� � � � � � � � � � �

1

Introduction

This chapter examines certain aspects of welfaresupport for thefamilyin Greece. Theworking definitions of theterms familyand familypolicyarepresented, followed byadescription of the pattern of familyarrangements and the attitudes towards families in Greece. Thelevel of family benefits and tax allowances for anumber of `model´ families is examined. An evaluation of the overall support for thefamilyprovided bytheGreek welfarestatefollows, as theGreek child benefit `package´ is compared with the`packages´ of fourteen countries inclusiveof all the

European Union countries, Australia, Norwayand theUSA. The comparison reveals that theGreek welfarestateprovides verylimited support for families with children. Thesefindings highlight the central rolethat thefamilyplays in providingcarefor children in Greece. Furthermore, theyraise questions about theintra-familyrelationships that are legitimised and reproduced as aresult of

Greekfamilypolicy,anissuethatwillbediscussedinthesecondpartofthechapter.

The `family´ and family policy: working definitions

The term familyhas been used in sociological, political and social policycontexts in various ways to include both a varietyof social arrangements and ideological constructions (Williams,

1989: 117-46). In this study, the concept of familyrefers both to a social institution and a social process and includes material and ideological aspects. It is defined as a structure in Giddens´ terms within which the different types of social relationships between men, women and children refer not onlyto ‘ theproduction and reproduction of [a] social system but also to resources - the means, material and symbolic, wherebyactors makethings happen´ ( Giddens , 1994: 85). As a fundamental working assumption of this studyit is accepted that a welfare state via its family policyhas a direct effect in maintaining, legitimising and cha n ging the relationships within different familytypes. Moreover, familypolicies affect the extent to which certain notions of `the familý are re-enforced and reproduced as ideological constructs and, consequently, certain familytypes are encouraged or discouraged in a given society.

1 Copyright note: This chapter is published as P apadopoulos T.N. (1996) ^’Family’, State and Social P olicies for Children in

Greece~ in Brannen J. and O’ Brien M. (eds.) Children and Families: Research and Policy , London: Falmer P ress, pp.171-188.

This online version of the paper maybe cited or brieflyquoted in line with the usual academic conventions. You mayalso

download it for your own personal use. This paper must not be published elsewhere (e.g. mailing lists, bulletin boards etc.)

without the author’s explicit permission. P lease note that (a) if you copythis paper you must include this copyright note; (b) this

paper or anytranslation of it must not be used for commercial purposes or gain in anyway; (c) you should observe the

conventions of academic citation.

2 Lecturer in Social P olicy, Department of Social and P olicySciences, Universityof Bath & visiting P rofessor of Social P olicy,

Department of Social P olicy, Universityof Turku

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 2

For Wilenskyet al (1987: 422) the term familypolicyrefers to an ‘umbrella´ of different policies

and programmes aiming to provide for a varietyof persons, i.e. ‘ theyoungand old, transition

singles (divorced, separated or widowed) and women temporarilyseparated from thelabour market

dueto maternitý . Kamerman and Kahn ( 1978 ) applied amore critical approach to familypolicy by

arguingthat theterm is adisguisefor aseries of programmes of population , labour-market and

health policies . Other authors place d theterm within agender perspectivegivingemphasis to the

special relationship that women haveto thewelfarestate and its interaction with social class, ´race´

and age. ( Ginsburg, 1992; Langan and Ostner, 1991; Dominelli, 1991 ; Gordon, 1990 ) Thevery

conceptof ` the family ´ is so heavilyideologicallyladen thatonecouldarguethat theterm policyfor

families is probablymore adequate as it refers to dif ferent forms of the family. I n this study, the

term familypolicyin practice refers to welfarestatepolicies which implicitlyor explicitlysupport a

particular ideological notion of ` thefamily ´ and, consequently, theparticular rolethat certain family

types,inagreementwiththisnotion,playinagivensociety.

For Wennemo (1992) familypolicyconsists of three components: familylegislation, social

services targeted to families and income transfers to families. T his study will focus on the last two

components, especiallyon the elements that constitutewelfaresupport of families with children.

P olicies under investigation include : incometransfers to families with children in theform of

benefits, tax allowances, subsidies and services in kind related to health, education and housing

policies. Their overall incomevalue constitutes, what will hereafter be called, theGreek child

benefit`package´.

Families with children in Greece: a comparative view

It is often argued that Greeks, as well as other southern Europeans, arestronglyattached to family.

A good star t ingpoint to explorethis claim is to examine comparatively the composition of families

in Greece . Thedistribution of families with children bynumber of children in eleven European

Union countries is presented in Table1. It can beobserved that, compared with theother countries,

Greecehas thelowest proportion (10.9 per cent) of loneparent families and thehighest percentage

of couples with children (89.1 per cent). Thepercentageof lonemothers with one child is the

lowestamongsttherestoftheEuropeanUnioncountries.

Thefirst indication that attachment to thenuclear familyis strongcan beillustrated bythefact that

Greecehas thehighest proportion of married couples with two children compared to theother

European Union countries. However, when it comes to couples with threeor more children, Greece

occupies aposition closeto theaverage, as it has asimilar percentageof couples with threeor more

children to Belgium, Italy, Portugal and theUK. When it comes to couples with four or more

children, Greeceis amongst the countries with thelowest percentages of thesetypes of families.

Thus, in Greecethepredominant typeof familyis thetypical nuclear family, a couplewith two

children.

