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I. INTRODUCTION

The economic well-being of households is determined by their resources relative to their
measurable economic needs. Economic resources include both cash and noncash income. While
after-tax cash income is the most widely employed measure of household economic well-being,
it may exclude considerable amounts of resources received in a noncash form. These include
healthcare, housing, education, food, and other subsidies from govemments; production for own
consumption by farmers, peasants and other individuals, living mainly in rural areas and small
towns; and in-kind transfers received from relatives, friends and others in the form of food,
clothing and/or shelter. Moreover, the distribution of these resources may vary systematically
by population subgroup, thus affecting measures of relative economic well-being within and
between households. They may also differ systematically by country. They almost certainly
differ by regime, e.g., in the Reforming Socialist Economies (RSEs) of Eastem Europe as
comparable to Westemn European and other Western nations.!

The omission of noncash income from microdata based measures of economic well-being
is not purely unintentional. In most countries aggregate income in-kind is measured by systems
of national income andfor social accounting. But the problems inherent in the measurement,
valuation, and imputation of noncash income to individual household cash income on the basis
of microdata files are formidable for in any one country. While a few countries (e.g., United
States, Netherlands) have partially accomplished this task with some difficulty and while others
have achieved at least some limited microdata accounting of selected income sources (Germany,
Australia, Switzerland, United Kingdom, many RSEs), some countries (Canada, Sweden) have
never before systematically attempted such a task. Moreover, none of these countries have ever
attempted a joint project aimed at producing measures of noncash income which are
internationally comparable among such nations.

A group of researchers (see cover sheet) have been working on such a project in Westemn
nations for the past several years under the auspices of the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS).

This paper presents a summary of the results of this project as they relate to income inequality,



living standards for several types of families, and poverty measurement. Additional detail is
available by contacting the authors at the address given on the cover page and also in Smeeding
Saunders, and Jenkins, et al. (1992).

The remainder of this paper discusses the importance of noncash income in Westermn
nations, and our conceptual and empirical approach to measuring the size and impact of noncash
income in seven of the countries participating in the LIS project. For data reasons, the scope of
the project is restr.ictcd to noncash incomes associated with education (schooling), health services,
and, for five of the seven countries, comparative estimates of noncash housing benefits accruing
to home owners. The paper encompasses noncash benefits accruing to individuals as a result of
direct (subsidized) public provision, tax concessions and provisions subsidized by employers.
After explaining the methodology and data sources, the paper discusses and analyzes the results,
focusing specifically on comparisons of the distribution of noncash income across countries.
Particular attention is given to comparisons of the distributions of final (cash plus noncash)
income in each country as well as to the impact of noncash income on the incidence and
structure of relative poverty. A classification according to life cycle category and family type
allows the results to be analyzed more thoroughly and highlights the role of noncash income in
redistribution both across and within the life course of individuals and families and its impact on
the living standards of such families. However, before we move onto the topic at hand, a few
words about the LIS project are in order.

L Luxembourg Income Study Project

Comparative research on the distribution of economic well-being has made considerable
progress in recent years. That progress has been facilitated by advances in both methodological
procedure and data availability. Methodologically, recent income distribution research has
achieved greater clarity on questions relating to the appropriate unit of analysis, the basis for
ranking those units and their weighting in deriving aggregate measures of inequality (Atkinson,
1983). These developments have permitted analysis of the distribution of income among
households to translate more readily into the distribution of economic well-being among

individuals. Much, though not all, of the empirical application of this new methodology has been



undertaken within a comparative context. That, in turn, has been made possible by advances in
data availability, specifically by the production of microdata sets which generally conform to
agreed upon and standardized concepts and definitions.

At the forefront of this research effort has been the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS}, an
international, cooperative research endeavor which began in 1983 with the aim of improving
comparative measures of economic well-being. There are, in fact, three distinct components of
the research undertaken as part of the LIS project. The first involves the reorganization of
national microdata sets in order that they conform to a common standard conceptual and
definitional framework. The second involves the use of the data thus generated to analyze
various aspects of economic well-being and inequality within a comparative framework. The
third is to make the standardized data sets easily available to the international research
community, in order that researchers within national boundaries can utilize them, confident in the
knowledge that national differences in data concepts and definitions have, as far as possible, been
eliminated. The LIS database currently covers over 20 countries with data covering various
periods from 1969 to 1989, Several volumes and over 75 working papers have been published
by LIS so far.

The effect of cash transfers and benefits on income distribution for the countries included
here can be found in Smeeding, O’Higgins and Rainwater (1990). In fact, all of the research
undertaken as part of the LIS project extant has been based on measures of cash income. The
income concepts around which the LIS database has been constructed--factor income, gross
income, disposable income and equivalent income-—are all based on a conception of income
expressed in terms of cash only. Noncash elements which form part of income in its broader
meaning have, with few exceptions, been excluded.” This segregation was inevitable in the early
phases of the LIS project, but its continuation has become increasingly difficult for at least two
reasons. First, because economic well-being is, in fact, determined by more than just receipts
of cash income, there is a need to begin to expand cash income measures to reflect a broader
range of noncash components. Second, studies based on cash income may give a distortionary

picture of the impact of government budgetary policies because within this limited framework



government (cash) transfers and (direct) taxes do not balance--even in the remote sense which
characterizes the actual overall fiscal situation--but also because govemments may seek to
achieve their redistributive goals through programs which provide noncash benefits rather than
just through tax-transfer mechanisms. This means that measures of economic well-being based
on disposable cash income are subject to the vagaries of the overall fiscal structure within
countries, and that comparisons of both the level and distribution of well-being between countries
are dependent upon the existing fiscal structures. Particularly as we seek to understand and
compare the distribution of income in the RSEs of Eastern Europe and Russia with that of the
United States, we need to broaden our comparative measures of the distribution of well-being.

This paper should be seen as a first exploratory step in this direction.

II. THE SIGNIFICANCE OF NONCASH INCOME

Knowledge about the distributional impact of noncash benefits is essential to adequately
understand the distribution of well-being in modem industrial societies. Noncash income may
be provided to private households by govemments, by private third parties such as employers,
or by the household itself as in the case of imputed return from durables such as owned housing
or automobiles. By far the largest amounts of noncash benefits are provided by govemments.
Governments tax and transfer large amounts of total personal (factor) income--ranging from 20
percent (in the United States) to over 40 percent (in Sweden)--in going from market-determined
factor income to final income. In most countries, cash income transfers constitute less than half
of government expenditures. Hence, not all of the income taxed away by governments, even
counting only direct taxes, emerges as contributing to the post-tax, post-transfer cash or
disposable income of households. The amounts taxed but not transferred in cash constitute
noncash income components. While not all such components may be measured, valued and
imputed to households, large parts of public noncash income transfers in the form of health care,
education and housing can be so imputed, at least in principle,

Not only is the size of noncash income important, its distribution may also have

considerable effects on the distribution of well-being between different classes of households.



