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Abstract

This paper aims to better understand the incomerthat influenced child poverty
rates across a group of four diverse middle-incomtries in 2010. We use data from LIS
to analyze child poverty using harmonized measof@scome in Russia, Mexico, South
Africa, and Colombia. The paper addresses three queestions: First, how poor were
children relative to other age groups in each ay@nfecond, what income sources,
including support from families and state transferstected children from higher rates of
child poverty? For this question, we disaggregatedmes to identify tax and transfer
profiles and their gross effect on poverty riskird, how did this look across a group of
middle-income countries?



I ntroduction

This paper explores child poverty in Russia, MexBouth Africa, and Colombia,
during the year 2010, answering the following quest How poor were children in Russia,
Mexico, South Africa, and Colombia in 2010 relatteeother age groups in each country?
What were the incomes of households with childwererlying the child poverty rates?
What role did social welfare policies, informal popt from families, and individual earnings
play in alleviating child poverty in 2010? Finallyow did income sources influence child
poverty differently or similarly across middle-imoe countries? The rest of the paper will
provide a motivational background for these redegrestions, an explanation of the
research methods, figures highlighting the resalts, finally, a discussion of the

implications and next steps.

Resear ch Motivations
Why Children?

As one of the most vulnerable populations worldwiztgldren place a moral demand
on all countries and our institutions to make shet they are provided for. Poverty during
childhood leaves children more than at risk for iaaate adverse consequences but at
heightened risk for experiencing life-long outconrdiienced by poverty. Persistent
childhood poverty puts individuals at risk for altitude of poor health outcomes, in addition
to putting them at risk for a range of undesiradaeial consequences, including lower
educational attainment and greater rates of incatioe (Magnuson & Votruba-Drzal, 2009).
Mounting evidence documenting the harmful healtba$ of poverty during childhood
moved physicians during a recent annual meetirijeoPediatric Academic Societies to put

out a call to address childhood poverty as a senimalerlying threat to children’s health



(Klass, 2013). By focusing on child poverty, thegoer highlights the need to eliminate

poverty among one of the most vulnerable but imsémutal life stages.

Why Middle-Income Countries?

Recent work by Gornick and Jantti (2012a) utilité®’ harmonized data, as this
paper does, to explore child poverty cross-natlgnalhe authors analyzed child poverty in
2004 within and across five country clusters basedhstitutional similarities, the
Anglophone countries, Continental European cousitiastern European countries, Nordic
European countries, and Latin American countridgasuring poverty using a relative
measure, 50% of median disposable household incangean absolute measure, based on
the United States’ official poverty line, the authéind the greatest rates of child poverty
among the Latin American countries. Related amalyg the authors (Gornick & Jantti,
2012b) demonstrated that a country’s national ircomWorld Bank income status
influences the increased risk of poverty for cleldrrelative to other age groups, less than
country-specific policy influences. These papeaitattention to the significant rates of child
poverty in middle-income countries, and highlighg importance of understanding country
specific policies and their relationships to clplaverty.

Understanding child poverty in middle-income coastis particularly significant as
the majority of the world’s poor, over 70%, no lengesides in low-income countries but
now lives in middle-income countries (Kanbur & Stenr2012; Sumner, 2012b). Middle-
income countries have a greater capacity to allewihild poverty than low-income
countries, suggesting that substantially reducingaj child poverty may be increasingly
possible (Sumner, 2012a). As the cost to GDPadieating extreme child poverty continues
to come within reach for many middle-income cowdriit is essential that we utilize

knowledge about the most effective ways to tadkdeissue. This paper aims to better



understand the way Russia, Mexico, South Africa, @olombia are currently using social

welfare policies to alleviate child poverty.

Background
Economic Trends

Although the implications from the 2008 econonrisis continue to play out in
ongoing ways worldwide, it is clear that the consgres ranged in their severity across
countries. High-income countries were hit with ki@@dest financial shocks, with the rate of
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth falling 7.7ceetage points on average in 2009.
Middle-income countries’ GDP fared slightly betyet still experienced an average growth
rate decline of 6.9 percentage points. Low-incaméntries’ economies, however, did
notably better, with their GDPs experiencing anrage growth rate decline of only 1.5
percentage points. GDP growth rates varied muate micamatically within the middle- and
low-income groups, suggesting a wide range of nesg®to the global recession in these
groups (Nabli, 2011).

Figure 1 provides insight into the economic heaftRussia, Mexico, South Africa,
and Colombia from 2000 to 2012. While Russia babardecade as the poorest country of
the four, by the end of the decade, Russia hadmaatically higher per capita gross national
income (GNI) than the other countries in our pagRussia’s economy has grown to such an
extent that The World Bank recently changed theimtry classification from middle-
income to high-income (2013). Focusing on the eatin crisis up until 2010, we can see
that the countries experienced very different Iswadlgrowth. Colombia’s per capita GNI
continued to grow at rates seen pre-2008 and Viatsvedy unaffected by the crisis. Russia
and Mexico, in contrast, both saw substantial @gSNI from 2008 to 2009, with Russia

quickly recovering from the slump. South Africa exignced a slight drop in per capita GNI



after 2008 but, similarly to Mexico, ends the pdnmith a GNI close to the country’s GNI in

2007.
Figure 1. Gross National Income (GNI) per capita, Atlas roetlicurrent USS$)
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Poverty Trends

Despite the global recession, world poverty corgthto decline through 2010.
Perhaps because developing countries were largsdydffected, the consistent reductions in
worldwide poverty during this period meant that tinst Millennium Development Goal
(MDG), to halve the proportion of the world livimg extreme poverty below $1.25/day, was
met in 2010. Particularly in the context of theagsion, this represents a huge victory for
reducing poverty, as the MDG “deadline” was oridiynaet for 2015 (Chen & Ravallion,
2012; Lowrey, 2012).

Figure 2 provides a picture of the way poverty tizanged for the entire population
in each country between 2000 and 2012. In ordactount for different living standards
across the four countries while also maintainimgiarity on capturing poverty in terms of

absolute needs, Figure 2, along with all subseqoeverty numbers, defines poverty by the



“Regional Poverty Lines” developed by the World Bafihe poverty trends are very similar
when comparing the decade of poverty rates atftee-oised $2/day to the decade of poverty
rates at the regional poverty lines, but the reglipoverty lines indicate much higher levels
of overall poverty in Russia, Mexico, and Colomb#dl four countries experienced
substantial declines in poverty over the decadspiethat Colombia began and finished the
period with the highest overall poverty rates, teaw a 24.5 percentage point drop in
poverty. Both Mexico and South Africa experientest dramatic but consistent declines in
poverty over the decade. Mexico ending 2010 wi282% poverty rate, and South Africa
ending 2009 with a 31.2% poverty rate. Data frof12td 2009 highlights Russia’s

incredible 30.8 percentage point drop down to &%0population poverty rate in 2009.

Figure 2. Regional Poverty Line Headcount Ratio (% of popaigt
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Data and M ethods
Data

This paper utilizes data from Russian, MexicanytB&frican, and Colombian

datasets compiled and harmonized by LIS, the anatisnal data center in Luxembourg.



