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1 Introduction 

Universalism has gained popularity as one of the most promising tools for achieving the UN Agenda 

2030 goal of ‘leaving no one behind’. The universal aspect reaffirms the necessity and importance of 

providing at least a basic level of income security to all members of society in order to realize human 

dignity. However, recent evidence suggests that a fully universal social protection system would be 

prohibitively expensive for almost all countries around the world. Ortiz et al. (2018) calculated the 

potential cost of a universal basic income (UBI) as a share of gross domestic product (GDP) by 

region, with a transfer of 100 per cent of the national poverty line for all adults and children. According 

to the findings, the average cost of the UBI is between 20 per cent and 30 per cent of GDP. Similar 

results were obtained by Rigolini et al. (2019), who calculated the share of GDP needed to implement 

a UBI able to reduce poverty in ten different countries. 

Although the literature on universal social protection is expanding and pilots of universal cash 

transfers are being implemented around the world, some of their aspects remain unexplored. One 

example is the interaction between taxation and universalism. Only a few studies (e.g., Ortiz et al. 

2018; Rigolini et al. 2019) investigate the financial aspects of universal coverage. These are, 

however, often limited to calculating the share of GDP or tax revenue required to fund such a policy 

rather than proposing realistic tax reforms or other options capable of generating the required amount.  

In the optic of universalism, the universal child benefit (UCB) represents a less expensive policy tool 

for reducing poverty and inequality for a population group with a high risk of exclusion from social 

protection. According to International Labour Organization data (ILO n.d.), children receive only 

1.1 per cent of the total global average share of GDP spent on social protection, while in Africa they 

receive 0.4 per cent. This contributes to keeping child poverty high, with disparities in poverty 

reduction across countries and a persistent over-representation of children in poverty when compared 

to older age groups (ODI and UNICEF 2020). Globally, 1.4 billion children aged 0–15 years lack any 

form of social protection (ILO 2024). 

In the sub-Saharan African (SSA) context, the number of children in extreme poverty increased by 

27 million between 2013 and 2022, while the global number was reduced. According to the United 

Nations Development Programme report on multidimensional poverty (UNDP 2023), more than half of 

the global child population that is considered poor lives in this region. According to the report the SSA 

region has the largest share of the population, with a deprivation score of 70–100 per cent.  

In 2018 Ghana registered a population of more than 30 million people, of which 38 per cent were 

aged between 0 and 14 years (World Bank 2025a). Our study aims to examine the effects of a UCB 

by using microsimulation techniques. Our analysis focuses solely on the first-round effects of UCB 

and its financial implications, without addressing the policy’s political feasibility. 

In line with the standards of the ILO to finance universal social protection, no regressive funding 

sources are used (Ortiz et al. 2018). Instead, we estimate the potential tax revenue loss due to illicit 

financial flows (IFFs) in Ghana in 2018 and convert the amount into a UCB. As with other alternative 

financing strategies, such as reallocation of public expenditure or debt restructuring, addressing IFFs 

is considered a sustainable and equitable approach (Ortiz et al. 2018). 
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Illicit financial flows continue to pose a significant challenge to economic development and fiscal 

sustainability in many low- and middle-income countries. Ghana, in particular, has emerged as one of 

the most affected countries in SSA. According to the 2021 report by Global Financial Integrity, Ghana 

lost approximately US$1.78 billion in 2018 alone due to trade mis-invoicing. In 2018 Ghana ranked 

among the top four developing economies with the highest ratio of trade value gaps to total external 

trade. The share of trade value gaps relative to Ghana’s total trade with global partners was 28.8 per 

cent in 2018, significantly exceeding the average of 26.4 per cent recorded over the 2009–18 period 

(GFI 2021). These figures underscore the scale and persistence of IFFs in Ghana and highlight the 

urgent need for strengthened trade transparency and regulatory oversight. 

This study investigates the potential effects of implementing a UCB in Ghana by integrating the 

GHAMOD tax–benefit microsimulation model with a social accounting matrix (SAM). The SAM 

database is employed to decompose trade value gaps into import and export components and to 

estimate the potential tax revenue losses resulting from IFFs, based on Ghana’s existing tax policy 

framework. These estimated revenue losses are then used to simulate a counterfactual scenario in 

which the forgone tax revenue is reallocated to finance a child benefit scheme.  

We create two budget-neutral UCB schemes. The first provides a flat benefit to every household with 

at least one child, while the second provides a higher benefit to households with four or more children.  

The motivation behind this paper can be summarised in three points. First, targeted programmes are 

generally preferred over universal programmes as they are seen as pragmatic and cost effective, 

ensuring that limited funds reach the poor (Devereux et al. 2017). Instead of adopting a universal 

approach, policy makers often focus on improving existing targeted programmes, either horizontally or 

vertically. However, is this pragmatism still valid in countries with widespread poverty, significant 

inclusion and exclusion errors in targeting, and a lack of social policies for specific population groups?  

Second, studies on universal social protection often focus solely on estimating the financial cost of 

universal policies without considering potential tax reforms (e.g., Nichelatti et al. 2024; Shahir et al. 

2023). The few that do explore tax reforms typically simulate tax rate increases, such as to personal 

income tax and value added tax (VAT), which primarily burden citizens. This approach inevitably 

leads to the conclusion that universalism is prohibitively expensive (e.g., Hanna and Olken 2018; 

Lustig et al. 2023; Rigolini et al. 2019). To challenge this perspective, this paper proposes an 

alternative: financing universal social policies by generating revenue through stricter taxation of illicit 

financial practices (following previous studies on this such as Hannah et al. 2023 and Ortega et al. 

2020).  

Third, examining the relationship between tax composition, social protection, and fiscal systems in 

low-income countries (LICs) and lower-middle-income countries (LMICs) is essential for developing 

more equitable and effective policies to address poverty and inequality. Despite growing research on 

the distributive impact of social protection, studies often overlook its connection to tax policy, leading 

to an incomplete understanding of fiscal effects on poverty and inequality. Limited tax revenues and 

reliance on regressive taxes, such as consumption taxes, constrain social protection budgets and 

disproportionately burden poorer households, reducing the redistributive impact of social spending 

(Bastagli 2015). 

The findings reveal that a UCB, financed through the hypothetical recovery of tax revenues lost to 

IFFs as trade mis-invoicing, could contribute to modest but meaningful reductions in poverty and 
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inequality in Ghana. The UCB significantly expands beneficiary coverage and enhances benefit 

distribution across income quintiles, even though the recovered revenue to total poverty gap ratio is 

rather modest. Both universal and quasi-universal policy scenarios lower income inequality, poverty 

gaps, and headcount poverty; the biggest effects are shown in rural households, larger households, 

and households with children or orphans.  