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 3

Table1 :Familieswithchildren(%)bynumberofchildrenineleven * memberstates

oftheEuropeanUnion

TypesofFamily Countries

BE DK FR DE GR IE IT LU NL PT UK

ONE-PARENTFAMILIES

-Fatherswith 1 child

with 2 children

with 3 children

with 4 children ormore

-Motherswith 1 child

with 2 children

with 3 children

with 4 children ormore

COUPLESwith CHILDREN

-Coupleswith 1 child

with 2 children

with 3 children

with 4 children ormore

TOTAL(in thousands)

21.2

3.1

1.1

0.3

0.1

10.7

4.4

1.2

0.4

78.8

33.8

30.2

10.6

4.2

1,812

22.0

2.9

0.7

0.1

-

12.0

5.3

0.9

0.1

78.0

32.3

35.2

8.7

1.8

768

16.1

1.6

0.5

0.15

0.06

8.6

3.5

1.1

0.5

83.8

33.3

32.0

13.1

5.4

9,898

18.6

2.2

0.6

0.1

-

11.2

3.6

0.7

0.2

81.4

38.1

32.7

8.2

2.4

13,635

10.9

1.4

0.6

0.1

0.05

5.4

2.7

0.6

0.15

89.1

33.6

42.3

10.7

2.7

1,766

18.4

1.6

0.8

0.5

0.3

7.6

4.1

1.9

1.6

81.6

19.3

24.8

19.0

18.5

613

13.5

1.4

0.6

0.1

0.05

7.4

3.0

0.73

0.22

86.5

35.7

37.4

10.9

2.5

12,095

18.6

2.9

1.4

-

-

10.0

2.9

1.4

-

81.4

35.7

32.8

10.0

2.9

70

15.8

2.8

0.8

-

-

7.2

3.7

0.9

0.3

84.2

29.0

38.5

12.7

4.0

2,450

13.1

1.1

0.4

0.2

0.1

6.6

3.1

1.0

0.6

86.9

38.1

33.8

9.6

5.4

1,936

22.3

2.1

0.7

0.2

0.05

11.2

5.5

1.8

0.7

77.7

30.2

32.9

10.9

3.8

9,709

Note: * Dataaccordingtothecategoriesused in the1990/1991 censuses.DataforSpain arenotavailable.

Source: Calculated from Eurostat(1994a:8)

The claim that in Greece attachment to thenuclear familyis strong can be supported by the

examination of sel e cted demographicindicators (Table2 ). Greecehas thesecond lowest divorce

ratein Europe, although thelegal and religious regulations for gettingadivorce arenot as stringent

as in countries with aRoman Catholictradition . 3 In addition, thepercentageof births outside

marriageis thelowest in Europe(2 .7 per cent) . Attempts to explain thelatter phenomenon often

refer to the`stigmatisation´ of loneparenthood and thefact that access to abortion in Greeceis

relativelyunrestricted . However, economicfactors have also to betaken into account. I t will

become apparent from this analysis that welfaresupport for loneparents in Greeceis verylimited .

This lack of support reflects and reproduces certain attitudes and social practices with regard to the

institution of marriage and thenuclear family . An examination of thesocial values and attitudes

heldbyGreekmenandwomenshedslightontheissue.

3 The vast majorityof population in Greece follows the Orthodox Christian denomination. It is generallyaccepted that on issues

such as divorce or abortion the Orthodox church has not exerted the same moral pressure as the Catholic church has done so.

Therefore, to perceive Greece as a countrywhere Catholicismis strong is incorrect (see for instance Leibfried, 1993:141).

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 4

Ta ble2 . SelectedDemographicIndicators( EU R12 )

Countries Divorce s

per1000

population

Outofwedlockbirths

asa %of 1000

livebirths

Averagenumber

ofchildren

per woman

1993 1993 1977 1993

Belgium

Denmark

France

Germany

Greece

Ireland

Italy

Luxembourg

Netherlands

Portugal

Spain

UK

2.1

2.4

1.9

1.7

0.7

-

0.4

1.8

2.0

1.2

0.7

3.0

11.3

46.4

33.2

14.6

2.7

18.0

7.2

12 . 9

13.1

17.0

10.0

30.8

1.71

1.66

1.86

1.40

2.27

3.27

1.98

1.45

1.58

2.45

2.65

1.69

1.61

1.75

1.65

1.30

1.38

2.03

1.21

1.70

1.57

1.53

1.24

1.82

Sources: Eurostat( 1994b:4 ; 1992: 23)

Family as a social value and attitudes towards family policies in Greece

In the Eurobarometer report on theEuropeans and thefamily( CEC, 1993a), Greeks appear as the most stronglyattached to and supportiveof theinstitution of ` thefamily ´ . In responseto questions concerningtheorder of values, an overwhelming99.4 per cent of theGreek respondents placed the familyas their top priorityon the value scale , the h ighest figurein Europe( EU average: 95.7 per cent). Indeed, similar views havebeen observed in arecent publicopinion survey 4 where69.2 per cent of male and 75.5 per cent of femaleinterviewees agreed respectively with thestatement that

`thefamilyis thebasis for ahealthysocietý . In addition, 46.3 per cent of men and 55.8 per cent of womenstronglyagreed withthestatement that`lifewithoutfamilyismeaningless´.

Ho wever, despitethe strong ideological attachment to the institution of the family, aseries of ideological changes havetake n place in respect of social roles within families . Theyrelateto a series of structural changes, often defined as `modernisation´, which has occurred in Greecesince the earlysixties. Modernisation refers to: the shift from an economybased on agricultureto an economybased on services and (to alesser extent) industry; the expansion of Greek statism and the intensification of `intra-middle-class conflicts for access to thestatemachinerý ( Petmesidou , 1991:

40); thephenomenaof rapid urbanisation and migration; the cultural and economicimpact of tourism; theincreasein accessibilityto higher education; theincreasein women´s labour force participation (small though it was); and last, but byno means least, changes in familylegislation whichprecededentryintotheEuropeanCommunity.