Analyses use LIS’ wave VIII, centered around 20WAilizing LIS datasets for this analysis
brings both advantages and disadvantages. Whihy em@alysts argue that consumption may
be a better measure to use in low- and middle-igcoountries given that income data are
challenging to capture in less traditional or agjtieral labor settings, consumption data are
not consistently available in LIS. However, thetidist advantage to using LIS income data is
that it enables us to disaggregate disposable ia@md examine the variety and balance of

income sources (Haughton & Khandker, 2009).

Poverty Measures

In this study, poverty is determined using a @ita, PPP-adjusted, disposable
household income measure and international regjpmadrty lines as defined by the World
Bank. The often-used World Bank’s internationalgrty lines define poor households as
those with with PPP-adjusted per capita incomevb&®/day; households that fall below
$1.25/day are defined as extremely poor. The $da®Snternational poverty line is an
updated version of the World Bank’s original “doléaday” poverty line created to measure
progress towards the Millennium Development Goat$ia constructed from the average of
national poverty lines found in the poorest 15 ddes in the world (Ravallion, Chen, &
Sangraula, 2009). The $2/day international povareywas created from the median of the
national poverty lines in all developing countr{€entilini & Sumner, 2012).

While these poverty lines are extremely helpfuinaking international comparisons
among developing countries, they cannot appropyiatecount for the dramatic variations in
national living standards. Given that we are faogi®n four upper-middle income countries
that are very different for the poorest 15 coustiethe world, we find it more useful to use
the World Bank’s regional poverty lines that acdoien some of the international variation

in living standards. Households will be deers&ttemely pooif they are living below the



“lower bound” regional international poverty limeganing that they are found to be living
below $1.25/day in South Africa, and below $2.5@/ohaRussia, Mexico, and Colombia.
Households will be deemgmbor if they are living below the “upper bound” regional
international poverty line, meaning that they amenfd to be living below $2/day in South

Africa, below $4/day in the Mexico and Colombiaddrelow $5/day in Russia.

Variable Definitions

Poor children are determined to be living in adehold with a per capita income
below the relevant international regional poveigl Poor households have been found
utilizing a measure of “disposable household incdrma&omposite measure of all labor
income, capital income, and transfer income cormit@the household, minus the direct
taxes and private transfers leaving the househdfdortunately, only the South African
datasets contains enough detailed income informatianclude each aspect of disposable
household income in our variable creation and sagljregate the variable into its
independent components. The Colombian datasatstdaclude a measure of the private,
informal, and family transfers that households paitito other households. Russia and
Mexican datasets only provide a measure of neniec@nd, therefore we are unable to
disaggregate the taxes from disposable income.le\ttése differences between datasets
pose a challenge in interpretation, we choosediode all available data, even when not
universally available, in order to provide the moatplete picture possible. In this analysis,

children are defined as younger than 18.



Russian Federation
Background

Russia has, overall, experienced huge successertgaeduction since 2000.
Measuring poverty using Russian regional absolateeqy lines, Denisova (2012) found that
poverty dropped 14 percentage points from 200DG92ending with a 13.2% overall
Russian poverty rate. Despite the decline in pggvates since 2000, Russia experienced an
increase in inequality with the Gini inequality @drising from .397 in 2001 to .422 in 2009.
Consistent with the declines in poverty and strecgnomic growth Russia experienced in
the last decade, this rise in inequality can lardpel attributed to the growth in the gap
between incomes in the top income decile and h#rst(Denisova, 2012),

Although Russia has been successful in reducingmppopulation wide, children
remain at greater risk for poverty than other geoupRussia. While pensioners have been
generally very well protected from poverty, fanslieith children, and specifically large
families, single parents, and rural householdsevieund to be among the most vulnerable
groups. Notably, the presence of children in thedan households was found to increase
the probably of becoming a poor household, butmegound to have any effect on the
probability of leaving poverty. While this suggesitat a new child increases the chance that
a household will become a poor household, it algmgests that households with children are
just as likely to leave poverty and experience piyvas transitory, rather than chronic, as all
other households (Denisova, 2012).

The differences in poverty by age groups are agirssing when considering the
recent history of social policies there. In 20B@ssia transitioned from a universal child
benefit to a means-tested child benefit. Initizligre were some issues with the targeting of
the child benefit and only 31.3% of children in laveome households covered in the first

year (Notten & Gassmann, 2008). This has impralradhatically since 2000, but analysis
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by Notten and Gassmann (2008) found that the usaehild benefit had been more
effective at fighting poverty in Russia.

Despite Russia’s quick recovery after the glolcanemic crisis and consistently high
employment rates for both men and women, the cpinas not be able to prevent a high risk
of poverty for families with children. This carrdely be blamed on the way Russian social
policies have consistently prioritized pensionarg the disabled over other groups in recent
history. Russian’s aging population holds a gragapelitical importance and has been able
to demand a significant increase in benefits temerers. These transfers are so extensive
that recent reforms passed are likely to elimimpateerty entirely among pensioners (OECD,
2011). The effect of these policies is that pemsis collect more than double of the

governmental support that families with childretiext (Bradshaw, 2012).

Russian Children

Figure 3 provides a snapshot of the Russian ptipalay age and gender in 2010.
The four youngest cohorts constituted notably sen@ércentages of the total population
than Russians in their 20s and 30s, reflectingtimsistent and dramatic fall of Russian
fertility rates since the late ‘80s (OECD, 2010onsistent with all the Russian cohorts under

50, the Russian child population was made up atatgr proportion of boys than girls.
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Figure 3. Russian Population Pyramid, 2010
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Figure 4 indicates what percentage of childrerewieund in each household

disposable income decile. The figure makes cleatrehildren were much more likely to live

in poorer households than richer households. Anadingussian children, 68.4% lived in

households with disposable incomes below the cglsntnedian household income and

20.0% lived in households with an income in therpsbdecile. These numbers demonstrate

the place of children relative to other Russiahable 1 demonstrates how Russian children

were doing on international measures. In 2010, Gi®ussian children were living in

extreme poverty and 12.6% of Russian children e
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Figure 4. Disposable Income Decile Shares of Children, 2010
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Table 1. Child Poverty Rates, 2010
Children Living in Foor Households 12.6%

Children Living in Extremely Poor Households 6.1%
Source: Authors’ calculations from LIS

Households with Poor Children

Figure 5 highlights differences in the househathposition for non-poor
households, poor households, and extremely poadimids. While the majority of poor
and extremely poor households, 70.3% and 73.2%césply, were comprised of children
and working-age adults, the non-poor householdssld@omewhat more diverse, with only
41.1% of households comprised of children and waykdge adults. On the whole, non-poor
households were much more likely to have elderlynimers and no children living in the
household. Households containing working-age aduid elderly adults, as well as only
elderly adults were significantly more likely to hen-poor households.

Figure 6 shows employment rates of both men andewoacross non-poor, poor and
extremely poor households. The figure highlights dramatic employment differences

between poor and non-poor households in RussiaeV8Ri7% of men and 75.9% of women

13



in non-poor households were employed, only 40.4%heh and 37.7% of women in poor

households were employed. While both men and wamertremely poor households were

less likely to be employed than those in both @oa non-poor households, women had a

slightly higher employment rate than men in extrgnp@or households, suggesting that the

lack of employment, and in particular male emplogimenay be a serious barrier to leaving

extreme poverty.

