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§ 2 FRFHEE (financial transfer, financial incentive)

PEEISCR L, TR BT 2 T OBER Y 27 25 L, BREMO—EHK&L, Ktk dET 52 &
Lo T X ) ROAIEERIEZ M2 2 7-01ciTb b, T2 Rio 2 L OEREM 2RI 2 2 L2 b,
BOFLET 2HEA T T 272 0DOFKGEHBER & L CHRERI LT3,

TSR I 1, W T4 55T (family allowance) 7z & DIEFEGT 7217 C7x L FTfFH%BR (tax exemption) |
FUEEZERR (tax credit) 7o & OEEAGH 235 2, REF Y -CBIOPERILEIINNIC G S 1(regular), N —FK—F
AN —IRFAIC S 415 (bonus), ZAGERE A EERY (universal) 72 b D & FHECCHER, RN CKIGIZRE
7z &4t % (conditional) D b O3B 2, FUEEIZERR-CRIET M (3, ad@H, AR 2R e LCB b Al
FR(means-tested) 3% 5 o S~ — R % T 1F 2 FifSibRid, TCOMBEREOIFERAPKE 2D, FELUE
DS H 2 WIEME DRlIc L o TV HHITH 2,

1 ZuxFTaFididr

R SAR DS AT (fertility ) 1T 5 2. 2 F2E DT T I3, BEIAZR L L <. HARRA S MR A2 3 (total period
fertility rate, TFR)-°, ZCtE A Y72 h o HAEFK (birth rate) 72 &', X T I AHENTEESFEDON TV 223, 57T
FEHE¥ (completed fertility rate, CFR) ~DREE A SR L 72 b D13 7r\, 78 ZAF 2 3 FASGH T, BAN
SHRIFHAEINC BB L RIEOWIREZIRT LftEwO T T 5, LA L, Z ORRIT/N S WHIANC S 2 (R 11322,

Table 1 Overview of studies on the impact of policies on fertility—Macro-level (aggregate) data—Cash benefits and general indices of family policy

Country Authors (year) Data Methods of analysis  Dependent variable Policy variables Findings
International Gauthier and  Official statistics, Pooled cross-national  Total period Family cash benefits Small positive effect of cash benefits on
Hatzius 22 OECD countries, and time-series fertility rate fertility
(1997) 19701996 regression
International Castles (2003) Official statistics, 21 Correlation and Toral period Various measures of  The average level of formal childcare
OECD countries, ordinary least fertility rate family policies has a positive impact on fertility
1998 squares regression
International Blanchet and  Official statistics, 11 Ordinary least squares  Total period Index of family policy Positive and significant effect of family
Ekert-Jaffé Western European regression and two- fertility rate policy on fertility
(1994) countries, 1969-1983 stage least squares
regression
International Ekert (1986)  Official statistics, 8 Ordinary least squares Total period Index of family policy Positive effect of family policy on
Western European regression fertility rate fertility

countries, 1971-1983

#=1 H8f: Gauthier (2007) p.10-11 Table 1 S>3k

1970 S0 7 7 v 2Tl BB O FE S ASHARICHE L Tz, Ekert (1986) 1%, 1971—1983 40
WM 8 D7 w2 v a vy TF— 2T, FEFHISHRSHAE NG 2 D8 % T LTz £ OFER. K
AT 5 THOERER OGS, 7 7 v A LREOE G, K1 AL ) O THE0, #10.2 A
s 2, 0% b, HAR(TFR) 23 10% 1543 LHEE L e, & 70, TROERE N2 2EBUFAAHT 5 &,
LT AL 0 OF TR, 1 0.5 BTS2 &m0 T %,

Blanchet and Ekert-Jaffe (1994) 1%, 1970—1983 fED W 11 ED 7 v 2t 7 v a3 v F—X2 EZHWT, ik
FUDBHENICE 2 2FEPBNET VIV L2, ZOHE. 77 v A LAKEDOFIEFT L 2527215
. GEEE ottigc) &1 A472 0 o A:#(TFR) 1% 0.2—0.3 AFRE A3 2 SHEE L 7.

" “fertility” i3, AT DIZA, HAERSLHAR, HET LN () k2 ORACERCHERI LTV,

P FIEFY, EIHSFORFKECTT 2 8IE M. (FEFY,

PTUN—=I TTVAR NI RY TN RAF— X TR HEE A 2T, [HEFA Y,

“1940—99 FED. 7 7 v RAOHAER(TER) E~L ¥ — D HAF(TFR) % %1 1 A47= 0 45 0.2 A _E[H] 5 T 7z (Gauthier 2007).
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Gauthier and Hatzius (1997) 2. 1970—1990 £ OECD22 2:Ed 7 u x> a vr— X EZHWT, —F
R, R, SRR REF Y okER ZhZ WHERICE 2 2528 BN R EERE T VI X
DT LTz, Z OFER, FEFHIIHAERICIECHERIRZ R L, iR (B 13, i, =7 X
Db —FHAFAITOFYETRE P o7, £, “FIHFRITOFLY % 25%IEINE &2 & FHARICIZAMET A
W70 0.01 A 0.6%). EHIFTICIZ 0.07 A 4%) DHIAER(TFR) FR-Z S 7253 LHEE I i,

I, EIC K > TR EAR Y, AH vV FETHE CREHREH L b ic—B L TRERMRIVRI N
2, Tvrayry vREE T E D ICIFEETH o 72, MFGEE Tl — AT ORISR O AR
ICIET, KBEAE©ik, = 7aim cHRA L b ICERAMRESHERE iz, Zhud, FiRTY oK)
BIWIE T 7 SO RIEBER D/KHE BT L T 2 AlHEMEZ RE T %, EEIAL T 5,

D'Addio and Mira d'Ercole (2005)1%. 1980—99 £ OECD16 2:E D <4157 — & & Gauthier and Hatzius
(1997) DB E T N2 HLIR L 72 B 7 i X b o HAERIERTRNIC HA RIS 3 2 BUEORZE 2 00T L 720 Tt D1
HZBRST 2BEE L LT, Rk, FU%2ZEL T\ %, PMG(pooled mean group) #EiE DfERIC LU, ¥
HEo s B R ~D T E (transfer) 25 10% 2 L3 % & AR (TFR) 12 1.12%21{ 3 3 Z L 2SR S 17z, £ 7=, Gauthier
and Hatzius (1997) & DHHERD 723 1990 FFICOWTHEE L7z & T A, 4823 25% 383 % & RIARNCIZ AR
F3%EFATE, 2%, M1 AYLY 0.05 AOTFHAHIINT 2 2 Lavrans (§3 %84 oitddSH),

Luci-Greulich and Thévenon(2013)!%, 1982—2007 £ OECD18 2E D AT —x & [H - Ko —JrkH
ERNHE T L (two-way fixed effect model)iC X 0, FIEBEE S HETNCE 2 25 E 2 T LT, % OFEHE, Tt
1 A47- 0 G332 BU e HES (spending on cash benefits per child, 1 A247- 9 GDP 1258 % %)
B1%ERT2 e, HAERTFRZ T TR, 7 v RFFEHER (tempo-adjusted TFR) IC ., HE AR IEDRIES
mENz (§3°8§4 DFtkdSH)

Baizan, Arpino, and Delclos (2016) i, 2004—09 4@ EU16 2EICDOWT, fAAL LT =& EFEL LT — X
ZHA LI F L0 - BT Y VET T K 290 OFER. S ELIEICR - T, SKIGEFL I3TEHIER L B
MEE2RH 5 Z L %R LT,

Kalwij (2010) 1%, BUF D SRR > H (family policy expenditure) DZ5{b 23, HARIC 5 2 2 5288% it L T\ 5,
1980 —2003 4EDRIN 16 AEICHT 5. AAL ~AHEF — & (fertility history) & OECD #-A%HF — % < — 2
(SOCH) D5 YT — & % T, BESIRFRAEI A — FEF I X 0 T2 (family allowance) 2555 — 10
HiEERER (probability of giving birth) 7z &1 5- 2 2 % HEE L7z, £7/2. ZOETAZFHLZ®Y T AHLE - &
T2l —vavdfToTnb, ZOME, FEFYU% 1098548 LT, HERCemERIcEE i E %2 5
AT T EVRENT . ZORERICOVT, FEFHIE, THoBSBMA <R, THoEREM LIRS 2720
TR, EEAL WS (§3 84 otk d &),

S COBFIIIEIE LRI I B,

CTVR—=I, TAVIVE AV z— AV =TV, FROKEBEREFHLL 5,

TH=RLZYT, HE, hFX TALTIVE, =a—Y—F v, KE, REROFEBEE 2L T3,

XV, ARYT BALEHL, AL v,

CHA=RTI T RAF— TITVR AV NIRRTV FTVR AL R,

OKEDNOEER Y =V b7 4 —=—BERL T, FEATHRRE A3 (adjusted total fertility rate, ATFR) & [Fl#%, HAEH
(TFR) Ofifi & H AN O AEFROZICIG U B 2 b 0, HEDEED | Il 237w & FICkRkD 2 & HAERK(TFR) @
IKHERFRT 5 (4 I X R <https://imidas.jp/genre/detail/F-109-0045.html>, Bongaarts and Feeney 1998),,

1 ZOHTCIE. HREPER LT 208 U TSR AL BEARISHRIC O W TIEB R I LT e,
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2 ERH (regular : FEHARHETTICEES 3 b D)

