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CROSS-NATIONAL TRENDS IN INCOME POVERTY AND
DEPENDENCY: THE EVIDENCE FOR YOUNG
ADULTS IN THE EIGHTIES

1. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to examine the effect of changes in poverty, joblessness and
dependency on social pfotection benefits in the United States of America, Europe and other
selected countries during the 1980s. It will provide basic comparative social statistics on poverty
among population supgroups, across countries and over time to provide a broad framework which
can be used to integrate the individual country studies which follow. Our particular interest is
in the economic fortunes of nonaged families (head aged 20-55 years old) over this period.
These families include childless and childful couples, single parents and single individuals in each
country, but exclude the elderly and those at or near retirement age in order to concentrate on
the younger age groups.

The questions addressed in a comparative context are the following:

a. How have poverty rates changed over the 1980s in each country studied and how has

this change affected the composition of the poor among the age groups of interest?

b. How much of this change is associated with the following causes:

- demograbhic change

-- economic change, especially in joblessness and/or low earnings

-- policy change, especially changes in tax and social protection
benefit policy

c. Has dependence on public transfers increased over this period, and if so, by how

much?

The answers to these questions will be drawn from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS)

database which is described in the next section of this paper.



II. Data, Measures and Methods

LIS Database. The Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) project began in 1983 under the
joint sponsorship of the government of Luxembourg and the Center for Population, Poverty, and
Policy Studies (CEPS) in Walferdange. It is now funded by the Luxembourg Government and
by the national science foundations of its members countries.

Objectives of this project are to test the feasibility for creating a database containing
social and economic data collected in household surveys from different countries and to promote
comparative research on the social and economic status of various populations and subgroups in
different countries. The database now contains information for 11 countries with data for 1979
or 1981 and second wave data for 11 countries (1984-87 period). The LIS database consists of
similar subsamples of country household income survey datafiles, each containing detailed
information conceming the level and composition of household incomes, the structure of the
household and the net effect of tax and transfer programs on these incomes. Hence, it is ideally
suited to our task.

The set of countries and data years to be studied are listed in the Appendix Table A-1.
They include two North American countries (United States and Canada), and five European
nations: (the former West) Germany, United Kingdom, Netherlands and France from the
European Community, and Sweden. These countries were selected for three main reasons: (a)
income and poverty trend data availability; (b) unique economic, demographic and social policy
features which shed light on the poverty debate in both the United States and Western Europe;
and (c) countries involved in additional studies being presented as part of this project. Data
availability concerns led us to exclude European countries such as Italy, Luxembourg,

Switzerland and Norway, for which only one wave of LIS data is currently available. The



uniqueness criterion led us to exclude Australia and Israel. Eastern European countries for which
LIS has data from the 1980s (Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia) were excluded due to their
recent economic upheaval.

The reader should be forewarned that not all of these datasets are completely and strictly
comparable. For instance, the LIS data for West Germany came from two different datasets
making trend analysis tenuous; the French data is unique in that it is based on a survey of income
tax records to which transfer data have been imputed and take-up rates estimated, the United
Kingdom dataset underwent some substantial changes in the method used for measuring annual
income over the 1979-1986 period and in survey coding of several key income variables. Some
of the datasets are taken from nationally representative income surveys, others are taken from
expenditure surveys which also contain detailed income source questions. While there are
therefore some minor differences of which we should be aware, the fact remains that the core
of the data remain comparable enough to provide us with estimates of significant differences and
similarities in results over time and across countries.

One major issue which we are not able to deal within this paper is the issue of minorities.
The U.S. dataset can differentiate significant minorities such as blacks and Hispanics. But most
European datasets do not contain minority populations which are large enough to be statistically
significant, even if all minorities are lumped together. Since different minorities are treated quite
differently in various countries, even this "lumping together” possibility' is quite limited to begin
with. The 1984 German tape contains information on minorities as well as majorities, while the
1981 tape contains only German bomn household heads. However, the inclusion or exclusion of
minorities made less than a 200 DM difference in median annual income and less than a .2

percentage point difference in overall poverty rates in 1984. Hence, we have included them in



the analyses which follow. For the only published LIS-based research on minority-majority in
LIS countries differences see Smeeding, Torrey and Rein (1988).

Measurement Issues. In order to concentrate on the major substantive issues, our

discussion of measures and methods will be brief. While it is important that we are clear about
the choices we have made in constructing the measures that follow, and while sensitivity to these
choices will be observed and noted where possible, our major purpose is to capture comparative
trends in poverty, dependency and joblessness over the period in question.

The periodicity is given by data availability and the capacity of the LIS staff to produce
comparable datasets. The definitions of units are controlled by this same process. For most
c.ountrics studied (France, Netherlands, Germany) we are limited to persons sharing incomes
according to the "household" definition--all persons sharing the same living quarters, whether
related or not. In some countries (United Kingdom, United States) families--all persons living
together and related by blood marriage or adoption--could be used as well. In others, we must
use families because households are not available (Canada, Sweden). The Canadian unit
definition presents few if any problems for the group with which we are working. The Swedish
"household" definition is much closer to tax units, however. Thus, young single adults living
with their parents are classified as single person households, when indeed they may be living
with other adults. The bias is to therefore understate their incomes (see also Table A-1).

One final problem with the "units" definition deals with our inability to locate young
single parents who are living with relatives or other individuals. Our definition of single parent
households is one adult plus children. In most countries--indeed even in the United States
Current Population Survey dataset before 1983--it was not possible to separate these subfamilies
from other groups within a multi-generational household. In the United States births to

unmarried teenage mothers without partners accounts for a large part of the growth in single



parent families in the 1980s (Green Book, 1991). Because most of these mothers live with an
older relative (mother, father, sibling), we cannot separately identify this important group in our
dataset. On the other hand, according to several European economic demographers (e.g.,
Ermisch, 1987; O’Higgins, 1987; Blundell and Walker, 1988), many of the younger unmarried
mothers in the United Kingdom, Sweden France and the Netherlands are living with both parents,
albeit unmarried parents. Because marriage often follows childbirth, these "lone™ parents are less
a concem for public policy than are divorcees, separated mothers with children, and other
household units where indeed there is only one adult parent in the household to handle both the
childrearing and income eaming tasks that parents face (Eltwood, 1988).! Hence, our definition
while narrow for some tastes, does help isolate our attention on true single parent families. Table
A-2 presents weighted distributions of the entire population and an explanation of differences
among them.
The other concepts employed in this analysis were chosen in consultation with other
members of the project. They include the following definitions:
1. income. Disposable income (or post-tax and transfer income) includes all forms of
regular cash income (and near cash income) net of direct (income and payroll) taxes.
Gross income include all forms of cash and near cash income, gross of direct taxes.
Pre-tax and transfer income, referred to as Pre in some tables, includes only market
income (earnings, property income), private transfers (alimony, child support), and
deferred earmnings (occupational pensions). Hence, the difference between disposable

{or "post") and "pre" income is government taxes and transfers.?

