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Abstract

This paper considers child poverty in rich Englsgieaking countries — the
US, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, the UK, andame Do all these

countries really stand out from other OECD coustfa their levels of child

poverty, as is sometimes assumed? And what poli@es they adopted to
address the problem? ‘Poverty’ is interpreted bigpadd hence the available
cross-national evidence on educational disadvantagk teenage births is
considered alongside that on low household incdnk@wise, discussion of
policy initiatives ranges across a number of acé@pvernment activity.

Introduction

My brief from the organisers of this conferencéoigonsider why the issue of
poor children is seen as important in English-speplcountries and the
extent to which the issue is taken into accouniédesign of social policy.

Why should child poverty be seen as important yjm@untry? First, there
is a natural concern for any vulnerable group m plopulation. But poverty
among children has particular resonance due taenieglings of protection
towards the young and assumptions of their blareptss for the situation in
which they find themselves. Second, a reductiochitd poverty may have
instrumental value in improving societal well-beimgvarious ways. Corak
(2001) makes an analogy with low inflation or bakath budgets — means to
an end rather than goals for their own sake. Pgwariong children diverts
resources that could be used elsewhere, reducestdtie of human capital,
and creates a variety of social problems from whitpeople suffer.

In considering the issue of child poverty in thegish-speaking countries,
the first thing to deal with is the extent of thelgem. How much poverty
among children is there in these countries — the Chada, Australia, New
Zealand, the UK, and Ireland — and how does thetsin compare with that
elsewhere? If the English-speaking countries hagkeh child poverty rates
than other countries then heightened concern over ghildren would be a
natural response. This is the subject of SectiofP@verty’ is interpreted
broadly and not just as low income, although thtetagets more attention
than other dimensions of well-being in much of paper.

A lot of the concern over child poverty — whether flistributional or
instrumental reasons — centres on the implicattbas disadvantage during
childhood has for an individual's education, headthd other outcomes
including future employment and earnings. Thishe second issue in the
paper, dealt with in Section 3. What is the evideriom the English-
speaking countries? | focus in particular on the a58 the UK, where the
necessary longitudinal survey data have been hyeaviéstigated.

The paper then turns to the design of policy. Awedude to considering
policies in individual countries, Section 4 looksefly at how government
social expenditures on families in English-speaktogntries compare with



those elsewhere. Section 5 then considers policiésur countries: the US,
where poverty among children appears more or lesspéed, the UK, where
‘ending child poverty’ has moved high up the donwepblicy agenda, and
Ireland and New Zealand, where emphasis on childidisadvantage has
recently increased in the policy deba®ection 6 concludes.

2. Child Well-Being: English-Speaking Countries vs.
Continental Europe

Most people know that the US has a bad record dd pbverty — defined in
the narrow sense of low income — and some peopld&ifamiliar with the
UK record, also weak in recent years (although moproving as we will see
later). But what about Canada, Australia, New Zedand Ireland? And how
do the English-speaking countries as a group coenwéh others elsewhere
in the OECD?

The first column of Table 1 shows the percentageloldren in each
English-speaking country living in households dfesd as poor on the basis
of their income. The poverty line is a conventionaative one — half the
national median income — and household incomes aagjasted with a
conventional equivalence scale to take accountiftérdnces in household
needs (the square root of the number of peoplearhbusehold). The figures
refer in general to the mid/late-1990s and the tgnegority come from the
Luxembourg Income Study database (see Appendix).

Over one in five children in the US are classifaadpoor and between one
in six and one in eight in the other English-spegktountries. The average
rate for all six is getting on for double that foontinental Europe. Rates for
individual countries in the latter group displayhsmwlerable variation but only
that for Italy (20 per cent) is within the rangetioé Anglophone values. With
this single exception, there is complete separdietween the two groups —
higher poverty English-speaking countries and loweverty Continental
European countries.

Is the higher child poverty of the Anglophone coigs merely a reflection
of higher overall poverty? Or do children fare madarly badly relative to
the rest of the population in countries where Efgis spoken?

It is certainly true that child poverty is high wkeoverall poverty is high.
But it is also the case that children fare partidyl badly in the English-
speaking countries. On average, the child poveaty im these countries is

1| should acknowledge my neglect of Canada in galdr, where there is a rich seam of evidence
on childhood disadvantage and, over the years,idemable policy interest. For example, Corak
(2001) reports the Canadian government’s pledd989 to eliminate poverty among children by
2000 and it would have been interesting to havesehdhis pledge and the subsequent history
(both poverty levels and policies, or their lack)aacase study.

Given the definition of poverty as low income tela to the national average, both child and
overall poverty rates are highly correlated with ttegree of income inequality.



nearly 1% times higher than the overall rate messur the same way, while
in the Continental European countries the two rateson average the safhe.
However, this may be a function less of being agliEh-speaking society
and more of being a high poverty country, for tighlar poverty Continental
European countries share the same feature.

Table 1:Child well-being — English-speaking countries vs. Continentabjir

Income-poverty Teenage births Relative educational
(per cent children in  (per 1,000 women disadvantage
households below aged 15-19) (OECD rank)
half national median
income)

USA 21.9 52.1 21
Canada 16.3 20.2 4
Ireland 16.8 18.7 13
UK 15.4 30.8 16
New Zealand 13.1 29.8 23
Australia 12.6 18.4 15
English-speaking 16.0 28.3 15.3
average
Continental Europe 9.0 10.4 119
France 7.9 9.3 5

SourcesCol. 1: Luxembourg Income Study LIS Key Figures (http://wwyrbgect.org/),
UNICEF (2000, Figure 1) and Ballantyne et al. (2003, NB provisidigaires) with
income in all cases equivalised by the square root of householddi2e {NICEF (2001,
Figure 1); col 3: UNICEF (2002, Figure 4: ranks not values). Ttheds for Continental
Europe are unweighted averages of figures for a different numided afountries (plus
Norway) in each column: 13 for poverty, 14 for teen births and 12digcadion. Ranking
on relative educational disadvantage is on the basis of dragev/rank for the difference
in achievement scores between tiffeatd 58" percentiles in five tests of maths, science
and reading in the 1995 and 1999 TIMSS and 2000 PISA surveys.

Focusing on poverty defined as low income therefdhee English-
speaking countries would be justified in taking @ay among children
especially seriously. They have higher child poyeates than elsewhere and
children appear worse off than the population agale — and more so than
in other countrie$.

3 See the Appendix for details of these calculatidie relationship in France mirrors the average
for Continental Europe — the overall rate in tharyeoncerned, 1995, was 8.0 per cent, compared
with the rate for children of 7.9 per cent.