The research aims to contribute to the existing literature by addressing some of these points in the 

SSA context. In order to do this the study aims to: 1) investigate the potential benefit in reducing IFFs, 

2) propose a pragmatic approach for the implementation of UCB, 3) simulate the effects on poverty 

and inequality of different UCB schemes at the household level, 4) explore the impact of the UCB on 

different population groups, and 5) compare the effectiveness of the UCB and the existing targeting 

system in Ghana in reducing poverty and inequality.  

2 Literature review 

2.1 Illicit financial flows  

Illicit financial flows (IFFs) refer to the cross-border movement of capital linked to illegal activity or, 

more specifically, money that is earned, transferred, or used illegally across borders (Combres et al. 

2021). They are inherently challenging to measure and even more difficult to aggregate. Estimating 

IFFs involves three key challenges. The first is a measurement issue, as the actual value of illicit flows 

in and out of an economy is never directly observed. Most methods rely on constructed estimates, 

which inevitably include an unknown margin of error in both magnitude and direction. These estimates 

are often categorized by flow type and direction and tracked over time. While they may be unbiased if 

the measurement error is purely random, significant data noise can make it difficult to assess whether 

observed changes over time are meaningful (Collin 2021). Cobham and Janksy (2020) provide a 

detailed critical guide on the data, methodologies and, findings in estimating IFFs.  

African countries lose on average of US$88.6 billion per year due to IFFs (3.7 per cent of the 

continent’s total GDP), which includes tax evasion, abusive commercial practices, proceeds from illicit 

markets, theft and terrorism financing, money laundering, and corruption. Countries with high IFFs 

spend an average of 25 per cent less on health and 58 per cent less on education (United Nations 

2022). For the 2000–12 period, preliminary estimates for gold, cocoa, and other extractive industries 

show that between Ghana, the USA, and the EU, inward and outward IFFs amounted to 

US$8.44 billion (UNCTAD and ECA 2023). 

These IFFs constitute a major challenge for development in LICs and LMICs, as domestic resource 

mobilization is imperative for providing crucial public services. First, although tax revenue as a share 

of GDP has grown in developing countries, it remains low compared to high-income nations. Limited 

revenue constrains governments’ ability to provide essential public services such as education, 

healthcare, and infrastructure. Second, IFFs are closely linked to international transactions, leading to 

unfair competition for local businesses and inefficient resource allocation. Third, wealth concealment 

is primarily practised by the wealthiest households, further exacerbating inequality. Fourth, 

perceptions of widespread tax evasion or compliance can influence individual behaviour, potentially 

creating a cycle of lower or higher tax compliance (Brandt 2022). 
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The development theory of IFFs argues that these hinder sustainable development by reducing tax 

revenues, driving capital flight, and discouraging private savings and investment. In SSA these 

outflows have resulted in substantial tax losses, depriving governments of resources that could have 

been used for job creation, poverty alleviation, inequality reduction, climate action, and economic 

growth. Furthermore, the depletion of public funds weakens efforts to mobilize domestic resources, 

threatening progress toward achieving the United Nations’ 17 Sustainable Development Goals 

(SDGs) by 2030. O’Hare et al. (2014) argue that IFFs may represent a key factor that undermines 

progress in achieving the Millennium Development Goals in SSA. IFFs negatively affect government 

revenue and household income, both of which are essential for improving child survival. They reduce 

funding for healthcare, education, and sanitation, while corruption and weak governance further 

hinder effective resource allocation.  

Hannah et al. (2023) found that government revenue equivalent to Vodafone’s taxes made a 

significant contribution to progress in attaining selected SDGs. The results show that the revenue 

equivalent to Vodafone’s taxes allowed 966,188 people to access clean water and 1,371,972 people 

to access basic sanitation each year. Over the time period studied, 858,054 children spent an extra 

year in school and 54,275 children under five years, and 3,655 mothers survived. In just one of these 

countries, Tanzania, the revenue equivalent to Vodafone’s tax contribution allowed 174,121 people to 

access clean water and 223,586 to access sanitation each year. Furthermore, 187,023 children spent 

an additional year at school, and 6,569 additional children under five and 625 additional mothers 

survived.  

2.2 Universal child benefit  

The ongoing multifaceted crises, characterized by COVID-19, conflict, and climate change, present 

complex challenges that transcend national borders with long-term, unpredictable consequences. 

These crises are expected to intensify existing issues, particularly social instability, as well as health 

and income inequalities (Landin Basterra et al. 2023). Universal social protection is crucial for 

eradicating poverty, reducing inequalities, and ensuring full, productive employment and decent work. 

It promotes social inclusion by helping individuals to manage life-cycle risks and serves as a key 

policy tool for addressing systemic challenges, including climate adaptation and mitigation, 

demographic shifts, economic and technological transformations, and crisis response. Without strong 

social protection systems these changes risk increasing vulnerabilities, exacerbating inequalities and 

poverty, and undermining social and political stability (ILO 2025). 

When we talk about universal social protection, UBI is probably the first thing that pops up in our 

minds. Although UBI initiatives originate in the Global North, there is a progressive enthusiasm in the 

Global South for considering UBI as a potential solution to poverty and various developmental 

challenges.  

Most OECD countries with UCBs or quasi-universal schemes report lower child poverty rates than 

those without such programmes. In 15 of these countries UCBs have reduced income poverty in 

households with children by an average of five percentage points. In Germany and Luxembourg 

UCBs account for half of the overall poverty reduction effect of cash transfers (ODI and UNICEF 

2020). 
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At the theoretical basis, UBI may produce many positive aspects in several spheres, and some 

experiments partially reveal them (see Gentilini et al. 2020). However, one of the main concerns of 

this policy is its financial cost. Ortiz et al. (2018) calculated the potential costs of implementing a UBI 

as a percentage of GDP across various regions. According to their findings the average cost of 

implementing a UBI, defined as a transfer equal to 100 per cent of the national poverty line for both 

adults and children, ranges between 20 and 30 per cent of GDP. Rigolini et al. (2019) found similar 

results when assessing the GDP share required for the implementation of a UBI aimed at reducing 

poverty in ten different countries.  

