2,

7.2.2  While 69.4 per cent of respondents stayed in the same job from T1 to T2,
terms of employment changed: 56.3 per cent were employed on a permanent basis in
T1 and only 46.7 per cent in T2. Payment terms also changed: in T1, 68.9 per cent
were paid monthly and 18.4 per cent hourly; in T2, 53.1 per cent were paid monthly,
26.6 per cent hourly and 15.8 per cent daily.

7.2.3  Among the 69.4 per cent of respondents in the same job from T1 to T2, the
hourly wage had significantly increased from $20.9 to $29.1. However, the number of
monthly working hours also decreased significantly, from 250.1 hours to 236.2 hours.
In addition, benefits were often deprived between T1 and T2: respondents reported a
significant decrease in paid meal breaks (46.6 per cent) and paid rest days (15.0 per
cent).

7.3  Assistance

7.3.1  Most respondents agreed that the decision to apply for CSSA depended on
people’s individual needs, that CSSA could help people in need to secure their basic
living expenses, that providing CSSA was the responsibility of the government for
poor people, that applying for CSSA was a right, and that they themselves would only
apply for CSSA if they were very desperate.

7.3.2  About half of the respondents agreed that not applying for CSSA was an
expression of “character strength”, that people applying for CSSA were a social
burden, and that people who applied for CSSA would be discriminated against and
misunderstood by others. In short, the decision to apply for CSSA is complex and
difficult: social stigma, self-reliance ethos and different financial situations are key
factors.

7.3.3  Among the respondents, 7.6 per cent received CSSA, with 43.2 per cent of
them indicating that the arrangements for disregarded earnings under the scheme
acted as a work incentive. In addition, 42.0 per cent expressed that they were
motivated to withdraw from CSSA in T2 since the arrangements of disregarded
earnings had remained unchanged.
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