4 The differential between child and overall povedies in any country should be keenly sensitive
to the choice of equivalence scale to account iféerdnces in household size. Children will come
lower down the income distribution the less thewi#ince that is made for scale economies. But
the ‘root N’ scale used in Table 1 (which approxiesato the OECD scale of 1.0+0.7*other adults



But we need to look also at other dimensions ofldchvell-being.
Restricting the focus to low income alone wouldi@e limited. Much recent
emphasis in Europe has been placed on ‘social g both in academic
debate on living standards and in the policy areflis throws the net very
wide over the possible aspects of children’s welfhiat could be considered.
But ‘poverty’ itself can also be defined in veryhd terms. For example, the
definition of the poor adopted by the EU back irB49vas of those with
‘resources (material, cultural and social) [tha® ao limited as to exclude
them from the minimum acceptable way of life in thlember States in
which they live’ (Eurostat, 2000: 11). Whatever theint of departure —
social exclusion or a wide definition of povertythere is a great deal that
could be considered.

Columns 2 and 3 of Table 1 look at the English-Epgpcountries’ record
on just two other aspects of child well-being -ntege births and educatib.
consider these in particular since they not onledf current child and
teenager well-being (e.g. decent schooling is aswamption good in
economic terms) but are important too for outcomdsiture life, the subject
of the next section. In both cases the table d@wihe programme of cross-
national comparison of child well-being in OECD otnies that | worked on
with colleagues while at UNICEF Innocenti Resedtemtre, Florence.

On teenage births, the English-speaking countrggnastand out, and
even more so than is the case with income-povéhg. Anglophone average
of almost three times that of Continental Europérigen up by the outlier of
the US. But even if the US rate were the same ais dhNorth-American
neighbour, Canada, the average across the six regmintould come down
only to 23, over double Continental Europe’s 1&4eenage birth rate of 30
per 1,000, as in the UK, means that more than nreeven young women
arrive at the age of 20 already having had a c¢hidnong the continental
European countries, only Portugal (21 per 1,00@usd within the English-
speaking range — again there is almost comple&rapn of the two groups.

On education, the picture is much less clear-cabld 1 focuses not on
traditional measures of attainment — for example thghest level of

+0.5*children) has a considerable degree of scad@@mies built into it and the conclusion about
the position of children in English-speaking coietrrelative to other countries should be
reasonably robust to choice of scale.

> By contrast, the concept of social exclusion isea from any discussion of living standards in
the US (Micklewright 2002).

6 Kitty Stewart and | have looked at differences armhds in a variety of dimensions of child
welfare across the EU (Micklewright and Stewart 999The website of the US Federal
Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statisticp:iiwww.childstats.gov, contains a wide
range of international comparisons and the agenawisual reportAmerica’s Children; Key
National Indicators of Well-Beinavailable from the same website) provides anl&mesxample

of presentation of statistics on children and yopegple at the national level with a clear brief
analysis of them.

! Assuming that no teenager has more than one child.



schooling reached — but on achievement, what aopeastually knows as
demonstrated in a test of their ability in a patic subject or a test of their
‘functional literacy’. Such tests are not witholietr problems, especially
when conducted in a cross-national setting withledl attendant problems of
linguistic and cultural differencésBut they have the advantage of focusing
on learning rather than mere time spent in thesobesn, and in a way that at
least attempts cross-national comparability (whedems impossible to
achieve with any measure based on national quatiifics)’

Column 3 shows each country’s rank in a comparisbr24 OECD
countries’ records in five tests of maths, scieacel reading conducted
among 14 and 15year-olds in the IEA’s TIMSS and @ECD’'s PISA
assessments. Countries are ranked on their avesged on ‘relative’
educational disadvantage in these tests, measardteagap in achievement
scores between the weakest students in any coanthyhose at the national
average. Countries with a lower rank (implying gh@r number in the table)
are those with a larger gap between the learnihgeaement at the bottom
and the middle of the distribution. These are thentries with a worse record
than others in restricting the length of the lowai of the distribution of
achievement and where exclusion of children from tational norms is
greatest.

The English-speaking countries score slightly woese a group than
Continental Europe but there is not much in it -a@erage of little more than
3 ranks. The US is clearly a poor performer oncaemand so is New
Zealand, but Canada does very well. However, thative measure of
disadvantage is not the only one of interest. Aaradtive is an ‘absolute’
one, the percentage of children in each country fahido reach a benchmark
level of achievement that is common to all coustri®n this basis, the
Anglophone countries actually do considerably Wbetigan Continental
Europe on average (mean ranks of 8.8 and 15.8atagyg; UNICEF 2002,
Figure 1). USA still comes relatively low but Auslia and Canada rank
better than any Continental European country exgepand’®

The focus on ranks hides any information on lev@igfice to say that few
if any countries could be happy with their levelesther relative or absolute
disadvantage. For example, the difference in mattlises among 14 year-
olds in New Zealand between a low-performing chaldd a child with
average performance is about five times the diffegein average scores
between 13 and 14 year-old children, indicating oagl lower tail of
achievement. But even in the best performing caemtthat differential is

8 See for example the discussion in Blum et al. {208n France’s experience of the OECD
International Adult Literacy Survey. (France withdr from the survey before the results were
published.)

® See UNICEF (2002, Box 3) on the association betvaaghievement and attainment in the EU,
including the dubious nature of the UK figures &tainment in recent Eurostat data.
10 . . .

France comes ¥4n this ranking on absolute disadvantage.



about 3% (UNICEF 2002: 12). Educational disadvamtagems high
everywhere.

Childhood Disadvantage and Outcomes for Children

What does evidence from English-speaking counsfesv about the impact
of poverty during childhood on outcomes in terms eafucation, health,
employment and income in adult life, and other atgpef well-being?

Most of this evidence is necessarily drawn fromgltudinal surveys that
follow children as they grow up and then move iattulthood. Two main
types of survey have been used: general houselwidlp that follow a
random sample of households for successive yeaud,studies of birth
cohorts that trace a group of children born aroth& same time. Where
available the data naturally have attracted s@u@nce researchers to try to
uncover the links between disadvantage during kbbdd and outcomes for
children.

That research has been most abundant in the USe e Panel Study of
Income Dynamics (PSID) in particular has long b#ensubject of attention.
The PSID started in 1968 and its more than 30 yelaasnual data provide a
very rich source of information for the investigetiof different stages of
childhood and their links with later adult outcom&onsiderable work has
also been done in the UK. Until recently this coric'ted on data from
cohorts of births in 1958 and 1970. But work oncomes for poor children
has also now become possible with the British Hbokk Panel Study
(BHPS) which began in 1991.

Longitudinal survey data in some of the other Esigbpeaking countries
are in much smaller supply. However, there havenbssveral important
recent initiatives. General household panels stantdustralia in 2001 and in
New Zealand in 2002. Panel data have been coll@ctedland as part of the
European Community Household Panel and in 2002lrisk government
decided to start a large cohort study of new-bom @ight year-old
children’?