EDRIAHTC D RRFSARD T 728 6 b HAERICIE DB R 5.2 % L\ ) fads iR T b 2 23, FERITHEHE
T, HAENER 7 &I & o CBERDRENR R 5 C L 2R L Tw b, BERSHARICE 2 252203, THO¥X Y D
HEER A 2y e h AR S e FERo T 2 b 0 B 3°(FK 3, £8),

RO AT— DT

Ermisch(1988) (%, 4E#nHl] - ¥V 74 BIHAR T — 2 2 A<, HETRETY%2 FEL T2 &, BINHEDHE
ROEE B LFERFIC, FOERCOHEMMEEINDE Z 2R LT, £, ST LD T2 2 L 13RS 72
WZ R LTW5,

Whittington, Alm, and Peters (1990) (%, 1913 — 84 £E DK[E I D\ CREERRDSHHAERICE 2 2 & R HEE L -,
Z DR, FSHERRIC X 2 RE B4 (real tax value of the personal exemption) I 53 % #&H! A4 3K o il
(elasticity) 1% 0.127—0.248 £ /hE Wb DD, —H L CIEOHEARMEIR I Nz, T2, HEET LD ) bk bR
ST 7 fREE T 1986 SEOBURILCRE OB AR L7z & © 5, HIEEFRZCEE 1,000 Ai72 Y 7.53 Ao HiE
Botin BHAERD 1% 157) »ARAEhD & Lz,

Zhang, Quan, and Van Meerbergen(1994) (%, 1920 4£{X2>5 1990 RIS T THF X CTEA I 7= 3 DDEGR
(FITHERR, RIGTFY. PUEEEERR) 2SHIESRICE X 23280 DWW Tt L7455, 4 DBORIZ. wWIndHEIC
IEDRIRZFFO, ZIROKE X 1Ci3F#EH 72 < | R OTE H (type) X U  FJE X (generocity) ICSKET 5 T & AR
INTz, T2, BORICHs 2 HIER(TFR) O IE 0.05—0.11 & 207 W /& |, AR ZEHUKHES C5 & LT
2Tt FEFH 75 389 Fa(1988 4E5EH) 225 1,982 FLICh| & EIF 2 4503 5, LHEE L7z,

Gabos, Gal, and Kézdi (2009) 1%.1961—2006FE D~ 1) —DRER5T — £ % T, THEBIE D4 (child-
related benefits)’ & FE4:23, HIAER & HAENERAIC BUT IR EZHIE L 7z, THBLEOIGAHEA 1 %Mind 2 &, H
AF(TFR)Z 0.2% LA L, FF8531 %3832 &, 0.2%3 % EHEE L T %, #aftE oS i HAENEN G
CCid7ed (R2, FWUTFTWIMLARIXMETT2),

Table 3. Aggregate time-series estimates of the effect of child-related benefits (B) and
pensions (P) on birth order total fertility next year, Hungary 1961-2006

Estimates by birth order

Estimates on

overall F 1st 2nd 3rd 4th or higher

DinB_1 0.21 0.15 0.26 0.32 0.14

[0.05]#** [0.04]*%#* [0.08]*** [0.10]*** [0.07]*
DinP_1 -0.20 0.09 0.17 -0.15 -0.58

[0.08]** [0.10] [0.18] [0.22 [0.16]***
Constant -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 0.00

[0.01]** [0.01]*** [0.01]** [0.01] [0.01]
Observations 44 44 44 44 44
R-squared 0.58 0.34 0.33 0.22 0.24

Source and notes: see Table 1.
Standard errors in brackets. * significant at 10 per cent: ** significant at 5 per cent: *** significant at 1 per cent

%2 HiBh: Gabos et al. (2009)

2 Lutzand Skirbekk(2005) 1%, HEF#GD LRI X 2 HARK TR (7 v FE) 1T 2 BB E R L T\ 2, HEREZ Fo,
HAR(TFR) % EH & 2 TTHEMED & 2 BOKIL, SEREHIARICH IEOIRE 5 2 2 TREMED B 2 L LT 5,

O EEEHEREE, 1 ADOKHES—ER S E I L 2 RO, Y T4 013, Y T4 LI A,

a4 (general fertility rate, GFR) & 13, FRAERERN(Z OWIZECIE 15—44 %) 2t AE 1,000 A47= b DAERIHIARL,

S FTSEERER A 1986 > 1,080 FudrH 1989 £ 2,000 FIVICEREIICE & FIF 5 & e bic, RABIES & TIFbfTbi, BEZIcix
FITFHZERRIC X 2 SR URIARIT S 15%RE S T,

O RIGEFY (RIAHE) & BIEERR (1989—95 4EF T& 1999 L) 23& T, 16 ki & T W L CHEAFEEZZ I T3 T ot
BRI N2 B D 5, T2, BHEEHOHETFYUEIETN T2,
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COREREIEE 2 V7 ) —OHAFE(TFR) % 1.35(2006 4F) 2> 5 BIETH 2 1.6(2025 /) 105] & 115 21213,
otz 93%MIN S ¢ 2 UEAH 5, LiGHOT T2,

Table 1 Overview of studies on the impact of policies on fertility—Macro-level (aggregate) data—Cash benefits and general indices of family policy

Country Authors (year) Data Methods of analysis  Dependent variable Policy variables Findings
Canada Brouillette Survey of consumer Maximum likelihood Conditional fertility  Direct and indirect Direct and indirect cash transfers to
et al. (1993) finances, 1985-1988 method probabilities cash transfers to families have a positive but small
families effect on fertility
Canada Zhang et al. Official statistics, 1971-= G lized least Total period Tax exemption, child  Tax exemption, child tax credit and
(1994) 1983 squares fertility rate tax credit, family family allowances have significant
allowances, positive effects on fertility
maternity leave
Canada Duclos et al.  Vital statistics and Ordinary least squares Proportion of Cash benefits Cash benefits have an effect on fertility
(2001) Survey of Consumer women giving birth measured indirectly transition rates. However, it is
Finances, 19811997 to a first, second, or  through a dummy unclear whether the effect is on the
third child variable for the tempo of fertility or on the total
province of Quebec family size
Sweden Bjorklund Official statistics, Difference-in- Completed cohon Overall measure of family  Positive effect of family policy on
(2006) cohort born differences fertility rate policy measured fertility, although stable fertility for
1917-1958 approach indirectly by comparing women born 1930-60 could be
Sweden's fertility rates explained by other factors
with those of other
countries
UK Ermisch Official statistics, Time series regression  Parity- and age- Child allowances More generous child allowances
(1988) 1971-1986 specific birth rates increase the chance of third and

fourth births, and also encourage
early motherhood

USA Georgellis and  Official statistics, Generalized least- Birth rate Real tax value of dependent Tax exemption has a positive impact,
Wall (1992)  1913-1984 squares method exemption but small, on fertility

USA Whittington Official statistics, General least-squares  General fertility rate  Real tax value of the Personal exemption has a positive and
et al. (1990) 1913-1984 regression personal exemption significant effect on the birthrate

#£3  HE: Garuthier(2007)  p.15-16 Table 1 A Hk#e
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<AV AT =X
75V R/FH, BiflEE

75 ATIE, 1995 LIS, HUAERAMEN L, Tt OBIBICEEE N £ & 3 ARIEHORS BBEL TL 3, 1994 47
RIClE, BRMFY (Allocation Parentale d'Education, APE) DIFRMNBE=F £ THRES N7z, APE 1Z, FHEIROHERD EH 5
A, @KL FEREDS B 2 EMIFAEE L WD, AFEEZPH /56, £% 3 FEMIFEAN K00 2—ahTi[snsd, &)
HDOTH D, WELFNE 3 FULOHBELIWRIZ-7- (§4BRIAE),

Laroque and Salanié (2004) 1%, FB/IFAE M T — £ 25 7 7 v A ANLZHOF @SN & HE o K FfE
%7 L (jointstructural model) ZHETE « > I 2L —va v 52T, HERLRANA vy T 1 7O
BN L7z, BRET Y (APE) DX RILK DS #EGHL T 5,

Z DFEH, BHNA v v T 4 TIHAEREZFIHT 2 ) A CIEHETE R WKEI 272 L T Y, APE OXfR
IEROFEIT, COREHOHAER LR D 257D 1526 453D 3 %FiHT 2 AlRENMED B 5 & L AR S Nz, T 72,
4 vy T 4 FICHE 5 HERORRE (sensitivity of fertility) 13, H—T-HETR &< B=TFURTRER T
BHotze TOMRICONWT, L DAy TNt 5T, 3ABZEDD L I DR RIMTcH 2 &3 5
MRPER L FIE L CTH Y AfE, AL T» 5,

—7J7. Laroque and Salanié (2014) 1%, f&HNA vt v T 4 TOFERE =7 CRdMEL kb Lm0 5,
C DRI, BREHEE 7 7w —FIck b Bl HEEIC 5 2 25 R T L Tl B, 1997 4, 1998 4R, 1999
FEDFEIFEDEE T — % & BB O FHIEH (detailed representation of tax—benefit system) &> T,
LD FESNN & HPE DBEECEIRE T V2 HEE L7z, ZORER. 7 7 v A TIEIFHIEERIC X 2 8F W4 v r v
T4 75 HEOERIRGE (fertility decisions) ICK & 782 52T\ % T L 2R I L7z,

72, COETAERHCT, BFOREIERSIC, H 150 2 — 1 OMELAEOBIEERR (child credit) % 3EH1 L 72
BHEoHERE Y IaL— LT3, 2R, HAEF(birthrate )13, 2T 15.5%72>5 18.8%~& 3.3 K
AV ERLE, HWEIENANCAZ &, BT CROBEETH VAT FL v b)), F—7. FoTof2fEe Xk
ST 5, FESIFEL, 49.1%205 48.6%~L 0.5 K4 v MEFT 3 il ns & 40D, 51, @
DR T & R BUEEEBR DS L 375 &, BRI T22 K4 v o BREEE I GR 461D,

