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" Summary

One-parent familfes are considered to be a social problem in many
countries. Up to now comparative studies of the relative economic
position of one-parent fami1ies were based upon hypothetical family
types using average earnings or percentages thereof and calculating
social transfers according to the social security regulations of the
countries under review. A newly built data base ({(Luxembourg Income
- Study, called LIS} containing individual and household income data for
seven major industrialized countries (Sweden, Norway, United Kingdom,
Israel, United States, Canada, Federal Republic of Germany) referring
to years around 1980 now enables researchers to compare the*economic
positions of various family types on an empirical basis and to analyse
"the determinants of differences among these countries in the relative
. positions. .

This study on the one hand compares the economic position of one-
parent families as indicated by their average net income per adult
equivalent unit in six countries and on the other differences in the
income distributions of one-parent and two-parent families. Differ-
ences in factor income, private transfers, public transfers, taxes and
social security contributions are considered to be the main deter-
minants of differences among countries in the relative economic posi-
tions of one-parent families. If countries are ranked by the relative
economic position of their one-parent families, it is found that the
first rank of Sweden is due to a high tabor force participation of
lone parents. and generous and comprehensive public transfers. Ger-
many‘s second rank results from high" labor  force participation but
much less generous public transfers in favor of one-parent families.
Israel -and the UK mainly rely upon public transfers but can only
secure a middle rank position. Canada and the USA show medium labor
force participation, but rather low and mainly means-tested transfers
thus reaching only low rank positions. '

Considering distributional aspects, the welfare positions of one-
parent families are generally less equally distributed than the posi-
tions of two-parent families. The ranking of countries by inequality
measures for one-parent families is similar to that found by using the
relative economic positions .of these groups. By defining a "low wel-
fare 1ine" 1t is shown that high proportions of one-parent families
wjth more than two minor children are in a very disadvantageous posi-
tion, thus constituting an unsolved social problem.
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Zusammenfassung

Ein-Elternteil-Familien werden in vielen Lindern als ein soziales Pro-
blem betrachtet. Bis jetzt beruhten vergleichende Studien ihrer rela-
tiven okonomischen Position lediglich auf hypothetischen Familienty-
pen, fiir die bestimmte Prozentsdtze des durchschnittlichen Arbeitsein-
kommens unterstellt wurden; auf dieser Basis wurden dann die entspre-
chenden Sozialleistungen errechnet. Eine neu erstellte Datenbank (Lu-
xembourg Inegme Study, abgekiirzt LIS), die Individual- und Haushalts-
daten aus dem Einkommens- und Transferbereich fiir sieben wichtige In-
dustrielinder (Schweden, Norwegen, GroBbritannien, Israel, USA, Kanada
- und Bundesrepublik Deutschland) fiir Jahre um 1980 umfaBt, ermbglicht
es nunmehr, die durchschnittliche dkonomische Position einzelner Fami-
lientypen auf empirischer Basis .zu ermitteln und die Determinanten fir
. Unterschiede zwischen den Ldndern zu analysieren,

In der vorliegenden Studie werden einerseits die relativen 8konomi-
schen Positionen von Fin-Elternteil-Familien und vollstdndigen Fami-
1ien (gemessen am Verhdltnis der gewichteten durchschnittlichen Netto-
einkommen der jeweiligen Haushaltsgruppen) und anderersefts Unter-
schiede in den Einkommensverteiliungen verglichen. Als wichtigste De-
terminanten fiir die Unterschiede in den relativen Positionen von Ein-
Elternteil-Familien werden die  Faktoreinkommen, die privaten und
staatlichen Transfers sowie Steuer- und Sozialabgaben herausgearbei-
tet. Wenn man die untersuchten Linder entsprechend der relativen Po-
sition ihrer Ein-Elternteil-Familien in eine Rangfolge bringt, zeigt
sich, daB die erste Rangstelle Schwedens sowohl durch eine hohe Ar-
beitsmarktbeteiligung dieser Gruppe als auch durch groBziigige und um-
fassende staatliche Sozialleistungen bedingt ist. Der zweite Rangplatz
der Bundesrepublik ergibt sich vor allem aus einer hohen Arbeitsmarkt-
beteiligung der Alleinstehenden mit Kindern, wdhrend die staatlichen
Sozialleistungen weit weniger ins Gewicht fallen. Israel und GroBbri-
tannien gewdhren bei geringerer Arbeitsmarktbeteiligung betrdachtliche
staatliche Sozialleistungen, konnen sich dadurch aber nur mittlere
Rangstellen sichern. In Kanada und in den USA besteht zwar eine mitt-
lere Arbeitsmarktbeteiligung, Jjedoch sind die Sozialleistungen sehr
niedrig und groBtenteils auch noch von Bedarfsprifungen abhangig, so
daB diese Ldnder nur die unteren Rangpldtze erreichen.

Betrachtet man die Verteilung des Wohlstandes {gemessen durch ein mit
der Haushaltsgrofe gewichtetes Nettoeinkommen}, so zeigt sich bei den
Ein-Elternteil-Familien eine groBere Ungleichheit als bef den voll-
stindigen Familien. Die Rangfolge der Linder im Hinblick auf das Aus-
maB der Ungleichheit zwischen den Ein-Elternteil-Familien entspricht
annihernd jener, die sich auf der Basis der relativen dkonomischen Po-
sitionen dieser Gruppe ergibt. Wenn man die Hilfte des durchschnittli-
chen pro-Kopf-Wohlstandes als eine Markierungslinie zur Abgrenzung von
Niedrigeinkommensbeziehern festlegt, so zeigt sich, daB insbesondere
ein sehr hoher Anteil der Ein-Elternteil-Famitfen mit mehr als zwed
minderjihrigen Kindern zu dieser Niedrigeinkommensgruppe gehort. Diese
Familien stellen aufgrund ihrer benachteiligten Situation in allen
verglicherien Lindern ein besonderes, noch ungel@stes sozfales Problem
dar. : - '



1. Introduction

One-parent families are being considered a growing social problem in
many developed nations. In 1971 the XIIth Conference of European Min-
isters Responsible for Family Affairs in Stockholm chose it as the

main theme of the Conference.

In 1974 the Finer Reportl) investigated the situation in the UK and
also made 5 thorough comparative study of several other Eurdpean coun-
tries, namely Denmark, Norway, Sweden, the Netherlands and the Federal
Republic of Germany. But the comparative part of the Finer Report was
mainly restricted to the various institutional provisions for income
maintenance of one-parent familfes, the administrative procedures and
some complementary social services. Earnings and public transfers were
compared only for a few standardized family types.

The Final Report of the Commission of the European Communities on the

2) showed on. an empirical

First Programme to Combat Poverty in 1981
basis that one-parent families bear a very high risk of becoming poor,
especially if they have two or more children. 1In 1982 a sequel to
this study dealt especially with the situation of one-parent families
in the EEC member countries.a) It concluded that in most member
countries the empirical information about these families is insuffi-
cient to make precise comparisons, but it confirmed that these groups
bear a poverty risk far above average.

4)

Another new comparative study by Kahn and Kamerman reinvestigated

1) Report of the Committee on One-Parent Families (Finer Report), Lon-
don 1975, HMSO Cmnd 5629-1

2) Final Report from the Commission to the Council on the First Pro-
' gramme of Pflot Schemes and Studies to Combat Poverty, Brussels,
1981 (KOM (81) 769 endg.) '

3) H. Frijs, L. Lauritsen, St. Scheuer, Die Familien mit nur einem E1-
ternteil und die Armut in der EG, Bericht an die Kommission der Eu-
ropiischen Gemeinschaften, Briissel 1982 (vervielf. Dokument V/
2541/82 und v/2541/2/82).

4} A, Kahn, Sh. Kamerman, Income Transfers for Families with Children.
An Eighth Country Study, Philadelphia 1983. The countries chosen
{continued on page 6}



the institutional provisions for families with children - among them
~one-parent families - in eight deve]opedrcoqptries, but went further
in distinguishing 15 family types and comparing their relative posi-
tions using the statutory provisions in each country for calculating
the specific benefits. Only within-country comparisbns of various fam-
11y types were intended, no attempt was made to provide between-
country comparisons of .absolute standards of 1iving.

To put it another way, even this new comparative study leaves us with

several open questions: _ .

{1) the empirical frequency of each family type within each country

(2) the relative economic position of each family type within each
countny

(3) the influence of factor incomes, private transfers and public
transfers on the relative economic position of each family type

- within each country
(4) the relative living standards of each family type resulting from

- between-country comparisons.

The LIS data base is suited to deal with these questions. An explora-
tory analysis for one-parent families, restricted to questions 1-3,
will be presented in this study. Between-country comparisons of living -
standards bring up a host of additional methodological problems and,
therefore, no attempt is made to deal with the fourth question.

The countries selected are those for which sets of individual créss
sectfon data (referring to years around the end of the seventies) are
1htegrated into the LIS data base; namely USA, Canada, UK, Sweden, Is-
rael and Germany (Federal Repub?ic)l).- A1l these countries can be
- classified as major industrialized countries.

(continued from page 5)
for comparison were Sweden, USA, West-Germany, Canada, France,
Australia,; UK, Israel. : :

1) Although data for Norway are integrated into the LIS data base,
this country has to be left out in this study because the data were
not suited to distinguish one-parent families according to the same
crf;eria that were used for other countries. '



1]. The Relative Economic Positions of One-Parent Families with Minor
Children '

1. The Framework of Comparison

The Tiving conditions of one- pahent families can be compared to sev-
era] other groups within each country. Single persons or couples with-
out children or two-parent fam111es with minor children are the most
obvious reference groups. But one could also think of a11 households
with a head of household at work1ng age or within even more Narrow age _
brackets. For this exp1oratory analysis we have chosen two-parent fam-'_
ilies with minor children as the reference group in order to concen-
trate on the differences between family types with minor children.
This means that the differences. between. countries in the relative po-
sitions of families with minor children compared to singles or to.
couples without children, either at working age or at pensionable age,
are not taken into account. These relative positions of all families
with minor children may vary from country to country for many reasons, .

one of the most important being differences in tax policies and social -

security prov1510ns with respect to the erer1y and to s1ngle persons
and couples w1th0ut ch11dren.

Compared to two—parent families, one-parent families with minor child-

ren are disadvantaged in many éspects. The 1one parent hds to raise'
the children without being able to share the duties of nursing, day -
care, education and providing a home with a second parent. In case of
sickness, accident or another emergency, no spouse is available who
could help out. So.to speak, a very elementary form of risk-sharing is

missing.

The single parent also has to maintain by himself the integration of
his or her family into the social network of relatives, friends,
neighbourhood and community, and to provide opportunities for the in-
tegration of the children. Finally, fhe lone parent has to be the sole
breadwinner, if the family is not fully supported in cash or in-kind
by private or public transfers.

A comparison between one-parent and two-parent families with respect



to all economic, social and psychological aspects of their 1iving con-
ditions within the framework of a comparative six-country study is not
feasible at ‘present. fherefore;-a~pragmatic reduction of the dimen-
. sions of éombarison is necessary. | '

Three important economic dimensions of living conditions of families
with children are net income, the_avai]abi]ity of time for child care

and household duties and the availability of real public trans-

fers.l)

If a Tone parent works full time, there is less time left for child
care and household duties than in a two-parent family with both
spouses in full-time employment. This has to be considered as an un-
favorable element of the 1iving conditions. The difference in avail-
~able time is even more to the disadvantage of a one-parent family if
the lone parent works full-time, compared to the two-parent family
where one spouse can spend all his/her time for child rearing and
household duties. ‘Only if a single parent does not n?ed to spend time
to earn an income, the baltance of available time may be in his/her fa-

vor.