Tables 2 and 3 illustrate some of the US and UHifigs on outcomes for
children from low income households. | have selkaetcomes that relate to
similar aspects of well-being in the two countribes the many differences in
what is measured in the two surveys mean thatteesuthe tables should not

1 A new UK birth cohort study has just started — hidennium Cohort — which will allow the
experiences of a large sample of today’s very yothilgiren to be tracked over the years ahead.
Information on the UK cohort studies can be fouhtitgy://www.cls.ioe.ac.uk/Cohort/mainncds.htm.
BHPS has formed the UK element of the European Qamityn Household Panel which is now
ending, although BHPS carries on (see http://wver.éssex.ac.uk/bhps/index.php).

12 The new Australian and New Zealand panel surveysiescribed at
http://www.melbourneinstitute.com/hilda/ and hthmiw.stats.govt.nz (search on ‘sofie’).
Information on the Irish cohort study can be foamdhttp://www.nco.ie/research/index.html.



be compared in detail. That said, they illustrate obvious broad similarity:
in both countries children in low income househdldsing childhood have
markedly less favourable outcomes in teenage ¢y adult life.

Table 2 Childhood poverty and later outcomes: the US

Parents’ income quintile when child aged 14

Poorest Middle (%) Richest
Teenagers who drop out of high school (%) 34.1 15.9 6.5
Girls who become teenage mothers (%) 40.0 18.3 4.9
Young men’s average annual earnings 16,772 23,306 26,168

(1992 US$)

Source:Mayer (1997: Table 3.1), PSID data.

These patterns in the data should come as no sergks noted by Susan
Mayer in an extensive review of the literature ae tnfluence of parental
income on child outcomes:

“Parental income is positively correlated with virtuallyegyv dimension of child
well-being that social scientists measure, and this isitregery country for which
we have data. The children of rich parents are healthétterbbehaved, happier
and better educated during their childhood and wealthier when they loave gp
than are children from poor families.” (Mayer 2002: 30)

Table 3.Childhood poverty and later outcomes: the UK

Family in ‘financial difficulties’ when child
aged 7, 11 or 16

Yes No
Leave school at earliest legal age of 16 (%) 87.4 67.9
Lone mother by age 23 (%) (females) 16.0 6.3
Male average hourly earnings at age 33 6.28 7.97

(1991 £5)

Source:Gregg and Machin (1998: Tables lla and lIb, 2001: Table 5.3), NCRS(1i@58
birth cohort).

But to what extent do these correlations reflegtaasal effectof low
income? This has long been the subject of investigan the US due to the
availability of the PSID data (e.g. see the literatreviewed in Haveman and
Wolfe 1995). The debate has been fuelled in regeats by the publication
of Susan Mayer’'s monograpiihat Money Can'’t BugMayer 1997) and Greg
Duncan and Jeanne Brooks-Gunn’s edited vol@mesequences of Growing
up Poor(Duncan and Brooks-Gunn 1997).

Mayer argues that the ceteris paribus impact offeowily income is often
small (and that it had been overestimated in maarjiee studies). For



example, she estimates that a doubling of incoméhefpoorest fifth of
families would reduce the high school drop-out atdable 2 among these
families by only 6 per cent points and the promortof girls who had a child
in their teens by only a quarter (Mayer 1997: 13446 her 2002 review,
Mayer concludes that ‘when family background efeate controlled for....
the residual effects [of parental income] are galhersmall to modest on
most outcomes’ (p6). Results from the UK also digigthese smaller ‘residual
effects’. Ermisclet al. (2001) find no significant direct impact of powedn
the probability of staying on at school after thmimum leaving age when
controlling for other factorS® Gregg and Machin (2001) conclude that the
reduction in male earnings at age 33 associated faancial difficulty
during childhood is halved when allowance is mawdtlie impact of parents’
education and the child’s own characteristics a &g (including early
learning)+*

One would expect the impact of prolonged poveriyrduchildhood to be
larger than that of a short spell of low income &halyer argues in her 2002
review that this is confirmed by almost all reséaticat looks at the issue.
The longer a family stays poor the harder it isustain expenditures through
debt and savings on a range of goods and servib&hvare important to
children’s development. This provides one motivatior studies that simply
look at the length of time that children spend avgrty without linking it to
the impact on current or future outcomes. About-tiicds of children in the
bottom fifth of the income distribution in one yeme still there the next year
in the US, the UK, Ireland and New Zealand (Bragitetral. 2001 Table 4.4,
Ballantyne et al. 2003 Table 8.4)Six per cent of all children in the UK and
nine per cent in the US were in the bottom fiftliwe consecutive years.

If low income per seis not the only factor to blame for the outcomes f
poor children, then what is?

The other dimensions of childhood deprivation tadtcbn in Section 2 are
one possibility. Poorly educated children do warskater life. This is hardly
surprising as far as income in adulthood is corexra it is the clear
prediction from the voluminous economic literatuo& the returns to
schooling. The causal impact of additional schapliscertainly debated but
few would deny that a substantial part of the semgrrelation between low
levels of education and low adult income refle@ssality — certainly if the

13 Although they find it does reduce success in gubkams at age 16. See also Micklewright
(1989) who uses the 1958 birth cohort data to labthe effect of income on the school leaving
probability, with and without controls for ability.

14 There is some evidence too that the impact ofifmeme may vary with the stage of childhood.
See Ermisch et al. (2001) on the UK and Mayer (2882a review of evidence from the US.

15 Definition of poverty in all countries as in Taldle



measure of education is based as in Table 1 on pdwgile know rather than
just time spent in schod.

Table 4 shows the association of teenage motherivatd later life
outcomes, comparing the situation in the UK anthireé with the average for
continental European countries. In both these EBhgdpeaking countries
(especially in the UK), former teen mothers are kadly more likely than
women who first gave birth in their 20s not to bework and to be in the
bottom fifth of the income distribution. But thegtires for the continental
European countries are also striking. Teenage mutbd is much less
common here, as noted in Section 2, but it is 8t#l case that former teen
mothers in Continental Europe fare much less welhweerage in later life —
for example they are twice as likely to be in tladtdm fifth of the income
distribution. The figures display considerable &ian from country to
country — the table shows the situation in Fracbet very similar to that in
the UK where the teen birth rate is three time$idig- but the differences are
always in the same direction.

Table 4:Teenage motherhood and later outcomes

Not in work In poorest fifth of household income
(%) (%)
Age when first child born Age when first child born
15-19 20-29 difference 15-19 20-29 difference

UK 61 37 +24 53 23 +30
Ireland 69 51 +18 41 23 +18
Continental 53 39 +14 40 19 +21
EU
France 61 35 +26 51 18 +33

Source:Berthould and Robson (2001, Appendix 1). ECHP data. Income equivalised with
the OECD scale. The table shows the situation when womenimtereiewed in ECHP,
on average 8 years after their first child was born.