4 Thesurveywasconducted by MRBHELLASand reported in Eleftherotypia (Greekdaily),11 July1994 .

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 5

Directlyor indirectlythese changes haveinfluenced thesocial structureof families in Greece, especiallygender roles within thehousehold. Lambiri-Dimaki (1983) observed that a shift from traditional to more egalitarian gender roles has taken placewhile Kouvertaris and Dobratz have noticed agradual detachment from thetraditional roles within families `as aless permissivesociety

[was giving] wayto amorepermissiveone´ (1987: 155). Similarly, in astudyby Georgas on the changeof familyvalues in Greeceit has been suggested that contemporaryattitudes towards family are characterised bythegradual `rejection of the collectivist values and thegradual adoption of individualist values´ (1989: 90) . This trend is accompanied byatransition from an extended family system to anuclear familysystem, atransition which is currentlymoreobservablein thenon-urban areas . Intheurbanareas,suchtransitionhasbeen,toalargeextent,completed ( Doumanis,1983) .

The changein attitudes reflects and, at thesametime, reinforces theshift towards smaller families, as is shown bythedatain Table2. The total fertilityrate has fallen, in aperiod of sixteen years from 2.27 to 1.38 , oneof thelowest in Europe , with further decreasingtrends . 5 Attemptingto explorethe causes behind this spectacular falling, Dretakis (1994) investigated the changes in the levels of incomeof couples in theperiod between 1981-1991. Hefound that, duringthis period, when couples per capitaincome(without children) lost 16.4 per cent of its purchasingpower, couples increasinglytended to delayhavingchildren. It was observed that duringthesameperiod when the averageincomeof couples with one child lost 7 per cent of its purchasingpower, couples stopped havingchildren after thefirst child or postponed havingfurther children . Dretakis concluded that thereis an urgent need to takeserious measures to alleviate economicinequalities amongst Greek families and most importantlyto increasewelfaresupport of children, for example thelevel of child allowance. Indeed thereis increasingpublicdissatisfaction with theresults of

Greek familypolicy. In the Eurobarometer survey( CEC, 1993: 119), 36.9 per cent of Greek respondents mentioned thelevel of child allowance as oneof themost important issues on which thegovernment should act to makelife easier for families. As an indicator of dissatisfaction with thewelfarestatesupport for children this is thehighest in theEuropean Union and far beyond the

EUaveragelevelofdissatisfaction(22.5percent).

Simulation of the effects of policies for families with children in Greece: A comparative evaluation

In order to explorein moredetail thelevel of welfaresupport for families with children in Greeceit was considered appropriateto examinetheGreek child benefit packagein comparativeperspective.

Despitethefact that attempts to makecomparisons between familypolicies have been made in the past ( Hantrais, 1993, 1994; Wennemo, 1992; GEFAM, 1992; Dummon et al, 1991; Rainwater et al, 1986; Kamerman and Kahn, 1978, 1981, 1983; Bradshaw and Piachaud, 1980) this typeof research is still relativelyunderdeveloped. To a large degree, this underdevelopment can be explained bythe problems of `methods and objectives´ which anyattempt to compare family

5 Interestingly, a similar dramatic drop in fertilityrates has occurred in all the `peripheral´ EU countries, that is Portugal, Spain, Italy,

Greeceand Ireland .

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 6 policies inevitablyencounters. 6 Themethod and data employed in this study, which derivefrom of a comparativeresearch project by Bradshaw et al (1993) 7 , aims to overcometheseproblems. The project is a comparative analysis of thesimulated impact that the child benefit packagehas on the disposableincomeof ten model families (horizontally) and eight income categories (vertically) in fifteen countries , inclusiveof all theEuropean Union countries, Australia, Norwayand theUSA. 8

IncomedatausedinthisstudyreferstothesituationinMay1992.

There are at least three advantages in adoptingasimulation approach. Firstly, it is not that costly becauseit does not incur the expenseof asurvey. Secondly, problems related to the accuracyof statistical dataon social expenditure are avoided becausewhat is examined is thesimulated effect of apolicyon families’ incomes and not theoverall expenditure on familypolicy . Thirdly, the concept of the packageovercomes theproblems of explicit-implicit familypolicies becauseit includes different benefits , tax allowances and even somequantified benefits in kind. A disadvantageof themethod is that what is represented is asimulation and not what happens in reality. As Bradshaw et al (1993: 23) have remarked `it produces adescription of thewaythe system should work, rather than how it necessarilydoes work´. In other words, problems related to theimplementation of familypolicies arenot addressed. However , this method proves to bevery useful in exploringtwo of themost important questions in thesociologyof welfare policy : namely the ideological assumptions behind afamilypolicyand , consequently , thekind s of social relationships whichare implicitlyorexplicitlyreproducedbysuchapolicy .

The level of family benefits

A good startingpoint in exploring theinherent characteristics of theGreek child benefit packageis to focus on thelevel of family benefits and thetypes of families that aresupported bythesystem. 9

When examiningfamilybenefits, adistinction has to bemadebetween non-incomerelated family benefits and income-related familybenefits. Both systems of benefits operate in Greece although thenon-incomerelated familybenefits are allocated to specifictypes of families. Theyare given to families with threeor more children in an attempt to increasethe (low) birth rate. In addition, other types of non-incomerelated benefits providesomeextrahelp to loneparent families and to families with child ren with learningdisabilities. In terms of thereal valueof benefits Greeceperforms

6 For a detailed presentation of the methodological problems of comparative familypolicysee Barbier (1990) and Hantrais

(1994). For a more general account of the research issues related to the comparison of familypolicies see Ginsburg (1992).

7 BradshawJ., Ditch J., Holmes H., Whiteford P. (1993) , Support for Children: a comparison of arrangements in fifteen countries ,

London: HMSO. The research project was undertaken bythe Department ofSocial Policyand Social Workand the Social Policy

Research Unit( SPRU)oftheUniversityofYork.Itwasfunded bytheDepartmentofSocialSecurity(UK).Countries studied include allthe EUcountry-membersplusNorway,Australiaand theUSA.TheauthorwasthenationalrespondentforGreece.

