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POOR CHILDREN IN RICE COUNTRIES

Timothy M. Smeeding and Barbara Boyle Torrey*

Every wealthy, industrial country has children who are living in absolute
poverty-.;The rate of poverty amoﬁg children, however, is unrelated to the
country's standard of living. Tﬁe Pnited States, which_was the wealthiest
country of the six studied, has arhigher povertf rate among children than any
other'éountry-' Every country reduces the poverty of its children with
government prograns; but substantial differences in the effectiveness of these
programs exist among countries. Understanding such differences may be useful

in copsidering how to reduce poverty among children in the United States.

The 1ndustr1al countries in the world have a higher standard of living
than at. any time in history. This standard of living is much hlgher than in
the poor countries of the world today. But within the wealthy countries,

" there still exists a number of children who live in poverty. The United
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States, which is the wealthiest country of the six studied,rhad the highest
poverty rate among chilnren and the second highest poverty rate among families
with children. |

From 1970 to 1986, the poverty rate for_cnildren in the United States
jnereased from 15 percent to 20 percent.' This cccurred at the same time that
the poverty rate for other groups in the United States, such as the elderly,
decreased, e.9., ftom 25 percent to 12 percent.1 Thls reversal in the
economic status of the young and old in the Unlted States occurred without an
exp11c1t government policy favoring one group over the other. The reversal
was not'antic1pated at the beginning of the 1970 s, and the divergence of the
two groups was not carefully documented'until the 1980s5.2
| Many of the countries studied provide levels of income benefits to their
poor families similar to the levels in the United States. But they reduce the
percent of fapilies in poverty more than the United States. The patterns of
poverty and noverty reduction are the-result of complex interactions among
economic and social trends in each country. Therefore, conclusions about ohe
country' s_poverty programs cannot be automatlcally applied to other countrles.
But internmational comparisons of poverty can be used to suggest what may be
universal patterns of poverty versus unlque problems within each country.
These comparisons'aleo can highlight issues “that may be relevant to the United
States, or to other countries. | |

This article employs data from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) to
compare the poverty rates of famllles w1th children in six 1ndust’1al
' count*ies in the years 1979. and 1981. = The article first examines the poverty
rates of chlldren and then the poverty rates of families with children before

they receive income and tax benefits. It then dlscusses how the sources of
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income and family structures correlate with pre-tax and transfer poverty
‘compares the poverty rates of these families after they receive taxes and
rtransfers, and discussesrhow participation rates and benefit levels affect the
differences in these rates. Other studies suggest that there is a correlatlon
between children who grow up in poverty and become dependent on welfare and
those who remain in poverty or on welfare as adults.® Therefore, the cross-
section comparisons in thierarticle raise some{possible,future labor force,
economic growth, and welfare dependency isenes for countries such as the

United States, which have high poverty rates among its children today.

Poverty Definition

Poverty can be defined either in relative or in absolute terms. For
simplicity and ease ofrcomparison, the definition of poverty in this paper is
the official U.S. government poverty definition. The level of the poverty
line in dollar terms is converted into other currencies using the Organization
for Economlc Cooperation and Development (0ECD) purchasing power parltles.
Purchasing power parity peasures the cost of buying both imports and domestic
goods in each country and, therefore, is more comprehensive than other
availahle:indices used to convert cur;encies.

The income accountlng unit is the U.5. census family; the income
definltlons employed are first, income before receiving transfers and paying
taxes, earnings, and capitai income {pre-tax and transfer income), and then
disposable personal income ¥hich adds in government ttansfers and subtracts
1ncome and payroll taxes {post-tax and transfer:income). This 1atter
definition also includes the cash value of food stamps in the Unlted Statee

and bhousing allowances in the United Kingdom and Sweden. Income estlmates.
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{both pre- and post-tax and transfer) also are adjusted for differences in
family size and composition using the U.S. poverty line equivalence scale.®

Other family and income definitione, equivalence scales, and currency
conversion could be used. Different definifions and adjustment scalee would
chande the level of poverty rates in most countries.. But fhe country-by-
country ranklng of poﬁerty among families with children in the six countries
studied was insensitive to the different deflnltlons used.®* The ﬁnited States
had more poor children and more poor families with children than almost every
other country studied regardless of the definitions and adjustments nade.