The associations in Table 4, like those for lowoime in Tables 2 and 3,
may in part reflect a causal relationship. But tladso reflect the fact that
teenagers who become mothers are different froer ddenagers. The causal
impact of becoming a mother while a teenager ar lée outcomes is likely
to be a lot less than the association shown iner4bl

The extent of the causality running from low incorieeen motherhood or
some other dimension of child well-being to futotdcomes clearly matters a
great deal for the design of policy. For exampl#l, gveater income transfers

'8 Blau and Kahn (2001) find that an increase in sesires equal to half of the international
standard deviation in the International Adult Ltey Survey was associated with a 22 per cent
increase in earnings in Canada and a 26 per cergase in the USA (results without controls for
levels of educational attainment).
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to families in poverty have much effect on outcorfeschildren or will they
just increase current living standards of the p@oreasonable goal in itself
but a different goal)? However, given an approprialitical climate, | think
that the simple correlations of the type in Tallle® 4 are powerful in their
own right. They can generate concern among poliaikars over the fate of
poor children and can help move child poverty ug plolicy agenda. The
same is true for figures on the length of time di@h stay poor. Simply
establishing the facts, irrespective of the outcgnmeay stimulate interest in
child poverty as a policy issue. The dynamic viefvpoverty, with its
emphasis on movements in and out of low income, lags implications for
design of anti-poverty policy, as will be made cleaSection 5.

Expenditures on Families: Cross-National Pictures

This section provides some background to my disonssf policy in
individual countries by looking at summary measuoésthe degree of
generosity of government social expenditures towéadilies. As in Section
2, the focus is on broad cross-national comparisons seeing how the
situation in English-speaking countries lines upiast that elsewherg.

Figure 1 gives an example of the type of comparmammonly made in
the literature in this area, plotting income-poye#tes for children in OECD
countries against total ‘workforce age’ social enghieures as a percentage of
GNP. (The poverty rates relate to the early-mid0s98@nd most are the same
figures as used in Table 1.) The English-speakiognties’ higher child
poverty rates are associated with lower spending @&rcentage of GNP
compared to other countries. It is easy to intérgite graph as implying a
causal relationship, with low ‘welfare effort’ omd part of governments
resulting in higher child poverty.

But the evidence in Figure 1 is very far from caistle on this issue. The
figures for social expenditures are totals, whereags want to see the impact
of spending on poverty it would seem more natuwdbtus on expenditures
directed at the lower part of the income distribntiThe definition of social
expenditures is restrictive. It excludes tax exjemels — support to families
in the form of tax allowances and credits, whiclvéehdbecome much more
important in a number of countries in recent yedrsxcludes expenditure on
education and on health. And important areas ofeguowents’ ‘welfare
effort’ that impact on child poverty but which réisin no government
expenditure are by definition excluded, notablyolabmarket regulation —
including rules on hiring and firing and, perhapspecially important,
minimum wage laws.

7\ draw in particular on the work of Bruce Bradbwagd Markus Jantti, published both under
their own names (Bradbury and Jantti 2001, 200dd)as a contribution to UNICEF (2000).
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Figure 1:Child poverty and workforce age social expenditures
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Source:UNICEF (2000, Figure 10). Workforce age social expenditures exeldaeation
and health (and refer to 1995).

Some of these objections can be dealt with, thiigimg the analysis
(although none of the refinements are without moid). One route that has
been followed by various authors is to look at haaome-poverty rates in
household survey data are altered by the applicaifothe tax and benefit
system (e.g. UNICEF 2000, Figure 9). This has tivaatage of accounting
for tax allowances and credits and of summaridnegdirect impact of the tax
and benefit system on each household. But the appamarket income’
poverty rates prior to the application of the tard denefit system do not
reflect the impact of the government on the mar&etcomes — as in
minimum wage law or childcare subsidies — as welb@ing a counter-factual
that would never occur in the absence of the taktesmsfer system. (Both
demand and supply of labour would be different#re were no taxes and
transfers.) Another route would be to bring the cadion and health
expenditures into the definition of social expenitt'®

8 n 1999, public expenditure on education (primaggondary and post-secondary non-tertiary)
as a per cent of GDP averaged exactly the samdeinsix English-speaking countries and
continental Europe (continental EU plus Norway$ per cent. (OECDEducation at a Glance
2002 Table B2.1b). And public health expenditure wksost the same: 5.9 per cent and 6.1 per
cent of GDP respectively (OECBiealth Data 2002 Table 12). France comes above average on
both counts — 4.1 per cent of GDP on educatioririddfas above) and 7.1 per cent on health.
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Figure 2 draws on a recent attempt to measure adljpackage of family
benefits in 22 countries for hypothetical famili@e full package includes
cash benefits, the impact of the tax system, sugpohousing expenditures,
and the net costs (after allowance for free scmoehls, reimbursement of
health expenditures etc.) to families of their dfeh’s education and health
(assuming for example one visit to the dentist pear). The set of
calculations | have chosen for the graph referatuilies with one earner on
half average earnings, i.e. to families well dowrthe earnings distribution.
The situation shown is that in July 2001. The fegutherefore reflect a
number of recent policy developments in the Engligbaking countries (and
elsewhere t00), unlike those for social expendgume~igure 1 which refer to
1995.

Figure 2:The family benefit package for families on half-average earnings
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Source:Bradshaw and Finch (2002, Table G.6).

The horizontal axis shows the estimated value ef fdimily benefits
‘package’ taking into account only explicit famibenefits (both universal
and income-tested) and the tax system. The vedidal shows the value of
the full package, taking into account housing suppod the other elements
listed above. On both axes the value of the paclksagkown as a percentage
of national average earnings.
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The picture of differences across the industridlinations may come as a
surprise, and appears to contrast with that inréidu In terms of support
through cash benefits and the tax system — thedmnal axis — the English-
speaking countries occupy six of the top eight ggaand all of the top four.
The USA, a country that is usually seen as veryenegous towards those on
low incomes, comes as high as third in this gernigrésague. The position
changes somewhat when other elements of the paekadaken into account
on the vertical axis. New Zealand and Canada daajx bonsiderably but the
other four English-speaking countries are stiliha top seven.