Therefore, a comparison of the positions of one-parent and two-parent
families in principle ought to account for these dffferences in avail-
able time by using a wider concept of economic resources instead of

net income only.

To a limited extent personal child care by parents can be substituted
by public or private services from outside the family, usually at a
cost, e.g. day care cénters, nur§1ng homes, boarding schools. These
_differences also ocught to be taken into acéount in ca1cu1atfng the re-
lative position of one—parent families. Similarly there may exist dif-
ferences between one-parent and two-parent families with respect to
the availability of real public transférs, especially in the areas of
health care, housing, public transportation and education. Since these

1) A fourth economic dimensfon of living conditions consists of a fam-
fly's net wealth. This factor is also not dealt with because of
Tack of wealth data in the LIS data base.



differences are not revealed in net incomes, modifications would be

necessary.

At present 1t is not possible to account systematically and comprehen-
s1veTy for. differences concerning ava11ab1e time, the use of services
from outside the family and the. avaf1ab1]1ty of ‘real public transfers.
Therefore, we can only hint at these 1ymiuations of the comparisons to
follow which are only based on net income. . - ' '

various theoretical concepts of one-parent and two-parent families ex-
ist, depending on the problem an analyst wants to tackle. With a le-
gally oriented approach, institutional characteristics Tike marriage,
blood relations and liabilities for maintenance are used to define
families. A more functional approach emphasizes factual relations bet-
ween persons, 1ike cohabitation, factual income sharing and exchange
of personal services within a household. |

Given the differences of the legal systems among. countries, a func- -
tional approach seems to be preferab1é'f0f comparative studies. Fol-
lowing this '1ine, an adult caring for one or more minor children'
(under 18), without another adult being present in the household, is
considered to be a one-parent family. This definition includes a natu-
ral parent 1iving with his/her own children, but also ‘adopted children
or foster children. For various reasons, one-parent families sometimes
live together in the same household with other adults, 1ike their par-
ents or relatives or unrelated persons. These living arrangements may.
result in sharing.househo]d costs and in the exchange of perspnal ser-
vices that are beneficial for all household members. Since these in-
tra-household transfers are not known, we concentrate our anéTysis on
the one-parent families with minor children who 1ive in a household of -
their own. This definition is more narrow than definftions in official
statistics so that we have to expect a smaller proportion of one- par-
ent families within our data sets.1

According to this functional approach, two-parent families are defined

1) This definition fully corresponds to the definition uéed in the
Swedish data s;et., Data sets of other countries had to be recalcu-

1ated.
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as husband and wife, 1iving with minor children in the same household
with no other adults present or two adults living with minor children
in the same househo]d.?) To bring out differences between one-parent
and two-parent families more clearly, families with more than fwo
~adults are C1assified-among “other units" as well as single persons
'~ and other household types. -

fhe ana1ysi§ will .be based upon net incomé or elements thereof. Net
income is defined as factor income plus employment related pensions
plus public and private transfers, minus direct taxes and payroll tax-
85.2) ‘ .
Mean values of net income will be defined alternatively as income per
family or income per capita or income per adult equivalent unit of the
respective groups. Net income per adult equivalent unit of a family is
calcutated by using a simple equivalence scale assigning a weight of 1
to the head of household and a weight of 0.5 to each further member of
the household/family assuming that the net incomes of all family mem-
bers are pooled and distributed such that each member attains the same
welfare level. Therefore, we use the term “relative welfare ﬁositioh",
if mean values -of net income per adult equivalent unit of various
groups are compared.B) Between-country compafisons refer only to
relative positions within countries, thus avoiding comparisons of ab-
solute levels of living standards of various groups.

1) This definition fully corresponds to the definition used in the
Swedish data set. Data sets of other countries had to be recalcu-

lTated.

2) For details see T. Smeeding et al., An introduction to LIS, in:
"~ T. Smeeding/M. 0'Higgins, Poverty, Inequality and the Distribution
of Income in International Perspective, Wheatsheaf Books Ltd. 1986,

Table 3 :

3) The equivalence scale used is the same as the one used by T. Smeed-
ing et al., Poverty 1in Major Industrialized Countries, in:
T. Smeeding/M. 0'Higgins, op. cit., multiplied by 2. Since we do
not show absojute Tevels, this transformation is irrelevant. :
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2. Empirical Results

2.1. Demographic Aspects

We will start our analysis by presenting some demographic informa-

tion.l)

Table 1 shows total numbers and prOportidns of bne-parent and'two-par-
ent families in all the countries. The proportions of one-parent fam-
ilies in relation to all units vary from 1.5% (Israel) to 6.1% (USA)
- with a Jower middle group comprising Germany (2.5%) and the UK (3.3%)
and an upper middle group consisting of Canada (4.3%) and Sweden
(4.4%). Compared to Smeeding's caTcu1at10n52)
for a11'countries, except for Sweden. This is the result of three ef-
fects: First, we only counted one-parent families living in a house-
hold of their own which reduces the number of one-parent families con-
siderably. Second, we did not use an age 1imit of 65 for the parent

which might result in a slight increase, and third, we did not re-
strict our analysis to natural parents, but counted all adults, living
with children in their household. This also increases the number of
one-parent families, but obviously the first effect dominates the
other two. Similar effects explain the lower percentages of two-parent
families in all codntries, except Sweden. If we look at the ratios of
one-parent to two-parent families, we find a similar ranking of coun-
tries. The top group consists of the USA (24.7%) and Sweden (21.8%),
Israel has the Towest ratio of 3.9% and the other countries are in
between (Germany 10.4%; UK 11.2%; . Canada 15.5%).3) '

, our figures are lower

1} Since the population coverage of the samples in the LIS data base
varies slightly from country to country, the grossed up numbers of
famities and persons are smaller than the "true" figures for the
whole population. For details compare T. Smeeding et al.. An Intro-
duction to LIS, .in: T. Smeeding/M. 0'Higgins, op. cit.

2) T. Smeeding et al., Poverty in Major Industrialized Countries, in:
~ T. Smeeding/M. 0'Higgins, op. cit., Table 2

3) These ratios roughly correspond to information from other sources,
if the more narrow definitions of our analysis are taken into ac-
count. Compare: Jane Millar, Lone Parents, Income Support and Liv-
ing Standards: ‘A Review of the Comparative Literature,

University of York, Social Policy Research Unit discussion paper,
DHSS 265, 1985
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The figures show considerable variation of the demographic composi-
tion of the populations. These discrepancies have to be kept in mind
in evaluating the results of the following section which presents the
relative economic positions of one-parent families since it clearly
makes a difference whether an unfavorabie relative position concerns
only a small or a large proportion of all families with children.

2.2. Relative Economic Positions

Fl
The relative economic position of one group in relation to another

. group, as measured by the group averages of net incomes, can be con-
sidered as a rough overall measure of an important aspect of the liv-
ing conditions of these groups. Since household size, household econ-
omies and differences in structure of need among members ought to be
taken into account, net income per adult equivalent unit, called wel-
fare position, is preferable to net income per family or net income
per capita for a comparison. Table 2 presents the results for the six

countries selected.

" ITable 2

Ranking of Countries According to Relative Positions of One-Parent Fami-
liss Compsred to Two-Parent Familiss Using Average Neat Incomes

Net Income per Net Income pec Welfara Position
Countries Family Capita

Rank HNean Ratio Rank Mean Ratio Rank Mean Ratio

SWEDEN 1 0.63 1 0.97 1 0.87
GERMANY 2 0.53 2 0.87 2 0.78
X 3 0.58 ! 0.83 Yy 0.76
1SRAEL 4 (0.57) 2 (0.873 2 0.79)
CANADA 5 0.48 5 0.73 5 0.E6
USA 6 0.45 5 0.62 & 0.57

figures in parentheses are derived from less than 20 housaholds in the
semple
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As could be expected, the economic position of one-parent families in
all six countries is worse than that of two-parent families by all
measures of average net income. Although the levels of the mean ratios
are different depending on the kind of averages used, the ranking of
the countries is practically the same. Concentrating on the relative
welfare positions, we find that Sweden 1s in a top position, meaning
that the discrepancy between one-parent and two-parent families is
rather small (13%). A middlie group consists of Germany, the UK and
Israel with a discrepancy of a little more than 20%. In Canada the
welfare position of one-parent families is on an average about 34% be-
low that of two-parent families, and in the USA the discrepancy is
even 43%, Relating this result to the demographic figures, it appears
" that on the one hand Sweden, despite a rather high proportion of one-
parent families, has managed to keep them fairly close to the two-par-
ent families while on the other in the USA - the country under review
with the highest proportion of one-parent famlies - they fall far be-
hind the two-parent families. -

These overall results give rise to a number of questions that will be
dealt with in the following sections.

III. Determinants of the Relative Lconomic Positions

On an intermediate level of analysis, differences in the re]ativé
economic positions of one-parent families compared to two-parent fam-
i{1ies can be traced back to differences in
- factor income
private transfers received
public transfers received
taxes and social security contributions paid
household size, if income per capita or per adult equivalent

unit is used for comparison.

These intermediate level determinants can in turn be related to di f-
ferences in more basic causal factors that are specific fbr each coun-
try. Since our data base 1s 1imited in many ways we can only proceed a
few steps along this line. The focus is mainly on exp]aining the rank-
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ing of the countries as determined by the relative welfare positions

of one-parent families, -

1. Factor Incomes and Labor Force Participation

_Féctdh incomes consist of;three broad categories:
-~ wages and salaries |
- self-employment income

- cash property income.

_ Of these categories, earnings are by far the dominating income sodrcé
for the average fami1y} Although we rely on information about factor
income for the families in various countries, the analysis of its de-
terminants 1s concentrated on earnings since no information about cau-
sal factors determining differences with respect to property fncome is

~available.

Earnings of a family depend upon its potential earnings capacity and
the actual utilization of this capacity. The earnings capacity of a
family can be measured by hours of work time available multiplied by
the wage rate that corresponds with the qualifications and other labor
market characteristics of the potential labor. supplier. But the time
available for the upbringing of children ("upbringing capacity") com-
petes with earnings capacity for the total available time of the
adults of a family.

The economic positidn of two-parent families is based upon the earn-
ings capacity of at least one breadwinner. I1f household duties and
child care oblijgations are shared by both spouses even both may be
able to earn an individual income, the second breadwinner on a part-
time bhasis, at Teast. On the other hand the adult person in a one-par-
ent family can only take on a full-time job if the circumstances are
very favorable, e.g. availability of full-time child care facilities.
On an average, the earnings capacity of one-parent families can be ex- -
pected to be 1ower51) The reduction in family needs due to the ab-

1} In discussing the earnings capacity of a family, we have implicitly
given priority to the duties of child care and treated the avail-
able work time as a residual. This is a simplification since the
{(continued on page 16)
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sence of a spouse usually does not fuT]y compensate for the reduction
in earnings capacity since adults are supposed to contribute to the
upbringing of their children, either by intra-household transfers from
their income or by spending part of‘thefrntime for the family. |

We suppose that. differences in earnings_capacity between one-parent
and two-parent families are the basic factok‘in all countries under
review and we thus expect that the relative economic position of one-
parent families compared to two-parent families - based on factor in-
come - will reveal to be less favorable everywhere.