2. equivalence scales. The number of equivalent adults per household is determined by
a weight of 1.0 for the first adult, .7 for each subsequent adult, and .5 for each child.

3. joblessness. Because complete labor force participation data are not available for all
LIS countries zero earnings (wages, salaries or self employment income) is used as
a proxy for joblessness.

4. dependency. Households receivin'Jg more than half of their gross money income from
public transfers are considered dependent on the social welfare system.



5. poverty. Households with equivalence adjusted incomes, less than 50 percent of the
median adjusted household income of the 20-55 year old household head group being

studied.

Poverty Definition.  The issue of poverty definition is an important one. In arriving

at our choice definition in 5 above, several variations were considered. Should poverty be
defined on a relative or on an absolute basis? Should a relative poverty line be relative to overall
household median income or to only the median household incomes of the 50-55 year old middle
age group being considered? Our choices came down to three:
a. a relative poverty line based on the incomes of the middie age group (our choice
definition given above); '

b. a relative poverty line in year 1, but price adjusted to year 2 to become an "absolute”
poverty line in that sense; and

c. a relative poverty line based on the incomes of the entire population.

These choices are portrayed in Table 1, columns 2, 5 and 6, respectively. The final two
columns compare the second and third definition (b and ¢ above) to the chosen definition. These
comparisons indicate that in all cases the alternate poverty lines are within 10 percentage points
of the chosen line. Hence, for this purpose, the results of all three definitions should roughly
coincide.

Table 1 here

As one might expect, the adjusted median inco.me of the entire population in period 2 is
less than the adjusted median of the 50-55 year old group (column 6). This can only be true if
the incomes of the 55 and over group are below those of the 20-55s whom we are studying. This
is particularly true in Sweden and the United Kingdom. In other nations, the adjusted incomes

of the over-55 group are almost the same as the incomes of the 20-55’s.°



!

(z uwmpes) 7 porad Uy speoq plo Tesk ¢¢-(7 Mle SPIOYSFTY J0T TEIPIW [l 0 {$ vumyon) 7 pousd 11 voreindod emus sq 10] GRS paisulpe jo oney -
(z wmmos) 7 pouad o spest PIO Teak G-0Z T SPIOYSSTOY J0F TEpotl [eryoe 0 (g Um[oo) 7 poued o3 paysnfpe sond 1 pousd wosy Tepe Jo onFY "q
-sposted 2aIp Jo ATTwe] ' 03 PAZI[ETHOT PUE DAIPJYD J0J ¢ PUE “Ifnpe PUOdIS o 107 /! qppe ISIg S 105 G°f JO o295 2oUs[eAmbe Ue Jursn pajsnipe SWCOUT s[qesodstp veipely ®

IS3I0N]
L06 601 91ZY 980% 6¥9F op6T 3 {9861 *6L61) wopdury pHIf]
0'86 L'e6 2£8'91 S01'91 78TLT 68T 'BA (1861 "€861) SPUEIRqIN
9'L6 L'S6 SLR'ES 088'7¢ 12255 06T°1E 23 {4851 '6L61) samery
766 §601 79981 L3E61 018381 $€08T UKT {4361 "1861) Avewrsny wopm
$'16 : $°96 L5169 906TL LSSSL 0£6'shy T (2861 ‘186T) uspamg
LS6 LT101 662°F1 £Es'stT 196°¢1 ELY'ITI D% (Z861 ‘1361) TpeUT)
$'L6 L'L6 ¥96'11 T66'TT 0Tzl ¥6'L SNS (9861 ‘6L61) SeRIS PRI
(9) (s) ¥) (g) @ (n) (z 4w} ‘T Jea}) Liymme)

(LS
00T /b 00T T/E o3 papsnfpv soHg
LR Z dea) T i=mX
7 poldad Ul o0y FwWoIUT WETPIAL U] 3moedy WeTPIJA wf STWAEDUT WETPITA
welpsjy JIeH pasufpY JiTH passalpv el PISuipY IRH s1eax

suostredmo)

STTOHASNOR TIV

$5-07 93V pEag LA sploesTioH LU0

§5-07 93V P H Dl ployesnoy
fomaimyy waQ of S9UTT A1R4AC pISed SWOIT WEIPHA wPRISTIPY 2ANEWNY (T AT




The ratios in column 5 of Table 1 chart relative real income changes. If prices grew
faster than incomes between periods, with no demographic change in household composition or
size, the ratio in column 5 will exceed 100 percent. If real incomes grew, that is, if nominal
median income changed by more than prices, the ratio is less than 100 percent. Real incomes
appeared to grow fastest in the Netherlands and France and lease rapidly in England and
Germany.4

While the definitional band around our chosen poverty level is therefore roughly 10
percent in either direction, we will explore the sensitivity of poverty levels and trends to choice
of poverty measure by constructing 20 percent poverty "bands,” ie., using 40 and 60 percent of
median adjusted income as poverty lines. These wider bands also make sense because of country
specific measures of income adequacy. The United States and United Kingdom poverty lines are
roughly 40 percent of median family income, while the Swedish standard is about 60 percent of
the median. Other nations’ poverty or low income lines lie in between these boundaries
(Buhmann, et al., 1988; Rainwater, 1990). Differences in trends using each of these measures
will also be noted, though we will concentrate on the 50 percent figure in most of our a‘nalyses.

No senéitivity of our analyses to choice of equivalence scale will be made. While
equivalence scales are known to effect levels of poverty across age groups (e.g., children versus
elderly) due to systematic differences in family size at one point in time (e.g., see Buhmann, et

al., 1988), our focus on trends among the nonaged lessen these concerns.

1If. The Economic and Demographic Context

While the main purpose of this paper is to concentrate on the effect of public policy--

taxes and transfers--on the level and trend in poverty, economic and demographic forces can also



be expected to have a large impact on the results. Hence, we must describe the basic
socioeconomic context within which poverty changed over this period.

The major economic factors are identified in Table 2, with highlighted figures indicating
the years for which we have the LIS microdata which underlies the analyses which follow.
Economic growth, consumer price change and unemployment are each liable to have large and
somewhat independent effects on the outcome of our analysis. Economic growth and
unemployment will affect the level and trend in eamings, while inflation is liable to have some
effect on the real value of public income transfer benefits which are not indexed. Each of these
factors can affect the results presented here.

Table 2 here

For insfancc, most nations experienced a substantial recession between the years for which
we bave LIS microdata. The 1980-83 period was marked by recession in all nations except for
France and Sweden. The first period for Which we have Netherlands data is the year that they
emerged from a deep recession. The United States had a large recession in 1982 and a small dip
in 1980, but then experienced a long period of sustained growth between 1983 and 1986. Thus,
real incomes were quite volatile over this period in most of the nations studied.