Table I1I. Changes in fertility and participation associated with a child credit policy

Unconditional Employment tested
Panty Fertility Work Work/newbarn Fertility Work Work/newborn
1 2.6 =04 0.6 1.2 =15 -6.3
2 24 —AL) 0.7 1.3 s PP —3.2
3 4.7 -05 0.1 4.0 -05 -1.5
All 3.3 —05 0.4 22 -10 —3.6

# 4 W8 Laroque and Salanié (2014), p.329

7 AR & LT, EERRROTRI R o o HAERSR A N L T B, A= b F—LRE L TOAIEBRLEENRE LTE
Y. HEATRE(comparable) A IO EEDIXH D & 23, MEfH-CREEROBREICIEL 0 & 2 b 7253 2 L 2FIAT 5,

BEURIICIE. 7 T v ADFBHGHEIE 2RI~ 4 7y Ial—vay - Ta 75 LR L. AEOES L M ORBICIGT 2 KEo
ASFHEREE LT3, 75 v Rt EPRREE (GDP) of) 1.9% %53 5. 227 ) FIEL SREGRIEAHRIER S v | MEE1F
DB D, FifFHIROD 2 b D, MHFMFODH b DB 5,

' Laroque and Salanié (2005)i%, 1999 £ 7 — 2% T, H 500 = — o DI BHARE 24% FH 2% L HEE L T3, Laroque
and Salanié (2008) 1%, 1998 1 H 150 = — v DML FFE T4 CHAESRAN 14% LA L 72 LHEE L 7=
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7 5 v R/ FIEFEGHIE “Quotient familial”

20 HHCHIBED 7 T > A TlE, FIfSAFHR D LMD B DA ETFRICREEZBUNL TUW =, T/ 1920 FLBE. FREOINFTE LTt
D WNRWKIFADBIIERFIC & » TRIBCHEZ BRI L TUW s,

22 RIEFAEALD 1945 F(TId, BEMASZEHY I, HHENAZREOHFELZ RS [FRIEGREQF)] &2 kR
E (Quotient familial, QF) A8 A S 17z @EQD), HRINAZ QF TEI% L FABREMEL 25725, BRARETH T
TAWLINUE, LI 5~8%DAISEMENZBHDOHRASIETND T & ITH D, HECEEBICHT 2801 vy T4 7HKE
WZ & &, SFSHHIE AT B D BERI B TH B,

F77. 1950 FEITIEFHOWVEBWKRISHT MO RFILT 4 AEEIN EED). 1959 EICI3MEE ST 2RO F LT
1 MBI N &EQ),

Chen(2011) 1%, T @ 3 DDOKZ Zefifleid: (LEFEO~Q) 1< X 248 (AARER) 2FHL T &FY
AV v T 4 THRHECHEEICE 2 2T OWT, 27D (DID) 72 L2 X D 9#T Lz, % DfER.
Pl EOHFEA v v T 4 70X > THEINAZ 1 % EF32 &, 739 0.09 Ao 2L, 2l &b 1
ANDFHED 2 IFEIG 2 4% K4 v b ERFT 2 2L, 72, Bl LOFEEA v 2 v T 4 7HHRIUAD 10%
BN 2 &, L TV HHROEIGE 3% R A v MEME RS L2RE T,

FERICOWT, HEEEICIKIEDANA T AL 0h o T2 A[REEIE S 5 b DD, fhosEEEE By, 77 v
A TR O HAEFK (fertlity) AR O AR X 0 b oo id, BifilEEREE S & HE e Er 5.
ATCWHAREEDRH B, L LT3,

75 Y ZOFEMAIEICIE, BICHEREM FSE 20 ORBNENIMMRHAAENTEY BABRTFE HOERAENTNS,
1981 £ IFRIELESE (Quotient familial, QR)CFTEF v v 7 CBFRICERR) %3/ AeEATh N Uild FREEAIER(C
Eh o7, BFTEBRBICIZEEEN L 572, 1980 F£I12F QF (BT 2B =ZFICWT 2EBHEBILAI N, EMFTEICES
KB DE=FLREDOMEL 05 2> 1.0 (23] = EiFohr,

Landais(2003) (%, Z @ 2 >0ekHic & 2258 (HAFER) ZFHL T, #FIA v v T4 7o3HIERICS
Z DR DN DIDNIC X VT L7z, T— 1%, 7 7 v ZADFHFRUHIE CIER & 17z 1915 455
1998 ¥ COFEMFTRE 2 V7o, ZOfER. =T~ OBURM % 1 %1 L Cb . B HEMRIX
0.05% L2 LA L7snZ b ibhrotz, i, HBEFEBEE IO 2 SO0, FfkEEiccCcigmL., i
ET) Ao o8, TR HiF X 0 & EBRIEE IO 2 AR IE b 30 & D o 72,

fame L, [REFNA v v T 4 ZTBERICN T 2 HEROMAMEIZIETH 2 X 5 ICAZ 25, EITEZ LY
TNI W, LA L, 5405 10 FIREORHEZ 2T TR VA>T H D] (p.29) EFHL T35, £
7o. [ 200803 TR o BARIEEL 5 2 Cokv, FETEEBGRO BT, 3 NB%E
DETEFY Y TRV —DOHEFLIENTERODD LV, ZOKRY T —I v I RAT, 77 VAK
iz, EREOHAER AT X85 2 L 4587 7 v il T & 72 (1982 4F, Fifs BA7 1 %S ERE) |
(p29) LHEE LT\ 5,

P REEFRIC A X N7 IR DS b FERT OGS - HE~D A v v T 4 7o T & 5 TH 5, ERT (1945—50 4F) 13,
K2 5 3 4EDHEE L - D L I WRIG OIS A, T OSMERENL 2.0 T2 1.5 & INT Wiz, £72, FHD W ARG IR OEA,
S (1959 4F) DARIE, femifRASIRIC B L Gl E Tz,

21996 FEITIFFTHLD QF i X 2 1BiAEIE. (A ~o2nilosi e L nwEE) 60087 7 v kb,

2 WEBROFIRRBUL, AL 1.0, THE 2 ABE 05, 3ABME 1.0 & 3hTE Y, TS WIS BTV NE (5, TS
W WHERIE 2.0, T2 1 AV BT 25, 2 AD TS B 1T IX 3.0, 3 AD TG B HHRIZ 4.0 £ %25, F72. QF Ic X BBt
1315900 7 v ERE TR T3,
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FA Y/ REFY L SRR

R Ay cld, IBEHBA & FTEIZR(deduction) #HAAHE TS, 1996FICIBEFUHIEDRENTHON, FY LIZTBHAKIR
1251 Z Eifoidz, BCEICK 2FEIFIE, HFEINACTHEIZ L > TE L >THE Y., FYUDNERD. REH & > TEFLAFIEIE
AEns [#7>ay  EFL] &iaoT CEDREICOWTIZERE(2010)), SCEDRIERISEM T, —MRANIC. BB—F CIHERR
18 (E2FE) tHE~0RMEMIEML (R 1), E-FHECTE. S8 GRE) tE~0iHErEz - 2),

Riphahn and Wiynck (2017) i3, 7253 D #5337 (DID) i< & U | SR HAERICE 2 2 W& 507 L 72, 1995
FH 51999 D K 4 Y Mikrozensus D KEUHES 7L & 1992459 5 19984FED K A VtakEiE <4 L (SOEP) D
T—2EFAL T, F—THELE THEICTT 3SR LY XA L7z, F—1HECIHERTS (K2R

WRIBER, B oTHETIREIE @) 2 BREEE LTn3,

Fipore 1.1  Absolute net transfer for a first child

§ Fipore 21  Absolute net transfer for a second child

i P 8
5t
; 3
gg F o
2 £ P
3 =8

g 3

0 25 S0 TS5 100 175 IS0 175 200 225 350 I75 300

Geoss Income In TOM © 25 5¢ 75 100 125 150 175 200 225 250 275 300
Gross Income: in TOM
e —— o E
et franster S5 Pes rAnshar 95 —  ettmnsterss 0 ———— tums irarester
Median Income of childless coupies Mizlan Income of couples with one child

3 # R i
1 H8 : Riphahn and Wiynck (2017), p38 2 15 : Riphahn and Wiynck (2017), p39

% DFER, Mikrozensus7 — % T, (KPS O 5 —1HPE (propensity to have afirst child) i 53 2 SO %)
BixAaonNied - 7228, EFHSHE 05 7 HPE (propensity to have a second child) ic 1%, Hi24E# (birthrates) %
9.6%~22.6% -7 X 2R H 5 T LHITRI NIz,

EFTRE D AT IE DR IR E 7z 2 & i3Milligan (2005) & —E03 2 25, — 3 DSEATHIZE & i3xdiaiic, 2
BFRY O RN ANRIIHEE I Nar o7z, EFHAL TW5, A Y OREBER L, HafmfhichrzXy
BHT, L OTHEZBEAL T 5720, WEF YO, AKFHHEOH T HEICHERS hd o7z )
MAREETH S, LiEmOTTw5,

Z DFLOFATHFFE & X #172Haan and Wrohlich(2011) £, 200044 & 20074 DSOEP 7 — X % FiC., B
DM & HFE DB T 2 B e BEEoEIR T T L2 HEE L T % (Bl (REEL REFYEER), 20
ETMCE DY T ab—va vORSR, 3RCRmO TS 2 WET Y 220%9 % &, HAEHK(TFR) 28
4.6% L5932 C LRI Nz, ETe. ZOMRIL, RAEE, RN A VAR, WIEOKETRZ NI LHRI
N7 (§4 3ZH),