But two points need to be borne in mind when siaipgthese results.
First, the hypothetical families behind the caltiolas in Figure 2 are not
representative of all those on low incomes. Fongta, they refer to families
with someonen work In fact, calculations of the package for a hyptttal
family on social assistance still show most of Erglish-speaking countries
in quite a favourable light although the US falick sharply in the rankings,
emphasising the contrasting levels of support tse¢hin and out of work in
this country*®

Second, generosity in Figure 2 is measured as #heevof a benefit
packagan relation to average earningff generosity in these terms is higher
where earnings inequality is higher — where lownees are further behind the
average than elsewhere — then the greater generaif be insufficient to
prevent higher poverty (defined in relative incot@ens).

Figure 3 sheds some light on this, comparing chdderty rates with the
percentage of full-time workers on low pay, takenearnings beneath two-
thirds of the national median. The English-speakiogntries do indeed have
much higher than average low pay rates, refled¢hieg wider distributions of
earnings.

Which gives a better guide to the source of theliEmgpeaking countries’
higher child poverty, Figure 1 or Figure 3? Showiel be pointing the finger
at low social expenditures or at the labour markebmes of those at the
bottom of the income distribution, whether affectadlow pay or lack of
work? Having carefully analysed the compositiornn@iomes of low-income
families in industrialized countries, Bradbury atihtti come down in favour
of the latter:

“We find that market incomes play a larger role than dtatgsfers in accounting
for the cross-national diversity of outcomes for disadvantagedirehil The

English-speaking countries other than the USA, for example, Bcpualide quite

substantial income transfers to their most needy children. iVing ktandards of
these children, however, remain relatively low because of lvour-market

incomes” (Bradbury and Jantti 2001: §§).

19 Bradshaw and Finch (2002, Table G.4).

%0 One canard that Bradbury and Jantti lay to reshas the differences in child poverty across
countries are due to differences in the prevalefi¢ene motherhood. They show that overall child
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With this conclusion in mind, | now turn to lookicitly at some of the
policies that are currently being pursued in thglish-speaking countries to
combat child poverty — whether defined as low fgmicome or something
else.

Figure 3:Child poverty and low pay
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Source:UNICEF (2000, Figure 10).

Policy Responses in the English-Speaking Countries

How are the English-speaking countries now facipgaiwhat is, at least in
some dimensions of well-being, their common problenchild poverty? |
focus on the US and the UK, and, in less detalaird and New Zealand.
These countries illustrate a variety of respon3é® first two are obvious
choices for their contrasting government positicaiough some common
elements can in fact be seen. Ireland and New #Adadae of interest for
different reasons — Ireland for its prominent oltestance on poverty in
general for a number of years, New Zealand forretent shift of policy
towards a greater focus on children. My coveragealicies within each
country is inevitably rather selective — | try tlustrate general points rather
than provide a detailed account.

poverty rates would change little if all countrigsre to have the same proportion of children in
lone mother households.
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= TheUS

The US has long had a high rate of income-povertyrag children compared
to other OECD countries when poverty is measurdd thie same ‘relative’
definition in each country, as in Table 1. And dficial US poverty rate for
children, using the Census Bureau’s ‘absolute’ pigv@ne, has exceeded 15
per cent in almost every year since calculationseviiest made in the 1960s
(and has reached 20 per cent in 14 of the lasea@sy" Other indicators of
childhood deprivation persistently show Americaipoor light, as illustrated
in Section 2. Although the rhetoric of governmemtgislation might
sometimes suggest otherwise (as in the No Child Behind Act of 2001,
which was concerned with education), reducing chdderty does not seem a
key part of federal government policy.

Danziger (2003) argues that in this respect the riaae people get the
policies that they wish to see. Opinion poll evidershows that Americans
have a lower aversion to poverty than Europeans lasd desire for
redistributive policies that reduce income inedyakVhile on average 71 per
cent of people in seven EU countries in a 1999 esuragreed with the
statement that it is the responsibility of governim® reduce differences in
incomes, this was true of only 35 per cent of Acens (Redmond et al.
2002, Table 5§

This determines the form of policies to combat c&lpbverty in the US,
especially policy with respect to low family incomich | focus on here. In
particular, there is an emphasis on the resporgilaf parents to improve
their own lot and that of their families, with wobleing the way to do it. For
example, the website of the Administration for @hein and Families, the
part of the Department of Health and Human Serviesponsible for federal
programmes that promote the well-being of childrestes as the first priority
in its mission statement that its programmes ainadbieve ‘families and
individuals empowered to increase their own ecoromdependence and
productivity’.2®

The 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work OppotyuRieconciliation
Act, passed into law with a high degree of bi-fzami support, has been the
principal element of US anti-poverty policy in reteyears — although
reducing poverty was not an explicit aim of theiségion (Blank 2002:
1142). This is ‘welfare reform’, a radical change federally-mandated
means-tested assistance for families. The best kmd@ments of the changes

21 See http://www.census.gov/hhes/poverty/histpopths2.html. US Census BureaBpverty in
the United States: 200Table A-2, http://www.census.gov/prod/2002pub6/2a9.pdf

%2 These results are based on the International ISBuirey Programme. The UK is one of the
seven EU countries included and the figure here &@aper cent. Interestingly, the other three
English-speaking countries in the survey come betwie EU average and the US — Canada,
Australia and New Zealand are all at just undep&0Ocent.

2 http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/acf_about.html#mission
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are limits to the length of time support can besreed, the obligation to work
in return for benefit (not necessarily immediai@)d the devolution to the
States of enormous freedom in design and operafitmeir welfare schemes.
Indeed, the combination of this hand-over and tkistiag powers in many
areas of life possessed by the States means thatldy it makes little sense
to talk of ‘the government policy’ towards childysoty in the US — it is the
policies of 50 governments that need to be assessed

A less well-known aspect of welfare reform, at teagside the US, is that
along with the stick applied to those out of wohlere have been sizeable
carrots offered to those taking jobs. An earnednme tax credit has been a
key element and this helps explain the high le¥support to a parent on low
earnings shown for the US in Figure 2. Expandedifumfor childcare is also
an important part of the reforrfis.

The drive for reform was clearly influenced by tbeidence on the
dynamics of poverty referred to in Section 3 andrhpps even more
important, by evidence on the dynamics of beneéiteipt. Increasing
awareness of the existence of long periods on lieaedl long spells of
poverty has provoked policy makers to ‘think longihally’. This has
changed the view of the appropriate policy respdrns@ one of providing
more income to the current poor to one of how toengeople out of poverty
— or at least off benefit — and how to prevent theatering in the first place
(Aber and Ellwood 2001).

Changes in the number of families on welfare hasenbdramatic, down
by more than half over 1996-2002, from about 4.Bioni to little more than
2 million® More disadvantaged parents do appear to be workimg
particular, the single mother employment rate fogelO percentage points
over 1994-99. However, jobs that welfare recipienis to may be short-term
and and/or pay wages that are insufficient to fhitnilies out of poverty,
especially when childcare costs are taken into @tcolhe official child
poverty rate fell by four percentage points ove®@2001, meaning that
about 2.5 million children were removed from poyeBut how much of this
was due to welfare reform and how much to a boormicwnomy in most of
the period is unclear. The impact on dimensionshufdren’s well-being
other than their families’ incomes, such as theath, is also uncleéf.