The annual rate of consumer price inflation declined in every nation studied from the first
to the second period. In most cases this decline was from a double to a single digit level. In
the Netherlands consumer prices actually fell in 1987. These price changes accompanied a mild
worsening of levels and trends in unemployment. In some nations--Netherlands, Sweden--
unemployment lessened over the period of observation. Yet these two countries had vastly
different levels of unemployment in both periods. Unemployment became substantially worse
in other nations--especially in France, Germany, and the United Kingdom where unemployment

reached 11.2 percent in 1986. The United States and Canada experienced mild increases in



‘ABLE 2: THE ECONOMIC CONTEXT, 1979-1989 (a)

United nited
France Canada Germany HNetherlands Sweden Kingdom tates
(i) ECONOMIC GROWTH (b)
1979 32 3.6 4.0 2.1 4.0 28 25
1980 1.6 1.1 1.5 1.2 14 (1.9 {0.2)
1981 1.2 34 0.0 (0.7 0.0 (1.1) 1.9
1982 2.5 (3.2) (1.0) {1.4) 1.1 1.6 {2.5)
1983 0.7 3.2 .9 13 8 3.6 3.6
1584 13 6.3 3.3 2.9 4.0 2.1 6.8
1985 1.9 4.7 1.9 24 2.2 3.6 34
1986 2.5 3.3 2.3 2.7 2.3 3.9 2.7
1987 2.2 4.0 1.6 04 19 4.3 34
1988 3.8 4.4 3.7 2.7 2.3 4.6 4.5
1989 36 30 19 4.1 2.1 2.2 2.5
{ii) CONSUMER PRICE INFLATION (c}
1979 113 9.2 4.1 4.2 72 134 113
1980 13.6 10.2 5.5 6.5 13.7 18.0 13.5
1961 13.4 12.5 6.3 6.7 12.1 11.9 10.4
1952 11.8 10.8 5.3 6.0 8.6 8.6 6.1
1981 9.6 5.9 33 23 8.9 4.6 3.2
1984 T4 4.3 24 33 5.0 ‘50 43
1985 5.8 4.0 2.2 2.2 74 6.1 335
1986 2.7 4.2 (0.1) 0.1 4.3 4 1.9
1987 3.1 4.4 0.2 {0.7) 42 4.2 A7
1988 27 4.0 1.3 0.7 5.8 4.9 4.1
19§% 36 3.2 2.9 1.2 6.5 7.7 4.6
{iii} UNEMPLOYMENT (d)
1979 59 74 12 5.4 2.1 5.6 58
1980 6.3 7.4 30 6.0 20 6.9 70
1981 7.4 1.5 4.4 8.6 2.5 10.6 1.5
1982 8.1 10.9 6.1 114 3.1 12.3 9.5
1983 8.3 11.8 8.0 13.7 3.5 13.1 2.5
1984 9.7 1.2 7.1 11.8 3.1 11.7 7.4
19835 10.2 104 7.2 10.6 2.8 11.2 7.1
1986 10.4 9.5 6.4 9.9 2.7 112 6.9
1987 10.5 8.8 6.2 9.6 1.9 10.3 6.1
1988 10.0 7.7 6.2 9.2 1.6 8.5 54
1989 9.4 7.5 5.6 8.3 1.4 6.9 5.2
Notes: Fi fklg‘:;ea shcrr;\errr: én bol': mdxg}:;nr:t c acf)ﬁubp}mﬂtl hﬂwog%n:rg:rvcy data refer.
d erccn c.rcc t;r'}:::ogt‘au ardfﬂcc%asls.
S| S BB R A




unemployment over the period. Because both the level and trend in unemployment can affect
the absence or presence of eamings and their level, and because eamnings are the primary
determinant of pre-tax and transfer poverty, unemployment rates are quite important in the
analyses which follow.

Demographic change was also occurring in these nations. While birth rates were fairly
stable, several studies indicate that lone or single parent families as a percent of all families with
children increased by 15-25 percent in the nations studied (Ermisch, 1987; Blundell and Walker,
1988). Still the United States witﬁ lone parent families making up 26 percent of all families with
children, and Sweden with 23 percent, far outdistanced the 12-14 percent estimates in France,
Germany, Canada, and the United Kingdom according to these studies. However, according to
our definition of single parents with children--children living alone with one parent--the
percentage of all 20-55 year old households which are single parent is much smaller than these
studies suggest (see Table A-2). Even when compared to all households with children, our
narrow definition produces a much less prevalent set of single parent households (Table A-2, bold
line). Moreover, the trend in single parents is inconsistent across countries. In Canada and
Germany the percentage actually decline. Sweden’s percent of single parents outweighs the U.S.
percent. While at a fairly low level as defined here, single parent units did increase substantially
in the UK, Netherlands and France over this period. While any number of explanations can
reconcile these findings, it appears that single parent poverty, as defined here, is less prevalent
than we would expect given the demographic literature on the topic (Durbin, 1990).

Population aging and retirement age did not change substantially enough to outweigh
economic and other policy changes over this period. Moreover, these factors only indirectly

affect the populations under study here.
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IV. Trends in Poverty

‘The population of household heads aged 20-55 form the basis for this analysis. We begin
by concentrating on poverty trends among four all inclusive subgroups. These include two
groups with children:

a. couples with children (two or more adults with children under age 18)

b. single parents (one adult in the household) with children (under 18)
and two without children:

c. childless couples or couples with no young children (two or more adults and no
children under age 18)

d. single persons (single adults living alone, except in Sweden)

We begin by presenting three basic tables (3, 4, 5). Each table presents the initial poverty rate
and the change from wave 1 to wave 2 of the data. Table 3 concentrates on the 50 percent
median rate, while Table 4 compares these to the 40 and 60 percent rates. Table 5 breaks the
analysis down for younger vs. older family heads within each grouping.
Tables 3, 4, 5

The most basic and obvious result in Table 3 is that the overall poverty rate increased in
all countries except Netherlands (.3 percentage point decline) and France (no change)--two of the
three nations which did not experience an economic downtum over this period. In Sweden--the
other "recession free" country--the major factor which underlies their increase in poverty is the
large and somewhat specious increase among younger single person households. Were we to
ignore this group, the household poverty rate in Sweden would show little if any change over this
period, with the decline in childful households offsetting the increase in childless couple poverty.