8 The ten model families ofthe studyinclude single people and couples without children, lone parents with one, two, three and four children and couples with one, two, three, and four children. The eight income categories ofthe studyinclude t hree categories for one earner families, three categories for two earner families, one categorywhere one parent is on average male earnings and the other is unemployed and one categorywhere both parents are unemployed. For a full account of the methodologyand a detailed description offamilytypes,earningcategoriesand assumptions seeBradshawetal(1993:23-28).

9 R eader s who are interested in arecentdescription oftheGreekchild carepolicysystemcan referto Papadopoulos(1993).

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 7 poorly compared to other European Union countries operatingsimilar schemes ( Bradshaw et al,

1993: 34-36). In the caseof a couplewith four children Greeceprovides thesecond lowest nonincomerelated familybenefit amongthefifteen countries. W ith regard to loneparent families with one, two and threechildren Greeceoccupies thebottom position . In the caseof aloneparent family with fourchildrenGreeceperformsslightlybetter,rankinghigherthanIrelandandPortugal.

When it comes to income-related familybenefits the Greek system of familybenefits works clearly in favour of two parent families . For instance, whilethe allowancefor loneparent families is decreasingor remains low as earnings level increases, theoppositehappens for couples with children. This is dueto thefact that , although child allowances arefixed , 10 spouse allowance s are proportional to salary. Hence, thesystem not onlyfavours couples but favours the couples with earners on high salaries. This is in sharp contrast with arrangements in all theother countries, where , as the earnings level increases, theincome-related familyallowancefor couples with children ceases, or decreases . 11 In Greece, in the caseof two parent families, income-related family benefitsrisesteadilyasearningsincrease.

A snapshot of theoverall level of family benefits for different types of families in oneincome categoryis presented in Figure1. Thefigureshows a comparison of thelevel of both non-income and income-related benefits for loneparent and two parent families with oneor two children, with one earner in thehousehold on 0.5 averagemale earnings. It is adjusted byPurchasingPower

Parities ( PPPs) to a common currency(pound sterling). 12 Focusingon thelower income category and on themost common types of families thefigure illustrates how the familybenefits system should perform in relation to families closeto each country’s relativepovertyline. In Greece, s imilar to Germany, Italyand theUSA, loneparent families receivelower amounts of benefits than two parent families. As far as theoverall level of familybenefits received is concerned , Greece ranks second lowest after Spain in the case of aloneparent familywith one child, whilefor a couplewith one child it ranks last. Greece´s performanceslightlyimproves in the caseof a couple with two children, rankingabovePortugal and Spain. However, in the caseof aloneparent family withtwochildrenGreeceoccupiesthebottomposition.

[Figure1-notavailableinthisonlineversion]

10 Fixed rates for child benefits applyin the wider private sector. In the public sector and in some parts ofthe private sector (e.g.

banks), income-related child allowances are proportional to the salaryand are not fixed, a system again favo u ringthose with high salaries.

11 In France, for instance, the income-related familyallowance increases onlyfor lone parent families.

12 P urchasing power parities ( P P P s) are used for expressing the actual value of a currencyin terms of purchasing power. A P P P is an estimate of how much a basket of goods and services costs in a country. Normally, it is converted into a common monetary denominator which in this studyis one pound sterling. As Bradshaw et al (1993, 25) point out `purchasing power parities are more satisfactorythan exchange rates in that theytake account of differences in the price of a common basket of goods and services in each country´.

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 8

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 9

A comparison of thebenefits system of Greecewith thoseof other countries revealed that t he system of familybenefits works clearlyin favour of two parent families, especiallythosewith higherincomes.However,unlessthetax andsocialsecuritycontributions areincluded thepicture is not completelyaccurate. For instance, it will beshown that although in thesystem of family benefits loneparent families are at adisadvantage compared to couples, when incometax and social securitycontributions areincluded this results in aslight improvement in thefinancial gains ofloneparentfamilies.

The effect of income tax and social security contributions

Comparisons of the systems of tax and social securitycontributions can be made in two ways, verticallyand horizontally. Both ways examine the redistributive capacityof the systems. A comparative examination of how vertically progressive a system is reveals the extent to which redistribution from higher incomes to lower incomes occurs. A comparison of how horizontally progressive the system is reveals the extent to which a redistribution of income according to the number of children in the familyis achieved.

Both verticallyand horizontally, the Greek system of tax and social securityhas been found to be one of the least progressive ( Bradshaw et al, 1993: 39-44). There is minimal vertical redistribution because of the waythe tax system operates: as income increases, there is little variation in tax rates, while contributions remain the same. It has been found that, horizontally, the Greek system´s redistributive efforts towards larger families are minimal.

In Table 3 estimates of the relative value of tax concessions and familyallowances byfamily type, (with one earner in the household on average male earnings) are presented for selected countries. The estimates are expressed as a proportion of the average gross male earnings and represent the sum of the value of tax concessions and the value of familyallowances. Tax concessions for lone parent families are calculated as follows: `the difference between the income tax paid bylone parents with one or more children and the income tax paid bya single person in the same gross earnings´. For couples, tax concessions are calculated as `the difference between the income tax liabilities of a couple without children and the corresponding liabilities of couples with children´ ( Bradshaw, 1993:43). The value of familyallowances is calculated as a proportion of average male earnings.

Two observations can be made at this point. Firstly, it can be clearlyobserved that, in comparison to other systems, the Greek system of tax concessions and familyallowances is horizontallyone of the least progressive. Secondly, in Greece the overall value of tax concessions and familyallowances is higher for lone parents rather than couples although comparativelyit is still quite low. This is due to spouse allowance being considered as an integral part of income and, therefore taxable. Within the European Union, Greece and the Netherlands are the only countries in which the system results in lone parents being taxed less than couples who have the same number of children.