If family incomes were not to have risen much agsult of the reforms
does this mean that the policy would have failed®?iNthe main purpose has
been simply one of shifting families off means-¢elsbenefit and into jobs so
as to change attitudes towards both support frenstate and work. Welfare

24 Ellwood (2000) provides a good account of the mix the in-work incentives and Blank

(2002) reviews the now extensive literature on éffects of welfare reform on the numbers of
recipients, labour supply and poverty. | draw ome®f her findings in the text.

% http://www.acf.hhs.gov/news/stats/newstat2.shtml

26 Blank (2002) briefly reviews some evidence on,thisluding the detailed analysis by Duncan
and Chase-Lansdale (2001) who consider inter ladiampact on children of different ages.
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reform, the federal administration argues, has ttehed the culture of
dependency that the old welfare program createdrepldced it with a new
spirit of independence that will benefit familiesr fgenerations for comé’.
Viewed in this way, child poverty is reduced in tbag-term by the creation
of a better work ethic among poor parents andrdrestmission of that ethic to
their children through the example of seeing thanents work.

Policy changes along exactly the same lines in gai@nd other OECD
countries seem very unlikely. In part this is doegteater preferences for
redistribution to the poor, in part to the differemstitutional settings,
different labour markets and different demogradByt we may learn from
some aspects of the US experience. First, the dgnaenspective on both the
problem of income-poverty and the policy resporSecond, the need for
work-based solutions to provide incentives to takek and to enable work to
be taken e.g. via subsidised childcare. Third, tieeessity of adequate
consideration for the fate of those who cannot warlwvho cannot find work.
Fourth, a need to collect appropriate data to exalthe impact of policy
reform and the use of a variety of methods of d@iagareas in which the US
can be said to lead the field.

= The UK

In contrast to the US, a reduction in child povdrag been an explicit aim of
the Labour government’'s domestic policy agendehen WK in recent years.

In fact, the commitment is not just to reductiont +s to elimination. Prime

Minister Blair has vowed to end child poverty with20 years (Blair 1999)

and ‘halving child poverty within a decade, ananghating it in a generation’

is now an official policy objectivé® The importance of this task within the
government’'s priorities is illustrated by the proemt role taken by

Chancellor of the Exchequer Brown, who has famolatiglled child poverty

‘a scar on the nation’s soul’. Reducing child payes not something to be
left just for the ‘social’ ministries.

Although an emphasis on child poverty is notaliléprims only part of an
anti-poverty strategy that has been developed &y #ibour government since
taking power from the Conservatives in 1997. Pgvhed not been a policy
concern for a long time (even the term ‘poverty’ swavoided by the
Conservative administrations of the previous 18s)e&evertheless, children
are very high on the agenda and are frequentlghbsen entry-point into the
debate on the extent or impact of disadvantagbenopening paragraphs of

27 Department of Health and Human Services Secréfargmy Thompson, 13 February 2003
(http://lwww.acf.dhhs.gov/news/press/2003/releas&302.html). Danziger (2003) cites 2001
opinion poll evidence that shows three-quarter&raericans who know there has been a change in
legislation believe that people who leave the welfallsare still poor.

8 Eor example, this is second of four key objectivéthe Department of Work and Pensions,
(http://www.dwp.gov.uk/aboutus/index.htm#objectives
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government reports. International comparisons ocbmme-poverty of the type
in Table 1 are regularly referred to by the govenmto illustrate the

situation it ‘inherited’. The large rise in incorpeverty among children since
Labour had previously been in power is also oftetech — child poverty

measured as in Table 1 was only 9 per cent in I®T%ad risen to 20 per
cent by 1995

Not surprisingly therefore, children are promingnthentioned in the
government's presentation of the reasons for it§-pamverty strategy
(Department of Work and Pensions 2002: 5). Thiessts both the
instrumental and the distributive aims noted in tdac 1, and cites
associations between childhood disadvantage andefatutcomes of the sort
described in Section 3.

Income-poverty, whether among children or the pajah as a whole, is
far from being the exclusive focus. The stressnsdsadvantage in all its
facets — income, education, health, neighbourhdod EBoth ‘poverty’ and
‘social exclusion” are used to label that disadagaf at times
interchangeably. (The same statistics seem to éatenl as measures of
poverty in one government report and of exclusioramother.) An annual
report on poverty and social exclusio@pportunity for All defines the
government’'s view of the problem, the evidence itsr importance, the
policies being put in place to confront the sitoatiand progress achieved on
a range of indicatorS. There are separate indicators for children anchgou
people, people of working age, the elderly, and roomities. The topics
covered by the children and young people’s indisatmclude income-
poverty, conceptions among girls aged under 18catchnal qualifications at
various ages, truancy, infant mortality, seriougiries, smoking, and child
protection registrations.

As a result, the policy responses to child povedgge across many
different areas of government activity. There aregpmmmes to reduce
teenage pregnancy, to improve schools (especraliiysadvantaged areas), to
extend pre-school education (the aim is provisiondll three year olds by
mid-2004), to reduce juvenile crime and so on. Moelw research has been
commissioned on the nature of childhood disadvantagd on possible
solutions3* There is now a Cabinet committee on children anthy people's
services, a Minister for Young People, and a Chitdand Young People's
Unit aimed at co-ordinating policies across différe government

29 Source as for Table 1.

30 Opportunity for Allis published by the Department for Work and Perssidme fourth report
from September 2002 is available from http://wwwpdgov.uk/publications/dwp/2002/oppal-
fourth/index.htm.

31 For example, see recent Department of Work and siBesm research reports
(http://www.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd5/rrs-index.html) attler work referenced in the annual poverty
report.
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department&® An overall Strategy for Children and Young Peoislén the
making.

Among the many goals, a reduction of income-povartyong children
remains a key preoccupation. To be fair, this a@bpbly due to a belief that it
is vital to the success of the whole enterpriskat kow income in childhood
does have a sizeable casual impact on child aaddault outcomes. But it is
also the case that a large reduction in the nurmbehildren in low income
households will remain the criterion on which swescer failure to combat
child poverty will be judged by many peogfeKey features of policy here
have included the introduction of a national minfmwage for the first time
in the UK, increases in child benefits, and theodtiction of child tax credits,
and help (but not compulsion) to lone parentsnd fivork (including a large
expansion in childcare funding). As Figure 2 shate, UK was second only
to Ireland in 2001 in the level of support givea the tax and transfer system
to a hypothetical family on half average earnings.