Incoee measures prov1de only a partial descripticen of the conditions of
po#ertye Noncash income componentis, such as health care, may be as important
as money income in @escribing the true social conditioﬁ of the poor.® But if
noncash income factors wWere included in these comparisons, they would be
unlikely to improve the relative position of the United States since mast
countr"es prcv1de more noncash benefits to their children than the Unlted
States.

The'sources.of the data used in the LIS are nationel household income
surveys taken by the governments of each country between 1979 and 1981. The
"data from these surveys are adjﬁsted for defipitiomal differences_in income
and household compcsifion byrthe LIS steﬁf-tc ensure coﬁparability. Fer the
first time, LIS presents an opportqﬁity to compare the-level and composition
of famiiies and their iﬁcomes_acfose countries accurately.? Poverty has’
worsened in the countries stedied since these surveys were taken. Therefore;
~the analyses based on these surveys are underestlmatlng the present poverty of

children'in industrial countries.



Poverty Among Children

The Unlted states, and them Rustralia, haﬁe-the highest rate of poverty
among their children of the countries ‘studied (Table 1). Thisrooverty rate of
children measures the number of children who are living in famllles who are
poor even after receiving income anpd tax heneflts from the government. Child
poverty rates vary enormously by the structure of the child's family. 1In
every country, child poverty rates are at least twlce as high, and usually
much higher, in single-parent families than'in two-parent families. Australia
has the highest poverty rates in both kinds of families, bot the United States
has the hiohest rate among children in extended family structures. This |
extended family situation is usually a yourg, single parent living in a
parents’ home. Hence the rate of poverty among children of single'parents

would be even higher io therUnited States 1if these "hidden“-sinqle parents
could be identified.®

Perhaps the most startling figures are those #hich show the percentage
of all cnlldren and of all poor chlldren who are severely poor, i.e. those
living in families with incomes below 75 percent of the U. S. poverty 1ipe. We
term these children as severely poor because after all tax and transfer
_programs, they have incomes which are 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent from those near
the poverty line. - Among those near the po#erty_line, a minor change 1in
poverty definition might radlcally affect the result. But for'the severely
poof, poverty,iS'clearly not a statlstlcal quirk. Here vwe find that U.s. poor
children are by-far the.worst off. . In,fect, it is the depth of poverty among
children in the United Stétes that most distinguishes it from the other

countries studied.
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Government programs give ipcome support for poor children to their
families, not to the child. Therefore, in order to-understand the patters of
poverty among children, it is essential to exapine the poverty of their

families and the way that governments help them cope with inadequate incomes.

Pamily Poverty Rates gefore Taxes and Income Transfers

The magnitude of the problem government pregrams face in addresszng the
poverty of their children is described by the pre-tax and transfer poverty
rates-and gaps. The pre-tax and transfer poverty rate measures how many
familiesrwith children tave inceme below the poverty line before receiving any
government penefits; the poverty Qap measures how far below that poverty line
the families are. |

The United States has the hlghest pre-tax and transrer poverty rate for
their famxlles with children, except Australia (Table 2}. Of the countrles
studled Australlan families had the lowest median familf incomes, only 78
percent as hlgh as in the United States. Germany has jess than half the
-poverty rate of the United States. The pre-tax and transfer poverty gap (the
povertv gap is the difference between the income and the poverty line as a
percent of the poverty line) for the families who are poor in these countries
was more similar than their rates. Australia, Canada, Sweden, and the United_
States all had similar poverty gaps of between 59 and 68 percent. |

There are a number of pOSSlble explanatzons for the differences 1n the
.pre-transfer poverty rates and- gaps among the countries. Two important
factors that vary by country and were correlated w1th pre—-transfer poverty are

the level of average earnings and transfers, and the structure of poor
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families. Another-pOSSible explanation is related to populatioh heterogeneity
within and across countries..

+he Earned and Transfer Income of Poor Families. At the time of
these surveys, the United States had a lower unemployment rate than most of
the other countries, and its real wage level was generally higher. Both
factors should have given the poor families in the United States an advantage
relative to the families in other countries:: hht they did not. Poor families
in the United States had only about two—thirds the everage earnings of those
in Germany, Svweden, apd the United Klngdom (Table 3}. Earnings in Australia
were teo;thzrds.the level of the United States. Aust*alla and the United.
States had the lowest level of earnings among their poor famllles: they also

had the highest poverty rates.