Consider, for example, public health and education benefits. Most would argue that health
benefits provided by governments and insurance companies are most valued by older citizens
who are more likely to make use of medical services. Similarly children (and/or families with
children) are most likely to enjoy benefits from education subsidies in a given year. One would
thus expect that differential gains and losses would be realized across different household types.
Because the value of noncash benefits is likely to be disproportionate to net (cash) income, these
income components might also have large distributional effects by income class, as well as by
demographic group.

For all of these reasons, the distribution of disposable cash income may yield misleading
inferences about the relative well-being of various types of households both within and across
countries. If we accept the axiom that the more comprehensive the definition of income used
the better is the measure of welfare, then measuring, valuing and imputing noncash income will
give a more complete picture of well-being than that afforded by cash income alone.

An indication of the aggregate importance of public noncash health and education benefits
in the seven countries in our study is provided in Table 1. Noncash expenditures are shown
relative to the major elements of cash transfer spending (pensions and unemployment benefits),
both being expressed as a percentage of GDP. The estimates overstate the ratio of noncash to
cash benefits because the OECD noncash expenditures may include some cash items (e.g.,
education allowances paid in cash to tertiary students), while coverage of cash benefits is
restricted to pensions and unemployment benefits. Together, these shortcomings are not likely
to be of sufficient importance to fundamentally change the picture indicated in Table 13 In
1981, in all countries except West Germany and the Netherlands, noncash expenditure exceeded
expenditure on cash transfers. The difference was almost 5 percent of GDP in Canada, and
exceeded 4 percent and 3 percent of GDP in Australia and Sweden, respectively. In the
Netherlands, noncash expenditure fell slightly below cash transfer spending after the mid-
seventies due to the rapid rise in transfer spending, particularly disability benefits West Germany
is the only country where cash transfer spending has consistently exceeded noncash expenditure,

owing largely to the generous West German public pension systf:m.4



These data thus confirm that the total size of public noncash benefits is such as to present
the possibility that their inclusion as part of income might well influence the overall level of
economic well-being and its distribution. However, the ranking of countries according to the
levels of cash and noncash spending is similar, except for Canada whose noncash ranking is well
above its cash transfer ranking. This suggests that governments have not used cash transfer and
noncash benefit programs as substitutable methods of achieving their social objectives. It thus
implies that while the inclusion of noncash income will increase measured economic well-being,
it may also cause the observed degree of inequality of final income to be more equal than that
of disposable income (both across and within countries) at least if the equalizing redistributive
impact of cash and noncash incomes are similar.

These figures also indicate that the cross-country variation in noncash expenditure is less
than the variation in spending on cash transfers. The variation in noncash spending in tum
largely reflects cross-country variations in health expenditure, spending on education beiug 2
broadly similar proportion of GDP in all countries (O’Higgins, 1988). Between 1975 and 1981,
however, that pattern was reversed, as transfer spending rose sharply relative to GDP while
noncash spending felt relative to GDP everywhere except in the Netherlands and Sweden. These
observations confirm that cash transfer spending is more cyclically sensitive than noncash
expenditures, which are driven by longer run, mainly demographic, developments. Against this,
recent cutbacks in government spending may have fallen disproportionately on noncash items
because their impact on living standards is less discernible than cash transfers, where cuts have
an immediate and transparent effect on disposable income. These points aside, however, the
main message to emerge from Table 1 is that noncash income is of sufficient quantitative
significance that it need be taken account of in any comprehensive measurement of income and

assessment of economic well-being.



IH. CONCEPTUAL, METHODOLOGICAL AND EMPIRICAL ISSUES

1. Conceptual Approach

In practice, the range and type of noncash income to include in a project such as this is
enormous. It has already been noted that, although important, government is not the only source
of noncash income to private households. The goods and services from which noncash income
is derived may also be provided by private third parties such as employers or charitable
organizations, or by the household itself in the form of home grown food or implicit rent on
owner-occupied housing. These items may be delivered and subsidized directly or, in the case
of govemnment provisions indirectly via tax expenditures or regulatory policies. Employer
provided benefits such as health care insurance in the United States may also attract government
support if they, or employee contributions receive concessionary tax treatment. Thus, our first
task was to agree on a set of criteria for selecting noncash benefits. The jointly determined goals
and criteria which have guided our project should therefore be made explicit.

Qur primary goal was to improve upon measures of economic well-being and the size
distribution of well-being within and between countries, by adding quantitatively important and
practically measurable components of noncash income to the LIS cash income database.
Moreover, in selecting components of noncash income for imputation, we sought to measure the
flow from those sources of noncash income which have a deliberate (large) and differential
impact on private incomes within or between countries. Conceptually acceptable but
quantitatively insignificant noncash income components (e.g., transportation subsidies) were for
this reason deliberately ignored. Finally, the principle of international comparability was our sine
qua non. Because one of our main objectives was the improvement of the LIS database, it was
important to produce measures of noncash income components which were robust across
countries. Fc:llowing this principle we sometimes chose to abandon preferred measurement
techniques available for practical implementation in only one or two countries and adopted
instead less accurate but wholly comparable approaches to noncash income measurement across

all countries, or at least across a majority of countries, involved.



For instance, we were forced to exclude those goods and services for which we either did
not have the requisite data needed to impute a value to them (services) and/or were not of great
overall significance at the time of the income surveys with which we were working (child care
services). We also excluded, reluctantly, noncash income in the form of chronic (long-term)
health care subsidies--provided in the form of both domiciliary and institutional care--for the frail
elderly and for younger people with services disabilities. This was partly due to lack of reliable
comparative data. on the cost of these services, but also because the institutionalized population
is excluded from most household survey datasets.

Three broad classes of benefits were included in our study: imputed rental income from
homeownership (in all but the U.K. and Australia where the LIS version of the datasets excluded
the data needed to make such imputations), liealth care and education. Tertiary education
spending and its associated noﬁcash income was excluded because the LIS tapes did not permit
those studying in tertiary institutions their subsidies to be identified. Cash scholarship support
of living expenses for tertiary education was identifiable for those who received such support.
However, these are a very small minority of such students in most of the countries studied.

In the area of housing benefits data limitations and comparability forced us to focus on
imputed rent to owner occupiers. Housing benefits paid in the form of cash allowances were
already included in the LIS database. Other types of benefits were too elusive to include in most
countries. These include purchase subsidies for low-income homebuyers (Netherlands), and the
net value of subsidized rental housing (United States, United Kingdom).