Figure 5. Russian Household Composition, 2010
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Figure 6. Russian Employment Rates, 2010
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Child Poverty and Household Income

In order to better understand the underlying hoolskimcomes that influence a
country’s child poverty rates, we disaggregatehiiesehold incomes to examine the
influence of each component. Figure 7 providesaal of the mean income in all
households with children, extremely poor househwlitis children, poor households with
children, and non-poor households with childrenléeMabor incomes contributed the greatest
amount to non-poor household incomes, but werestldsllowed by the contributions from
female labor incomes. Both private transfers datkgransfers contributed less to non-poor
household incomes on average but still provideasilleamounts. In contrast, labor income
from females was the largest contributor to poardedold incomes. This was followed by
similar contributions from male labor incomes atatestransfer incomes, and, finally, the
smallest contribution from private transfers. Ratarly notable about extremely poor
households was the significant amount of their imnes that they sent out of the household to

other family and friends.

Figure 7. Russian Mean Incomes in Households with Child2&10
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Table 2 below provides hypothetical poverty rageen a variety of counterfactual
scenarios. The table begins on the left with thiel gfoverty rates that would have existed if
households with children only had access to inchore men’s labor; 48.7% of children in
Russia would have been considered poor. The nawbar represents the number of
children that would have been poor if householdb whildren had access to market incomes
of both male and female household members; 24.48hittfren in Russia would have been
poor. The next box adds the informal transfeas pfass between households of families and
friends; 21.0% of children in Russian would haverbpoor under this counterfactual
scenario. The final box adds the state taxesramdfers that pass between households and
the government, and concludes with the actual golkrty rate of 12.6% in Russia in 2010.

In 2010, taxes and transfers reduced child povElt§ percentage points. Utilizing
the counterfactual child poverty rates, we can balecthat the vast majority of tax and
transfer poverty reduction in Russia was due tartfleence of state transfers. While
informal and family transfers reduced child povebyy3.4 percentage points, the influence of
state transfers reduced child poverty an additi8Brapercentage points.

Table 2. Counterfactual Russian Child Poverty Rates, 2010

Market Informal & Family State
Final
Male Labor All Labor | Transfers Transfers Disposable
Income Income Received Paid Transfers  Taxes Income
Russian Federation 2010 48.7% 24.4% 20.3% 21.0% 12.6% 12.6%

Source: Authors’ calculations from LIS

Mexico
Background

Progresa, Mexico’s conditional-cash-transfer alqoolicy targeted towards poor
households with children old enough to go to schwas first introduced in 1997 among
rural Mexican communities. In 2002, the programdmee Oportunidades and the reach was

extended further to include a greater number df botal and urban communities. Through
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the introduction of this policy, families with ctilen were able to receive a cash benefit with
three purposes: to improve household nutritiorsuosidize school for all children of school
age (this benefit rises by grade and at seconddigos becomes higher for girls), and to
cover the costs of school books and uniforms. réteoto continually receive the cash
benefit, children need to maintain a record ofratieg school at least 85% of the time, both
mothers and children need to consistently atteail tiealthcare appointments and parenting
classes (Barrientos & DeJong, 2006).

Analysis comparing a control group to the earlygpam entrants found households in
the program experienced a drop in poverty, a didhe poverty gap, an increase in school
enrollments and attendance, and improvements ithh&tatus indicators (Skoufias, 2001).
While Oportunidades has been successful in impgpthe lives of many Mexican families,
Mexico still struggles with a substantial propontiof the country’s children living in
poverty, particularly since 2008 and the globalnexoic crisis. Despite only a modest
growth in the child poverty rate from 2008 to 2012, million Mexican children lived in
households that newly fell into poverty during thexiod (Natali, Handa, Chzhen, &
Martorano, 2014). Despite the positive influenc®gpbrtunidades, the dramatic decline in
remittances sent from the U.S. in 2008 and 2009ifssgntly reduced school attendance and
increased child labor in households that had ptesijobeen receiving remittances (Alcaraz,
Chiquiar, & Salcedo, 2012).

These studies highlight the fragile place of qmbr and near-poor Mexican families
with children. Because Mexican social policy hasiblargely focused on providing aid to
the most needy and chronically poor householdsetaee many households floating right
above the national poverty line that do not qudilfiysocial welfare programs. Analysis by
De la Fuente, Ortiz-Juarez, and Rodriquez-Cast@iahs) finds that these households are

particularly vulnerable to economic shocks like libes of employment and argues that

17



Mexican public policies need to work to find thextibetween targeted interventions and
universal insurance schemes to serve this econgmoip” (p. 2).

As an upper-middle-income country with a higher gepita GDP than many other
Latin American countries, Mexico has a greater capao utilize public funds and public
policies to fight child poverty. However, substaliyi reducing the child poverty rate in
Mexico will take a greater investment than curngntidertaken by the government.
“Making large advances in reducing child povertiiscéor political will, comprehensive
programmes and well-targeted instruments” (AdviRi&o, 2012, p. 405). Qualitative
analysis of Mexican elites by Medrano (2013) fotsichilarities between the prevailing elite
perceptions of the causes of poverty and the gsenaptions behind the Oportunidades
program about the causes of poverty” (p. 220). Maenyicipants supported the idea that
poverty is due to an inability to access basic gamtl services like healthcare and education,
emphasizing the importance of investing in educatiw children’s future job prospects.
Participants did not, overall, support raising &ie@tackle poverty or discuss ways to
improve the lives of adults and children curretithing in poverty. Evidence from other
countries suggests more universal social prograngeting the many causes of poverty are
needed to complement the targeted Oportunidadesier to substantially reduce child
poverty, but the political will to implement thegelicies does not yet exist among Mexican

elites.

Mexican Children

Figure 8 provides a snapshot of the Mexican pojuudiy age and gender in 2010. In
contrast to Russia, the four youngest cohorts @atedl notably larger percentages of the
total population than older cohorts of MexicansttWhe exception of a few cohorts after

ages 10 to 14, Mexican cohorts decreased in sieeasge of the group increased. In
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contrast to Mexicans over 24, the Mexican childyapon was made up of a greater
proportion of boys than girls.

Figure 8. Mexican Population Pyramid, 2010
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Figure 9 indicates what share of children coulddumd in each household disposable
income decile. Fully 67.6% of Mexican children livin households with disposable incomes
below the country’s median household income an@%é6of Mexican children lived in
households with an income in the poorest decilees€ numbers demonstrate the place of
children relative to other Mexicans. Table 3 reptow Mexican children compared on
international measures. In 2010, 14.9% of Mexidaifdeen were living in extreme poverty

and 27.9% of Mexican children were poor.
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Figure 9. Disposable Income Decile Shares of Children, 2010
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Table 3. Child Poverty Rates, 2010
Children Living in Foor Households 27.9%
Children Living in Extremely Poor Households 14.9%

Source: Authors’ calculations from LIS

Households with Poor Children

Figure 10 highlights differences in the housetlmthposition of non-poor
households, poor households, and extremely pom@eimlds. The majority of all three
household types were households comprised of emilednd working-age adults. Children
and working-age adults made up 61.3% of non-poasébolds but represented a greater
proportion of both poor and extremely poor houseéfor0.5% and 71.8% respectively. The
remainder of both poor and extremely poor househatd concentrated among households
that contain children, working-age adults, andeluerly. The remainder of the non-poor
households looked a bit more diverse; 13.5% weusdloolds comprised of all three
generations, another 12.9% were comprised of wgrkige adults only, and 8.4% were
working-age adults and elderly adults. On the whiota-poor households were less likely to
have children living in the household.