The importance of earnings in the income of the poor families 1is
directly related to the st*ucture of the income support system. Poor families
have nore eernlngs in countrles that prov1de more bEDEfltS through social
insurance programs that are not means— -tested than in countries that rely on
means-tested( welfare programs for the poor. The higher the absolute amount
of income transfer from social insufance is, the higher the earnings are. One
-explanation fer this correlatien is that means-tested programs cieate high,
1mp11c1t tax rates on earned income. (Beneficiaries who increaee their income
_ lose some of thelr means-— tested benefits.) And these implicit tax rates have
a substantaal effect on jabor market behavior.? aherefore, it is hot
surprising that pre-tax and transfer poverty rates would be hlgher in
countriee'that tax implicitly'earnings more than in other,counttles. The
' countrles that rely primarily on means-tested programs to provide income

support te peor famllles—-Australla and the United States~-have the lovest



earnings levels, the lowest disposable income, and the highest before tax and
transfer poverty of the siz countries studied. Théy also have the highest
after tax and transfer poverty.

Among the six countries studied, there are considerable differences in
the reliance on social insurapce and welfare (means-tested) programs. Three
countries provide more than 60 percent of their transfer income to poor
families th:ough non-means-tested, soc1al 1nsure;ce programs; Canada relies
equally on social insurance and means- tested programs to provide benefits.
The United States and Australia provide most of their benefits to poor
families tgrougﬁ means-tested programs.

One might expect that in countries that have child-related benefits,
such as childremns' allowances and maternity grants for parents{ allowances),
these benefits would be an important soutce of‘incoﬁe for poor families with
children. But ie fact, while the benefits are universal, they also are small.
The level of ehil& benefits very from § to 13 percent of the U.S. poverty line
-for-familiee with children in the six,countriesethat,provide them. In
Germany, ehild benefits are larger than means—tested benefits for families
with children, but in. no cocuntry are they a major source of income or
expenditure for poor families with childree.(Table 3). They are large enough
to help temOVe some'families froe poverty and to help reduce the poverty gap,
but they are not large enough to solve the child poverty prohlem 1n any
.country. On the other hand, employment-related social insurance beneflts,
unemployment, sickness, accident, and disability, are much more 1mportant in
every country than are child-related benefits in those countries that have

both. Employment related and chlld-related beneflts comblned are the most



important government benefits to poor families in every country but Australia

and the ﬁnited States.

Low earnings among poor families with children are not only correlated
with the structure of the welfare system, they are related to the structnre of
poof famjlies. Single-parent families have less earnings than two-parent
families in every country. And the United States has more children in single-
parent families than the other countries, excenn for Sweden.

Family Structure. In every country, poverty rates vary by the structure
of the famlly. Children in single—parent families have poverty rates which
are much hlgher than those in twe- parent fapilies in every country as can be
seen in Table 1. Single-parent families begin with higher pre-tax and
~ transfer poverty rates and higher poverty gaps in every country but Sweden.
And after tax and transfers, single-—parent families sfill have hioher poverty
rates than other families. Again, the Uni;ed States has the highest poverty
rates and gaps for single-parent families among tne countries, except
' Australia.r |

Kahn and Kamerman have compared the-income,of'single-narent fanilies as
a percentage of average production worker's wages.! They found that single
parents do best in Sweden and worst in the Unlted States, as represented by
Pennsylvanla. This finding is 51m11ar to our results. But their ranking of
other countries dlffers somewhat from that produced by the LIS data. Given
the dlfferences in the populatlons studled and the income peasures, a lack of
agreement might be expected. But the fact that the Unlted States is ranked 50

low in the Kamerman-Kahn studies reinforces the concerns.about the United

States :aised by our analysis of the LIS data.



The high percentage of children in single-parent families in the United
States, together with the high U.S. single-parent poverty rate, does have an
influence on overall child poverty rates. If every country had the same
percentage of childreo.in single~parent families as the_United States in 1979
(14.7 percent) but their own actual poverty rates by family status, the
oovérty rate for children of the other countries‘yould increase everyvhere but
in Sweden. EHowever, in all other countries, Fxoept Australia, the increase in
‘child poverty would still leave those countraes well below U.S. child poverty
rates. (If Australia had the same fraction of children in single-parent
famllles as the United States, it would have a higher child poverty rate than
the United States.) While the proportion of U.S. chlldren who are in 51ngle—
parent families is somewhat higher than'inrother countries, except’§weden,
what appears to distinguish the Uss. and Australian sitoatioo is that-our
singie-paoent families are so much more economically vulnerable than in other
countries.