The major points to note at first glance are two: (1) poverty among this age group appears to



1661 ‘g wniny

PoclATy

o PqEma Daad o jo Ausscd v dosp ¥ FRWOPAT eBUNgs aandac y 98K PUa GLS] R oand  1'gY ¢ g D0J ‘wiod alwkoand ¢ 4 porein yo o o dnad rm Socce Lunacd mep EEp L2 1 gy @ 57 WY dusaed jo mmed sfermand m ol prmov g 1 edov,

e 5{pe ©00 MR GICKT KL ToRTIG TIY SR TS,
“$5-0L ol mprogaraon Joj ameom mpac jo J0aand Of moysq samesm Fmawg Cr-p2 Pode wpROY Lk PIoGUEROY jo Jeasd T poayp 11 Do,

wwnod

1 oil £ 33 o | o 3 el | w5 it T3 to [ % D 5 6L vi 53 3] T (33 RG] footng Hiarg
1 T Ty r vy | ot r 0% 79 o ry &1 ™= re i o o5 174 7 15 or LT TL 55 )
€7 U L r e | L €T 6L 6 (4 6% &y - ool [ 99 " 5 r (43 £ &6 T € ool WAPEL) IDOMAL AR TY
T ¥ Tt T F31 &L "z £ £6 - o3l - I (%7 1'% re £ ] v ey ot x4 349 yo8 CApET) P Teang iy
i &01 T er ool £ot e Tl bad > g9l - I of o9 5T L L4 T ¥ ¥ t 43 §L £ SAPIY) P o
¥i rit il or Yol | Lot e L [y Ty g9t | vor | T 15 &9 1 &L o9 5~ sl oot 133 e | T® AL Wl TS WY
5T 11 %6 () &6 66 or L &L or ¢l T T L1 bl £7 Yy 137 F (311 ra §T 5l L-411 (spponog o) oL
sBamgy hnwm _.Hmm sbeve) | bRt | oeusT | oRmwqn | peer | 6T | s%ewnd | smeT | assr | vdueqn | seer | Ts6T | aBemgn | owaeT | oTeel | sSowq) L36T 161 | sBawg) | epeT | a7 4 pesen
ot EDNYEL SANVTIAHLIIN WOOONIX QELLIRA NATEMS ANYHHAD LSEA VAYNYD SALYLS QARG
w6l THL ONTENG

WAOONL NYIAOA QLSOITY LNADNAL ¢ LY STHHASHOR TEIY-NON ONOWY LALAFA0d NI SEINYHD ONY SALVE ALSEAOL

€ EITYL




1661 ° vmimy

poslay
encaud Rrpw 606 T AX0GT LA FATY BY SPRom sydnes,
*EE-0E PAAY WPLORaFDOY 30} mmeom Detpowl Jo tusazd g mojaq womow S aeq $¢-07 polie Fpveq P FPIOgaoR Jo Jaand 1w pamgop £ Lnweg,
~§5-07 Pods TPioqooNc 0] Eomoo WP jo Wesd gy mojag e Smav o7 padie spwog M EoqacAoq Jo xoiad r peaap 3t duakag,
mmod Jo toquma woad op Jo fosod o dosp v P sfvrgs samtdse ¥ ound $RS1-6L61 U 2340 0aand grEY o FOl oy mmed §T AQ parsod Luewed G orem g SR 20} ¥ PO T 3T TR] Aoacd jo naied sluasand m sfuega [rrasy o 0 sduer,
[x] oL ¥rl e | o9 | cr | &5l o9l - | o [ [T EL ™ Tsl m| er [T X1 (33 v | eu woociag s¥ag
2] [ 3] re ro1 | re1 122 ot 6 ry 6 T © or v by Ly L 43 €T [ 1L T 86 | 9L etdnory P
T L] zol T ra | rn o e Fat! s | ro 99 or sl | 06 Fa3 soL | Ly re ol &l T g5t | ra1 BAIPTRD TROMLAL SHRN ITY
¥ (£33 U [ v | e e | s Tél - | g w T oLy TSt L] [Z3 [3) cop [373 & rw | sos LIPS e woang sEEg
r1 6l ¥l e | 6 | v& £ ] 19t ¥l - | g - Ll Tot | L%t - 56 MH 1 €0 3] 5T 5z | e DI Pibw wxpdeosy
17 [ 414 34 e 1oz | rel ®T | wet el rr | sz sl Fz3 rol | 1€l ¥z el 51| o e e TE vig | r BAIPIRD WAL RO BY
k3 rit [§3 e £91 | €91 e | vu ¥zl 5| ox (23] et yo | rot (23 Iyl S| € EG) r'el 33 ez | oy (FPIPGemol JIY) Mooy
_ Arasnd g oy
[ %6 (2] %3 ci | o 33 [ o iX) oy [3 3 6 [X3 I3 5 [23 r 60 [ [33 el ol mocng yimg
T £ [ [ v Ty or ¥l [33 i cr 60 4] T 51 ™" T TT L e e T 15 [4 sydnory cooppYy
b1t L9 %3 1 T 95 1 i 3] TT Ty 9z '] ey ¥ I 5T L e r £l [3] LT €6 L ISIPERD 1nOMLM, DIVL TV
[x3 <] Tl [3d rol | su L) s r T oL = r [X3 r TS ] (43 oy Y& [§33 [ & | 6 TP Ple moned offung
I3 3] o5 (1] &y | &Y r ¥ rr 5 = - e 8T e T 9z La 3 L e Tt o] [3] SapE) G widno
T1 T 9 by ] o (43 r 6t Tr (3] 93 o cr [ e " re LT L~ 6 ool or su 6l MAPIFD fEA, BN TY
1 It [ X e | ¥i o s 0y (&3 oL vt n [ 33 1 Tt ™ -~ ] 93 [ ER) Fol (rprogeinel @y} Mol
Ariod oy gy ¥
L] ..wnnpm _.Hmm ey | 861 | 6L61 swqy 361 £861 | sPumq) | oSl | st § sSowsd ) 361 1661 | *Rewqn | yeg1 | 1361 | Sewyy 1361 1361 | ofowpy 1 o9mgl | 6LS1 LR
sfmsny DNVE SANY TUIHLER WOIONDI QELURG NITEMS ANYRERO 1S3m YQYNYD FALVIS QLN
TWOINE NVICRMN CILSOIQY INDHAL 49 ONY ¢ LT SESATYNY LIIAILISNZS -
2reB6T XHL HNIAN STIOEIASNOE @EIT-HON SNOWY SELYH ALTHAC NI SHONYED ONY SRLVE AL¥FA0d
¥ TTAVL