M1, K21icownT, fifi(gross income) id, M OFERIEATS %, #tfi(net transfer) i3, HEERICTHAYZ THL 2 Bilehn, JisEF4,
WHEFYEIEOGFEHEEZ T L T 5, FROHERIT. R OERRATEOhIEZ R L T\ 5, K1 T, Fifs 23,232 v v 7 LUT otHi¢
3. REFMIIER 1,650 =225 2,400 =2, OF Y, 45%LA FHEEEI T B,

“Z DL DFATIGE L X5 Rainer et al. (2014) 1. B UUEEICOWT, EHDESHT (DID) ZAWVTHH LT3, 1992 Eh 5
1998 4D SOEP 7— 2 0 A% A L, UEORE R 2 2 IS (2B 2L LTw2, ZofR, REFY0
BRSO IR 2080 S L7z 7 o IR E (LD b, HAER~OHEERIRIIMEECE Aol LT3, —J7, RETF
M oORKEIT, Btk AR 2 O OBIFINADIA & W5 B a 2 P 2R EXE 2, LIERHLTW3,
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Iy z— (FuaREJERERE) 0L Y EKRECES

JL z—0 kO LRBICIDEEETIE, 1989 £ 1990 £ICH T, PETF Y & FHSHEK (tax deduction) % 15T 2 2%
HEBS N7z, 1990 FICEEA BETF UAERK 3600 2 O—F, K575 K FL(1990 &L — b)EEBS Nz, BIMAF LT
FOICEENTVBFHRICH IR SN0, FFERAFRT 2L L1 (0, HEIBRICH Db ST FHEOBEEERIEIFE 1D
(= 5), HARSERLL, WEHIBORATHEDMENLIEINE 1 2720, HAERICHT 2FHENRERITT AL -7,

Galloway and Hart (2015)(%, b v 2 RIRIGEREAER CRIEED CHE S /- s 7y (BT & s
PR AHAEFKICE Z 2 RIS OWTHNT L 7ze BIC X - T & & I - TS & o B
i (direct cost) DB & FIF L T, WiEd 2 b v 2 BRI EAREE DR &9 3250557 (DID)
I ERT o T B, SRR O EE (identification) 1Z. s & FE O FEIELNR % & e s o nwTn
5,

FfZERROBEERIL 1 A2 72 9 10,000 7 v —4 (Z D% 15,000 7 v —FIic5[ & EiF) © O & vEIzZD 2
IR I NIz, T T O E IZERIRICE 2 O0N57-0, 2 DDA N=XL%BLETOE Y EHOHAER
CHEER G2 2ARER D B, £, THOWARWRIELIEIC L 5T, HEROBINIXE T h 2 % EEE
DHIKZ EW®T 5 (HIEEIR), T2, o v 2 A<=F—DBA, PRS2 &2 FHEsER)

IHTOFER., —EOLMTH—THED X4 IV IIBRFE T3 2 LRI N, & Iic, BEEEH
TAB 2 T, 20 REPEORELOF —FHEGHROMEE 2 LR T2 2 LaVRE iz, $/-, Q2830 fR
AREOLMEDE =T O HFEER % LR & &, et bl ¢ 2 2 L bERI L —H., FifSs
Rzt AR onndr o7,

Z DFERICONT, HETEIN T OEFEA IR TH 2 T LARINTED, /AT = — CIIEHREH
N5 2 L CPHEFR 2T S8, TRHERLZ LT LN TR 20 Livkwy, EFHL T3,
F7-. HoOBEEERAZ T 5 2 LT, KIERPARLER N v 7 NV (less stable unions) DHED M 2 5 22D Ltz
WV, BIERLTw 3,

Table 1: The cash allowance and the monetary cost of a first child.

Cost of child® Size of child benefit®

Treatment region Control region  Difference

NOK NOK % NOK % NOK %

1989 19 320 10 236 53% T86 41% 2400 12%

1990 21 112 12 348 58% 8848  41% 3600 17%
¢ Estimates of cost of living from March 1989 made by the National Institute of Consumer Research
(http://www.sifo.no/files/standardbudsjett1989mar.pdf). The sum includes expenses to food,
clothes, health, toys, and various equipment. Increases in various household expenses, amounting to
appraximately 100 NOK per month (depending on household size), are not included. The budget does
not account for increases in housing cost driven by an additional child. SIFO budgets for 1990 are not
available, the 1989 estimate is adjusted upwards for a 4,1% price increase to give the 1990 estimates
(https://www.ssb.no/en/kp).
b Source: NOU 1996:p. 134 and 436.

% 5 8t Galloway and Hart (2015), p.12

P Z oL, HIBODTFAISHIGT 2 H DTl < . MO EHREF B DR & G, KERES B o FBihSotE 2 Hin e LT
Too I AT z—iCi, EPEREHO NCUKERHEF T2 2 L 2 AN E L7z THIAECK ] OB 2 EFIAL T» 3,

* JESCId. probability of having (conceived) children at least 1,

7 714 4& (Milligan 2005) & 4 27 T (Cohenetal. 2013) 1ZBH3 2 Jef T CHE = FHIEICRROEBHEE I N T B 2 L2 b, #
MO LR RE T TV B LEIHL T 5,

® MY =Tt DA INEOECEREE (KEEC) LRgbomME ORI Tl b | Stk b Hiiik
BT EHB, 1990 FUHD b v 22O TFREO EHE LA PERKGHEIC A~ CHIBINK A 5 72 2 LT 3,
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R4 > TlE, 2003 FEICHTSMEED THh NIz, REHKERRR(child deduction) WATRICIEEES NS & &L HIZ, 3MAMD T %
B ORERICH T 2L T 2 MR (tax credi BB A S N7z (R 6), ZOHEICL » T FHO VB LB O RIS FHSHNE
ML7p, BEEA RS L TWAHETIIL VEETH -7 (R 7)., HEIZ. BHOMFEHEST LN SHEREZDHE % H
& LTWzh, EHRIICIISEDOMBIIERTH D, FEEERIZ. BRREZEEOX—7 Y ML TWEA, HEREETX
CEHEEMNH Y, BEREIERIE, HEARET AN D 2 LRI, BERABEET 26N D 5,

Table A1

Child deductions and tax credits (in euros), Spain 1991-2008.

ESRI Research Note No.66

1st child 2nd 3rd 4th+ Deduction or Supplements Supplements Tax credit (conditional on
tax credit? age 0-2 age 3-16 mothers’ employment)

1991 120 120 120 120 Tax credit

1992 120 120 120 120 Tax credit

1993 120 120 120 120 Tax credit

1994 120 120 120 120 Tax credit

1995 124 124 150 180 Tax credit

1996 129 129 156 186 Tax credit

1997 133 133 160 191 Tax credit

1998 130 210 3005 3005 Tax credit

1999 1202 1202 1803 1803 Deduction 300.5 150

2000 1202 1202 1803 1803 Deduction 300.5 150

2001 1202 1202 1803 1803 Deduction 300.5 150

2002 1202 1202 1803 1803 Deduction 300.5 150

2003 1400 1500 2200 2300 Deduction 1200 1200

2004 1400 1500 2200 2300 Deduction 1200 1200

2005 1400 1500 2200 2300 Deduction 1200 1200

2006 1400 1500 2200 2300 Deduction 1200 1200

2007 1800 2000 3600 4100 Deduction 1200 1200

2008 1800 2000 3600 4100 Deduction 1200 1200

Source: Spanish Income Tax Legislation.

Note: A tax credit is an amount that you subtract from a household’s tax liability (after applying the tax rate to taxable income ). A deduction is an amount that you subtract from your
taxable income, before you apply the tax rate, From 2003 on, the 1200-euro tax credit was for families with children under the age of three, conditional on the mother's employment.
1999 and 2003 (highlighted in bold) are the reforms considered in this paper.

[2003 £ D]

*6

Hi# © Azmat and Gonzalez(2010) p.500

* IBEHEIRR (deduction) H'5 | EIF b, B5—F 1,400 2—A, B5=F 1500 2—A, F=F 2,200 2—0O, FHOFLUE
2300 a—a & o7,

* 3 BRI D T DB INERR (supplements) 13 1,200 21— A SIEFE S ., 3 7% — 16 RO FHDBINERIZELE S Nz,

*3MRMOFEA VWD & & BEHOMFP ZRMFE Lz L VW EEEIERR (tax credi) A I 7z (1,200 2—0),

it} Total household subsidy by employment status of the mother

Low bracket

Middle bracket

High bracket

No. of children 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Not working

1998 150 360 660 960 150 360 660 960 150 360 660 960
Post 1998 270 514 85 1217 425 808 1360 1913 721 1370 2307 3245
Post 2002 390 615 045 1290 728 1148 1764 2408 1170 1845 2835 3870
Difference 1999-98 120 154 205 257 275 448 700 953 571 1010 1647 2285
Difference 2003-02 120 101 80 73 303 340 404 495 449 475 528 625
Working

1998 150 360 660 960 150 360 660 960 150 360 660 960
Post 1998 270 514 85 1217 425 808 1360 1913 721 1370 2307 3245
Post 2002 1590 1815 2145 2490 1928 2348 2964 3608 2370 3045 4035 5070
difference 1999-98 120 154 205 257 275 448 700 953 571 1010 1647 2285
difference 2003-02 1320 1301 1280 1273 1503 1540 1604 1695 1649 1675 1728 1825

