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Social scientists tend to agree that the family can be seen as the cornerstone of a society. To the extent that this view carries weight, a strong linkup between Economics and other research fields in Social Science may well rest upon the advancement of our understanding of how economic factors affect the behavior of persons living within a family or household and vice versa. 
The field of Economics is eager to understand incentives behind market behavior driven by the pursuit of material comfort. Economics has been distinguished by other fields of Social Science due to its tendency to build and follow certain strong abstractions. Economists do so in order to launch powerful principles that may lead to “one theory for many things”, as opposed to having “a different theory for each thing”. Among these abstractions lies the tendency to ignore household size, household composition, the role of children, fertility, the intra-household distribution of resources including time, and many other family aspects, in understanding economic trends and development. 
The conference “Income Distribution and the Family”, that took place from Sept. 1-3, 2008, in Kiel, Germany, (and kindly sponsored by the Bertelsmann Stiftung and the Innovationsfonds Schleswig-Holstein) has been an attempt to bring together researchers who work in the field of Family Economics in order to break such a dismissal of within-family behavior from mainstream economics thinking. Participants’ contributions broadened our understanding of empirical facts and of how to use common tools relatively newly available to economists (such as dynamic games, matching theory, social welfare theory, etc.) in order to bridge several gaps in the literature. For example, as micro data are predominantly available at the household level, one cannot easily use insights from models of individual behavior to address patterns and questions arising from such data. It has also become transparent that trends in family characteristics over time affect individual and aggregate economic behavior and vice versa. 
The conference created an excellent forum for theoretical, empirical, policy-oriented, and methodological studies on how insights from family economics may enhance our knowledge concerning the measurement, driving forces, and evolution of economic inequality. The response to the call for papers was enthusiastic, leading to more than 120 paper submissions, out of which 54 papers were selected, in addition to 6 invited keynote talks by Gary Burtless (Brookings Institution), Matthias Doepke  (Northwestern University), Jeremy Greenwood  (University of Pennsylvania), Krishna Pendakur  (Simon Fraser University), Ray Rees  (University of Munich), and Michèle Tertilt  (Stanford University).
A key goal of the conference was to emphasize the role of the income distribution in understanding family behavior trends, with a focus on poverty. Studying economic inequality is interesting in its own right. Still more, differences in the allocation of income at a snapshot in time provide an excellent laboratory for studying the interplay between levels of material comfort and family behavior. The relation between inequality and demographic trends over time can reveal even more about this connection. Fertility rates and their impact on pension systems, divorce rates and the impact of the presence of children on labor-market participation of –especially– females, “who gets what” within a family in terms of resources and the allocation of home production tasks, within-household bargaining, family structure and the education prospects of children, population ageing and health-care costs in a society, are only a few examples of research topics and angles from which the interplay between family economics and the income distribution has been examined in this conference. 

Jeremy Grenwood (presenting joint work with Nezih Guner – see Greenwood and Guner (2009)) broke new ground by demonstrating how game theory tools and the theory of matching can be applied to explain how economic conditions and medical technologies affect, or rather mold, social norms and attitudes. In particular, through simulation analysis, the authors demonstrated how the introduction of contraceptives and other economic conditions explain patterns of pre-marital sex over time and also social attitudes towards pre-marital sex.
Matthias Doepke (see Doepke et al. (2007)) dealt with explaining the very demanding task of the US baby boom and baby bust through dynamic general-equilibrium modeling grounded solely on fundamental principles of utility from leisure and standard economic analysis of fertility. The key to the analysis he presented has been the “natural experiment” caused by the participation of the US in World-War II which increased female labor demand, a shock capable of generating both a baby boom and a baby bust.

Michèle Tertilt presented US data seen from novel angles. She penetrated crucial and demanding issues such as the specification of home production functions, female labor participation, and fertility, pointing at new directions for research. Some of this novel research she has already conducted and published: for a partial exposition of empirical facts and results see, for example, Jones, Schoonbroodt and Tertilt (2008), Jones, and Tertilt (2008), and Schoellman and Tertilt (2007). According to findings in Jones, Schoonbroodt and Tertilt (2008), Michèle Tertilt demonstrated that existing fertility theories aiming at explaining the negative relationship between income and fertility based on the opportunity cost of time being higher for individuals with higher earnings need revision and further research.
