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Monthly childcare fee per child (JPY)

Figure 1 Childcare fee schedule
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Table 1: Percentage of Parents Who Lived in the City in the Past Three Years by Age of Child

Percentage by year
Age of child in April 2018  Obs. 2017 2016 2015

7,594 844 67.8 53.0
10,414 906 76.1 62.0
10917 929 842 713
10,605 93.7 86.8 78.8
10,759 95.8 90.1 835
10,637 96.6 922 86.5

Gl = W N =k O

Note: This table shows, for each child’s age as of April 2018, the percentage of the household that lived in the city
under analysis between 2015 and 2017. Note that the unit of observation of this table is children rather than

households, while the unit of observation in other tables and figures are households.

15



Table 2: Sample Construction

Data cleaning Obs. (%)
(1) Number of all households in the raw data 66,977 100%
(2) Households with preschool children 60,322  90%
(3) Unique pairs of children and parents are identitied 59,445  89%
(4) Both parents are living in the household 56,396  84%
(5) Age of mother is below 60 56,392  84%
Sample restriction

(6) Cleaned sample 56,392  100%
(7) Both parents lived in the city two years ago 47,663  85%
(8) Households income information is not missing 43,930  78%
(9) The sum of parents’ city income tax is positive 42,718  76%
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Table 3: Summary Statistics

Year
2017 2018

Number of children in the household 1.80 1.83
[0.75] [0.75]

Number of individuals in the household 3.81 3.85
[0.79] [0.79]

Age of father 37.72 38.03
[5.52] [5.53]

Age of mother 35.89 36.22
[4.75] [4.75]

Household salary income (10k JPY) 756.13  773.64
[419.07] [450.90]

Father’s salary income (10k JPY) 637.11 645.45
[360.70] [390.43]

Mother’s salary income (10k JPY) 119.02 128.19
[194.66] [201.25]

Maternal labor force participation rate 0.55 0.56
[0.50] [0.50]

Percentage of childcare use 0.31 0.35
[0.46] [0.48]

Percentage of childcare use in the last year 0.25 0.31
[0.43] [0.46]

Number of households 38,263

35,781
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Household calculated childcare fee (10 JPY)

Materna employment rate

Figure 5: Sample Mean by the Childcare Fee Category
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RDD specification

yi = PBo + Bil[ti > ]+ 1[t; > o] filti — ¢) + 1[t; < o] fir(c —t;) + Xjv + u;.

Vi %E%’Ei‘iﬂl(ﬁ Fﬁ’i@’)i HHRICRSNDIEE
, REFFIRE %ﬁm@%"%)jﬁﬁ:nfr BIRDEL
EY=—)

o ¢ RENXRLOBMEICSTZ D ERENASEIZR

 t: B IOKRIBICRSNDEENPIEEIRROSET

o ? , fEHEEN.  HESTODIR(Zlocal linear functionTix
X

AR EEIRDF . FEEXR

. Calonlco et al. (2020)(Cfi> CEH U/zoptimal
bandwidthZz &




Figure 6: Graphical Evidence: RD Plot of Each Variable
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RDD estimates {10k JPY)

RCO estimates

Figure 7: RDD Estimates by Childcare Fee Category
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RDD estimates (10k JPY)

RDD estimates
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Figure 8: RDD Estimates by Age of Youngest Child
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RDO estimates (10k JPY)
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SETIGR IR

x3: RAIOFARARSTRERZH -T2 (%)

eEES F1F FB2FLUBETREGIFAE F2FUKETHOTHHA
(EE RO - T H (1) (2) (3) (4)
Hro TN 437  39.8 48.1 44.4
AR AOD D B H o 249  29.1 19.7 28.4
& - TV /- 6.7 8.3 5.0 6.2
Sl TVWE»S 246 229 27.2 21.0
N 2533 1,256 1,115 162
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x4 AEROFEHH : ZRIOMBEHARSTRERZA>TW 722 (%)

A B D Fip

=1 FEESF Om I® 2m 3L
FEERIB DR > T (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
DPD>TW/z 30.8 346 40.3 458 46.4
L RAVAR LY oY IR Y Lol e 20.1 309 298 23.9 217
EL:E> TW /s 8.2 9.6 8.7 6.5 5.1
KL TV o/ 228 249 213 189 26.8
N 1,250 437 474 201 138
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®5: RERESH : ROOHMARARITRERZA>TH 22 (%)

FRERES

BlFEERF HF1 -2 H3 54 b &6 &7 T8 fF9 H10 FHl11l
FEERA D> T h (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)y (10) (11)
HroTW= 39.9 45.0 284 296 36.0 343 309 385 41.1 44.4 59.0
AN DMNS BT 29.0 20.0 29.7 364 400 425 349 292 282 25.5 16.8
FlE-> T 8.4 100 81 91 80 69 105 54 99 7.8 4.2
KL Twadho ik 22.7 25.0 339 250 160 164 237 269 209 22.2 20.0
N 1,232 60 74 11 25 73 152 130 426 153 95
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Fukai, Taiyo and Ayako Kondo, 2021
“Households’ Responses to Childcare Fees:
Childcare Usage and Parental Labor Supply
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tokyo.ac.jp/results/2021/crepedp9/.html