The utiltization of earnings capacity by those actually working depends
- among other factors - upon the availability of other income (e.g.
private'and public transfers), the availability of jobs and the wage
rate, net of taxes and contributions. Differences between one-parent
and two-parent families on the one hand and differences. between these
di fferences among the various countries on the other will consequently
modify the results. ' '

Differences in earnings capacity and in the utilization of earnings
capacity among countries show up in overall and in specific Tlabor
force participation rates. '

It is well-known that one-parent'famiTies are mostly headed by women.
Thus, female labor force participation rates are of special signifi-
cance. Depending on the cultural background, the educational opportun-
ities, and the availability of jobs for women the overaTl‘fema1€ IaborA
force particfpation rates differ among countries. A high overall fe-
male labor force participation rate will indicate higher earnings both
of one-parent families and of two-parent families. The effect on the
retative position of one-parent families compared to two-parent fam-
ilies thus is not unequivocal. Presumably, the better'job opporfun—
ities for women - which are also indicated by a higher overall female
labor force participation rate - can be used more easily by women of

(continued from page 15)

time necessary for child care can not be determined objectively.
The utilization of time, however, is part of a family's decision.
Hence, the time used for child care and the quality of child care
ought to be a dimension for comparison, too. -
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two-parent families because they possessfa larger range of alterna-
tives to rearrange their household and their child care duties. This
argument leads to the conclusion that in countries with a higher over-
all female labor force participation rate the relative economic posi-
tion of one-parent families - based upon factor income - would be less
favorable; This influence, however, can easily be dominated by_other

'effects.

Apart from this fact, if one considers the specific female labor force
participation rates of the female heads of oné-parent families, it can
be expected that the relative position of one-parent families - hased -
upon factor income - will be better the higher this specific female
" labor force participation rate 1s. This effect can be modified if
there are differences in the average working time of the female heads
of one-parent families, e.g. if in one of these countries a high labor
force particiﬁation rate of this group exists, but where most of its
members only work part-time while in another country with a s1m11ar
' participation rate, full-time jobs are to be considered as norma1

Given a majority of female-headed one-parent families, additional dif-
ferences among countries can be expected in the relative economic po-
sitions of one-parent families - based upon factor income - if the
wage rate differentials between the breadwinners of both family types
differ, Wage rate differentials can.be found if

wage discrimination exists against women regarding'the same jobs

- jobs available for women are concentrated in low wage industries or

)

sectors :
- on an average, women sShow lower Tlevels of qualification due to lower
_education or lower vocational training levels or to shorter periods

of work experience
- there are fewer career Opportun1t1es for women in general or for

those holding part-time jobs _
- female heads of one-parent families seeking work on an average are

younger than male breadwinners of two-parent families and thus have

shorter periods of work experience
- there are higher unemployment rates for women in general or for

those seeking part-time Jobs.
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The influence of differences in wage differentials on the relative
economic positions of one-parent families is additionally modified if
the proportions of one-parent families, headed by women, differ con- .
siderably among countries._

At present, it is not possible to disentangle the various determinants
of inter-country differences. Merely a few elements can be'high1ight-
ed, | |

[able 3

Ratio of Average Factor Income of Family Types to Overall Average Factor
Incomes per Unit (except Sweden) (1) :
_:‘-.

Country ° One-Parant Two-Parsnt  Othar Units All Units Ons-P-Fam./
Families Familias Two—P~Fam,
Ratio Rank

GERMANY | B4 148 e 100 43 1
cANADA 46 ' 127 s2 0. = 38 2
usa . 43 13y o sa 100 2 2
UK E 133 . B8 © 100 27 4
1SRAEL (23> 13z 81 100 22 s

Figures in parentheses are derived From less than 20 households in tha

sample

1) Sweden is excluded becauss calculations wsre not pessible within the
first round of calculatiaons _

Table 3 shows averages of factor income of one-parent as well as Qf
two-parent families in relation to overall averdge factqr income (ex-
cept Sweden). The ratio between one-parent and two-parent families is
highest for Germany and lowest for Israel, with the UK ranging close
to Israel, -the USA and Canada ranging in between. This result 1s con-
sistent with the basic hypothesis that the earnings capacity of one-
parent families is considerably smaller than that of two-parent fam-
i1ies, notwithstanding the various additional factors which have a mo-
difying influence. Additionally, the discrepancy between one-parent
and two-pafent families is so Targe that it would not disappear if
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averages per adult equivalent unit were used instead of averages per

family.

1f we consider overall male and female labor force participation rates
and additionally the rates for heads of one-parent families {Table 4),
 we find that. the one-pafent rates gehera]?y are higher than the over-
-aT1 rates (except the male one-parént rate for the UK), indicating the
économic pressure for 6né-parent families to uti1ize'ava11ab1e:earn~
ings capacif}. Additioha11y, the male one-parent rates generally are

Iable 4
Labor Force Pacrticipation Rates
Mals Female
QOver- One- ’ Relative QOver- One- Ralative
. Country all Parent Diffe- - all Parant " Diffe-

Rate (1) Rate (2) .rence Rgts 1) Rata (2) ~ rence

% Rank % Rank % ' % Rank % Rank %
GERMANY BO0.6 -4 84.0 3 +4.2 . 439.6 4 74.8 1 +50.8
(1881) ’ - :
CANADA 86.4 2 84.1 1 +8.9 58.9 1 BB.S 3 +16.3
(188B1)
USA . BS.7. 3 g93.9 a2 +9.86 58.9 1 72.86 2 +23.3
15793
Ux S0.7 1 71.4 4 -21.3 sa.z2 3 BE.S 4 +14 .3
€1979)
SWEDEN 87.9 g95.3 +8.4 72.8 S2.4 +26.7
(13733
ISRAEL - (100.03 hd - (B3.8) -
(1979

Figures in parentheses are decived from less than 20 housaholds in the
sample

13 Qverall labor Force participation rate is defined as total labor Force
divided by population of working age (15-B4) at mid-year; Source : 0ECD,
Employment Outlock, Paris 1983, p. 18 ot

2) One-parent labor force participation rate is defined as one-parent
families with earnings divided by all one—-parent families of the same
sBX

* No fFigures availahle
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higher than the female ones. However, apart from the USA, the ré]ative
differences among overall and one-parent female rates are larger than
those for male rates.

In the' case of Germany, both the low female overall rate .as well as
the high female one-parent rate are ‘consistent with their pertaining
highest rank in earnings relations and vice versa for the UK. The
middle position of the USA and Canada is also consistent, |

Some additiona1 information can be gained by lTooking at Table 5 which
shows the proportions of male and female headed one-parent families
- and among those with earnings, subgroups with full-time and part-time
Jobs. Assuming that female wage rates - on an average - are lower than
male wage rates, the high proportion of maje headed one-parent fam--
i11es in Germany, most of them with a full-time Job, explains part of
the top ranking of this country.

Among the female headed one-parent. families, the proportfon of 1lone
parents with earnings is also highest in Germany and Towest in Israel
and the UK with the USA and Canada in between (compare Table 4), but
with more than half of female hedds<working'fu11-time in Germany and
in Canada and Tess than half in the other countries. These higher pro-
portions of full-time working female heads may also contribute to the
higher ranks of Germany and Canada. ‘

Although we could not calculate results for Sweden along the lines of
Table 3 the results of Tables 4 and 5 give reason to expect this coun-
try also to be in the top group with respect to the ratio of eSrnings_
of one-parent to two-parent families. This section consequently can be
concluded with the finding that one-parent families in Sweden and in
Germany are strongly work-oriented while in the UK and in Israel work
orfentation is considerably weaker, Canada and the USA taking a middie

position. -

2. Private Transfers

Private transfers in favor of one-parent families can be a substitute
for earned income. Apart from private transfers which are based upon
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Working Time of One-Par=nt Families

hy Sex of Head

- 2

of Household

Country. . Sex -
Earnings Male Female ALl
Warking Tima
GERMANY
All 29.34 70.B6B 100.00
No Earnings 4.69 C17.71> 2c .40
With Earnings 24 .68 52.95 77 .60
Full Time 16.449 £8.99 45.48
Part Time 8.33 £3.90 3z2.22
CANADA -
All 13.28 BE.72 100.00
No Earnings 0.78) 27 .34 cg8.1e2
With Earnings 12.50 59.38 71.88
- Full Time 2.38 36.53 &&;30:
Part Time €3.13) 27.12 30.397
usa
. All 12.37 B7 .63 100.00
No Earnings 0.75 23.97 24.72
With Earnings 11.62 B3.6bB 75.e28 .
Full Time ) 7.77 36.53 44 .30
Part Time 3.85 27.12 30.897
UK .
A1l 12.28 -87.72 100.00
No Earnings (3.51> £9.39 32.30
With Earnings B.77 58.33 B7.10
Full Time {7.486) 25.00 32.4b
Part Time £1.323 33.33 34 .65
ISRAFL -
All (8.33) (81 .866) 100.00
No Earnings - (33.33) (33.33) .
With Farnings (8.33) (58.33) (6B.6B7)
Full Tims (8.332 (B.33 (16.66)
Part Time - (50,0032 (50.00)
SWEDEN ,
A1l ‘ 10.94% B3.06 100.00
No Earnings (0.52) &5.77 7.29
With Earnings - 10.42 Bz2.29 9e.71
Full Time . B8.33 35.394 44y.27
Part Time (2.08) 45,35 Y8 . 44y

Figures in parenthesaes are derived From less than 20 houssholds

in the sample

Lines and rows may not exactly -add up due to rounding srcors
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legal obligations of maintenance, there may also exist voluntary
transfers. However, we are unable to distinguish both types statistic-

ally.

Since maintenance liabilities differ in most countries with respect to
the marital status of the parent who is head of household, we have to
distinguish at least seven types of (standard) one-parent families:

{al) head:of househo]d-nevéf married andISECbnd parent stil1 alive and
known - o

{a2) head of household never married and second parent deceased or
without sufficient income or unknown

(b} head of household widowed

(cl) head of household divorced and former spouse still a]ivé and
known o

(¢2) head of household divorced and former spouse deceased or without
sufficient income or unknownl)r o

(dl) head of household permanently separated and spouée still alive:
and known | . - | :

(d2) head of household permaneht]y separated and spouse without suffi-
cient income or unknown -

If a parent has married several times, additional types could be dis-
tinguished. Hoﬁever, these cases are neglected juét Tike those of non-
standard one-parent families (e.g. adults with a foster child).

Without presenting a detailed analysis of the legal regulations for
all of these cquntriesz), the existence of a claim to maintenance
payments for ‘these types of one-parent families can beirepreéented in

a sty1ized'form as follows:

1) "Unknown" means that name and/or address of second parent are not
known for legal procedures to enforce maintenance liabilities.

2) Compare: Max-Planck-Institut fiir ausldndisches und internationales
Privatrecht (ed.), Unterhaltsrecht in Europa, Tibingen. 1983, pp.
602-664 ' ‘
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Table 6

Claims to Maintenance Payments for Various Types of
One-Parent. Families { OPF) | .

Type of OPF al a2 b ¢l - c2 d d
Type of Claim e
Claim to mainte-
nance payments ‘ X ‘ X v
for the parent
" Claim to mainte-
nance payments X X X
for the children

It becomes obvious that only typeé‘cl and dl might receive private
maintenance payments sufficient for a living standard Comparab1e to a-
two-parent family, prOvided.that the maintenance 1iabilities are actu-.
ally fulfilled by the absent parent. This means that we can eXpect the
following ranking of one-parent fam111es 1f the ranking is onTy based
on income from private transfers:

(1) types cl and di

{2) type al

(3) types a2, b, ¢2, d2.