As these changes suggest, policy on income-poaentyng families has a
clear emphasis on promoting work. The aim is ‘tovpde people with a
“hand-up” not a “hand-out”... we are creating an\aetivelfare state focused
on giving people the opportunities they need to psup themselves,
principally through work’ (Blair 1999: 17-18). This very similar to the
declared aims of US anti-poverty policy. The Amanexperience, including
the emphasis on poverty dynamics, has undoubtedlysbme influence. But
the support for those not in work in the UK remamach stronger for the
time-being. For example there is still no time-timy of income-tested
benefits.

And the impact so far? In many areas of policyistill too early to tell.
The annual poverty report gives year on year chmmgesach indicator of
child and young people’s well-being but it will beme time before it is clear
whether lasting reductions in levels of disadvaathgve been achieved, and
even longer before any evidence on future outcaraase seen.

The clearest evidence concerns income-poverty. bEsmefit model
simulations with representative samples of houskbalvey data show that
policy measures taken between 1996/7 and 2003/A4aik resulted in over a
million fewer children being below a conventionalative income poverty
line than would otherwise have been the case (Riamthand Sutherland
2002). This seems a major success, implying a texfum the child poverty
rate of about one-third. But it iscteris paribuscalculation, while in reality
other things do change. These include the povérgshold, which rises as

% see http://www.cypu.gov.uk/corporate/index.cfm.

33 It is worth noting that an official definition othild poverty’ is currently under consideration —
seeMeasuring Child Poverty: A Consultation DocumantiPreliminary Conclusions: Measuring
Child Poverty Consultation (http://www.dwp.gov.uk/consultations/consult/2008/dpov). It
seems possible that this may result in a measateltfiers from the standard-income poverty one
that the official target of elimination has beeteipreted as applying to.
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median incomes rise. Piachaud and Sutherland adaclinat if the
government is to remain on track to halve child geov by 2010 then
substantial further policy measures or rises inleyment will be needed.
And as in their earlier work, specifically focused the position of children
(Piachaud and Sutherland 2000), they point to itinédtions of a strategy
based on work-based solutions and to the effetiblafing benefit levels for
those without work well below the poverty threshold

= |reland

Policies to reduce child poverty in Ireland formrtpat the country’s National
Anti-Poverty Strategy (NAPS), launched in 1997 a®sponse to the 1995
UN World Summit for Social Development. NAPS harseatly survived a
change of government and thus seems a well-ediadlizart of Irish life.

The original focus of NAPS was the reduction of gy through a
lowering of unemployment, which had reached distgly high levels.
Income poverty among children was implicitly tamgbtthrough this focus,
unemployment striking hard at families with childreNolan (2001) shows
there to have been a large rise in income povertgng children from the
mid-1970s, as in the UK. But as unemployment rededigring the Irish
boom of the second half of the 1990s, children came@ccupy a more
explicit position in the Strategy.

Poverty in the NAPS has always been defined indteams. The official
wording is similar to the 1984 EU definition notadSection 2, and much
wider than a focus on low income alofiédnd as in the UK, social exclusion
is seen as the near neighbour of poverty — thé $eatence of the NAPS
refers to tackling both. As a result, Ireland hasrb well placed in the
preparation of the National Action Plan for povedgd social inclusion
(NAPiIncl) that all EU members now produce as parthe open-method of
coordination in the social field following the 20@uropean Council in
Lisbon. Children are listed prominently as a ‘vulddde group’ in both the
revised NAPS and the NAPincl.

The revised NAPS, produced in 2002, contains seegmicit targets for
the well-being of children and young people for fhe years to 2007
These range across different dimensions of livitemadards and include a
reduction in the number of children who are ‘cotesifly poor’ below 2 per
cent, a reduction by 10 per cent in the gap in lbosth weight rates between
the lowest and highest socio-economic groups, armeédaction in early
school-leaving so that the percentage of those mg upper secondary

34 The NAPS definition is that ‘people are livingpoverty if their income and resources (material,
cultural and social) are so inadequate as to pdedioiem from having a standard of living which is
regarded as acceptable by Irish society generally’.

35 Nolan (2001a) writes persuasively from the Iristpexience on the value of setting explicit
targets for poverty reduction.
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school will rise to 90 per cent. A separate ‘cotesis poverty’ target for
children is a novelty in the revised NAPS as thst fbtrategy did not single
children out in this way (although the same 2 pamtdarget is set for the
whole population). ‘Consistent poverty' is definedthe NAPS as being a
household that has low inconand which suffers an enforced absence of
basic items considered essential by most peoplee @ per cent goal may
seem dramatic given the lIrish figure in Table 1 bhild poverty on the
‘consistent’ definition was already only 8 per cen2000.)

How is all this to be achieved? Policies includéstantial increases in
recent years in universal child benefit (by a faababout 214§° Some of
this came after the June 2001 date for the infaomain Figure 2, which
shows Ireland to have had the most generous padfagesh and tax benefits
for a hypothetical low earner at that time. Contidiemphasis on supporting
childcare will help promote female employment — theo explicit revised
NAPS target — and hence family incomes. The 199&@ission on the
Family had noted the almost complete lack of puhlieding in Ireland of
pre-school childcar&. A National Children’s Strategy, introduced in 2002
(and Ireland’s first), provides a coordinating fewmork, with goals shaped by
the language and aspirations of the UN Conventionthe Rights of the
Child. The new longitudinal survey of Irish childrenentioned in Section 3 is
one concrete product of the Strategy. Among thestipgs that could be
asked about these policy initiatives is whether iti@ney is there to fund
them with the ending of the Irish economic boom.

= New Zealand

The recent history of policy towards child poventy New Zealand bears
some similarities with that in the UK. Until recBntthe issue of poor
children was nowhere on the policy agenda. In the1880s, the country
had embarked on a radical programme of both matb microeconomic
reform. The reforms were dubbed ‘Rogernomics’ aft@bour Finance
Minister Roger Douglas who started the processtheg were continued in
the 1990s by the right-of-centre National PartyctSwere the extent and
speed of the changes, including widespread dergguland privatisation,
that the reforms attracted the attention of theermdtional financial
institutions as a possible model for both develoged developing countries
(e.g. Bale and Dale 1998). The gap between rich @ow widened and
income-poverty among children on the definition nased in New Zealand
statistics more than doubled from 16 per cent 8718 to 35 per cent in

3 am grateful to Brian Nolan for this information.

37 Ireland has one of the lowest rates of enrolmér® gear-olds in pre-schools in the OECD,
around 5 per cent compared with France’s 100 pet. ¢6owever, the proportion of 0-3 year olds
who use daycare facilities is almost 40 per cexteeding the figure in France (OECD 2001:
Charts A9.1 and A9.2, 1998/99 data).
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1992/3, falling back to 29 per cent in 1997/8 (Mtry of Social Development
2001: Table EC3.1).