The UCB represents a less expensive policy tool for reducing poverty and inequality for a population 

group with a high risk of exclusion from social protection. According to UNICEF, the cost of a UCB for 

children aged 0–14 would require a minimum of 2 per cent of GDP in LICs above the average of 

spending on child benefit packages (ODI and UNICEF 2020). When the cost of a UCB transfer is 

compared to the cost of a means-tested or poverty-targeted child benefit, a paradox emerges. The 

marginal cost of implementing the transfer is lowest in LICs, where resources are scarce, but child 

(and overall) poverty rates are highest. When compared to a benefit targeted exclusively to poor 

children, the total estimated cost of a UCB, including administration costs, is 1.3 times higher in LICs. 

In contrast the total cost in upper-middle-income countries is 7.5 times higher. 

Most developed countries provide direct child benefits or targeted welfare programmes to support 

families, aiming to enhance child wellbeing, equity, and social mobility. These transfers expand family 

budgets, enabling greater access to essential goods and services like food, clothing, and education. 

Additionally, they may have indirect benefits, such as reducing stress, improving household stability, 

and increasing employment opportunities, ultimately fostering better child development and future 

success (Milligan and Stabile 2011). However, Van Lancker and Van Mechelen (2015) found that 

child benefits that target lower incomes improve poverty reduction, challenging the redistribution 

paradox. Universal systems achieve the best outcomes due to larger redistributive budgets, while 

targeting within selective systems enhances poverty reduction through higher benefit levels for low-

income families. However, targeting higher-income groups through tax benefits weakens poverty 

reduction efforts. The most effective approach is ‘targeting within universalism’, which combines 

broad coverage with generous benefits for low-income families, maximizing impact. 

Kosala (2024) found that UCBs lead to closer birth spacing and lower maternal age, improving 

welfare but reducing average child quality and limiting inequality reduction. While they initially lower 

female labour supply, long-term effects may boost workforce participation. The author also highlights 

a positive spillover effect on older households, as younger parents can accumulate more retirement 

savings and consume more in old age. 

A UCB pilot in Kenya, implemented across three counties (Kajiado, Embu, and Kisumu) between 

2021 and 2022, showed very positive results. The pilot consisted of a monthly cash transfer of 

KES800, delivered via mobile money. Complementary services focusing on nutrition, parenting, and 

disability inclusion contributed to improvements in child wellbeing, household food security, and 

parenting practices. Beneficiaries reported stronger family relationships and community cohesion. The 

cash transfers also led to increased household income, enhanced budgeting capacity, and greater 

food quantity and diversity, particularly for young children. Additionally, the training components were 

associated with reduced use of violent discipline and improved maternal and child health outcomes, 

underscoring the programme’s broader developmental impact (Uytterhaegen et al. 2024). 
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3 Methodology and data 

This section outlines the methodological framework and data used to evaluate the poverty and 

distributional effects of a UCB in Ghana. The analysis assumes the hypothetical recovery of tax 

revenues lost through trade-related IFFs and explores the potential impact of redirecting these funds 

into child income support. The section proceeds by detailing the IFF estimates and associated tax 

revenue losses, the integration of these results into the GHAMOD microsimulation model, the 

underlying dataset, the design of policy scenarios, and the welfare indicators used in the analysis. 

3.1 Estimating tax revenue losses from IFFs 

We estimate the scale of IFFs by relying on figures reported by Global Financial Integrity (GFI 2021). 

GFI derives trade value gaps using bilateral trade data reported by countries to the United Nations. 

The analysis encompasses 134 developing countries and their trade relationships with 36 developed 

economies. These gaps reflect discrepancies between a country’s reported trade values and the 

corresponding data reported by its trading partners, suggesting potential trade mis-invoicing. Such 

discrepancies indicate potential manipulation of trade data, often associated with IFFs. Specifically, 

GFI estimates that, in 2018, Ghana experienced a total trade-related value gap of US$1.778 billion.  

To evaluate the fiscal implications, we disaggregate the total trade value gap into US$903.18 million 

from commodity imports and US$41.37 million from cocoa and related items exports. The import and 

cocoa export value gaps were calculated by applying the respective trade shares of imports and 

cocoa exports to the total trade value gap.1,2 Trade gaps related to other export categories are 

excluded from the analysis as these exports are not subject to taxation under Ghana’s current fiscal 

framework. 

The 2019 SAM for Ghana adopts the standard IFPRI Nexus SAM framework, encompassing 42 

activity and commodity accounts. It includes five types of production factors: three labour categories, 

individuals with no formal education or who did not complete primary school, those who completed 

primary education, those with secondary or tertiary education, and agricultural land and capital. The 

SAM also disaggregates households into ten representative groups classified by income quintiles and 

by urban or rural residence. In addition, it features accounts for enterprises, government, three types 

of taxes, savings–investment, changes in inventories, and the rest of the world. 

We estimate the imputed tax revenue losses associated with trade mis-invoicing both in imports and 

cocoa exports. An effective import tax rate of 7.86 per cent, derived from the 2019 SAM, was applied 

to the estimated import value gap, while a 10 per cent export tax rate was used for the value gap 

associated with cocoa exports. The effective import tax rate is calculated as the ratio of total revenue 

from import duties to the aggregate value of taxable imports. Then the VAT of 15 per cent is imposed 

 

1 The values are calculated by using (Ghana Statistical Services; Institute for Statistical, Social, and Economic 

Research; and International Food Policy Research Institute, 2023). 

2 We do not calculate the export duty rate because most African countries (included Ghana) exempt exports from 

taxes to promote them. 
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on taxable imports.3 The total estimated tax revenue gap corresponds to US$221.20 million. We 

convert this amount to Ghanaian Cedi (GH₵) using the 2018 mid-exchange rate of GH₵4.8200 per 

USD. The total cumulative tax revenue gap converted in local currency is GH₵1.066 billion. These 

estimated revenue losses provide the fiscal basis for simulating two UCB scenarios in the GHAMOD 

model, as described next. 

3.2 GHAMOD model and input dataset 

Recent studies have employed SOUTHMOD models to simulate the effects of universal social 

policies in low- and middle-income countries (Jara and Palacio Ludeña 2024; Nichelatti et al. 2024; 

Shahir et al. 2023). In this study we use GHAMOD v2.7, the Ghana-specific version of the 

SOUTHMOD tax–benefit microsimulation model. GHAMOD is built on microdata from the Ghana 

Living Standards Survey Round 7 (GLSS-7), a nationally representative household survey. 