1661 "9 waiuy

ponary
eV #1gel, sox) oound ooy {pymaps Ljsewrede o e o0 ume wydang,
' ' ..rensoin.ﬂqzron«.n.q..._la.f.:n!&aao_xaaeﬁnn...ja_oa.bunénui?_nu&aauu&.jaiiimozuplném?ﬁ
“Aimed Jo omed stooond w diueg (s xg B oo,
[3 6 [ 1 rit | L I T £1 L Ly col 23 3 A e 67 33 £ s | et D 14l el taosiad ardng
4 3] 5 o TL | 6L o i 93 3 5 x4 rr ¥e ar T e 9T re 23 By e 19 o Sdnos meapeD
e 99 3] ™ s | o6 or T ™ [ o9 3] re 95 Ty e re 5T o o | €6 e ool ¥ BAPILD SN0, 1T BV
T 78l 9l £ Fei | w3 ” 13 6T = Tu - fadd (33 st . = =i T yiv | re [ud Prr | vy | oepmmy quae mwang offog
" oot 03 £ soi | ol e [£] oL L 5] = T 1 3] e in ] s (3 o1 | odl (54 o9l ¥ PP Thm wdno)y
e oot rol Fr Tren | Th o 3] e 75 ¥si 96 - 1§ 9 e ry &% T 23] ot 5T 06T ¥ “a1pER) s nn TV
T £ 6 cr rol | wo €1 [34 e [33 [ [ r I3 r9 re 18 or - tn | T e i ] (FPgDoH [Y) oL
£50g Ty
v "y oL i I3 61l | Ts rr f i €x [ 0 ) Té TG I3 £rl gil| vy AR [=) ek | Ce Tuomag sfmg
T Iy 1 TT ¥ oy e * 44 = 13 L] | 2 =3 41 [} L cr 5T YL oy re 3] 1r sdnoyy Py
rr el 76 €T 16 | FL T [£4] Ll (33 [ o5 2] ss1| w1 T [4]] »6 5L 8| vol x4 (i3] Ol | mwwpEnd) woqmiy, wmn Y
[T} g6l ¥l () 6 | T3 3] 1€l Tr 3 T | om e 33 53 33 il 69 [2) ree | v i f6i | T STUPNL) T TR T
33 ] on ™ s | o1 3 sl il [23 ost | B6 L on | oL 3] vel | 9w (g L6l ¥l T TR | i {rpleqsroog IV} Moy,
! I8 Ay
afiwxgsy ht}n.m v“wmm oSo sy t26] 6LsT | oSowgd ) rs6T | cpeT | oBmew | emsT | T ~ oZowyy sl | sSewn | weer | meq | sBawwo | iser | Teer | sSowD | meer | ecel #di] prqacvon
Suny ADNVEL SANVTEARLAN WOQONIE QELING _ NBGAMS ANYIIED LSAM VAYNYD FALYLS @LLING
10361 JBL ONDINA STIOHASNOR TEOY-NON -
EITIO ANY BAONNOR OROWY JLNAAOL NI SAONYED
§EIETL




i1

be correlated with economic change; and (2) on average, household poverty rose from 9.6 to 11.1
percent or by 1.5 percentage points across the two periods for which we have data.

Among households with children, the experience was more mixed. On average poverty
rose by 1.4 percentage points. In the United Kingdom and the United States child poverty

5 Because of the

increased by a large amount while it fell in Canada, Sweden, and France.
mixed economic experience of these cou;ltrics it is difficult to pin these changes on economic
factors alone. For instance, in the United States and Canada show opposite trends in child
poverty. While both experienced a deep recession in 1982, both nations followed with a strong
economic recovery. Unemployment rose over the period in both nations: Canada from 7.5
percent in 1981 to 8.8 percent in 1987, compared to 5.8 and 6.9 percent rate in the United States
in 1979 and 1986 respectively. Hence, while economic factors are correlated with changes in
poverty rates, they alone do not explain the result. Public antipoverty policy and particularly tax
and transfer policy also have a large effect on the final outcome.

Single parent poverty was very high in the United States and in Canada. Only the Dutch,
the Swedes, and the British seemed able to keep their single parent household poverty rate close
to the two parent household poverty rate, and only in the Netherlands and Sweden did they stay
in the single digit range. Single parent households with children are therefore the group most
likely to be poor in virtually every nation. Only in Sweden and Netherlands do we find poverty
rates for single parents which are less than poverty rates for other groups--single individuals in
both cases--and the high poverty rates among the single persons living alone can be explained
by other causes, definition related (Sweden) and policy related (Netherlands).

The effect of rising and falling unemployment on poverty is most clear among childless

units. Here poverty rates and unemployment rates increased in all nations except Netherlands

where both rates fell between the first and second period of observation. Interestingly, the
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absence or presence of children makes a large difference in poverty only in the United States,
Canada and the United Kingdom. In other nations the childful and the childless suffered
relatively equal poverty rates in both periods.

Finally, while the experience of most nations was mixed over the periods in question, with
some poverty rates rising and others falling, the United States had the singular experience of
having the highest poverty rates in both periods overall, and for households with children. It was
also the only country in which poverty increased among all subgroups from petiod one to period
two. While the 1980 and 1982 recessions provide some explanation of this outcome, the long
and robust growth of 1983-1986 lead us to expect a better outcome based on economic causes
alone.

The figures in Table 4 are designed to place bands around the basic poverty estimates in
Table 3, and to check the results for sensitivities to measurement differences. With few
exceptions, the pattemns of level and trend in poverty rates in Table 4 are very similar to those
in Table 3. At the Iower bound 40 percent poverty level, United States and Canadian poverty
rates are far above those in the European Community and Sweden, with the possible exception
of the United Kingdom. Still, on average poverty increased by 1.3 percentage points over the
two periods studied here. Child household poverty in the United States at the 40 percent of
poverty level was almost twice as high as the rate in the next nearest country (Canada) in the
latter period. Moreover, Canadian child poverty fell while that in the United States increased
over this period at the 40 percent and 60 percent levels as well as at the 50 percent level.

At the higher 60 percent band, poverty rose on average by 2.0 percentage points, with
poverty increasing in all nations studied, except on the Netherlands where there was no change.

Child poverty rose by 2.1 points an average, but it fell in both Canada and Sweden.®
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There are consistent differences among nations in the effect of age on poverty (Table 5)
as well. While we are somewhat constrained by sample size restrictions (see Appendix Table
A-3 and discussion), the group of household headed by 20-29 year olds do worse than the 30-55
year olds in both periods. On average poverty rates for the younger groups rise from 11.0 to
16.0 percent, while only from 9.1 to 9.3 percent for the 30-55 year olds. In general, the countries
with the strongest economic growth--Netherlands, France, Sweden--do better than those
experiencing weaker economic growth over the period. In many nations--Canada, Sweden,
Netherlands, France--poverty among the older group of household heads decreased from the first
to the second period, while the opposite trend can be found among younger units. Clearly
economic growth and unemployment had a large and differential effect between the two age
groups shown here.