#£ 7 H8i: Azmat and Gonzalez(2010) p.490 Table 1 H S 4kH:

Azmat and Gonzalez(2010) 12, 2003 FFOUCERHAKR L /NI ¥ 2o ERICS 2 725

HVESRICR B AL, FO W AV KIETR E < (79%) HPEIED b 3 Kl

90

)=
IC DT IRENFAES T 4 (RDD), BRI 0w CirZES D ZES 3 (DID) % Fv-CToli L7z,

Z OfER, HA* (proportion of women giving birth) (X, 5% (%14 1,000 A%4729 3 A) EF L. 3w
DT EFFORFROITED | 2% EA L 722 L 3bd o7z, Z O, (KA - FHFEOLMET X ViR - 72,

R DIR O st o 7z,



ESRI Research Note No.66

X5, 2 DOUWEEROFELR NS 5720, WEPEPVIRAEA X N7 1999 FEOYE % 72047 b
fToT\W3, ZORHE, PEEIRIFFROBERIC~YA FRADMEBELH 5 2 EAREN, T OEED R ITFILT,
2003 FEOBUEAFERREAIC X o T, ERIZRAS %, BIICHINL Tz, EFHL T3,

PAEEBRONEL, HERGET 27 TR AT S &, BEEERROE A, PR HEGED R
i 5 LARHCHITRE ER S5, L0 HERD b, BT RS T 2 BIEEIERR X, BT HEE L W
5 2 DDBERBEEAZER T R0 5T H 0 . TE T2 (universal child subsidies) 72 & DBEKICO E H DD
[RITL DL —FA47 | Lyl E, Horcwiks 2 ifaeErH 2. LRI T3,

Table 5: Studies on universal child transfers

COUNTRY
AUTHORS INTERVENTION (YEAR); MA'%(SEES;%ARY] Szﬁgﬁ' METHOD & RESULTS
AFFECTED
AZMAT, GON- | 13 r:‘"f::l:z?\;h::,::?l;:m; Spain (2003)  Fertility (Female LS) Education;  RD or first diff for fertility outcomes.
ZALEZ (2010) | P plu‘vmm Sl SPHIRLET LRI ARSI Age; Parity  (DiD for female LS). Plus 5% fertility.
\ 5 A 5 DiD. High/low ed take turns being
AR ﬁ:\iﬁz;::‘]l“zz‘ic;g Zflé ilfi‘lr:(ajs:lr G(i;;g')“ Fertilit Education et cial e aftacion o8
WIYNCK (2017) B EORR 2 ; ¥ births for high ed., unexpected neg. ef-
cost for high-earning couples West A
fect on 1 births for low ed.
GALLOWAY, kil 1og-tog0y;  Ferility Female LS, Bdu  \1oi) s Dockive effeton 1 i among i
HART (2015) - g] nal cash transter ( B 4 CE“iOI]] darl statu osiive ecton 1rths among un-

married women.
*Working papers

#£8 HiBh: Bergsvik et al.(2019)  Tableb S EHIRHA(T (regulan) 2 IR & L 7o o7 % ok,

71999 FEDUHE T, FBIAEER (tax credit) |3 RHEPEEER (child deduction) iIcfb V. SIS 2B AW 3 B HiIC, HEE OBEE% R
BrLFELEIK HBBRT 2) T L icrotz, Fiz, PRI N, H—TLE - TId2NEn 1,200 21—, F=7DIKE 1,800 =

— o OFRRRR, & bic, 3ROt 1 Aco % 300 2—w, 37LLE 16 A OFHE 1 Aico % 150 = — w ASEINCAE s
LRI ND,
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WE /B9 IR

EETIE 1999 £, P RERBLEHBWFTONMBEAIND & &I, KERL SEFfSHER T ORENSE Rk E h
72o 1999 A5 2003 FEITH T T, FHE1 ASY OBUTHIZEERIC S0%EM LA, Ihlddsk 30 ERITHIFID A WE
L TH 71" BINTHDITEA L L, EFFEHEEERE LD TH-7- (® 3, H 4), FHOWSHEOEBRE (FA5
SN 1) HATRT, WREFOMAEN. FH 1 ADBEITN10%,. 2 AULEDBEIL 12% U EH3EML 7=,

Brewer, Ratcliffe, and Smith (2012) 1%, & OSER TR HEZRNRE LTCnwb 2 2L 25007
53531 (DID) & AT, #REIIA v v T 4 7HHAERICE 2 258D W T L 72,

Z DFER., RIELHEIC O W TCIAEREREEIIR I N d o 7208, BEEZLE (incouple) DA (birth in the
last 12month) %, # 15% FR X2 Z LR &Nz, AETH 3 DIEIHEOREDATH b, EITFICHE
RHHICRE R 52 72 2 LAVRB I iz, E72, BFNA v v T4 73 2 a0t F—1HE GB=7H
FED) OFH, BEoFHEL Y DREWI LR EINA, BoTOHETKIOSHIVGERE LT, 2 Ao
EFFO Z L ~OIRCIEIF B 27z h b Ltk EEHLTWw 5,

fERIcoWT, (WFTC @ X 95 sty Bk L% Hi & 3 2 @ fkSeE o 2R 7 AR X, [fEuko H8ts7
~] LI BRAIBRIRICHB S N B IREED S D RIS H W E W TH B, L LoD) BEOFEEROZ
Fle 7N —TIe BT, o & FIRFC ARSI 2 72 &0 HAERIZSHNA v e v T4 ZICGT 5 L
DRATIFFEORER L —BLTH Y, WEOKE D INT TOMEME LD LR, LRI T3,

Couples, one child Couples, two children
12
. 14
g 10 B E 1
g g '~
z g
Z gl £ 10+
S =
* 6 = 8y
o -]
w 6 1
;; 41 E
-¥] 4
a 2 4 ‘
= ° 2 92
' = &
0] 3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 04

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Decile of inc , households with childre . . . :
SR e ik e Decile of income, households with children

I-Uniwrnl child benefit @Tax credits ©Means-tested h-endlu]

| BUniversal child benefit BTax credits DMeans-tested benefiis

3 8 Breweretal. (2012)
4 HE : Brewer et al. (2012)

PWFTCIE, 7730 —21L¥ v+ (FC) LWHIN B BFO/ NS X 7w 7' b 2 b DT, 1Z3 2 ICFE Y, b6 HiH
16 LA EE < FicThh & h, HARINADS—EFE 2 % LSl D ic7x %, FC % WFTC O4ERIZHIE, 1998—99 425 2000—01 4E
DRI 26 8 8,000 iKY F225 48 {5 1,000 K Y F L IITHE L, 2002 FICiE X 512 64 1% 6,000 FHE Y FicmL <3,

O RERE AR BHPS) oF —2 2 AW, HERER & HEDORRE /T L 72 Berrington(2004) 12 XU, F—T %okl
IEREPETEHFLELCND, 2Ok, H-TPEZTHEOEIE L WL ¢, FoFHEOREEINE IS&HNA vev T4 7
DFE R Z I WAREND D 5. L X LT B (Brewer et al. 2012),

 Whittington et al.(1990) i, KEIC 351F 2 SREEPREO LT 2 AR L MBS 5 2 & 2R L, % OHIMEIF 0.127—-0.248 LHEE I N7,
Whittington(1992) 1%, FHSEIRE <A LVHHED T — 2 % AWCHEBROBIGRE R L. Zodififitkix 0.23—1.31 LHEEL T35, EEICD
WCiE, Ermisch(1988)725, (M@HY7) WETUOTMEHOKE 2, FHRICR2 44 2 v 278, 3 AH, 4 AHOHEIC X 2 Kl
ICHER 5225 LT3, T/, THTYUOREMEE 2 512 L 25A QKR (family size) ~DFEIT, FEMiEE 2 f5ic L7z
BAOFELEREL 12—y a vy LT,
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A RZ N/ SR ~DXIR

A 27 TILORBEFH(child subsidy) ld, 18mAERD FEEFFOT N CORERICIERER TIN5, TiRBEIF18mARDFH
OEUTIGE L TREDZH, & UTUFLPETTFED - 72, 2001 FEICHFHEICTT 2 FUHAKNIRICE] Z EIFonf=h BFEICITSHE
BIDKHEICR 572, & 512, 20034 6 ALFEICA FNAFHOFYIE, HAIBLICA DS TEEE BT

ZFHEDBA. 2002FICIFFHEA L AR D& B640T =L (BU160K KL, kD A X5 TILOFHMEUNADKII%)
HBINSHE S NT=A. 20034 6 B LUEICE ENTFAIE. BINSHEEEIZ A 150 = 7L (134K Rv) ERIBICSBEES NS Z &I
1otze ZFHETH, 2002FMD316 7 ILA 5150 L~ ERF L 7=(3k 9),

TasLE | —MonTHLY CHILLD SURSIDY BY BIRTH ORDER AND YEAR OF Brera (2007 NI1S)

Year 1909 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Birth Order among Children Children Children Children Children Children
Children under Born in Born before Born in 2003 Born before Born in 2003 Born before
Age 18 2003 2003 or later 2003 or latar 2003

1 1940 191 188 159 150 150 127 127 123 123

2 1940 191 188 159 150 150 127 127 123 123

3 381 381 378 3l6 150 259 127 176 123 160

4 T0 772 765 640 150 550 127 436 123 369

5 47 648 943 790 150 663 127 500 123 412

f or more 713 715 043 T 150 663 127 500 123 412

% 9 84 : Cohen et al.(2013)