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 10

Table 3. Value of tax concessions and familyallowances byfamilytype as a % of average male earnings in selected countries

Tax concessions and

Family allowances

Lone parent with

(number of children)

Couple with

(number of children)

1 2 3 4 Couple* 1 2 3 4

Denmark

France

Germany

Netherlands

UK

Greece

5.7

10.2

7.2

6.5

8.6

1.1

10

23.8

11.2

11.0

11.4

2.9

14.3

45.3

18.5

15.5

14.2

5.6

18.6

58.6

27.0

21.1

17.0

7.7

8.0

5.4

7.3

2.7

3.0

0.2

2.5

2.5

3.4

3.2

3.5

0.4

5.0

9.2

6.8

7.7

6.3

1.3

7.5

26.3

14.8

12.2

9.1

3.5

10.0

35.1

21.6

17.8

11.9

4.6

Note: * Signifies a couple with no children

Source : Bradshawet al (1993, T ables 5.6). Data for Greece are author´s calculations

An evaluation of the Greek child care package inclusive of all components

Next, the Greek child care package (inclusive of all its components) is placed in a comparative perspective, in order to assess its overall value. Firstly, the net disposable incomes of families with children is calculated bytaking into account the following: earnings, familybenefits (both non-income and income-related), tax allowances, social securitycontributions, housing, health and education costs and subsidies. However, comparing onlythe net disposable incomes of families with children has certain limitations. For example, it maybe the case that income taxes in a particular countryare low for all families, regardless of having children or not. The aim therefore is to calculate the difference in the net disposable incomes between childless families and families with children at the same earnings level. This additional income includes all the benefits, allowances and subsidies given to families with children which a childless couple will not receive. It provides a clear indication of the effort that a welfare state makes in order to support families to cover the costs of children.

The method used in this studyis a comparison of the horizontal redistributive effort of the different countries. A countrý s horizontal redistributive effort is an estimate of the additional net disposable income which a familywith children enjoys compared to a childless couple when both are at the same earnings level. It is calculated as a percentage of the net disposable income of a childless couple at the same earnings level.

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 11

Table 4 presents the efforts of fifteen countries for a couple with two children at three earnings levels. It has been found that housing costs and subsidies are important factors in determining the net disposable income of a family( Bradshaw et al, 1993: 45). Therefore two comparisons were applied for everyearnings level: before and after housing costs.

It is notable that, in most cases, as earnings increase the horizontal redistributive effort decreases.

The majorityof countries make their greatest horizontal redistributive effort towards families with children at the lowest earnings level. However, when it comes to the Greek case, the opposite is true. Before housing costs are included, a couple with two children with one earner on half the average male earnings is expected to have 1 per cent additional disposable income over a childless couple at the same earnings level. The Greek system makes at this earnings level its least redistributive effort. This is contraryto all other systems which, as we can observe, make at this earnings level their greatest effort. If housing costs are included, the position of lower income families in Greece worsens dramatically. A couple with two children with one earner on half the average male earnings is expected to have 17 percent less net disposable income compared to a childless couple at the same earnings level.

Table 4 . Additional net disposable income of a couple with two children measured as a % of the net disposable income of a childless couple before and after housing costs at various earnings levels, in fifteen countries

Countries One earner on half the average male earnings

One earner on average male earnings

Two earners, one in average male earnings and one on 0.66 average female earnings

Before

Housing

Costs

After Housing

Costs

Before Housing

Costs

After Housing

Costs

Before Housing

Costs

After Housing

Costs

Belgium

Denmark

France

Germany

Greece

Ireland

Italy

Luxembourg

Netherlands

Portugal

Spain

UK

Australia

Norway

USA

27

14

20

45

1

14

13

17

14

11

4

34

31

29

38

34

35

33

88

-17

14

13

17

17

1

5

58

40

74

29

18

8

14

10

2

2

5

14

9

8

1

8

5

16

0

20

11

18

4

-9

-2

4

13

8

3

1

8

7

10

-25

12

6

10

7

1

1

1

11

5

6

1

6

2

11

0

13

-1

10

3

-6

-2

0

11

5

2

0

6

3

6

-15

Source: Bradshawet al (1993: T ables 9.2, 9.3). Data for Greece are author´s calculations.

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 12

Furthermore, a couple with one earner on average male earnings is expected to have 2 per cent additional net disposable income over a couple without children at the same earnings level, while a couple of two earners will enjoyonly1 per cent additional income. If housing costs are included, the Greek system makes in both cases negative horizontal redistributive effort, second onlyto the USA.

To summarise the findings at this stage: compared to other European and Western countries

Greece ranks verylow in terms of its welfare state support for children. The Greek child care package is, comparatively, one of the least generous when it comes to making a redistributive effort in supporting families with children. It is also one of the least verticallyprogressive when it comes to tax arrangements. Given that the inequalityin income distribution in Greece was found to be the highest in Europe, 13 it is understandable whyseveral Greek authors talk about the non-existence of a Greek Welfare State. Petmesidou (1991:39), for instance, maintained that `it is questionable whether anyconsistent redistributive social policies have ever existed at all´, arguing that `a welfare state has scarcelybeen formed in Greece´ (p.36), while Fotopoulos

(1994:9) referred to the `non existent Greek welfare state´.