Summary. The blizzard of numbers in these tables can be summarized by noting that
the United States had the highest _overall household poverty rates and child poverty rates in both
periods at the 40, 50, and 60 percent poverty lines. The United Kingdom had the largest change-
~-a substantial increase in overall and child poverty--over the two periods studied at all three
poverty lines. Yet still in 1986, United States households with children experienced poverty rates
(23.7 percent rate in 1986) far above those in the United Kingdom (16.8 percent rate in 1986).
The large and growing literature on child poverty in the United States can now add the reference
that no other modern nation, for which we have comparable data, has tolerated the same high
level of child poverty as that found in the United States in the 1980s, even those with much
higher unemployment and much weaker economic expansion over this period. Among units
without children the situation was much less consistent, with Canada, Netherlands, or the United

States having the highest rate. With the exception of the United Kingdom, European (European
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Community and Sweden) poverty rates are generally much lower than those found in the United
States or Canada.

It also appears that the youngest age group is bearing the brunt of the worsening
economic situation in many nations, especially in Europe where overall poverty rates are faitly
Jlow for other groups and for the population at large. German, Dutch, and British poverty rates
among households age .20-29 were between 13.4 and 15.3 percent in the second period studied,
much higher than for the 30-55 year old group where they were between 5.1 and 11.8 percent.
The overall unemployment rates in these nations were 7.1, 9.6, and 11.2 percent, respectively,
in the second period which we observe.

Compositional Change. The result of these changes in poverty rates was to shift the

composition of the poor in all nations towards greater numbers of childless poor units and fewer
poor households with children (Table 6). Even in the United States where child poverty was
highest and in the United Kingdom where it increased the most households with children became
less prevalent among the poor. Interestingly, the net effect of poor economic performance in
most nations, was to reduce the fraction of poor households made up by single parents with
children in most nations. Single parents living alone are an important subgroup of the poor in
the United States and Canada, but, as argued above and as shown in Table 6, they are no more
than 10 percent and closer to 5 percent of poor middle age households in European countries.

Table 6 Here

V. The Changing Anti-Poverty Effectiveness of Social Protection Systems

One of the main aims of this paper is to chart the effectiveness of the tax and transfer
systems in Europe and North America over the 1980s. While poor economic performance--low

rates of economic growth, economic recession, high unemployment--can produce large changes
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in pre-tax and transfer or market income poverty, the role of tax and transfer programs is to
mitigate these changes. The purpose of Table 7 is to capture these changes. Here we use
Table 7 Here

two basic income concepts: "pre” and "post” tax and transfer poverty. The "pre” figures include
poverty measured on the basis of private market incomes: earnings, property income and private
transfers such as alimony and child support. The net effect of the direct (income and payroll)
tax and public transfer system then generates the "post” estimates which are identical to those
found in Table 3. The "change" in poverty rates therefore captures the net effects of the tax and

transfer system.7

The first place to look is the top panel (A), far right-hand side where the overall average
impacts are charted. 'P(;or economic conditions for households headed by middle age families,
coupled with some growth in single parents results in higher average pre-tax and transfer poverty
rates in the second period studied. Only in Sweden (with very low unemployment) and in the
Netherlands (with strong economic growth) do we find a net decline in the pre-govemment
poverty rates. In some countries, e.g., United Kingdom and Genmany, growth in pre-govemment
poverty was very large. The United States experienced a below average increase in pre-tax and
transfer poverty. The second and third lines in panel A capture the net effect of the tax and
transfer system on household poverty. Because, on average, the change post-tax and transfer
poverty rates (1.5 percentage points) is less than the change in pre-tax and transfer rates (2.5
percentage points), the tax and transfer systems in most nations helped cushion the blow of
economic and demographic change on national poverty rates

The net effects of the tax-transfers systems differ substantially across nations, however.
The United States system apparently lost whatever positive effect it had on poverty over the

1979-86 period. The expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) was not enough to
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offset the weakening of the rest of the United States safety net between 1979 and 1986 so that
the post-tax and transfer poverty rate was largely the same as the pre-tax and transfer rates.
Subsequent expansions in the BITC in 1988 and 1990, and the reduction in income taxes on the
poor in the 1986 Tax Reform Act are not reflected in these figures, but might have improved the
situation since 1986. In contrast, the Canadian system did a much better job in reducing poverty
in both periods. The Canadian system became more effective as the 1980s moved on according
to Hanratty and Blank (1990), and was the primary cause of poverty reduction over this period
in Canada.

In Germany both the relatively low pre-tax and transfer poverty rates and the social
protection system generate low post-government poverty rates. In the rest of the countries the
large and sustained impact of European social protection systems can be easily seen. Even in
Britain, where post-government poverty rates increased the most, the net impact of the tax and
transfer system was very large. In short, without such systems the end results could have been
much worse indeed.

Panels B and C separate out households with and without children. On average, the effect
of taxes and transfer on households with children is Jarger than the effect on units without
children. Unfortunately, the United States’ systems effect is to produce a negative change in
child povert},r.8 With the exception of the Netherlands, other systems of tax and transfer have
a lesser effect on the childless than the childful,

In addition to the measured impacts of government tax and transfer systems on poverty,
we must be mindful of the behavioral effects which they might have for prime age, jobless
individuals. Por instance, the generosity of the Netherlands disability and unemployment benefit

system is well known (Wolfe, et al., 1984; Burkhauser, Halberstadt and Haveman, 1984). It
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would be difficult to argue that the very large pre-tax and transfer poverty rates among childless
households in the Netherlands are independent of this system.9

Age FEffects. Tables capturing the effect of taxes and transfers by age are presented in
the appendix (Tables A-3, A-4). The main results are summarized below where we calculate the

average impact of taxes and transfers on poverty across our seven countries for the 20-29 and

30-55 year old groups:

Heads Age 20-29 Heads Age 30-55
Period Period Pericd Period  Period Period
One Two Change One Two Change
Pre 18.5 23.8 5.3 14.3 14.6 3
Post 11.0 16.0 5.0 9.1 9.3 2
Policy Change 7.5 7.8 52 5.3

As with the overall results above, the average effect of the tax and transfer system in the average
country improved over the period. In terms of percentage point change, effects were stronger
for the young than for the older middle age group. However, the effects were not large enough
to offset increases in pre-tax and transfer poverty. The major difference between age groups is
that pre-govemment poverty increased by 5.3 points among the 20-29 group and by only .3 points
among the 30-55 age group. Hence, the young were, on average, positively impacted by

government policy, yet they still bore the brunt of economic adversity during the 1980s.

V1. Joblessness and Earnings Change

The primary driving force behind pre-tax and transfer poverty is eamings change. Slow
economic growth, high unemployment, and single parenthood can each adversely effect the
ability of households to earn enough to escape poverty. Gottschalk and Joyce (1991) and Green,

Coder, and Ryscavage (1990) have used the LIS data to indicate that earnings inequality
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increased in each of the countries studied over this period, a finding consistent with the patterns
of poverty and economic change observed above. Here we attempt to capture the effect of two
specific aspects of earnings change on poverty:  (a) households without earnings and (b)
households with either no eamings or with low earnings as measured by earnings as a percent
of the poverty line.

