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1.
Introduction

Poverty does not affect all groups of a population equally. Children are among those most at risk of poverty, while at the same time being most vulnerable to its impact. This chapter assesses the incidence and patterns of child poverty in Georgia based on the 2007 Living Standards Measurement Survey (LSMS). Internationally, no single measure captures child poverty well. Therefore we analyze overlaps among four poverty measures: consumption poverty, material deprivation, housing deprivation, and subjective poverty. Economic growth and general poverty reduction strategies do not automatically benefit children. Sustainable poverty reduction strategies therefore have to address both children’s well-being today and their future life chances. Data suggest that children have not been a clear target of policy. This chapter makes a strong case for adopting comprehensive and multidimensional strategies based on a clear recognition of child poverty. 

A family’s economic situation is a strong factor in determining a child’s well-being and life chances. Poverty in early childhood has a direct impact on a child’s cognitive development.
 Poverty is also linked to poor health and education outcomes. The Georgia Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS) 2005 shows that infant and under-5 mortality rates for the poorest 60 percent of children are 38 and 44 per 1,000 live births, respectively, which is twice as high as for the richest 40 percent of children (20 and 22). 
Poverty is a barrier to accessing high-quality social services. Poor families have more difficulty accessing good-quality health care and are harder hit by out-of-pocket payments. Poor children are less likely to attend preschools, often enroll late into primary education, and are at higher risk of dropping out of school early. The chapter on education clearly points to disparities between poor and better-off children. Disparities in health care and education have an impact on children’s well-being and on their development today and on their future life chances, and foster intergenerational cycles of poverty.
Child poverty is widespread, and children are at a higher risk of poverty than the general population. Twelve percent of children compared to 9 percent of the general population live in extreme poverty, while 28 percent of children compared to 24 percent of the general population live under the total poverty line.
 From a broader perspective, 64 percent of all children are poor in at least one of the four poverty measures used in this chapter, and 25 percent are poor in three to four measures.
 
This chapter analyzes the living conditions of children in Georgia. It presents poverty rates for children and factors within the households that are associated with a higher risk of poverty (section 2); material deprivation rates, based on ownership/lack of durable assets in the household and housing deprivation (section 3); subjective poverty levels (section 4); overlaps in various poverty measures (section 5); the role of social security and social assistance benefits in alleviating child poverty (section 6); and conclusions and recommendations (section 7). 

2.
Consumption-based child poverty

This section uses consumption per adult equivalent as a basis for poverty measurement. Total monthly household expenditure on food and relevant non-food items, and the value of food produced for own consumption, were expressed in per adult equivalent terms using the scale adopted by the World Bank specifically for Georgia’s poverty assessment.
 The analysis uses the same poverty thresholds as the overall analysis: a “food poverty line” of 47.1 GEL per month, based on the consumption of 2,260 calories per day, and a “total poverty line” of 71.6 GEL per month, based on the food poverty line plus an allowance for basic non-food expenditures. 
Both these thresholds are very low. Georgia is a country with cold winters, which makes other basic material resources such as decent housing, clothing, and heating as important for survival as food. Children’s clothing in particular needs to be replaced regularly, which can put substantial financial strain on families. A calorie-based extreme poverty line therefore appears to be too low, particularly in regard to children and the resources they need for their healthy development.
Twelve percent of children live below the food (extreme) poverty line and 28 percent live under the total poverty line. Taking the child as the unit of analysis gives slightly higher poverty rates than taking households with children as the unit of analysis (11 percent and 26 percent, respectively). This reflects a higher poverty risk for large families. Having children increases the poverty risk substantially. Using the food poverty line, 11 percent of families with children are poor compared with 7 percent of childless households (Table 4.1). The differences remain using the total poverty line: 26 percent of households with children and 18 percent of households without children live in poverty. 
Using a higher poverty threshold that allows for an equal amount of food and non-food expenses, i.e. 94.2 GEL gives substantially higher poverty rates, suggesting that a large number of families are struggling to meet basic needs. On this measure the total poverty rate for families with children would be 42 percent, while the poverty rate of childless households would rise to 33 percent. These figures are consistent with subjective poverty and material deprivation discussed below.
Table 4.1: Poverty Rates at Different Thresholds

	Threshold
	Total Poverty Rate (%)

(Base: all individuals)
	Child Poverty Rate (%)

(Base: all children)
	Households with Children under 16 (%) (Base: households)
	Households without Children (%) (Base: households)

	Food poverty line (GEL per month = 47.1)
	9
	12
	11
	7

	Total poverty line (GEL per month = 71.6)
	24
	28
	26
	18

	Twice the food poverty line (GEL per month = 94.2)
	40
	44
	42
	33


Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data. 

Family background does not differ much for children under the food poverty line and those under the total poverty line. Table 4.2a presents the results of a descriptive analysis of child poverty using the two thresholds. Overall, although there are many significant differences in child poverty rates by household characteristics, no socio-demographic group is immune to child poverty. The average poverty gap
 for all children is 9 percent, which is the average percentage by which the incomes of those classed as poor would have to be increased in order to reach the total poverty line.
Children are at risk of poverty if their parents are not able to raise sufficient income to make ends meet and if social transfers are not sufficient to close the income gap. Lack of local employment opportunities, the number of children in the household, having children or adults with disabilities or chronic diseases in the household who need special care and may incur higher medical expenses, and parents’ lack of education are all factors that are associated with a higher poverty risk for children. 

Parents’ unemployment is one of the strongest predictors for child poverty. Having one employed person in the household dramatically reduces a child’s risk of extreme poverty from 22 percent to 8 percent, and the total poverty risk from 44 percent to 25 percent. 