In 1997, the Committee on the Rights of the Chilhich oversees
compliance with the UN Convention on the Rightstieg Child, expressed
concern that the reform process had squeezed lauglgesources available
to support children and their families. It also aeenended that the New
Zealand government undertake a study of the impactchildren of the
reform process (Blaiklock et al. 2002).

Such a report was never produced, but in the nmmearitie policy agenda
went through a sea-change. Both the Labour-Alliagoeernment entering
power in 1999 and its successor have paid muchegratiention to children
and to social issues. (The UK Labour governmentigcigs in these areas is
said to be an important influence.) Concern wittiAveing in the population
as a whole is illustrated by the institution of annual Social Reportto
monitor trends in different aspects of living stardb (with a commitment
also to use international comparisons) and to tusptify areas where action
is needed (Ministry of Social Development 2001).

Attention to the situation of children has beenstailised in a strategy,
‘The Agenda for Children’, launched in June 200fmafa long period of
consultation. This ambitious document is in partigion of what life for
children should be like in New Zealand, in partea af principles to guide
policy making towards children, and in part a pesgme of action. The
Agenda addresses explicitly the issue of ‘Why foounschildren and why
now?’, arguing inter alia that ‘the well-being dhildren matters to us all.
How well they do affects how we as a society Ho'.

Although no target date is set or precise definitwd poverty chosen, the
Agenda notes the government’'s intention to ‘enddcpoverty’, a central
plank in the strategy. Measures to address low Iyamicomes include
changes to employment law and increases in minirmages, improved
access to childcare, paid parental leave and mesmsoiismooth the transition
from benefit receipt to work. But the Agenda addessmany aspects of child
well-being other than family incomes, including hleaeducation, teenage
pregnancy and child abuse. As with the Irish Natio@hildren’s Strategy,
aspects of the Agenda’s conception of childhood taedolace of children in
society seem heavily influenced by the UN Convento the Rights of the
Child.

The Agenda also makes clear that New Zealand’s letdge base for
action on childhood disadvantage is inadequate. Mesearch is to be
undertaken across a range of topics, includinghendsues of family income
dynamics and the impact of childhood poverty disedsin Section 3. (The
2002 review by Susan Mayer of the impact of patemteome on child
outcomes that | cite there was a report commissidnethe New Zealand

38 The Agenda is available at http://www.msd.goveagehdaforchildren/public-report/index.html.
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government.) The new household panel survey not&ection 3 will be one
resource to be drawn on in time. The Agenda algoass the government’s
intention to consider a new longitudinal study fesed on children.

Conclusions

My conclusions are as follows.

The English-speaking countries have notably higlsges of income-
poverty among children than have Continental Eumopeountries on
average. The same is true for teenage births.rinstef the scale of the
problem measured in this simple way there is aqyséfication for the

English-speaking countries to take child poverpeesally seriously.

Several countries have benefited from longitudsaivey evidence that
shows how long children stay in poverty and theoeission between

childhood poverty and later life outcomes (althotiggre is debate on the
extent to which these associations reflect causdds). In the right

political climate, this evidence helps generate ceom among policy
makers over the fate of poor children, re-enforemgjivation for tackling

child poverty both from a distributional perspeetiand for instrumental
reasons.

Countries that have had less of such data are bakgcting it now
(Australia, New Zealand and Ireland).

Cross-national evidence shows that most Englishispg countries have
comparatively generous benefits for low-income feasiand that their
higher rates of income-poverty among children gracally caused by
lower labour market incomes at the bottom of tlewme distribution, not
lower state transfers.

A key element in the current US solution to incopaserty among
children is to force families off income-tested b&hand to encourage
and ease them into work. Other countries are atswacing the latter part
of this solution but much less so the former (whitlpart aims to end a
perceived ‘benefit dependency’ culture). The exgare of both the US
and the UK in recent years illustrates the limitat to work-based
solutions to family income-poverty, underlining thae that benefits for
those not employed should continue to play.

The UK, Ireland and New Zealand all experienceddatises in poverty
among children over the last two decades and alle haxplicitly
committed themselves to tackling the problem, es@far as ‘eliminating’
child poverty. The UK has achieved significant retthns in the last few
years but may have difficulty staying on track.

All three of these countries view child poverty afidadvantage in very
broad terms, with low income as only one dimensRualicy to confront



24

child poverty is therefore being developed alongous different fronts
and involves several different government departmen

 All three have recently instituted (or are finalg) wide-ranging
‘strategies’ for children intended both to help dscand co-ordinate
policies to combat childhood disadvantage and tadedme the
prominence of children on the policy agenda. Tighland New Zealand
strategies have a strong human rights influendlecteng the principles of
the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child.

My final comment follows on from this last conclosi One of the UN
Convention’s principles is that children ‘should beard’ — their views on
issues that affect them should be known. This seéem® to fit well with the
growing concern to collect evidence on the welllgeof individuals within
households and on the intra-household allocatioresburces (Lundberg et
al. 1997, Cantillon et al. 2003). Children’s opmsoof their situation may
both help increase policy-makers’ concern overdcpibverty (a number of
government reports referred to in this paper ditdden’s views) and may
help indicate particular spheres of children’s sivehere action is most
needed (e.g. Daly and Leonard 2002, Ridge 2002).
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Appendix: Sourcesof Income-Poverty Data

The child poverty rates used in the first columiTable 1 are the most recent
| could find that were available on a comparablsiddor all countries (a
poverty line of half-median income with the squavet of household size
used as an equivalence scale). The majority come fihe Luxembourg
Income Study LIS Key Figures (accessed from the wébsite on 11 June
2003). This was the source for three of the Engdisdaking countries (USA,
UK and Canada with the data referring to 2000, 1299 1998 respectively).
More recent rates than those in the LIS Key Figuwese available from
UNICEF (2000) for Ireland (1997) and Australia (69B). New Zealand is
not in the LIS and was not covered by UNICEF (200@m grateful to Dave
Maré for making available the estimate of child @y in New Zealand (in
1997) on the same basis as the other countriesighat Ballantyne et al.
(2003). The rates for the Continental European tsare all from the LIS
Key Figures with the exception of that for Greenet(present in the LIS)
which comes from UNICEF (2000). The average ratbdschild to total
poverty rates cited in the text used total poveatgs from the same sources
and years, calculated on a comparable basis. Incéilses of Ireland and
Australia the most recent LIS rates for both claifdl total poverty were used
(referring to 1996 and 1994 respectively) sincedherces used for the child
rates in Table 1 did not provide the total ratesvall. The average ratio for
the English-speaking countries is 1.22 and for @antinental European
countries 1.1.
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