Given our previous results, we expect to find increases in households without earnings
among the pre-transfer poor this period. In fact, this is what we observe (Table 8, Panel B). In
all countries but

Table 8 Here

Sweden, where unemployment was only 2.9 percent in 1987, the percentage of pre-transfer poor
without earnings increased over this period. The increase was very large in the United Kingdom
(though data differences may overstate this change). The differences across countries are also
very large. With the exception of France, these zero eamings rates correlate fairly well with the
unemployment rates in Table 2. The very high Dutch rates of zero eamings are no doubt
affected in part by their social insurance transfer system rules. As expected, families with
children are less likely to be jobless than are households without children. Swedish and French
single mothers are more likely to have jobs than are those in other nations, perhaps reflecting
their emphasis on child care provisions for working mothers.

Interestingly, in Panel B (Table 8) we find that there is no systematic "age” bias to
joblessness. Younger pre-transfer poor households are moré likely to have zero earnings in the
European Community countries (West Germany, United Kingdom, Netherlands, and France) than
are older houséholds. In the United States, Canada, and Sweden younger households are, in

general, slightly less likely to have zero eamings.
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While high unemployment can increase zero eamings among pre-transfer poor households,
it may also have some effect on overall levels of eamings--including earnings of those who are
forced to accept part-time work or lower paying jobs. In fact, average earnings as a percent of
median income fell among the pre-transfer poor in every nation studied over the periods we
observe (Table 9). The levels and trends

Table 9 Here
(differed substantially across countries and types of households, but the effects were quite
consistent. On average eamnings fell from 18.7 to 15.0 percent of adjusted median income or
from 37.4 to 31.0 percent of the half median poverty line, thus putting added pressure on the
transfer systems in all nations. With the exception of the United Kingdom, France, and the
Netherlands, levels of average adjusted eamings were fairy consistent across the nations studies.
Again Swedish and French single parents had higher average earnings than did other single

parents, while the childful were generally more likely to have higher earnings than the childless.

VII. Dependence

The final piece of this overview deals with the changing dependence of households on
public transfer programs. While longitudinal data is better suited to studying this phenomena
than is cross-sectional data (e.g., see Duncan et. al., 1991),| we can get some handle on
dependence by asking how many households within this age group received more than haif of
their gross incomes from public transfers.! A further question deals with the issue of
dependence among various groups. It is not intuitively obvious whether one wants to examine
dependence of the pre- or post-govemment poor or of the whole population. Differences in these
estimates will reflect not only dependence but also the generosity of the nations’ transfer systems.

The percentage of post-tax and transfer poor dependent on transfers may be very high if the
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transfer system is nét very generous; it may be high for the pre-tax and transfer poor but low for
the post-government poor if the system is so generous that it removes large numbers of otherwise
poor from the poverty polls. And so we have decided to look at trends in dependence for two
groups: all households and the pre-tax and transfer poor (Table 10).
Table 10 Here

In every country studied, with the exception of Sweden, dependence on transfers among
the entire population increased from the first to the second period. Among families with
children, it increased everywhere but among the Dutch where there was no overall chamge.11
Among the pre-transfer poor (Panel B), dependence increased among all major groups except for
Sweden, and among the childless in Canada and Germany. Low unemployment rates in Sweden
helped reduce their otherwise high dependency rate while the Dutch dependency rate stayed high
regardless of their improved unemployment situations between 1983 and 1987. In the United
Kingdom dependence increased by a very large extent over this period. Though we cannot yet
separately identify them, this finding is consistent with the Duncan, et al., (1991) findings of low

rates of turnover among British single parents receiving welfare benefits.

VHI. Summary and Conclusions

This paper has presented the first LIS evidence on levels and trends in poverty among
middle age households in the 1980s. We find that poverty rates among middle age households
increased in almost all nations studied during the 1980s. The United States had the highest
poverty rates overall and among households with children. The largest increases in overall and
childful household poverty over the periods were found in the United Kingdom.

Economics conditions, particularly high unemployment, produced higher pre-government

poverty in almost every nation studied. Public tax and transfer programs offset much but not all
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of this change. There were also differential impacts of these changes by age; younger (20-29)
households suffered more than did older (30-55) ones. Families with children were differentially
poorly treated in only a few nations, with the United States being the worst. Poverty rates among
households with children in the United States were nearly twice as high as the overall average,
while anti-poverty policy was least effective in the United States compared to Canada, Sweden,

or to any of the European Community countries.
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Endnotes

The reader should be warned that this problem does not exist with respect to unmarried
individuals living together as married in the LIS dataset. These units are classified as
couples in the United Kingdom, Sweden and Netherlands where the practice is most
common.

For this reason we sometimes refer to pre-tax and transfer income as pre-government
income in the text. However, because government tax and transfer programs can and do
affect market incomes via behavioral response, one must be careful to interpret this term
correctly.

There is also a very small number of units age 18 or 19 in our dataset. These are
included with the 55 and over. However, the number of 18 and 19 year olds heading
their own households are too small to affect the results or interpretation presented here.

Note however, that the period to period comparisons of real income and other trend
variables are most difficult in England and Germany because of possible data
inconsistencies. In Germany two different surveys were used in each period while in
England the survey was the same, but there were large differences in the methodology
used to calculate annual income in the United Kingdom in the latter vs. the former period.
Also, German and British data were collected on a sub-annual basis. Hence, the month
or quarter for which income is collected need be compared to the price index in that
month or quarter. We have the fonmer information, but not the latter.

Changes in the coding of the British Family Expenditure Survey dataset and in procedures
for measuring income components which are important for single parents (i.e., housing
allowances) preclude a trend comparison within this group at this time. LIS is preparing
a 1979 dataset which is as close to 1986 as is possible, but the database is not yet ready.
However, recent analysis by Atkinson (1990) using the Family Expenditure Survey
indicate that child poverty in the United Kingdom almost doubled over the 1979-1987
period. While Atkinson measures child poverty (not poverty among households with
children) relative to half the average (mean not median) income, and while he measuores
poverty both before and after housing costs, his trend results over the 1979-1987 period
are even more pronounced than are ours.

Dooley (1988), Blank and Hanratty (1990) and Smeeding (1990) reach the same
conclusions comparing the United States and Canada.

Because of the growing integration of the tax and transfer systems in most westem
nations, it is not possible to separately estimate the "tax" or "transfers" portions.
Similatly the distinction among universal (e.g., child allowances), social insurance
(unemployment, disability), and welfare (imeans-tested) benefits is blurred by government
efforts at integrating these elements of anti-poverty policy. Finally, many LIS datasets
do not allow us to separate the impacts of one type of system from another. For instance,
the LIS Swedish dataset lumps together some social insurance and some means-tested
benefits in the same category of income. Other datasets combine unemployment benefits
with other types of social insurance (e.g., short-term disability) making separation of
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programs most difficult. Hence, the total effect of the tax and transfer system is therefore
the only reasonable way to summarize it in most nations.