Larger families with children are more likely to be poor. While 23 percent of children without siblings (under age 16) and 26 percent of children with only one sibling are poor, the poverty rate jumps to 34 percent for children with two siblings and to 44 percent for those with three or more siblings. Having young children in the household, on the other hand, does not go along with higher poverty rates. 
The mother’s level of education is another important predictor of poverty. Children living in families with no working-age women with completed secondary education (53 percent) are three times more likely to be poor than children in families where at least one working-age woman has a university degree (18 percent). The same pattern holds for the food poverty rates. 

Table 4.2a: Poverty Rates, Gaps, and Composition (by type of household)
	
	Child Poverty Rate (food poverty line)
	Child Poverty Rate (total poverty line)
	Average Percent Poverty Gap (total poverty line)
	Child Poverty Composition

(total poverty line)
	Composition of All Children

	Age of Youngest Child – Grouped

	1–4
	11
	26
	8
	35
	39

	5–8
	14
	30
	9
	27
	25

	9–12
	15
	32
	11
	25
	22

	13–15
	8
	27
	7
	13
	14

	Number of Children in Household

	1
	10***
	23**
	7
	24
	28

	2
	9***
	26**
	7
	44
	48

	3
	18***
	34**
	12
	19
	16

	4 +
	27***
	44**
	16
	13
	9

	Number of Adults in Household

	1
	13
	31
	9
	3
	3

	2
	11
	26
	9
	28
	30

	3
	11
	28
	8
	23
	23

	4 
	10
	26
	8
	21
	23

	5+
	16
	33
	11
	25
	22

	Family Type

	1 or 2 married adults
	11
	27
	8
	55
	58

	More than 2 married adults
	12
	29
	9
	34
	34

	No married adults
	19
	37
	13
	11
	8

	Number of Employed Adults

	0
	22***
	44***
	16
	48
	31

	1
	8***
	25***
	7
	29
	34

	2
	6***
	17***
	5
	12
	20

	3+
	8***
	20***
	6
	11
	16

	Number of Disabled Adults

	0
	11
	27*
	8
	8
	86

	1+
	16
	36*
	12
	18
	14

	Number of Disabled Children

	0
	12
	28
	9
	98
	98

	1+
	14
	28
	10
	2
	2

	Orphan Children in Household

	No
	12
	28
	9
	99
	99

	Yes
	34
	36
	18
	1
	1

	Internally Displaced Persons in Household

	No
	12
	28
	9
	95
	96

	Yes
	9
	37
	8
	5
	4

	Highest Educational Level Among Females (16–59) in the Household

	Illiterate/incomplete secondary
	32***
	53***
	19
	9
	5

	Secondary/HS student
	15***
	36***
	11
	47
	37

	Vocational/incomplete higher
	13***
	27***
	9
	20
	21

	Higher degree
	6***
	18***
	5
	24
	38

	All (N = 1948)
	12
	28
	9
	100
	100


Note: Base: all children; statistical significance: *=p<0.05, **=p<0.01, ***=p<0.001 (separate cross-
tabulations with chi-square tests).
Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

Child poverty is concentrated in rural areas. Children living in rural areas comprise less than half of all children in the sample (46 percent), but 38 percent of them are poor based on the “total poverty line” indicator, representing 61 percent of all poor children (Table 4.2b). This reflects a lack of employment opportunities, but also the fact that subsistence farming remains a major source of income in most rural areas. Decomposing regional differences further, 27 percent of children in towns are poor, compared with 18 percent in large cities. Looking at specific regions, child poverty ranges from a low of 17 percent in Tbilisi to a high of 68 percent in Shida Kartli. Rural children also have a somewhat larger poverty gap (12 percent) than urban children (6 percent). 

Table 4.2b: Poverty Rates, Gaps, and Composition (by location)
	
	Child Poverty Rate (food poverty line)
	Child Poverty Rate (total poverty line)
	Average Percent Poverty Gap (total poverty line)
	Child Poverty Composition

(total poverty line)
	Composition of All children

	Rural/Urban

	Rural
	17***
	38***
	12
	61
	46

	Urban
	8***
	20***
	6
	39
	55

	City size

	Large city
	7***
	18***
	6
	28
	43

	Town
	11***
	27***
	8
	11
	11

	Village
	17***
	38***
	12
	61
	46

	Region

	Tbilisi
	7***
	17***
	5
	18
	30

	Guria
	16***
	38***
	12
	5
	4

	Racha-Lechkhumi
	7***
	25***
	8
	1
	1

	Kakheti
	25***
	57***
	18
	15
	7

	Imereti
	12***
	27***
	8
	14
	15

	Mtskheta-Mtianeti
	20***
	44***
	15
	4
	3

	Samegrel
	4***
	16***
	3
	4
	8

	Samtskhe-Javakheti
	6***
	18***
	4
	3
	4

	Kvemo Kartli
	5***
	20***
	.5
	8
	11

	Shida Kartli
	40***
	68***
	26
	19
	8

	Achara
	10***
	30***
	8
	10
	10

	All (N=1948)
	12
	28
	9
	100
	100


Note: Base: all children; statistical significance: *=p<0.05, **=p<0.01, ***=p<0.001 (separate cross-
tabulations with chi-square tests).