The model enables the assessment of how existing tax and benefit policies affect household income 

distribution, poverty, and inequality. It also allows the simulation of hypothetical policy reforms and 

can incorporate exogenous shocks, such as changes in income or prices. However, GHAMOD is a 

static microsimulation model which captures only first-order effects and excludes behavioural 

responses or general equilibrium feedback that may result from policy changes. 

Table 1 presents the key demographic and income characteristics of the underlying input data. The 

model’s input dataset comprises 59,864 individual observations. The sample is relatively young, with 

an average age of 25 and a standard deviation of 20, indicating substantial age heterogeneity. 

Gender is nearly evenly split (48 per cent male), reflecting a balanced sample. Marital status suggests 

that the majority are single or never married (the mean is 1.57 on a scale from 1 to 5), and a small 

proportion of respondents are orphans (7 per cent). The urban–rural distribution is also balanced, with 

49 per cent residing in urban areas. 

Income-related variables exhibit high variation in both coverage and distribution. Employment income, 

reported by 5,342 individuals, averages GH₵998 with moderate variability. Self-employment income 

exhibits extreme variation and outliers, with a negative mean (−GH₵4,662) and a standard deviation 

exceeding GH₵137,000. Agricultural income, reported by 8,191 respondents, also ranges significantly 

from substantial losses to notable gains. Private transfers are received by nearly 17,337 individuals 

but are highly unevenly distributed. Investment and rental incomes are less common and generally 

low in value.   

 

3 Even though we know that Ghana includes some exemptions for VAT on imported goods, decomposing the 

share of imports by type of goods would be too complex. Therefore, the general 15 per cent VAT rate is applied 

uniformly, without distinctions. 
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics of individual-level demographic and income variables (GLSS-7 

2018) 

Category Variable Observations Mean Std Dev Min Max 

Demography Age 59,864 25 20 0 99 

Gender 59,864 0.48 0.50 0 1 

Marital status 59,864 1.57 0.96 1 5 

Orphan status 59,864 0.07 0.26 0 1 

Location (urban/rural) 59,864 0.49 0.50 0 1 

Occupation 28,459 5.51 1.55 0 9 

Education 59,864 1.67 1.35 0 5 

Original income Private transfer 17,337 115 281 -8 8,333 

Employment income 5,342 998 1,307 0 16,500 

Self-employment income 5,679 -4,662 137,263 -6,167,254 464,928 

Investment income 202 6 8 0 56 

Rental income 435 870 2,911 0 16,450 

Agricultural income 8,191 199 808 -12,551 23,831 

Source: Authors’ creation based on GHAMOD v2.7. 

We make several assumptions regarding household income (both disposable and post-fiscal) and the 

impact of the UCB on households’ indirect tax burden. First, negative original incomes are set to zero, 

and each person receives at least the equivalent of the respective UCB as income. Second, we 

assume that the entire UCB is spent rather than saved, converting fully into consumption. Third, when 

calculating post-fiscal income (defined as disposable income minus indirect tax), we assume that 

households spend the UCB in formal markets where it is subject to the standard VAT rate of the 

respective country. Finally, both disposable and post-fiscal income are assumed to be at least zero. 

The same approach is used by Nichelatti et al. (2024). 

3.3 Reform scenarios and static impact estimation 

We construct two counterfactual scenarios in addition to the baseline. We define the 2018 system, 

incorporating the prevailing social and tax policies without any modifications, as our baseline. The 

choice of 2018 ensures consistency with the reference year of the IFF data. The two hypothetical 

scenarios include a budget neutral UCB built with the tax revenue gap calculated from IFFs: 

1. The first UCB, Scenario 1, provides a monthly benefit of GH₵83.58 for each child under the 

age of 18 in a household. 

2. The second UCB, Scenario 2, consists of a quasi-universal child benefit, which provides a 

monthly benefit of GH₵65 for each household with four or fewer children and a benefit of 

GH₵139 for each household with more than four children4.  

 

4 The decision to provide a different benefit amount with families with four or more children is because the mean 

of children per household is 3.88 (rounded up to 4).  
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To assess the implications of different policy schemes, we compute various welfare measures based 

on the simulated incomes described above. While expenditure is traditionally used to measure 

poverty and inequality in most developing countries, we rely on income as any UCB first impacts 

income before influencing expenditure. This approach captures the fundamental mechanisms of the 

tax–benefit system and the effects of different policy configurations at the income level. For clarity we 

present the first-round effects of welfare measures based on income, minimizing additional 

assumptions about the relationship between income and expenditure. 

Specifically, we calculate the standard Foster-Greer-Thorbecke (FGT) poverty measures—FGT(0) for 

the poverty rate (equation 1), FGT(1) for the poverty gap (equation 2)—and the GINI index to assess 

inequality (equation 3), using both disposable and post-fiscal income. 

𝐺𝑇(0) =
𝑞

𝑛
                                                                                                                                     (1) 

𝐹𝐺𝑇(𝛼) =
1

𝑛
+∑ (

𝑧−𝑦𝑖

𝑧
)

𝑞

𝑖=1
                                                                                                     (2) 

𝐺 =
1

2𝑛2𝑦̅
∑ ∑ |𝑦𝑖 − 𝑦𝑗|

𝑛
𝑗=1

𝑛
𝑖=1                                                                                                      (3) 

Welfare measures based on disposable income are discussed in Section 4. While incorporating 

indirect taxes requires additional assumptions, the core mechanisms remain unchanged, and the 

overall patterns largely persist unless otherwise noted in Section 4. Consequently, results for welfare 

measures based on post-fiscal income are presented in the Appendix (Tables A1, A2, and A3). In 

addition, we replicate the same calculations using consumption (Tables A4, A5, and A6). We choose 

to calculate our results on income because we are primarily interested in the monetary dynamics 

related to the UCB. Although we recognize that consumption data might be more accurate in the 

developing country context, results based on that would require additional assumptions on behaviour 

dynamics that go beyond this paper.  

Poverty is calculated by applying the national poverty line of GH₵146.73 per month (GH₵154.53 for 

the post-fiscal national poverty line) and the food poverty line of GH₵81.85 per month as defined in 

GLSS-7 (Ghana Statistical Service 2018). These thresholds are adjusted to reflect price levels in the 

reference year using the overall consumer price index. As equivalent scale we use the nationally 

defined scale.  