Differences among countries with respect to the same type of ‘one- par-
ent families might depend upon: '

- different Tegal regulations for both kinds of maintenance
payments with resnect to the precondftions; the amount aé
well as the duration of the payments ' ‘

- the income of persons who are liable to pay maintenance

- the actual fulfillment of mafntenance liabilities which
eventually depend on the sanctions imposed by law for not
fulfilling these obligations.

Since legal obligations for private transfers in favor of two-parent



- 24 -

families only exist in exceptional casesll, we can expect that pri-
vate transfers are far more significant for one-parent families than
for two-parent families. This expectation is supported by the results

of Table 7.
- Iable 7 _
Ratioc of Avarage Privata Tranafers Recaivad by Family Types to Over-

all Average Private Transfers par Unit (except Sweden and Canada (1))

- % -

Country One-Parent Two—-Parent Other All

. Families Familims Units Units
Averaga Average Avarage Average
Ratio Ratio Ratio Ratio

GERMANY - 1437 80 81 100

UsaA 594 lo4 S6 100

UK : 1382 s0 : 59 100

ISRAEL (282> 105 : - 100

-Figuras in parantheses are derived from lass than 20 hauseholds
in the sample
1) For Sweden and Canada no information availabla

Although there. are also a few private transfers in favor of a small
proportion of two-parent families and other units, the average amount
going to one-parent families is a hfgh mu1tip1e of the overall aver-
age. If the composition of the group of one-parent families -according
to the types mentioned above - were sim11ar in each country, the re-
sults of Table 7 would indicate that the fulfillment of maintenance
obligations on the one hand and the amounts paid on the other are much
more favorable for one-parent families in Germany and in the UK than
they are in the USA and in Israel. Howevér, it also could be possible
that the differences between the two groups of countries result from a
far higher proportion of one-parent families without any maintenance
claims in the USA and in Israel. Unfortunately, the LIS data base con-
tains too few cases of one-parent families and does not allow a clear

1) e.g. if a divorcee with children remarries, maintenance claims of
the children against their natural parent usually do not cease. In
this case the new two-parent family might receive private trans-
fers.
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distinction among lone parents who are either never married, separat-
ed, divorced or widowed, perta1n1ng to all countries. Consequently, a
more detailed analysis 1s precluded. Tentative results for Germany
show a ranking of one-parent family types with parents “separated"
ranking top, followed by "divorced", "never married" and "widowed", as
was to be expected. - ' L '

The s1gn1f1cance of pr1vate transfers for one- parent famiTies in rela-
tion to other Tncome types 1s also revea]ed by Table 8 (below).

3, Public Transfers

Monetary public transfers in favor of one-parent as well as two-parent
families are a significant element of their economic pesition in each'
country. Differences among the relative economic positions of one-par-
ent families are partly due to differences in the public transfer‘sys-'
tems of the various countries. '

Among public transfers in favor of families, three types can be dis--
tinguished according to their main purpose: '

(1} Public transfers to substitute ‘pkivate maintenance obligations.
Here several sub-types can be found: _

- transfers in favor .of children 'Qhosé second - parent is

~ alive, but who does not fulfill his/her maintenance obliga-
tion

- survivor's benefits to orphans ‘

- transfers in favor of the lone parent (except survivor's
benefits) whose claim to maintenance is not fulfilled or
who has no maintenance claim and who is not able to or not
supposed to earn a full income through work

- survivor's benefits to widows/widowers

On the one. hand these beneflts may be means- tested or universa1
(non-means-tested) and tax-financed. On the other they could be

social security benefits based on former contributfons.

It is obvious that in countries where these benefits exiét the re-
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lative economic position of one-parent'fam111es is improved, the
magnitude of this improvement depends on the level of benefits.

{2) Public transfers to reduce éhi]d costs for all families.
These transfers can either be universal for all. children without
any means-test or they are subject to means-tests. They may be re-
: str{cted to children of higher order of birth or they could be in-
creasing with the number of chfldren in the family. There can be
~additional program§ to support children in higher education. Usu-
'aITy these transfers are tax-financed.

Although these benefits equally improve the economic position of.
one-parent as well as of two-parent families, one-parent families
who - on an average - have lower factor incomes gain relatively
more and consequently improve their relative position. It can be
expected that in countries with generous transfers of this type
_the relative economic position of one-parent families fis more fa-

vorable.

(3) Public transfers to secure a minimum income for all members of so-
ciety or - at least - for certain groups, among those one-parent
families. These transfers usually ére an element of social assist-
ance regulations which are strictly means-tested and usually fi-

nanced by taxes.

Since the income of one-parent families from other sources often
is very low, the relative economic position of one-parent families
tends to be more favorable in countries with generous social as-

sistance levels.

The following charts present a general outline of significant public
transfer programs in favor of one-parent and of two-parent families.

The main characteristics of the public transfers concérning the va-
rious countries can be summarized as follows:

{1) Benefits to substitute the income of persons leaving work to care
for children or to substitute private maintenance liabilities
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IMPORTANT INCOME TRANSFERS AND OTHER SELECTED BENEFITS FOR FAWILIES IN SNEDEN (1379}
3. BEREFITS

2. REQUIREMENTS FOR ENTITLERENT 4, FUNDING
SPECIFIC ALLOWANCES SURVIVOR BEREFITS .
' = SOCIAL EDUCAT 10NAL

FAMILY CHILD HATERRITY WIDBN/ER ORFHANS ASSISTANCE BENEFITS
Parental Child {see Paren- - Basic Pension = Child Pension
Insurance Allowance tal lnsur- . © ' Sorial Study

, ance). ~ 1, Swedish 1. Children of Assistance fssistance

1. Working b, Every fasi- . widows  Swedish  de- ' '
arents ly with chil-~ . 2.- Marriage ceased up to 1. Entire po- 1. Students at
E.a) Child- -dren of at least § 18th Dbirthday gulatinn _ the secondary
birth; contri-- 2. - ¥o income * years 2. Gee widows 2. - Insuffi- level =
bution condi- assesssent - = widow at ensions cient incose 2. -~ Neins-
tions of war- - child is least 36 years J. At least 25 - availability test of stu-
king  parent under & or old 1 of base for work ex- dent’s incose
by “Upbringing still at - custody of amount  for  cept illpess, and capital
af children school {exten- child under 14 every child if uld-aﬁe etc. - student
¢ Illness of ded child al- 3. -95 Yof one or both 3. Means- ;nunger than
children lowance) the base parents are tested payment 45
J.a}l Pregnant 3. Flat rate asount  (full deceased; fur- in relation to 3. PaIgent
sother leaves paysent for pension) if ther specific a base amgunt consisting of
job &0 dats' every child widow is un- rules accor- dependin? on & study grant .
prior tp birth; 4. Non-con- der 50 and has ding to higher type of family; and & repaya-
iltogether &  tributory custody of  guaranteed . cnvering ditfe- hie assistan-
aont vata- child asount rence between cej grant paid
tion for both Advance Pay- - 'reductions’ 4, Contribu~ - assessed needs for ~ § sonth
parents until . ment of Main- depending on tory ) and income anpually
child is 270 tenance Allo- ,aze if 4, Non-con- 4, Non=con-
days old; gay- wances childless and General . tributory tritutory -
sent of 90 I . under 50 Supplenentary : ‘
of usual income 1. Single pa- &, Contribu-  Pension {ATP

of parents
ba) Right to
leave job with-
out specifying
reasons for
180 days ar
optionally 360
days at re-
duced working
hours (by ane
half}:; leave
for 320 days
at  reduction
br 3 quarter
ot  regular
working hours
tor both pa-
rents together
until  child
reaches 8
years of age;
special  cas
paysent some-
what less than
90 T of usual
incoae for {80

days
bb} Vacation of
parents until

child ist I8
aonth old or

rents
2, - Child
or yuunggr.
- insufticient
saintenance
faylents by
iable person
3. Regularl
up to 40 % ©
3 base aanunt;
has to be paid
back by the
liable person;
sometimes
grant; pen-
sions for
children of
deceased pa-
reat
4. Non-con-
tributory

18

- reduction of
working hours
by a quarter
without econ-
ORI compensa-
tion until
child reaches
8 years of age
cl Up te &0
days of paid
vacation  for
each child pe;

ear; paysen
E 9 1 of
noraal incoxe

4. Contribu-

tory

tory

beneral -
Supplesentar
Pension (ATP
1. Nidows

2. - Deceased
had received
an ATP pension
- deceased
would have
been entitled
to an ATP
pension

- sarriage at
least 5 years;
contracted no
later than
40th birthday
of hushand

3. Certain
Rercentage of
TP pension of
the deceased
depending on
trpe ti.e,

0

abili
sion)
4,
tory

Y pen-
Contribu-

d-aga,' dis-

Child Peasion

l; Chiidren of

deceased up to

19th birthday
2, See ATP for
widows

3. 1f one pa-
rent is still
alive: 15 7 of
deceased - ATP
Fnﬂon tor

irst ~ child
and 10 % for
egach  further
child

4, Contribu--
tory

Source: Kamerman, Sheila B./Xahn, Alfred J. teds.), Essays on Incose Transfers and Related Programs in Eight
Kchool of Social Hork, New York 1983, pp. 1-83

Countries, Coluabia University,
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3. TYPES OF BENEFITS

[MPORTANT INCOME TRANSFERS AND ﬂTHgﬂ SELECTED BENEFITS FOR FAMILIES

IN BERMANY (1982)

Source: luber, Franz: Deutsche Sozialgesetze, Keepfenhausen 1982

children; unt-
versal
oot
ing chi
-ych?ld's age
up to 16727
{1 at school}
- living in
bersany
- not keans-
tested
3. ~ Flat-rate
payment for
each child in-

creased by
order of birth

4. Non-con-
tributory;
tax-financed

Advance Pay-

aent of Nain-
tenance Allow-
ance :

i. Children of
single, divor-
ced,widowed or
separated
single-parent
fasllies

2. - Age of
child younger
than &

- thild living
with parent

- existence of
alimony title
against parent
child not li-
ving with
3.Cash anlent
up to 3
aonths;

4. Non-con-
tributory

wosen and mo-
thers contri-
buting to the
statutary
health insu-
rance plus
unrking non-
contributing
woREND

2 - fuali-
fying contri-
bution period
or simlar
period

- no earnings
or special he-
nefits of un-
eaployaent in-
Surance

3. Lash pay-
sent {rom &th
week prior to
birth  until
Bth week after
birth; ear-
nings—related
benetits with
lower and up-
per lisits for
non-contribu-
ting wosen

4. Contritutory
and non-con-
tributory

Maternity
Leave coabin-
ded with Ma-
ternity Allo-
wance

I. See above
2. See above

3. Right to
leave job bet-
ween Jth and
26th week af-
ter birth;

cash paysent
related to for-
Rer earnings;

1. Widows of
deceased
contributors
and pensioners
2.- becpase of
contributor/
pensioner
- qualifying
eriod of con-
ributions
3. Widow aged
45 and older or
with dependant
children:*big®
widuw pension
= 60 ¥ of in-
validit¥ pen-
sign of de-
teased ;
nidow aged 43
and Yuunger:
“small® widow
pension = 0%
of disability
pension of
deceased
4, Contribu-
tory

different bene-
fit liaits for
non- and con-
tributing
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4. Contributo-
tar{ and non-
contributery

i. Children of
deceased con-
tributors and
Bnsioners

. = Buali-
tying child
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below 18 or 2S5
{if full-tige
student!}
- turther re-
uireaents

see widows)
3. Decease of
one parests

orphans en-
sion = 10 1 of
invalidit
pension 0

deceased plus
a flat rate
basic benefity
decease of
both parents

= 20 % of in-
validiy = pen-
sion of de-

ceased plus 3

flat rate ba-.