Heterogeneity. - If poverty rates vary by race or ethnic grouos as they
do in the United States, then countries with a more diverse population, such
-as Canada and the United States,'may'have higher poverty rates than homogenous
countries. Among the nations whlch are included in this paper, only
Australia, Canada, and the United States have a culturally diverse enough
populatlon to separate minority subgroups wlthln those populations. Sweden
and the United Klngdom do not make such differentiationm, while the Germany
data set excludes for81gn-born heads of households.

In the United States, black families with chlldren are partlcularly
economically disadvantaged relative to white anglo (non-hlack and non-

hispanic) families. The poverty rates among black children are almost four
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times higher than the rates of white angle children. Hispanic poverty rates
for children in the United States are dbuble non-black, not-hispanic'rates as
well.!l But the poverty rate of U.S. whitt anglo children is still 11.4
percent. In compérison, the poverty rate of non-minority popuiations in
Canada (9.6 percent)ris lower than that qf U.S. white children and the same as
native~born Canadian children. The Australians,:on the other hand, have more
poverty among their native-born popnlation tPan,the United Statet does among
its white population. Still, the 11.4-percént poverty rate among U.S. white
thildren is higher than the éverail minority and/or majority poverty rates for
chlldren in all countries but Australia (see Table 1.

Heterogenelty does matter, poverty rates are different for different
populations }nd U.S. poverty rates are high, due in part to its social and
~ethnic diversity. But this-diversity dbes not matter encugh to fully expiain

the breoad d"fferences in poverty among nations in general and the high poverty

of U.S. ch;ldren, even white anglo chlldren. 

Poverty.lfter Income Transfgts

Tax and transfer benefits reduce the poverty of families with children
in etery country studied. ~But no country has eliminated poverty among
families with children entirely (Table 4). In fact, the differeﬁce in ﬁoverty
rates ampﬂg thercountries was larger after accounting for government taxes and
transfgrs thap the differences in -poverty rates before transfers. The post-
tax-and transfer poverty rates for families with children in Australia and the
U#ited States remain the highest of the countries studied. Tran;fers it every
country reduced.the poverty gap of the families thét reméined in poverty. But

the poverty Qapiafter transfers was largest-ih the United States. The average
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.S. transfer to these families represented 64 percent of the pre-tax and
-transfer.poverty gap, a smaller percentage of the poverty gap than in any
country, includin§ Australia (Table 4). The y.S. transfer system reduces the
pre-transfer poverty population by ;7 percent. But government programs reduce
the number of péople in poverty twice as much on average in the other
countries as in the.United States. Again, there are a number of possible
explanations for why the U.S. transfer programs teduce poverty less than in
cther countries. But two factors, vhich are crltlcal are part1c1pat10n in
income transfer programs and the level of government income support.
Psrticipation in Income Trapnsfer Programs. One of the reasons why many
children in the Unitsd States are poar is that 27 percent of poor'families
with children in the United States receive no public income support from the
programs studied. 1In every other country at least 99 percent of families that
were defined poor by the U.S. poverty line definition ieceived some type of
income support. In every country except the United States and Australia the
part1c1pat10n rate in chlld allowances or other social insurance programs Was
ﬁigher than in means-tested_programs. All cf the countries, except the United
Ststes, have child allowahtes which reach at least 380 percent of poor
rchildrsn. Only in the United Ststes, where only725 percent of the pre-
‘transfer poor received soeial insurance transfers, ijs the relationship
reversed. | |
Means-tested programs not only discourage wsrk'and, therefore, may
increase pre- and post-tax and transfer poverty; but méans-tested programs in
the Unlted States also restrict participation of poor families. For sxample,
two—parent famllles in 27 states still are not ellglble for income transfers.

Even in cases ‘where all famllles with children are eligible,’ Food Stamps belng

12



the prime U.S. example, means-—tested programs also are invasive end, hence,-
may discourage some people who are eligible from'épplying- Therefore, ohe
reason the U.S.-Government programs decrease pre-tax and transfer poverty less
than in other conntries is because they reach a smaller percentage of the
poverty population.