In addition to estimating poverty and inequality measures for the overall population, we compute 

distributional measures for specific household types: those with children (at least one member aged 

under 18), with elderly members (at least one person aged 65 or older), and with orphans (a child who 

has lost one or both parents). We also disaggregate the analysis by area of residence (urban vs. 

rural) and by household size: two members; three to four members; five to six members; and seven or 

more members. 

 4 Results 

This section investigates the potential poverty reduction effects of a UCB scheme in Ghana, assuming 

the hypothetical recovery and reinvestment of tax revenues from IFFs lost to trade mis-invoicing. It 

examines how channelling these funds into child income support could impact household welfare and 
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income distribution. Further, the analysis presents estimates of the headcount poverty rate, poverty 

gap, and GINI coefficient under the baseline scenario and two alternative arrangements of the UCB. 

As highlighted in the previous section, the 2021 GFI report reveals significant value gaps in Ghana’s 

international trade. In 2018 alone these gaps amounted to US$1.778 billion, approximately 3.03 per 

cent of the country’s estimated GDP for that year (World Bank 2025b). If the lost tax revenue were 

recovered, it could make a substantial contribution to poverty reduction in Ghana. However, the 

severity of poverty is considerable, and the resources required to eliminate it remain significant. 

Table 2 illustrates the overall income shortfall required to lift the poor above the poverty line, the 

cumulative tax revenue lost due to trade mis-invoicing, and the share of beneficiaries within the total 

population under both the baseline and UCB scenarios. We calculated aggregate poverty gap 

statistics using disposable income, equivalized based on the nationally defined equivalence scale, 

and the national poverty line. The findings reveal that over GH₵18 billion (US$3.73 billion) is needed 

to fully eradicate poverty. The lost tax revenue of GH₵1.07 billion could significantly increase the 

percentage of beneficiaries in Ghana. As shown in Table 2, the proportion of beneficiary households 

could rise rapidly from the baseline (12.60 per cent) to the UCB scenario (66.63 per cent). 

Nevertheless, it is important to consider the moderate poverty reducing impact of the hypothetical 

benefit regime given the relatively low ratio of the cumulative tax revenue gap to the aggregate 

poverty gap, which stands at 0.06. 

Table 2: Cumulative tax revenue gap and aggregate poverty gap in Ghana (2018), in GH₵ 

billions, along with the percentage of beneficiary households under the baseline and reform 

scenarios 

Aggregate 
poverty gap 

Cumulative tax 
revenue gap 

 

Beneficiary HH percentage 
(baseline) 

Beneficiary HH percentage 
(reform scenario) 

18.77 1.07 12.60 66.63 

Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7. 

The difference in the number of beneficiaries between the baseline system and the two hypothetical 

scenarios has significant distributional implications. As shown in Figure 1, the existing benefit 

arrangement is less effective in targeting the poor based on income. In contrast, under the alternative 

benefit scenarios, the number of beneficiaries is more evenly distributed across income quintiles, as 

calculated using equivalized disposable income.  

This variation in beneficiary distribution stems from differences in targeting methods. In the baseline 

system benefit recipients are identified based on a combination of disability status, orphanhood, and 

other indicators, along with poverty status measured by consumption expenditure, while income is 

largely overlooked. In contrast the counterfactual scenarios provide benefits universally to all children, 

regardless of poverty status. Notably, households in the lowest income quintile have on average, 3.80 

children, which is close to the overall mean (3.88). 
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Figure 1: Beneficiary distribution by quintile and percentage of beneficiary households5  

 

Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD 2.7. 

Table 3 presents headcount poverty rates across various household subgroups for the baseline, two 

alternative UCB scenarios, and the corresponding changes. All poverty and distributional indexes in 

this section are calculated using equivalized disposable income and the national absolute poverty 

line, with figures based on post-fiscal income and consumption expenditure available in the Appendix. 

The findings in Table 3 highlight the significant extent of income poverty in Ghana. According to the 

baseline simulation, 51.32 per cent of households are classified as poor. The poverty rate is notably 

higher among households with children (53.50 per cent), those with members older than 64 years 

(57.20 per cent), households with orphaned children (54.19 per cent), rural households (63.95 per 

cent), and households with seven or more members (61.48 per cent). In contrast urban households 

experience the lowest poverty rates, at 38.97 per cent. 

Table 3 also compares poverty reduction under the two scenarios relative to the business-as-usual 

case. The purely universal benefit scheme (Scenario 1) achieves a slightly greater reduction in 

poverty than the quasi-universal system, which is based on a simple categorical criterion (Scenario 2). 

Specifically, Scenario 1 leads to a 0.74 percentage point decrease in overall poverty, compared to a 

0.71 percentage point reduction under Scenario 2. The largest declines in poverty are observed 

among the most vulnerable household subgroups, including those with seven or more members, 

 

5 The graph illustrates the percentage distribution of beneficiaries across income quintiles, with each column 

summing to 100 per cent. The lower shares observed in the upper four quintiles under the alternative scenarios, 

compared to the baseline, are due to their significantly higher concentration of beneficiaries in the first quintile. 
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households with orphaned children, and households with children. However, given the persistently 

high poverty levels in Ghana, both scenarios contribute only modestly to overall poverty reduction. 

Table 3: Headcount poverty rate and changes across scenarios by household subgroups 

(disposable income, national poverty line) 

Subgroup 
 

Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change C-A 

Overall 51.32 50.58 50.60 -0.74 -0.71 

HH with children 53.50 52.65 52.67 -0.86 -0.83 

HH with elderly 57.20 56.96 57.03 -0.24 -0.17 

HH with orphan 54.19 53.03 53.17 -1.16 -1.01 

Urban HH 38.97 38.32 38.33 -0.65 -0.64 

Rural HH 63.95 63.12 63.15 -0.83 -0.79 

Two-person HH 43.63 43.37 43.55 -0.26 -0.08 

Three/four-person HH 43.83 43.36 43.59 -0.46 -0.23 

Five/six-person HH 51.15 50.28 50.44 -0.87 -0.71 

Seven+ person HH 61.48 60.41 60.12 -1.07 -1.36 

Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7. 