sic benefit
4, Contribu-
tory

1. Entire Po-
ulation

+ = Insuffi-
tient incose
ind :agital;
seans-tested.
- availabili-
ty for work
unless dis-
abled or loo-
k:n? after @
child or old-
ige

-~ no possibi-
lity of sup-
qor fros re-
atives

3.  beneral
assistance:
cash paysents
to seet norsal
reguirengnts
{facd, shej-
ter, etc) de-
pending on
individual
needs; stan-
dardized rates;
special assis-
tance : cash
or in-kind
benefits to
seet needs in
special cir-
cumstances

{i. e. illness,
reqnancy
Eligdness‘

4. non-con-
tributory

_incose of

2. REDUIREMENTS FOR ENTITLEMENT 4, FUNDING
- SPECTFIC ALLOWANCES - SURVIVOR BENEFITS
_ SOCIAL EQUCATIORAL
- FAMILY CHILD HATERNITY WIDOW/ER ORPHANS ASSISTANCE BENEFITS
Child Maternity Statutarl Statutor¥
Allowance _ Allowance Pension Fund Pension Fund Social - Educational
{Kindergeld) (Butter- {besetzliche {Gesetzliche  Assistance - Allpwance
o schaftsqeld) Rentenver- Rentenver- {Sozialhilfe)  (Bundesaus-
i. Persons . sicherung) sicherung} bildun?sfﬁr-
- with dependent 1. Pregnant derung

i, Pu?ils and
students of
low-incoae fam~
ilies = aged
over lé {ears
2. - Quali-
fying education
- {irst educa-
tion of appli-
cant _
- start of
aducation be-
tore age of 30
- seans-tested;
ap-
plicant and/or
arents/hushand
elow  speci-
fied leve
3. Cash pay-
aents  accor-
ding to level
of education
and  needs;
Eart of tﬁe
enefit on
loan base
4. Non-comn-
tributory
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INPORTART INCOME TRANSFERS AND OTHER SELECTED BENEFITS FOR FAMILIES IN CANADA {1979)
3. BENEFITS

CHART 3 1
1. COVERABE OF PERSDNS

7, REGUIREMENTS FOR ENTITLEMENT 4. FUNDING
- SPECIFIC ALLONANCES SURVIVOR BENEFITS - :
- : : SOCTAL EDUCATIONAL
FANILY ~ CHILD BATERNITY KIDOW/ER DRPHANS ASSISTANCE BENEFITS
Fanily (see Family - Canada and.  Canadi.and
Allowance Allowance Quebec Pension Quebec Pension Canada
Program Prograal Plan - * Plan giszstancn
L TR in

1. Canadian
families

2. - Dependent

children under
18

- &t least one
parent/quar- .
dran

syst be Cani-
dian

3. Difterent
benefits in
different dis~
tricts; usual-
ly flat rate
tor each child
regardiess of
age or order of
birth;  coabi-
nation  with
refundable tax
credit for fow
incone fami-
lies

4. Kon-con-
tributory;
taxable

Source: Kameraan

Countries, Coluabi

& University, 5

L. Widows of
deceased con-

tributors

2, - 10 years
of contribu-~
torr tine or.
at least one
third of pas-
sible contri-
butory time
nith contribu-
tions

- widow aged
over 13 rears
or disabled or
with dependent
children )
3. = Lump sua
death benefit

~ widow with

dependent
children or
aged ‘over &5
or disabled :
601 of retire-
aent pension

of spouse
- widow = aged
between 45 -

63 1 flat-rate
amount plus

35 1 of spou-
se’s  retire-
aent pension

- widow  aged
between 35 and
5 ¢ further
reduction of
pensiaon

4, Contribu-
tory

Sheila B./Kahn, Alfred J. leds.), Essays on Incoa
hool of Social Mork, New York 198

i. Dependent
children of
deceased con-
tributors

2. - Kinisus
qualifzing
contributory
period {see
widows) of
deceased

- child roun-
er than 18 or
5 (if full-
tise student)
and never mar-
ried

3. Monthly
benefit

i, Contribu-
tory

l.Entire popu-
lation
2, - Means-
tested
~ different
ruies of qua-
Yification
depending on
provincial
autharities;
Various

benefits de--

pending on
provincial
authorities;

3 types @

- general as-

. sistance

- spcial ser-

" vites )
- work adjust-

aent prograss
4. Non-con-

tributory

Several
Pravincal
fssistance
Plans

e Transfers and Related Prograss in Eight
3, pp. 385-301
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CHART 4 : IMPORTANT INCOME TRANSFERS AND OTHER SELECTED BENEFITS FOR FANILIES IN THE USA 11979)
1. COVERAGE OF PERSONS

3. BENEFITS

1. One-parent
families and
coaplete fami-
lies with an
uneaployed
tather
2. Low incoae
and assets)
seans-tested;
different re- -
uiresents
ar entitle-
aent varling
fros state
to state
3. Different
benefits;
sostly cash
saintenance:
flat basic
“allowance
plus shelter
allomance up
to certain
Eaximus
4. Mon-con-
tributory

Source: Kawerman, Sheila B./Kahn, Alfred }. leds.), Essays on Incoee Transfers an

1. Dependents
of covered wor-
kers

2. Contribu-
tions to the

sthese
3. Pensions
related to

foraer earning
levels

4. Payroll
taxes; con-
tribu{ury

seqaent nat
covered by
other prograas
or limited to
certain cate-
gories of per-
spRs  (varies
trom state to
statel

2. Keans-tested
3. Cash pay-
aents;benefits
in kind li.e,
vouchers)
depenging  on

state and lo-.
cal Jurisdic~ .

tion

4, State and
tocal  funds;
non-contribue-

tory

fuud Staaps

I. Low 1ncouge

" households

taroun of peo-
Ele Living
together)

2. - Heans-
tested

- work regis-
tration requi-
resent for all
household sea-
bers with spe-
cified exeap-
tions le. gq.
taking care of
a2 child below
age of |2)

3. Honthly
allctaent  of
toupons ko
purchsse food
at a.  price

2elow 1ts
warket  values
provision a*

feod stangs at
ne cost to

Countries, Coluabia University, Schosl of Social Work, Hew York 1983, pp. 502-539

2. REQUIREMENTS FOR ENTITLEMENT 4, FUNDING

SPECIFIC ALLOWANCES - SURVIVOR BEWEFITS S

: SOCjAL EDUCATIONAL

- -FANILY ~ CHILD MATERNITY _ WIDOW/ER ASSISTANCE RENEFITS
Aid to Fami— ald Age, Sur-
lies with De- vivor and beneral
pendent Chil- Disability Assistance
dren {AFDC) Benefits
: {BASDD) 1. Population

households in
the YErY
lowest incoee
brackets

4, Non-con-
tributory

d fielated Prograss in Eight
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3. BEKEFITS

IMPORTANT INCOME TRANSFERS AND OTHER SELECTED BENEFITS FOR FAMILIES IN THE UNITED KINGDOW -(1983/84)

2. REQUIREMENTS FOR ENTITLEMENT 4, FUNDING
SPECIFIC ALLONANCES . SURVIVOR BENEFITS : .
S0CIAL EDUCATI0NAL
FAMILY CHILD MATERNITY WIDOM/ER ORPHANS RSGISTANCE BENEFITS
Fasily Incose Child Benefit - Maternity Widow's Industrial .
Supplesent Allowahce . Allowance Death Benefit Supplementary- Educatiopal
: . . ~ Child - Alls-  Benefits (5B} Maintenance
. Complete f, Families 1. . Momen con- 1. Widows - Wance N Allowance
and incosplete with children tributing to 2. - Widow of {.Entire Popu-
fanilies with 2. - Existence National Insu- a husband ex- 1, Children of lation not in Means-tested
a  full-tise of a quali- rapte cept he and persons decea~ full tise work allowances for
worker tying  child 2, - Special  she over pen~ sed by an (less than 30 schoal-children
2.- Fasily in- under  16/19 contribution  sionable age industrial hrs/week) under 1by .
cone fa!linq (it at school}l conditions and he ~ re- accideat 2.- No tull-  not nation-wide
below 2 speci- ~- living with - last weeks ceived re- 2, - EnEluy- tise work
fied linit or supporting of pregnancy tiresent pen— aent of the - seans-tested Student brant
- full-tige a child or birth of a szion when he deceased in UK - age over 16
paad work of 3. MWeekly baby died - death as - capital less 1. Students
at least 30 lump-sum pay- J.Neekly flat- - sufficient  result of an than 3000 L 2. - Insutfi-
Ws (coupled/ ment for each rate paysent ; contribution industrial - - availability cient.other
24 hrs  {sin-- child re?ard‘ a2y be added  record of hus~ accident or  for work un= income :
gle parent}  less of tami- to hy increa-  band prescribed less looking - peried ~ of
per week ly's income ses for depen- 3. Weekly flat 1ndustrial atter a child residency in UK
3. Aaount pay- 4., Non-con- dents; paid rate benefit decease or other de- - designated
ible half the -tributory for 1B weeks  for the first’ - entitlesent - pendent if age course
difference 4. Contribu- 26 meeks of to child bene- under 40. . 3. Cash . award
between {fami- tory widowhood; in- it or support 3. Cash bene-  for all college
ly's  incose One-Parent : creases for de- or livin? with fit covering  fees and living
and the appro- Benetit Katernity _pendent -the <child of difference =  expenses; in-
priate lisit; brant children the ‘deceased  between weekly creases for
sane benetits 1. Dne-parent . 4, Contribu- 3.Heek1r {lat- net incoze and dependents;
for  cosplete fasilies 1. Every wosan tory rate allowance recognized. _ainisun  and
and one-pa- 2. - Receiving with a speci- . - #or each child needs assessed maxiaum amounts
rent fawilies child beretit fied period of Hidowed lo- as long as under specific 4. Non-con-
{. Naon-con- - claisant residency in ther’s Allom-  child benefit rules tributory
tributory; living slone UK ance - is received al 5B alle-
tax-{incanced - no claia of 2. - Birth of t. Hidows mith 4, Non-con- wance for per- Free School
special other a2 child = children if  tributory - sons aged un- Meals
benetits 3.8ingle Juap- widow’s allow- der 60; lower
(e.g, child's sum ance. runs out shart-tera 1. Lew incose
special allow- 4. Nen-con- 2. - Buali- gaynents tamilies and
ance) tributory fying child } 5B pension recipients of
3. Single - widon  must for claimants Suppfeaentary
weekly flat 2.~ Ex-husband look after gged over 60; Benefits
rate  payaent - contributing child under 1% higher lang= 3. Free school
regardless of to child's -~ sufficient tera paysents; seals.
no. of chil- support contribution special deduc- - 4. Nen-con-
dren - receipt  of record of de- tions #rom tributory
4, Non-con- child benefit ceased hushand garnings  for
tributory - child 3. Heekly flat one  parent
lives with rate henefit; faniliesy be-
clainant increases for tore 198
Child's Spe- - cpecial con- each child; no aysent  of
cial Allewance tribution con- deductions in Eou5inq costs
ditions of case of additio- §. don-con-
1. Divorced  claisant's ex- nal pensiens tributory
woman of de- husband 4. Contribu-