Thus, this study estimates noncash income provided by government and employers in
most of the health and education areas, and in the area of imputed rental value for owner-
occupiers. Noncash income provided through tax expenditures are also included, although these
are implicitly incorporated into the LIS cash income framework because they affect taxable
income and are thus allowed for when deriving disposable income from gross income. In a
limited sense, therefore, the project can lay claims to incorporate all three elements of Titmuss’

social divisions of welfare spending (public, occupational and fiscal) at least within the education



and health areas. The inclusion of housing benefits reflects some mixture of public subsidies and

of home production.

2. Imputation Rules

Having described the scope of noncash income, the next set of issues relates to the
identification and valuation of noncash benefits necessary for the imputation of noncash income.

Again, it is only possible here to describe our methods in general terms. Our imputation

procedures were based on the following four general principles:

(1) In order to impute noncash income, account must be taken of both benefits and
costs, with only the resulting net subsidy being imputed to households. Thus, the
benefits associated with a partial subsidy are included as noncash income, just as
any costs (whether third party charges or taxes) must be subtracted from total
(gross) benefits. If there is_no subsidy, households pay market prices and thus
receive no noncash income.

(it) The total (gross) value of noncash benefits is assumed equal to the amount of
money a government (or employer) spends on each item. No attempt has been
made to estimate the recipient or cash equivalent value of noncash benefits. This
implies that the recipient’s value of noncash income may be overstated in some
cases, particularly for those families on low incomes who might well have chosen
to spend the monetary value of noncash subsidies in other areas had these been
provided as cash transfers.

(i)  The household which directly receives each noncash benefit is assumed to be the
only household to benefit. We thus disregard all general (social) or specific
(private) externalities, largely because of the practical impossibilities of estimating
them.

(iv) We include both operating and capital outlays when allocating public noncash
benefits for education and health care. Annual capital outlays have been estimated
where data on interest and depreciation were available; where they were not, five
year averages of actual capital expenditures have been used.

We now turn to specific imputation procedures which we have followed. In the field of
education subsidies, our analysis has been restricted to public elementary (primary) and
secondary schooling. The benefits of current (operating) and capital outlays have been allocated
to families with children in education. Qur estimation methods involve calculating, for each level
of education, average outlays per student from data on total outlays and student enrollments, and

imputing these averages as noncash income to families with children participating in each level

of education. Adjustments for early-leavers ('drop-outs’) have been made and public subsidies



16

for private education (which are important, in Australia, for example) have been allocated on a
randomized basis. Because the resulting noncash incomes are allocated to all students, whether
they attend public (government) or private schools, we assume that subsidies to government
schools are of value and thus also provide benefits to those with children in private schools, and
likewise that government subsidies to private schools are of value to those with children in
government schools. In contrast, families whose children 'drop-out’ of school are assumed to
place a zero valuq on their foregone opportunity of school attendance. Finally, we have deducted
property tax payments from homeowners in order to arrive at 2 net subsidy figure. This is
because property taxes are the major financing mechanism for local schools in most countries in
the study.ﬁ

In the field of health care subsidies, our imputations have been based on a risk-related
insurance premia approach. That is, we view health care as an insurance benefit received by all
coverees, independently of their actual use of health care benefits, and also that the benefits (and
hence premia) differ by age and gender in line with differences in need. According to this line
of argument, insurance premia should be actuarially adjusted (age and sex related) to account for
differences in the need-related value of being covered by health insurance. Thus, benefits
received are estimated by age and sex-specific outlays spread over all coverees in each age-sex
cell of the population. The actual cells used to estimate benefits and the method for allocating
nontax (user) charges for health insurance are derived from national data sources on utilization
rates for different elements in the health care system, differentiated by age and gender, and
national data on the incidence of any tax or user charges. In cases where freely available public
health insurance is all that exists (e.g., in Sweden), gross benefits only are imputed, the taxes to
support them already being deducted. In cases where public and private third party charges are
levied on households and employers (the Netherlands, United States and West Germany) an
allocation of costs is also specified. In the case of direct payments to providers (e.g., out of
pocket charges, deductibles, etc.), no imputation of costs or benefits is undertaken. Finally, in

cases where total third party premia equal expected benefits (i.e., no subsidy is realized), no
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imputation is made. Thus, only subsidized and insured benefits and payments to insurers are
taken into account here.

For housing, the correct measure of implicit rent is the opportunity cost of the housing
aused, i.e., the counterfactual private market rent minus cost of owning (including depreciation,
property taxes, maintenance, etc.). But these data are not available for all countries.
Alternatively in competitive markets, the implicit rental value of owned homes can be measured
as a fixed interqst return on the net worth in ones own home. Economic theory holds that
ignoring transactions costs and differential risk, investment funds (financial capital) will flow
between sectors to equilibrate the marginal rate of return on all types of investments. Hence, the
implicit rate of retum on housing equity will equal a safe private market rate of retumn (or the
return on relatively riskless long-term government bonds) on an equal value of investment. The
annual rate of return which is used in this case is approximated by a 2 percent real retum (2
percent on top of the change in overall consumer prices for a country in the year studied).
Inflation plus 2 percent was, thus, multiplied by home equity to estimate imputed rent.

In summary, our imputation methods have involved combining the existing LIS data set
with additional data on noncash expenditure aggregates, on the utilization rates of education and
health services, and on estimates of the net worth of homeowners. In order to achieve this, we
have had to combine familiarity with the existing LIS data with detailed knowledge of the
national data sources which comprise LIS, an understanding of the structure and operation of the
education and health insurance schemes in each country and expertise in bringing other national
data sources to bear on how the detailed allocation of noncash benefits was to be imputed.7

3. Other Measurement Issues

There are a number of additional issues that have to be discussed before turning to our
results. Again, these are dealt with only briefly, in order that readers can gain a basic
understanding of our actual procedures. The first such issue relates to our choice of the basic
unit of analysis. Noncash benefits have to be imputed to income units, i.e., to persons, families,
or households. Our emphasis is on the distribution of noncash benefits between families defined

to include either a group of two or more related persons living together as a family and sharing
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their housekeeping, or single persons who are assumed to independently keep their own housing
units. This definition implies that two unmarried individuais sharing the same living quarters are
treated as independent families. The bias implicit in this treatment is to ignore economies of
scale in housing (and other domestic arrangements) among unmarried people living together.