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

To summarize the results of the descriptive analysis, without controlling for other household characteristics, children are more likely to be living in poverty if: 

· There are three or more children in the household 

· There are no employed adults in the household

· There is at least one disabled adult in the household

· There are no working-age women in the household with secondary-school education or higher

· They live in Shida Kartli region

· They live in a village or rural area. 
Poverty among children is, however, widespread and not confined only to the most vulnerable groups of the population. For example, while 44 percent of children in families with four or more children under age 16 are poor, they represent only 9 percent of all children—and 13 percent of all poor children. The majority of poor children are growing up in smaller families. 
The largest number of poor children live in households that may not appear to be at particular risk of poverty because they:
· Have two or fewer children 

· Have one or two married adults

· Have an employed adult

· Have no disabled adults

· Have secondary-school education as the highest educational level among working-age women in the household

· Live in a village or rural area.
Targeting social assistance at high-risk groups would reach only a small number of children. To make a difference in the lives of the majority of poor children, universal benefits such as child benefits are likely to be more effective (see discussion below).
3.
Material and housing deprivation 
One poverty indicator alone is rarely an adequate measure of deprivation. In addition to consumption poverty, this section addresses material and housing deprivation. Material deprivation is measured here as a household’s ownership of durable assets. The following items have been included in the analysis: car, cell phone, washing machine, TV, refrigerator, vacuum cleaner, and iron.
 Table 4.3 shows the proportion of children living in households lacking each of these items, and Table 4.4 shows the proportion of children lacking a number of these items. 

Table 4.3: Deprivation Items 

	Deprivation Item
	Percent Children in Households Lacking Item
	Percent Children in Households Lacking Item (poor children)
	Percent Children in Households Lacking Item (non-poor children)

	A television 
	10
	17
	7

	An iron
	18
	35
	11

	A refrigerator 
	47
	71
	37

	A cell phone
	50
	79
	39

	A washing machine
	72
	90
	65

	A car
	79
	93
	73

	A vacuum cleaner
	87
	99
	82


Note: Base: all children.
Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

Only 14 percent of children live in households that have all or all but one item. The proportion of children peaks at lacking four or five items (20 percent each) and only 4 percent of children lack all seven (Table 4.4). To achieve a deprivation rate that is comparable with the estimated consumption poverty rate, we draw the deprivation threshold at lacking five or more items. This results in 35 percent of children experiencing material deprivation. 
The difference in deprivation rates between poor and non-poor children (using the total poverty line) is striking. While 64 percent of poor children lack five or more items, the corresponding figure for non-poor children is 24 percent (Table 4.4). 
Table 4.4: Deprivation Items Lacking

	Number of Items Lacking
	Percent Children
	Percent Poor Children
	Percent Non-poor Children

	0
	5
	0
	7

	1
	9
	1
	12

	2
	14
	5
	17

	3
	17
	7
	21

	4
	20
	22
	20

	5
	20
	31
	16

	6
	11
	23
	6

	7
	4
	10
	2


Note: Base: all children.

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

Poverty is often reflected in poor housing conditions. For children, housing problems can pose risks to their health and safety, but also may impact on their education and social development if, for instance, housing conditions do not offer a quiet space for studying or make it impossible to invite friends home. In the LSMS, questions about the conditions of housing as observed by the interviewer (without consulting the respondent) were used to construct the housing deprivation indicator in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5: Housing Deprivation
	Housing Item 
	Percent Children
	Percent Poor Children
	Percent Non-poor Children

	House is in a very bad condition
	6
	12
	4

	House has no furniture/self-made
	6
	14
	3

	Part of dwelling is destroyed or walls are very cracked/damp
	17
	27
	13

	Windows/parts of windows have no glass
	26
	45
	19

	Earth floor or floor needs to be renewed/repaired completely
	17
	31
	11

	Electric lighting is absent or some rooms have no bulbs
	15
	27
	11


Note: Base: all children.

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

Thirty-eight percent of children experience housing deprivation, measured as living in households that report at least one housing problem. Table 4.6 shows the distribution of the number of elements of housing deprivation that a child was deprived on. While 16 percent are deprived on only one element, 13 percent are deprived on at least three. Having windows without glass is the most widespread housing problem (26 percent).

The deprivation rate is substantially higher for poor children than for non-poor children. Fifty-nine percent of poor children are deprived, compared with 30 percent of non-poor children. Twenty-six percent of poor children live in households reporting at least three housing problems, while the same is true for 8 percent of children who do not live below the consumption poverty line. A large number of poor children thus live under extremely poor housing standards.
Table 4.6: Distribution of Housing Deprivation 
	Number of Elements of Housing Deprivation  
	Percent Children
	Percent Poor Children
	Percent Non-poor Children

	0
	62
	41
	70

	1
	16
	19
	15

	2
	9
	13
	8

	3
	6
	12
	4

	4
	5
	10
	3

	5
	2
	4
	1


Note: Base: all children.

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.
4.
Subjective poverty 

One in three children lives in households that report they can hardly afford to buy food or are undernourished. The ability to make ends meet and to afford the necessities of life is a strong indicator for subjective poverty. Table 4.7 shows the proportion of children living in households with different levels of subjective economic well-being. Thirty-nine percent of all households and 32 percent of households with children would be defined as subjectively poor using this measure. Contrary to the results of the consumption poverty analysis (Table 4.1), households with children are doing somewhat better on this subjective poverty measure than households overall. This finding deserves further investigation in its own right but is beyond the scope of this report.
 Another 34 percent of households report that they can buy enough food but not much more. This points to a high vulnerability to poverty across all groups of the population. Only around a third of the population assess themselves as able to make ends meet. 
Table 4.7: Subjective Poverty (Affordability of food and other consumer wants)

	
	Percent of All
Children
	Percent of All Households with Children
	Percent of All Households

	Our food consumption is so limited that our health is endangered
	10
	9
	12

	We do not consume enough food
	24
	23
	27

	Our incomes are enough to buy food, but not much more
	34
	34
	34

	We can more or less satisfy our daily needs in food and non-food items
	29
	30
	26

	We can easily satisfy our daily needs in food and non-food items
	3
	3
	2


Note: Base: all children.