Krishna Pendakur gave a comprehensive overview of the advances and new directions in the econometric estimation of demand systems. His presentation focused on family-size economies and the estimation of equivalence scales, especially the income dependence of equivalence scales (see Donaldson and Pendakur (2004, 2006)) and new directions in this research agenda (potentially the auxiliary use of new survey methods to estimate subjective scales). A very important finding of his research for the measurement of inequality of material comfort is that equivalence scales are negatively related with living standards. This finding (which is in accordance with findings in Koulovatianos, Schröder and Schmidt (2005a, 2005b, 2008, and 2009), means that poorer households cannot benefit from sharing as much as richer ones. This element implies that typical equivalence scales used in practice tend to understate the magnitude of inequality in living standards.
Ray Rees demonstrated how concepts from standard trade theory can be applied into intra-household bargaining among adults for resources and time. He presented novel theoretical concepts that he has introduced, demonstrating also how time-use surveys combined with standard consumption and labor data can help in explaining female labor-market participation, the role of children in the allocation of effort and goods within household production, and how taxation of couples can be efficient (see, for example, Apps and Rees (1997 and 2001)).

Out of his extensive experience in empirical work and his extensive provision of policy advice, Gary Burtless determined how health care consumption, health insurance, and out-of-pocket spending on health care and health insurance affect the U.S. income distribution. This issue is important in many industrial countries due to population aging, but particularly in the U.S. because health care accounts for more than one-fifth of all U.S. consumption and Americans pay for less than one-third of that consumption out of the incomes measured in household income surveys.  As the percentage of consumption devoted to health care has risen, the distribution of health care insurance and consumption has become more important to the distribution of personal well-being, but very little of this trend is captured in standard income distribution statistics.
In addition to these six keynote talks described above, conference participants gave 54 presentations classified among contributions to applied-theory/simulation approaches to family economics, theoretical and applied studies on intra-family decisions, child poverty, family-type poverty, health and educational achievement, female labor supply and home-production allocations of time, distributional dynamics, development and land ownership of families, and, of course, policy issues such as redistribution and household-type tax reforms. The 15 contributions appearing in this volume come from these presentations and from the numerous other submissions that we have received (beyond 40 submissions).
The paper by Koulovatianos, Minkovski, and Schröder (this volume) presents what cross-country data say about the importance of family-size economies in achieving certain levels of material comfort. Using high-quality income distribution data from the Luxembourg Income Study simple descriptive figures demonstrate that demographic trends affect the prospects of material comfort. In particular, the study shows that, over time, the fraction of large-sized families has dropped across 20 countries with the share of one-member households increasing, while shares of total disposable income of differently-sized household types has remained rather constant. These family-size dynamics have led to a drop in the economy-wide benefits from within-household sharing. 

As the above study stresses the importance of within-household sharing, family size, and dynamics of income possessed by different family types, the three next papers of the volume contribute to our understanding of these issues. The study by Peluso and Trannoy (this volume) offers axiomatic insights on how within-household bargaining for resources may preserve or affect poverty orderings. Their results are far-reaching in terms of offering empirical implications. The paper by Kimhi (this volume), focuses on the gender dimension of earnings, using Israeli data. This study is about the classic question regarding “who gets what”. Interestingly, the study supports that promoting gender equality within the household is a very important element for reducing overall income inequality.
The paper by Monti and Santoro (this volume), uses a new measure for examining between-groups inequality. They apply their method using Italian data studying stratification among Italian household types. They conclude that the number of children is one of many criteria which should be considered in order to define the potential recipients of inequality-reducing tax/benefits. The contribution by Belloc (this volume) is related to household size (formation and dissolution), as it empirically studies the income-related determinants of the decision of young Italians to leave their parents’ home, identifying a strong parental income effect. This study certainly fills an existing gap in the literature of family economics and income. 