Cohen, Dehejia, and Romanov (2013) 1%, 1999472 520054E % TD30H AL EDA 2 7 v ALcthD <t v
T — 22T, 2003F0E (B THEAZ TS WEFYOJE) 25, HAERICEH Z 578 %50 L7z,
BOEDFEDRRE DI =FURETH 5720, 2 N\BAEOFRFFOLEZSITRNR L L, RICET NS T3
185K (T 72 5 £ TR ITHL S WEF Y o FI5 [HRIEAMhE | Z3iHZEE LT 5,

Z OFER, WEFLH150> = 7 VHEES NS & IERIESR (probability of pregnancy) 23, 10.3%72>£0.99%
RA YV F9.6%)BDT 2 2 LAREINT (R 10), LTINS 2 FLOHRRIE, T_XTDHF 77— 7 (R
. RIE, s, s cHARIC O o Tz, 272 L, RSO RVIE & HEE IR TR
FrOoMIEMIRDIE TV, HEEZFGE D TE WIS oI IERB R o= b, DRI,
HEERHHZZ < {L 27K & b Efmmncid, HAR(TFRICN T 281 Cch 2 2 L 2T 5, LEALC
(R

TarLE 4. —FFFECT oF THE PRESENT WALUE OF CHILD A1LowancE BY IncoME CATEGORY avD RELGIOUS Grour, NowparaMETRIC FERTLITY CONTROLS

Below Above Poverty
Full Poverty Income and Top Secular Orthodox  Ultra-Ovrthodox: Muslirm
Sample Income Below 90%: 10% Jewish Jewish Jewish Arabs
(1) (2) (3) (4) (3) (6) (7 (8)
Effect on probability of pregnancy of 0.9 == LO5*s# 0.g5%=% 0.74%= (IR Thi 0.9G%= 034 1.73%%2
NIS 150 increase in subsidy = 100 (0.14) (0.12) (0.18) (0.31) (0.25) (0.25) (0.22) (0.23)
Log net household income »x 100 —0.06 = Lgss= 0.15 0 55%%= 0.11# =003 -1 23%ss —=0.96%*=*
(0.10) (0.12) (0.33) (0.1%) (0.06) (0.12) (0.16) (0.12)
Mean probability of pregnancy = 100 10.3 1392 8.66 6.41 54 111 242 143
Observations 1,233342 451341 643,036 138,965 666,083 170,120 147,653 243475
Adjusted R 0.102 0.121 0.077 0.051 0.028 0.053 0.095 0.077

Linear probahility madels are presenied. We contral for the number and age distribution of children with number-of-chikinen fixed effecis; o full s of indicators for the number of children in the ape ranges (0.4],
{5,130, (14,17}, and 15 and okder; and full inleractions of e (wo, We control for yeer elfects using year dummies, Additional oonbrols nclude refenence ferilily; education controls; and, where relevanl, religious
and ethnic group indicaikons. Standand emors ane in panenthe ses. Slancand emors ane cluskensd in year = number of children = 2= digribution of children cells. St taically signilicant st 5000, **0005, and ***. 10,

% 10 Hi#h: Cohen et al.(2013)
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T b, BAERD, Tt H (price of children)”, T4 (benefit), FifH(income) i hd 2 flpE{E% Z N2 h
BHHLTWw2, ZofER, HAERIONT 2 SR iR L 0 &/ & < (KASE il o, SfSET
IFIEDFHFRIRA R S e (K1),

HIAER D7 DB (price) DEALICH L CIEHNIITH 5 & 0 HfEHRIZ, Ry A —DHAERMRE 3L T
BO. TR E O E VI RERIT, frifgE e~ 5. LEALTW 3

HEERIGEE R 5.2 X5 LB 2 2BUFIC L o T, B P20 2 B Z IS 3 X 5 BERIE, SRR
FB LY 9 55, MRS ZECT X0 RBCKIE. AREREELL 2\, Lm0 T 5,

Tasce 16.—Pwrices, Benerrr, anp Income ELasncmes

Below Above Poverty

Full Poverty Income and Above 90th  Secular  Orthodox  Ultra-Orthodox
Specification Sample Income Below 90% Pecentile Jewish Jewish Jewish Arabs
Price elasticity 0.540 0.333 0.546 0.884 0.645 0.490 0.100 0.745
(0.077) (0.005) (0.010) (0.026) (0.014) (0.024) (0.031) (0.023)
Comparisons to the literature
Laroque and Salanié (2005) 02
Benefit elasticity 0.192 0.151 0.196 0229 0.325 0.178 0.029 0.243
(0.028) (0.018) (0.043) (0.098) (0.092) (0.045) (0.018) (0.032)
Comparisons to the literature
Gauthier and Hatzius 0.16
Zhang et al. 0.05-0.11
Whittington et al. 0.127-0.248
Milligan (2005) 0.107
Income elasticity ~0.005973 —0.07449 0.0176 0.0862 00213 -0.00233 —0.0509 —0.0675
(0.0993) (0.00883) (0.03843) (0.02951) 0.011) (0.01) (0.0066) (0.00864)
Comparisons to the literature
Hotz and Miller (1988) 0.02
Black et al. (2008) 05
Elasticities are computed for a marginal third child, with the child allowance increasing from NIS 150 per month to N1S 300 per month. Sandard arrors @re in parentheses. Standard emvors are compused using the

delta method.

#11 H#h: Cohen etal.(2013)

© Pt oBEEEM HRAAE. BEEEMIL. 4 X 7 T OVERLIREIFZEAT National Insurance Institute DD RFEF B 2 HE1 % {F -
TR, H/—FTH 980 v =7, HEZF 900, =7 850, HPUT 800, HAFLUETH 770 v =7 Ve HEEI NS, &R KK &
Y. RICES 0. TR DR TRCDE ) L HF— L 2OBARSINS,

* K1 k2 LFIHICIE, litg. FY4. GO/ OWT, SRR RINT WS,
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3 ERHT(bonus : —HEAREAHCEES % b D)

EHA ZfG 6T &3, HERHCN e — R —F A7 &G 21T )b B 5, FEOWR—FRZEA
LicA =R Z VT, AFZEDT Xy 7, A4 v, 4207 Cld, HERERCHARICT I 208 % 5
ZTWw3 (161320, LHAL, BOaXbax3hnr32ebdh, wFndhilkahtnz,

AFE (T 7H)

sy ML, 1988 FEICHAEIRF L (Allowance for Newborn Children, ANC) D& A &7z, BB—F. B FOHEERFIC (X 500
HFE R (400 K FILBAE), ZFLUBRICIE 375 HF & FAAWERAZ & IC 8 BIX I bz, ZDORIBEEI N, TR T LKRT
Fd 1997 F(TIE, BZFIT 1,000 A& P (2EICHE]), = FLERICIZ 8,000 A& R (FUEFZ &1 20 EICHE) HXka
Ihtz (R 12), 7Ry ZINCBEL TWS Z L DANEMT, BFIRR A, BIRICBIR: < ZhTE s,

TABLE 1.—BENEFIT PAYMENTS UNDER THE ALLOWANCE FOR NEWBORN CHILDREN
Period First Child Second Child Third or Higher Child
May 1988 to April 1989 C$500 at birth CS$500 at birth 8 quarterly payments of C$375 = C$3,000
May 1989 to April 1990 C$500 at birth C$500 at birth, C$500 on 1st birthday 12 quarterly payments of C$375 = C$4.500
May 1990 to April 1991 C$500 at birth C$500 at birth, C$500 on 1st birthday 16 quarterly payments of C$375 = C$6,000
May 1991 to April 1992 C$500 at birth CS$500 at birth, C$500 on 1st birthday 20 quarterly payments of C$375 = C$7,500
May 1992 to September 1997 C$500 at birth C$500 at birth, C$500 on 1st birthday 20 quarterly payments of C$400 = C$8,000

Notes: Each cell reports the payments made for a child born within the specified time period.

3= 12 : Milligan(2005), p.54

Milligan(2005) 1%, #14:RFLU(ANC) 2 HHAFRKICE 2 558>\, EHEFEO N 155 e A
et ~ A 7 a7 — X BTN RIT o 72, Wi & BEEXKIRICZ T8 Y 7 4 12 X o THHRIFERE & ofiaie
KT E 2720 5801 = H2E50EE (DDD) % W /2, ANC OIS & LT A v v T 4 7 DOHif(magnitude)
DRE 7, MO LHIFEN & b BHEA 7 72 o TEIZA L & OIREEAROSAEIC 72 2 £ & SR RDNMRIL 720
SICOBEWAFHMC T T2 2 LB TEL &, AEE2HIT T3,

IHTOFER, ANC Rt o Hi4:3: (probability of having child) 1%, AT 12%., &AHABIZIT LN S =
TLARET 25% A2 2 LAVRE Tz, E 72 WIFREERGHTEESS 1,000 775 X MBI & 415 & HAEEEDS 16.9%
EA U AR 0.107 &7 5 2 & bifEEIEI Nz, T 510, ANC ~DRIGIEEASHR T X v i
{73 T L bRE Nz, fie LT, ANC DR -t b 0 Th 2 uHEEICE R LoD, 7y 7L
Z NI DOHBR DT T I D 2N L 72 2 &7 b b TEREHIER~ DR E L RE T 5, EFIHL TW 3,