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

Forty-three percent of children live in families that ranked themselves 1 or 2 on a 7-point scale from extremely poor to rich (Table 4.8). The mean for all children is 2.67. For comparison, 47 percent of all households and 40 percent of all households with children would be classified as subjectively poor by this measure. 
Families with more children have higher levels of subjective poverty. This is evident from the fact that children do somewhat worse than all households with children on this measure of subjective poverty. This is also confirmed by comparing children in large families with those in smaller families; the mean for children in large families is only 2.07 compared with 2.75 for children with no siblings under age 16.
Table 4.8: Subjective Poverty (Self-ranking seven-point scale)

	
	Percent of Children
	Percent of All Households with Children
	Percent of All Households

	1 (extremely poor)
	13
	12
	15

	2
	30
	28
	32

	3
	37
	39
	35

	4
	18
	19
	16

	5
	2
	2
	2

	6
	0.44
	0.45
	0.3

	7 (rich)
	0
	0
	0


Note: Base: all children.

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

Forty percent of children live in households that are “not at all satisfied” with their present economic status (Table 4.9). This result is consistent across all households (41 percent) and all households with children (39 percent). 
Table 4.9: Subjective Poverty (Satisfaction with economic status)

	
	Percent of Children
	Percent of All Households with Children
	Percent of All Households

	We are absolutely satisfied
	2
	2
	3

	More satisfied than unsatisfied
	4
	4
	4

	Neither satisfied, nor unsatisfied
	20
	21
	18

	More unsatisfied than satisfied
	30
	30
	30

	We are not at all satisfied
	40
	39
	41

	I don’t know
	4
	4
	4


Note: Base: all children.

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

Sixty-one percent of children are subjectively poor on at least one of these measures, indicating a high level of vulnerability to poverty. This proportion is noticeably higher than when each indicator is analyzed separately. There is a substantial degree of overlap among these measures of subjective poverty.

5.
Overlaps in child poverty indicators
There is a high degree of consistency across various indicators in capturing child poverty. While various indicators capture various dimensions of poverty, they all indicate that the incidence of child poverty is quite common. Twenty-eight percent of children are consumption-poor, 35 percent are deprived of several durable goods, and 34 percent are subjectively poor (Table 4.10).
Table 4.10: Percentage of Children Poor, by Each Indicator

	
	Percent of Children

	Consumption poor (food poverty line)
	12

	Consumption poor (total poverty line)
	28

	Deprived (durable items)
	35

	Deprived (housing)
	38

	Subjectively poora 
	34


a. The “affordability” measure of subjective poverty from Table 4.7.

Note: Base: all children.

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

Sixty-four percent of children are poor on at least one of the above indicators. This statistic is based on the total poverty line as the measure of consumption poverty and the “affordability” measure of subjective poverty from Table 4.7. While 42 percent are poor on at least two and 25 percent are poor on at least three, 10 percent are poor on all four indicators (Table 4.11).
Table 4.11: Proportion of Children Poor or Deprived

	
	Percent Children

	No ways
	36

	At least one
	64

	At least two
	42

	At least three
	25

	All four ways
	10


Note: Base: all children

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

There is a high degree of overlap across the different poverty indicators in indicating the key correlates of poverty. The number of adults in employment, women’s education, and living in rural or urban areas are the most important predictors of poverty on different indicators (see Table 4.A1, Annex). Since these household characteristics may overlap, it is important to estimate the risks of being poor on one or more indicators for each group of children with similar household characteristics (for example, living in a household with no employed adults), holding other characteristics constant. Table 4.A2 (Annex) shows the results of a multinomial logistic regression of the relative risks of being poor on one, two, three, or four indicators, where the household characteristics of each child are controlled for. 

The poorest children, meaning those who are poor on three or four dimensions, are concentrated in the risk groups described earlier in this chapter. They are most likely to live in rural areas, in workless households, to have no married adults in the household,
 to have mothers with a low level of education, and to have more than two siblings. Twenty-five percent of children are poor on three or four dimensions. These children are likely to grow up in families for which it is particularly difficult to escape poverty and make ends meet. Poor children are also particularly at risk of missing out on health and education, with impacts on both their well-being and their development today and their future life chances.

6.
The role of social protection benefits in alleviating child poverty 

Social protection benefits are the main tool for redistributing resources to improve the living standard of poor and vulnerable groups of the population. The analysis focuses on three main groups of benefits: pensions,
 targeted social assistance (TSA), and a combination of other social assistance benefits, including the Internally Displaced Person (IDP) benefit, social benefits paid to families with many children, orphans, blind persons and disabled children, and other social benefits apart from the TSA. Pensions have the highest coverage (55 percent of households), followed by TSA (8.4 percent of households), and IDP support (2.9 percent of households).
 
Pensions

Pensions help reduce average child poverty rates. At the time of the LSMS interview, almost one-half of all children (47 percent) were living in households with at least one pension recipient, which indicates the prevalence of three-generational households. Among children living in pension-recipient households, pensions amounted to 63 GEL per month, on average. Table 4.12 shows what difference pensions make to average consumption poverty rates. If pensions are not counted as household income, the child extreme poverty rate is 6 percentage points higher and the total poverty rate is 5 percentage points higher. This shows that pensions are important for lifting children above the extreme (food) poverty threshold, assuming, of course, that it is contributing to the general household living standards.

Table 4.12: Child Poverty Rates, with and without Pensions 
	Threshold
	GEL per Month
	Child Poverty Rate (%)

	
	
	With Pensions
	Without Pensions

	Food poverty line
	47.1
	12
	18

	Total poverty line
	71.6
	28
	33


Note: Base: all children.

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data. 