State, `family´ and policies for children in Greece: a discussion of social effects

From the an a lysis undertaken it became apparent that despite thestrong attachment of Greeks to

` thefamily ´ , thewelfarestatesupport for children in Greece is almost non-existent. This inconsistency is illustrative of thesocio-economicrolethat thefamily performs in Greece in providingwelfarefor its members . This roleis based upon aweb of relationships, aspecial mix of solidarityand dependency, which thefamilypolicyof theGreek welfarestate- viaits inaction - implicitlynurtures and, thus, reproduces. Comment ing on familypolicyas inaction Barbier argued that the absenceof ageneralised system of familybenefits mayhave a completelydifferent significancein amodern welfarestatesuch as theUnited States, or in astatein which privatesolidarityand informal networks areimportant [...] All national contexts do not call for thesamepublicintervention. A trulycomplete comparison of policies cannot afford to overlook this primaryconsideration as regards scope: theroleof exchanges and informal networks in traditional family functions ( child-rearing, bringingup children, takingcareof elderlypersons in particular, informal transfers of manytypes, inheritance and property practices and so on) [...] An international comparison of familypolicies must takeinto accountthesocialandculturalsituationswhich themselves areat theorigin of thesepolicies butwhicharealsoaproductofthem.

( Barbier , 1990:331-334)

13 The Gini coefficient is used as a measurement of the distribution of household and individual income in a society. Lane and

Ersson (1987 :83 ) calculated the Gini coefficients of fourteen European countries. Greece was found to have the highest coefficient among the fourteen countries (0.460).

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 13

In Greece, the absenceof welfarestatesupport for thefamilyresults in `thefamilý itself undertakingaveryimportant rolein ideological, material and even political terms . Accordingto a studyof contemporaryGreek societyby Tsoukalas (1987: 268), theGreek familyas asocial institution is almost `possessed´ bytheideaof social mobility. A s an ideological drivingforce, the belief that thefamilyis themain vehiclefor social mobilityis embodied in thesocial practices of almostallsocialclassesthroughasystemofattitudes, visionsandexpectations .

A n express ionofthisbeliefcanbeobserved intheattitudesandpracticesrelatedto theeducation of children. Greek societyis characterised bya`generalised practiceof familial educational investment´ ( Tsoukalas, 1987: 270). Accordingto thesame author `Greek families do not only

` hope´ for theupward mobilityof their children but believein it and, thus, aredoingeverything possiblein order to ’program’it´ (p.268). Accordingto arecent study( Katsikas et al, 1995) thetotal amount that Greek families spent on their children´s education is almost 1 billion Drachmae(2.5 million pounds) per day. This is amassive expendituregiven thenumber of Greek children in education and in numerous cases implies thesacrificeof abetter standard of living . 14 As an intergenerational family investment , it has both symbolic and material aspects. At the symbolic level thereis the expectation of an enhancement of familyimage and status, as children `continue forward´ and become`better´ than their parents. At the m aterial level, higher levels of education result in well paid employment (although this pattern has changed in recent years) which accordingly is translated into additional familyincome and property. Thelatter advancements do not necessarilybenefit apaterfamilias, but all themembers of afamilyand especiallychildren since inthefuturetheywillinheritfamily property.

Expectations of mobilitycrystallisein social practices which produce aspecial kind of solidarity within thefamilycollective. One could arguethat theGreek familyfunctions internallyas a cooperativewhilecompetingwith other families in asocietydominated bytheideaof social mobility.

`Familial solidaritý remains primarilyin theprivatesphereof thenuclear family, as akind of intergenerational responsibilitytowards thefamily. Although several Greek scholars point to this typeof familyid e ologyas oneof themain reasons whytheGreek welfarestate is so underdeveloped ( Maloutas , 1988), it seems unclear whether familyideologyis the causeor the effect of this underdevelopment. What is clear, however, is that sincesolidarityrarelyexpresses itself in thepublicsphere, thedevelopment of notions of social responsibilityor social solidarity encounter enormous obstacles. Thus, the creation of asustainableideological basefor expanding theresidual welfarestatein Greeceis weak. In this context, it can be argued that theideological assumption which characterises welfare arrangements in Greeceis that `thefamilý operates as the primaryproviderofwelfaresupport.Idefinethesearrangementsas`Greek familism´.

14 In the Eurobarometer survey( CEC, 1993: Table 6.5) the cost ofeducatingchildren was placed at the top three major issues of concern byGreekrespondents(39.2 percentagainstan EUaverageof33.6 percent).

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 14

The characteristics of Greek familism in terms of gender and youth

Familial solidarityis an integral part of theGreek familism. However, it is byno means theonly typeof relationship that is reproduced bythe inaction of Greek familypolicy. If Greek familism is analysed in terms of gender and youth apattern of d ependency and power relationships amongthe membersofGreekfamilies emerges.

Attemptinga` gender ed typology ´ of welfareregimes, Lewis (1992) categorised western European countries into strongmale-breadwinner countries, modified male-breadwinner countries and weak male-breadwinner countries. Greecefits all the criteriafor thefirst type. Thus, accordingto Lewis

^ strongmale-breadwinner states havetended to draw afirm dividinglinebetween public and privateresponsibility. If women enter thepublicsphere as workers, theymaydo so on terms very similar to men. It is assumed that thefamily(that is women) will provide child care and minimal provisionismadeformaternityleaves,payandtherighttoreinstatement~ (1992:164).

This view can besupported byexaminingthe Greek female activityrate . 15 Greecestill has oneof thelowest female activityrates in Europe, 34 per cent compared with 40.6 per cent which is the averagefor theEuropean Union ( Eurostat, 1992: 78). In addition, Greecepays thelowest maternity benefits compared with theother EU countries ( Eurostat, 1993:6). Social spendingon maternity benefits in Greece consists of only0.05 per cent of G ross D omestic P roduct , which is again the lowest in the EU, afigurefar behind that of Denmark (0.52 per cent), thehighest spender on maternitybenefits in the E U . Indeed, t heGreek familyis still patriarchal in its structure and despite anylegislativerhetoricthedependencyof women upon men continues. Theinaction of Greek familypolicyresults in reinforcingtheroleof women as thesole carers of children bynurturing, reproducingand legitimisingtheir dependencyon men , arealityobserved by several Greek researchers ( Stassinopoulou, 1993; Labropoulou, 1990; Maloutas, 1988). Thus, ashift from private to publicpatriarchy( Walby, 1990: Ch.8) has not yet occurred in Greece. Similar to Ireland ( Mahon,

1994), the residual familypolicyof the Greek welfarestatereproduces thestructureof private patriarchy .