Kim(2014)1%. ANC % 10 £k L 7= 720, HAERICEG 2 22803 EHRE (ar—1) 12X o THAEER~
DB T 5 L& % 72, Milligan(2005) D#T % R — &1, HF L~ v O EEGHE 7 — £ % T ANC 04
MR A o7 M ERONTT S & L HIT, 1934 05 1962 FFickE TNz ot — F OFEEHERT — 2 2 HWT
ANC PTeREHERICE 2 72538 % I L 72, 380013255y 070041 (DID) 12X %,

BANCHA v v T4 7L LTREDR 2720025 3720, Miligan(2005)13. Phipps(1998) 23HEE L 7= liREZ S L T\ 3,
TFHDa X+ % [KEHHERTOFAKHEICIR 3 7 D ICHERBIA ] THEL TWw3 (57 VEREOFHRE L, T 1.155,
BT 1279, H=71.383) 0 HEIEHAANIC X o TEL ZBEEEA IR S v b, ShaR IR 51,191 /19X F (1996
BERENCHA T3 &, B—TIC 7,935 HF XA, BT 6,348 A F X P, B=TUC 5,324 HF X KA 53HLE 15,

% 25 mh 5 34wk E CORIEDTAE(1991 )i, 7=y 2T 1.097 A, 7=y 2T 1.220 A (G21F 0.124 A), 1996 4Eic
. 7y 20T 1132 NS L., 7~y ZMBSbTiE 1187 Nicid L7z (313 0.054 ).
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Z DR, HARICNT 2 ANC DA v 7 MER ER B Icon TR T2 2 & ANC i35 A RIC
HEREER 520 EAREN, ZOFEERICOWT ANC I35 AER S FR X213 DM TIRR L
HEERHRZ oo 7272100 Ltk s, efsmoiTTng’,

Ang (2015) 1%, 1980 FERIZHICT Xy Z MO KR THA I N7z ANC %1 Ud & 3 2 BB o HEEESR
(fertility incentives) iC DT, HAERLHBIIAGICE 2 2R %E 20D 2S5 (DID) 12 X - THbr L 72,
1986 4. 1991 4. 1996 EOESBHED~ 2 X —7 7 4 L& FINTH ). Milligan(2005) X b 7— & 13FE L
TWwb, HbETRECHRAREGMN (7~ 7 NBHREEHIE., QPIP)IC X 23 b 9T L T 5,

Z OFER, BRI, Hi4:3 (probability of having child) D 1.72%_E 57 2552 X 4, 23R — T HIE
IR LTz, 25 3% 5 40 i E TORMET B IR D 0.8% K4 v PO HR &7z, QPIP T, HAER
i3 23.5% LA L, WERHE TR T o oo TR 1.5%F A v+ EF L7, BRIRIT ST
Tk, BMHEAET AYLZY O3 & Mid 2008 £ — b T 223,625 #F & Fv (QPIP Tl 15,828 1+ X F
V) LR,

1

1
O]

Malak, Rahman, and Yip(2019)!, Milligan(2005) D534 % ~— &I, 1986 4E, 1991 4, 1996 fED[EEA
HIEHANL 7 7 4 v ERFWT L ANC K3 2 OGO BEES SRk DR 7 105 2 2 8 % BGEL 72,
7z, AR TR T — SRR TARAHETH o 7o TANC D&% 2157z 24— b OFEREHAR ] 1con»T, #
FRR O HAEBIAERET(1974 —2011)" LEZAFAA(1991,2001) % FHW TR TR, 047 L 72,

Z DFEHL, =7 LU D H4:3: (probability of having child) 23K & < EH L T 72(F 13,PanelA), Z#1iZ, ANC
DOHENARIIC X 2 BB, ZFURBOA Ve v T 4 TOREIERML T3, LI, IR2Z ALY D, BF
2ABHZ 0T TEFTANERT A 5T ANC ORIRBKE D572, AT, BOMERELF 28281 L 72 7]RE
M2RRL T2,

¥ 72, 3% 13 © PanelDiZ, FifSFEAI OHEEREHR %R L T\ 5, HiEFHE (40,000—59,999 4% Fu)
DRI ER DR E < HIEED 13.6% FA L T2,

Panel D: subsamples by income group

Table 5 Average marginal effects of ANC on child birth for selected groups

Under C820,000—~  C$40,000- CS$60,000-  CS$80,000
Panel A: subsamples by birth order C519999  (C$39,999 (559,999 579,999 higher
Bl AL S &S DY ]
. 7 " o ) ) —
Mo older children  One older child Two or more A»emgehan:glml effect 0.0057 00193 0.0312 00233 0.0006
alder children (Quebec (0.0052) (0.0042)  (0.0060)  (0.0129)  (0.0190)
Census1996)
G il G obec = 7 2 281
.’\\Elr.j,;__x rr:g:‘;w(mi effiect (Quebec = 00179 0.0127 0.0288 Inplied percentage L6% 0.5% 13.6% 0.1% 02%
ensus| ¥96) (0.0045) (0.0068) (00030 increase in probability
Implied percentage increase in 10.4% 3.2% BI% of having a child
probability of having a child Probability of havinga  20.4% 30.2% 342% 3M.1% 17.8%
Probability of kaving a child® 36.4% 422% 12.5% childs
Pscudo-R-squared 0.0536 0.0215 0.0310 Pseudo-R-squared 0.0722 0.0654 0.0710 0.0823 0.0878
Wi i 17.2% 30.1% 12.3% Pre-policy rate 17.7% 203% 23.0% 25.5% 27.8%
Dhisie pigirale 26.0% 412% 15.0% Dusing policy rate 24.7% 26.9% 20.0% 29.5% 307%
Miumber of abservations 213,010 £3.940 93.080 Number of observations 97,410 168,170 92,300 21,300 10,850

# 13 HHER: Malak et al.(2019), p.1222

¥ Parent and Wang(2007) 1%, 1970 ER¥IZD T~y 7 MOFETFLITOWT, ISR GEEL RS/, 35— b 2B 5 L 58
FHAERICIIFER R VE L, A VYT A 7B KRE I TH B L oBETEDS 3 L <y 5 (Malak et al. 2019),

5 LA T D1 % FRo iR ICEESR & 11 5 “availability allowance” PHREHERDE AR L EE L T\ 5,

¥ R HEEINURCX 3, F72. BT 7 A IV IABKE WD B AR A T REES 5 2 & ASAlREIC 7 B,

O RN RERO R, %Y T4 Lo - EEEEDFI TR, &4k TFR AR CE 5,
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% 14 13, ZHEOEEKIEN OHEERR 2R
LCwd, EFAREICR513E ANCICHd 5K
JGSKE | BT S LA EDEA 2 R0t
A2 15.2% LA L TW 5,

EHICANC OEERZ 7z adk— Micown
T, 15—39 o 5efEt A3 (completed fertility)
BEFLTCW2 MR I N,

K 15 O340 A ld, R ORTHHEZ BE
AR T 2B T VOHEERRTH %,
ANC T & o TRFHEDHEIC 2.4%88N3 5
T EDIRI NIz,

# 15 ©¥4 v B 1k, ANC 23
EDX R G2 D0k RT T aey T
NOHEERERTH 5, ANC ORFRIT, —FiH
& e DHERICIIFEIICHERE CR K i e
7% BRI I OB RN, ShlE,
B=FHRICBITT 24 v v T4 7R E W
WTHD, LFHHIL TS,

—H. ZFL o L o afERIE, 10.2% F
AT EDIRINTED, ANC D4
IC5-2 7B DR E IHMER I LT,

fiiam & L CL BRI IE L < R X 7z AR
HEBUGR (pro-natalist policies) 1X, ZH# Nz 7228
b ARz A X 5 L ERFIC, Pt MR
PHEKEIC LB AN T 52 DT
X5, LT3,

Table 5: Studies on universal child transfers

ESRI Research Note No.66

Panel E: subsamples by women's educaton

High High school  Some post-  Bachelor degree
school diploma secondary or higher
dropout
Average marginal effect  0.0117 00121 0.0231 0.0263
(Quebee = Census1996)
(0.0065) (0.0063) (0,0039) (0.0068)
Implied percentage 53% 5.2% 11.7% 15.2%
increase in probability
of having a child
Probability of havinga  25.4% 28.6% 30.9% 33E%
child*
Pseudo-R-squared 0.0629 0.0693 0.0740 0.1211
Pre-policy rate 221% 4% 19.7% 17.3%
During policy mate 257% 25.0% 274% 275%
Number of 72,545 72,775 185170 59,540
observations

% 14 B4 : Malak et al. (2019), p.1223

Table 7 Average marginal effects of ANC on completed fertility

Panel A: linear model
Dependent variable: total number of chikiren

Average marginal effect (Quebec = Census2001) 0047
(0.0099)

Implied percentage increase 2.4%

Mumber of observations 208 560

Panel B: probit model
Dependent variable: fimily had 1 child

Average marginal effect (Quebec * Census2001) 0.0008
(0.0034)
Implied percentage increase in probabi lity 0.4%

Dependent variable: fimily had 2 children

Average marginal effect (Quebec = Census2001) 0.0176
(0.0044)
Implied percentage increase in probabi lity 4.0%

Dependent variable: faimily had 3 or more children

Average marginal effect (Quebec = Census2001) 0.0208
(0.0038)
Implied percentage increase in probabi lity 10.2%