Figure 11 shows employment rates of both men amtien across non-poor, poor
and extremely poor households. The figure higldighe dramatic employment differences

between poor and non-poor households in Mexicol&\8%.6% of men and 52.3% of
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women in non-poor households were employed, only%®f men and 32.0% of women in

poor households were employed. While men in botir pod extremely poor households

were less likely to be employed than men in nonrpouseholds, the percentage point

differences between employment rates in the threeps are very small. This suggests that

poverty risk may not be due to a lack of employmambng men in poor households but the

wage rate among these employed men.

Figure 10. Mexican Household Composition, 2010
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Figure 11. Mexican Employment Rates, 2010
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Child Poverty and Household Incomes

In order to better understand the underlying hoolskimcomes that influence a
country’s child poverty rates, we disaggregatehiiesehold incomes to examine the
influence of each component. Figure 12 providesaal of the mean income in all
households with children, extremely poor househwlitis children, poor households with
children, and non-poor households with childrenléeMabor incomes contributed the greatest
amount to non-poor household incomes, represeftintfo of the mean household income.
Female labor incomes represented 25.8% of nonipmasehold incomes, followed by
smaller proportions of private and state transfi@rsontrast, labor income from females was
the smallest contributor to poor household incoriiég. greatest contributions to poor
household incomes were from male labor, followedtaye transfers. Notably, extremely
poor households received nearly 45.7% of theirnmes from state transfers and another
25.4% of their incomes from private transfers.

Figure 12. Mexican Mean Incomes in Households with Childiz01.0
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Table 4 provides hypothetical poverty rates giaerariety of counterfactual

scenarios. The table begins on the left with thiel gfoverty rates that would have existed if
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households with children only had access to inchore men’s labor; 52.3% of children in
Mexico would have been considered poor. The talsie indicates that 37.9% of children
would have been poor with access to market incarhbsth male and female household
members; 33.5% of children in Mexico would haverbpeor with access to market income
and the informal transfers that pass between holdebf families and friends. After adding
the state taxes and transfers that pass betweaselinads and the government, we find the
actual child poverty rate of 27.9% in Mexico in 201

Utilizing the counterfactual child poverty ratesdahe household income
compositions, we can conclude that both state fsemand informal private transfers were
influential components in preventing higher ratéstold poverty in Mexico. Informal and
family transfers reduced child poverty rates bypedcentage points in 2010, and state

transfers and taxes reduced child poverty rates dightly higher 5.6 percentage points.

Table 4. Counterfactual Mexican Child Poverty Rates, 2010

Market Informal & Family State
Final
Male Labor All Labor | Transfers  Transfers Disposable
Income Income Received Paid Transfers  Taxes Income
Mexico 2010 52.3% 37.9% 33.1% 33.5% 27.9% 27.9%

Source: Authors’ calculations from LIS

South Africa
Background

Since the end of Apartheid in South Africa, therttoyhas been seriously committed
to tackling challenges to the well-being of itsabitants, implementing a variety of
initiatives aimed at decreasing poverty and imprguhe welfare of its poorest members.
Despite the widely recognized success of theseteff alleviating large amounts of poverty,

they consistently fail to meet the total need farial welfare in South Africa and both
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poverty and material deprivation remains signifibahigher among South Africans of
African descent (Gradin, 2013).

Recent analysis using the South African nationakpty lines found that although
poverty continued to drop slowly across the emopulation during the years leading up to
and following the world economic crisis of 2008 ghoorest of the poor population was
dramatically affected and extreme poverty rose betw2006 and 2009. In 2011, 45.5% of
the country, about 23 million people, was livingooverty. 10.2 million of those living in
poverty were also living below the food povertyelira national poverty line meant to
measure those who do not have money sufficientitohase enough food to meet their daily
needs. Notably, two-thirds of African children wéoeind to be living in a poor household in
2011, while only 2% of white children were living households with incomes below the
national poverty line (Hall, 2012; Statistics Soafinica, 2014).

These very high poverty rates make sense whendmnngg that the post-Apartheid
era in South Africa has consistently seen somaehighest levels of inequality in the world.
Unequal access to labor market incomes has beeaieimg a deep divide between the well-
off economically productive parts of its populatho generate contributions to the state,
and the economically marginalized who benefit fritidse state transfers (Leibbrandt, Finn,
& Woolard, 2014; Ulriksen, 2012). The low levelsashployment in South Africa has meant
a delay in many younger adults setting up their baaseholds. Many young adults are
postponing leaving their family’s home or are béioged to move back in with family
members, especially in rural areas where it iSq@darly challenging to find work. Poorer
South African families are increasingly being fatde congregate around sources of income
from the social welfare safety net, predominatédiyage pensions (Klasen & Woolard,

2009).
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At the moment South African began the transiti@mfrApartheid to democracy in
1994, the country had already developed a relgtstebng social welfare system for a
middle-income country. Today the South Africaniabsecurity system largely disperses
unconditional cash transfers through four majogpms: the State Old Age Pension (for
those over 60), the Disability Grant, the Child Bot Grant (for children up to 18 with low-
income caregivers), and the Foster Child Grantcfaldren placed with a foster parent). The
Child Support Grant was introduced in 1998 andnitlvaber receiving the benefit has
consistently risen since then, to 9.4 million résips in 2010. (Woolard & Leibbrandt, 2013)

In order to better address the dire situation afiyrdouth African children, the age
limit has been raised multiple times and, in 2Qh6,income requirements were greatly
expanded. While 60% of age-eligible children reeei benefit from at least one of the state
grants, estimates find that near 70% of age-ebgibildren are also income-eligible for the
child support grant alone (Woolard & Leibbrandt13 Unfortunately, some groups at risk
of poverty still are not utilizing the Child Supp@srant to its full potential. Take-up among
infants and maternal orphans, in particular, is mogver than other groups. (Case,

Hosegood, & Lund, 2005)

South African Children

Figure 13 provides a snapshot of the South Afrmajpulation by age and gender in
2010. The four youngest cohorts of South Africaggs 0 to 19, were the largest in size
with 40.2% of the female population and 42.8% ef thale population. The cohorts
continually decrease in size after age 19. In esttio South Africans over 24, the South

African child population represented a greater propn of boys than girls.
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Figure 13. South African Population Pyramid, 2010

75 and over
70to 74
65 to 69
60 to 64
55 to 59
50 to 54
45 to 49
40to 44
35to 39
30to 34
25to0 29
20to 24
15to0 19
10to 14

5to9

Age

Oto4

® Males
Females

9.1

9.6

10.1

10.1

10.1

99

-t

0 5 10 15

Percentage of the Total Population

Source: Authors’ calculations from LIS

Figure 14 indicates what share of children canob@d in each household disposable
income decile. Fully 72.7% of South African childriéved in households with disposable
incomes below the country’s median household incante7.2% of South African children
lived in households with an income in the poorestilé. Notably, the greatest percentage of
South African children could be found in thé iBcome decile, not the poorest decile, where
the greatest percentage was found in Russia anicblebhese numbers demonstrate the
place of children relative to other South Africafi@able 5 demonstrates how well South

African children were doing by international measurin 2010, 35.5% of South African

children were living in extreme poverty and 51.9%&luildren were poor.