The impact of pensions is greatest for children in extreme poverty. Almost one-half of children in pension-recipient households were lifted out of extreme poverty. Table 4.13 shows the transition out of consumption poverty for children living in pension-recipient households. Forty-eight percent of children would have been defined as below the food poverty line and 25 percent of children would have been below the total poverty line, if pensions were not counted toward their household income. The fact that pensions are more effective in lifting children above the food poverty line than above the higher total poverty threshold is due to relatively low levels of pensions, on average.
Table 4.13: Poverty Rates, with and without Pensions, for those in Pension-

recipient Households

	
	Lifted Above Food Poverty Line

(with pensions) (%)
	Lifted Above Total Poverty Line

(with pensions) (%)

	Below food poverty line 

(without pensions)
	48
	25


Note: Base: children living in families receiving pensions.
Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

Targeted social assistance (TSA)

The Government of Georgia introduced the TSA program and the Database of Socially Vulnerable Families in 2006. It is a proxy means-testing system under which the socioeconomic conditions of each household that applies to be registered in the database are evaluated and a rating score (ranging from 0 to 200,000) is assigned. Several social assistance benefits are then targeted at particular scores. For example, households with the score below 70,000 are eligible for public health insurance vouchers, and households with a score below 52,000 are entitled to cash benefits. These thresholds are largely arbitrary. 

At the time of the 2007 LSMS, only 7 percent of children lived in families receiving the TSA cash benefit, compared to 8.4 percent of all households.
 Though children are more likely to live in poverty, they are less likely to be in families that receive TSA. In the LSMS 2007, only 39 percent of children lived in families that applied for registration in the database. Of these children, only 18 percent were in families receiving TSA. Families received on average 81 GEL per month. Overall, at the time of the survey, TSA achieved limited coverage.

Among children receiving TSA, benefits are relatively well targeted toward the poor. Children in extreme poverty were significantly more likely to live in TSA-receiving households (21 percent) than non-poor children (5 percent). Similarly, 16 percent of poor children, using the total poverty line, received TSA, compared with 3 percent of non-poor children. 
As expected, the characteristics associated with an increased likelihood of TSA benefit receipt are largely those that were found to be associated with a higher risk of poverty. Table 4.A3 (Annex) presents the results of logistic regression analysis of the likelihood of receipt of the TSA cash benefit by children’s household characteristics. Overall, holding other factors constant, the following characteristics of children’s households were associated with a higher likelihood of TSA benefit receipt:

· Households with three or more children
· Single-parent households
· No employed adults in the household

· One or more disabled adults in the household

· Highest educational level among women (16 to 59) in the household—vocational/secondary education or lower

· Rural area.

Since the majority of poor children do not live in “high-risk” households, TSA appears too narrowly targeted and benefit levels too low to have any noticeable impact on reducing overall child poverty rates. The extreme or food poverty rate is only 2 percentage points higher if the TSA cash benefit is not taken into account, and the same pattern holds for the “total” poverty rates (Table 4.14).
Table 4.14: Child Poverty Rates, with and without TSA
	Threshold
	GEL per Month
	Child Poverty Rate (%)

	
	
	With TSA
	Without TSA

	Food poverty line
	47.1
	12
	14

	Total poverty line
	71.6
	28
	30


Note: Base: all children. 

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

Although the TSA benefit receipt may not have made a visible difference to average child poverty rates due to limited coverage, there is evidence that it lifted some of those in receipt above the extreme (food) and total poverty thresholds. Table 4.15 shows consumption poverty rates for children living in TSA-recipient households. Fifty-seven percent of children living in families receiving the TSA benefit were lifted above the food poverty line and 21 percent were lifted above the total poverty line. Thus TSA had a larger effect on extreme child poverty alleviation than pensions, although it still did worse than pensions to alleviate total child poverty. The apparently lower effectiveness of the TSA to lift children above the total poverty line is likely to be due to low levels of the benefit. 

Table 4.15: Child Poverty Rates, with and without TSA, for those in Receipt of 
TSA Cash Benefit

	
	Lifted Above Food Poverty Line

(with TSA) (%)
	Lifted Above Total Poverty Line

(with TSA) (%)

	Below food poverty line 

(without TSA)
	57
	21


Note: Base: children living in families receiving the TSA cash benefit.
Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

Other social assistance 

Other social assistance benefits make little difference to average child poverty rates, given their current levels and coverage. Around 14 percent of all children live in households receiving one or more of other social assistance benefits. These include the IDP benefit, social benefits paid to families with many children, orphans, blind persons and disabled children, and other social benefits apart from TSA. Among the children who live in benefit-recipient households, the combination of these benefits amounts to 68 GEL per month, on average. Table 4.16 shows what difference these benefits make to average consumption poverty rates. The food and total poverty rate is 3 percentage points higher if these benefits are not counted toward household income.
Table 4.16: Child Poverty Rates, with and without other Social Assistance Benefits
	Threshold
	GEL per Month
	Child Poverty Rate (%)

	
	
	With Benefits
	Without Benefits

	Food poverty line
	47.1
	12
	15

	Total poverty line
	71.6
	28
	31


Note: Base: all children.

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

Although these other social assistance benefits do not make a substantial difference to average child poverty rates, they do lift some of those in receipt above the absolute poverty thresholds. Table 4.17 shows poverty rates for children living in benefit-recipient households. Forty-five percent of children living in families receiving some or all of these benefits would have been classified as below the food poverty line and 25 percent would have been classified below the total poverty line, if these cash benefits were not counted as household income. Again, the relative ineffectiveness of these benefits to lift children above the total poverty line is likely to be due to the low levels of benefit.

Table 4.17: Child Poverty Rates, with and without other Social Assistance Benefits
for those in Receipt of these Benefits

	
	Lifted Above Food Poverty Line

(with benefits) (%)
	Lifted Above Total Poverty Line

(with benefits) (%)

	Below food poverty line 

(without benefits)
	45
	25


Note: Base: children living in families receiving benefits.
Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.