Source:

ceased Natio-
nal Insurance
gentributors

3. Weekly flat.
rate payment

4, Coptribu-
tory

tory

(didow’'s Pen-
sion not des-
cribed)

Hatthewaan, J./Laspert, N.: Tolley's Social Security and State Benefit 1983/B4, Surrey 1984
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INPORTAKT INCOME TRANSFERS AND OTHER SELECTED BENEFITS FOR FAMILIES IN ISRAEL (1979)
3. BENEFITS--

CHART &
1. COVERAGE OF PERSONS

2. REQUIREMENTS FOR ENTITLEMENT 4. FUNDINGE
SPECIFIC ALLOWANCES SURVIVOR BENEFITS
- — S0CIAL EDUCATIONAL

FANILY CHILD . BATERNITY WIDOW/ER - ORPHANS ASSISTANCE BENEFITS
Alimony Child Naternity . 01d Age And see : '
{Buarantee of Allowance brant - Survivors In- widow/er Social Preschool
Paysents) Law _ o surance Assistance Kindergartens

, - 1. Every child i, _Entire fe- Programs

Prograa parti-

1. Lone pa- - helow age of  male popula- 1. Entire po-
rents f{or 18 years tion ) Tulat:cn aver 1. PnEulatiun cipating in
uardians) 3. Increasing 2. Birth in 18 years of age; segaent not  tost of place-
olding award allowance for [srael inalgrants aged covered by sent of chil-
of alisony by every child 3, brant for 60 or over other incose  dren in . day
a court for according to  covering hos- 2. - Pension- siintenance care centers
themselves order of birth; pital delivery able age is 70 progrias and Kindergar-
and/for for amount of expenses  and for men/sj for 4, fon-con- tens for wor-
the children allowance direct cash  wosen tributory king sothers
2. - Income- depends on the payment for - partial re- and low-incoae
tested; sus 0f credit child's lay-  tiresent for faeilies
considering points (= pa- ette men  (age 43-
overal]l income ramenter of 4, Non-con- 6%} and women
froa ail sour- income tax tributory lage &0-43) if
ces with varying ] income below a
- partial dis- value) - Maternity prescribed le-
regard  of  4.Non-con- Allowance ve
incone froa tributory ~ 3. Survivor
eaployaent 1. Employed pension: 151
3. level of and self-ee- of average
{aynent either Elnyed KOREN wage for
he one deter- « = Buali- single person;
sined in the tying insu- § tor firs{
court rule or rance period and 3 % for
the one deter- 3. Right ta second child
sined in the leave job; be- 4, Non-con-
regulations ; nefit payable tributory

on’ any case

the Jower one; .

if deterained

ug to 12 weeks;
15 1ot ear-
nings for

payaent by which contri-
court exceeds butions where
paysent of atdy  max.
regulations: hree tises of
ditference national
collected froa average wage
the debtor 4, Contribu-
i, Non-con- tory
tributory-

Source: Kamerman, Sheila B.IKahné Alfred J. leds.),
4

Countries, Colushia University,

and One-Parent Faailies in Israel, National Insurance Institute Israel,

: Esséys on Income Transfers and Related Prograas in Eighi
hool of Social Work, Hew York 1983, pp, 203-248; Shaeai,

Nira: Child Support
Discussion Paper, April 1985
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which are not fulfilled or to cover income loss due to maternity
have not developed until -the last decades. Maternity allowances
exist in the UK, in Sweden, Germany and in Israel. In Israel ahd
in the ‘UK each mother receives a small grant while in Sweden and
in Germany only working mothers on matérnity leave receive bene-i
fits. Sweden has:the most generous plan (Parental Insurance),

abling both parents ‘to. participate in varfous forms of paid and
unpaid partial job, 1eave. The spec1a1 situation of one- parent fam- .
ilies s recognized: 1n_d1fferent ways in four of the countries..
The UK grants aﬁ-extra child allowance to these familiies. Sweden;.
Israel and Germany have established a new benefit: Advance Main-
tenance Allowance (under certain stipulations repayable by the li-
able absent parent). '

Transfers to compensate for income Joss due to the death of the
breadwinner can be considered as "old" benefits which have a long
tradition. Survivor's benefits exist in all countries although be-
nefits for younger widows/widowers and orphans sometimes are miss--

ing or are very meager..

Universal benefits to partly meet the costs for small children
plus educatifonal benefits for olider children (and young adults as
well) exist in five of the six countries: ' ‘

The UK, Germany, Israel and Sweden grant each fami]y'with minor
children a universal child allowance which is not means-tested.
Sometimes the amount per child increases with the number of child-
ren. Canada's Family Allowance Plan includes child.benefits which
vary from district to district. Educat1ona1 benefits and _programs
for free school meals or reduced rates for day care centers which
are means-tested can be found in the UK, Germany, Sweden and Is--
rael, Means-tested student grants for adult students are avai1ab1é
in the UK, in Germany, and in Sweden. '

‘Each country' has a social assistance scheme, securing a minimum

income either - for the whole population or at Teast for certain
groups, although the minimum may be far below an acknowledged po-
verty line. The UK, Germany, Canada and Israel apply common rules
nationwide, whereas in the USA and in Swéden, different rules are
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applied by state, district or local authorities. As far as the USA
is concerned, only the Food Stamp program is a universal means-
tested program which app]fgs the same rules nationwide. Special
arrangements for providing a minimum for subgroups can be found in
the USA, the UK and in Canada. Aid to Families with Dependent
Children in the USA is a means-tested program, focussed on one-
parent families and families with an unemployed father as well,
the requirements and ieve1s,-however, vary from state to state. In
the UK the Fam11y71ncome'5uppTement s a means-tested program, di-
rected only to families with an adult working full-time. Canada's
Family Ailowénce Program also provides means-tested benefits for
Tow income families which take the form of a refundable tax
credit,

These functionally defined categories of public transfers could hot
completely be reproduced with the available LIS data. Hence, we merely
distinguish Social Insurance Transfers, Means-tested Transfers and
‘Child and:Fami1yAA11owances. Table 8 presents the results as pe%cén-
tages of average gross income for three family types.

Column 1 represents similar information as Table 3, but- from a differ-
ent angle. The ratio of market income and other cash income between
one-parent and two-parent families is rather high in Germany, Canada,
the USA (and presumably Sweden) while it is much lower for the UK and

for Israel.

Focussing on the percentages of all monetary public transfers
{col. 5), two groups. are revealed: Israel, the UK and Sweden heavily
rely upon public transfers for their one-parent families while in
Canada, Germany and in the USA these percentages are only roughly one
half of those of the other groups. The top'rank of Sweden with respect
to the relative welfare position of one-parent families consequently
1s mainly -explained by high public transfers in combination with high
labor forcé-participation. The medium rank of the UK and of Israel is
mostly due to high public transfers (and very high private transfers
in the UK). Germany's second rank depends much more upon labor force
participation than upon generous pubiic' transfers. Ranks 5 and 6 of
Canada and the USA are the result of medium ranks with market incomes,
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but rather low public transfers.

With the exception of Germany, the percentages of public transfers are
highest for one-parent families, showing a considerable public concern
toward these groups. Germany's pub]ic concern seems to be more toward
pensioners who are the-1argest group. among “other units".

Lookfng at the structure of monetary public transfers in favor of one-
parent families {(col. 2, 3, 4), we find a strong reliance on means-
tested benefits in Canada and in the USA, a balance between means-
tested and non-means-tested benefits in the UK as well as Sweden and a
clear dominance of social security benefits in Israel and in Germany.
The strong reliance on means-tested benefits (presumably in connection
with Tow income limits) and the absence of universal child allowances
in the USA might contribute to the unfavorable relative welfare posi--
tion of one-parent families in Canada and in the USA.

4, Income Taxes, Payrol]l Taxes and Social Security Contributions

Income téxes, payroll taxes and social security contributions can be
considered as negative monetary transfers which influence net income

and thus the welfare positions of family types. Preferential treatment
of one-parent families compared to two-parent families results in im-

plicit transfers which contribute favorably to the welfare pos1t1bn of

one-parent families. Implicit transfers can partly be a substitute for
explicit public transfers. Therefore, both types have to be taken into

account since some countries rely more than others on implicit trans-

fers, especially with respect to children. The definition of tax regu-

lations without any implicit transfers and without any prefefentia1

treatment as a point of reference, however, is an extremely difficult.
normative problem that can not be tackled in this study. This means

that we can not separately measure .differences in implicit transfers

between coUntries, even though they are a part of net incomes.

As can be seen from col. 7 of Table 8, the percentages of taxes and
contributions of one-parent families are somewhat lower in all coun-
tries. This fact could possibly result from lower average factor in-

Comes, preferential treatment of one-parent families, non-taxability
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of some components of gross income (as for instance public or priﬁate
transfers) or from exemption of certain income types from social se-
curity contributions. Differingvinstitutiohal regulations in the vari-
ous countries additionally contr1bute to the inter-country differences
in percentages. ' | ' '

IV. Distributional Aspects.

b ad

Up to now, the econommic status of one-parent families has only been
discussed by using relative posftions, based upon group averages. The
LIS data base enables the supplementation of this analysis by some
distributional {information for five countries. Israel has to be ex-
cluded because the group of one-parent families contained in the
sample 1s too small to be disaggregated much further. The 'ana1ys1s
will again be restricted to comparing one-parent ahd two-parent fam-
fTies‘fn each country by their welfare positions, using net income per
adult equivalent unit as a welfare measure.

Based upon a priori reasoning very little can be said about the dis-
tribution of one-parent and two-parent families, because the main de-
terminants (labor force- participation, private transfers, public
transfers and taxes) influence families on each income level in a dif-
ferent way. These dependencies do not lend themselves easily to
generalizations. The only imminent hypothesis {is based upbn differ-
ences in earnings capacity and needs of various‘family_typeé, and upon
the geneﬁa] conclusion, which follows from our discussion of the'bub-
Tic transfer systems, namely that public transfers do not fully com-
pensate for any reductions of earnings capacity and for increases 1in
need with an increasing family size., Thus we expect the percentages of
‘one-parent and two-parent fame?es-which are below the.averaqe'we]fare
position to increase with family size. Additionally we should expect
that this increase is greater for one-parent families than it is for
two-parent families because of the greater reduction in earnings ca-

pacity.

The analysis will focus on the question as to whether the ranking of
countries with respect to the_1nequa11ty of welfare positions among

their one-parent and their two-parent families differs from their
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ranking by the relative economic positions of one-parent families.
The countries, thereforé, are ranked implicitly in all the foT1owiﬁg
~ Tables according to the relative position of one-parent families, as
in Table Z. Ranks accord1ng to 1nequa11ty measures are given separate-
ly.

Table 9 presents Gini-coefficients “as an overall measure of
inequaiity.
Iable 9
 Bini-CorfFicimnts (1) of the Welfare Positions of Parsons in

Dne-Parent Families and Two-Parent Families for Five Countries
(axcapt Iscael) (22

Country Ona-Parsnt Tuwo-Parent
Families Familie=n
Gini Rank. Gint Rank
SWEDEN 0.1749 1 0.1911 1
GERMANY (3) 0.3450 3 0.2685 4
LK ‘ 0.2896 2 0.2294 2
CANADA . 5.3558 Y 0.2585 3
usA 0.3825 5 0.2728 5

1) Gini~coefficients wers calculated on a person basis; )
pach parson was assigned the welfare position of its Family
tdeprived From the family's nat income par adult equivalent unit

. 8) Countriss implicitmly ranked according to the relative welfare
positions of one-parent families as in Table 2

3) The results For Germerny ars based on a sample that contains
one-parent families and two-parent Families which did not

reveal their net income: the Gini-coefficients, therefore, ars
slightly biased upwards.