However,thisisnottheonlytypeof dependency that is reproduced. Another type, that Greek social scientists haveonlyrecentlybegun to research ( Makrinioti, 1993), concerns thedependencyof children on families and especially youngpeople upon parents. Children and youngpeople arestill conceptualised within thelegislative and policycontext as totallydependent on familyand anotion of `child as apartner´ or participants in decisions ( Qvortrup , 1990: 35) is totallyabsent. Since welfare support is left to families thedependencyof youngpeopleon parents is reinforced and thus reproduced and legitimised. In a comparativestudyof thedifficulties that youngEuropeans encounter duringtheir transition to adulthood it was found that in Greece, `leavinghome and living independentlyof one´s parents is almost always associated with marriage[...], or with becominga full time-student´ (Burton et al, 1989: 63) . Sinceit is almost impossiblefor ayoungperson to

15 Female activityrate is calculated as the proportion of women aged 20-59 employed and registered unemployed to the total number ofwomen ofthis age.

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 15 surviveindependentlyoutsidethefamilycontext, dueto high housingcosts, high youth unemployment , lack of incomesupport and with no access to the limited welfarestateservices, a largenumber of youngpeople , especiallywomen, 16 often chooseto marryin order to `escape´ from thefamilyenvironment , not least because creatinganew familyis in most cases `rewarded´ with giftsofverysignificantvalue,suchashouses , 17 cars orcash.And,thus,anewcirclestartsagain.

Conclusion

To summarise, as the system of familypolicyoperates in Greece, familyis compelled to play an important socio-economicrole in providingwelfarefor its members and, in particular, supporting children. This in turn results in thereproduction of aweb of social relationships within families , characterised byaspecial mix of solidarity , dependency and power. If independence and equality areselected as the criteriato evaluatefamilyarrangements it can be argued that in Greecewomen and children areparticularlybadlyoff. In this context, given thewayin which theGreek system of welfaresupport to families operates, thereis aneed to explorenew modes of structuringfamily policyinwhichissuesofinterdependence ,equalityandsolidaritywillbecentral.

16 In Greece, the average age of women at time of first marriage is the lowest in the EU, 23.8 compared to an EU average of 25.1 years (Eurostat, 1993:4).

17 According to Katrivessis (1993: 613), 41.7 per cent of houses transferred fromparents to children consists of houses bought/built for children when theyget married.

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 16

Bibliography

BaileyJ.(ed.)(1992),SocialEurope, London: Longman

Barbier J.C., Comparing FamilyPolicies in Europe: Methodological Problems , in theInternational

SocialSecurityReview(1990),3,326-341,Geneva: ISSA

Bradshaw J. and Piachaud D. (1980) Child Support in theEuropean Community, London: Bedford

SquarePress

Bradshaw J., Ditch J., Holmes H., Whiteford P. (1993) Support for Children: A Comparison of

ArrangementsinFifteenCountries,London: HMSO

Burton P. Forrest R. Stewart M. (1989 ), GrowingUp and LeavingHome, Dublin: TheEuropean

FoundationfortheImprovementofLivingandWorkingConditions

Campbell J.K., Traditional Values and Continuities in GreekSociety, in CloggR. (ed.) (1983),

Greeceinthe1980s,London:Macmillan

Commission of theEuropean Communities (1990), Childcarein theEuropean Community,

Luxembourg:OfficeforOfficialPublicationsoftheEuropeanCommunities

Commission of theEuropean Communities ( CEC) (1993a), Europeans and theFamily: Results of anOpinionSurvey, Reportpreparedby MalpasN.andLambertP ., Brussels: Eurobarometer39.0

DominelliL.(1990),WomenAcrossContinents,London:Harvester& Wheatsheaf

Doumanis M. (1983), Motheringin Greece: From Collectivism to Individulism, New York:

AcademicPress

Dretakis M., TheReduction in Incomeresulted in a Reduction in theBirth Rate, (G) Athens:

Eleftherotypia(Greekdaily),21September1994

Dummon W. with Batriaux F. and Nuelant T. (1991), National FamilyPolicies in EC-countries in

1990,V/2293/91-EN, Brussels:CommissionoftheEuropeanCommunities

Eurostat (1994a), Rapid Reports: Households and Families in theEuropean Union, Luxembourg:

OfficeforOfficialPublicationsoftheEuropeanCommunities

Eurostat (1994b), Rapid Reports: ThePopulation of theEuropean EconomicAreaon 1 January

1994,No4,Luxembourg:OfficeforOfficialPublicationsoftheEuropeanCommunities

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 17

Eurostat (1993), Rapid Reports: Women in theEuropean Community, No 10, Luxembourg: Office forOfficialPublicationsoftheEuropeanCommunities

Eurostat (1992), Women in theEuropean Community, Luxembourg: Officefor Official

PublicationsoftheEuropeanCommunities

FotopoulosT., TheEndofWelfareState ,(G)Athens: Eleftherotypia(Greekdaily),9April1994

Georgas J., Changing FamilyValues in Greece in theJournal of Cross-Cultural Psychology(1989),

20(1)80-91,WesternWashingtonUniversity

Gesellschaft fur Familienforschung e .V . ( GEFAM) (1992), TwelveWays of FamilyPolicyin

Europe: National PolicyDesigns for aCommon Challenge, Bonn: Research Project commissioned bytheFederalMinistryforFamilyaffairsandSeniorCitizens(FederalRepublicofGermany)

Giddens A .(1994), Elements of theTheoryof Structuration, in ThePolityReader in Social Theory,

Cambridge:PolityPress

Gilliand P. & Mahon P., Equalityof Rights Between Men and Women in FamilyPolicies and

FamilyBenefits in Equal Treatment in Social Security, Studies and Research No 27 (1988),

Geneva: ISSA

GinsburgN. (1992), Divisions of Welfare: A Critical introduction to ComparativeSocial Policy,

London:SagePublication

Glasner A., Gender and Europe: Cultural and Structural Impediments to Change in BaileyJ. (ed.)