6.
Conclusions and recommendations
Conclusions

The majority of children in Georgia experience poverty in their lives, with often far-reaching implications for their health, education, and psychological development. Children are the main asset of society, but growing up poor makes it more difficult for them to develop their potential and to escape poverty in adult life. Across transition and European Union (EU) countries, economic growth alone has failed to counter the specific challenges linked to child poverty. In fact, the need to break the intergenerational transmission of poverty has become the entry point for many countries, particularly in the EU, to focus attention on the reduction of child poverty.

Twelve percent of all children live in food poverty and 28 percent live under the total poverty line, putting children at a substantially higher poverty risk than the average population. Overall, holding other factors constant, the following household characteristics were associated with a higher risk of child poverty:
· Number of children in the household—two or more

· Family type—single-parent households
· Employment status—no employed adults in the household

· Highest educational level among women (16 to 59) in the household—secondary education or lower

· Rural area.
However, the analysis also showed that child poverty is a mainstream problem, rather than confined to vulnerable groups. The majority of poor children live with both their parents, and at least one of them is employed. Most mothers have at least secondary education.
Without a clear recognition of child poverty, there is a danger that children will be overlooked in the design of policies. Social protection policies currently do not address child poverty. The TSA, for instance, targets extremely poor households. Children should therefore be among the main beneficiaries. Analysis of TSA coverage, however, shows that only few children are reached and that a substantial share goes to small adult-only and non-poor households. 
A focus on extreme levels of consumption poverty encourages the development of narrowly targeted interventions such as the TSA. The analysis of deprivation and subjective poverty and particularly of overlaps among different poverty measures reveals large numbers of poor and vulnerable households whose situation tends to be overlooked and who therefore do not receive support.
Old-age pensions are widespread enough in households with children to reduce even the average child poverty rates. Moreover, 48 percent of children living in families receiving pensions would have been classified as below the food poverty line and 25 percent would have been classified as below the total poverty line, if pensions were not counted as household income. Thus, old-age pensions may be acting as a de facto child benefit.
Recommendations
Economic recovery and rapid growth provide a unique opportunity to reduce poverty and deprivation among children. The Government of Georgia should use this opportunity to review current spending by conducting a child-sensitive analysis of public expenditures and their impact on child poverty and deprivation.
The reduction of child poverty requires a comprehensive strategy and a multisectoral response on the basis of the recognition of child poverty as a social problem. This includes increasing the incomes of families with children with a mix of employment policies and child-sensitive cash transfers, and reducing disparities between poor and better-off groups, rural and urban areas, and ethnic minorities and the majority population, by improving access to high-quality health, education, and childcare services. 

· The recognition of child poverty
The scope and multidimensional nature of child poverty strengthens the need to make alleviation of child poverty a priority, and a central theme and an explicit objective of national economic and social policy and national development strategy. The strategy should also envision establishing sound monitoring mechanisms that will allow for assessing the various dimensions of child poverty and measuring the progress toward defined child poverty reduction objectives.

· Child-friendly reforms of the social protection system
The TSA scorecard assessment should be revised to better take into account the needs of children, and as recommended in the chapter on social assistance, coverage and benefit levels increased. So far, TSA is not effective in reducing overall child poverty. Though children have a higher-than-average poverty risk, particularly for extreme poverty, they are less likely to live in households receiving TSA. At the same time, pensions, as a benefit with higher coverage and benefit level, have a much higher impact on child poverty reduction. 

The government should consider the introduction of a universal child benefit. This could make a substantial difference in child poverty rates. Given that a large majority of children are affected by at least one dimension of poverty, benefits that are targeted to particularly vulnerable groups of the population will reach only few children, and are therefore likely to be ineffective in raising the living standards of children and their families. International evidence suggests that targeting also goes along with high administrative costs, and applications for the TSA can also be impacted by feelings of shame and dependency. Universal child benefits on the other hand are easier to administer and can avoid many of the barriers in access. 

Even moderate child benefit levels would reduce child poverty substantially. Table 4.18 shows a simple projection of the potential reduction in child poverty for different child benefit levels. Adding child benefits to total household consumption shows that a child benefit of 40 GEL per month would reduce child poverty rates by more than half. In 2007 there were about 850.000 children aged 0-15 in Georgia
. Providing all families with 40 GEL per month for every child would cost about 408 million lari per year.
Table 4.18: “Total” Child Poverty Rates, with Child Benefit GEL per Child per Month

	Threshold
	CB=0
	CB=40
	CB=50
	CB=60
	CB=70
	CB=80

	Total poverty rates 
	28
	12
	9
	6
	5
	3


Note: Base: all children.
Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.
Limiting child benefits to certain categories of children would reduce costs substantially while there would still be a substantial impact on child poverty. A child benefit of 40 lari per month (per child) for families with two or more children would reach 72 per cent of all children reduce child poverty from 28 per cent to 14 per cent, while the same benefit for families with three or more children (25 per cent of all children) would reduce child poverty to 22 per cent. Benefits could also be limited to certain age groups rather than by family size. A child benefit for families with young children (0-4) would reach 39 per cent of all children and reduce child poverty to 24 per cent, while a benefit for children up to age 8 would include 64 per cent of children and reduce child poverty to 20 per cent. Table 4.19 shows that targeting by family size seems to be more efficient than targeting by age groups, reflecting that poverty risk is linked to family size but not to the age of children. Child benefits for families with two or more children seem to be particularly effective. The poverty impact is similar to that of universal benefits but at much lower costs.
Table 4.19: Costs of introducing child benefits of 40 GEL  (excluding administrative cost)
	
	Total poverty rate
	Poverty rate with child benefit
	Percentage of all children reached
	Projection of costs

GEL per year

	Universal child benefit 
	28
	12
	100
	408 million

	Families with 2 or more children
	28
	14
	72
	294 million

	Families with 3 or more children
	28
	22
	25
	102 million

	Families with children (0-4 yrs)
	28
	24
	39
	159 million

	Families with children (0-8 yrs)
	28
	20
	64
	261 million


Note: Base: all children.