The major exceptions to these general rules are in the Netherlands and Sweden where,
again as noted earlier, unmarried persons living together in a marriage-like relationship (i.e.,
sharing living Qufﬂ'ters, facilities and expenses) are counted as a single family, and in Canada,
where related generations of families (e.g., elderly mother and adult children) are treated as
separate economic units, even where they live together. In general, while these procedures treat
some households or families differently than others, they come closest to the preferred and usual
definition of families within each country.

Having defined families for the purposes of analysis, the next step is to specify a number
of different family types for measuring the impact of subsidies on family types. The results
presented in the following section of the paper disaggregate families in two different dimensions,
according to eight family types. In relation to this disaggregation, we adopted the following
exclusive and exhaustive categorization which was chosen in part beéause of its relevance for

both analytical and policy purposes:

1. Families with Children (children are 17 or younger)
(a) Non-aged couples (head under 65, couple may or may not be married)
(b) Single parents (one adult only plus children)
(¢) Other families with children (including a few units with head 65 and over)

2. Elderly Families (head 65 or older)
(a) Single elderly persons (one person unit 65 or older)
(b) Elderly couple (head 65 or older)

3. Non-aged Families Without Children
(a) Single persons
(b) Childless couples (of any marital status)
(c) Other childless families (more than two adults or families with young adults

age 18 or over)

The percent of families in each of the categories in each nation is presented in Appendix Table

A-1.
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As already noted, the basic income concepts we have used are those developed as part
of the LIS project and other research in the area (Smeeding, O’Higgins, and Rainwater, 1990).
However, to the familiar (cash income) concepts of factor income, gross income and disposable
income, we now add two concepts of full income, one of which is equal to the sum of disposable
income and imputed noncash income in the form of education and health care, the other which
includes housing as well. These will be called "full income 1" (health and education onty) and
"full income 2" ('hcalth, education and housing).

Because family size and structure have a considerable influence on the well-being of
individual family members, account must be taken of differences in family need in order to
derive measures of individual well-being for poverty measurement. This is done by applying a
set of equivalence scales--which express relative family needs--in order to derive measures of
equivalent income, or family income adjusted for family needs. Equivalent income is a
preferable measure of individual well-being to per capita family income because the latter makes
no allowance for economies of scale in family financial arrangements. We regard the extent of
such economies as an empirical issue which is incorporated into the scales themselves, and not
something which is a matter for pre-judgement.

There remains the question of which set of equivalence scales to use, an issue on which
there currently exists little consensus, but which is known to influence cross-country comparisons
of inequality and poverty, at least under certain circumstances (Buhmann, Rainwater, Schmaus
and Smeeding, 1988). We have selected as our base case a simple set of equivalences that lic
about midway between the two extreme scales produced by recent research on the topic. These
scales allocate a weight of 1.0 for the first adult in each family, 0.4 for each additional adult in
the family and 0.3 for each child. They approximate what Buhmann et al. (19838) refer to as the
Budget Studies/Program equivalences. These are based in turn on equivalence scales estimated
from budget study data on expenditure patterns for different family types, as well as on family
size differentials in benefit levels built into social programs. The scales imply, for example, that
a single parent with one child and a married couple with two children have needs which are 30

percent and 100 percent greater than the needs of a single adult, respectively.
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Although these equivalence scales have been used to derive equivalent disposable cash
income, the question arises of whether the same scales should be applied to adjust noncash
income. Because noncash income does not depend upon family size or structure (only on
characteristics pertaining to individuals)--which suggests that there are no economies of scale in
noncash income--we decided to aggregate all noncash income for the family as a whole and
express that in per capita'terms. Our welfare-based measure of final family income is thus equal
to the sum of eq'uivalent (or adjusted) disposable cash income and per capita noncash income.
This income concept is referred to as adjusted or final income (1 or 2) in subsequent tables and
discussion referring to poverty. When investigating the effect of noncash income on living
standards by family type or on the overall income distribution equivalence adjustments to

incomes are not made.

IV. LEVELS OF NONCASH INCOME AND LIVING STANDARDS

1. The Level of Noncash Income

The overall mean amounts of (unadjusted disposable) cash and noncash income are
presented for each country in Table 2. The figures in the top panel for each country are
expressed in national currencies, while the figures in the lower panel are standardized relative
to each country’s mean disposable income. It is important to recall that the noncash incomes
shown in Table 2 are net of all costs and charges, including only the met subsidy from
government and/or employers. This explains the differences between the patterns shown in Table
2 and the (gross) govemnment expenditures shown in Table 1. Despite these differences, the
ranking of countries according to the relative importance of noncash income on the two
comparable clements (health and education) is broadly similar. The two exceptions are Australia,
whose ranking is higher according to Table 2 than Table 1, and the United Kingdom whose rank
changes from fifth according to Table 1 to second according to Table 2. Given these changes,
and the fact that noncash health and education income averages 16.5 percent of disposable
income, ranging from 13 percent in the United States and West Germany to almost 22 percent

in the United Kingdom and Sweden, the importance of noncash income is again reinforced. The
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health component of noncash income is greater than the education component in ail countries
except Canada, United Kingdom and the United States. In the United Kingdom, this mainty
reflects the high level of noncash education income, while in the United States it reflects the
relatively low net subsidy to health care. The differences between these categories in Canada are
fairly small.

The addition of housing benefits makes many of these differences more pronounced.
While on average, housing income in-kind is less than education and health, the distribution of
housing benefits across countries is very different than the distribution of the other types of
benefits. Canada and Germany have the largest amounts of noncash income of this sort,
particularly Canada. As a result the final ranking of noncash income in the five countries with
housing as well leaves Canada at the top of the heap followed by Sweden and Netherlands. West
8

Germany and the United States bring up the rear.

2. Living Standards

The effect of noncash income on the average income levels of household types--the effect
on living standards of different household types--is shown in Table 3 (for health and education
only) and Table 4 (including housing). Living standard impact was calculated by comparing
overall average group income--unadjusted disposable income and final income--to the national
mean. Net differences in impact by family type are shown at the bottom of each table.

The bottom panel of Table 3 indicates that, relative to average incomes, noncash income
is greatest for middle-aged families with children and the very elderly. The biggest relative
losers in most countries are younger families without children and childless couples, so-called
"yuppies,” and those approaching retirement age. The size of the relative gains for families with
children are greater than those for the eiderly in all countries. Amongst families without
children, relative losses are generally greater for couples than for the other groups. The impacts
on the elderly are generally more modest than one would have thought given their relatively
higher benefits from health care. The differences in health subsidy for the aged versus other
groups (adults, children) are clearly less than the differences in education which benefit only one

group: families with younger children.
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Before the addition of noncash income, single parents with children, single adults--aged
and nonaged--and aged couples had below average disposable incomes. Nonaged married
couples, with and without children, and larger families--generally those included under "other"--
had higher incomes. Because of our not adjusting these incomes for family size, we clearly
create upward bias in the measured well-being of "other” categories. Still, the addition of
noncash income in the form of health and education and most improves the position of single
parents with chilc'h'en. Single aged persons gain a small amount and aged couples hold their own
(except in Sweden where the gains are large for the aged). The childless nonaged lose--both the
couples and others who already had above average incomes, and also nonaged single persons
whose cash incomes were below average to start.