Reqardinq the inequality amonag their one- pérent families, the ranking
of the five countries is a1most equal as to the relative welfare posw-
tions, the only exception being the exchange between the UK and Ger-
many. The discrepancy between the least unequal (Sweden) and the most.
unequal {USA) is very large, considering the aenerally Tow sensitivity
of Gini-coefficients. With respect to two-parent families, the whole
middle group changes 1its ranks, the discrepancy between the top and
the bottom position, however, reveals to be much smaller. Except for
Sweden, the inequality among one-parent families is considerably grea-

ter than among two-parent families. Judging from this data base, Swe-



- 39 -

den succeeds in securing a high relative position for its one-parent

families and also in reducing inequality between both family types to
a large extent. Germany can secure a rather high relative position of
one-parent families, but combined-with much greater” inequality among -
-its one-parent and two-parent fami]ies; The UK reduces inequality bet-
ween both . family types caniderab1y; but to a larger eitent for two-

parent families, whereas it here1y secures a middle rank for the re--
lative positidn of its.one-parent families. Canada and the USA reveal

rather low relative positions as well as considerable 1nequality, es-

pecially as to their one-parent families.

As is well known, Gini-coefficients only are an imperfect measure of
inequality and thus need to be supplemented by additional information.
Table 10 presents results about the distribution of our welfare

Table 10

Distribution of Welfares Positions of Ona-Parant -Families and

Twp-Parent Families by Ouintiles aof Persons for Five Countries
(except Israell) (1)

- % -

Country Quintiles of Persans

Type of Family 1. - - 3. 4. S.
SWEDEN _
Two-Parent Families 10.893 16.58 19,53 23.00 23,86
One—Parent Families . 11.76 16,50 20.19 c22.30 28 .66
GERMANY :

- Two-Parent Families 10.43 . 14.14 17.11 20.37 37 .34
One—-Parent Families _ 6.28 12.57 17.82 23.65 39.68
UK . -

Two-Parent Families 10.43 14.38 18.68 22 .88 33.23
One-Parent Families 9.72 i2.B3 1i6.39 22.58 ° 38.49
CANADA ' ' :
Two-Parent Families B.bB 14.77 18.%2 23.41 ° 34.62
One-Parent Families - 5.88 11.18 1868.07 24 .99 41.86
Usa

Two-Parent Families 7.76 14.31 18.88 24.11 a4.93
One-Parent Families 4.86 11.47 16.02 c4 .19 43,18

1) Countries implicitely ranked according to the relative wsel-
fare positian of one-parent Families as in Table 2
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measure by quintiles of persons, living either in one-parent or in

two-parent families.

Looking at the share of "welfare" among the persons from one-parent
families in “the bottom as well as in the top quintiles, the ranking by
G1n1-coeff1cients is conf:rmed ‘Considering- the small differences
among .the shares of the fifth quintile for all countries, except Swe-
den, it fs supposed that the differences in rank are mainly due to
differences in welfare. pos1t1ons of the 1owest quintile.

For members of two-parent families, the ranking by the share of tﬁe
bottom or the top guintiles is somewhat different from the ranking by
Gini-coefficients. While Sweden and the UK get the same rank by all
measures, the ranks for the other countries differ, Germany's-rank'1s7
better for the first quintile (3) compared to its Gini-rank (4) and
worse for the fifth auintile (5), thus indicating less inequality
among the ltowest welfare position aroup and more 1nequa11ty'&mong the
highest. Canada changes its rank only as to the lowest and the USA to-
the hfqhest group. Finally, it‘shou1d be noted that differences among
the shares of the first quintile are much smaller in the case of mem-
bers of two-parent families than for those of one-parent families,
thus indicating a greater diversity among countr1es "as regards one--

parent families.

1f classes of our welfare measure (defined as percentages of an over-
all average of this welfare measure) are used, differences of the dis-

tributions are revealed from a different angle.

As can be gathered from Table 11, in each country far more than 50% of
members of both family types are below the average welfare position
and the.proportions of members of one-parent families are always grea-
ter (77.7% - 89.8%) than those of two-parent families (59 7% - 78.0%),
thus indicating their wvorse relative position. Ranking countries by
these proportions reproduces the Gini-ranks for one-parent families
but not for two-parent families. While Sweden maintains its top rank,
Germany changes to fifth and the UK to fourth rank.

If we consider one half of the overall average welfare position as a
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Iable 11
Distribution of Persons in One-Parant Families and Two-
Parent Families by WelFare Position Classes for Five
Countries (except Iscael) (1)

- % of respsective subgroup -

Country Welfare Position Class as Farcentage
of Overall Welfare Position

Type uf Family

50 % 100 %

Persons - 50 % - - 150 %X -~
living in 100 % 150 % *
SWEDEN

in Two-Parent Fam. 5.43 54.37 35.38 4,82
in One~Parent Fam. 10.71 67 .02 c0.34 (1.93
GERMANY

in Two-Parent Fam. 12.50 B5.53 17.838 4.08
. in One-Parent Fam. 36.35 48,34 11.43 3.88
UK

in Two-Parent Fam. 22.10 50.17 a2 .41 5.32
in One-Parant Fam. 40.63 43,44 11 .41 4.52
CANADA

in Two-Parent Fam, 15,53 52.63 c4.36 7 .48
in One~Parent Fam. 53.25 32.a0 12.12 2.43
usa

in Two-Parent Fam. 18.00 45,63 c6.98 8.39
in One-Parent Fam. 60,23 £8.90 8.21 1.96

Figures in parentheses are derived from less than 20 housa-

holds in the sampls

13 Countries implicitsly ranked according to relativs walfarsa
positions of one-parent families as in Table 2

“low welfare 11ne", we can compare the size of the corresponding "low
welfare grbups". We again find that the group of members of one-par-
ent families is much greater (10.7% - 60.9%) than the group of members
of two-parent families (5.4% - 22.1%) as to all countries and that the
discrepancies between countries regarding one-parent families are much
larger. Ranking countries by their proportions of members of one-par-
ent families below the "low welfare line" results in the same ranking
as in the case of relative welfare positions of one-parent families,

f.e. a slight divergence from the Gini-ranks is revealed.
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Looking at the distribution of persons, the overall picture thus fis
confirmed whereas slight differences between the UK and Germany are
revealed in the lower part of the distribution.

At the beginning of this section, we presented the hypothesis that due
to reductions in earninqs‘capacfty, the relative positions of families
decrease with an increasing number of children, and even more so for
one-parent families. Table 12 reveals a few tendencies which support
this hypothesis:

- the proportions of members of one-parent families below the "1ow
welfare line" (50%) are always higher than those for members of two-

parent families

- the proportions of members of both family types below the "Tow wel-
fare 1ine" (50%) are increasing with an increase in the number of
chi]drén (except Canada for two-parent families with one and two
children, respectively)

- the increase in the proportions of members of one-parent families
below the "Tow welfare Tine" (50%) generally is areater.

From Table 12, we can finally conclude that the relative position of
most of the one-parent families with three and more children is ex-
tremely miserable. The public transfer system in any of the countries
is obviously not suited to keep all of these families at least at the
"Jow welfare line", defined as 50% of the overall average welfare po-
sition. This is the more an unsolved social problem in so far as most
of the members of these families obviously are children,
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Table 12
Distribution of Persaons in One-Parent And Two-Parent Families by
Number of Children and Walfare Position Classes For Fiva Countries
(except Isramll(l)
- % of respective subgroup -

Countfg - ’ Walfare Position Class )
- as Percentage of Ovmarall Average Welfare Position
Type of . _
Family . : = 50 % 50 % - 100 %X 100 % - 150 %¥ 150 % -
SWEDEN
Two-P. Fam./1 child (3.B) - 32.5 53.8 10.1
Ons-P. Fam./1 child (7.4 61.3 £3.9 (1.4)
Two-P. Fam./2 childr. 5.3 539.2 32.8 2.7
One-P. Fam./Z2 childr. 10.9) 76.6 (12.%) «c -2~
Two~P. Fam./3 and more (8.6 76.6 (13.23 1.2
One-P. Fam./3 and more (28.0) (B4.0) ¢ - (8.0
GERMANY .
Two-P, Fam./1 child 5,31 58.87 28.35 B.45
One-P. Fam./1 child 30.70 42.09 ’ 21.05 5.89
Two-P., Fam./2 childr. 13.56 71.28 11.74 3.48
One-P. Fam./2 childr. 38.76 57.30 (3.93) =)
Two-P. Fam./3 and mors 23.23 B3.39 12.37 . (1.142
One~P., Fam./3 and more 47 .37 45.62 ¢ = (7.02) -
UK .
Twe-P. Fam./1 child 3.77 50,32 34.60 . 11.3e
One-P. Fam./1 child ' 31.25 45.83 (15.63) . (7.30)
Two-P. Fam./2 childr. 7.11 61.1% 26 .64 5.08
One-P. Fam./2 childr. 37.36 41.78 - €10.99) (5.49)
Two-P. Fam./3 and more 22.10 B1.48B 14.22 (2.19
Ons-P.. Fam./3 and mors 56.08 (36.59) (7.31) { - 2
CANADA
Two-~P. Fam./1 child 14.58 34.82 55.05 ec.02
Omne-P., Fam./1 child 42 .34 34.18 19.38 (4.68)
' Two-P, Fam./2 childr. 11.59 55,390 25,86 B.54%
One-P, Fam./2 childr. S0.39 37.88 (9,302 (2.32)
Two-P. Fam.,/3 and more £5.93 ) 53.68 11.54 (2.662
Cne-P. Fam./3 and mora 75.86 (20.69) 1.7y ¢ -
UsA : :
Two—-P. Fam./1 child 10.85 35.83 36 .65 . 16.56
One—-P. Fam./1 child 40 .96 39.21 - 15.50 4,32
Two-P. Fam./2 childr. 13.64 . 48,70 30.09 : 7.56
One-P. Fam./2 childc, 57.69 32.84 7.81 1.866
Two-P, Fam./3 and morse 28.91 53,01 15.33 . 2.70
One-P. Fam./3 and more Be .32 15,56 (1.94%> ¢ -