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.
· Reducing disparities in access to quality health care
Ensuring adequate allocation of resources to social sectors is a critical precondition for achieving progress in child poverty reduction. Despite the recent increases in absolute terms, government spending on health (1.5 percent of GDP) and education (2.6 percent of GDP) remain low as a share of GDP, and are in fact the lowest in the region.
 In the health sector, rapid privatization, combined with underdeveloped organized forms of risk pooling, may increase the reliance on out-of-pocket expenditures and the possibility of families incurring catastrophic health care costs. The government may want to consider ensuring universal access to health care for children by purchasing health insurance for children, as it does for the extreme poor.
· Reducing disparities in education

Large disparities persist in enrolment rates between poor and non-poor children, especially at the preschool and tertiary levels of education. The chapter on education shows that only 16 percent of children from the poorest quintile take part in kindergarten or preschool programs, compared to 30 percent of the richest children. This is associated with differences in learning opportunities at home, as is indicated by the access to learning materials. Less than half of young children, but almost all of the wealthiest children, have more than three children’s books at home.
 Lacking these important opportunities leaves poor children unprepared for primary school, so they are disadvantaged from the start. The government should consider a major investment in early childhood development for all children as a pro-poor intervention, which is a direct contribution to quality education and to long-term economic growth.
At the other end of the education spectrum, tertiary education is increasingly difficult for poor children to access. Limitations within the education sector increase the need for supplemental education services, mostly in the form of tutoring. Tutoring has a significant effect on completion of secondary school and on attainment rates, but more important, it has a crucial impact on a student’s performance on national exams. The education chapter shows that tutoring is hardly affordable or accessible for a majority of poor young people, limiting their chances of entering university and/or gaining merit-based scholarships. In addition, since the scholarships generally provide partial funding, poor children may not be able to take advantage of scholarships if their families are unable to cover the co-funding share. 
The government should consider ensuring equal educational opportunities at the tertiary level for all children, irrespective of family income. In this context, it should consider the introduction of fully funded merit-based scholarships for poor students, and improved access to high-quality, affordable, and accessible tutoring, particularly in rural areas. 
Annex
Table 4.A1: Poverty Rates, by Household Characteristics
	
	Consumption Poor (total poverty line)
	Deprived
	Subjective
	Socially Excluded (housing)

	Age of Youngest Child – Grouped
	
	
	
	

	1–4
	26
	31
	33
	40

	5–8 
	30
	36
	33
	37

	9–12
	32
	40
	36
	38

	13–15
	27
	37
	35
	37

	Number of Children in Household
	
	
	
	

	1
	23**
	31**
	33**
	33***

	2
	26**
	32**
	29**
	36***

	3
	34**
	43**
	40**
	45***

	4+
	44**
	52**
	53**
	60***

	Number of Adults in Household
	
	
	
	

	1
	31
	57*
	54*
	45

	2
	26
	36*
	31*
	39

	3
	28
	37*
	35*
	39

	4
	26
	31*
	31*
	35

	5+
	33
	34*
	39*
	40

	Family Type
	
	
	
	

	1 or 2 married adults
	27
	35*
	30***
	38

	More than 2 married adults
	29
	32*
	36***
	37

	No married adults
	37
	49*
	52***
	48

	Number of employed adults
	
	
	
	

	0
	44***
	53***
	54***
	49***

	1
	25***
	25***
	26***
	33***

	2
	17***
	27***
	22***
	32***

	3+
	20***
	33***
	30***
	38***

	Number of disabled adults
	
	
	
	

	0
	27*
	34**
	32***
	37*

	1+
	36*
	45**
	47***
	47*

	Number of disabled children
	
	
	
	

	0
	28
	35
	34
	38

	1+
	28
	37
	39
	52

	Orphan Children in Household

	No
	28
	35
	34
	39

	Yes
	36
	21
	26
	15

	Internally Displaced Persons in Household

	No
	28
	35
	33*
	38*

	Yes
	37
	39
	55*
	59*

	Highest Educational Level Among  Females (16–59) in the Household
	
	
	
	

	Illiterate/Incomplete Secondary
	53***
	68***
	51***
	68***

	Secondary/HS student
	36***
	50***
	43***
	48***

	Vocational/Incomplete higher
	27***
	30***
	35***
	37***

	Higher Degree
	18***
	17***
	22***
	26***

	Region
	
	
	
	

	Tbilisi
	17***
	12***
	26***
	27***

	Guria
	38***
	46***
	30***
	55***

	Racha-Lechkhumi
	25***
	51***
	47***
	69***

	Kakheti
	57***
	48***
	48***
	53***

	Imereti
	27***
	38***
	32***
	43***

	Mtskheta-Mtianeti
	44***
	53***
	53***
	45***

	Samegrel
	16***
	55***
	42***
	59***

	Samtskhe-Javakheti
	18***
	23***
	28***
	31***

	Kvemo Kartli
	20***
	36***
	28***
	34***

	Shida Kartli
	68***
	63***
	55***
	46***

	Achara
	30***
	34***
	30***
	30***

	City size
	
	
	
	

	Large city
	18***
	16***
	27***
	27***

	Town
	27***
	29***
	32***
	27***

	Village
	38***
	53***
	42***
	52***

	Rural/Urban
	
	
	
	