So far, the papers of this special volume provide new insights and possibilities on how to look at within-household sharing, and the determinants of family size. The next topic covered is intergenerational mobility the role of family in offering opportunities for the young. The paper by Hussain, Munk and Bonke (this volume) offers a methodological comparison of intergenerational earnings mobility using databases of fathers and sons. This contribution is important for evaluating (especially across countries) the role of family background in policy efforts to create equal opportunities in a society. The paper by Eberharter (this volume) examines the role of family background in determining labor-supply decisions, occupational segregation, and intergenerational income mobility. In accordance with the findings by Hussain, Munk and Bonke (who also report cross-country comparisons), she finds a stronger role of family background in explaining mobility opportunities in the US rather than in Germany, while gender segregation is more pronounced in Germany, a finding perhaps attributed to other socially driven roles and activities of females. 
Accordingly, Magnani and Rammohan (this volume) offer a new factor that may explain the bias in female labor supply: the bias in females having the role of offering help to elderly in the household, using Indonesian data. Related to labor supply policies, Müller and Steiner (this volume) examine the role of minimum wage in Germany. They find that poor female-headed households, families with children, and households with one adult (with or without children) would experience above-average gains from the introduction of a minimum wage, with the poverty rate decreasing for these group relative to the rest of household types. Yet, overall, they find that the currently discussed minimum wage policy in Germany would be ineffective for reducing poverty.
The paper by Maurizio, Perrot and Villafañe (this volume) stresses the factors behind incidences of poverty reduction in Argentina. They find that improvements in the labor-market are the most important factor explaining exit from poverty. Yet, the authors stress that households with children and female headed households face more difficulty in exiting poverty. 
These results about families with children are a good introduction for presenting studies on children and child poverty. The study by Alaba and Koch examines the effectiveness of the public health system in South Africa regarding the reduction in health inequality among children. Their econometric analysis indicates that the public health system is not adequate, and that private resources are still important. In particular, the authors bring the dimension of the timing of treatment in their analysis, demonstrating that delayed treatment of child disease, leads to adverse household expenditure shocks. The study by Roelen and Gassmann examines child poverty in Vietnam, and offers the additional insight of the urban/rural divide regarding the possibility of child poverty. In particular, the authors find that children in rural areas in Vietnam are more likely to be trapped in poverty. Moreover, the authors offer a sensitivity analysis based on various multidimensional poverty indicators, demonstrating the robustness of their findings. 
Stressing determinants of poverty in rural areas, the study by Wane, Ancey and Touré (this volume) offers insights based on an exciting database from Senegal. One key insight offered by this study is the role of publicly provided infrastructure in rural areas. In particular, more equality of infrastructure in rural areas is likely to enable earners from agricultural activities to cope with negative income shocks, and can help in reducing earnings inequality in rural areas. Focusing on the urban/rural distinction in understanding the income distribution, Shooshtarian and Bakhshoodeh (this volume), examine Iranian data. Very interestingly, they find that, in Iran, the probability and intensity of being poor is higher in urban areas. They offer an empirical analysis of the determinants of poverty in urban vs. rural areas in Iran and comment on the need to take into account the spatial aspect in applying anti-poverty policies. Very related is the paper by Khiabani and Mazyaki (this volume) using Iranian data as well. In this study the authors study the Iranian efforts to reduce poverty through micro-simulation analysis. Their Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition offers insights on which family and occupational groups in Iran have benefitted from anti-poverty reforms, and why, in most cases, these reforms have been ineffective.
To conclude, this special volume offers both theoretical, but mostly empirical contributions touching most facets of the linkup between the family and the income distribution: family size (its importance and determinants), gender income inequality, the role of genders in home production, the opportunities of the poor (with a focus on genders) to enter the labor market, child poverty and its determinants, the urban/rural divide in explaining inequality and poverty, empirical/theoretical approaches to multi-dimensional inequality/poverty measurement, child poverty and child health, and policy effectiveness in reducing poverty and in enhancing labor opportunities. We are confident that readers of this volume will have the opportunity to learn and be inspired.
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