Figures in parentheses are derived from less than 20 housaholds-in the sample
1) Countries implicitely ranked according to relative welfare position of one-
parent families as in Table @2 '
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Table A-l
indexes of Income Distribution for Different Definitions of
Average Net Incams and Types of Family
Country Net Income " Net Income Welfare Posi-
Per Family Per Capita tion =~ Net In-
’ come Per Adult
Equivalent Unit
- Mean Gini Mean Gini Mean Bini
Ratio Coef - Ratia Coef ~ Ratio Coef -
Type of Family fFicient ficiant ficient
usA
All ~100.00 0.37049 100.00 0.3%51% 100.00 0.3250"
Two-Parent Fam. 1ea2.48 0.251S 78.30 0.2827 B8.2% 0.2728
One-Parent Fam. 55.01 0.3473 49.14 0.4036 50.03 0.3825
Other Units 85.8=2 0.3988 120.68 0.3385 114.36 0.3185
UK
All 100.00 0.3434 100.00 0.28B68 100.00 0.2731
Two—-Parent Fam. 122.85 0.2137 Bl1.23 0.2385 Be.ge3 = 0.2234
One-Parent Fam. 70.88 0.2853 B7.i2 - 0.3026 67 .40 0.2896
Other Units 91.865 0.388B4 118.25 0.2810 111.73 0.2817
SWEDEN
All 100.00 0.2822 100.00 0.2329 100.00 0.2052
Two~Parent Fam. 158.65 0.1758 78.70 0.2025 S4.87 0.1511
Dne-Parent Fam, 99.39 0.16393 76.63 0.1820 B2 .64 0.1748
Other Units B4.13 0.2696 118.88 0.2005 105.80 0.21086
GERMANY .
All " 100.00 0.4082 100.00 0.3817 100.00 0.3551
Two-Parent Fam. 119.41 0.261¢2 76.41 0.2768 85.80 0.2685
One—-Parent Fam. £3.88 0.3218 66.44 0.3579 66 .98 0.3450
Dther Units 94.71 0.4513 116.23 0.4055 110.34% 0.38813
CANADA
All 10G.00 0.3480 100.00 0.3253 . 100.00 0.23892
Two-Parent. Fam. 118,13 0.2338 78.98 D.2681 a7.2a 0.2585
One-Parent Fam, 58.22 0.348S 97.45 0.3807 57 .38 0.3658
Cther uUnits 895.21 0.3802 113.5b 0.3178 113.286 0.2881
ISRAEL ) .
Aall 100.00 6.3376 100.00 - 0.3631 100.00 0.33Z8
Two-Parent Fam. 116.85 0.2515 90 .42 0.3058 96,42 0.2923
One-Parent Fam. (66.5B) C0.2068) (78.88) (0.3008) (75.52) (0.2655)
Other Units B3.87 0.38465 110.37 0.4057 104.208 0.3683

Figures in parentheses are derived from lass than 20 households in the

sample



Table A-2

Rank Order of Countries by Relative Position of One-parent Families and

by Overall Femal Labor Force Participation Rates (except Israml)

Countries Relative Relative Relative Overall Female
Position Position Welfare Labor Forece Parti- -

(Year of - Nat Income Net Incoms Position cipation Rate (1)
Referance) Per Family Per Capita

Rank Eank Rank Rank Rate

- in %

SWEDEN €1979) - 1 1 1 1 72.9
GERMANY (1881 2 -2 e - 4 49.6
UK (1879) 3 3 3 3 58.2
CANADA (1381) 4 4 4 2 58.9
USA (13979) ' S 5 5 2 58.9

1) Overall labor force participation rate is defined as total labor Force
divided by population of working age (15-64) at mid-ymar;
Employment Outlook, Paris 1383, p. 1B

0ECD,



Table_A-3

Relative Average Propartion of Gross Factor Income and Private
Transfers Amaong Different Family Typds (except Swedsan)

Country Gross Private Gross Factor
- : Factor Transfers I'ncomse
Family Type Income +

! Private Transfers

Relation to overasll average of esch Income Type

GERMANY

Two-Parent Families 1.48 0.80 1.47
One Parent Families 0.64 14.37 0.68
Other Units 0.86 0.61 0.B86
ISRAEL

Tun~-Parent Families 1.32 1.05 1.32
One Parent Families (0.29> (2.82> c0.32)
Dther Units 0.81. 0.92 0.81
UK

TwD—Paant-Familias 1.33 0.50 1.32
One Parent Families 0.36 13.82 0.53
Dther Units 0.83 £.59 0.B88
USA

Two—-Parent Families 1.34 1.04 1.34
One Parsnt Families 0.43 S.84 0.46
Other Units 0.92 0.56 0.93
CANADA

Two-Parent Families 1.27 - 1.27
Dne Parent Families 0.46 - 0.46
Dther_Units -D,.9e - 0.92

Figures in parentheses are derived from less than 20 households in thse
sample .



Table_A-4

Relative Average Net Income And Welfare Position of
One-Parent Families by Marital Status
in Garmany (1)

‘Country. 'Mean Ratio (2)

Marital Status Family Net Incoma Welfare Position

GBERMANY (23

Single 0.88 0.84
‘Separated .76 0.77
Divorced 0.95 0.35
Widowed 1.27 2.28

1) Dues to technical problems 17 % of the overall weighted
Figure For one-parent families cauld not be recognized

2) Relation to overall mean of each income type of one-parent
Families



Tahle A-5
Distribution of One-Parent Families by farital Status and
Welfara Position Classes
Welfare Position Class as a Percentage of Ovarall
WalfFare Position
Country 0.50 1.00-.
- - 0.50 - Co- 1.50 -

Marituwal Status 1.00 1.50 ALl (12

GERMANY

Widowed (35.51) (35.512 (6.54) (EELHéJ : 100

33.64 051,35 14.87 - 100

Not Widowed

Figures in parentheses are derived from less than 20 households in the

sample

1) Totals may not equal sums across rows due to rounding eBrrorcs



Table A-b

Distribution of Two-Parent Families and One-Parent Families by Nusber of Children
and Melfare Position Classes

UK
- I -
Welfare Position Class - . All
No. of Children S 025 050 . 075 L0 LIS
- - 0.25 - - - - - 1,30 -

Type of Fanily 0.90 0,73 1,00 .25 1.50
AL
Two-Parent Families [0.34) 9.09 28.40 29.43 18.23 8.1 6.34 100.00

One-Parent Families (2.19} 33,96 28.07 16.23 0.88 {3.51) (3.28) 100,00

L Child
Two-Parent Fasilies (.31} .46 18.87 JLLAS 22,02 12.38 11.32 . 100, 60
One-Parent. Families (1,04} 30,21 26,04 19.7¢% (12.50} (3.13) (7.30} 100.00

2 Children
Two-Parent Fagilies (0.42} 5.469 28.98 32.17 19.11 C7.53 5.09 100.06
One-Farent Families (Q.1i} 3.50 2.97 {t.48)  {0.53) (0,33} {0.53) 100, 00

3+ Children
Two-Parent Families (0,22} 21.88 40,48 21.00 11.16 {3.04) 1219 160.00
One-Parent Fasilies {7.31) 48,78 (26.83) {9.76) {7.31) {-1 (- 100.0¢

Figures in parentheses are derived fros less than 20 households in the saaple



Table 8-6 b

Distribution of Ywo-Parent Families and One-Parent Families by Nuaber of Children
and Welfare Fosition Classes

-51-

CANADA

-I-

Welfare Position Class Al
No. of Children 0,25 0.50 0.75 1,00 1,25
- - 0.25 - - - - - 1.50 -
Type of Faaily 0.30 0.73 1.00 1.25 1,50
Al .
Two-Parent Fasilies 2.73 11,81 25.90 24,90 17.39 9.00 B.47 100,00
One-Parent Families 13.84 34,29 19,32 £4.36 8,62 .48 {287 100,00
{ Child ,
Two-Parent Fasilies .3.73 10.83 2.49 3233 3303 22,02 22,02 100,00 -
Bne-Parent Families 11.22 3,12 17.88 16,32 12.76 16,63} (4,68 100.00
2 Children
Two-Parent Families (2.11) 9.48 27.26 28, b4 18,32 7.64 .54 . 100, 00
One-Parent Faa, (14,73} ° 35,66 22.48 15.50 {6,200 - {3.100  {2.32) 100.00
3+ Children
Two-Parent Fasilies 3.91 22,02 37.12 22.56 8.70 (2.84)  (2.66) 100,00
One Parent Fas. - {2241} - 53,45  {17.28)  (3.4%) (1,72 { -} {-) 100,00

Figures in parentheses are derived fros less than 20 households in the sample



Table A= ¢

Distribution of Two-Parent Families and One-Parent Families by Number of Children

- 52-

and Welfare Position Classes

-

ISRAEL

-1-

Helfare Position Class Al

No. of Children 0.25 0.5 075  1.00 1,25

- 0.23 - e . - - 1,50 -
Type of Family 0.5 075 1,00 1.25 1,50
ALl
Two-Parent Fasmilies 10.87) 13.00 21.66 . 8. 13,989 12,72 16,76 100,00
One-Pareat Fasilies (-1} (23.08) {(30.77) (23.08) { -1 {15.38) {7,569 100,00
1 Child
Two-Parent Fasilies { - ) (6.38) (11,700 {15.98)  ({i7.02} (19,15 (30.88) _ 160,00
One-Parent Families _( - b 166D (33.30 (16810 i-) {33,350 '(16.&7) < 100,00
2 Children
Two-Parent Families { - ) (9.40) 18.80 . 17.93 19,66 (15.38} - 18.80 100,00
One-Parent Families ([ - ) { - ) (85,67} (33f33}' =) {-) { -} 100, 00
3+ Children
Two-Parent Faailies (0,74) 20.74 30.37 2.2 11,83 (6.67) {2.84) 100.00
One Parent Faa. (50,00}  {50.00) {-) { -1 (-1 {-) (-] 100,00

Figures in parentheses are derived from less than 20 households in the sample
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Table A-6 d

Distribution of Two-Parent Fasilies and One-Parent Families by Nuaber of Children
and Welfare Position Classes

UsA

-1..-

Melfare Position Class Al
No. of Children 0.25 0.30 0.75 1,00 .25
- = 0.23 - - - - - 1.5¢ -
Type of Faaily 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.23 1.50
Al
Two-Parent Families 3.96 12,43 21,73 23,34 18.22 10.54 9.54 100.¢0
One-Parent Fanilies 21.12 34,30 19.46 12.55 668 3.3 2.53 160,00
1 Child . -
Two-Parent Families 2.39 8.346 16.18 19.43 21,77 15.39 156,36 146,00
One-Parent Fasilies 15,28 23.48 21,68 17.53 9.3% 6. 11 1.32 100,00
2 Ehildren
Two-Parent Families 3.18 10,44 20.84 27.86 20.02 10.07 T.568 100.00
One-Parent Families 20.41 37.28 28.54 11,30 £.09 1.72 .46 100,00
3+ Children 7
Two-Parent Familties 7.2 21,66 3144 2057 0 1004 §.59 2.70 100.00
fne-Parent Fanilies 34.54 - 47.78 °  1l1.87 3.09 .83 (6,09  {0.09) 100, 00

Figures in parentheses are derived fros less than 20 households in the sample



Table A-6 @

Distribution of Two-Parent Fasilies and Dne-Paflnt Fasilias by Nusber of Children

- 5% -

and Welfare Position Classes
BERMANY

-1 -

Melfare Position Class Al

No. of Children 0.25 050 0I5 L0 1,25

- - 025 - - - - - 1.50 -
Type of Family 0.50 0.73 1.00 1.25 1.50
ALl
Two-Parent Fasilies 1.3t  9.90  39.53 2548  I%&1 570  4.4b 100,00
One-Parent Failies 10,07 25,00 2430 2274  S5J5 1.9 Alb 100.00
{ Child |
Two-Parent Fasilies 1.82 349 3383 2604 . 20.73 742 645 100.00
Dne-Parent Fasilies (4,09) 26,81  18.12 2397 7.0 1345  5.85 100,00
2 Children
Tuo-Parent Families 1.04  12.50  4Z47 - 29.11 B3 343 3.8 100,90
One-Parent Families 1292  25.84 3258 2072 (399 (-1  {_)  [00.00
3+ Children _
Two-Parent Fanilies (0.431 22,60 49,75 .64 bu#d 5.9 (1.4 100,00
One-Parent Families 3684  (10.53)  35.09  (10.53) (-0 (-1 47.02}  100.00

Figures in parentheses are derived fros less than 20 households in the sasple
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