	Rural
	38***
	53***
	42***
	53***

	Urban
	20***
	19***
	28***
	27***

	All (N=1948)
	28
	35
	34
	38


Note: Base: all children; statistical significance levels: *=p<0.05, **=p<0.01, ***=p<0.001 (Cross-tabulations 
with chi-square tests)

Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.
Table 4.A2: Relative Risk Ratios of Being Poor on One or More Indicators
	
	Poor Only
on One
	Poor on Two
	Poor on Three
	Poor on All Four

	Number of Children in Household (ref: 1)
	
	
	
	

	2
	1.50**
	1.09
	1.13
	1.12

	3+
	1.72*
	1.73
	2.31**
	3.66***

	Number of Adults in Household (ref: 1 or 2)
	
	
	
	

	3
	1.33
	1.89**
	0.96
	0.93

	4
	1.23
	1.32
	0.96
	0.97

	5+
	1.90
	2.26*
	1.39
	2.28

	Family Type (ref: 1 or 2 married adults)
	
	
	
	

	More than 2 married adults
	1.04
	0.92
	0.67
	0.49

	No married adults
	2.20*
	3.18***
	3.69***
	2.67*

	Number of Employed Adults (ref: 1)
	
	
	
	

	0
	1.27
	1.61*
	2.98***
	5.00***

	2
	0.56**
	0.68
	0.51*
	0.50

	3+
	0.46**
	0.49*
	0.59
	0.49

	Number of Disabled Adults (ref: none)
	
	
	
	

	1+
	1.03
	2.03*
	1.92*
	1.94

	Highest Educational Level Among Females (16–59) in the Household (ref: Secondary/HS student)
	
	
	
	

	Illiterate/Incomplete Secondary
	1.47
	1.60
	2.88*
	3.56*

	Vocational/Incomplete higher
	0.82
	0.59*
	0.73
	0.36**

	Higher Degree
	0.60**
	0.52**
	0.33***
	0.22***

	Urban (ref: rural)
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.43***
	0.35***
	0.24***
	0.17***

	All (N=1749)
	
	
	
	


Note: Base: all children; statistical significance levels: *=p<0.05, **=p<0.01, ***=p<0.001.
Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.
Table 4.A3: Logistic Regression Results of TSA Cash Benefit Receipt, by Household Characteristics
	
	In Receipt of TSA 
Cash Benefit

	Housing Tenure (ref: own)
	

	Rent free/rented/other 
	3.46***

	Number of Children in Household (ref: 1)
	

	2
	0.90

	3+
	1.69*

	Number of Adults in Household (ref: 1 or 2)
	

	3
	0.93

	4
	1.00

	5+
	1.95

	Family Type (ref: 1 or 2 married adults)
	

	More than 2 married adults
	0.39**

	No married adults
	2.08*

	Number of Employed Adults (ref: 1)
	

	0
	2.23**

	2
	0.93

	3+
	1.52

	Number of Disabled Adults (ref: none)
	

	1+
	2.66**

	Highest Educational Level Among Females (16–59) in the Household (ref: Secondary/HS student)
	

	Illiterate/Incomplete Secondary
	0.99

	Vocational/Incomplete higher
	0.87

	Higher Degree
	0.61*

	Urban (ref: rural)
	

	Urban
	0.28***

	All (N=1882)
	


Note: Base: all children; statistical significance levels: *=p<0.05, **=p<0.01, ***=p<0.001.
Source: UNICEF and World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS data.













































� This chapter was prepared jointly with UNICEF. The main authors were Jonathan Bradshaw (University of York, UK), Yekaterina Chzhen (University of York, UK), Dimitri Gugushvili (UNICEF, Georgia), and Petra Hoelscher (UNICEF Regional Office, CEE/CIS). The work on the UNICEF side was coordinated by Gordon Alexander (Senior Advisor on Economic and Social Policy, UNICEF Regional Office, CEE/CIS).


� For an overview, see Sheila B. Kamerman, M. Neuman, J. Waldfogel, and Jeanne Brooks-Gunn, “Social Policies, Family Types and Child Outcomes in Selected OECD Countries,” OECD, Paris, 2003.


� The differences in poverty rates between families with children and childless families are statistically significant at p<0.001. 


� These measures are consumption poverty, subjective poverty, material deprivation, and housing deprivation.


� Aged 0–3 (0.98), aged 4–6 (0.9), aged 7–12 (0.89), aged 13–17 (0.96), female aged 18–29 (0.88), male aged 18–29 (0.97), female aged 30–39 (0.91), male aged 30–39 (1), female aged 40–59 (0.87), male aged 40–59 (0.96), female aged 50+ (0.83), male aged 50+ (0.91). The sum of these elements is divided by family size to the power of 0.2. 


� The poverty gap shows how far a particular group is from the poverty line, on average. It is calculated as the welfare measure minus poverty line divided by the poverty line. 


� Ninety-one percent of children live in households lacking a computer. This proportion is too high to include a computer as a deprivation index item.


� One possible explanation could be that families that decide to have children are ex ante (that is, before children are born) better off (in terms of consumption or income per capita) than families with no children. 


� According to (principle component factor) factor analysis, all three measures are related to the same underlying measure (“subjective poverty”), with the first two measures showing a somewhat higher degree of correlation with the factor than the third measure.


� This is a proxy for single parenthood because the proportion of single parents living with dependent children on their own is very small; most of them live in three-generation households.


� More on this can be found in the chapters on health and education. 


� This includes old-age pensions, “orphan” pensions,” and other pensions. See Chapter X, Targeting and Poverty Impact of Georgia’s Social Protection Programs, for a more detailed analysis of these benefits.


� World Bank estimates using 2007 LSMS in Chapter X.


� This excludes other social assistance benefits.


� UNICEF TransMonee Database (2007)


� UNICEF TransMonee Database (2007).


� Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey 2005.
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