If one were to double the living standards of the singles (or double the incomes of the
couples), they would be much closer to each other, indicating that overall living standards per
capita are more for these people than shown in Table 3. Single parents with children--the least
well-off group in cash terms in several of these nations--appear to gain most from this exercise.
Their full incomes remain below average (except for Germany and Sweden), but they are higher
once income in-kind is added in, than they were before.

The addition of housing benefits (Table 4) only changes this picture marginally. The aged
now gain more--due particularly to the higher fraction which own homes in Canada and the USA-
-but otherwise the "winners" and "losers” are still, respectively, the childful and the childiess.
It, thus, appears that the benefits of homeownership are fairly evenly distributed across the eight

groups of family types shown here.

V. INEQUALITY

The effect of these benefits on the overall size distribution of income is captured most
simply in Table 5 (health and education only) and Table 6 (adding in education). No adjustments
are made for family size or type. The bottom panel of each table again captures the difference

due to noncash benefits.



17

For the most part, noncash benefits from education and health are equalizing, increasing
the income share at the bottom and decreasing it at the top (Table 5). Effects are largest by far
in Germany, followed by the United Kingdom and Canada. Effects are least in the United States
and even slightly disequalizing in Sweden at the top of the distribution. The rank order of
nations in terms of the income shares of the lowest quintile are unaffected by the addition of
health and education benefits with the exception of Germany which jumps to the highest with
Sweden second. 'In all nations, the bottom quintile does better with noncash benefits included.
The United States still has the lowest share for the bottom quintile, but it is now much closer to
Australia (second lowest) than before. Effects on the top quintile are generally small except in
Germany. Here rank order changes slightly, with Germany again becoming the most equal
(lowest upper quintile share), and Sweden moving to second most equal. The rest of the rankings
remain intact.

The addition of housing benefits (Table 6) has a substantial impact in Germany, greatly
reducing the size of the gains in distributional equality made by health and education. Noncash
benefits are still equalizing in West Germany, but not nearly so much as they were when only
health and education were counted. In contrast, the addition of housing benefits is decidedly
more equalizing in the Netherlands, Sweden and Canada. In these nations, the housing effects
reinforce those of health and education. The Netherlands now has the most equal final income
distribution with the highest bottom quintile share and the lowest top quintile share. Sweden is
second and Germany in the middle. The United States remained most unequal with Canada
second. The large amounts of noncash housing benefit in Canada therefore, seemed to have only
a modest import on their overall inequality rankings.

Clearly, the relationship between the relative size of benefits and their distributional
impact is complex. The United States has the smallest total expenditure, yet has a larger impact
than in Sweden. Sweden, on the other hand, has the largest noncash sector but the overall least
distributional effect. Canada and the Netherlands tend to have the largest equalizing impacts

from all three types of noncash benefits combined. West German housing benefits counteract
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the strong equalizing impact of health and education, leaving only a modest net impact on

distribution.

VI. POVERTY

1. Measuring Poverty: Methods

Of the many dimensions of comparative economic well-being that we are in a position
to investigate com'paratively on the basis of noncash income, perhaps their poverty impact is most
important. The effect of noncash income on living standards and on the distribution of final
income have been presented. Neither of these made adjustments for family size or need. Poverty
measurement must, however, deal with these issues.

The first step in this exercise is to select a poverty line. We decided against the use of
an absolute poverty line, partly on the grounds that the concept itself conveys an unwarranted
objectivity, but also because it would resuit in levels of poverty which differed according to the
national standard of living as well as to the distribution of income within each nation. It would,
thus, conflict with the widely held view among scholars working in this arena that a poverty
standard cannot be established independently of the economic and social context within which
needs arise and are defined (Smeeding, Rainwater and O’Higgins, 1990).

We, thus, regard the choice of a relative poverty measure as much more defensible. Here
we pick a poverty line which is equal to the same fraction of the median level of living (median
disposable cash income after adjustment for differences in need using the equivalence scale) in
each nation. The use of this relative poverty line implies that differences in living standards
across countries are irrelevant to the measurement of national poverty rates. The choice of a
relative poverty measure does, however, make the level of poverty in a country dependent on the
distribution of resources (adjusted cash or cash plus noncash income) within each nation. We
have chosen to measure the incidence of poverty as the percentage of all families with adjusted
incomes (cash or cash plus noncash) below half of median adjusted income, even though there

is nothing special about half as compared to 40 percent or 60 percent or some other percentage
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of adjusted median income.’ Our basic poverty standard, thus, contains an explicitly subjective
element which we accept as inevitable in any exercise such as this.?

These choices still leave unresolved the issue of whether the same poverty standard should
be used to measure poverty on the basis of cash income alone and according to the sum of cash
and noncash income. There are good arguments both ways here. It can be argued to be most
appropriate to define the poverty line on the same basis as that used to define income itself.
Thus, a cash poverty line should be used in conjunction with cash income, but when noncash
income is included in the income measure, the poverty line should be re-defined accordingly so
as to comprise cash and noncash elements.!! The main disadvantage of this approach is that
it is difficult to unravel the impact of noncash income on poverty when the poverty line itself is
also changing.

Because our interest is primarily in estimating the impact of noncash income on poverty,
we have rejected this approach in favor of one where the poverty line is fixed independently of
the definition of income. We thus use a poverty line based on median adjusted disposable cash
income throughout our analysis. This allows us to see what difference the inclusion of noncash
income makes to the incidence of relative poverty when a common poverty standard is used.
This approach is no different in principle from that used in studies which estimate the effects of
government taxes and transfers on poverty by using a common (cash income) poverty standard
to compare poverty estimates based on pre-tax, pre-transfer (cash) income and post-tax, post-
transfer (cash) income. 12

Regardless of the choice of poverty line, the issue of how noncash income is valued is
very important. As explained earlier, we value noncash income at its market value or cost to the
government. We therefore assume that £800 (or $2,500) of education benefits for a family with
one child is equal to an £800 (or $2,500) transfer in cash. Because low income families with few
cash resources might choose to spend noncash transfers differently if they were given in cash
instead of in education outlays or the cost of medical insurance, the decision to count them in
income at their government cost or market value may lead to an overestimate of the true level

of well-being of such families. Stated differently, a family offered a choice between £300 of
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education expenses or a lesser amount of cash income (e.g., £600) might prefer the cash. If so,
the £800 imputed value of the noncash transfer overstates the true increase in the economic
welfare of the family. For this reason, differences between the estimates of poverty before and
after the receipt of noncash income should be treated as the maximum impact of noncash income.
To the extent that families would value these benefits at less than market cost, their real incomes
and hence, their poverty rates will change by less than is estimated here.