It is noteworthy that the poverty reduction in Scenario 2, which allocates a higher benefit amount to 

each child in larger households, is less effective compared to Scenario 1, which distributes an equal 

benefit per child while maintaining the same overall expenditure. This difference in effectiveness in 

reducing poverty is primarily driven by the income dynamics in the bottom quintiles and the 

distribution of the number of children across the income spectrum. Figure 2 illustrates that the 

increase in disposable income follows a similar trend for both benefit systems, decreasing from the 

bottom to the top quintiles. A notable disparity is observed only in the first quintile, where income 

increases by 106.64 per cent in Scenario 1 and 99.62 per cent in Scenario 2. Scenario 2, which is 

structured based on the number of children, assigns lower benefits to households with fewer than four 

children and higher benefits to those with four or more children relative to Scenario 1. As a result, 

Scenario 2 is slightly more effective for households in the second quintile, which have an average of 

4.80 children, while the two scenarios are nearly identical for households in the third quintile, where 

the average number of children is 4.30. Overall, since the average number of children in most 

quintiles is below four, the per-child benefit in Scenario 1 is significantly higher than in Scenario 2, 

making it the more effective option for poverty reduction. 
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Figure 2: Percentage change in disposable income from baseline to scenarios and average 

numbers of children by quintiles 

 

Source: Authors’ creation using HAMOD v2.7. 

Table 4 presents an estimate of the poverty gaps across different household subgroups under the 

baseline and the two policy scenarios. The results indicate that income shortfalls relative to the 

poverty line remain substantial in Ghana, with an overall poverty gap of 34.86 per cent. Poverty is 

particularly severe among certain household groups, with the highest gaps observed in rural 

households (43.99 per cent), households with seven or more members (40.96 per cent), and 

households with elderly members (38.96 per cent). These findings highlight the disproportionate 

burden of poverty faced by larger households, the elderly, and those living in rural areas. 

To validate the above findings, we estimate headcount poverty rates using alternative income 

concepts and poverty lines. The Appendix presents poverty rates based on post-fiscal income and 

consumption expenditure alongside disposable income evaluated against the national food poverty 

line. Importantly, the food poverty line for Ghana closely aligns with the international poverty threshold 

of US$1.90 per day. To avoid redundancy, we therefore do not report results using the US$1.90 

international poverty line. 

There is no substantial difference between the poverty rates derived from disposable income (Table 

4) and those based on post-fiscal income (Table A1), except that Scenario 2 outperforms Scenario 1. 

However, as shown in Table A4, the poverty rate significantly decreases when measured using 

consumption expenditure, and the poverty-reducing effect of the universal child benefit becomes more 

pronounced. As with post-fiscal income, Scenario 2 proves to be more efficient in this context. 

Lastly, Tables A7 and A8 show that using disposable income with either of the two poverty lines 

considered in this study does not affect the magnitude or trend of poverty reduction under the two 

hypothetical benefit scenarios. Overall, our findings indicate that Scenario 1 is more effective at 
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reducing poverty among smaller to medium-sized households, while Scenario 2 leads to greater 

poverty reduction for rural and larger households.  

Table 4: Poverty gaps and changes across scenarios by household subgroups (disposable 

income, national poverty line) 

Subgroup Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change C-A 

Overall 34.86 33.38 33.37 -1.48 -1.49 

HH with children 35.97 34.25 34.24 -1.72 -1.73 

HH with elderly 38.96 37.54 37.40 -1.42 -1.56 

HH with orphan 34.75 33.00 32.81 -1.75 -1.94 

Urban HH 25.94 24.93 25.15 -1.01 -0.79 

Rural HH 43.99 42.03 41.79 -1.96 -2.20 

Two-person HH 31.63 31.05 31.38 -0.58 -0.25 

Three/four-person HH 30.06 28.88 29.54 -1.18 -0.52 

Five/six-person HH 34.16 32.56 32.80 -1.60 -1.36 

Seven+ person HH 40.96 38.89 38.04 -2.07 -2.92 

 Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7. 

The results indicate that Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 have nearly identical effects on reducing poverty 

gaps. Scenario 1 reduces the overall poverty gap by 1.48 percentage points, while Scenario 2 

achieves a slightly higher reduction of 1.49 percentage points. This small difference suggests that the 

selected targeted approach based on household size is as effective as a universal benefit scheme in 

narrowing the poverty gap. Notably, the most significant reductions are observed among households 

with seven or more members, those in rural areas, and households with orphaned children. 

An in-depth analysis of various household subgroups reveals a considerable variation in the 

effectiveness of the two hypothetical scenarios. Scenario 2 is particularly effective in reducing poverty 

gaps, especially among vulnerable household categories, large households (those with seven or more 

members), rural households, and households with orphaned children. In contrast, Scenario 1 leads to 

a relatively greater reduction in poverty gaps for smaller to medium-sized households and those in 

urban areas. These findings highlight the superior relative effectiveness of the policy interventions in 

rural areas, where poverty rates and dependency ratios tend to be higher. Overall, the impact of both 

scenarios varies significantly across household sizes, with the most pronounced reductions in poverty 

gaps observed in larger households. This outcome aligns with the design of Scenario 2, which 

specifically targets households with more children, resulting in a stronger effect on larger families. 

Table 5 presents the GINI coefficient for the baseline as well as the two counterfactual scenarios, 

along with the changes relative to the business-as-usual case. The results highlight a significant level 

of income inequality in Ghana, with a baseline GINI coefficient of 77.69 per cent. Like the poverty 

statistics discussed earlier, both UCB scenarios show a reduction in inequality compared to the 

baseline. However, as with the poverty measures, the GINI also only slightly changes between the 

two hypothetical scenarios. However, a modest variation emerges when examining different 

household subgroups. As with the poverty gap analysis, the two hypothetical scenarios exhibit 

differential impacts across household categories. Specifically, Scenario 2 leads to a more substantial 

reduction in income inequality for larger households, rural households, and households with orphaned 
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children. In contrast, Scenario 1 proves more effective for smaller to medium-sized households and 

those located in urban areas. 

Table 5: GINI coefficient and changes across scenarios by household subgroups (disposable 

income) 

Subgroup Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change C-A 

Overall 77.69 77.06 77.07 -0.63 -0.62 

HH with children 77.63 76.84 76.86 -0.79 -0.78 

HH with elderly 73.95 73.18 73.13 -0.77 -0.83 

HH with orphan 73.58 72.71 72.64 -0.87 -0.95 

Urban HH 76.19 75.80 75.88 -0.39 -0.31 

Rural HH 75.64 74.45 74.33 -1.19 -1.30 

Two-person HH 70.96 70.72 70.85 -0.23 -0.10 

Three/four-person HH 76.25 75.77 76.04 -0.48 -0.21 

Five/six-person HH 78.79 78.08 78.20 -0.71 -0.59 

Seven+ person HH 75.05 73.88 73.42 -1.17 -1.63 

Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7. 