Figure 14. Disposable Income Decile Shares of Children, 2010
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Table 5. Child Poverty Rates, 2010
Children Living in Foor Households 35.5%
Children Living in Extremely Poor Households 52.0%

Source: Authors’ calculations from LIS

Households with Poor Children

Figure 15 highlights differences in the househahposition for non-poor
households, poor households, and extremely pom@eimlds. The majority of all three
household types were households comprised of emilednd working-age adults. Children
and working-age adults made up 52.3% of non-poasébolds but represented a greater
proportion of both poor and extremely poor housaf062.3% and 67.3% respectively. The
remainder of both poor and extremely poor househwlas largely made up of households
that contain children, working-age adults, andeluerly, followed by working-age only
households, representing 9.1% of poor householdd 2r3% of extremely poor households.
The remainder of the non-poor households lookeitl mdre diverse. 20.1% were
households comprised of all three age groups, aathar 18.8% were comprised of
working-age adults only. Working-age and eldedys$eholds and elderly only households
represented 4.2% and 3.3% of the non-poor houselboidl.0% of the poor and 0.8% of

extremely poor households.
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Figure 16 shows employment rates of both men amtien across non-poor, poor
and extremely poor households. The figure higltighe dramatic employment differences
between poor and non-poor households in South &fk¢hile 70.6% of men and 51.6% of
women in non-poor households were employed, onl8%®mf men and 16.2% of women in
poor households were employed. This 49.8 percengaige difference between non-poor
and poor households in male employment rates arddpgBcentage point difference in
female employment rates suggests that lack of gmm@at may be a large barrier to leaving
poverty in South Africa. While still lower than neaémployment rates, female employment
rates are much closer to the male employment mngbear and extremely poor households.

Figure 15. South African Household Composition, 2010
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Figure 16. South African Employment Rates, 2010
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Child Poverty and Household Incomes

In order to better understand the underlying hoolskimcomes that influence a
country’s child poverty rates, we disaggregatehthiesehold incomes to examine the
influence of each component. Figure 17 providesaal of the mean income in all
households with children, extremely poor househwlitlis children, poor households with
children, and non-poor households with childrenléMabor incomes contributed the greatest
amount to non-poor household incomes. Female liadomes closely followed male labor
incomes in their contribution to the total househokcome, followed by a substantial but
much lower amount from state incomes. In poor Bbaokls, state transfers comprised the
greatest income source, greater than both maléeamale labor incomes. In extremely poor
households, male incomes contributed the greditdisiwed by similar contributions from
female labor incomes and state transfers. SouticaAfs notable for the very small
contributions from private transfers and the lamgeount of both state transfers and state

taxes that dramatically influence household incoota!s.
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Figure 17. South African Mean Incomes in Households with Gieih, 2010
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Table 6 provides hypothetical poverty rates givemugety of counterfactual
scenarios. The table begins on the left with thielgfoverty rates that would have existed if
households with children only had access to inctrora men’s labor; 76.4% of children in
South Africa would have been considered poor. %408 children would have been poor
with access to market incomes of both male and fietmausehold members. 64.1% of
children in South Africa would have been poor vdtitess to market income and the
informal transfers that pass between householésnafies and friends. After adding the
state taxes and transfers that pass between hddsemal the government, we find the actual
child poverty rate of 51.9% in South Africa in 2010

Utilizing the counterfactual child poverty ratedahe household income
compositions, we can conclude that state trangfers the most influential component in
preventing higher rates of child poverty in Mexidoformal and family transfers reduced
child poverty rates by 0.7 percentage points in02@hd state transfers and taxes reduced

child poverty rates by a slighter higher 12.2 petage points.
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Table 6. Counterfactual South African Child Poverty Ra@&&10

Market Informal & Family State
Final
Male Labor All Labor | Transfers  Transfers Disposable
Income Income Received Paid Transfers  Taxes Income
South Africa 2010 76.4% 64.8% 63.7% 64.1% 49.7%  51.9% 51.9%

Source: Authors’ calculations from LIS

Colombia
Background

The use of conditional cash transfer (CCT) progrtargeted towards reducing
poverty in children and elderly populations hasdmee a popular approach in many Latin
American countries, including Colombia. Colombia2000, instituted the “Familias en
Accion” program which provides grants to poor hdwdds with children, under the
conditions that the children under seven regulsely a healthcare provider and children aged
seven to 18 attend school 80% of the time. Housish@ceive a grant for each eligible child
in the household and the benefit doubles whenhiildren move from primary school to
secondary school. Modeling the design after theibéex“Progresa”, the transfers are
targeted towards mothers, and encourages thosemdthattend classes on health,
vaccination, and contraception (Attanasio, Battigtitzsimons, & Vera-Hernandez, 2005;
Ayala, 2006).

The Familias en Accion program has been found we laaconsiderable impact on
household consumption among households that ret@vieenefit, and has specifically been
linked to increased consumption of protein-richdeochildren’s clothes, and children’s
footwear. As expected due to the program requingsnéhe program has also improved the
percentage of children who regularly attend preattve healthcare visits and substantially
improved school attendance among older childrees 4@ to 17. Notably, the combination

of increased consumption and preventative healkrehhanced the nutritional status of
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young children, as measured by height. All of ¢h&mall steps have led Familias en Accion
to be recognized for significant reductions in b6thlombian health inequalities and
education inequalities (Attanasio et al., 2005;r5&hounger, 2006).

Despite the success that conditional cash trangfeggams have had overall in
reducing poverty incidence, poverty gaps, and inétyuacross the region, Colombia still
struggles with a substantial child poverty problelimequalities in labor incomes has
generally been declining across Latin America,®oliombia has not seen this trend play out.
Colombia continues to experience substantial laimme inequalities that are largely driven
by huge skill premiums offered to those with higlueational attainment, in combination
with high unemployment and a widespread informatae(Acosta, Leite, & Rigolini, 2011;
Joumard & Vélez, 2013; Moller, 2012).

Due to the drastic differences in household incothascharacterize Colombian
families, the Familias en Accion program has n@rbsubstantial enough to seriously tackle
child poverty in Colombia. In fact, some of the nby’'s worst off have struggled to take
advantage of the country’s investment in poor comitres because they did not have the
institutional capabilities of banking, health, adtlcational infrastructure, to implement the
program when it was first established (Ayala, 200®)e combination of powerful labor
income inequalities and a highly regressive pensamsfer system that dominates
Colombian social welfare spending, has meant ttoatrad 90% of cash transfers in Colombia

actually go to the incomes of the richest 40% eftbpulation (Moller, 2012).
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Colombian Children

Figure 18 provides a snapshot of the Colombian jadiom by age and gender in
2010. The four youngest cohorts of Colombianssdgm® 19, were the largest in size with
37.7% of the female population and 41.1% of theenpalpulation. The cohorts after age 19
were much smaller and generally continued to deer@asize as the groups’ age rose. In
contrast to Colombians over 19, the Colombian gbddulation represents a greater
proportion of boys than girls.