In comquing the effect of noncash income on poverty, we only present results based on
health and education or final income 1. The addition of imputed rent for homeowners is thus
not captured in the folowing analyses.

2. Measuring Poverty: Resulfs

Because we have chosen a common cash income based poverty line, the effect of adding
in noncash income can only be to reduce poverty. And, in fact, this is what we find in Table 7.
However, the results of adding in health and education benefits varies across the seven nations
studied. In terms of the absolute reduction in poverty, noncash income has the biggest impact
in the United Kingdom followed by Canada, Australia, and the United States. The impact in the
remaining three countries--West Germany, the Netherlands, and Sweden--is much smaliler, partly
because poverty was already much lower in these three countries. Because the poverty rates were
initially highest in the first group of four countries, these differences are less marked when
expressed in proportionate terms, but they nonetheless, remain.

The only significant change in the ranking of national poverty rates occurs in the United
Kingdom, where noncash income has the largest (absolute and proportional) impact on poverty.
The ranking of all other countries stays much the same whether noncash income is included or
not. The United States has the lowest ranking according to both income measures, and looks
worse relative to the other countries on the basis of final income than on the basis of disposable
income.

When poverty is measured using final income, the distinction between the four European
countries and the three remaining (colonial) nations becomes more marked. Within these

European nations, there is little variation in overall poverty, the incidence of poverty being
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between 4 percent and 5 percent. In the colonies, in contrast, poverty ranges from 7 percent to
12 percent--far higher overall than in Europe and with a much more diverse pattern. It is
interesting to note that the lowest poverty rate in the non-European countries after the inclusion
of noncash income (7.2 percent in Canada) is about the same as the highest poverty rate in
continental Europe before noncash income is included (7.5 percent in West Germany). This is
a dramatic indication of the extent of the differences between relative poverty rates in the two
groupings of COufltrieS included in this study.

Differences in the level of poverty and the impact of noncash income are shown by family
type in Table 8. We begin by noting the wide variation in cash income based poverty rates
across countries. In no country do we find nonelderly couples with or without children, to have
double digit poverty rates. In contrast, the poverty rate for nonaged single people exceeds 10
percent in all countries, while single elderly people have the highest poverty rates almost
everywhere except in the Netherlands and Sweden. In afl countries except the Netherlands and
Sweden, the risk of poverty is much higher in families (with or without children) with only a
single adult member than in families with two (or more) adults present. Even in the Netherlands
and Sweden, single adult families have among the highest poverty rates. The highest poverty
rates of all (well over 40 percent) are found among single parent families in Australia, Canada,
and the United States, and poverty rates for single parent families are above the national average
in all countries except the Netherlands and Sweden.

The inclusion of noncash income causes families with children to experience large
reductions in poverty in all nations, due mainly to the impact of education benefits. The effects
of health care benefits are, mainly beneficial to the elderly. The biggest impact of noncash
income in Australia, Canada, and the United Kingdom is on poverty among single elderly persons
living alone, and on elderly couples in the United Kingdom. There is also a large impact on
single elders in the United States, but it is less than the effect of noncash income on single
nonaged parents--or so-called lone parents. Here we also find double digit reductions in their
poverty in Australia, Canada and the United Kingdom. The impact of noncash income on these

two groups (single parents and the single elderly) causes their poverty rates to decline
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substantially in absolute terms and, in the latter case, relative to the national poverty rate also.
This leaves single nonelderly adults as the group who miss out most from the benefits of noncash
income, having high poverty rates which are least impacted by education benefits and health
benefits.

3. Sensitivity Analyses

When relatively large numbers of families have incomes close to the poverty line, smali
changes in the le'vel of the poverty line can have a large impact on estimates of the proportion
of the population who are poor. One way to address this issue is to use alternative indexes of
the depth of poverty. The "poverty gap” index, for example, is less sensitive than the poverty
rate to small changes in the poverty line. An ailternative approach to the sensitivity issue is to
examine it directly by retaining the same poverty rate measure but to consider changes in the
level of the poverty line itself. We chose this latter method.

By recalculating poverty estimates for alternative poverty lines set above and below the
benchmark poverty line of 50 percent of median adjusted disposable cash income, the extent of
income clustering in the region of the poverty line can be ascertained and its significance for our
conclusions assessed. We have, thus, recalculated some of the earlier estimates using poverty
lines set 25 percent below and 25 percent above our benchmark poverty line.!3 As before,
these poverty lines are used to estimate poverty before and after the inclusion of noncash income
(final income 1) in the income measure.

Table 9 presents the results by family type. At the lower poverty line, the pattern of
poverty indicated by our benchmark poverty line remains virtually unchanged. In most countries,
poverty is highest among nonelderly single people, single parent families, and single elderly
people, in that order. At the higher poverty line, poverty amongst the elderty rises sharply,
particularly among single elderly people, except in the Netherlands and Sweden where overall
poverty among the elderly remains below the national average. The poverty rates of most
nonelderly family types remain unchanged relative to the national poverty rate as the poverty line

is varied.
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As the poverty line varies, the ranking of countries by the overall final income poverty
rate also undergoes several noticeable changes. Atour benchmark poverty line, the total poverty
rate is lowest in Sweden and the United Kingdom, followed by the Netherlands, West Germany,
Canada, Australia, and the United States, in that order. At the lower poverty line, the United
Kingdom clearly has the lowest poverty rate, while the rankings of Australia and West Germany
improve and those of the Netherlands and Sweden worsen. At the higher poverty line, Sweden
and the Netherlands have the lowest poverty by a considerable margin, while the United
Kingdom’s ranking drops markedly. These changes in poverty rankings mean that comparisons
AcCross our seven countries are sensitive to where the poverty line is set, a point noted for cash
income based estimates of poverty by Mitchell (1991). The United States is the only country

whose ranking is unchanged for all three poverty lines. It has the highest poverty in all cases.

VIi. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The main aim of this paper has been to summarize the impact of noncash income--health
and education benefits, and imputed rent--on living standards, income distribution and poverty.
Although our valuation methods are open to criticism and may overstate the value of noncash
benefits for those on low (cash) incomes, the results are nonetheless interesting and informative.