5 Conclusions 

This study examined the feasibility and distributional impact of implementing a UCB in Ghana 

financed by revenues hypothetically recovered from IFFs. The analysis demonstrates that a UCB can 

enhance income security and reduce poverty and inequality, particularly among vulnerable groups 

such as children, large households, and rural populations. 

Two policy scenarios were compared: a fully universal child benefit (Scenario 1) and a quasi-universal 

scheme differentiated by household size (Scenario 2). While both hypothetical arrangements operate 

under the same budget constraints, Scenario 1 proves slightly more effective in reducing poverty 

across most income groups due to the higher per-child benefit. Scenario 2, in contrast, better targets 

larger households, offering more substantial support where child dependency ratios are highest. In 

addition, at the individual level, the results confirm that the children population group benefits more 

from both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 (with the second performing slightly better), followed by women 

(Tables A9 and A10). 

Beyond its redistributive effects the UCB offers structural potential to address systemic exclusion. By 

extending benefits to all children irrespective of socioeconomic status, the UCB avoids the 

inefficiencies and errors associated with means-tested programmes, particularly in contexts marked 

by high levels of informal employment and weak administrative capacity. The mechanism through 

which the UCB reduces poverty and inequality is grounded in its ability to increase disposable 

income, particularly in lower-income quintiles, thus narrowing income gaps and enhancing the overall 

equity of the fiscal system. 

Our findings align with a growing body of evidence that highlights the effectiveness of UCBs in 

reducing child poverty, a central factor that undermines children’s wellbeing. In high-income countries 
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increased investment in UCBs, as part of comprehensive family policy packages, is associated with 

lower relative child income poverty rates, even when controlling for economic growth, socio-

demographic variables, and other redistributive mechanisms (ILO 2024). 

To address the financing dilemma of universal social policy, we propose the tackling of IFFs as an 

alternative approach to avoid placing additional burdens on the population. Conventional approaches 

often rely on increasing existing taxes, such as income, corporate, or VAT, or introducing new levies 

on natural resources, financial transactions, or automation. Others suggest eliminating tax-free 

allowances or taxing UCBs to reduce costs and target support, like a negative income tax model. 

However, these strategies may impose undue pressure on existing taxpayers, reduce the efficiency of 

the tax system, increase incentives for tax evasion, and ultimately erode the political legitimacy of 

universal schemes. Regressive methods, like taxing low-income households or replacing existing 

benefits, could undermine the UCB redistributive impact (Ortiz et al. 2018). 

Although our UCBs have a moderate impact in reducing poverty and inequality, the availability of 

quality services, such as schools and health services, and of complementary programming could 

increase the effects of these cash transfers in improving non-monetary outcomes such as education, 

health status, and nutrition (ODI and UNICEF 2020). 

Reducing IFFs requires international coordination. In this regard the Exchange of Information on 

Request (EOIR) and the Automatic Exchange of Financial Account Information (AEOI) under the 

Common Reporting Standard represent vital tools to enhance transparency by disclosing legal and 

beneficial ownership, along with accounting and banking data. Since 2018 five African countries that 

implement AEOI have transmitted data on 1.93 million financial accounts (valued at EUR363.5 billion) 

and received data covering 5.80 million accounts (valued at EUR772.3 billion) (OECD 2023). As of 

December 2022, only five African countries were participating in AEOI, with this number expected to 

double by 2025 (OECD 2023). Recent empirical evidence from the World Bank suggests that EOIR 

can boost tax collection from 5 per cent to 19 per cent of GDP (Traore et al. 2023). 

Future research should explore the behavioural and long-term impacts of UCBs, such as changes in 

fertility, labour supply, and human capital accumulation. Moreover, incorporating dynamic 

microsimulation and general equilibrium models would allow for a fuller understanding of economic 

feedback effects. 

From a policy perspective the findings underscore the potential of alternative financing mechanisms, 

particularly those targeting illicit capital outflows, for expanding fiscal space in LICs and LMICs. 

Integrating revenue mobilization with universal benefits could shift prevailing narratives that 

universalism is unaffordable, especially in Global South countries. Policy makers should consider 

combining anti-IFF or alternative strategies that do not depend on increasing consumption or income 

taxes, with inclusive social protection reforms to enhance developmental outcomes in a fiscally 

sustainable manner. In doing so, countries should take inequality into account to ensure that poverty-

reduction policies are both fair and effective. 
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Appendix 

Table A1: Headcount poverty rate and changes across scenarios by household subgroups 

(post-fiscal income, national poverty line adjusted for indirect taxes) 

Subgroup Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change 
C-A 

Overall 51.54 50.89 50.77 -0.65 -0.77 

HH with children 53.67 52.92 52.77 -0.75 -0.90 

HH with elderly 57.54 57.18 56.58 -0.36 -0.96 

HH with orphan 54.15 53.35 53.39 -0.80 -0.76 

Urban HH 39.18 38.69 38.70 -0.49 -0.48 

Rural HH 64.19 63.39 63.12 -0.81 -1.08 

Two-person HH 44.13 43.96 44.08 -0.18 -0.05 

Three/four-person HH 44.16 43.72 43.93 -0.44 -0.23 

Five/six-person HH 51.26 50.65 50.77 -0.62 -0.50 

Seven+ person HH 61.58 60.52 59.82 -1.06 -1.76 

Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7. 

 

Table A2: Poverty gaps and changes across scenarios by household subgroups (post-fiscal 

income, national poverty line adjusted for indirect taxes) 

Subgroup Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change C-A 

Overall 35.35 33.85 34.05 -1.50 -1.31 

HH with children 36.44 34.69 34.92 -1.75 -1.52 

HH with elderly 39.27 37.83 37.87 -1.44 -1.40 

HH with orphan 35.17 33.40 33.47 -1.77 -1.70 

Urban HH 26.39 25.36 25.77 -1.03 -0.63 

Rural HH 44.52 42.53 42.52 -1.99 -2.00 

Two-person HH 32.32 31.73 32.14 -0.60 -0.18 

Three/four-person HH 30.57 29.36 30.19 -1.21 -0.38 

Five/six-person HH 34.61 32.98 33.46 -1.63 -1.15 

Seven+ person HH 41.36 39.27 38.70 -2.09 -2.67 

 Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7. 
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Table A3: GINI coefficient and changes across scenarios by household subgroups (post-fiscal 

income) 

Subgroup Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change C-A 

Overall 78.08 77.44 77.55 -0.64 -0.54 

HH with children 78.03 77.24 77.37 -0.80 -0.67 

HH with elderly 74.32 73.55 73.60 -0.77 -0.72 

HH with orphan 74.00 73.13 73.18 -0.87 -0.82 

Urban HH 76.57 76.17 76.31 -0.39 -0.26 

Rural HH 76.14 74.94 75.00 -1.20 -1.14 

Two-person HH 71.44 71.20 71.36 -0.24 -0.08 

Three/four-person HH 76.63 76.15 76.47 -0.49 -0.16 

Five/six-person HH 79.19 78.47 78.69 -0.71 -0.50 

Seven+ person HH 75.48 74.31 74.03 -1.17 -1.45 

Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7. 