Figure 18. Colombian Population Pyramid, 2010
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Figure 19 indicates what share of children caroled in each household disposable
income decile. 69.5% of Colombian children livechmuseholds with disposable incomes
below the country’s median household income an8%3ived in households with an
income in the poorest decile. These numbers detmadethe place of children relative to

other Colombians. Table 7 demonstrates how wdbi@bian children were doing by
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international measures. In 2010, 33.5% of Colombtatdren were living in extreme poverty
and 55.7% of children were poor.

Figure 19. Disposable Income Decile Shares of Children, 2010
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Table 7. Child Poverty Rates, 2010
Children Living in Foor Households 33.5%
Children Living in Extremely Poor Households 55.]7%

Source: Authors’ calculations from LIS

Households with Poor Children

Figure 20 highlights differences in the househarhposition for non-poor
households, poor households, and extremely pom@eimlds. The majority of all three
household types were households comprised of emildnd working-age adults. Children
and working-age adults made up 55.9% of non-poasélolds but represented a greater
proportion of both poor and extremely poor house$or2.2% and 71.5% respectively. The
remainder of both poor and extremely poor househwflas largely made up of households
that contain children, working-age adults, anddlikerly, 16.8% and 17.1% respectively. The
remainder of the non-poor households looked a brendiverse. 16.1% were households
comprised of working-age adults only, 14.0% wemnpnsed of all three age groups, and

another 10.3% were working-age and elderly adults.
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Figure 21 shows employment rates of both men amdem across non-poor, poor
and extremely poor households. The figure higltighe dramatic employment differences
between men and women in Colombia and the relgtsmiall difference found in
employment rates between poor and non-poor hougeColombia. While 85.8% of men
in non-poor households were employed, 76.8% of mgmor households and 72.2% of men
in extremely poor households were employed. THatively small percentage point
difference suggests that it is not men’s employmatgs but men’s wages that influence
household poverty in Colombia. There was a moredta 27.8 percentage point difference
in the female employment rate between non-poomed households. While it is notable
that 31.7% of extremely poor households have arl@rag female, there was a greater
difference in the employment rates between gendegysor households than non-poor
households. This suggests that female employmawth® an important factor preventing
poverty in Colombian households with children.

Figure 20. Colombian Household Composition, 2010
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Figure 21. Colombian Employment Rates, 2010
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Child Poverty and Household Incomes

In order to better understand the underlying hoolskimcomes that influence a
country’s child poverty rate, we disaggregate tbedehold incomes to examine the influence
of each component. Figure 22 provides a visugh®@imean income in all households with
children, extremely poor households with childneoor households with children, and non-
poor households with children. Male labor incomestabuted the greatest amount to non-
poor, poor, and extremely poor household incomemdie labor incomes closely followed
male labor incomes in their contribution to thextdtousehold income in non-poor
households but represented a smaller proportitroe$ehold incomes in poor households.
While state transfers represented a small but itapbpart of non-poor household incomes,
these state transfers were essentially non-existgror Colombian households. Notably,

private transfers represented an important corttdbuo these poor households.
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Figure 22. Colombian Mean Incomes in Households with Child261.0
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Table 8 below provides hypothetical poverty rategiya variety of counterfactual
scenarios. The table begins on the left with thiel gfoverty rates that would exist if
households with children only had access to inctrora men’s labor; 71.8% of children in
Colombia would have been considered poor. Witleseto market incomes of both male
and female household members, 57.2% of childrerldMeave been poor. With access to
market income and the informal transfers that passeen households of families and
friends, 53.0% of children in Colombia would haweh poor. After adding the state taxes
and transfers that pass between households agdveenment, we find the actual child
poverty rate of 55.7% in Colombia in 2010.

Utilizing the counterfactual child poverty ratesdahe household income
compositions, we can conclude that private trassi@re the most influential component in
preventing higher rates of child poverty in Colombinformal and family transfers reduced
child poverty rates by 4.2 percentage points in02@hd state transfers and taxes actually

increased child poverty rates by 2.7 percentagetfoiThe income profiles above make clear
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that while state transfers and taxes are contrigut non-poor households, it is private
transfers that are preventing poor households #eem deeper poverty.

Table 8. Counterfactual Colombian Child Poverty Rates, 2010

Market Informal & Family State
Final
Male Labor All Labor | Transfers  Transfers Disposable
Income Income Received Paid Transfers  Taxes Income
Colombia 2010 71.8% 57.2% 53.0% 50.2%  55.7% 55.7%

Source: Authors’ calculations from LIS

Cross-National Results

Consistent with the poverty rates for the wholeuagon, Colombia had the largest
rate of children living in poverty in 2010 with atarming 55.7% child poverty rate.
Colombia was closely followed by South Africa whadhan equally alarming 51.9% child
poverty rate in 2010. South Africa was followedMgxico with 27.9% of children living in
poverty, and, finally, Russia with 12.6% of childréving in poverty. Although Colombia
experienced the greatest number of children liumngoverty, South Africa had a slightly
greater percentage of children living in extremeguty, highlighting the particularly dire
needs of poor children in South Africa.

Table 9 and Figure 23 below provide a snapshot emisgn of the four countries’
counterfactual child poverty rates. Figure 23 satkee entire percentage point decrease from
the hypothetical male labor income child povertygseao the actual poverty rates witnessed in
each country and details the distinct contributiohfemale earnings, net informal transfers,
and net state transfers. The exercise demonsthatdarge differences between countries.

South Africa and Colombia, the countries with gesaipercentages of children living
in poverty, took two very distinct approaches teyemting even higher rates of child poverty.
In South Africa, where over three quarters of thiédgpopulation would have been living in
poverty if they were solely relying on income franale labor, the country actually

experienced a child poverty rate 24.5 percentageapmwer. 48.3% of this reduction in the
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child poverty rate was due to state taxes andfeeisand 5.9% due to informal transfers.
Colombia, which experienced a child poverty ratel Jfrcentage points lower than would
have been expected with male incomes as the soteludtions, relied entirely on informal
transfers, rather than formal government transférgese informal transfers were responsible
for 26.9% of the drop in the child poverty rate,illihe net effect of state taxes and transfers
actually contributed to an increase in child poyeates. In contrast to Colombia and South
Africa, Russia and Mexico relied on both state sfiokmal transfers to prevent higher rates
of child poverty. In Russia, 22.4% of the reductiorchild poverty rates was due to state
taxes and transfers and 12.0% was due to the imduef informal transfers. In Mexico,
23.1% was from the effect of state taxes and tearesid 18.0% from informal transfers.
Figure 23 also highlights the inescapable influethe¢ women'’s labor income had on
child poverty rates in all four countries. Womeao@®lective income in households with
children accounted for over half, and the clearamj, of the counterfactual poverty
reduction in Russia, Mexico, and Colombia. In Qala, women'’s labor income accounted
for a momentous 81.5% of the poverty reductiony@miSouth Africa were state transfers

more influential in reducing child poverty than wenis labor incomes.