The impact of noncash income is best viewed within a life cycle context. Education
accrues to families with school age children, while health care benefits--though received by all--
are disproportionately high for the elderly. The inclusion of noncash income thus has the largest
impact on the final incomes, and hence average living standards and poverty rates, of families
with children and the elderly. In contrast, nonelderly single people, particularly young single
people, and nonaged families without children find their relative income positions are worsened
by the inclusion of noncash income. Because single elderly persons and single parents on
average have low living standards, these benefits have a large impact on their well-being.

Housing benefits, in contrast, have benefits which are difficult to predict. We show only

their impact on living standards and inequality, and here for only five of the seven nations.
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Patterns of homeownership are likely to benefit the elderly and families with children less than
they benefit other groups.

In all cases, nonaged single persons do least well. They are less likely to be homeowners;
they do not have school children; and, their health benefits (and needs) are only average--
somewhere between the lower benefits (and needs) of children and the higher ones of the aged.

The distributional results were striking mainly because of two factors. The strong
equalizing impact of noncash benefits in ail countries, and also then, the lack of a large
differential net impact on country ranking (with only the exception of Germany where health and
education inequality reductions were matched by the disequalizing effect of housing benefits).

Previous research using the LIS database has shown that, on a cash income basis, poverty
in the early eighties was higher among families with children than among the elderly (Smeeding,
Torrey and Rein, 1988), and that these patterns changed little during the 1990s (Smeeding, 1992).
Furthermore, when noncash benefits for food, housing and health care are counted, poverty
among the elderly in the United States dropped enormously, further emphasizing the point that
the elderly had been doing relatively well (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982). However, the
United States estimates do not take account of education benefits to the young. When they are
so included, the differences between these groups drops dramatically. The two decades up to the
1980s had seen a decline in poverty among the elderly and increased poverty among families
with children. These developments helped to fuel the generational equity debate in the United

States and elsewhere (Preston, 1984).

Our results indicate that once both health benefits and education are counted, noncash
income tends to even out fluctuations in the risk of poverty over the life cycle and although
single nonaged people miss out relatively speaking, our results suggest that intergenerational
inequities may be less than previous research has indicated. What is also clear, however, is that
the United States is something of a polar case among the seven countries studied here. This
suggests that findings for, and debates in, the United States do not necessarily apply to other
nations. [Each country has had to resolve questions of intergenerational equity using a

combination of tax and transfer, cash and noncash subsidy programs. Those policies have clearly
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evened out life cycle income fluctuations in all countries but this is not to suggest that equity
tensions have all been resolved. That is essentially a national question which this kind of
research cannot answer.

Overall, the results in this paper do not give rise to a pattern of national differences in
poverty rates or income inequality which are markedly different from that to emerge from
previous LIS research based on cash income alone. However, the inclusion of noncash income
thus makes the distinction in poverty profiles between the four European countries and the three
colonial nations in this study much more marked. Aside from this important finding, it appears
that noncash income reinforces the redistributive impact of conventional (cash) tax-transfer

mechanisms rather than acting to offset them in any major way.
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Endnotes

Noncash income does not include off the books cash income (grey economy) and hence,
this topic is not discussed in this paper. While we do not include any of the RSEs in this
paper, it should be noted that many such countries, including Poland and Hungary, have
elaborate systems of national accounts, consumption studies, and income distribution
estimates which include a wide range of goods and services provided in kind. Yet even
these natidns exclude large portions of such items. For more on this topic, see Smeeding
and Torrey (1991) and Teglarsky and Struyk (1990).

"Near-cash" income--that is, payments made in flexible currency denominations, such as
food stamps in the United States, or cash benefits contingent on meeting certain needs,
e.g., university scholarships or housing alowances in Sweden or the United Kingdom, are
already included in LIS disposable income on the grounds that these benefits that are
denominated in money terms and are very nearly equivalent to an equal cash transfer in
the eyes of the recipient.

For instance, family benefits in the form of child allowances, maternity leave, and other
types of benefits, etc., lumped together by OECD are excluded. They totalled less than
7 percent of social expenditures in each of the countries studied here in 1981.

We will refer to West Germany throughout this paper because the measurements and data
were collected subsequent to 1950 and prior to 1990 when East and West Germany were
separate states.

The indirect effects of government subsidies or taxes on market prices, e.g., housing, were
also excluded. The implicit counterfactual is therefore that the market price is the price
which would prevail in the absence of any govemment intervention via taxes or subsidy.
Where property taxes are not used in this way (e.g., in Australia), the deduction of
property taxes from noncash education benefits was not undertaken.

Thus, while the focus of our research effort has been explicitly comparative, what we
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have attempted would almost certainly not have been possible except as a joint venture
undertaken by a group of national researchers committed to such a task.

The netting out of property taxes and depreciation and upkeep in the United States most
probably reduced imputed rent there by more than it did in the other nations studied.
Income is adjusted using the Budget Studies/Program equivalence scale discussed in the
previous sectton.

We will, however, test the sensitivity of our results using alternative poverty lines set at
75 percent and 125 percent of the half median disposable income poverty standard.

An obvious contender would be to set the poverty line equal to one-half of median
adjusted final income rather than median adjusted disposable income.

See, for example the poverty studies by Smeeding, Torrey and Rein (1988). A common
(cash-based) poverty standard was also used by Paglin (1980) and by the United States
Bureau of the Census (1982), in their calculations of the impact of noncash benefits on
poverty.

These alternative poverty lines thus corresponds to 37.5 percent and 62.5 percent of

median adjusted disposable cash income, respectively.
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TABLE 1

ESTIMATES OF CASH (PENSIONS AND UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS) AND
NONCASH (HEALTH AND EDUCATION) SOCIAL EXPENDITURES AS A

PERCENTAGE OF GDP IN 1960, 1975, AND 1981)

Noncash-Cash
Cash Noncash Differences”

Country 1960 1975 1981 1960 1975 1981 1960 1975 1981
Australia 3.3 5.7 6.4 52 11.7 10.5 1.7 6.0 4.1
Canada 4.3 6.6 6.9 5.4 12.1 118 1.1 5.5 49
Netherlands 54 114 14.0 58 13.5 13.8 0.4 2.1 -0.2
Sweden 4.6 8.4 12.3 8.0 12.9 15.5 3.4 4.5 32
United Kingdom 4.3 7.0 8.8 7.1 113 11.2 3.8 3.8 2.4
United States 4.8 8.1 7.9 49 10.0 9.7 0.1 1.9 1.8
(West) Germany 9.9 14.1 13.9 5.5 12.0 1.7 -4.4 24 =22

*Subtracts cash from noncash benefits.