 

Table A4: Headcount poverty rate and changes across scenarios by household subgroups 

(consumption expenditure, national poverty line) 

Subgroup Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change C-A 

Overall 23.41 22.21 22.08 -1.20 -1.33 

HH with children 26.33 24.94 24.78 -1.39 -1.54 

HH with elderly 33.13 32.48 31.97 -0.65 -1.16 

HH with orphan 29.68 28.29 27.94 -1.39 -1.75 

Urban HH 7.63 6.96 6.88 -0.67 -0.74 

Rural HH 39.55 37.81 37.63 -1.74 -1.92 

Two-person HH 5.48 5.31 5.37 -0.16 -0.11 

Three/four-person HH 12.02 11.22 11.59 -0.81 -0.44 

Five/six-person HH 21.57 20.02 20.06 -1.55 -1.52 

Seven+ person HH 41.73 40.12 39.37 -1.60 -2.36 

 Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7. 
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Table A5: Poverty gaps and changes across scenarios by household subgroups (consumption 

expenditure, national poverty line) 

Subgroup Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change C-A 

Overall 8.43 7.69 7.51 -0.74 -0.92 

HH with children 9.51 8.65 8.44 -0.86 -1.07 

HH with elderly 13.04 12.10 11.87 -0.94 -1.17 

HH with orphan 10.81 9.85 9.56 -0.96 -1.25 

Urban HH 1.80 1.58 1.54 -0.22 -0.26 

Rural HH 15.21 13.93 13.61 -1.28 -1.60 

Two-person HH 1.90 1.83 1.87 -0.06 -0.03 

Three/four-person HH 3.55 3.24 3.40 -0.30 -0.15 

Five/six-person HH 7.04 6.36 6.39 -0.68 -0.65 

Seven+ person HH 16.40 14.96 14.25 -1.44 -2.15 

 Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7. 

 

Table A6: GINI coefficient and changes across scenarios by household subgroups 

(consumption expenditure) 

Subgroup Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change C-A 

Overall 41.49 40.90 40.79 -0.59 -0.70 

HH with children 39.54 38.90 38.74 -0.64 -0.80 

HH with elderly 42.79 42.11 41.93 -0.68 -0.86 

HH with orphan 39.73 39.05 38.80 -0.68 -0.93 

Urban HH 36.26 35.89 35.88 -0.36 -0.38 

Rural HH 40.44 39.56 39.31 -0.87 -1.13 

Two-person HH 35.31 35.18 35.25 -0.13 -0.06 

Three/four-person HH 36.06 35.70 35.89 -0.36 -0.17 

Five/six-person HH 37.56 37.00 37.04 -0.55 -0.52 

Seven+ person HH 39.05 38.11 37.61 -0.95 -1.44 

Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7. 

 

  



 

22 

Table A7: Headcount poverty rate and changes across scenarios by household subgroups 

(disposable income, food poverty line) 

Subgroup Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change C-A 

Overall 38.85 37.58 37.60 -1.27 -1.25 

HH with children 40.37 38.89 38.92 -1.48 -1.45 

HH with elderly 44.43 43.54 43.31 -0.89 -1.12 

HH with orphan 38.40 37.40 37.43 -1.00 -0.97 

Urban HH 28.15 27.43 27.52 -0.72 -0.63 

Rural HH 49.80 47.96 47.92 -1.84 -1.88 

Two-person HH 33.90 33.49 33.71 -0.42 -0.19 

Three/four-person HH 33.04 31.79 32.48 -1.25 -0.56 

Five/six-person HH 37.89 36.66 36.72 -1.22 -1.16 

Seven+ person HH 46.84 45.09 44.51 -1.75 -2.33 

Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7. 

 

Table A8: Poverty gaps and changes across scenarios by household subgroups (disposable 

income, food poverty line) 

Subgroup Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change C-A 

Overall  26.79   24.78   24.79  -2.02  -2.00  

HH with children  27.36   25.02   25.04  -2.34  -2.32  

HH with elderly  29.59   27.60   27.43  -1.99  -2.16  

HH with orphan  25.92   23.67   23.50  -2.25  -2.43  

Urban HH  20.12   18.80   19.14  -1.32  -0.98  

Rural HH  33.62   30.89   30.58  -2.73  -3.04  

Two-person HH  25.95   25.13   25.60  -0.82  -0.35  

Three/four-person HH  23.61   22.01   22.92  -1.60  -0.68  

Five/six-person HH  25.95   23.82   24.20  -2.13  -1.75  

Seven+ person HH  30.47   27.61   26.48  -2.86  -3.99 

Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7. 
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Table A9: Headcount poverty rate and changes across scenarios, individual units of analysis 

(disposable income, national poverty line)  

Subgroup  Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change C-A 

Overall  58.46 57.94 57.97 -0.52 -0.49 

Child  65.87 65.30 65.27 -0.57 -0.60 

Elderly  51.39 50.89 50.97 -0.50 -0.42 

Orphan  62.59 62.38 62.40 -0.21 -0.19 

Male  61.72 61.21 61.25 -0.51 -0.47 

Female  56.02 55.53 55.54 -0.49 -0.48 

 Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7.  

 

Table A10: Poverty gaps and changes across scenarios, individual units of analysis 

(disposable income, national poverty line)  

Subgroup  Baseline (A) Scenario 1 (B) Scenario 2 (C) Change B-A Change C-A 

Overall  40.44 39.22 39.22 -1.22 -1.22 

Child  46.19 44.68 44.58 -1.51 -1.61 

Elderly  34.92 33.92 34.00 -1.01 -0.92 

Orphan  43.95 43.20 43.26 -0.75 -0.69 

Male  42.20 40.71 40.66 -1.49 -1.54 

Female  38.72 37.49 37.47 -1.23 -1.25 

 Source: Authors’ creation using GHAMOD v2.7.   