Simulations performed by the Congressional Budget Office reprinted in the Green Book
(1991, Table 8, p. 1166) indicate that on a percent of persons poor basis, using official
United States poverty thresholds and equivalence scales, making some adjustment for
underreporting of market income, and including housing benefits, the United States tax
and transfer system reduced pre-tax and transfer poverty among families with related
children by 6.0 percent points in 1979 and by only 3.7 points in 1986. The post-tax and
transfer poverty rates calculated by CBO and presented in the Green Book are 10.5 and
15.8 percent in 1979 and 1986, respectively, Several factors can account for the
differences between these and our estimates. In particular, the different level of the
poverty line and implicit equivalence scales explain a large part of the story.

At the 40 percent poverty line, the United States figures for post-tax and transfer
poverty rates for households with children in Table 4 are 13.5 and 17.5 percent in 1979
and 1986. Hence, on a persons basis the CBO estimated rates increased by 5.3 points
(15.8 minus 10.5). Our household based estimates for 20-55 year olds with children
increased by 4.0 points (17.5 minus 13.5) over this period.

In a recent paper (Smeeding, 1991, Table 3) which used the same LIS dataset and
definitions as those used here, we found that taxes and transfers had the following effect
on the extent of poverty among children in the United States:

50 Percent Line

1979 1986
Pre ' 23.0 26.8
Post 22.5 27.3
Change 5 -5
40 Percent Line
Pre 19.0 22.3
Post 14.7 20.4
Change 4.3 1.9

These results are reasonably consistent with the CBO results from the Green Book and
the results in Table 7 of this paper.

See also Duncan, et al.,, 1991 on this topic. The Dutch disability system has a
replacement rate of 71 percent of average wages.
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It would be preferable to separate dependence on means or income tested benefits from
dependence on other transfers. However, such a differentiation cannot be accomplished
in enough countries to warrant further study. Similarly a comparison of transfers to
disposable after-tax income would be preferable to a comparison to gross income.
However, the taxability of transfers makes such a comparison very difficult,

See also footnote C in Table 10 to explain subgroups vs. overall changes in dependence
rates over time.



25

References

Atkinson, A. 1990. "The Department of Social Security Report on Households Below Average
Income 1981-87," Welfare State Programmme Research Note No. 22, London School of
Economics, December.

Blundell R. and I. Walker. 1988. "The Changing Structure of the Labor Force: Married
Women and Lone Parents," presented to the Symposium on Population Change and
European Society, Florence, Italy, December 8.

Buhmann, B., et al. 1988. "Equivalence Scale, Well-Being, Inequality, and Poverty: Sensitivity
Estimates Across Ten Countries Using the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) Database,”
Review of Income and Wealth.

Burkhauser, R., V. Halberstadt and R. Haveman. 1984. Public Policy Toward Disabled
Workers: A Cross-National Analysis of Economic Imports, (Ithaca: Comell University
Press).

Dooley, M. 1989. "Démography of Child Poverty in Canada: 1973-1986," presented to the
Population Association of America, Baltimore, MD, March 28.

Duncan, G., et al. 1991. "Poverty and Social Assistance Dynamics in the U.S., Canada, and
Europe,” (University of Michigan) mimeo, May 20.

Duskin, B, 1990. Lone Parents and Their Children, (Paris: Office of Economic Cooperation and
Development).

Ellwood, D. 1988. Poor Support (New York: Basic Books).

Ermisch, J. 1987. "Demographic Aspects of the Growing Number of Lone Parent Families,"
presented to the OECD Conference on Lone Parents: The Economic Challenge of
Changing Family Structures, (Paris: OECD) December 8.

Gottschalk, P. and M. Joyce. 1991. "Changes in Eamings Inequality--An International
Perspective,”" LIS--CEDS Working Paper No. 66, June.

Green, G., J. Coder and P. Ryscavage. 1990. "Intemational Comparisons of Earnings Inequality
for Men in the 198_08," LIS/CEPS Working Paper No. 58, October.

Hanratty, M and R. B. Blank. 1990. "Down and Out in North America: Recent Trends in
Parenting Rates in the U.S. and Canada,” (Evanston: Northwestern University) mimeo,
September.

O’Higgins, M. 1987. "Lone Parent Families in OECD Countries: Numbers and Socio-
Economic Characteristics,” presented to the OECD Conference on Lone Parents; The
Economic Challenge of Changing Family Structures, (Paris: OECD) December 8.



26

Rainwater, L. 1990. "Changing Inequality Structure in Europe: The Challenge to Social
Science," LIS-CEPS Working Paper No. 46, March.

Smeeding, T. 1990. "Poverty in the United States and Other Nations: Toward a Fund for
American Children and their Families," FORUM for Applied Research and Public Policy,
Vol. 5, No. 2:65-70, Summer.

1991. "Briefing: Cross-National Perspectives on Trends in Child Poverty and the
Effectiveness of Government Policies in Preventing Child Poverty in the 1980s: First
Evidence from LIS, presented to the George Washington University Forum,
Washington, DC, February 25.

Smeeding, T., B. B. Torrey and M. Rein. 1988. "The Economic Status of the Young and Old
in Eight Countries,” in Palmer, Torrey, and Smeeding, eds., The Vulnerable (Washington:
Urban Institute Press, October).

Smeeding, T. and B. B. Torrey. "Poor Children in Rich Countries,” Science, Vol. 242,:873-877,
November 11 (copy attached).

Wolfe, B., et al. 1984. "Income Transfers and Work Effort: The Netherlands and the United
States in the 1970s,” Kyklos, Vol. 37, No. 4:609-632.



Appendix

Tables A-1 thru A-3 explain the LIS dataset, the demographics of LIS households headed
by persons age 20-55, and the actual number of survey records on WhiCil these analyses rest.
Tabie A-] covers the datasets and units definitions ﬁscd in this paper. Table A-2 presents the
dcmographic- sub-composition of households according to the breakdowns used in this paper. It

contains an extra row on single parent households as a function of other households with

-

children.

Table A-3 presents the raw unit count of the data used in LIS. Note that the unit count
of households in the U.S. and Canada are smaller than the actual number of units on the survey
because LIS was forced to reduce the U.S. and Canadian samples to increase computing -
efficiency and speed. Using a sample size of 65 as a cutoff point, the reader can see why we
were unable to separate single parent households among the 20-29 year old units and why single
parents are also not identified among the 30-55 year olds in Germany.

Appendix Tables A-4 and A-5 present further age-specific analyses of the anti-poverty

effects of taxes and transfers.
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