SOURCE: OECD (1985).
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TABLE 7

FAMILY POVERTY RATES® IN SEVEN NATIONS BASED ON ADJUSTED
PISPOSABLE INCOME AND FINAL INCOME 1

Adjusted Disposable Cash
Income Adjusted Final Income 1
. National National
Country (Year) Amount” Rank Amount® Rank Difference?
Australia (1981-82) 15.4 2.5 7.4 2 7.7
Canada (1981) 15.1 2.5 7.2 3 7.9
Netherlands (1983) 6.6 6 4.7 5 19
Sweden (1981} 5.6 7 4.3 6.5 13
United Kingdom (1979) 13.5 4 43 6.5 9.2
United States (1979) 18.5 1 12.1 1 6.4
West Germany (1981) 7.5 5 54 4 2]

*Poverty rates are calculated as the percentage of families with adjusted incomes less than half of
national median adjusted disposable cash income.

®Adjusted disposable cash income is after-tax cash income adjusted for differences in family size using
the budget studies program equivalence scale.

Adjusted final income is adjusted disposable cash income plus the estimated market value of in-kind
bepefits in the form of education and health care.

9The difference between the poverty rate based on cash income only and the poverty rate based on cash
plus noncash income.




TABLE 8

FAMILY POVERTY RATES® IN SEVEN NATIONS BASED ON ADJUSTEP DISPOSABLE INCOME AND
FINAL INCOME 1 BY FAMILY TYPE

Families With Children Elderiy® Nonaged without Children |
Nonaged
Nonaged Single Single Siagle
| Country | _Couple | Parent | Other® | Persons | Couple | Persons [ Couple Other® TOTAL
1. Adjusted Disposable Cash Income®
Australia 8.8 54.4 7.0 46.1 77 22.1 5.1 3.2 15.1
Canada 8.9 43.9 8.4 41.8 8.9 223 5.9 6.7 15.1
Nethertands 1.6 54 194 4.9 14 15.7 0.9 13.1 6.6
Sweden 3.2 54 0.6 11 0.3 12.1 24 -- 5.6
United Kingdom 3.6 26.3 1.1 50.3 23.5 13.8 2.5 28 13.5
United States 8.8 48.9 16.7 45.2 17.0 224 57 9.7 18.5
| West Germany 1.3 2.8 42 18.1 8.8 11.4 2.2 6.3 1.5
IL Adjusted Final Income 17 Health and Fducation
Australia 2.6 21.0 2.2 8.2 4.9 18.7 4.1 1.6 7.4
Canada 1.5 18.2 1.0 24 1.3 20.5 43 2.4 7.2
Netherlands 0.4 0.0 2.6 4.9 1.0 15.7 0.8 8.7 4.7
Sweden 0.8 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.3 11.1 14 -- 4.3
United Kingdom 0.1 04 02 13.6 1.1 13.2 1.1 1.0 4.3
United States 34 21.1 3.9 33.9 3.9 211 53 7.6 121
West Germany 04 33 0.7 14.6 4.4 10.0 17 4,1 54
Difference® '
Australia 6.2 334 48 37.9 28 34 1.0 1.6 77
Canada 74 25.7 7.4 32.4 7.6 1.8 1.6 4.3 7.9
Netherlands 1.2 5.4 9.8 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.1 44 1.9
Sweden 2.4 2.6 0.6 1.1 0.0 1.0 10 -- 1.3
Uhited Kingdom 335 25.9 0.9 317 224 5.6 14 18 9.2
United States 54 27.8 12.8 11.3 8.1 13 04 2.1 6.4
West Germany 0.9 6.5 3.5 3.3 4.4 14 0.5 22 2.1

TPoverty rates are calculated as the percentage of families with adjusted incomes less than half of national median adjusted cash

disposable income.
e elderly are families with the head or spouse aged over age 63.

Other families with children include those with at least one parent over age 65 or children living with more than two aduits.

9Other families without children include those with three or more aduits.

*Adjusted disposable cast income is after-tax cash income adjusted for differences in family size using the budget studies program
equi;ralcucc scale.

Adjusted final income ] is adjusted disposable cash income plus the estimated value of in-kind benefits in the form of education and
heaith care.

#The difference between the poverty ratc based on cash income only and the poverty rate based on cash plus noncash income.




TABLE 9

SENSITIVITY OF FAMILY POVERTY RATES BASED ON FINAL INCOME 1 BY FAMILY TYPE

Families With Children Elderly Nonaged without Children
Nonaged
Nonaged Single Single Single
Country Couple Pareat Other Persons Couple Persons Couple Other TOTAL
1. Poverty Line = 0.75 x Benchmark Poverty Line
Australia 1.5 9.5 1.4 1.3 19 10.3 22 0.5 37
Canada 0.9 8.7 0.5 1.5 04 13.9 2.0 0.8 4.0
Netherlands 0.3 0.0 6.3 44 0.5 14.0 0.5 6.9 3.8
Sweden 0.3 15 0.0 0.0 02 7.5 0.6 - 2.8
United Kingdom 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 42 0.1 0.4 0.7
United States 1.7 13.1 17 127 3.0 14.1 2.8 46 6.6
West Germany 0.2 2.0 0.4 4.3 1.9 4.9 1.3 1.0 2.2
I Benchmark Poverty Line = 0.50 x Median Adjusted Disposable Cash Income
Australia 2.6 21.0 22 8.2 4.9 18.7 4.1 2.2 7.4
Canada 1.3 182 1.0 9.4 1.3 20.5 4.3 2.4 72
Netherlands 0.4 0.0 9.6 4.9 1.0 15.7 0.8 87 4.7
Sweden 0.8 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.3 11.1 14 -- 43
United Kingdom 0.1 04 02 18.6 1.1 13.2 1.1 1.0 43
United States 34 211 3.9 339 8.9 21.1 53 7.6 12.1
West Germany 0.4 33 0.7 14.6 4.4 10.0 1.7 4.1 54
TII. Poverty Line = 1.25 x Benchmark Poverty Line
Australia 5.6 8.4 32 58.2 10.1 28.8 74 32 16.0
Canada 3.5 313 2.9 32.2 5.6 279 6.4 5.9 12.7
Netherlands 0.8 3.5 134 3.6 14 204 1.3 11.6 6.4
Sweden 1.5 5.8 0.0 04 - 0.3 15.4 2.8 -- 6.3
United Kingdom 04 1.8 0.6 60.1 24.3 224 3.4 52 14.0
United States 6.5 313 72 51.2 17.7 29.2 7.8 10.8 184
West Germany 0.6 7.0 1.0 29.3 104 18.8 2.5 73 10.6

Notes: See notes to Table 8.