Table 9. Counterfactual Child Poverty Rates, 2010

Market Informal & Family State .
Final
Male Labor All Labor | Transfers  Transfers Disposable
Income Income Received Paid Transfers  Taxes Income
Russian Federation 2010 48.7% 24.4% 20.3% 21.0% 12.6% 12.6%
Mexico 2010 52.3% 37.9% 33.1% 33.5% 27.9% 27.9%
South Africa 2010 76.4% 64.8% 63.7% 64.1% 49.7%  51.9% 51.9%
Colombia 2010 71.8% 57.2% 53.0% 50.2%  55.7% 55.7%

Source: Authors’ calculations from LIS
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Figure 23. Counterfactual Child Poverty Reduction by Inconmr@onent, 2010
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Conclusions

In an analysis of poverty and the ranging policgpanses utilized by countries in the
OECD, Pisu (2012) finds that the countries withltheest levels of child poverty have two
common similar characteristics, low unemploymetdésamong parents and strong
redistribution policies that are targeted towardiédcen. These commonalities highlight the
benefits of utilizing complementary approachesdbting child poverty through both
universal and targeted approaches, supporting ¢mglot among all adults and creating
policies specifically targeted towards householdh ehildren. The huge influence of
women’s labor income on child poverty rates fourdehemphasizes that not just parental
employment but women’s employment in particulaansextremely important factor in

preventing households with children from fallingarmpoverty.
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Other analysis by Notten and Gassmann (2008) cardpihe impact of universal
benefits to targeted means-tested benefits on pbilérty rates. The authors argue that
universal benefits are more effective than meastedebenefits when fighting child poverty,
but conclude that the generosity of the benefitkégsmost significant influence. They find
that increasing benefit levels is the most effectiay to have a dramatic influence on child
poverty rates. Therefore, in order for these faumtries to effectively fight child poverty
they need to ensure low unemployment among paneay#g particular attention to the
unemployment rate among mothers, and back a gemeomial welfare system that makes
supporting households with children a spendingripyio

Although Russia had the lowest child poverty wtthe four countries here, families
with children are at much higher risk of povertgrihare other households in Russia. This
fact can be blamed on the way Russian social jslicave prioritized pensioners and the
disabled over other groups in recent history. Tlnrawative effect of these policies has been
that pensioners collect more than double the gowental support that families with children
collect (Bradshaw, 2012). In order to continue dg child poverty in Russia, the
government needs to address the spending priooitiee social welfare system and ensure
greater support for poor households with childAdthough unemployment is relatively low
in Russia, more could be done to decrease wageatiggs and support poor working
parents. Policy recommendations targeted towaadiscing child poverty in Russia should
include raising the notably low minimum wage, irasi|g wages population wide, raising
the level of aid to poor households, and refornthflat tax system into a more progressive
tax structure (lvanov & Suvorov, 2012).

While Oportunidades has been successful in impgpthe lives of many Mexican
families, Mexico still struggles with a substanf@bportion of the country’s children living

in poverty. Mexican social policy has been largelyused on providing aid to the most
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needy and chronically poor households, but thexeraany households who are just barely
making ends meet that do not qualify for socialfarel programs. Despite the success of the
Oportunidades program, 27.9% of children in Me»ace living in poverty, making clear that
the government needs to work to continue to explaadeach of the program and support a
greater number of poor and struggling families. i¢/the male employment rate in Mexico

is relatively high, even among poor and extremelgrghouseholds, the female employment
rate is notably lower. In order to address chilggrty in Mexico, the government should
work to both increase employment among workingaagmen and increase wages among all
working adults.

Since the end of Apartheid, South Africa has iasiegly made fighting poverty a
policy priority, as demonstrated by the influenéestate taxes and transfers on preventing
higher rates of child poverty presented here. ¥sialby Woolard and Leibbrandt (2013) of
this recent history has demonstrated that the temuim poverty over the post-Apartheid was
strongly associated with the expansion of sociahgprograms. The authors find that while
economic growth in South Africa has sustained trginual growth of the grant system thus
far, this rate of growth may be difficult to sustgparticularly as the economy slows post-
economic crisis. In order to continue to make lasgps in reducing child poverty, South
Africa needs to focus on bolstering the labor mbaakel helping the notable percentage of
unemployed working-age adults enter the labor markecomplement to the current level of
cash transfers in the country, this could be véfgcave in further reducing child poverty.

Despite the success of the conditional cash tremsieColombia, the extreme labor
inequalities and regressive pension system hawepted the country from reducing child
poverty at its full potential. Colombia needsdké steps to both reduce unemployment and
increase targeted social welfare policies in otdenore effectively reduce child poverty.

The fact that 90% of cash transfers in Colombi#ogihe richest 40% of the population,
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largely through pensions, highlights the needliercountry to make a dramatic shift and
institute policies that make poor households, paldrly poor households with children, a
serious spending priority (Moller, 2012). In adafitto shifting gears on social welfare
spending, Colombia needs to take steps to addredalior income inequalities in the
country. Important steps identified by Joumard ¥etéz (2013) include: creating demand
for jobs in the formal sector by reducing the cadtseperating in the formal sector;
supporting the growth of public employment; imprayiaccess to tertiary education for all

Colombians; and reducing the gender gap in edutatimployment, and pay.

43



References

Acosta, P., Leite, P. G., & Rigolini, J. (2011).d8kd cash transfers be confined to the poor?
implications for poverty and inequality in Latin Asmca.Implications for Poverty
and Inequality in Latin America (November 1, 20M/prld Bank Policy Research
Working Paper Series, V.ol

Advis, E. E., & Rico, M. N. (2012). Child poverty Latin America: multiple deprivation and
monetary measures combinedGfobal Child Poverty and Well-being:
Measurement, Concepts, Policy and Acfjpn591). Policy Press. Retrieved from
https://books.google.com/books?id=5PO5yN571WsC

Alcaraz, C., Chiquiar, D., & Salcedo, A. (2012).mi#ances, schooling, and child labor in
Mexico. Journal of Development Economi€g(1), 156—165.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2010.11.004

Attanasio, O., Battistin, E., Fitzsimons, E., & ¥eflernandez, M. (2005How effective are
conditional cash transfers? Evidence from Colon{bla. BN54). London, UK:
Institute for Fiscal Studies. Retrieved from httpww.ifs.org.uk/bns/bn54.pdf

Ayala, F. (2006)Familias en Accion, Colombi@o. Policy Brief 2) (p. 4). Overseas
Development Institute. Retrieved from http://wwwi.ody/publications/1068-
familias-en-accion-colombia

Barrientos, A., & DeJong, J. (2006). Reducing CRitwerty with Cash Transfers: A Sure
Thing?Development Policy Revie@4(5), 537-552. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
7679.2006.00346.x

Bradshaw, J. (2012). The case for family bene@itsmparative Child and Family Policy
34(3), 590-596. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyoutd12.10.009

Case, A., Hosegood, V., & Lund, F. (2005). The heaisd impact of Child Support Grants:
evidence from KwaZulu-NataDevelopment Southern Afric22(4), 467—-482.
http://doi.org/10.1080/03768350500322925

Chen, S., & Ravallion, M. (2012). An update to Werld Bank’s estimates of consumption
poverty in the developing worl@Vashington, DC: World Bank

De la Fuente, A., Ortiz-Juarez, E., & Rodriguezit€las, C. (2015). Living on the edge:
Vulnerability to poverty and public transfers in Xeo. World Bank Policy Research
Working Paper(7165).