The poverty rates of children would almost certainly decline if all
families with poor children in the United Statee received income support. If
we assume that the 27 percent of famllles w1th children currently without
benefits in the United States receive some type of support and that because
of this eupport a third of the new recipients were removed from poverty, then
the U.S. poverty rate among families with children could be reduced to 12.5
percent This would reduce the difference in poverty rates between U.S.
families with children and the average of the four countries with lower
‘poverty rates by about 20 percent.

Taken together, the dlfferencesrln famllp structure and the differences
in participation rates may_explaln'Just about one-thlrd of the dlfrerencerln
the post-tax and transfer poverty rates of children in the United States and
of tne average poverty rate in the four otner countries with lower poverty
rates. Increased earnings would reduce the difference $till further. And
nost of the'renaining differencermay be explained by the differences in levels
of government income benefits provided to families with children in general
and the poor in partlcular. |

Amount  of Income Support Provided. ‘Table 3 shows the level of income
snpport to poor ﬁamilies in U.S.-dollars. Sweden provides'almost twice the
trensfers after taxes ae the other countries provide to their poor families

with children. For five of the six countries, total government transfers
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pinus taxes are within $627 of each other. The level of average transfers to
poor families are more similar among the countriesQStudied, except-Swgden,
than their after-transfer poverty rates. For instance, Canada provides on
| average only $500 more to their poor families taan the United States. But
they reduce their pre—transfer poverty rate 37 percent compared to the 17
percent reduction rate of the United States. This suggests that Canadian
transfer beneflts may be better targeted on poverty, 99 percent of poor
families wiih children in Canada get governmant'transfers and these transfers
appear to be more efficiently distributed than in the United States. But |
another:reason why the United States does less well with almost the same level
of transfars is because the poverty gap and the percentage of severely poor
children is larger in the Unlted States than in Canada and the other
countries. The larger the poverty gap the more 1nc0me is needed to remove a
family from poverty. And the United States, which has the biggest gap for
these famllles prov1des the least income support per family. _
Income Support as a Percent of Gross Domestic Product {GDP) . ii we
'compare how much income suppert is provided to poor families relativerta GDP
instead of relative to individual income, the difference among countries 7
. increases substantially. Some of the income support is pfovided through
" relatively aasy-to-aeasure, direct income banefits. But in several countries,
considerable support 'is provided throﬁgh the tax system. The OECD aas
recently estlmated the famlly 1ncome benefits, inbluding both universal and
,means—tested benefits for,chlldren, and has separately estimated tax credits
and tax relief forrchildren.12 Combining the two calculations prov1des a
comp031te estimate of the two forms of income suppert for ahildren; _These

estlmates are presented as a percent of GDP the nature of the calculations,
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however, means that they Should not be treated as precise measures of
government support, but rather as relative orders of'hagnitﬁde.

Canada and the United sﬁates distribute about 0.5 percent of GDP in
incone transfers for children, about half of what the other countries provide.
This understates the U.S. and Canadlan efforts since it does not take into
account their benefits provided through the tax systen. When tax benefits are
added to transfers, Canada's share increasggré;nsidérably to 1.6 percent, bﬁt
the U.S. resourée allocation only rises to-O.S percent, still half or less the
allocatzon of Sweden, the Unlted Kingdom, Australia, and- Canada. If these
estimates of transfers and taxes as a ‘percent of GDP allocated to chlldren
were adjusfed by the percent of the population 0 to 17 relative to the United
States, the differences between the Uni;ed States and the other countries
would increasé still further. |

The.CECD estimates of income transfers and tax credits suggests that the
United States spends relat1vely much less of its considerable wealth on
chlldren than cther ccuntrles. But the OECD also has estimated educational
expenses as a percent of GDP. And in educational expenses, the United States
spends more than Germany and the same as the United Kingdom {5.3, 4.6, and
5.3, respectively}. <Canada, Sweden,_and Australia spend consistently more, at
least 5.9 pércent of GDP. The reiativé difference in the ﬁercentage of Gﬁ?r
spent on education among the six countries is_much less than'the_differences
for income transfers: Therefore, it appearé fo be less an issué of the United

States refusing to invest in the young thap it is an issue of how those

resources are invested.!?