MNumber of observations 208560

# 15 8 Malak et al. (2019), p.1227

COUNTRY
AUTHORS INTERVENTION (YEAR); MAI]'L[S?ESE]%&RY] SEE\TT(:?— METHOD & RESULTS
AFFECTED
Cash transfers; incl ANC (Allowance fanada Parallell DiD. Pos. effect on fertility,
ANG (2015) 2 2 (1980 --=); Fertility (Female LS) Partnered 5 ; :
for Newborn Children) Quebec stronger for first births.
s g DiDiD with lower parities as control.
MILLIGAN Unconditional cash transfer increas- Canada Feml““.‘ FEIRS: Erobabiliy Parity; Family ~ Trend inspections. Strong positive ef-
e 5 (1988); of having child; (Cohort : - i c i
(2005) ing in number of children (ANC) A income fect on third births where incentive is
Quebec fertility)
strongest.
PARENT, Quebec-specific expansions of family (Mf;nlzd;u]. itc??gt:‘:;:?e:f‘:h: ]IT]) li;::;le'_ DERSTT DiDiD with lower parities as control.
WANG (2007) allowance programs : ¥i : £ pALILY Short term pos. effect; no lasting effect.
Quebec hold)
Allowance for Newborn Children Canada c leted (cohort) fertil- D:;)' Mm[:s_ aﬁ:l;agiu:?dw;;f;s:r:jﬁ
KIM (2014) (ANC); Age-adjusted exposure to (1988); e et g s Age EndogenoLy; T ger il
Rt ity measure: No effect on completed fertil-
policy Quebec ity
: : el P RD. Positive effect on fertility. Temp.
GO;:EIA;;EZ Universal baby bonus (cash) ipaizs(ufi(:::; Fem:.ig](;::]oz:;;' LS; lower LS and less purchased childcare.
¥ P No eff on consumption

%16 HB : Bergsvik et al.(2019), Tableb A &—EA{T(bonus) Z X5k & L 7= % Hok,
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F—AFFVT

F—R LS UTTE TRy 7N ERBROERNEANE—R—F ZFIE A FEHERA TR AEAEISE L 7B O 2004
F5 BICARRE N, 10 20 2014 FICRIE SN, ZOBIETIE, —E721F 3,000 5 FL (HEFH 2,200 K KoL) ARG S h,
2006 £F12 1% 4,000 5 FJb, 2008 44213 5,000 58 FLICEEES N,

Drago, Sawyer, Shreffler, Warren, and Wooden (2011) (%, [A—2Z } 7V 75EF - fifs - FEERERE] ©
Kt a7 — 2 LN TREROTER VT N e —R—F 2 HERER (intention) & HAERICE 2 % 2
2T L7,

ZORER, A=A 7V TORE—FR—F 2L, HERRE HERDOM I, /NS W2 D b IEOHERM
Brblbdamnans AR 31T% LR, ZoMEE, B FoHERAICRD KE RFEL 5 2
LZEHPRINTEY, BZOLLKETURTIR L VBV EDRDH 5, AL T2, $72. BRI
IT-oTHY, BINHAICE D7) BINFORAEMAIE, 1 A%720 47 < LD 126,000 5% F v (90,000 K kv
LLE) EHfEE TN,

—75. Parrand Guest (2011)i1c X i, AEIEHITIE (HILDA) OF—ZX <A FL_VLaV AT 4 v 7
[l %2 O CHEER EAA~ORIRZ T L7z 8 T A, R — R —F RICITHRELRMRPHELEI N d oz & v
9o X HIZ, Gans and Leigh(2009)1x, TS OEDOWIRE b 72 T AEEMEZ /R L T 5, F—F REAFHIE
® 28 Al Z I L 72 & 2 A, 2004 4 6 A3 FEH TH o 7= HHEEDHK] 46% (1,170 #F) A3, 7 H EANICFIGAA
7ZELTwb, Ez, HEOKELW EYIFCHRELILINT 2 2 L TEHIN T W20, Fia R ofIc
WER G Z AR H 5, L LTnwd,

A2)7 (ZV99Y -T2V AT - Y2V TH)

NE—R—FRIE ERIICIE, BECIHRPIEORBREICKEEZ S5, £<I. BRECEFEELG E—MoY T -7
IS HEA 52 ZAREMA H B, T DIREREIREFT 578, Boccuzzo, Caltabiano, Dall Zuana, and Loghi (2008) (. 2000 4 1
BlBIZAZYTRHEEDZYTY - T2V 4T - 22 UTH (FVG) TEAINARE—R—F XOFEE DT LT, MEBUTF
i3, BT FHAEICIE 3,000 1—0, ZFLRICIE 4,600 1—AETHALTS, A &Y TEEE - BUE - IRAD —EEEL T OLMEDH
MR E STz, WAEEIARY BN -7z, 2004 F£1 B 1 BICKIREE L B ERAKIRICS ETFIf o7,

Boccuzzo et al.(2008) 1%, 753 D75 4311 (DID) IcED K 27 F 7 i (graphical analysis) . SEHUEE TV
LUV RT 4 v 7ETNC K DS RN (multivariate analysis) % T, R —F R 25 HPECHHEOZEINIC S 2
BEEDKE X, HEPHAEIEPBEKEIC L >TEIZT 22 EHEELT, 4 2 7 TR L EE
DOHBEDIEF I, R —F RIFHRICHIL O CREZIMEFTE T C L ViR 2 5 L PR L 72,

ZOFER, F—F R, &I 2 AU EDOF 2R oA D HPERICE 5 2 AlREMEA VR I Tz, 2D
£ I D e v o T, BIRICE 2 B8NS W, IAEBUTT 28051, 2R T 2 3% & 7
> T3 (ZFLURETIER 20%LL 1), Z OZhFRIZHERSZ R - mlRetE b B 2 235, iR e e o7z ak
— b OFEREHARELEE 3 5 F ChfEmid Ry, EEIHL TWw B,

D F =TV TDORE—FR—F L, 25K E COTEE HEEE 72 3BT L 725EIC, 3,000 5% F A2 —HEHE5 5, tHHFDILAL
BlOEMEE., o HBucBb o 335mansg, £/, BNRICIIHR L Rd o7,

2 HERRZNAEZEE L, F—F 22 HERMOHHITE L L CHERZTHIT 2 7oy P 2T ADORLMERZITI). S0z 5 LR
—F AR CHERRZ L, BERAATH ey R cHERE FIT 2 2 FRAETATH 2 LHIHL TV 5,

“ Sinclair, Boymal and De Silva (2012) 1%, [FfOfFE <, BIMHEDEH% 1 AL72 Y 43,000 Z F A e HEEL T3,

* 2000 4725 2003 4E £ TO 4 4F . 20044 1 A 1 H»& FVG HiBURIZ, R —7 RE L Pt LIRZ KIGICH | & Tz,

© BYRIICIE, R —F ADHMEIC X D HFRE L SIRBHC T C, HVER & RO R B L. 555 23l 2, ST E 7 i &
D, KHEL XY T4 EIRATL. EE OO A EHGHINCERE TH 202 HEET 5. LHAL TWw 5,
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—J5. 2 ANUAEDOF ZEAREE L D FifR (ratio of abortions to births) 7 KIEICAE T X @72 2 & i X
Nize TONETH IZHFER T 2720 T, MHPERETHIRT 2 7-0ichiiz L CnizeEz2 o
57280, R—F Rz, HERACII R L, HER GefHAR) i 5272005 (K5),

Figure 1:
Hypothetical impact of the bonus at birth on women’s reproductive behaviour

FOR ELIGIBLE WOMEN
(i.e., women with at least 1 child with low or medium income)

WANTED CONCEPTIONS
+ N

Bonus FERTILITY RATES

at birth (BIRTHS / WOMEN)
-+
+ % NOT WANTED / -
CONCEPTIONS

BECOMING BIRTHS \
_l - ABORTION RATIOS

(ABORTIONS /
ABORTION RATES CONCEPTIONS)
(ABORTIONS / WOMEN)

5 HB : Boccuzzo et al. (2008)

ZDFERICOWT, FVG Tl 30 4ER], AEHAER L HAR(TFR) OMICEZ 0 25 0, LB LY
Ay TVTHETH S & LT, HEOERIEIEM» LR TH ), FFIVEIHITEEIC 1 Ah 2 ADF %
DELWAY T o TEHETH 2 LFHL T2, 72, —kHIic, BROEEEHOHIKIZA XY 70
KFFFE D 2 2 BRI 2 SR L . AR 2 S0 2 DICHEMITH 5. LiEmIT T 5,

AL v

ARL v THA R T EEFOERAIMBSNT WD, 2007 FE7 B 3 B, XA VABFRBISERDOT T, HFICERBNTEREN
NE—R—F RDBAEFER LT, HEBEBROEBRICTHONE L DT 7 B 1 BLBEICHE LT RTOEEIZHEEREST,
80413 2,500 1—0 (93,800 K RKIL) T, 7121 L5EFEORBBESREESDIFIT 45 EH—HETIIbNL, 2007 £ 11 A
TSI, B0 “Baby-Checks” (X7« 7 TOMFR) AXihbiiz, 2010 £5 BICIE FEYBO—ERE L THEIESh (2011
F£1oHER,HHEA),

Gonzdlez(2013) 1%, Z DR —F 225, HAETTEICILTT, HEITH. (REMMZ EREETGICS 2 5778000
W, [llEAERE 7 4 v (RDD) AR IC A25r D 725353471 (DID) Z -V Tt L T 5, & DUEEIEFERR
TICEME N, ZHRERITAICH Y P A7 SN2 RDD ICHEL T3 LT 5,

Z DR R —F ZAFEREERD OHERIT (ED) v v 7 %R L., FiF4*R (incidence of abortions) b Hff
B K RS N TH Y, FERHERE DR LD 5%MME ¢/ 2 LARBI NG & LT,

¥ 7o, ZHEWO D 5L, ER 1 RIS SEEN 2 KSR K 72 0 . THEORE T AFTHAR 23554
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