Denisova, I. (2012)ncome Distribution and Poverty in Rus$@ECD Social, Employment
and Migration Working Papers No. 132). Retrievexrfrhttp://www.oecd-

44



ilibrary.org/social-issues-migration-health/incomfistribution-and-poverty-in-
russia_5k9csf9zcz7c-en

Gentilini, U., & Sumner, A. (2012). What Do NatidriRoverty Lines Tell Us About Global
Poverty?IDS Working Paper2012392), 1-48.

Gornick, J. C., & Jantti, M. (2012a). Child poveitycross-national perspective: Lessons
from the Luxembourg Income Studgomparative Child and Family Polic84(3),
558-568. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2010.(116

Gornick, J. C., & Jantti, M. (2012bEhild Poverty in High- and Middle-Income Countries:
Selected Findings from LIEhild Poverty Insights). New York, NY: UNICEF Roy}
and Strategy.

Gradin, C. (2013). Race, Poverty and DeprivatioBauth Africa.Journal of African
Economies22(2), 187-238. http://doi.org/10.1093/jae/ejs019

Hall, K. (2012). Income poverty, unemployment andial grantsChildGauge 2010105.

Haughton, J., & Khandker, S. R. (2008)andbook on Poverty and Inequalit)/ashington
DC: The World Bank.

Ivanov, V. N., & Suvorov, A. V. (2012). How to dease the national poverty rate and
encourage consumer demand in Rusiadies on Russian Economic Development
23(4), 397-407. http://doi.org/10.1134/S107570071 2680

Joumard, I., & Vélez, J. L. (2013ncome Inequality and Poverty in Colombia-Part heT
Role of the Labour Marke©OECD Publishing.

Kanbur, R., & Sumner, A. (2012). Poor Countrie®oor People? Development Assistance
and the New Geography of Global Povedyurnal of International Development
24(6), 686—695. http://doi.org/10.1002/jid.2861

Klasen, S., & Woolard, I. (2009). Surviving unemypttent without state support:
unemployment and household formation in South Afdournal of African
Economiesl18(1), 1-51.

Klass, P. (2013, May 13). Poverty as a ChildhooskBse - NYTimes.com [Newspaper].
Retrieved May 14, 2013, from http://well.blogs.mysis.com/2013/05/13/poverty-as-
a-childhood-disease/

Leibbrandt, M., Finn, A., & Woolard, I. (2014). Respartheid changes in South African
inequality. In J. Gornick & M. Jantti (EdsIhcome Inequality: Economic Disparities
and the Middle Class in Affluent Countri&tanford University Press. Retrieved from
https://books.google.com/books?id=XaGWoJbFGGOC

45



Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) Database, http://wWisdatacenter.org (multiple countries;
June to December 2015). Luxembourg: LIS.

Lowrey, A. (2012, March 6). Dire Poverty Falls Daspslobal Slump, Report Finds
[Newspaper]. Retrieved May 13, 2013, from
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/07/world/extreme-pay-down-despite-recession-
world-bank-data-show.html

Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) Datahas¢p://www.lisdatacenter.org (multiple countries;
January 1, 2015 through June 30, 2015). Luxembadusj:

Magnuson, K., & Votruba-Drzal, E. (2009). Endurimfjuences of Childhood Poverty. In M.
Cancian & S. Danziger (EdsGhanging Poverty, Changing Policiesew York, NY:
Russell Sage Foundation Publications.

Medrano, A. (2013). Elites and Poverty in the Neeial Era: The Case of Mexideoverty
& Public Policy, 5(2), 203-223. http://doi.org/10.1002/pop4.31

Moller, L. C. (2012). Fiscal policy in Colombiapjaing its potential for a more equitable
society.World Bank Policy Research Working Pap@092).

Nabli, M. K. (2011).The Great Recession and Developing Countries: Boanémpact and
Growth ProspectsWorld Bank Publications.

Natali, L., Handa, S., Chzhen, Y., & Martorano,(B014).Changes in Child Poverty in the
OECD/EU during the Great Recession: An initial vi&¥NICEF Innocenti Research
Centre.

Notten, G., & Gassmann, F. (2008). Size mattergetang efficiency and poverty reduction
effects of means-tested and universal child benafiRussiaJournal of European
Social Policy 18(3), 260—274. http://doi.org/10.1177/0958928708@®10

OECD. (2011)OECD Reviews of Labour Market and Social PolicikRassian Federation
2011 OECD Publishing. Retrieved from http://www.oecd-
ilibrary.org/employment/oecd-reviews-of-labour-meidand-social-policies-russian-
federation-2011 9789264118720-en

Pisu, M. (2012)Less Income Inequality and More Growth — Are theyn@atible? Part 5.
Poverty in OECD Countrie€©OECD Economics Department Working Papers No.
928). Retrieved from http://www.oecd-ilibrary.orgmomics/less-income-inequality-
and-more-growth-are-they-compatible-part-5-povémntpecd-
countries_5k9h28tltObs-en

Ravallion, M., Chen, S., & Sangraula, P. (2009)ll&a& day revisitedThe World Bank
Economic Reviey23(2), 163-184.

46



Sahn, D. E., & Younger, S. D. (2006). Changes @girality and poverty in Latin America:
looking beyond income to health and educatimurnal of Applied Economic9(2),
215-233.

Skoufias, E. (2001). PROGRESA and its Impacts erHtiman Capital and Welfare of
Households in Rural Mexico: A Synthesis of the Rissof an Evaluation by IFPRI.
International Food Policy Research Institute, Wasfon, DC

Statistics South Africa (Ed.). (20148overty trends in South Africa: an examination of
absolute poverty between 2006 and 2(Arktoria: Statistics South Africa.

Sumner, A. (2012a). From Deprivation to Distribuatits Global Poverty Becoming A Matter
of National Inequality?DS Working Paper2012394), 1-36.
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.2040-0209.2012.00394.x

Sumner, A. (2012b). Where Do the World’'s Poor LiveRew UpdatelDS Working
Papers 2012393), 1-27. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.2040-0209.2@D393.x

The World Bank. (2013)New Country Classification®nline). The World Bank. Retrieved
from http://data.worldbank.org/news/new-countryssifications

Ulriksen, M. S. (2012). How social security polgi@nd economic transformation affect
poverty and inequality: Lessons for South Afribevelopment Southern Africa
29(1), 3-18.

Woolard, I., & Leibbrandt, M. (2013). The Evolutiamd Impact of Unconditional Cash
Transfers in South Africa. In C. P. Sepulveda, Artison, & J. Y. Lin Annual World
Bank Conference on Development Economics 2011:l@@went Challenges in a
Post-crisis WorldWorld Bank Publications. Retrieved from
https://books.google.com/books?id=DXeAAQAAQBAJ

47



	666t
	666