- Coﬁqluding Remarks
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A great deal has now been written about the reluctance bf‘the U.s.
public'to support public ﬁssistance to families with poor children. Senator
Hofnihan has described U.S. policy as one more focused on individuals fhan on
families.!4 This focus encourages us to help the individual child through
education but not the family of the child through income support. Jencks,
however, warned proﬁhetically that an excessive @ependence on our edu?ational
system to provide equal economic_opportunity'fog all children wpﬁld not

work.:3

Since the 1979-81 period discuséed in this paper, Tevels of child
poverty héve deteriorated. In the United States, as officially measﬁred,
child poverty has increased froﬁ 16 percént in 1979 to 20 percent in 1986.1°¢
In the Européan qountries, a new povertf has developed that has almost
certainly increased the poverty of their childrea.t? However, Ufs, childrén
are likely today to still be disadvantaged reléfivé to their peers;

International cdmparisohs across many qountries.hay'be.inétructive, but
they alhost—never can be proscriptive. ﬁvery country’'s weliare.prbgrams
" reflect their own cultural and social philosophies. _Any'changes in welfare
policies must be done within the national context of eaéh country's social
philosophy. The poﬁgrty of children is not just a éhort-terﬁ public ﬁolicy
issue. Td-therextent that poverty of children is related to their poverty as
adultsiﬁ,'the gquality of oﬁr fufure workforce may be affected by the-ﬁresept
poverty of our children. And thé poverty of our children teday may affect our

long-tern competitiveness with the other wealthy countries in this study who

tolerate much less child poverty than the United sStates.
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Table 1. Post-tax apd t
children. (Rates are in perceat.
- §evere poverty rates are
below 75 percent of the

percent o
U.S. poverty line.)

ransfer poverty rates and ‘severe poverty rates among
Children are persons 17 years or under.
£ children who live in families with incomes

United United
- Measure Bustralia Canada Germany Sweden Kingdom States
(1981) (1981) {1981} {1981) {1979} {1979)
Poverty _rates
All families 16.9 9.6 3.2 5.1 10.7 17.1
One-parent families 65.0 38.7 i5.1 8.6 38.6 51.0
Two-parent families 12.4 £.8 4.9 4.5 9.5 9.4
Extended families 10.6 5.5 12.1 0.5 1.5 16.2
Severe povertv rates
of poor children 43.1 45.8 30.38 42.4 35.2 57.7
Severe poverty rates : _
of all children 7.3 4.4 2.5 2.2 3.8 9.8
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rable 2. Pre-tax and transfer pove
children. (Rates are in percent.

jpcome of poor families and the poverty

rty rates and gaps for families with
Gap is the difference between the average
line-divided by the poverty limne.)

_ United United
Measure Australia Canada Germany Sweden Kingdom States
(1981) {1981) {1981) (1981) {1979) {1979}
Poverty rate 17.6 13.6 7.9 10.4 14.1 16.6
Poverty gap 68 59 50 63 47 63
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Table 3. Source of ipcome for famil
(Source of income is in 1979 U.S. dollars.

f total amount of transfers.)

income transfers.
transfers as a percent ©

ies with children who were poor before

Distribution of

United

: . United
Measure Australia Canada Germany Sweden Kingdon States
{1981) {1981) {1981) {1981} (1579} {1979}
Source of income: - ,

Earnings 1,210 2,075 2,593 2,766 2,766 1,902

Income transfers : _ :
less taxes . 2,593 2,766 2,420 4,944 2,864 2,237

Distribution of

transfers: '

Social insurance 13 52 89 63 £l 29
(Employment-related) (0) (39} (69) (44) (37 {29)
(Child-related) - (13) {13} {20) (19) {24) {0)

Means-tested 87 48 11 - _ 37 39 71

' 100 100 100 100 100

Total 100
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~Table 4. Post-tax and transfer poverty rates and gaps for families with
children. {Rates are jn percent. Gap is the difference between the average
income of poor families and the poverty line divided by the poverty lipe.)

7 . United United
Measure Aaustralia Canada Germany Sweden Kingdon States
(1981) {1981) {1981) {(1981) {1979) {1979)
poverty rate 15.0 8.6 6.9 4.4 8.5 13.8
Poverty gap 32 - 32 24 28 21 18
Government tramsfers
as percent of pre-
tax and transfer :
poverty gap 11 85 106 176 117 64
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