(1992),SocialEurope,London: Longman,pp.70-105

Goldthorpe J.E.(1987),FamilyLifeinWesternSocieties,London:CambridgeUniversityPress

GordonL.(ed.)(1990)Women,theStateandWelfare,Wisconsin:UniversityofWisconsinPress

Hantrais L., Towards a Europeanisation of FamilyPolicy ? , in Simpson R. and Walker R. (eds.)

(1993),Europe:ForRicherorPoorer,London:ChildPovertyActionGroup

Hantrais L., Comparing FamilyPolicyin Britain, Franceand Germany , in TheJournal of the

SocialPolicyAssociation,(1994),23,2,135-160

Heidenheimer J., Heclo H., Adams T.C .(1990) ComparativePublicPolicy, New York: St. Martin’s

Press

Kamerman S. and Kahn A. (1978), FamilyPolicy: Government and Families in fourteen countries,

NewYork:ColumbiaUniversityPress

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 18

Kamerman S. and Kahn A. (1981), Child CareFamilyBenefits and WorkingParents: A studyin

ComparativePolicy,NewYork:ColumbiaUniversityPress

Kamerman S. and Kahn A. (1983), IncomeTransfers for Families with Children, Philadelphia:

TempleUniversityPress

Katsikas C. and Kavadias G. (1995) (G), Inequalitywithin theGreek Education System, Athens:

Gutemberg

Katrivessis N. (1993) (G ), State- Housing and Social Reproduction, in theProceedings Volumeof theThird Congress on Social PolicyToday, Athens: Sakis Karagiorgas Foundation editions, pp.

611-621

Kouvertaris Y. and Dobratz B. (1987), A Profileof Modern Greece: In Search of Identity, Oxford:

ClarendonPress

Labropoulou K .(1990), TheRelationship between theWelfareStateand theFamily: Selective

Theoretical Perspectives with Particular Referenceto Greece , MScDissertation, Universityof

Bristol

Lambiri-DimakiJ.(1983)(G),SocialStratificationinGreece:1962-1982,Athens: Sakkoulas

LaneJ-E. and Ersson S.O.(1987),PoliticsandSocietyinWesternEurope,London:Sage

Langan M. and Ostner I., Gender and Welfare , in Room G. (ed.) (1991) Towards aEuropean

WelfareState,Bristol: SAUS

Leibfreid S., Towards a European welfarestate , in Jones C. (ed.) (1993), New Perpectives on the

WelfareStateinEurope,London: Routledge

Lewis J., Gender and theDevelopment of WelfareRegimes , in theJournal of European Social

Policy(1992),2(3)31-48,

Makrinioti D. (1993) (G), Children as Recipients of Social Policy: SomeBasicPrerequisites , in the

Proceedings Volumeof theThird Congress on Social PolicyToday, Athens: Sakis Karagiorgas

Foundationeditions,pp.744-753

MaloutasT.(1988)(G),ProblemsoftheDevelopmentofwelfareStateinGreece,Athens: Exantas

MahonE., Ireland:APrivatePatriarchy ,inEnvironmentandPlanning(1994),26,1277-1296

Martin G.T. Jr., Family, Gender and Social Policy , in Kramer L. (ed.) (1991), TheSociologyof

Gender,NewYork:St.Martin´sPress

� FAMILY´,STATE&SOCIALPOLICYFORCHILDRENINGREECE 19

Papadopoulos T. (1993), TheChild Support System in Greece , in Bradshaw J., Ditch J., Holmes H.,

Whiteford P., Support for Children: A Comparison of Arrangements in Fifteen Countries, London:

HMSO,112-114

Petmezidou-Tsoulouvi M., Statism, Social policyand theMiddleClasses in Greece , in theJournal ofEuropeanSocialPolicy(1991),1(1)31-48,

Petraki-Kottis A. (1988), TheImpact of Economicdevelopment of Women’s Labour Force

ParticipationRatesinGreece inEqualOpportunitiesInternational(1988),7(2)9-15

Qvortrup J. (1990), Childhood as aSocial Phenomenon - An Introduction to aSeries of National

Reports, EurosocialReport36

Rainwater L., Rein M. and Schwartz J. (1986), IncomePackagingin theWelfareState: A

ComparativeStudyofFamilyIncome,Oxford: ClarendonPress

StamirisE., TheWomen’sMovementinGreece ,intheNewLeftReview(1986),158,98-112

Stassinopoulou O., Family, State, Social Policy (G) in theProceedings Volumeof theThird

Congress on Social PolicyToday(1993), Athens: Sakis Karagiorgas Foundation editions, pp. 702-

714

TsoukalasK.(1987)(G),State,SocietyandWorkinPostwarGreece,Athens: Themelio

WalbyS.(1986),PatriarchyatWork:Cambridge:PolityPress

WalbyS.(1990),TheorizingPatriarchy, Oxford:BasilBlackwell

Wennemo I. (1992), TheDevelopment of FamilyPolicy- A Comparison of FamilyBenefits and

TaxReductionforFamiliesin18OECDcountries ,in Acta Sociologica,35,201-217

WilliamsF .(1989),SocialPolicy:ACriticalIntroduction,Cambridge:PolityPress

Wilensky H.L., Luebbert G.M., Hahn Reed S., Jamieson A.M., Comparativesocial policy:

theories, methods, findings in Dierkes M., Weiler H.N., Berthoin Amtal A .(eds.) (1987),

ComparativePolicyResearch, Aldershot: GowerPublishingCompany